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Phase 1: Topper Transit Operational Efficiency Analysis 

Introduction and Overview 
The Bowling Green Transit Operational Efficiency & Management Analysis was initiated by the Bowling 
Green-Warren County Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO), in coordination with Western 
Kentucky University (WKU), the City of Bowling Green, and GObg Transit to assess current public 
transportation services in the City and determine potential opportunities for operational and 
management efficiencies. Previous studies conducted by GObg Transit and the City of Bowling Green 
have focused on service-specific planning intended to increase ridership; this study is not intended to 
replicate those studies but rather to take a holistic look at organizational and service operational 
improvements. 

The Bowling Green Transit Analysis is segmented into three major phases: 

• Phase 1 – Topper Transit Operational Efficiency Analysis 

• Phase 2 – Management Structure Evaluation for GObg Transit 

• Phase 3 – Topper Transit and GObg Transit Merger Feasibility 

Phase I is designed to provide recommendations for improvements that can be made to the WKU 
Topper Transit system to promote the best use of valuable University funds. The major tasks in Phase 1 
– Topper Transit Operational Efficiency Analysis include: 

• An analysis of existing services provided by Topper Transit 
• A review of peer systems possessing qualities and service areas similar to WKU and Bowling 

Green 
• Recommendations for potential service design modifications 
• An analysis of the organizational structure governing Topper Transit 

Phase 2 is an assessment of GObg Transit (GObg) management and service delivery, as well as 
identification of opportunities for improvement. Areas of assessment include: 

• Organization Mission & Purpose, 
• Procurement & Contracting, 
• Contractor Oversight, 
• Operations, 
• Maintenance, 
• Marketing & Public Relations,  
• Customer Service, 
• Finance, 
• Service Planning, and 
• Asset Management. 

Phase 3 is an assessment of potential consolidation opportunities between the two agencies. Five 
organizational structures are assessed in this section to provide insight into possible future 
arrangements for the management and operation of transit services in Bowling Green. 
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Phase I Topper Transit Efficiency Analysis 
Existing Service Analysis 
Topper Transit operates fare-free fixed route bus service in and around the campus of Western 
Kentucky University in Bowling Green, Warren County, Kentucky. The Parking and Transportation 
Department of the university provides service on three lines: Red, White, and Green. The Red and White 
lines serve as daytime circulators in and around campus during Spring and Fall semesters, while the 
Green line serves as an evening, weekend, and intersession service connecting campus with local retail 
destinations.  

The Red Line serves the Russellville Road West Lot and Parking Structure 3 (PS3) before traveling 
through campus along Normal and State Streets, offering bi-directional service past the majority of 
campus academic buildings. The route then continues to downtown Bowling Green, forming a loop 
along State St., 11th Ave., Center St., Alumni Ave., College St., and 13th Ave.  

The White Line connects South Campus (at Campbell Ln. and Nashville Rd.) with Main Campus. The 
route begins at the Campbell Lane Park & Ride, stops at the South Campus academic building and 
Knicely Conference Center, and then travels along Emmett Ave. and Creason St. between the two 
campuses. On the main campus, the route makes a counterclockwise loop along University Blvd., 
Normal St., State St., College Heights Blvd., and Avenue of Champions. This route duplicates Red Line 
service along University Blvd., Normal St., and State St. only in the northbound direction. The western 
portion of the loop serves the athletic arenas and Downing Student Union. Following the Main Campus 
loop, the route follows the same Creason St. and Emmett Ave. alignment back to South Campus. 

The Green Line follows the same general alignment as the White Line, connecting the South and Main 
Campuses and following a counterclockwise loop around the Main Campus, but with two exceptions: At 
the northern end of the loop the route deviates to serve the College Hill Historic District along State St., 
13th Ave., Center St., Alumni Ave., and College St. This area contains many of the school’s sororities and 
fraternities. At the southern end of the alignment, the route extends beyond South Campus along 
Campbell Lane to serve Kroger, Barnes & Noble, Walmart, and Greenwood Mall. This route is designed 
to provide access beyond the campus to students in off-peak times. 
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University Overview 
Western Kentucky University (WKU) is a public university founded in 1906 and is one of 16 schools in the 
Commonwealth of Kentucky’s postsecondary education system. In 2017, the school had an enrollment 
of 17,656 undergraduate and 2,601 graduate students for a total enrollment of 20,257. While numbers 
are not official yet, total enrollment is estimated to be down by approximately 400 students for the 
2018-19 academic year. Overall, the campus enrollment is down approximately 1,250 students from its 
peak of 21,048 in 2012. Of those enrolled, 68% are attending classes full-time, though that percentage 
has decreased by 14.8% in the last 10 years and continues to decline.  

The majority of students are from Kentucky (78.6%, 15,928 students). Out-of-state students comprise 
17.3% of enrollment (3,507 students), and foreign students account for 4.1% of enrollment (832 
students). 3,148 students (15.5%) are from Warren County and 5,555 students (27.4%) are from the 
immediate seven-county region (Allen, Barren, Butler, Edmonson, Logan, Simpson, and Warren 
Counties). 

The school’s undergraduate program offers bachelor’s degrees in Arts, Fine Arts, Interdisciplinary 
Studies, Music, Science, Science in Nursing, and Social Work. The school offers more than 100 minors 
and majors leading to these baccalaureate degrees. The school’s graduate program offers master’s 
degrees in Accountancy, Arts, Arts in Education, Arts in Teaching, Business Administration, Fine Arts, 
Health Administration, Music, Public Administration, Public Health, Science, Science in Nursing, and 
Social Work. In addition, the program offers doctorates in Education, Nursing Practice, Physical Therapy, 
and Psychology. 

WKU also operates three regional campuses in Elizabethtown, Glasgow, and Owensboro, Kentucky. 
These campuses collectively have an enrollment of 9,858 students. These students are not included in 
figures discussed in previous paragraphs.  

Topper Transit History 
While Topper Transit began as an unscheduled campus circulator, it grew to connect an increasingly 
crowded main campus with classrooms at South Campus.  The Parking and Transportation Services 
Department was formed July 1, 2005 to professionally manage and coordinate existing parking and 
transit resources. Originally, the service was funded through the central Education and General (E&G) 
Budget. In 2005, a student fee was introduced to pay for a new parking structure on campus and excess 
revenues supported the transit program. Those student fees were eventually phased out and Topper 
Transit service is now funded out of the E&G Budget as a division of Business Services.  

In the system’s first academic year under the new department, Topper Transit provided 160,000 rides. 
Since then, ridership has grown steadily to over 730,000 rides in academic year 2017-18. Service hours 
peaked in 2017-18 with 10 buses operating in peak service. In 2018-19, service was reduced to 8 buses 
in peak service in response to tightening budgets. A new road connection at South Campus facilitated 
these reductions without affecting level of service (headways) on the White Line. Moving forward, as 
budgets continue to tighten and campus needs continue to change, Topper Transit will need to adjust its 
service accordingly. 

Topper Transit maintains a fleet of twelve diesel buses, one ADA van, and one passenger vehicle for use 
by supervisors. Ten of the buses are Gillig brand, ranging in model years from 2002 to 2013. Those 
vehicles maintain a Good to Excellent rating based on Topper Transit’s regular inspection findings. Two 
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of the twelve vehicles are New Flyer brand, both from model year 1998. Those two buses have over four 
times the mileage as the next closest Gillig buses (with 770,000 and 800,000 miles, respectively) and 
both are rated in Fair condition.   

Analysis Considerations 
The WKU campus is experiencing change as part of the defined campus master plan. These changes are 
critical for the long-term success of the university; however, they will most certainly affect the 
movement of students throughout campus. Topper Transit must adjust to meet these changing 
demands. Below are considerations to include when planning for the future: 

South Campus 
In FY18, South Campus was the third highest ridership bus stop within the system.  In FY19, WKU 
dissolved the University College and relocated associated classes from South Campus to Main Campus, 
thus affecting ridership demand to and from South Campus. South Campus will continue to be actively 
used by WKU as a testing center and conference location, but due to decreased class loads, transit 
service frequency to South Campus may not need to be as frequent.  

Freshman Village 
WKU is in the planning process for a new Freshman Village on the site of the current Pearce Ford Lot on 
Normal Street. This will shift parking away from that location, mostly to a new lot being built on Park St. 
This will also shift the center of gravity for residents in the area from a plaza adjacent to Pearce Ford 
Tower that is equidistant to Avenue of Champions, University Blvd., and Normal St. to the new village 
closer to Normal St.  

New Park Street Lot 
When the Freshman Village project moves forward, residents will be displaced from the Pearce Ford Lot 
to the University Blvd Lot across the street.  This lot is currently being used by commuting students. As 
mentioned previously, the university is in the process of building a new Commuter parking closer to the 
Hill to support displaced commuters. This new lot will be placed within the block bordered by Park St., 
14th Ave., High St., and Cabell Dr., with the entrances from Park St. and High St. Shuttle service will be 
needed to connect commuters parking in this new lot with campus.  

Shifts in Lot and Structure Usage 
In addition to the previously 
mentioned changes to the Pearce 
Ford and Park St. Lots, shifts in 
parking usage are occurring 
throughout the campus. Most 
notable, a recently constructed 
parking structure at the Creason 
Lot, called PS3, is growing in 
residential usage. Access to that 
structure from all parts of 
campus is needed.  
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Ride-checks and Stakeholder Outreach 
To provide a better understanding of the system, its riders, and context within the City of Bowling 
Green, the consultant team traveled to Bowling Green to meet with WKU staff, WKU Student 
Government Association members, MPO representatives, and City leaders to discuss needs, desires, 
issues, and gaps in the system. Additionally, data was collected from a recent campus-wide survey on 
Topper Transit service.  

Common themes received in outreach feedback include: 

• Buses are very crowded during class times 

• More frequent bus arrivals would be helpful 

• Buses are most useful to get up and down the hill 

• There’s no bus going up the hill from west campus (Registry, Kentucky St. Apartments, 
McCormack Hall, etc.) 

• Northbound buses along Normal/State St. alternating between downtown and College Heights 
Blvd. leads to some confusion for riders trying to get from Ransdell Hall to Cherry Hall at the top 
of the hill. Red Line drivers often ask riders if they’re going to downtown to avoid confusion 

• Maps, schedules, and website can be confusing 

• NextBus website is confusing 

• Many are not aware that bus information is available in the iWKU app 

Topper Transit has equipped all buses with NextBus brand systems which perform Automatic Passenger 
Counts, On-Time Performance checks, Automatic Vehicle Location GPS tracking and other data. Ride-
checks were performed for an entire day on all vehicles to verify on-time performance data and confirm 
that vehicle location data matched what occurred in service. Ride-checks found 100% accuracy on 
vehicle location timings and passenger counters averaged an overcount of 0.9236 riders throughout the 
day. The overcount of riders is within typical margins of error and, as such, the data provided by NextBus 
can safely be presumed to be reliable.  
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Current System Performance 
White Line 
The White Line is WKU’s campus connector, operating between South Campus, the Campbell Lane Park 
& Ride, and the Main Campus. On the Main Campus, the route operates in a counter-clockwise loop. 

Service operates Monday – Friday from 7:15 AM to 6:00 PM during Spring and Fall semesters. There is 
no service on this line during intersession and on holidays.  

Each cycle travels approximately 6.6 miles and takes approximately 28 minutes. The route is scheduled 
with 30-minute cycles, adding a two-minute layover at the Campbell Lane Park & Ride. 

 

White Line Statistics 
Cycle: 6.6 miles, 30 mins 
Daily Trips: 82 
# of Buses in Service: 4 (7:15 AM – 3:00 PM), 3 (3:00 PM – 6:00 PM) 
Daily Miles: 541 
Daily Hours: 40 
Average Daily Riders: 2,467 
Riders/Revenue Mile: 4.56 
Riders/Revenue Hour: 60.17 
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Red Line 
The Red Line is WKU’s primary campus circulator, providing bi-directional service along Normal/State 
Street connecting the system’s most heavily used stops.  

Service operates Monday – Friday from 7:20 AM to 8:10 PM during Spring and Fall semesters. There is 
no service on this line during intersession and on holidays.  

Each cycle travels approximately 4.7 miles and takes approximately 30 minutes. The route is scheduled 
with 32-minute cycles, adding a two-minute layover at the Russellville Road West Park & Ride.  

 

Red Line Statistics 
Cycle: 4.7 miles, 32 mins 
Daily Trips: 75 
# of Buses in Service: 4 (7:20 AM - 3:00 PM), 2 (3:00 PM – 6:00 PM), 1 (6:00 PM – 8:10 PM) 
Daily Miles: 353 
Daily Hours: 38.5 
Daily Riders: 1,893 
Riders/Revenue Mile: 5.36 
Riders/Revenue Hour: 47.33 
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Green Line 
The Green Line is WKU’s off-campus access route. Operating only on weeknights and Saturdays, the 
route connects Main and South campuses with Greenwood Mall, Wal-Mart, and Barnes & Noble. 

Service operates Monday – Friday from 6:00 PM to 10:00 PM and Saturday from 4:00 PM to 8:00 PM 
during Spring and Fall Semesters. During intersession, service operates from 4:00 PM to 8:00 PM on 
Wednesdays and Saturdays.  

Each cycle travels approximately 13.2 miles and takes approximately 58 minutes. The route is scheduled 
with 60-minutes cycles, adding a two-minute layover at the Campbell Lane Park & Ride. 

 

Green Line Statistics 
Cycle: 13.2 miles, 60 mins 
Daily Trips: 8 (Weekdays), 4 (Saturdays) 
# of Buses in Service: 2 (6:00 PM – 10:00 PM Weekdays), 1 (4:00 PM – 8:00 PM Saturdays) 
Daily Miles: 105.6 (Weekdays), 52.8 (Saturdays) 
Daily Hours: 8 (Weekdays), 4 (Saturdays)  
Daily Riders: 105 (Weekdays), 59 (Saturdays) 
Riders/Revenue Mile: 0.99 (Weekdays), 1.12 (Saturdays) 
Riders/Revenue Hour: 13.13 (Weekdays), 14.75 (Saturdays) 
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Ridership Analysis 
Average daily ridership was analyzed by route, by hour to determine how the system is performing 
throughout the day. Ridership figures used in this section use all data points from the 2018 Calendar 
year (January 1, 2018 – December 31, 2018) and excludes all days on which the campus was closed. 

Total Ridership by Hour 
Total ridership by hour is useful in determining when service peaks tend to happen. Topper Transit’s 
peak is sustained between 8:00 AM and 3:00 PM on Weekdays. Ridership exists in the mornings 
between the hours of 7:00 AM and 8:00 AM and in the afternoons between 3:00 PM and 6:00 PM, 
however it is significantly lower than the peak period. These periods generally align with Topper 
Transit’s current service frequency decreases after 3:00 PM. 

On Saturdays, Green Line ridership is generally sustained between 4:00 PM and 8:00 PM, but it is 
important to note that Saturday ridership totals are all lower than any weekday totals earlier than 9:00 
PM. 

          

  

 

 

  

Weekday Average Hourly Boardings 

  

Red 
Line 

White 
Line 

Green 
Line 

System-
wide 

7 AM 139.7 206.6   346.3 
8 AM 176.0 240.0   416.0 
9 AM 255.4 305.2   560.6 
10 AM 248.2 285.6   533.8 
11 AM 197.9 273.0   470.9 
12 PM 261.1 335.6   596.7 
1 PM 177.4 251.3   428.8 
2 PM 178.1 232.4   410.4 
3 PM 106.9 154.2   261.1 
4 PM 74.9 109.5   184.4 
5 PM 40.9 69.2   110.2 
6 PM 22.3 4.2 34.8 61.3 
7 PM 12.1   33.7 45.9 
8 PM 1.6   21.9 23.5 
9 PM     14.1 14.1 
TOTAL 1892.7 2466.7 104.5 4463.9 

Saturday Average Hourly 
Boardings 

  Green Line 

7 AM   
8 AM   
9 AM   
10 AM   
11 AM   
12 PM   
1 PM   
2 PM   
3 PM   
4 PM 18.6 
5 PM 15.2 
6 PM 14.6 
7 PM 10.8 
8 PM   
9 PM   
TOTAL 59.1 
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Ridership by Trip by Hour 
Ridership by trip by hour shows the average usage per bus on the street during each hour throughout 
the day. This is helpful in determining whether headways on each route are meeting or exceeding 
demand.  

Topper Transit vehicles have a seated capacity of 36 – 38 passengers. A typical bus total capacity is 
between 125 and 150 percent of the seated capacity, which for Topper Transit is from 45-57 riders. Daily 
ridership per trip peaks at nearly 42 riders per bus, which is close, but not beyond capacity. It is 
important to note that individual data points show some buses operating over capacity with as many as 
70 riders on a bus. These “crush loads” could be the result of bus bunching in which two buses end up 
traveling close together with the first bus picking up the majority of riders and leaving the second bus 
comparatively empty.  

Average ridership by trip is sustained between the hours of 8:00 AM and 3:00 PM each weekday with 
bus loads staying between 24 and 42 riders. After 4:00 PM, ridership per trip decreases substantially on 
all routes. This appears to align with Topper Transit’s headways.  

On Saturdays the Green Line ridership per trip is relatively higher than on weekdays while total ridership 
is lower. This is attributed to headways being twice as frequent on weekdays. 

        

   

 

 

 

  

Weekday Average Hourly Boardings per Trip 

  

Red 
Line 

White 
Line 

Green 
Line 

System-
wide 

7 AM 18.6 25.8   44.4 
8 AM 23.5 30.0   53.5 
9 AM 34.1 38.2   72.2 
10 AM 33.1 35.7   68.8 
11 AM 26.4 34.1   60.5 
12 PM 34.8 41.9   76.8 
1 PM 23.7 31.4   55.1 
2 PM 23.7 29.0   52.8 
3 PM 28.5 25.7   54.2 
4 PM 20.0 18.2   38.2 
5 PM 10.9 11.5   22.5 
6 PM 11.9   17.4 29.3 
7 PM 6.5   16.9 23.3 
8 PM     10.9 10.9 
9 PM     7.0 7.0 

Saturday Average Hourly 
Boardings per Trip 

  
Green Line 

7 AM   
8 AM   
9 AM   
10 AM   
11 AM   
12 PM   
1 PM   
2 PM   
3 PM   
4 PM 18.6 
5 PM 15.2 
6 PM 14.6 
7 PM 10.8 
8 PM   
9 PM   
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Stop-Level Ridership 
Stop-Level Ridership was examined for average daily totals as well as boarding by hour. By far the stop 
with highest average daily ridership is Ransdell Hall with more than 1000 boardings. This stop maintains 
high ridership from 7:00 AM to 3:00 PM but has peaks in the 10:00 AM and 12:00 PM hours. The next 
highest ridership stop is University Lot with 40% fewer riders. This stop shows peak ridership between 
7:00 AM and 10:00 AM. Both of these stops connect students along Normal Street with classes at the 
top of the hill (EST, COHH, and Cherry Hall).  

The third and fourth highest ridership stops are Cherry Hall and COHH, each with approximately 380 
daily riders. These stops are both at the top of the hill and show peak ridership in the afternoons 
between 12:00 PM and 3:00 PM. It is interesting to note that the top four stops represent more than 
half of the total daily ridership on the Topper Transit system.  

The remaining stops in and around campus maintain steady ridership between the hours of 8:00 AM and 
3:00 PM with a couple of notable exceptions. Columns Apartments, Augenstein Alumni Center, and 
Russellville Road Park & Ride show ridership slowing significantly at 1:00 PM.  

Evening ridership on the green line consists mainly of on-campus boardings in the early evening (6:00 
PM and 7:00 PM) and off-campus boardings in the later evening (7:00 PM, 8:00 PM, and 9:00 PM) 
indicating students are using the service to access off-campus amenities, such as the Greenwood Mall 
and Walmart.  

Finally, the poorest performing stop is at State St. and 11th Ave., providing access to downtown Bowling 
Green. The analysis shows that this stop is hardly ever used by riders. 

 

Average Daily Boardings 7 AM 8 AM 9 AM 10 AM 11 AM 12 PM 1 PM 2 PM 3 PM 4 PM 5 PM 6 PM 7 PM 8 PM 9 PM Avg. Daily

RANSDELL HALL 84.0 81.1 116.6 144.5 117.8 166.4 107.8 89.4 56.3 44.6 24.6 9.6 5.3 1.1 0.4 1049.5
UNIVERSITY LOT 111.4 121.3 121.8 78.1 51.9 63.4 42.0 33.1 13.5 10.1 6.8 1.8 0.9 0.2 0.2 656.5
CHERRY HALL 3.1 10.0 31.6 39.4 49.1 58.9 55.9 62.0 37.2 23.5 11.6 1.3 383.4
COHH 2.9 12.1 35.5 45.4 51.3 60.0 50.6 56.1 31.7 18.2 8.9 4.5 1.5 378.6
HELM LIBRARY 22.5 16.9 34.4 31.1 30.1 34.5 22.1 23.0 15.6 11.3 6.7 2.9 1.4 0.5 0.7 253.6
CAMPUS EVOLUTION VILLAGE (CEV) 26.0 32.2 33.0 22.2 15.7 16.8 13.6 10.3 6.7 6.5 4.2 2.4 1.6 0.7 0.4 192.3
DSU 1.7 5.2 9.0 14.4 20.8 27.7 22.7 23.4 19.6 14.5 9.1 6.6 2.4 1.3 1.0 179.5
SOUTH CAMPUS 9.8 12.7 14.3 18.5 20.3 25.3 17.2 13.7 9.3 6.6 2.9 1.3 2.0 0.6 0.2 154.8
CAMPBELL LANE PARK & RIDE 24.4 25.5 20.2 16.7 13.9 10.5 9.8 7.5 6.5 4.3 4.4 2.1 2.4 1.4 1.3 151.0
COLUMNS APARTMENTS 15.6 19.3 27.2 20.6 11.9 14.2 8.6 6.9 2.9 1.6 2.2 0.9 0.5 132.4
AUGENSTEIN ALUMNI CENTER 11.8 20.6 25.1 16.0 11.0 12.6 7.9 7.8 3.0 2.7 2.2 1.9 0.8 0.5 0.4 124.4
EST 1.1 3.0 9.2 10.9 11.5 21.6 11.4 16.9 11.3 8.6 4.1 2.6 2.0 0.9 0.6 115.7
GRISE HALL 0.3 1.5 6.2 11.2 16.5 19.6 14.5 16.9 14.1 8.2 3.0 1.8 1.0 114.8
CREASON PARK & RIDE 4.3 13.5 20.4 16.9 11.2 11.2 8.0 6.6 4.3 4.7 5.5 2.4 2.1 0.3 0.2 111.6
JONES JAGGER 10.5 13.1 19.4 9.9 6.0 7.9 5.2 3.8 3.9 2.7 2.4 0.3 0.1 85.2
RUSSELLVILLE ROAD PARK & RIDE 10.3 12.9 13.9 10.3 4.4 6.1 4.7 4.0 1.5 1.2 1.5 0.7 0.4 71.9
THE VALLEY 1.8 5.7 7.0 6.2 4.9 8.7 6.2 6.7 5.2 4.8 2.9 1.4 0.4 0.2 0.1 62.2
11TH & COLLEGE 0.9 2.8 5.1 6.4 6.9 8.5 5.7 7.2 4.5 3.2 2.0 1.6 0.7 55.4
JODY RICHARDS HALL 0.1 0.4 1.7 5.3 6.5 8.8 6.3 6.9 6.2 4.3 2.3 0.9 0.5 50.2
KEEN HALL 1.0 2.9 4.0 3.6 3.6 4.4 3.0 2.6 2.5 2.9 3.4 4.9 2.6 1.2 1.0 43.8
MMTH 0.4 0.5 1.4 2.5 2.5 5.2 2.8 3.5 3.3 2.7 1.1 0.7 0.4 27.0
8TH & CENTER ST 1.0 1.8 2.3 2.1 1.4 1.5 1.1 0.8 0.9 0.5 0.6 0.3 0.2 14.5
WAL-MART 0.1 1.0 1.5 4.8 3.1 1.7 12.2
PFT 0.6 0.4 0.3 0.7 0.8 2.3 1.3 1.0 1.4 0.7 0.5 0.2 0.3 10.6
GREENWOOD MALL 0.1 0.6 0.9 3.7 3.1 1.8 10.3
CENTER & 11TH 0.4 0.6 1.0 1.0 0.6 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 5.3
KROGER 0.3 0.2 1.0 1.7 1.0 0.5 4.6
BARNES & NOBLE 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.6 0.7 0.3 1.9
STATE & 11TH AVE 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
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Peer Analysis 
Performing a peer analysis allows an organization to look outside of itself to evaluate how it compares 
to similar organizations, operating in similar environments, throughout the country. This evaluation 
often provides insight into areas where an organization is performing particularly well and where 
improvements may be made. It also provides insight into different management solutions that may be 
employed to create or sustain a successful transit organization. 

Bowling Green is a growing city with amenities far beyond those provided by Western Kentucky 
University. While the university certainly maintains a prominent place in the community, it is not purely 
a “college town” in the sense that movements and actions of students prescribe the actions of the 
surrounding community. As a result, Topper Transit and GObg Transit, the transit provider for wider 
Bowling Green, offer independent and potentially competing options to meet a diverse set of needs.  

These factors played a leading role in determining peer cities and universities. To find peers, a list of all 
Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSA) between a population of 100,000 and 250,000 were assessed for 
their largest school campuses and campus enrollment. These figures were used to find a 
Student/Resident Population percentage. According to 2017 figures (the most recent available), the 
Bowling Green MSA population contains 10.1% students from WKU. Comparable rates in other cities 
were considered to be between 5% and 20%. This returned 32 peer cities.  

Each of the 32 peer cities was assessed for transit systems. Local fixed route bus service as well as any 
campus shuttle services were included in the assessment. Out of the assessment, seven peer cities were 
identified. Unfortunately, only three of these cities have performance data located in the National 
Transit Database (NTD) for comparison against Topper Transit. Phone calls were made to each of the 
peer organizations identified, with varied success. Additional information related to peer performance is 
identified in the performance analysis section. 

 

US Census 
Metropolitan 

Statistical Area 

2017 
Population 
Estimate 

Largest School 
by Enrollment 

Enrollment 
Population 

Student/ 
Resident 

Population 
Campus and Local Transit Systems NTD 

Johnson City, TN 
MSA 

202,053 
East Tennessee 
State University 

16,000 7.9% 
Johnson City Transit (6 municipal 
routes), Bucshot (4 free campus 

routes operated by JCT) 
Yes 

Gainesville, GA 
MSA 199,335 

University of 
North Georgia 18,173 9.1% 

Hall Area Transit (7 municipal routes), 
Traxx (2 campus shuttle routes) No 

Bloomington, IL 
MSA 

188,232 Illinois State 
University 

20,635 11.0% 

Connect Transit - Municipal Transit 
(Universal Access program for 

students), RedBird Express - Campus 
transit (Operated by Connect Transit) 

Yes for city, 
No for ISU 

Greenville, NC MSA 179,042 
East Carolina 

University 29,131 16.3% 
GREAT - City of Greenville Transit, 

ECU Transit - Campus Transit No 
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US Census 
Metropolitan 

Statistical Area 

2017 
Population 
Estimate 

Largest School 
by Enrollment 

Enrollment 
Population 

Student/ 
Resident 

Population 
Campus and Local Transit Systems NTD 

Bowling Green, KY 
MSA 

174,835 
Western 
Kentucky 
University 

17,656 10.1% 
GObg Transit (6 municipal routes), 
Topper Transit (2 campus routes, 1 

campus night route) 
No 

Iowa City, IA MSA 171,491 University of 
Iowa 

24,000 14.0% 
Three transit systems operate on 

shared platform (BONGO). CAMBUS, 
Iowa City Transit, Coralville Transit. 

Yes 

Muncie, IN MSA 115,184 Ball State 
University 

22,513 19.5% Campus Shuttle Buses (4 Campus 
Routes), MITS (6 Local Routes) 

No 

Grand Forks, ND-
MN MSA 102,414 

University of 
North Dakota 14,648 14.3% 

Cities Area Transit (13 local routes), 
UND (3 Campus shuttles, 1 Night line) No 

 

East Tennessee State University, Johnson City, TN 

Johnson City Transit operates the East Tennessee State University service (Bucshot) through four 
daytime route and one evening route. Unfortunately, efforts to reach out to the transit provider was 
unsuccessful, however the peers report data to the national transit database (NTD) and therefore can be 
compared for performance purposes. Given the size of the region and the scale of both the community 
and campus transit, this area is a great peer for Bowling Green as a community-provided campus transit 
model.  

University of North Georgia, Gainesville, GA 

While the total UNG population is roughly equivalent to WKU, the students are spread out over four 
separate campuses and hence, the Gainesville campus is substantially smaller than WKU.  In addition, it 
appears to be in a very suburban location at the edge of the community, served by a single Hall Area 
Transit route.  The only on-campus service appears to be a shuttle from an outlying parking lot. In 
addition, information is not available in NTD to compare performance. For this reason, the Gainesville, 
GA, service is likely not a good peer for comparison purposes. 

Illinois State University, Bloomington-Normal, IL 

ISU does not directly operate transit service, instead contracting with Connect Transit for the sole on-
campus route.  The campus is covered by a number of community routes, and all students, faculty and 
staff are able to ride fare-free through a universal access program.   

East Carolina University, Greenville, NC 

ECU operates its own transit service, which covers the campus and extends well into the 
community.  It’s a student-operated service – a video on their website states that they employ 130 
student bus drivers, operate 44 vehicles, and travel 800,000 miles and carry 2.5 million riders annually. 
Efforts to contact ECU directly was unsuccessful.  
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Georgia Southern University, Statesboro, GA 

While not identified above in the peer group, Topper Transit staff indicated they consider Georgia 
Southern University to be a comparable peer. GSU runs three daytime on-campus routes, plus one in the 
evening; the service is operated by First Transit. First Transit operates under a turnkey contract with the 
university and they operate twelve buses at peak.  First Transit uses professional drivers to provide 
operations and, because of the relatively small contract value for First Transit, the hourly rate is on the 
order of $100/hour.  Georgia Southern is a good peer for WKU for a turnkey operated service. 

University of Iowa, Iowa City, IA   

The University of Iowa operates an extensive student-run transit system, called Cambus, that covers the 
main campus and downtown and connects to several outlying campus areas.  Altogether there are 
about a dozen routes running at different times.  The Cambus service overlays the community services 
operated by both Iowa City Transit and Coralville Transit (in a neighboring community to the west). 

Ball State University, Muncie, IN 

Ball State University operates four campus shuttle routes that are free to use. Ball State also offers 
demand response service, an airport shuttle, and charter bus services. Efforts to contact Ball State were 
unsuccessful; however, indications are that they operate with a combined student and professional 
driver staff. MITS, the local community transit provider, operates six local routes and provides free 
transportation to anyone with a school ID. 

University of North Dakota, Grand Forks, ND 

The University of North Dakota operates three daytime campus routes and one night-time route that is 
free for students and faculty. The service is run by the parking and transportation office, similar to 
Bowling Green, and provided by university-employed staff. Cities Area Transit, the local public transit 
provider, operates 13 local routes, with two providing direct service between the campus and 
downtown Grand Forks. Attempts to contact the university have so far been unsuccessful, but the 
nature of the service in the community is similar to that of Bowling Green.   
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Performance Analysis 
To measure how Topper Transit compares in respect to their peers, a performance analysis was 
conducted for organizations with information available in the National Transit Database (NTD). In 
addition to the peers identified above (where data was available), GObg was added to the analysis as 
the neighboring transit system. In addition, Owensboro Transit were added and is considered a good 
model of Kentucky public transportation. 

The analysis was conducted with data from FY 2017, the most recently available data in NTD. Topper 
Transit data for FY 2018 is included for comparison purposes. Four performance metrics were identified 
for comparison: 

• Cost per revenue vehicle hour – the total cost of the system as measured by the total hours of 
passenger service operated (excludes periods when passengers cannot ride the bus) 

• Passengers per revenue vehicle hour – the average number of passengers carried in one hour of 
passenger-service operated (excludes periods when passengers cannot ride the bus) 

• Cost per revenue mile – the total cost of the system as measured by the total number of miles 
of passenger service operated (excludes periods when passengers cannot ride the bus) 

• Cost per passenger – the cost to provide one passenger trip 

Revenue, a key part of most transit systems’ performance, is ignored for this analysis as most of the 
university systems, including Topper Transit, are free to use and as such data will be unreliable or 
incomparable.  

The peer analysis reveals that Topper Transit performs in-line with peer systems. Ridership is 
significantly higher than peer Kentucky transit systems that do not service universities and Johnson City 
Transit which includes both university and community service. Ridership is comparable to that of the 
University of Iowa, and in-line with other university systems in the U.S., not shown here. The cost to 
provide the service is consistent with the peers; however, costs have increased despite reducing service 
hours. The largest increases in expenses are in fringe benefits, which are beyond Topper Transit’s 
control, and maintenance costs, which are reflective of having an older fleet. While Topper Transit has 
implemented a five-year fleet refurbishment plan that should address any costly maintenance concerns, 
this is an area that should be monitored. 

Since labor costs are a significant concern, Topper Transit should explore opportunities to reduce labor 
costs when possible. The University of Iowa, for example, utilizes student drivers and has a significantly 
lower operational cost than other services that use professional staff.  

 
Cost /  

Revenue Hour 
Passengers/  

Revenue Hour 
Cost /  

Revenue Mile 
Cost /  

Passenger 
Topper Transit – FY 18  $          72.38  45.5  $            6.98   $     1.59  
Topper Transit – FY 17  $          60.22  42.4  $            5.15   $     1.42  

GObg Transit  $          66.30  5.3  $            5.51   $   12.59  
Owensboro Transit System  $          53.64  8.7  $            4.16   $     6.20  

Johnson City Transit  $          63.68  11.8  $            5.26   $     5.39  
University of Iowa  $          42.84  49.3  $            4.68   $     0.87  



 

17 
 
Phase 1: Topper Transit Operational Efficiency Analysis 

Service Efficiencies 
After evaluating the current service and comparing Topper Transit to peer systems and communities, an 
analysis was completed to identify efficiencies in the delivery of service that may be achieved by Topper 
Transit. In general, these service efficiency concepts seek to address three primary goals: 

• Maximize ridership to serve the greatest number of students, faculty, staff, and visitors 

• Simplify the system to encourage ridership growth  

• Minimize costs to be good stewards of university resources 

It is important to note that improvements to the system are being made to enhance mobility for all of 
WKU, and not simply change for the sake of change. Improvements can be made in a strategic way that 
minimizes disruption and phases in changes over a period of time, in close consultation with the WKU 
student body.  

These service efficiency goals are accomplished through four main concepts, which are detailed on the 
following pages. 

1. Enhanced access to the hill 

2. Red Line and White Line evening extensions 

3. Reduced vehicle assignments  

4. Green Line redesign 

Service Efficiency Concept 1 – Enhanced Access to the Hill 
The most readily apparent observation found in data and observational analysis is the importance of the 
Hill on WKU’s campus to both the way students interact with the campus and how students use Topper 
Transit to access the campus. A common request in surveys was access from West Campus and the 
Registry Apartments to the Hill. Additionally, students riding uphill from Ransdell Hall to Cherry Hall at 
the top of the hill currently find themselves facing a confusing choice between uphill routes diverging at 
EST to alternate between Cherry Hall and Downtown Bowling Green. 

Dozens of iterations were considered on how to refocus the system on the Hill and resolve these issues. 
A preferred alternative redesigning both the Red and White Lines was selected, as outlined below. It 
should be noted that renaming these lines is mentioned in the Other Improvements section. For the 
purposes of this section, Red, White, and Green Line names are still used to make the system easier to 
compare.  
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Red Line and White Line Redesign 
While the Red and White Lines currently operate independently of each other, both serve the core of 
the main campus. This relationship can be strengthened by designing and scheduling both lines together 
to meet the needs of the system. In the preferred alternative, the Red and White lines work together to 
provide bi-directional service along College Heights Blvd. between The Registry Apartments and Cherry 
Hall at the top of the hill. Both lines operate bi-directionally along Normal and State Streets between 
Ransdell & Richards Halls and EST/COHH, effectively doubling service levels between the most used 
stops in the system. Additionally, both lines travel uphill to serve EST/COHH and Cherry Hall, removing 
the confusion caused previously by Red Line buses diverging to go toward Downtown.  
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White Line Details 
The White Line begins at the Campbell Lane Park & Ride Lot and follows the current White Line 
alignment toward Main Campus along Emmett Ave. and Creason St. A stop is added at PS3 to connect 
with Red Line service as well as provide a direct connection between the structure and residential and 
academic destinations along Normal St.  

From PS3, the route travels through the core of the campus along Normal and State Streets to 
EST/COHH, where the line becomes a loop north and west of the Hill. From EST/COHH the line follows 
College Heights Blvd. past Cherry Hall and The Valley to a new stop at the College Heights Boulevard Lot. 
This stop could also be used by residents of The Registry Apartments.  

From College Heights Boulevard, the route travels north along University Blvd. and Kentucky St. to serve 
Alumni Square and Kentucky Street Apartments before turning right onto 12th Ave. to a new stop at 12th 
Ave. and Center Street. This will be the new stop location for residents of The Columns apartments. 
After stopping at 12th & Center, the route will cut over to State St. via 13th Ave. to return to the top of 
the Hill at EST/COHH. 

From EST/COHH, the route returns to Campbell Lane Lot via the same alignment as the northbound 
buses. A stop will be added at Meredith/Jones Jaggers to carry students from the Freshmen Village to 
South Campus.  This offsets the loss of the DSU and Keen stops on the White Line. 

Stops no longer served by this route include Downing Student Union (DSU) and Keen Hall. This affects an 
average daily total of 20 students, however these stops will be served by the redesigned Red Line.  

One complete cycle on the redesigned White Line travels approximately 8.7 miles and takes 34 minutes.  
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Red Line Details  
While the redesigned Red Line begins at the Russellville Road West Lot and serves PS3, that is where the 
similarities to the current Red Line end. From PS3 the route expresses up University Boulevard to the 
new College Heights Boulevard stop. This stop will also be used by residents of The Registry Apartments. 
The route then travels up to the Hill via College Heights Blvd. making stops at The Valley and Cherry Hall 
before continuing back down through the core of the campus on State/Normal Streets to Jody Richards 
Hall. (It should be noted that a difficult turn from College Heights Blvd. onto State St. is currently 
unusable by buses. Solutions to resolve this issue are being discussed. Until a resolution is reached, 
buses will have to detour between Cherry Hall and COHH via College St., 13th Ave., and State St.) 

From Jody Richards Hall, the route turns left onto Regents Ave. to access a new service corridor along 
Chestnut St.  This will include the Chestnut St. South Lot, a new stop at Ogden & Park Sts. to serve the 
residential area, the new Park St. Lot and Chestnut St. North Lot (East Lots). 

After serving the Chestnut Street Lots, the route returns to the main campus via Chestnut St., University 
Blvd., and Normal St. to pick up riders at the University Boulevard Lot stop. The route then travels back 
up to the Hill through the campus core along Normal/State Streets and College Heights Blvd. to The 
Valley. 

From the Valley, the route continues south along the Avenue of Champions, making stops at PS2/DSU 
and Keen Hall on its way back to the Russellville Road West Park & Ride Lot.  

Stops no longer served by this route include Jones-Jaggers Hall and Pierce Ford Tower, affecting an 
average of 143 daily riders. These stops are served by the redesigned White Line. Stops no longer served 
by either line include 11th and College (an extremely low-ridership stop), the Columns, and Augenstein 
Alumni Center. The Columns and 
Augenstein Alumni Center are being 
relocated to 12th Ave. and Center St., 
and 13th Ave. and Kentucky St., 
respectively. This should capture 
most of the 116 average daily riders 
from these stops. 

One complete cycle on the 
redesigned Red Line travels 
approximately 6.2 miles and takes 45 
minutes.  
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Service Efficiency Concept 2 – Red Line and White Line Extensions 
One problem identified with the current system is the low productivity of Green Line service as it travels 
to Greenwood Mall along Campbell Lane. This route is confusing to students on campus as it appears on 
schedules as an option through the campus core, despite only operating at night on weekdays and all-
day Saturdays. Removal of the service would harm students’ ability to access grocers and off-campus 
amenities during those times, which is an important service for the 25% of residents who don’t have a 
vehicle on campus. This issue can be resolved through the extension of both redesigned Red and White 
Lines to nearby off-campus amenities outside of peak hours during the week, coupled with providing full 
Green Line service on Saturdays only.  

The Red Line would extend west from the Russellville Road West Lot along Morgantown Road to service 
a new stop at Wal-Mart. The White Line would extend beyond the Campbell Lane stop to service the 
Kroger supermarket and surrounding shops. 

The extension to Wal-Mart adds 10 minutes and 2.6 miles to each cycle of the Red Line. The extension 
to Kroger adds 9 minutes and 1.1 miles to each cycle of the White Line. The cycle time on both of these 
routes would be between 45 - 55 minutes, dependent on traffic conditions.  

As these extensions add time to each cycle, they cannot be added to service at peak times without 
reducing headways in the campus core. They are intended to be added after 3:00 PM on weekdays as 
service demand for classes decreases, however beginning the service after 6:00 PM may be more 
feasible given local traffic conditions and travel patterns. 
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Service Efficiency Concept 3 – Green Line Redesign 
As mentioned in Service Efficiency Concept 2, extensions of Red and White Line services will 
accommodate the needs currently being met by the Green Line. While productivity on the extended Red 
and White Lines will be improved, overall service miles and hours will create demand in the core of the 
campus that is not necessary on Saturdays and during intersession periods. For those times, a preferred 
alternative for a redesigned Green Line has been selected.   

The redesigned Green Line begins at South Campus near the main operations center for Topper Transit. 
The route travels up to Main Campus via Nashville Road and University Boulevard to the University 
Boulevard Lot. From there the route travels through the campus core along Normal/State Streets to 
EST/COHH where it begins a one-way loop traveling first along College Heights Blvd. and Avenue of 
Champions past Cherry Hall, The Valley, PS2/DSU, and Keen Hall before reaching PS3.  

From PS3, the route travels up University Blvd. and Kentucky St. to service the College Heights Blvd., 
Kentucky Museum, and 13th & Kentucky stops. From 13th and Kentucky, the route cuts back over to 
EST/COHH along 12th and State Streets, with a new stop on 12th & Center to serve residents of The 
Columns. From EST/COHH, the route follows the same alignment back to South Campus along State St., 
Normal St., University Blvd. and Nashville Rd. 

After returning to South Campus, the route continues along Campbell Ln. to serve Wal-Mart, 
Greenwood Mall, and a new stop at Meier supermarket on Westpark Dr. After looping through these 
destinations, the route returns to South Campus via Campbell Ln. to complete its cycle.   

One complete cycle on the redesigned Green Line travels approximately 12.5 miles and takes 
approximately 45 minutes.  
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Service Efficiency Concept 4 – Reduced Vehicle Assignments 
In conjunction with the revised service design, Topper Transit has the opportunity to reduce the number 
of vehicles needed to provide service levels comparable with those today in the core WKU campus area. 
This concept has the potential to reduce the overall cost of the service. 

Service is currently performed through the use of the following vehicle counts on Weekdays: 

Time Red White Green Total Hours of Service 
7:15 AM – 3:00 PM 4 4 0 62 
3:00 PM – 6:00 PM 2 3 0 15 
6:00 PM – 8:00 PM 1 0 2 6 
8:00 PM – 10:00 PM 0 0 2 4 

TOTAL 87 
 
With the current vehicle assignments, Topper Transit operates approximately 87 revenue hours per 
day. Under the proposed service plan, Topper Transit can revise the vehicle assignment to reduce the 
number of vehicles used to provide comparable levels of service. Using these new vehicle assignments, 
Topper Transit would operate approximately 81 revenue hours per day, a reduction of nearly 10%. A 
proposal of these new assignments is: 

Time Red (East – West) White (North – South) Total Hours of Service 
7:00 AM – 3:00 PM 4 3 54 
3:00 PM – 6:00 PM 3 2 15 
6:00 PM – 9:00 PM 2 2 12 

TOTAL 81 
 
When applying a generalized cost per hour calculated during the peer analysis of $73.00, Topper Transit 
could expect to see an annual savings of approximately $75,000 over the current system. It is important 
to note that this analysis includes weekday service only, as no meaningful change to service levels on 
Saturdays or intersession service is anticipated.  

 Revenue 
Hours/Day 

Total cost per 
service day 

Estimated Annual 
Weekday Service Days 

Estimated Annual 
Cost 

Current Service 87 $6,400 150 $960,000 

New Service Plan 81 $5,900 150 $885,000 

DIFFERENCE -6 -$500 0 $75,000 

 

Using the new vehicle assignments, projected headways at key points in the service are identified in the 
tables on the following pages. It is important to note that headways stay relatively consistent 
throughout the peak period, except for the “tail” portions of the routes which experience longer wait 
times. These “tails” consist of park and ride lots where riders are more prone to time their arrival with 
the bus and should not diminish quality of service for most riders. 
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Peak Service (7:00 AM to 3:00 PM) 
Corridor Current Headway Redesigned Headway 
Ransdell & Richards Halls to EST/COHH 3 - 4 min. 5 - 6 min. 
EST/COHH to Ransdell & Richards Halls 3 - 4 min. 5 - 6 min. 
Ransdell & Richards Halls to Cherry Hall 6 - 7 min. 5 - 6 min. 
Cherry Hall to Ransdell & Richards Halls No Service 11 - 12 min. 
The Valley to COHH No Service 5 - 6 min. 
COHH to The Valley 6 - 7 min. 5 - 6 min. 
PS3 to EST/COHH 6 - 7 min. 5 - 6 min. 
EST/COHH to PS3 6 - 7 min. 5 - 6 min. 
South Campus to EST/COHH 6 - 7 min. 11 - 12 min. 
EST/COHH to South Campus 6 - 7 min. 11 - 12 min. 
Chestnut Street Lots to Ransdell & Richards Halls No Service 11 - 12 min. 
Ransdell & Richards Halls to Chestnut Street Lots No Service 11 - 12 min. 

Off Peak Service (3:00 PM to 6:00 PM) 
Corridor Current Headway Redesigned Headway 
Ransdell & Richards Halls to EST/COHH 6 min. 9 min. 
EST/COHH to Ransdell & Richards Halls 6 min. 9 min. 
Ransdell & Richards Halls to Cherry Hall 10 min. 9 min. 
Cherry Hall to Ransdell & Richards Halls No Service 15 min. 
The Valley to COHH No Service 9 min. 
COHH to The Valley 10 min. 9 min. 
PS3 to EST/COHH 15 min. 9 min. 
EST/COHH to PS3 15 min. 9 min. 
South Campus to EST/COHH 10 min. 22 - 23 min. 
EST/COHH to South Campus 10 min. 22 - 23 min. 
Chestnut Street Lots to Ransdell & Richards Halls No Service 15 min. 
Ransdell & Richards Halls to Chestnut Street Lots No Service 15 min. 

Evening Service (6:00 PM to 9:00 PM) 

Corridor 
Current Headway (ends 

at 8:00 PM) 
Redesigned Headway 

(ends at 9:00 PM) 
Ransdell & Richards Halls to EST/COHH 15 min. 15 min. 
EST/COHH to Ransdell & Richards Halls 15 min. 15 min. 
Ransdell & Richards Halls to Cherry Hall 30 min. 15 min. 
Cherry Hall to Ransdell & Richards Halls No Service 30 min. 
The Valley to COHH No Service 15 min. 
COHH to The Valley 30 min. 15 min. 
PS3 to EST/COHH 30 min. 15 min. 
EST/COHH to PS3 30 min. 15 min. 
South Campus to EST/COHH 30 min. 30 min. 
EST/COHH to South Campus 30 min. 30 min. 
Chestnut Street Lots to Ransdell & Richards Halls No Service 15 min. 
Ransdell & Richards Halls to Chestnut Street Lots No Service 15 min. 
Walmart 30 min. 30 min. 
Kroger  30 min. 30 min. 
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Budget Analysis 
To identify potential areas for efficiencies, a budget analysis was completed for the last two complete 
fiscal years, and FY 19 year-to-date. To complete the analysis, Topper Transit expenses were separated 
into categories widely recognized in the public transportation industry and the National Transit 
Database. This process allows for a comparison to peer and best practice benchmarks for each expense 
category. The analysis is located in the following table: 

Expense Category FY 17 FY 18 % of budget FY 17 – FY 18 
Change 

Operator Salary and Wages  $     411,716   $         413,240  35% 0% 

Overtime*  $       43,648   $           36,618  3% -16% 

Fringe Benefits  $     265,495   $         248,457  21% -6% 

Contracted Management  $     145,896   $         147,953  13% 1% 

General Admin  $     201,527   $         155,905  13% -23% 

Maintenance  $       27,497   $         114,946  10% 318% 

Fuel  $     111,273   $         111,601  9% 0% 

Total Operating Budget  $  1,127,851   $      1,177,188  100% 4% 

*Included in Operator Salary and Wages Category 

Based on the analysis, the following observations can be made: 

• Topper Transit slightly increased the use of part-time drivers in FY 18 and has continued this 
practice in FY 19 

• Overtime represented approximately 9% of total wages in FY 18, approximately 10% of total 
wages in FY 17, and is running at approximately 10% in FY 19 year-to-date. Increased use of 
part-time drivers could help reduce the total overtime paid, however the number is not a 
significant source of concern at this point. 

• Management-related expenses total approximately 26% of the operating budget. Typically, an 
industry target is approximately 20%, however given the size of Topper Transit, this may be 
difficult to achieve.  

• FY 18 saw a large maintenance increase from FY 17, and FY 19 is tracking slightly higher. 
However, at less than 10% of the total operating budget, maintenance expenses are still on par 
or less than transit agencies of a similar size. 

• Fringe benefits represent 21% of the total operating budget in FY 18 and are 60% of labor costs. 
This is extremely high and should be targeted for reduction. Given that drivers are university 
employees and Topper Transit has little ability to impact benefits, the increased use of part time 
drivers when current full-time employees retire may help reduce the impact on the Topper 
Transit budget.  
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• Revenues have decreased since FY 17 due to less revenue received from other departments. 
Topper Transit should continue to actively market services to campus organizations. 

• Drivers are considered 9-month university employees and as such do not incur expenses related 
to layoffs and unemployment compensation claims that most university-affiliated public transit 
systems incur. However, full-time employees accrue vacation time that must be expended 
during the 9-month employment period, which can create driver shortages that lead to higher 
overtime compensation. 

In summary, Topper Transit displays the ability to control costs associated with providing public transit 
service. With the exception of high fringe benefit costs, Topper Transit should continue the current 
trajectory and focus on controlling cost increases through the increased use of part-time drivers, by 
practicing proactive preventive maintenance to minimize long-term costs, and by actively marketing 
services to attract revenue to offset expenses. 

Management Opportunities 
There are various options or models to manage and deliver public transportation service. WKU currently 
employs a model where the responsibility to manage the Topper Transit system falls under the 
University Parking and Transportation Department. The University contracts with Ratp DEV Transit to 
provide management services, while all drivers are university employees and all major functions, 
including technology support, finance, and human resources, are completed by WKU staff. The contract 
consists of one transit manager who oversees day-to-day operations and one maintenance staff person, 
for approximately $150,000 per year.  

Based on the budget analysis completed above, the overall management of Topper Transit appears to 
be strong. Administrative costs represent 26 percent of the entire budget which, while slightly elevated, 
is within reason for an organization the size of Topper Transit. The largest issue driving costs at Topper 
Transit is fringe benefits provided to full-time employees. 

As part of the Topper Transit Efficiency Analysis, a review of available contracting models and 
opportunities was completed. There are various reasons why transit providers may want to consider 
utilizing contracted service. Organizations often choose this route looking for cost control or to acquire 
management or other expertise that is hard to find or unavailable in the current organization. This is the 
primary reason WKU currently contracts management.  

To assist with the analysis, peer systems were contacted to learn about other management and 
operations models, and several private enterprises were contacted for input and guidance. In addition 
to the current hybrid management model employed by WKU, three other management models were 
considered: 

• Full turnkey operation  
• Management with operating subsidiary  
• In-house management  

These opportunities represent a large departure from the current Topper Transit model and are 
described in more detail below.  
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Full Turnkey Operation 
Under a full turkey operation, a contractor is selected to perform all functions of the organization, 
including management, operations, maintenance, and customer service. A full turnkey operation for a 
service of the scale that Topper Transit provides would typically cost somewhere between $55 and $75 
per hour, however it could be as high as $100 per hour as seen through the peer analysis. That cost may 
vary depending on labor availability, benefits provided, and other factors including: 

• Maintenance Costs 

• Fuel Costs 

• Performance Management Requirements and liquidated damages provisions 

• Agreement Duration/Term 

The rate that is charged by a contractor is reflective of labor rates and benefits for both drivers and 
operators, maintenance costs, as well as fuel, insurance, profit and contractor risk. The single largest 
cost variable, labor, can give a contractor an advantage over a public entity in the ability to be flexible 
with fringe benefits, retirement, insurance, and work rules. These areas are largely where full turnkey 
operations have the potential to reduce expenses for a public transportation organization, especially in 
areas with a heavy transit labor-union influence (which Bowling Green is not).  

Topper Transit’s Cost/Revenue Hour for FY 18 was $72.38, while the rate for FY 17 was $60.22. With the 
service currently operating within the range of a typical turnkey operation ($55 to $75 per hour), 
significant cost savings are unlikely. 

Turnkey contracts pose several risks to the contracting organizations that must be considered prior to 
deciding to convert to such a model. One such risk is inherent in the selection process, where the 
primary selection criteria is often cost. Using this selection method, contractors are incentivized to 
reduce costs to compete and ultimately win a contract. If a contractor submits a winning bid that turns 
out to be lower than the actual cost to provide the service, they may look to find ways to adjust for 
losses. These “cutting corners” tactics often include subpar maintenance of vehicles or through cutting 
wages and benefits to staff. If maintenance expenses are reduced, the system can experience an 
increased level of in-service breakdowns and may discover the buses returned at the end of the contract 
in substandard or hazardous condition. If wages and/or benefits are cut for employees, customer service 
and service consistency may suffer because of high employee turnover and low morale. 

In summary, there is little opportunity to realize significant cost savings through adopting a full turnkey 
contract and employing such a model introduces risks to the system that are not outweighed by savings. 

Management with operating subsidiary  
A newer variant of the turnkey operation is the use of an operating subsidiary to maximize control by 
the contracting entity while reducing risk. Under this model, a management contract is executed, like 
the way WKU contracts today, however operations are completed by a subsidiary of the contractor that 
directly passes through costs to WKU, eliminating markup on operating services.  

This scenario eliminates many of the risks associated with the turnkey operation in that WKU pays 
directly for operations and maintenance at the true cost of providing the service. This model may be 
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worth further consideration should WKU wish to end providing public transportation with university 
employees. 

In-house Management 
Another option considered was bringing all services into the Parking and Transportation department and 
ending the practice of contracting for management and maintenance. This model has the potential to 
realize some cost savings due to the elimination of contractor overhead and profit, which can represent 
anywhere from 20% - 50% of the total cost of the contract.  

During interviews with WKU staff, it was evident that the decision to contract out management and 
maintenance was for a specific purpose: to gain valuable transit industry expertise that is unavailable to 
WKU. This relatively modest contract (1% of total operating expenses) allows WKU to gain access to 
national/international expertise in management and operations, as well as provide redundancy should 
the transit management leave for any reason.  

In addition, bringing the management contract in-house would likely lead to higher fringe benefit costs 
than the contractor is currently experiencing, and as a result, potential cost savings may be minimized. 
At most, WKU may realize savings of 0.2% - 0.4% of the total operating cost. 

In summary, bringing the current management and maintenance personnel into the university has the 
potential to realize modest savings, however with a loss of access to national and international 
expertise.  

Merger/Cooperation Considerations 
A final management opportunity exists with the potential for a merger or increased cooperation with 
GObg transit. Currently, GObg operates at a cost that is close to that of Topper Transit. However, there 
may be efficiencies that are gained through merging and/or additional coordination that could bring the 
total cost of the service down. In addition, there may be opportunities to generate additional revenues 
from being part of GObg through federal, state, or other sources that are currently unavailable to 
Topper Transit. This scenario will be explored more fully in a future task. 

Staffing Considerations 
Topper Transit is currently staffed by professional full-time and part-time drivers that are university 
employees. Many of the drivers are retirees who choose driving for Topper Transit for the beneficial 
schedule with limited evening and weekend hours and time off in the summer and around the holidays.  

Many universities have designed their systems around utilizing student employees. The organizations 
that use entirely student drivers or a combination of student drivers and professional drivers tend to see 
an overall decrease in costs associated with their operations labor, especially because an entirely part-
time labor force does not typically receive many fringe benefits. During the peer analysis, it was 
observed that the University of Iowa, who utilizes student drivers, operates at a cost 40% lower than 
that of Topper Transit.  

In the Commonwealth of Kentucky, individuals over the age of 18 can obtain a Class B Commercial 
Drivers License (CDL) with a passenger endorsement (requirements to drive a Topper Transit bus) if they 
do not travel out of the state. Therefore, it is possible for Topper Transit to employ student drivers to 
augment their current use of professional drivers. 
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While there may be opportunities to achieve savings through the incorporation of student drivers into 
Topper Transit, there are inherent risks as well. These risks include: 

• Increased scheduling complexity with all, or predominately part-time staff 

• Potential for increased insurance costs 

• Liability concerns with university students providing a professional service 

• Increased training needs as staff turnover frequency would increase 

• Changes in schedules from semester-to-semester as class schedules change for students 

In the future, Topper Transit may want to contact peer university transit systems to learn more about 
their student driver systems and determine if the approach would be suitable for WKU. 

System Quality and Customer Service Improvements 
While maximizing efficiency is an important part of improving public transportation service, enhances to 
service quality and customer service can have a positive impact by encouraging higher ridership and 
potentially new revenue sources. This can be accomplished by making it easier to find information 
related to the service and to understand how the service works and where it goes. This section outlines 
areas for improvement that Topper Transit could implement to improve the overall customer 
experience to encourage higher ridership.  

Route Naming and Schedule Design 
While the current White, Red, and Green Line names could work for the redesigned Topper Transit 
system, the renaming of lines may help to resolve issues with the current names, including: 

• Confusion between Topper Transit and GObg Transit line colors. 

• Campus signage being a uniform color scheme of red, white, and black causes bus stops to blend 
into the landscape. 

• White Line appearing as a black line on literature out of necessity to avoid blending into white 
backgrounds.  

A few potential renaming options for the Red and White lines could be:  

• Route A and Route B 

• Line 1 and Line 2, etc.  

• East-West & North-South 

For route extensions to WalMart and Kroger, a subname could be added to any of these route names. 
For example:  

• Route A Nightline 

• Line 2 to Wal-Mart 

• North-South Shopper 
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The Green Line does not need to be associated with the Red and White Lines as they operate at 
different times. This could become the Off-Campus Connector, Intersession Line, Greenwood Line, etc. 

There is no correct way to name these routes, however care should be given to local nomenclature and 
ease of comprehension.  

GTFS 
General Transit Feed Specification (GTFS) Data is the transit industry standard set of files that allow for 
transit schedules to be shown on maps and in transit apps. This data allows transit users to easily search 
for schedules and find routes through Google Maps and other applications. Transit directions pull 
options from all feeds, showing route recommendations across agencies.  

Most transit scheduling software packages have GTFS data export functions pre-programmed. Once a 
GTFS Data feed is established, all future schedule changes are automatically updated for public 
consumption. 

Enhanced Stations at Key Locations 
System visibility is important in helping WKU students understand Topper Transit services. By improving 
one or two bus shelters into transit stations with maps and possibly realtime arrival information, the 
stop will act as a hub that will catch students’ attention. Potential transit center locations include Gary 
Ransdell Hall and PS3, in addition to installing campus transit monitors in DSU, Grise Hall, or other 
appropriate academic building lobbies. 

This transit station in State College, PA, shows the potential for on-campus amenities at one of WKU’s 
peer schools: 

 

Revenue Opportunities 
The process of finding efficiencies to ensure sustainability of public transportation service focuses on the 
expense side of the balance sheet, an area that is widely in control of management. However, an 
increase in revenue can offset expense increases or work towards reducing the overall budget for 
Topper Transit. While operating a free transit system inherently limits the revenue that can be 
generated (due to a lack of fare-paying passengers), there are several other areas where revenue can be 
increased to offset expenses and promote a healthy balance sheet.   
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Increasing Non-WKU Subsidy 
One potential way to increase revenues is by increasing the portion of the service that is supported by 
entities outside of the WKU budget. Currently, WKU does not report Topper Transit information to the 
National Transit Database (NTD), the database required for all recipients of Federal Transit 
Administration (FTA) funds. By not reporting to NTD, Topper Transit potentially avoids having to 
implement costly regulations that apply to federal funding recipients. However, Topper Transit has 
received federal funding for vehicles in the past, and as such is subject to most of the federal 
regulations. 

While Topper Transit does not receive federal funding, reporting statistics to the National Transit 
Database (NTD) is the first step to becoming eligible for federal operating funding. One such program 
that may generate additional revenue, the Small Transit Intensive Cities (STIC) program, provides 
funding to Urbanized Areas under 200,000 in population (like Bowling Green) which meet or exceed the 
average performance of Urbanized Areas with populations between 200,000 and 999,999. It is 
important to note that these performance standards are the sum of all services in the entire Urbanized 
Area, including GObg and others that may be identified.  

Currently, two communities in Kentucky received STIC funding totaling just over $400,000 in FY 2018: 
Elizabethtown-Radcliff and Owensboro. An analysis of existing information reported to NTD by GObg is 
shown in the table below. With Topper Transit data added to that of GObg, the Bowling Green 
Urbanized Area becomes closer to meeting the STIC standards. If GObg and Topper Transit reported 
passenger miles, it is possible that given the high ridership and full buses on the Topper Transit system, 
one or more of the STIC standards may be met. In addition, there may be other agencies providing 
demand-response service that, if data was reported to NTD, may be sufficient to meet one or more of 
the STIC standards. 
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Route Guarantees or Sponsorships 
A popular source of revenue for transit providers operating on or near a university campus is revenue 
from off-campus housing and other major trip generators. In these areas, a payment is provided on a 
per-rider or lump sum annual basis to support public transportation and ensure that service is 
continuously provided to the location. This structure works well in a fare-paying system where entities 
can purchase transit passes for their residents or visitors. In a free-fare system, the advantage to 
housing complexes or businesses is guaranteed public transit service to their door.  

Topper Transit does not currently participate in any route guarantee arrangements, and consideration 
for such arrangements should be given when businesses or housing complexes approach Topper Transit 
staff to ask for service. These route guarantees have the potential to generate significant revenue that 
can offset expenses and effectively lower the total operating budget.  

In addition to route guarantees, some systems have discovered that businesses are occasionally willing 
to provide sponsorships to specific routes, buses, services, or time periods (i.e. months) to generate 
positive public sentiment as a marketing or publicity tactic. Topper Transit should explore this avenue, 
especially with downtown businesses, to both encourage higher ridership downtown and to generate 
modest revenue for Topper Transit. 

Student Fees 
Many universities view their transit systems as a value-add service that they fund through student 
activity fees that are incorporated into university fees and tuition programs. Topper Transit staff report 
that this tactic was used by WKU to fund parking projects on campus, but was eventually folded into the 
general semester-based tuition model.  

If Topper Transit adopted a modest $5/semester fee per student, it would generate over $170,000 per 
year in revenue to support the service. If that fee was increased to $10, nearly a third of the operating 
budget could be covered through this fee.  
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Phase II GObg Management Assessment 
GObg is a fixed route transit system operating six routes in and around the City of Bowling Green, 
Kentucky. Six routes circulate the City Monday through Friday 6:00am to 6:00pm and two routes 
operate 9:00am to 3:00pm on Saturdays except for major holidays. This service operates independently 
of Topper Transit fixed route service operating in similar areas. Additionally, GObg provides curb-to-curb 
ADA Complementary Paratransit service within ¾ mile of all fixed route service (as the crow flies) in the 
Bowling Green Area during the same operating hours.  

Current system management and structure 
The City of Bowling Green currently contracts the management and operations of the GObg Transit 
System to Community Action of Southern Kentucky (CASOKY), a large non-profit human service agency 
responsible for providing services to 10 counties in Southern Kentucky. The City procures a service 
provider for the GObg service every three years under a cost-reimbursement basis. The awarded 
contractor then enters into independent, successive annual contracts with a not-to-exceed invoice 
amount.  

CASOKY has a transportation department whose sole focus is management and implementing the GObg 
system. The GObg staff perform all functions for the transit service. This includes fare collection and 
revenue that is deposited into the CASOKY account and offsets expenses that are invoiced to the City. 
The City reviews approved invoices and requests the appropriate disbursement of federal funds.  

GObg staff are responsible for creating all federal grants and reporting information to the National 
Transit Database.  

 

Potential Management Issues and Opportunities for Improvement 
The consultant worked with City and CASOKY staff to learn about the operations of the GObg system 
and to learn of perceived issues and concerns moving forward. The current organization and operations 
were then compared to transit industry standard. 
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Organization Mission and Purpose 
Organizational mission statements are important as they guide organizations’ decision-making processes 
to respect organizational purpose and achieve goals within the organization. CASOKY has identified their 
mission with the following statement: 

“We team with community partners to provide human services with dignity and respect, 
empowering people in Southern Kentucky to achieve stability and economic security.” 

CASOKY is a non-profit human services organization offering a diverse array of programs across a 10-
county area. Most programs provided by CASOKY focus on financial literacy and self-sufficiency, child 
development and security, and senior services. GObg Transit in Bowling Green is the only fixed route 
transportation service the organization provides.  The mission of the GObg transit service is focused on 
meeting the mission of the CASOKY organization.   

Potential Issues to Address 
CASOKY has a focus on social services as an organization. Service planning and delivery may be overly 
focused on providing “lifeline” service to meet the organization’s mission of providing service to the 
area’s most vulnerable citizens. While this service is important, it is also only a portion of the potential 
ridership opportunities available to fixed-route bus services.  Throughout the study process, numerous 
City stakeholders identified that they would like the GObg service to meet broader economic 
development and employment needs in the community, not just focus on human service needs.   

Transportation is just one of many services that CASOKY offers as part of their overall organization.  
Without a clear direction on a mission from the City, CASOKY will continue to operate in this fashion to 
meet its own organizational mission as opposed to the City’s vision for GObg service.  

Opportunities for Improvement 
• The City needs to develop a strategic plan for the transit service.  In the strategic planning 

process, the City can establish a City Vision and Mission for public transportation and then 
establish goals and objectives for its provider of service to meet and guide the agency moving 
forward. This should be created by the City with input from CASOKY. 

Procurement & Contracting 
Many transit agencies procure at least a portion of the services they provide to their customers. Proper 
oversight of contractors is critical to ensure that public funds are being utilized in a responsible way. 
Currently, the City provides contractor oversight.  The City does not have goals and objectives for the 
service in their contract documents.   

Potential Issues to Address 
• Contracting arrangement is abnormal for public transit.  The City has a cost-reimbursement 

based contract with CASOKY that is based upon available funds.  These kinds of contracts are 
risky for the agency owner (i.e. City of Bowling Green), especially those that offset expenses by 
revenue generated.   

• It is very hard to attract service providers to bid on this kind of contract because, the provider 
does not know what is expected of them and does not have a basis upon which to price their 
service.  The procurement process may discourage private enterprises because it does not allow 
for any type of guarantees on revenues or clear expectations on service delivery. Additionally, 
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the contractor is asked to cover any shortfalls on local match through generated revenues and 
other sources.  This skews the contracting process towards non-profits and does not encourage 
open competition from the private sector, of which Bowling Green has several local private 
transportation providers. 

• The current contract is annually renewed, which may discourage competition and potentially 
increase contractor risk when they bid on the service.  A normal arrangement is a 3-year term 
with two 1-year extensions. 

• The City may want to evaluate moving towards a stronger contract (See Appendix A for contract 
example) that includes: 

o Unit based costing (i.e. per revenue hour or per total hour) 
 Could request breakdown of costs by major function, including admin, 

operations, and maintenance in the RFP to make it clear on what expectations 
are. 

 Performance criteria is missing from the contract, this is a way to clearly 
delineate performance expectations and hold the contractor accountable for 
outcomes/results.  

• Oversight should be formalized and critically increased. This does not necessarily equate to an 
increase in time spent on oversight activities but rather a focus on expectations and 
documentation. 

• There does not appear to be a check on revenues deposited from GObg by the City. These funds 
are used by CASOKY to “offset expenses” prior to issuing invoices. This creates potential for 
fraud.  Typically, deposits would be received by the City and applied to operating expenses of a 
contractor.   

• The contract should also provide for leasing the buses and equipment to the contractor and it 
should specify the maintenance standards for equipment.  The City should provide spot checks 
on maintenance and preventive maintenance adherence to show control over federal assets and 
to ensure that the equipment is being maintained properly.  Often, contractors when faced with 
financial challenges, will cut corners on maintenance and vehicle repairs to keep expenses 
down.  If this occurs, the owner (in this case the City) can be faced with larger repair bills later, 
higher rates of in-service breakdowns that affects service reliability and the need to replace 
equipment more often. 

Opportunities for Improvement 
• Oversight meetings should be held regularly, where performance is tracked against established 

criteria along with tracking budget. 
• The City should consider changing to a system where the contractor deposits revenues into a 

city account, and the City applies the revenue to the grant. Thereby the contractor bills for full 
expenses regardless of revenues received.  The City should ensure that their contractor has 
adequate procedures for handling cash to protect against theft. 

• The City should establish a set of performance metrics to track and evaluate the performance of 
the contractor and the service.  Example performance criteria include: 

o Service on-time performance 
o Preventive maintenance adherence 
o Missed trips 
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o Complaints 
o Passenger trips 
o Trips per revenue hour 
o Cost per revenue hour 

• The City should identify minimum staffing requirements for the contractor that allows the City 
to express expectations for ongoing management and avoids lapses in management and 
financial management.  Staffing requirements require a contractor to spend money on 
personnel rather than service or increasing profits.  The contract should have a sliding scale of 
liquidated damages to be assessed on the contractor for failing to meet staffing and 
performance requirments. 

Contractor Oversight 
Proper oversight of contractors is critical to ensure that public funds are being utilized in a responsible 
way and to ensure that federal, state, and local requirements are met.  Currently, the City provides 
contractor oversight in a very limited way. 

Potential Issues to Address 
• Oversight should be formalized and critically increased. This does not necessarily equate to a 

large increase in time spent on oversight activities but rather a focus on expectations and 
documentation. 

• There does not appear to be a check on revenues deposited from GObg by the City. These funds 
are used by CASOKY to “offset expenses” prior to issuing invoices. There is potential for fraud or 
other allegations. Typically, deposits would be received by the City and applied to operating 
expenses of a contractor. 

• Checks on preventive maintenance adherence are critical to show control over federal assets. 

Opportunities for Improvement 
• The City should require monthly reporting on the service performance measures as well as 

staffing and customer complaints.    
• The City should conduct quarterly performance meetings with the contractor to track 

performance against established criteria, along with tracking the budget.   
• Consider changing to a system where the contractor deposits revenues into a city account, and 

the City applies the revenue to the grant. Thereby the contractor bills for full expenses 
regardless of revenues received.  

Operations 
Transit operations are complex and are subject to disruptions from environmental factors, maintenance 
issues, and traffic. Customers rely on on-time performance of transit services.  Systems with lower on-
time performance tend to experience declining ridership. Transit operation decisions can impact the 
overall efficiency of the system impacting ridership and costs.  FTA’s national transit database reporting 
requires transit agencies to provide data on system efficiency such as cost per passenger mile, cost per 
hour, etc.  

Potential Issues to Address 
• The City and its contractor should have established performance criteria to track and manage 

the service, but data is only as good as the procedures used to collect and verify it. 
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• There does not appear to be a process to determine if ridership and other statistic reports are 
accurate.  The City should require its contractor to have written policies and procedures used to 
train employees on its data collection, statistical sampling, and reporting.    

• Service routes need to be evaluated and adjusted to balance the needs of customers with the 
need for efficiency.  

Opportunities for Improvement 
• The City should consider establishing a process to verify ridership. This could be done through a 

small contract or through the MPO. Best practices are available through various public transit 
resources, including the American Public Transit Association (APTA), Transit Cooperative 
Research Program (TCRP), and the National Transit Database (NTD). 

• Utilize the common performance measures required by NTD to monitor and evaluate each 
GObg route. Make adjustments to balance customer needs with system efficiency. 

• The City should work with its contractor and the MPO to develop a service development plan 
that would build on a transit strategic plan.  The service development plan should include a 
strong public involvement process and it should involve the Topper Transit staff to identify 
opportunities for the two services to work together.  At least one scenario should be developed 
as a “clean slate” service plan to illustrate how service would be structured if no service is  
existing currently. 

Maintenance 
Maintenance activities are critical to support transit asset management. GObg has an obligation to be 
good stewards of the federal and city funds it receives to pay for capital assets. Sound maintenance 
practices are essential to execution of the Transit Asset Management Plan (TAMP), maintaining assets in 
a State of Good Repair (SGR), and maximize their useful lives.  

Potential Issues to Address 
• The current maintenance protocols are inefficient and do not reflect sound asset management 

practices. The practice of first going to the City’s garages for in-kind, then going to outside 
garages creates issues and inconsistencies.  

• Current practices increase the need for operational spares which increases costs for the GObg. 
• The lack of a dedicated transit maintenance facility and staff limit the ability to discover systemic 

maintenance issues and limits the percentage of proactive and preventative maintenance 
activities. 

• It is unclear if either the City or CASOKY are meeting their targets for in-kind contributions for 
fuel or maintenance.  

Opportunities for Improvement 
• Develop a TAMP which outlines a standard protocol for maintenance to be performed by the 

City, work to be performed by the contractor, and work to be performed by outside shops.  
• Consider hiring a full-time mechanic to be employed by the City, who is dedicated to transit 

vehicles. This could be considered in-kind match and allow for more prompt repair. The 
mechanic could be available to work on other vehicles in the City fleet when not fully engaged 
with transit vehicles. 
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• As part of asset management practices, establish and monitor performance targets for 
maintenance, including adherence to preventative maintenance requirements and major 
breakdowns. 

Finance 
Funding public transportation is a complicated process which uses funds from federal, state, and local 
sources. Federal sources are provided via grants and primarily provide funding for capital assets. Federal 
grants usually require matching funds from state and municipal governments. State and municipal 
resources are typically used for both capital and operating budget requirements. Fares paid by 
customers are usually utilized for the operating budget. This complicated arrangement of funds from 
multiple sources requires sound financial management practices, as well as appropriate oversight by the 
funding agencies. Further, maintaining the public’s trust requires governmental fiscal accountability and 
transparency. Sound financial management is critical to support both service development and transit 
asset management. 

Potential Issues to Address 
• Current fiscal practices make it difficult to determine GObg Transit finances from CASOKY’s 

overall organizational finances.  
• The City is the grantee for federal funds and has an obligation to account for those funds. 

Current fiscal practices limit the ability of the City to properly account for the use of federal 
funds. In some instances, there are requirements for the reimbursement of federal funds. For 
example, if a bus ceases to operate before the end of its useful life, the City would need to be 
able to determine the amount of the reimbursement and repay the federal government as 
appropriate.  

• Current invoicing practices limit the ability of the City to budget and plan for cashflow for 
transit.  

• Infrequent invoices limit the ability to conduct performance management associated with 
service development.  

Opportunities for Improvement 
• The City and CASOKY should develop a cost allocation policy to address overhead and other 

administrative costs. This cost allocation should be based on a time study of management 
employees and their responsibilities related to GObg.  

• The City should prescribe a regular billing cycle for CASOKY.  
• The City should require CASOKY to prepare a budget for the service providing an annual financial 

roadmap for delivery of the service, the budget should have accompanying narrative on the 
contractors planned expenditures and it should identify the expected outcomes or projected 
return on investment.    

• The monthly billings should then be prepared to show progress against the budget and also 
show progress to achieve the return on the investment the City is making.   

• The contract between the City and its transit provider should provide clear requirements and 
procedures for financial reporting. Clear requirements and procedures should mitigate the risks 
associated with personnel changes over time. (See Appendix B for a financial reporting 
statement example.) 
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Marketing & Public Relations 
Marketing and Public Relations are important components in any organization, but their need is 
particularly acute in transportation systems. Media platforms are the first line of communication with 
riders and potential riders regarding service disruptions, service changes, and organizational 
announcements.  

When vehicles are in motion, changes that affect riders happen suddenly and need to be communicated 
as quickly and easily as possible to riders for them to adjust to the changes. When riders aren’t 
communicated with in time, their ridership on that trip is lost and they are most often adversely 
affected by the time lost waiting for alternative travel arrangements. When this type of 
miscommunication occurs regularly, riders can lose faith in a system and stop attempting to ride.  

When positive changes are implemented, such as additional trips or service redesigns, communication 
with media outlets and on social network platforms helps engage the public in the opportunity to access 
those new services. Without proper communication, a potentially great service change can fall flat as 
members of the public, who might benefit from the change, aren’t made aware.  

Lastly, media relations and public discourse will be driven by collective public opinions instead of fact-
based statements without a dedicated public relations employee or department. A narrative for an 
organization needs to be driven and monitored by a dedicated person or department within an 
organization.  

Potential Issues to Address 
• The GObg service has little to no proactive marketing.  
• There is a lack of coordinated media presence online and in print. 
• The GObg service needs a marketing plan to attract and retain riders. 

Opportunities for Improvement 
• Enhance the GObg website and/or work with Topper Transit to build one transit brand and 

website for Bowling Green and make more information available online. This includes rider 
information. 

• Dedicate a staff member as the point contact for public engagement. 
• Consider GTFS (data format protocol to provide transit data to Google Maps) implementation to 

allow for web-based integrated trip planning. (See Appendix C for details on added benefits of 
GTFS implementation.) 

• Consider partnering on NextBus contract with WKU Topper Transit 

Asset Management 
GObg has a variety of capital assets which must be maintained in a state of good repair (SGR). Transit 
asset management is a framework of approaches and tools which assists transit agencies in achieving 
and maintaining SGR. Transit asset management assists transit agencies with using data to make 
decisions to maintain and replace assets in a manner which is cost-effective and minimizes total lifecycle 
costs. 

The transportation reauthorization bill MAP-21, which passed in 2012, requires transit agencies to 
prepare Transit Asset Management Plans (TAMP). FTA has published clear guidelines for transit agencies 
to follow in the development of those plans as well as requirements for reporting the conditions of 
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certain categories of assets. GObg should ensure that it complies with the federal requirements for asset 
management as well as implementing effective practices to maximize the life of its capital assets. 

The most recent TAMP was completed in September 2018 measuring targets for FY 2018 and setting 
new targes for FY 2019.  

FY 2019 MPO Transit Asset Management Targets 

Asset Category Performance Measure 2018 
Target 

2018 
Actual 

2019 
Target 

Rolling Stock 
(Revenue Vehicles) 

Age - % or revenue vehicles that have met 
or exceeded their Useful Life Benchmark. 84% 81.3% 70% 

Equipment (Non-
Revenue Vehicles) 

Age - % or vehicles that have met or 
exceeded their Useful Life Benchmark. 100% 100% 65% 

Facilities (All buildings 
or structures) 

Condition - % of facilities with a condition 
rating below 3.0 on FTA TERM Scale. 0% 0% 0% 

 

Opportunities for Improvement 
• The City should develop a TAMP in coordination with its contractor which meets the FTA 

requirements, and which assists both organizations in the prioritization of maintenance 
activities. 

• The City should develop maintenance contract agreements to support the execution of the 
TAMP. 

Service Planning 
Service planning is critical to the development of transit services which meet public transportation 
needs. Designing routes, scheduling the frequency of vehicles, and other key service determinations 
require broad input from stakeholders and a systematic planning effort. CASOKY has modified its service 
multiple times in an attempt to grow ridership. Two years ago, a service redesign led to a drop in 
ridership. Following its most recent service change, CASOKY is reporting a 14% increase in ridership in 
the last year. Service planning requires a clear organizational mission and objectives. Major objectives 
usually include connecting residential areas to major employee centers as well as to critical life services 
such as medical and government facilities.  

Potential Issues to Address 
• CASOKY has a focus on social services as an organization. Transit is currently run this way, 

focused on low frequency “lifeline” service.  Fixed route transportation appears to be a minor 
part of the overall organization. 

• Without a clear direction on mission from the City, CASOKY will continue to operate in this 
fashion. 

• Service planning does not appear to be conducted in a systematic manner. Service planning 
should be a focused regional effort which accounts for agreed upon goals. 

• It is unclear if there is an effective systematic process for strategic planning, including 
development of transit development plans (TDP). TDPs provide value by providing a basis for 
addressing near, mid, and long-term public transit needs.  
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Opportunities for Improvement 
• The City should engage key stakeholders and develop a City based clear mission and purpose for 

GObg. 
• The City should partner with the MPO staff to perform service planning work where possible. 

MPO staff could help with passenger surveys, community outreach, demographic and Title VI 
analysis, and GIS work. 

• The City should engage in strategic planning and develop a current TDP and use it to guide 
service planning. 
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Phase III Merger Feasibility Evaluation 
The third and final phase of the study evaluation is to assess the feasibility of merger options for the 
WKU Topper Transit service and the City of Bowling Green GObg service. This feasibility evaluation 
examines the potential options for merging the two service’s management and service together, starting 
with the easiest option of “mutual cooperation” (working together on issues that do not require formal 
governance changes) to the more complex and difficult option of a full merger governance and 
contractual changes to the way the systems are managed and operated.  

This section of the report is organized as follows: 

• Current Systems Overview 
• Merger Options 
• Merger Critical Issues 
• Short Term Recommendations 
• Long Term Options for Consideration 
• Merger Options evaluation Matrix 

Current Systems Overview 
The City of Bowling Green has two transit systems that operate in the Community. One of the services, 
WKU’s Topper Transit, is focused on providing service to the students of the University and the other 
service, GObg, is focused on providing service to the broader community. This section provides an 
overview of both services that sets the context for evaluating options for the two systems to work 
together and/or merge functions. 

WKU’s Topper Transit 
Mission 
Topper Transit primarily provides an on-campus transit service provided by and funded by Western 
Kentucky University. The mission of the service is student centered, to provide transportation to 
students on campus and to provide students transportation for off campus basic shopping needs. The 
service provides a balance to the campus parking challenges for students. One of the long-term goals of 
the service is to provide a connection for students between campus housing, academic and social 
buildings, and campus parking. The University also has a secondary mission to participate in the 
community through the transit program.  

Governance  
Topper Transit is provided by and is part of the University’s Parking and Transportation Services (PTS) 
department. The service is directly managed and controlled by the University. The transit service is part 
of the overall transportation resource that the University provides which includes parking, bikeshare, 
road, and sidewalks. 

Budgeting and Finance  
Topper Transit is a part of the University’s overall budget and must compete with and be balanced out 
with other University priorities for funding. 



 

43 
 
Phase 3: Merger Feasibility Assessment 

Service Management and Delivery 
The Parking and Transportation Services Department was formed July 1, 2005 to professionally manage 
and coordinate existing parking and transit resources. The University does have a contract with a private 
transit company to provide day to day management of the transit service. The drivers and other 
employees are University employees. 

Topper Transit is designed to connect students, staff, and visitors of WKU’s Main Campus to parking 
facilities, South Campus, and other housing, retail, and recreational destinations nearby. Topper Transit 
service is fare-free and open to the public with service hours generally operating 7:00am – 10:00pm 
weekdays and 4:00pm-8:00pm Saturdays, with hours fluctuating based on WKU’s class schedule. 

The Red and White lines serve as daytime circulators in and around campus during Spring and Fall 
semesters, while the Green line serves as an evening, weekend, and intersession service connecting 
campus with local retail destinations.  

Service on Topper Transit’s Red and White Lines operate at relatively high frequencies during the day (7 
to 15-minute headways) and all buses automatically stop at every designated boarding area without 
requiring a stop request. The Green Line only operates at night and on weekends with 30 to 60-minute 
headways.  

 

GObg 
Mission 
The City of Bowling Green established transit service in 1993 in partnership with local human service 
organizations. In 2003, the City began to receive federal transit administration (FTA) funds and the 
transit service also came into compliance with FTA transit requirements. The transit service known as 
GObg is one of many human service functions that the community action agency (CASOKY) provides to 
the residents of Bowling Green and the counties in the region. CASOKY’s focus is on providing social 
service functions and not on economic development activities. The transit mission has been established 
by CASOKY. The City of Bowling Green, however, is interested in the potential of transit service evolving 
to help provide broader transportation access to employment in addition to lifeline service.  
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Governance  
GObg is currently governed by the City of Bowling Green and CASOKY. The City of Bowling Green 
provides access to the federal funding and City funds/match. CASOKY manages and operates the transit 
service. The City owns nine of the buses and the CASOKY owns seven. The City provides CASOKY with the 
nine buses under a lease agreement. The City of Bowling Green does not have a formal contract with 
CASOKY to deliver service. The City provides its matching funds in the form of cash and in-kind vehicle 
maintenance. In the past, the City has taken a very hands-off role in the transit service, but within the 
last year, the City has taken a more active role in the overseeing of the transit service and management.  

Budgeting and Finance 
There is no formal budget process between CASOKY and the City. The City budgets for the matching 
funds needed for the FTA funding and the combined federal and city funds become the de facto budget 
for CASOKY for transportation. CASOKY provides the data, reports, and applications for federal funds. 
The City retains control of the federal funds and pays CASOKY when satisfactory monthly invoices are 
submitted, reviewed, and approved. CASOKY invoices the City for actual costs of transit service delivery. 

Service Management and Delivery 
GObg service is managed and delivered by the transportation department within CASOKY.  

GObg is designed to connect Bowling Green residents at large with area jobs and services. The service is 
delivered via six bus routes: 

• Red Line – Route 1 (Hourly service beginning and ending at the Downtown Transfer Center 
circulating through northeastern Bowling Green neighborhoods.) 

• Blue Line – Route 2 (Hourly service beginning and ending at the Downtown Transfer Center 
circulating through northern and western Bowling Green neighborhoods.) 

• Green Line – Route 3 (Hourly service beginning and ending at the Downtown Transfer Center 
extending along Scottsville Road to Greenwood Mall.) 

• Yellow Line – Route 4 (Hourly service beginning and ending at the Downtown Transfer Center 
circulating southern and western Bowling Green and also serves Greenwood Mall.) 

• Purple Line – Route 5 (Hourly service beginning and ending at the Campbell Lane Kroger 
circulating through western and southern Bowling Green and the WKU Main Campus.) 

• Pink Line – Route 6 (Hourly service beginning and ending at Greenwood Mall circulating through 
the shopping and medical complexes along Lovers Lane and Scottsville Road.) 

Four of these routes meet in downtown Bowling Green with the other two acting as neighborhood 
circulators in the WKU Main Campus/South Campus and Lovers Lane/Greenwood Mall areas. Service 
operates weekdays from 6:00am – 6:00pm except for major holidays on all routes. A map of existing 
service is on the following page.  
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Merger Opportunities and Analysis 
Mutual Cooperation 
The simplest and easiest way to explore merging is through mutual cooperation. Mutual cooperation is 
described as an effort by the two transit agencies to work cooperatively together to improve service, 
reduce costs, and/or coordinate actions. This could be as simple as agreeing on joint or pooled 
purchasing, to as complex as coordinating overlapping or adjoining transit service or sharing 
maintenance services.  

Overview 
WKU Topper Transit and GObg Transit should work together to identify areas of improvement to fixed-
route service in the Bowling Green community.  WKU, through its recent changes to their service as a 
result of needing cost savings for the University, now has very limited service into the community 
connecting University students to shopping and other activities in Bowling Green. GObg’s primary 
mission is to provide lifeline services for underprivileged residents in Bowling Green and their service is 
spread out, but there may be opportunities for the GObg service to provide service connections to 
Topper Transit to meet student off-campus transportation needs. In addition, the two systems can work 
together to do joint procurements and purchasing. 

Governance 
The two systems should establish a joint services committee that will meet quarterly to review areas of 
potential cooperation and cost savings. The joint services committee could be formed as a 
subcommittee of the MPO Technical Advisory Committee (TAC). An action tracker should be established 
to track action items and individual assignments as well as report progress and results.  

Service Delivery 
GObg and Topper Transit fixed routes, while designed to serve different markets, overlap each other in 
many areas. This could be causing a loss in productivity as two service providers are both supplying 
similar needs to the same populations. The primary complaints the City receives regarding transit 
service is that the service is not very frequent and that it doesn’t connect to the jobs at the two 
industrial parks. Mutual Cooperation between the agencies could lead to some overlapping service 
being redistributed to better meet the needs of the community at large.  

Potential Savings 
The two systems can work together on a varieity of areas that could produce savings for both 
organizations including joint procurement of fuel, technology, buses, outsourced maintenance, and joint 
planning. A joint website, ride guide, and branding may also generate minor savings.  This can result in 
small cost savings but produce larger efficiencies for both systems. 
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Shared Management 
Overview 
The second tier of “consolidation" is by the two transit systems working together to share management 
or management functions. The two systems would still have independent governance and independent 
general management but could have shared mid-level management and operations staff. Each of the 
systems would retain separate budgets and service delivery but through shared management functions, 
they would be able to enhance their independent budget management and potentially reduce 
administrative expense. The biggest challenge with this form of shared management is lines of reporting 
difficulties can arise. Shared management functions can work when it is limited to a specific scope of 
work, and the tasks to be performed for each transit agency are very clear. Expectations have to be 
made very clear from the outset. The following provides an example of how to set up shared 
management functions: Agency A and Agency B decide to share their finance function. Agency A hires a 
strong financial manager and staff. The financial manager reports directly to the Agency A general 
manager. Agency B then contracts with Agency A for their financial management services. The contract 
outlines Agency B’s financial analysis and reporting requirements. Agency B’s general manager has the 
ability to work directly with the Agency A financial manager  to meet Agency A’s financial requirements. 
Agency A is responsible for any human resource issues or performance issues that may arise in the 
finance department. Agency B can have input into the finance department’s performance, but they must 
provide that input in accordance with the contract provisions that they have with Agency A for the 
financial services.  
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Operations 
The systems could have a shared operations function with an operations manager or supervisor and 
shared dispatch. By sharing this function, the systems could improve coordination and interoperability 
for their service and ultimately improve customer service. The systems would need to work together to 
develop shared rules and procedures for operations management, communications systems, and 
performance expectations. 

Finance 
Finance management is a good area to share between GObg and Topper Transit. The agencies could 
work together to establish a joint finance department and system that can meet both service’s needs. A 
shared department could be staffed by a financial manager and a book keeping assistant. The budgets 
would need to be kept separately, however the finance manager could also be responsible to put an 
annual budget together for each transit service with the general manager for each of the services. The 
finance department responsibilities would include: 

• Annual Budget: An annual budget would be prepared for each service showing detailed costs 
and expected revenues and subsidies. 

• Monthly Reporting: Monthly financial reports would be generated for each service showing cost 
to date against the annual budget for each service. 

• Billing: The finance department would prepare the federal state and local funding applications 
and reporting, grant agreements and monthly billing, and accounts receivable.  

• General Manager Support: The finance department would also work with the general managers 
for each service to perform as needed financial analysis. 

• Payroll: Because the employees would continue to remain separate, the payroll could continue 
to be processed by each respective service (e.g. WKU and Community Action).  

Procurement 
A joint finance department could also manage the procurement for both services and joint procurement 
opportunities could be identified for buses, equipment, parts, and maintenance that could help the two 
services save money and share resources.  

Service Planning 
Service planning for Topper Transit and GObg should be performed comprehensively every five years 
with annual updates or tweaks, unless circumstances require that a comprehensive analysis be 
performed sooner than five years such as if their significant budget changes up or down or significant 
changes in origin or destinations that would require an overhaul of the service plan. The service planning 
function could be provided or coordinated by the MPO/planning commission with each service. The 
services are small enough that the general manager for each service should be able to manage annual 
service changes without a dedicated service planning staff. The MPO/planning commission staff can host 
meetings between the transit services to discuss service changes and assist the transit services with 
technical resources such as mapping, etc. The MPO/planning commission also has access to federal and 
state planning funds that could be programmed to perform a service development plan every five years 
that would assess performance of the existing service against the service goals, identify changes in 
demographics, transit needs and development patterns, and recommend service improvements to 
improve system performance. Because Topper Transit and GObg have overlapping service areas, it 
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would make sense to do the planning work for both at the same time to maximize efficiency and 
performance of both systems. 

Governance 
Under a shared management model, the overall governance of each system does not change, GObg 
would continue to be governed by the City and Topper Transit would continue to be governed by WKU. 
Shared service contracts would exist between the two services to outline the management and 
administrative services being shared with performance and outcome expectations clearly identified. 

Service Delivery 
Service delivery would continue as it is today under the shared management model. GObg would 
continue to deliver its service with its drivers and the Topper Transit would do likewise.  

Cost and Revenue 
The cost and revenue under this model will continue to stay with the independent transit services. The 
cost for the shared management services will be allocated per the contract between the two services. 

Potential Savings 
By sharing a general manager and potentially management support functions, the systems can save 
salary and benefits of at least two full time equivalent staff positions between the two agencies 
assuming that this would result in one general manager and one financial manager between the two 
agencies. 
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Full Merger with two Service Packages 
Overview 
A third tier of consolidation is full consolidation with two service packages. For a service the size of 
Topper and GObg combined, the service could be run by a small combined management staff with one 
executive director or general manager, a financial manager and a finance staff person, an operations 
manager, dispatchers, and a call center. This could be accomplished by having either the University 
provide the management staff, or the City provide the management staff. If the University provided the 
management staff and team, then the University would need to explore with the FTA whether any FTA 
compliance rules would apply to the University service. Regardless of which entity would be responsible 
for the management positions, the primary management entity would need to form a contract with the 
other entity to provide contract management services. The resulting management team would be 
responsible for managing service operations, capital programs, and finance for both the GObg and 
Topper Transit services. 
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Budget 
Each system’s budget would need to be maintained separately with separate funding sources and cost 
structures, however the management team can use a single accounting platform and standardized 
reporting. A stable cost allocation method will have to be developed to allocate the management costs 
between the two system’s budgets.  

Employees 
Management will be responsible to hire, coordinate, and manage the service delivery employees of both 
organizations. Some of the current challenges will be work rule and wage/benefit differences between 
the two systems. Although the systems will be separate, the management will have to be careful about 
maintaining separate work rules, policies, and wage/benefits for employees where there are differences 
that cannot be reconciled. 

Service Planning 
A key opportunity will be to conduct a joint system service planning effort to identify areas where the 
systems individually can improve performance and where they can work together to improve service to 
the community. A single management team will make this task much easier to accomplish than working 
with two different management teams. The single management team will still need to verify the goals 
and objectives for transit service from both Topper Transit and GObg’s governing bodies, e.g., Western 
Kentucky University and the City of Bowling Green respectively.  

GObg funding 
GObg’s funding comes from the FTA and the City of Bowling Green. The system is required to follow FTA 
rules for transit service and the Section 5333(b) of Title 49 (See Appendix A) provision applies to GObg 
providing a protection for the current employees that their jobs are protected as a result of accepting 
FTA funds. The protection preserves employment rights and benefits even if the employees are not 
covered under a collective bargaining agreement. This does not mean that the service cannot be 
provided by a different provider, it just means that the employees delivering the service are protected 
and would need to be offered jobs with a new provider if a new provider is going to deliver service. This 
does not affect a systems ability to manage employees for performance or financial reasons. If an 
employee is a poor performer, they can be disciplined and ultimately terminated if performance does 
not improve, and likewise if the system experiences budget shortfalls the system can adjust its funding 
sources to reduce expenses. 

Topper Transit funding 
Topper Transit is funded out of the WKU budget. Topper Transit does not currently receive or use any 
FTA funds for service, so the FTA labor rules do not apply to Topper Transit. 

Governance 
The governance with this model would be very similar to the way it works now. If WKU is the 
management entity to manage the service then they would have a contract with the City for transit 
service and management services and the Topper Transit management team would provide regular 
reporting to the City on the performance of the service and be responsible to the City for service 
management, financial management, and customer service in addition to reporting to WKU. If GObg 
becomes the consolidated management entity, then they would be responsible to the City and 
University. 
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Service Delivery 
Under this model the proposal would be to have service delivery continue to be provided by the current 
entities that deliver the current service respectively. GObg service would continue to be delivered by the 
drivers employed by the Community Action Agency and Topper Transit service would continue to be 
delivered by the drivers employed by the University. Each service would maintain a separate service 
package with the routes, drivers, and equipment necessary to deliver that service package. This would 
also provide the option for the City and/or the University to request that the consolidated management 
explore options to contract for the service delivery by other providers than the current providers if 
service performance or cost became an issue. 

Cost and Revenue 
Two budgets would be maintained under this model, both managed by the merged management team. 
The administrative costs associated with the merged management team would be cost allocated to the 
two service budgets. System revenue would be collected and maintained within each systems’ budget. 

Potential Savings 
By sharing a general manager and potentially management support functions, the systems can save 
salary and benefits of three to four full time equivalent staff positions between the two agencies, 
assuming that this would result in one general manager and one financial manager and one 
operation/maintenance manager between the two agencies 
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Full Merger with one Service Package 
Overview 
A fourth level or tier of consolidation is full consolidation including the service package. For a service the 
size of Topper and GObg combined, the service could be run by a small combined management staff 
with one executive director or general manager, a financial manager and a finance staff person, an 
operations manager, dispatchers, and a call center. This could be accomplished by having either the 
University provide management staff and hire additional drivers, or the City provide the management 
staff and hire additional drivers through the Community Action. 

Because federal funding is used by the City for their service, the entire service would need to be 
compliant with federal funding requirements and the entire service and management structure would 
be subject to federal transit policies, procurement and Triennial Reviews. Topper Transit already 
operates the service to meet the federal requirements so very little would need to change. If the 
University took responsibility for management and service delivery, then the University would need to 
have a funding agreement in place with the City for funding and service requirements. In addition, the 
University would need to be designated as an FTA funding recipient, so they could manage the federal 
grants. If the City wants to manage the entire service, then the City or their designee would need to 
have a funding agreement with WKU for their funding and service requirements. 
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Governance 
As presented, there are two main governance models that could be utilized. The first is to consolidate 
management and service under one of the two current transit agencies either Topper Transit or GObg, 
and implement a funding agreement between the City and WKU. The second model is to establish a 
transit authority with a board to be established made up of appointees by the City and WKU. Board 
numbers could be equal, or board appointments could be made by the dollars contributed or service 
hours or some combination of factors. 

Service Delivery 
Under this model the service delivery would be integrated together, ultimately probably providing one 
brand for the service. A unified service and fare structure would need to be developed. 

Cost and Revenue 
The cost and revenue would be shared between the City, WKU, and federal funding. The City and WKU 
would need to agree in the bylaws on the service purposes, market, and how service decisions would be 
made whether or not the service changes could be approved by the board only or if the funding partners 
would want to have approval over any significant service changes. 

Potential Savings 
This is probably the most cost-efficient way to run the system, but the employment and benefit 
standards would need to be established up front for the entity that would employ the management and 
drivers to ensure that labor costs are controlled from the initial consolidation.   By sharing a general 
manager and potentially management support functions, the systems can save salary and benefits of 
three to four full time equivalent staff positions between the two agencies assuming that this would 
result in one general manager and one financial manager and one operation/maintenance manager 
between the two agencies.  By combining the services together, the resulting service would benefit from 
driver cost efficiencies and potentially be able to redeploy hours of service to unserved areas. 
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Transit Authority Formation 
Overview 
The fifth option would be for the City and the University to form a transit authority with board members 
appointed by both WKU and the City to govern the service. The organizational structure in this option is 
identical to the previously discussed Full Merger with One Service Package except for the addition of a 
Joint Board to manage the authority. This removes direct engagement between the City of Bowling 
Green, WKU, and the General Manager allowing the system more autonomy to meet the goals of both 
initial entities. For a service the size of Topper and GObg combined, the service could be run by a small 
combined management staff with one executive director or general manager, a financial manager and a 
finance staff person, an operations manager, dispatchers, and a call center. This could be accomplished 
by having either the University provide management staff and hire additional drivers, or the City provide 
the management staff and hire additional drivers through the Community Action. 

Because federal funding is used by the City for their service, the entire service would need to be 
compliant with federal funding requirements and the entire service and management structure would 
be subject to federal transit policies, procurement, and Triennial Reviews. Topper Transit already 
operates the service to meet the federal requirements so very little would need to change. If the 
University took responsibility for management and service delivery, then the University would need to 
have a funding agreement in place with the City for funding and service requirements. In addition, the 
University would need to be designated as an FTA funding recipient, so they could manage the federal 
grants. If the City wants to manage the entire service, then the City or their designee would need to 
have a funding agreement with WKU for their funding and service requirements. 
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Governance 
This model would establish a transit authority with a board to be made up of appointees by the City and 
WKU. Board numbers could be equal, or board appointments could be made by the dollars contributed 
or service hours or some combination of factors. 

Service Delivery 
Under this model the service delivery would be integrated together, ultimately probably providing one 
brand for the service. A unified service and fare structure would need to be developed. 

Cost and Revenue 
The cost and revenue would be shared between the City, WKU, and federal funding. The City and WKU 
would need to agree in the bylaws on the service purposes, market, and how service decisions would be 
made whether the service changes could be approved by the board only or if the funding partners 
would want to have approval over any significant service changes. 

Potential Savings 
The cost savings for a full merger under a transit authority would be very similar to a full merger with 
one service package. 

Critical Issues for Consolidation 
In working with the Merger committee established for this project, there were seven critical issues that 
were identified that will need to be addressed to make any merger option feasible. This section provides 
an overview of those critical issues and options to address them if a merger is considered. 

Critical Issue #1: Funding – equitable funding for the service received.  A significant challenge when two 
services merge together is developing a fair and equitable method for funding partners to fund the 
service.  Transit systems’ financial partners have expectations to receive proportional levels of service 
for the money that they contribute.  It is important that if a merger is to be considered, a funding 
agreement be developed between the City and WKU that addresses their respective contributions for 
service.  If funding challenges occur in the future for either funding partner, then the service the funding 
partner is paying for would need to be reduced to offset funding reductions so as to not impact the 
service that the remaining partner is paying for.    

Critical Issue #2: Governance – ability for either party to maintain oversight and control.  The City and 
WKU will need to come to an agreement in their management and service agreements about how the 
management will report to each of them and their expectations for service.  To be successful, WKU and 
the City need to develop joint goals and objectives for the combined service with combined 
performance standards for management and the service.  Absent of forming an Authority to manage the 
service, WKU and the City need to establish an agreement for joint oversight of the service to address 
how the service will be managed.  Joint service, management, financial, procurement, and maintenance 
policies will need to be developed and agreed to by both parties. 

Critical Issue #3: Fare Structure – GObg has a cash fare structure and Topper Transit is free.  If the 
services are to be merged together then the new resulting service will need to have a single fare 
structure.  GObg has a base fare of $2.00 per trip and charges students a $50 per semester fare.  The 
Topper Transit service has no fare charge to use the service.  There are several ways to reconcile the 
fare structures to achieve the same or similar result.  One way is to structure a fare zone system with a 
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free fare zone on the University campus, that way anyone using the merged service rides free on 
campus but would have to pay a fare for off campus service.  Another method would be to establish a 
university student rate that is free or low cost and tie the student rate if there is a charge to a student 
activity fee.   

Critical Issue #4: Service and Other Decision making – Another critical success factor is to establish a 
policy on how service decisions will be made as a guidance document.  One way to do this is to define a 
map of routes and establish on the map routes that WKU will have decision making authority over and 
have routes that the City will have decision making authority over.  But a more integrated method would 
be to have a service committee or governance committee formed of equal representation from both the 
City and WKU.  For the sake of this discussion assume that each party appoints three people to be on 
the committee.  Decisions would need to be arrived at in a collaborative consensus driven process with 
at least a four to two vote needed to be approved.  Ultimately both the City and WKU would have to 
approve any significant service plan changes since they are funding the service. 

Critical Issue #5: Equipment differences – The City and WKU would need to work together to 
standardize equipment over time.  A joint equipment policy should be established to deal with buses, 
fare collection equipment and communication equipment, and other fixed assets to standardize the 
hardware and software that the service maintenance and delivery staff will have to deploy and 
maintain.  

Critical Issue #6: Technology differences – The City and WKU would need to work together to 
standardize technology over time.  A joint technology policy should be established to deal with on-bus 
technology, website consolidation and maintenance, and other technology to standardize software that 
the service maintenance and delivery staff will have to deploy and maintain. 

Critical Issue #7: Service Mission differences – This issue could be a major concern if not addressed up 
front.  As discussed earlier in this report, the Topper Transit service mission is to deliver service to 
students and provide connectivity on campus to parking and student/education facilities.  GObg on the 
other hand is primarily a human service oriented service in the City providing access to healthcare, basic 
shopping needs, and some employment.  The City and WKU will need to work together to develop a 
joint mission for the combined service that will continue to meet both the needs of the City and WKU.  
Many transit systems have multiple markets that they serve.  The Mission of the new service will need 
to be multifaceted.    
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Steps Toward Merger 
Any of the five previously outlined service packages can be viewed as landing points on the steps toward 
a full merger or authority formation. Bowling Green currently falls under the Mutual Cooperation model. 
It would be most efficient for a city the size of Bowling Green to form a Transit Authority. This would 
allow all services to be deployed with the least amount of overhead costs and responsibilities. Because 
of the identified critical issues, it is unlikely that all terms of an authority formation can be worked out at 
this moment. Instead, steps can be taken toward formation landing on any one of the intermediate 
service packages to maintain a functioning transit network. Near term steps should work toward 
strengthening connections through Mutual Cooperation and begin discussions on long term landing 
points on the steps toward a full merger.  

 

 

Recommendations and Next Steps 
Managing and delivering transit service can present significant challenges but also be very rewarding.  
Public transportation service is not a for profit business.  It requires public subsidies and as such 
competes with other government service priorities for funding.  Public transportation also must evolve 
and be adapted to the growth and development patterns, housing, education, and social service needs 
of a community.  Topper Transit and GObg both provide public transportation service in the City of 
Bowling Green.  Topper Transit is a service provided by Western Kentucky University to meet student 
transportation needs and to connect parking areas to academic and residential buildings.  GObg is a 
public transportation service funded by the City of Bowling Green and delivered by the Community 
Action of Southern Kentucky.  The service started as and continues a social service lifeline public 
transportation service.   

The City of Bowling Green is growing fast, adding employment opportunities and residents at a fast rate, 
meanwhile WKU is struggling to balance its budget with reduced international enrollment and overall 
lower enrollment numbers.  WKU like many colleges and universities around the country have had to 
focus on reducing expenses while continuing to deliver a quality university education to students.  Both 
the City of Bowling Green and WKU are looking for opportunities to become more efficient and to 
partner with others to meet their needs.  One such opportunity is to examine ways to leverage their 

Mutual 
Cooperation

Shared 
Management

Full Merger 
w/ Two 
Service 
Packages

Full Merger 
w/ One 
Service 
Package

Transit 
Authority 
Formation
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transit budgets together for transit to become more efficient, improve transit administration and 
management, and deliver better integrated service.  The recommendation from phases 2 and 3 of this 
study are presented as short term with 0 to 24 months and medium term 2 to 5 years and long term 5+ 
years.  The recommendations are presented on the following pages: 

Short Term: Next 24 months 
• Improve management and financial controls between the City and the GObg contractor:   

o The City should require an annual budget to be submitted by the contractor that would 
have to be approved as part of the annual contract renewal.  On a monthly basis the 
contractor should bill the City.  The billing should show progress against the annual 
budget and also include service performance statistics.   

o The City should require its service contractor to submit a cost allocation plan for GObg 
to ensure that federal and city funds are being charged for appropriate share of 
expenses.  

o The City should require its contractor to segregate transit finances into a separate bank 
account and maintain separate accounting for transit. 

o The City should establish a cost per hour rate to pay for transit service.   The invoices for 
service should then be based upon the cost per hour rate for service.  The City should 
plan to separate some variable costs that can increase risk for the contractor such as 
major maintenance/repairs and fuel. 

• The City should review and develop a management plan for the GObg service with clear roles 
and responsibilities for federal grant compliance between the City staff and their contractor. 

• The City should conduct an annual site visit to its contractor to review policies, performance 
expectations, ridership/revenue, and operating cost/maintenance records to ensure compliance 
with federal funding 

• The City should establish a set of transit goals and objectives and expectations for the GObg 
service to incorporate into their next RFP to select a service contractor.  The goals and 
objectives should also become the basis for the development of a service development plan for 
the GObg service. 

o The City should work with WKU to conduct a Transit Development Plan every 5 years 
with annual reviews for Bowling Green, KY transit services. 

• A Mobility Transit Management subcommittee should be established as part of the 
MPO/Planning Commission. The subcommittee should develop a public input process to gather 
public input into transit service development. 

o An early action of the subcommittee should be to improve coordination of Topper 
Transit and GObg Transit services 

o Develop a joint brand, transit schedules, and a joint ride guide for the Topper Transit 
and GObg Transit services.  The public and riders do not have transit brand loyalty.  The 
riders just want service to meet their needs. 

o The joint subcommittee can be a forum to develop and coordinate a joint marketing 
program for transit service including the development of a single website and a 
common fare structure. 
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Medium Term: 2 to 5 years 
Within the next two years, the City of Bowling Green and WKU should work together to merge the 
management of the Topper Transit and GObg services and potentially merge the operations of the two 
services.   

The first step to moving toward a full merger would be for the City and WKU to jointly procure transit 
management services to manage both the Topper Transit and GObg Transit services.  The City would 
contract separately for transit service delivery for the GObg service. (drivers, dispatchers and potentially 
maintenance).  WKU would continue to directly deliver the service through its employees.  The joint 
management contractor would oversee the day to day operations and compliance with federal funds for 
the City and WKU.  The City would continue to retain ownership of vehicles and lease them to the 
selected service delivery contractor. 

A second step would be for the City to contract with WKU to manage and deliver the GObg Service.  The 
City would establish its service decision making and performance expectations with WKU through its 
contract with WKU.  Other considerations in this step include: 

• WKU bids a joint management contract and a service delivery contract. 
• WKU manages the contracts with the contractors.  
• The City vehicles and equipment continue to be owned by the City but are leased to the selected 

contractor. 
• The City continues to be the federal funding recipient and retains federal funding compliance 

and reporting responsibilities. 

Long Term 5+ years 
A longer term step would be for the WKU and the City to form a joint Transit Authority.  The Transit 
Authority would then become the federal funding recipient and take on the full federal compliance 
responsibility.  WKU and the City would appoint board members and provide funding to subsidize the 
Authority’s service.   

• Service control issues will need to be addressed in a funding agreement between the City and 
WKU.  One of the easiest ways to ensure service control is provided to both the City and WKU 
would be to provide an even number of board appointments to each.  If the authority would 
have six board members, then the City would appoint three and WKU would appoint three.  If 
any issue or vote results in a three to three vote, then the issue would not be approved.  This 
board structure requires the City and WKU to reach a majority consensus between each other to 
approve changes to service. 

• The Transit Authority would be responsible for hiring management employees or a management 
contractor to manage the service. 

• The Transit Authority would be responsible to hire drivers for service delivery and maintenance 
employees or the authority would hire a contractor to deliver service and maintain fleet. 

• The transit service can be scaled up or down in the City and on WKU campus based upon 
available funding from either or both partners as well as federal funding. 
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Merger Summary Matrix 
 Merger Options 

Mutual Cooperation Shared Management Full Merger with 2 Service Packages Full Merger with Combined Service 
Package Transit Authority Formation 

Description An effort by the two transit agencies to 
work cooperatively together to improve 
service, reduce costs, and/or coordinate 
actions. 

Each of the systems would retain 
separate budgets and service delivery but 
through shared management functions. 

Merge all management functions but 
continue to operate two separate 
services. 

Merge all management and service 
operations into one agency shared by City 
and University. Employees could be under 
City, University, or Contracted.  

Merge all management and service 
operations into one agency independent 
of City and University with both entities 
appointing board seats.  

Management Same as today. A General Manager would be shared by 
both systems. Shared Finance Manager 
would produce separate books for each 
agency. Operations Managers would 
remain separate. 

A shared General Manager would work 
directly with shared Operations & Finance 
Managers.  

All management would be shared. All management would be shared. 

Operations Same as today. Same as today. Same as today but with shared 
management oversight. 

Service operations and maintenance 
would be consolidated. 

Service operations and maintenance 
would be consolidated. 

Finance Same as today. Shared Financial Manager would maintain 
two separate financial records but be 
responsible for equitably preparing grants 
and financial plans for both systems. 

Shared Financial Manager would manage 
funds for both systems, collecting and 
redistributing funds proportionally.  

Finances and administrative management 
would be consolidated.  

Finances and administrative management 
would be consolidated.  

Procurement Same as today. Shared Financial Manager would manage 
procurement for both systems. May 
identify joint savings though shared 
assets. 

Shared Financial Manager would oversee 
consolidated procurement process. 

Procurement process would be 
consolidated. 

Procurement process would be 
consolidated. 

Service 
Planning 

Same as today. Services can be assessed jointly to 
improve performance and offer 
opportunities to work together.  

Services can be assessed jointly to 
improve performance and offer 
opportunities to work together. 

Service planning would be consolidated. Service planning would be consolidated. 

Governance Joint services committee that will meet 
quarterly to review areas of potential 
cooperation and cost savings. 

Overall structure remains same as today 
except for shared manager.  

City and University would continue to set 
operational standards for separate 
services, but all decisions would be 
filtered through shared management. 

City and University would operate under 
an agreement to fund one consolidated 
agency. May be under City, University, or 
independent body. 

City and University would operate under 
an agreement to fund one consolidated 
agency, appointing members to a board 
for decision-making. 

Service 
Delivery 

Could lead to some overlapping service 
being redistributed to better meet the 
needs of the community at large. 

Could lead to some overlapping service 
being redistributed to better meet the 
needs of the community at large. 

Could lead to some overlapping service 
being redistributed to better meet the 
needs of the community at large. 

Consolidated service delivery. Unified 
branding, maps, scheduling, etc.  

Consolidated service delivery. Unified 
branding, maps, scheduling, etc.  

Savings 
Potential 

Could lead to some savings through 
consolidation of fare technology and 
reduction in duplicate service. 
 

 

Savings through potential consolidation of 
fare technology and service changes. 
Consolidated management salaries. 
Potential procurement savings. 

Savings through potential consolidation of 
fare technology and service changes. 
Consolidated management salaries. 
Potential procurement, maintenance, and 
financial planning savings. 

Large savings potential through service 
delivery, shared management, shared 
procurement, etc.  

Large savings potential through service 
delivery, shared management, shared 
procurement, etc.  
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Appendix 
Appendix A: Outcomes Action Tracker 

An action tracker can be used by the City to lay out objectives and strategies for inclusion in its next RFP 
process, and the Mobility Transit Management subcommittee for decisionmaking to ensure the system 
lands on one of the defined service packages as its moved toward a merger. 
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Appendix B: GTFS Implementation Benefits 

During Phase 1 of the Bowling Green Transit Operational Efficiency & Management Analysis, WKU 
Topper Transit reached out to discuss the benefits of GTFS implementation. The following text is in 
response to those inquiries. While the language is specifically directed toward WKU Topper Transit, the 
benefits to GObg on implementation would be similar. 

---------- Email exchange regarding benefits of GTFS implementation in Bowling Green, KY below------- 

A good case study for Bowling Green is Iowa City, home of the University of Iowa. They have three local 
transit systems (one of which is the university transportation department) and all have GTFS feeds. 
Screenshots are included here, but I encouraged you to check it out for yourself in Google Maps on any 
browser. When I go to any city and am looking around in Google Maps at places to eat or where to go 
for my meetings, little blue bus icons show up in cities with GTFS feeds.  

This isn’t a layer I turned on, it’s something everyone sees by default. When you click on those icons, it 
will show you the names of the routes stopping there, bus departure times, and most importantly (in my 
opinion) it gives a link to the website of the agency operating the service to obtain more information. I 
think that in itself is a great advertising tool.  

The following images show how transit directions work in Google. If someone were to try getting driving 
or walking directions between two places, the bus icon in the top-left will light up if GTFS is available to 
show people that transit is an option. Also, the bus trip will show up right along with the potential 
driving or walking trips in the list of options Google Maps gives. Clicking on that icon at the top or on the 
bus trip shown, Google Maps will give you all sorts of information on bus options available between 
Point A and Point B, walking directions to the nearest stops, times available throughout the days, etc. 
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Also, it’s important to understand that GTFS has become the global standard for transit information. 
Many students visiting from foreign countries should be just as likely to understand how to use this 
information and local students because transit agencies all over the world have been adopting this feed 
for over a decade now. Bowling Green already has one transit provider on GTFS (Greyhound) but 
unfortunately the stop is up near the Corvette Museum. Currently, students looking up transit directions 
from WKU to Nashville get told that there aren’t options, but if you try to get directions from the 
Corvette Museum to Nashville, Greyhound shows up. If Topper Transit and GObg both had GTFS feeds, 
students would be shown transit trips from campus to Nashville, Lexington, and cities beyond should 
they happen to look up directions to any of those places. 
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Another feature of the open source, global nature of the GTFS feed is that the data can be seen by non-
English speakers. With such a large international population in Bowling Green, this could go a long way 
in helping residents access the local system without you all having to worry about translating schedules 
to different languages. (Transit directions below are in Slovak) 
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Lastly, GTFS data can be used by 3rd party apps if riders don’t want to use Google Maps (see image 
below for an example of an app made by students at the University of Illinois using the GTFS feed there).  

 

The process of getting data onto a GTFS feed can be cumbersome, but once it’s up and running the feed 
stays running and updating schedules in perpetuity is relatively easy.  
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Appendix C: Title 49 Section 5333(B) 

NONUNION PROTECTIVE ARRANGEMENT  

 PURSUANT TO SECTION 5333(B) OF TITLE 49 OF THE U.S. CODE 

October 17, 2014 

The term “Grantee” refers to the applicant for assistance; a “Recipient” as used herein, shall refer to any 
entity receiving transportation assistance under the grant. A Recipient may also act as the Grantee. The 
term "project" shall be deemed to cover and refer to the activities funded under the grant. 

These protective arrangements are intended for the benefit of transit employees in the service area of 
the project, who are considered as third-party beneficiaries to the employee protective arrangements 
incorporated by reference in the grant contract between the U.S. Department of Transportation and the 
Grantee, and the parties to the contract so signify by executing that contract. Transit employees are also 
third-party beneficiaries to the protective arrangements incorporated in subsequent contracts of 
assistance, pursuant to the Department’s certification, between the Grantee and any Recipient. 
Employees may assert claims through their representative with respect to the protective arrangements 
under this provision. This clause creates no independent cause of action against the United States 
Government. 

(1)  The project shall be carried out in such a manner and upon such terms and conditions as will not 
adversely affect employees in the mass passenger transportation industry within the service area of the 
project. The “service area” as used herein, includes the geographic area over which the project is 
operated and the area whose population is served by the project, including adjacent areas affected by 
the project; 

(2) All rights, privileges, and benefits (including collective bargaining rights and pension rights and 
benefits) of employees (including employees already retired) shall be preserved and continued. This 
Arrangement does not create any collective bargaining relationship where one does not already exist or 
between any Recipient and the employees of another employer; 

(3)  The Recipient shall be financially responsible for any deprivation of employment or other worsening 
of employment position as a result of the project; 

(4)  In the event an employee is terminated or laid off as a result of the project, he shall be granted 
priority of employment or reemployment to fill any vacant position for which he or she is, or by training 
or retraining can become, qualified. In the event training or retraining is required by such employment 
or reemployment, the Recipient shall provide or provide for such training or retraining at no cost to the 
employee; 

(5)  Any employee who is laid off or otherwise deprived of employment or placed in a worse position 
with respect to compensation, hours, working conditions, fringe benefits, or rights and privileges 
pertaining thereto at any time during his or her employment as a result of the project, including any 
program of efficiencies or economies directly or indirectly related thereto, shall be entitled to receive 
any applicable rights, privileges and benefits as specified in the employee protective arrangement 
certified by the Secretary of Labor under Section 405(b) of the Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970 on 
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April 16, 1971. An employee shall not be regarded as deprived of employment or placed in a worse 
position with respect to compensation, etc., in case of his or her resignation, death, retirement, 
dismissal for cause, or failure to work due to disability or discipline. The phrase "as a result of the 
project" as used herein shall include events occurring in anticipation of, during, and subsequent to the 
project; 

(6)  In the event any provision of these conditions is held to be invalid or otherwise unenforceable, the 
Recipient, the employees and/or their representatives may invoke the jurisdiction of the Secretary of 
Labor to determine substitute fair and equitable employee protective arrangements which shall be 
incorporated in these conditions; 

(7)  The Recipient agrees that any dispute, claim, or grievance arising from or relating to the 
interpretation, application or enforcement of these terms and conditions which cannot be settled by the 
parties thereto within thirty (30) days after the dispute or controversy arises, may be submitted at the 
written request of any party to the dispute to the Secretary of Labor who may appoint a staff member to 
serve as arbitrator and render a final and binding determination or may direct the parties to proceed to 
arbitration administered by the Federal Mediation and Conciliation Service, or a comparable private 
sector neutral arbitration organization. The arbitrator’s award will be final and binding. 

In the event of any dispute as to whether or not a particular employee was affected by the project, it 
shall be the employee’s obligation to identify the project and specify the pertinent facts of the Project 
relied upon. It shall then be the burden of the Recipient to prove that factors other than the project 
affected the employee. The claiming employee shall prevail if it is established that the project had an 
effect upon the employee even if other factors may also have affected the employee (Hodgson’s 
Affidavit in Civil Action No. 825-71); 

(8)  The Recipient shall maintain and keep on file all relevant books and records in sufficient detail as to 
provide the basic information necessary to the making of the decisions called for in the preceding 
paragraph; 

(9)  The Recipient will post, in a prominent and accessible place, a notice stating that the Recipient is a 
recipient of Federal assistance under the Federal Transit Act and has agreed to comply with the 
provisions of 49 U.S.C. § 5333(b). The notice shall specify the terms and conditions set forth herein for 
the protection of employees. 
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Appendix D: Guidance on Transit Agency Creation in Kentucky 

Kentucky’s Department for Local Government (DLG) calls their municipal authorities “special purpose 
governmental entities” (as defined in 2013 HB1, KRS 65A). The Governor’s Office for Local Development 
is the central state agency that deals with special districts, working with support from county clerks. 

New Special Purpose Governmental Entities (SPGEs) can be created if a fiscal court reviews and 
approves their petition and “service plan,” and get certified with a county clerk. SPGEs are then required 
to register annually with the DLG and pay a registration fee and are also required to submit annual 
financial disclosure forms. 

SPGEs should be governed by a board, council, commission, committee, authority, or corporation with 
policy-making authority, as long as that body is separate from the state or local government where the 
SPGE operates. Some SPGEs can levy property taxes (on any property subject to county tax within the 
district) if they’re registered as a “taxing district.” 

 

DLG has a web portal for SPGE forms here: https://kydlgweb.ky.gov/entities/16_SpgeHome.cfm 

  

https://nam03.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fkydlgweb.ky.gov%2Fentities%2F16_SpgeHome.cfm&data=02%7C01%7CAndrew.Knee%40mbakerintl.com%7C3665a6ada5454fecfd9f08d6d9673931%7C4e1ee3db4df64142b7b9bec15f171ca4%7C0%7C0%7C636935434690494758&sdata=NMrbsjn6FtTuxfurY%2BKmhPAtLB1eQg%2F50gexbmZVVb0%3D&reserved=0
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Appendix E: Peer Financial Reporting Statement Example  

  



 Washington County Transportation Authority

 Balance Sheet
 As of March 31, 2019

Mar 31, 2019

ASSETS

Current Assets

Checking/Savings

1105 · Checking 450,769.00

1107 · Client Reimbursement Account 1,446.12

1110 · Medical Reimbursement 2,967.29

1111 · Money Market 415,632.60
1112 · Passenger Fare 389,910.72

Total Checking/Savings 1,260,725.73

Accounts Receivable
1200 · Accounts Receivable 1,038,882.85

Total Accounts Receivable 1,038,882.85

Other Current Assets

1450 · Change Machine 2,033.00
1499 · Undeposited Funds 283.15

Total Other Current Assets 2,316.15

Total Current Assets 2,301,924.73

Fixed Assets

1630 · Vehicle 3,765,486.53

1635 · Donated Vehicles 2,194,608.00

1640 · Capital Equip, Misc 566,854.55

1645 · Donated Capital Lease 4,034,310.00

1700 · Accumulated Depreciation (1,923,676.88)
1710 · Accumulated Depreciation-Donate (1,578,655.04)

Total Fixed Assets 7,058,927.16

Other Assets

1800 · Prepaid Expenses 10,111.59
1850 · Security Deposits 105.93

Total Other Assets 10,217.52

TOTAL ASSETS 9,371,069.41

LIABILITIES & EQUITY

Liabilities

Current Liabilities

Accounts Payable
2000 · Accounts Payable 851,927.45

Total Accounts Payable 851,927.45

Other Current Liabilities

2100 · Payroll Liabilities

2104 · FWT W/H 0.01

2107 · PA SUI 79.94

2108 · Local Tax Withheld 1,795.45
2110 · Occupation Privilege Tax 184.00

Total 2100 · Payroll Liabilities 2,059.40

2155 · Unearned Revenue - Fixed Route

2155.1 · Unearned Revenue - PennDot

2155.2 · Unearned Revenue - Urban Local 151,846.41
2155.3 · Unearned Revenue - Urban State 1,066,249.77

Total 2155.1 · Unearned Revenue - PennDot 1,218,096.18

Total 2155 · Unearned Revenue - Fixed Route 1,218,096.18

2160 · Unearned Rev Unresticted Local 17,308.99

2165 · Unearned Revenue Advertising 4,500.00

2300 · Accrued Payroll 10,978.95
2310 · Accrued Payroll Taxes 754.51

Total Other Current Liabilities 1,253,698.03

Total Current Liabilities 2,105,625.48

Total Liabilities 2,105,625.48

Equity

3900 · Unrestricted Net Assets 227,695.05

3910 · Invested in Capital Assets, net 6,720,929.02

3920 · Restricted for Client Reimburse 5,535.69

3940 · Restricted for Vehicle Replace 127,750.74
Net Income 183,533.43

Total Equity 7,265,443.93

TOTAL LIABILITIES & EQUITY 9,371,069.41
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 Washington County Transportation Authority

 Check Register

Type Date Num Name Memo Clr Amount

1105 · Checking

Bill Pmt -Check 03/01/2019 12074 Tamara Dobbin February,2019  (1,100.00)

Bill Pmt -Check 03/01/2019 12075 Baierl Automotive Chevy Truck W/Plow PO 02272019  (45,602.12)

Bill Pmt -Check 03/01/2019 12076 Baierl Automotive Chevy Truck w/ Air Compressor  (53,156.12)

Bill Pmt -Check 03/05/2019 12077 A-Z Janitorial Services, LLC Inv #287647  (104.40)

Bill Pmt -Check 03/05/2019 12078 Cathedral Answering Service Inv #190200226  (671.29)

Bill Pmt -Check 03/05/2019 12079 Creative Printing & Graphics, Inc. Inv #105 (225.00)

Bill Pmt -Check 03/05/2019 12080 First Transit 1/19 Invoice  (184,049.65)

Bill Pmt -Check 03/05/2019 12081 First Transit - Fixed Route Jan19 invoice  (96,042.46)

Bill Pmt -Check 03/05/2019 12082 Gombita, Sheila Expense Reimbursement 2/2019  (184.56)

Bill Pmt -Check 03/05/2019 12083 Lambdin, Alison* Expense Reimbursement 2/2019  (50.00)

Bill Pmt -Check 03/05/2019 12084 Mid Mon Valley Transit 1/19 invoice  (154.00)

Bill Pmt -Check 03/05/2019 12085 Observer Reporter Acct #11475  (240.00)

Bill Pmt -Check 03/05/2019 12086 Orkin Inv #181664344  (67.76)

Bill Pmt -Check 03/05/2019 12087 PA Dept of Labor & Industry - E Inv #0596317  (211.55)

Bill Pmt -Check 03/05/2019 12088 Pennsylvania American Water 1024220004897574  (411.64)

Bill Pmt -Check 03/05/2019 12089 Quality Quick Inv #69918  (165.75)

Bill Pmt -Check 03/05/2019 12090 Ramsey, Ian Expense Reimbursement 2/2019  (131.03)

Bill Pmt -Check 03/05/2019 12091 SAFTI Workers Compensation Pool 4th qtr installment (4 of 4) 6/30/18 to 6/30/19 (592.00)

Bill Pmt -Check 03/05/2019 12092 Sakalik, Alexandra Expense Reimbursement 2/2019  (163.24)

Bill Pmt -Check 03/05/2019 12093 Southwest PA  Area Agency on Aging Inc Inv #308-19  (195.00)

Bill Pmt -Check 03/05/2019 12094 SPRINT Inv #792751027-203  (53.40)

Bill Pmt -Check 03/05/2019 12095 Sullivan, Tammie Expense Reimbursement 2/2019  (145.38)

Bill Pmt -Check 03/05/2019 12096 SW PA Area Agency on Aging 1/19 invoice  (2,568.87)

Bill Pmt -Check 03/05/2019 12097 Syncretic Software, Inc. Inv #20888  (1,680.00)

Bill Pmt -Check 03/05/2019 12098 Tamara Dobbin March,2019  (1,100.00)

Bill Pmt -Check 03/05/2019 12099 The Spring House Inv #18002  (150.00)

Bill Pmt -Check 03/05/2019 12100 Timothy A. Fedele, Esq., L.L.C. Inv 3-19  (800.00)

Bill Pmt -Check 03/05/2019 12101 VERIZON, A 250773566000146  (493.59)

Bill Pmt -Check 03/05/2019 12102 WEWJA 1091.1000.4  (19.00)

Bill Pmt -Check 03/05/2019 12103 WJPA  (844.00)

Bill Pmt -Check 03/12/2019 12104 Access Inv #7344966  (241.54)

Bill Pmt -Check 03/12/2019 12105 Chris Bury Cement Contracting Inv #2558 (575.00)

Bill Pmt -Check 03/12/2019 12106 DQE Communications LLC Inv #CI24366  (1,000.00)

Bill Pmt -Check 03/12/2019 12107 Observer Publishing Company Acct 14942  (1,015.28)

Bill Pmt -Check 03/12/2019 12108 Precision Copy Products, Inc. Inv #IN109559  (290.74)

Bill Pmt -Check 03/12/2019 12109 Triconnex LP Inv #3454  (367.00)

Bill Pmt -Check 03/20/2019 12110 Chris Bury Cement Contracting Inv #2587 (525.00)

Bill Pmt -Check 03/20/2019 12111 Coen Energy, LLC Inv #102105626  (8,859.95)

Bill Pmt -Check 03/20/2019 12112 Comstar Technologies Inv #1266889  (1,146.67)

Bill Pmt -Check 03/20/2019 12113 Guardian Protection Services Inv #51324914  (39.95)

Bill Pmt -Check 03/20/2019 12114 PPTA (1,275.00)

Bill Pmt -Check 03/20/2019 12115 Precision Copy Products, Inc. Inv #IN110211  (144.76)

Bill Pmt -Check 03/20/2019 12116 Purchase Power 0070-1017-006  (503.50)

Bill Pmt -Check 03/20/2019 12117 Rockland Consulting, LLC Inv #1045 (1,500.00)

Bill Pmt -Check 03/20/2019 12118 United Refining Company of PA Inv #57976227  (20,687.28)

Bill Pmt -Check 03/20/2019 12119 West Penn Power  (2,502.91)

Bill Pmt -Check 03/20/2019 12120 Wex Bank (Sunoco Universal) Inv #58089425  (15,160.82)

Bill Pmt -Check 03/26/2019 12121 UPMC Health Plan Group ID 100119800 (13,704.24)

Bill Pmt -Check 03/26/2019 12122 A-Z Janitorial Services, LLC Inv #287991 (148.04)

Bill Pmt -Check 03/26/2019 12123 ADT Security Services Inv #697073076 (156.27)

Bill Pmt -Check 03/26/2019 12124 Bankcard Services 7278 (2,321.40)

Bill Pmt -Check 03/26/2019 12125 Columbia Gas of PA 168960990030005 (67.08)

Bill Pmt -Check 03/26/2019 12126 Comcast 8993212670317232 (241.09)

Bill Pmt -Check 03/26/2019 12127 Palermo/Kissinger & Associates, P.C. Payroll Svcs 3/1/19, 3/15/19 (185.40)

Bill Pmt -Check 03/26/2019 12128 VERIZON-L  (1,510.64)

Bill Pmt -Check 03/26/2019 12129 VERIZON, A 450472240000162 (151.15)

Bill Pmt -Check 03/27/2019 12130 Guardian Group ID 00394249 (1,599.58)

Check 03/08/2019 EFT Mutual of America  (895.00)

Check 03/26/2019 EFT Colonial Insurance  (204.78)

Check 03/22/2019 EFT Mutual of America  (1,475.58)

Check 03/22/2019 EFT Mutual of America  (803.52)

Check 03/22/2019 EFT Mutual of America  (393.85)

Check 03/22/2019 EFT Mutual of America  (152.00)

Check 03/01/2019 1016 Wash Federal stop pay charge  (30.00)

Check 03/27/2019 EFT Harland Clarke Chk Orders  (206.97)

Transfer 03/14/2019 Funds Transfer  (2,512.32)

Transfer 03/14/2019 Funds Transfer  (1,500.00)

Transfer 03/18/2019 Funds Transfer  (1,000.00)

Transfer 03/27/2019 Funds Transfer  (1,000.00)

Transfer 03/26/2019 Funds Transfer  (1,768.84)

Transfer 03/31/2019 Funds Transfer (2,000.00)

Transfer 03/31/2019 Funds Transfer 200,000.00

Total 1105 · Checking (281,234.96)

TOTAL:  (281,234.96)
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 Washington County Transportation Authority

 Profit & Loss Budget vs. Actual
 March 2019

Total 1 Shared Ride Fare Structure
Mar 19 Budget $ Over Budget % of Budget

Ordinary Income/Expense
Income

5008 · Agency Income
5008.1 · Agency Income - 65+ 1,415.35 710.67 704.68 199.16%
5008.2 · Agency Income - 65 Under 7,260.80 7,147.33 113.47 101.59%

Total 5008 · Agency Income 8,676.15 7,858.00 818.15 110.41%
5009 · Passenger fare collected

5009.1 · Passenger fare collected - 65+
5009.12 · Passenger fare - 65+ Same Day 238.10 35.17 202.93 677.0%
5009.1 · Passenger fare collected - 65+ - Other 7,796.95 7,456.51 340.44 104.57%

Total 5009.1 · Passenger fare collected - 65+ 8,035.05 7,491.68 543.37 107.25%
5009.2 · Passenger fare collected - 65 U

5009.21 · Passenger fare ADA service 0.00
5009.25 · Passenger fare PWD

5009.26 · Passenger fare -PWD Same Day 28.10 15.69 12.41 179.1%
5009.25 · Passenger fare PWD - Other 6,708.55 6,641.84 66.71 101.0%

Total 5009.25 · Passenger fare PWD 6,736.65 6,657.53 79.12 101.19%
5009.28 · Passenger fare GP 1,093.50 858.64 234.86 127.35%
5009.5 · Passenger fare MMVTA ADA 0.00
5009.2 · Passenger fare collected - 65 U - Other 0.00

Total 5009.2 · Passenger fare collected - 65 U 7,830.15 7,516.17 313.98 104.18%

Total 5009 · Passenger fare collected 15,865.20 15,007.85 857.35 105.71%
5010 · Passenger Fare - Fixed Route

5010.5 · Organization Paid Fares 0.00
5010 · Passenger Fare - Fixed Route - Other 0.00

Total 5010 · Passenger Fare - Fixed Route 0.00
5011 · Sponsorship Income

5011.1 · Sponsorship Income - 65+
5011.12 · Sponsorship Income - 65+ AAA 11,695.25 10,623.29 1,071.96 110.09%
5011.14 · Sponsorship Income - 65+ MATP 2,706.25 2,703.71 2.54 100.09%
5011.1 · Sponsorship Income - 65+ - Other 0.00

Total 5011.1 · Sponsorship Income - 65+ 14,401.50 13,327.00 1,074.50 108.06%
5011.2 · Sponsorship Income - 65 Under 1,604.50 1,741.22 (136.72) 92.15%

Total 5011 · Sponsorship Income 16,006.00 15,068.22 937.78 106.22%
5020 · Contract Revenues

5023 · Lottery (Seniors)
5023.1 · Lottery Same Day 614.20 94.92 519.28 647.07%
5023 · Lottery (Seniors) - Other 132,113.70 118,456.74 13,656.96 111.53%

Total 5023 · Lottery (Seniors) 132,727.90 118,551.66 14,176.24 111.96%
5024 · MATP 195,758.78 192,872.68 2,886.10 101.5%
5025 · MATP - Client Reimbursement 0.00
5026 · PWD

5026.1 · PWD Same Day 74.70 43.68 31.02 171.02%
5026 · PWD - Other 37,757.65 36,642.55 1,115.10 103.04%

Total 5026 · PWD 37,832.35 36,686.23 1,146.12 103.12%
5027 · VETS/HSDF 0.00
5029 · MATP - Admin. 0.00

Total 5020 · Contract Revenues 366,319.03 348,110.57 18,208.46 105.23%
5039 · MH/MR 7,220.50 10,081.89 (2,861.39) 71.62%
5043 · Fixed Route - PennDot 0.00 11,593.12 (11,593.12) 0.0%
5045 · ADA Service 0.00
5066 · Miscellaneous Funding 0.00
5085 · Advertising Revenue 0.00 754.48 (754.48) 0.0%

Total Income 414,086.88 408,474.13 5,612.75 101.37%
Expense

6020 · Purchase of Service
6022 · TCA 116,684.89 118,584.34 (1,899.45) 98.4%
6024 · First Transit 197,023.92 184,974.02 12,049.90 106.51%
6027 · Aging 2,287.35 2,432.02 (144.67) 94.05%
6030 · MATP - Client Reimbursement 0.00
6031 · Other MATP 0.00
6033 · Fuel 36,405.12 45,358.77 (8,953.65) 80.26%

Total 6020 · Purchase of Service 352,401.28 351,349.15 1,052.13 100.3%
6050 · Administrative Expenses

6075 · Telephone 3,161.46 3,338.52 (177.06) 94.7%
6082 · Gross Wages 29,219.70 27,027.25 2,192.45 108.11%
6083 · Paid Absence 928.47 3,815.96 (2,887.49) 24.33%
6550 · Payroll Taxes 2,212.29 2,264.58 (52.29) 97.69%
6570 · Benefits-Company Paid 14,143.40 9,708.03 4,435.37 145.69%
6592 · Travel & Meetings 1,799.14 947.68 851.46 189.85%
6720 · Insurance 1,484.01 1,223.77 260.24 121.27%
6760 · Other Operating Expenses

6764 · Postage 372.99 241.16 131.83 154.67%
6765.1 · Utilities 272.79 1,429.64 (1,156.85) 19.08%
6765.2 · Facility Maintenance/ Security 1,343.62 2,507.40 (1,163.78) 53.59%
6767 · Dues & Subscriptions 0.00 360.03 (360.03) 0.0%
6769 · Miscellaneous 2,106.04 1,944.16 161.88 108.33%
6771 · Printing 0.00 42.78 (42.78) 0.0%
6772 · Office Supplies 1,000.66 440.36 560.30 227.24%
6760 · Other Operating Expenses - Other 0.00

Total 6760 · Other Operating Expenses 5,096.10 6,965.53 (1,869.43) 73.16%
6762 · Advertising 195.00 401.52 (206.52) 48.57%
6825 · Professional Services 1,077.87 2,215.07 (1,137.20) 48.66%

Total 6050 · Administrative Expenses 59,317.44 57,907.91 1,409.53 102.43%
Total Expense 411,718.72 409,257.06 2,461.66 100.6%

Net Ordinary Income 2,368.16 (782.93) 3,151.09 (302.47%)
Other Income/Expense

Other Income
5050 · Interest Income 5,725.97 782.93 4,943.04 731.35%
5067 · Capital Grant Income 0.00 32,187.50 (32,187.50) 0.0%
5071 · Gain (Loss) on Vehicle Disposal 0.00 1,456.48 (1,456.48) 0.0%

Total Other Income 5,725.97 34,426.91 (28,700.94) 16.63%
Other Expense

6830 · Bad Debt Expense 0.00 231.66 (231.66) 0.0%
Total Other Expense 0.00 231.66 (231.66) 0.0%

Net Other Income 5,725.97 34,195.25 (28,469.28) 16.75%
Net Income 8,094.13 33,412.32 (25,318.19) 24.23%
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 Washington County Transportation Authority

 Profit & Loss Budget vs. Actual
 March 2019

Ordinary Income/Expense
Income

5008 · Agency Income
5008.1 · Agency Income - 65+
5008.2 · Agency Income - 65 Under

Total 5008 · Agency Income
5009 · Passenger fare collected

5009.1 · Passenger fare collected - 65+
5009.12 · Passenger fare - 65+ Same Day
5009.1 · Passenger fare collected - 65+ - Other

Total 5009.1 · Passenger fare collected - 65+
5009.2 · Passenger fare collected - 65 U

5009.21 · Passenger fare ADA service
5009.25 · Passenger fare PWD

5009.26 · Passenger fare -PWD Same Day
5009.25 · Passenger fare PWD - Other

Total 5009.25 · Passenger fare PWD
5009.28 · Passenger fare GP
5009.5 · Passenger fare MMVTA ADA
5009.2 · Passenger fare collected - 65 U - Other

Total 5009.2 · Passenger fare collected - 65 U

Total 5009 · Passenger fare collected
5010 · Passenger Fare - Fixed Route

5010.5 · Organization Paid Fares
5010 · Passenger Fare - Fixed Route - Other

Total 5010 · Passenger Fare - Fixed Route
5011 · Sponsorship Income

5011.1 · Sponsorship Income - 65+
5011.12 · Sponsorship Income - 65+ AAA
5011.14 · Sponsorship Income - 65+ MATP
5011.1 · Sponsorship Income - 65+ - Other

Total 5011.1 · Sponsorship Income - 65+
5011.2 · Sponsorship Income - 65 Under

Total 5011 · Sponsorship Income
5020 · Contract Revenues

5023 · Lottery (Seniors)
5023.1 · Lottery Same Day
5023 · Lottery (Seniors) - Other

Total 5023 · Lottery (Seniors)
5024 · MATP
5025 · MATP - Client Reimbursement
5026 · PWD

5026.1 · PWD Same Day
5026 · PWD - Other

Total 5026 · PWD
5027 · VETS/HSDF
5029 · MATP - Admin.

Total 5020 · Contract Revenues
5039 · MH/MR
5043 · Fixed Route - PennDot
5045 · ADA Service
5066 · Miscellaneous Funding
5085 · Advertising Revenue

Total Income
Expense

6020 · Purchase of Service
6022 · TCA
6024 · First Transit
6027 · Aging
6030 · MATP - Client Reimbursement
6031 · Other MATP
6033 · Fuel

Total 6020 · Purchase of Service
6050 · Administrative Expenses

6075 · Telephone
6082 · Gross Wages
6083 · Paid Absence
6550 · Payroll Taxes
6570 · Benefits-Company Paid
6592 · Travel & Meetings
6720 · Insurance
6760 · Other Operating Expenses

6764 · Postage
6765.1 · Utilities
6765.2 · Facility Maintenance/ Security
6767 · Dues & Subscriptions
6769 · Miscellaneous
6771 · Printing
6772 · Office Supplies
6760 · Other Operating Expenses - Other

Total 6760 · Other Operating Expenses
6762 · Advertising
6825 · Professional Services

Total 6050 · Administrative Expenses
Total Expense

Net Ordinary Income
Other Income/Expense

Other Income
5050 · Interest Income
5067 · Capital Grant Income
5071 · Gain (Loss) on Vehicle Disposal

Total Other Income
Other Expense

6830 · Bad Debt Expense
Total Other Expense

Net Other Income
Net Income

Total 2Non Shared Ride Fare Structure
Mar 19 Budget $ Over Budget % of Budget

0.00 23.29 (23.29) 0.0%
0.00

0.00 23.29 (23.29) 0.0%

0.00
0.00

0.00

3,016.65 3,084.59 (67.94) 97.8%

0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

28.00 166.17 (138.17) 16.85%
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0%

3,044.65 3,250.76 (206.11) 93.66%

3,044.65 3,250.76 (206.11) 93.66%

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0%

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0%
32.00

32.00 0.00 32.00 100.0%

0.00
0.00

0.00
2,059.29 3,370.58 (1,311.29) 61.1%
4,545.88 6,600.72 (2,054.84) 68.87%

0.00
0.00

0.00
2,400.00 2,400.00 0.00 100.0%
6,694.09 7,740.42 (1,046.33) 86.48%

15,699.26 20,111.72 (4,412.46) 78.06%
0.00
0.00

20,925.68 23,199.35 (2,273.67) 90.2%
1,500.00

0.00

41,201.59 46,585.12 (5,383.53) 88.44%

8,188.63 12,791.81 (4,603.18) 64.02%
12,887.86 8,606.38 4,281.48 149.75%

0.00
4,545.88 6,600.72 (2,054.84) 68.87%

128.00 1,025.28 (897.28) 12.48%
2,837.22 3,799.08 (961.86) 74.68%

28,587.59 32,823.27 (4,235.68) 87.1%

686.60 717.11 (30.51) 95.75%
5,183.18 5,499.93 (316.75) 94.24%

87.32 729.81 (642.49) 11.97%
389.15 475.78 (86.63) 81.79%

2,079.22 1,652.92 426.30 125.79%
178.57 303.55 (124.98) 58.83%
554.91 477.16 77.75 116.29%

139.47 94.03 45.44 148.33%
102.00 557.44 (455.44) 18.3%
502.40 977.65 (475.25) 51.39%

0.00 169.62 (169.62) 0.0%
847.50 784.16 63.34 108.08%

0.00 13.75 (13.75) 0.0%
374.18 144.83 229.35 258.36%
(60.00)

1,905.55 2,741.48 (835.93) 69.51%
0.00 76.30 (76.30) 0.0%

1,903.04 863.75 1,039.29 220.32%
12,967.54 13,537.79 (570.25) 95.79%
41,555.13 46,361.06 (4,805.93) 89.63%

(353.54) 224.06 (577.60) (157.79%)

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

(353.54) 224.06 (577.60) (157.79%)

 Page 4 of 10



 Washington County Transportation Authority

 Profit & Loss Budget vs. Actual
 March 2019

Ordinary Income/Expense
Income

5008 · Agency Income
5008.1 · Agency Income - 65+
5008.2 · Agency Income - 65 Under

Total 5008 · Agency Income
5009 · Passenger fare collected

5009.1 · Passenger fare collected - 65+
5009.12 · Passenger fare - 65+ Same Day
5009.1 · Passenger fare collected - 65+ - Other

Total 5009.1 · Passenger fare collected - 65+
5009.2 · Passenger fare collected - 65 U

5009.21 · Passenger fare ADA service
5009.25 · Passenger fare PWD

5009.26 · Passenger fare -PWD Same Day
5009.25 · Passenger fare PWD - Other

Total 5009.25 · Passenger fare PWD
5009.28 · Passenger fare GP
5009.5 · Passenger fare MMVTA ADA
5009.2 · Passenger fare collected - 65 U - Other

Total 5009.2 · Passenger fare collected - 65 U

Total 5009 · Passenger fare collected
5010 · Passenger Fare - Fixed Route

5010.5 · Organization Paid Fares
5010 · Passenger Fare - Fixed Route - Other

Total 5010 · Passenger Fare - Fixed Route
5011 · Sponsorship Income

5011.1 · Sponsorship Income - 65+
5011.12 · Sponsorship Income - 65+ AAA
5011.14 · Sponsorship Income - 65+ MATP
5011.1 · Sponsorship Income - 65+ - Other

Total 5011.1 · Sponsorship Income - 65+
5011.2 · Sponsorship Income - 65 Under

Total 5011 · Sponsorship Income
5020 · Contract Revenues

5023 · Lottery (Seniors)
5023.1 · Lottery Same Day
5023 · Lottery (Seniors) - Other

Total 5023 · Lottery (Seniors)
5024 · MATP
5025 · MATP - Client Reimbursement
5026 · PWD

5026.1 · PWD Same Day
5026 · PWD - Other

Total 5026 · PWD
5027 · VETS/HSDF
5029 · MATP - Admin.

Total 5020 · Contract Revenues
5039 · MH/MR
5043 · Fixed Route - PennDot
5045 · ADA Service
5066 · Miscellaneous Funding
5085 · Advertising Revenue

Total Income
Expense

6020 · Purchase of Service
6022 · TCA
6024 · First Transit
6027 · Aging
6030 · MATP - Client Reimbursement
6031 · Other MATP
6033 · Fuel

Total 6020 · Purchase of Service
6050 · Administrative Expenses

6075 · Telephone
6082 · Gross Wages
6083 · Paid Absence
6550 · Payroll Taxes
6570 · Benefits-Company Paid
6592 · Travel & Meetings
6720 · Insurance
6760 · Other Operating Expenses

6764 · Postage
6765.1 · Utilities
6765.2 · Facility Maintenance/ Security
6767 · Dues & Subscriptions
6769 · Miscellaneous
6771 · Printing
6772 · Office Supplies
6760 · Other Operating Expenses - Other

Total 6760 · Other Operating Expenses
6762 · Advertising
6825 · Professional Services

Total 6050 · Administrative Expenses
Total Expense

Net Ordinary Income
Other Income/Expense

Other Income
5050 · Interest Income
5067 · Capital Grant Income
5071 · Gain (Loss) on Vehicle Disposal

Total Other Income
Other Expense

6830 · Bad Debt Expense
Total Other Expense

Net Other Income
Net Income

Total 9 Fixed Route
Mar 19 Budget $ Over Budget % of Budget

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00

100.00 785.55 (685.55) 12.73%
16,980.77 11,646.48 5,334.29 145.8%

17,080.77 12,432.03 4,648.74 137.39%

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

121,552.65 117,901.75 3,650.90 103.1%
0.00
0.00

(7,150.00) 1,460.50 (8,610.50) (489.56%)

131,483.42 131,794.28 (310.86) 99.76%

0.00
92,222.96 92,495.73 (272.77) 99.71%

0.00
0.00
0.00

12,281.83 13,164.49 (882.66) 93.3%

104,504.79 105,660.22 (1,155.43) 98.91%

1,037.20 890.42 146.78 116.48%
13,483.46 10,654.18 2,829.28 126.56%

249.80 1,068.69 (818.89) 23.37%
1,029.17 811.97 217.20 126.75%
2,490.77 1,977.91 512.86 125.93%
1,217.62 603.60 614.02 201.73%

694.59 527.76 166.83 131.61%

174.58 116.47 58.11 149.89%
127.68 616.54 (488.86) 20.71%
628.87 1,349.02 (720.15) 46.62%

0.00 155.26 (155.26) 0.0%
1,944.53 3,806.03 (1,861.50) 51.09%

0.00 885.54 (885.54) 0.0%
528.09 210.64 317.45 250.71%
(52.50)

3,351.25 7,139.50 (3,788.25) 46.94%
1,861.28 1,504.76 356.52 123.69%
1,554.49 955.26 599.23 162.73%

26,969.63 26,134.05 835.58 103.2%
131,474.42 131,794.27 (319.85) 99.76%

9.00 0.01 8.99 90,000.0%

(3,878.51)
0.00 98,348.86 (98,348.86) 0.0%
0.00

(3,878.51) 98,348.86 (102,227.37) (3.94%)

0.00
0.00

(3,878.51) 98,348.86 (102,227.37) (3.94%)
(3,869.51) 98,348.87 (102,218.38) (3.93%)
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 Washington County Transportation Authority

 Profit & Loss Budget vs. Actual
 March 2019

Ordinary Income/Expense
Income

5008 · Agency Income
5008.1 · Agency Income - 65+
5008.2 · Agency Income - 65 Under

Total 5008 · Agency Income
5009 · Passenger fare collected

5009.1 · Passenger fare collected - 65+
5009.12 · Passenger fare - 65+ Same Day
5009.1 · Passenger fare collected - 65+ - Other

Total 5009.1 · Passenger fare collected - 65+
5009.2 · Passenger fare collected - 65 U

5009.21 · Passenger fare ADA service
5009.25 · Passenger fare PWD

5009.26 · Passenger fare -PWD Same Day
5009.25 · Passenger fare PWD - Other

Total 5009.25 · Passenger fare PWD
5009.28 · Passenger fare GP
5009.5 · Passenger fare MMVTA ADA
5009.2 · Passenger fare collected - 65 U - Other

Total 5009.2 · Passenger fare collected - 65 U

Total 5009 · Passenger fare collected
5010 · Passenger Fare - Fixed Route

5010.5 · Organization Paid Fares
5010 · Passenger Fare - Fixed Route - Other

Total 5010 · Passenger Fare - Fixed Route
5011 · Sponsorship Income

5011.1 · Sponsorship Income - 65+
5011.12 · Sponsorship Income - 65+ AAA
5011.14 · Sponsorship Income - 65+ MATP
5011.1 · Sponsorship Income - 65+ - Other

Total 5011.1 · Sponsorship Income - 65+
5011.2 · Sponsorship Income - 65 Under

Total 5011 · Sponsorship Income
5020 · Contract Revenues

5023 · Lottery (Seniors)
5023.1 · Lottery Same Day
5023 · Lottery (Seniors) - Other

Total 5023 · Lottery (Seniors)
5024 · MATP
5025 · MATP - Client Reimbursement
5026 · PWD

5026.1 · PWD Same Day
5026 · PWD - Other

Total 5026 · PWD
5027 · VETS/HSDF
5029 · MATP - Admin.

Total 5020 · Contract Revenues
5039 · MH/MR
5043 · Fixed Route - PennDot
5045 · ADA Service
5066 · Miscellaneous Funding
5085 · Advertising Revenue

Total Income
Expense

6020 · Purchase of Service
6022 · TCA
6024 · First Transit
6027 · Aging
6030 · MATP - Client Reimbursement
6031 · Other MATP
6033 · Fuel

Total 6020 · Purchase of Service
6050 · Administrative Expenses

6075 · Telephone
6082 · Gross Wages
6083 · Paid Absence
6550 · Payroll Taxes
6570 · Benefits-Company Paid
6592 · Travel & Meetings
6720 · Insurance
6760 · Other Operating Expenses

6764 · Postage
6765.1 · Utilities
6765.2 · Facility Maintenance/ Security
6767 · Dues & Subscriptions
6769 · Miscellaneous
6771 · Printing
6772 · Office Supplies
6760 · Other Operating Expenses - Other

Total 6760 · Other Operating Expenses
6762 · Advertising
6825 · Professional Services

Total 6050 · Administrative Expenses
Total Expense

Net Ordinary Income
Other Income/Expense

Other Income
5050 · Interest Income
5067 · Capital Grant Income
5071 · Gain (Loss) on Vehicle Disposal

Total Other Income
Other Expense

6830 · Bad Debt Expense
Total Other Expense

Net Other Income
Net Income

TOTAL
Mar 19 Budget $ Over Budget % of Budget

1,415.35 733.96 681.39 192.84%
7,260.80 7,147.33 113.47 101.59%

8,676.15 7,881.29 794.86 110.09%

238.10 35.17 202.93 677.0%
7,796.95 7,456.51 340.44 104.57%

8,035.05 7,491.68 543.37 107.25%

3,016.65 3,084.59 (67.94) 97.8%

28.10 15.69 12.41 179.1%
6,708.55 6,641.84 66.71 101.0%

6,736.65 6,657.53 79.12 101.19%
1,093.50 858.64 234.86 127.35%

28.00 166.17 (138.17) 16.85%
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0%

10,874.80 10,766.93 107.87 101.0%

18,909.85 18,258.61 651.24 103.57%

100.00 785.55 (685.55) 12.73%
16,980.77 11,646.48 5,334.29 145.8%

17,080.77 12,432.03 4,648.74 137.39%

11,695.25 10,623.29 1,071.96 110.09%
2,706.25 2,703.71 2.54 100.09%

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0%

14,401.50 13,327.00 1,074.50 108.06%
1,636.50 1,741.22 (104.72) 93.99%

16,038.00 15,068.22 969.78 106.44%

614.20 94.92 519.28 647.07%
132,113.70 118,456.74 13,656.96 111.53%

132,727.90 118,551.66 14,176.24 111.96%
197,818.07 196,243.26 1,574.81 100.8%

4,545.88 6,600.72 (2,054.84) 68.87%

74.70 43.68 31.02 171.02%
37,757.65 36,642.55 1,115.10 103.04%

37,832.35 36,686.23 1,146.12 103.12%
2,400.00 2,400.00 0.00 100.0%
6,694.09 7,740.42 (1,046.33) 86.48%

382,018.29 368,222.29 13,796.00 103.75%
7,220.50 10,081.89 (2,861.39) 71.62%

121,552.65 129,494.87 (7,942.22) 93.87%
20,925.68 23,199.35 (2,273.67) 90.2%
1,500.00 0.00 1,500.00 100.0%

(7,150.00) 2,214.98 (9,364.98) (322.8%)

586,771.89 586,853.53 (81.64) 99.99%

124,873.52 131,376.15 (6,502.63) 95.05%
302,134.74 286,076.13 16,058.61 105.61%

2,287.35 2,432.02 (144.67) 94.05%
4,545.88 6,600.72 (2,054.84) 68.87%

128.00 1,025.28 (897.28) 12.48%
51,524.17 62,322.34 (10,798.17) 82.67%

485,493.66 489,832.64 (4,338.98) 99.11%

4,885.26 4,946.05 (60.79) 98.77%
47,886.34 43,181.36 4,704.98 110.9%
1,265.59 5,614.46 (4,348.87) 22.54%
3,630.61 3,552.33 78.28 102.2%

18,713.39 13,338.86 5,374.53 140.29%
3,195.33 1,854.83 1,340.50 172.27%
2,733.51 2,228.69 504.82 122.65%

687.04 451.66 235.38 152.11%
502.47 2,603.62 (2,101.15) 19.3%

2,474.89 4,834.07 (2,359.18) 51.2%
0.00 684.91 (684.91) 0.0%

4,898.07 6,534.35 (1,636.28) 74.96%
0.00 942.07 (942.07) 0.0%

1,902.93 795.83 1,107.10 239.11%
(112.50) 0.00 (112.50) 100.0%

10,352.90 16,846.51 (6,493.61) 61.45%
2,056.28 1,982.58 73.70 103.72%
4,535.40 4,034.08 501.32 112.43%

99,254.61 97,579.75 1,674.86 101.72%
584,748.27 587,412.39 (2,664.12) 99.55%

2,023.62 (558.86) 2,582.48 (362.1%)

1,847.46 782.93 1,064.53 235.97%
0.00 130,536.36 (130,536.36) 0.0%
0.00 1,456.48 (1,456.48) 0.0%

1,847.46 132,775.77 (130,928.31) 1.39%

0.00 231.66 (231.66) 0.0%
0.00 231.66 (231.66) 0.0%

1,847.46 132,544.11 (130,696.65) 1.39%
3,871.08 131,985.25 (128,114.17) 2.93%

 Page 6 of 10



 Washington County Transportation Authority

 Profit & Loss Budget vs. Actual
 July 2018 through March 2019

Total 1 Shared Ride Fare Structure
Jul '18 - Mar 19 Budget $ Over Budget % of Budget

Ordinary Income/Expense
Income

5008 · Agency Income
5008.1 · Agency Income - 65+ 9,954.95 6,396.06 3,558.89 155.64%
5008.2 · Agency Income - 65 Under 65,038.30 64,326.01 712.29 101.11%

Total 5008 · Agency Income 74,993.25 70,722.07 4,271.18 106.04%
5009 · Passenger fare collected

5009.1 · Passenger fare collected - 65+
5009.12 · Passenger fare - 65+ Same Day 1,697.30 316.49 1,380.81 536.29%
5009.1 · Passenger fare collected - 65+ - Other 70,102.10 67,108.56 2,993.54 104.46%

Total 5009.1 · Passenger fare collected - 65+ 71,799.40 67,425.05 4,374.35 106.49%
5009.2 · Passenger fare collected - 65 U

5009.21 · Passenger fare ADA service 0.00
5009.25 · Passenger fare PWD

5009.26 · Passenger fare -PWD Same Day 189.10 141.26 47.84 133.87%
5009.25 · Passenger fare PWD - Other 55,348.75 59,776.59 (4,427.84) 92.59%

Total 5009.25 · Passenger fare PWD 55,537.85 59,917.85 (4,380.00) 92.69%
5009.28 · Passenger fare GP 4,834.50 7,727.72 (2,893.22) 62.56%
5009.5 · Passenger fare MMVTA ADA 0.00
5009.2 · Passenger fare collected - 65 U - Other 0.00

Total 5009.2 · Passenger fare collected - 65 U 60,372.35 67,645.57 (7,273.22) 89.25%

Total 5009 · Passenger fare collected 132,171.75 135,070.62 (2,898.87) 97.85%
5010 · Passenger Fare - Fixed Route

5010.5 · Organization Paid Fares 0.00
5010 · Passenger Fare - Fixed Route - Other 0.00

Total 5010 · Passenger Fare - Fixed Route 0.00
5011 · Sponsorship Income

5011.1 · Sponsorship Income - 65+
5011.12 · Sponsorship Income - 65+ AAA 104,587.45 95,609.60 8,977.85 109.39%
5011.14 · Sponsorship Income - 65+ MATP 21,606.95 24,333.34 (2,726.39) 88.8%
5011.1 · Sponsorship Income - 65+ - Other 0.00

Total 5011.1 · Sponsorship Income - 65+ 126,194.40 119,942.94 6,251.46 105.21%
5011.2 · Sponsorship Income - 65 Under 24,185.50 15,671.04 8,514.46 154.33%

Total 5011 · Sponsorship Income 150,379.90 135,613.98 14,765.92 110.89%
5020 · Contract Revenues

5023 · Lottery (Seniors)
5023.1 · Lottery Same Day 4,498.35 854.24 3,644.11 526.59%
5023 · Lottery (Seniors) - Other 1,156,277.55 1,066,110.65 90,166.90 108.46%

Total 5023 · Lottery (Seniors) 1,160,775.90 1,066,964.89 93,811.01 108.79%
5024 · MATP 1,699,101.37 1,735,854.10 (36,752.73) 97.88%
5025 · MATP - Client Reimbursement 0.00
5026 · PWD

5026.1 · PWD Same Day 524.45 393.13 131.32 133.4%
5026 · PWD - Other 308,868.35 329,782.92 (20,914.57) 93.66%

Total 5026 · PWD 309,392.80 330,176.05 (20,783.25) 93.71%
5027 · VETS/HSDF 0.00
5029 · MATP - Admin. 0.00

Total 5020 · Contract Revenues 3,169,270.07 3,132,995.04 36,275.03 101.16%
5039 · MH/MR 74,218.50 90,737.04 (16,518.54) 81.8%
5042 · Fixed Route - Local Share 0.00
5043 · Fixed Route - PennDot

5043.1 · Fixed Route - PennDOT 1513 0.00
5043.2 · Fixed Route - PennDOT 5311 0.00
5043 · Fixed Route - PennDot - Other 0.00 104,338.08 (104,338.08) 0.0%

Total 5043 · Fixed Route - PennDot 0.00 104,338.08 (104,338.08) 0.0%
5045 · ADA Service 0.00
5066 · Miscellaneous Funding 6,507.27
5085 · Advertising Revenue 1,000.00 6,790.36 (5,790.36) 14.73%

Total Income 3,608,540.74 3,676,267.19 (67,726.45) 98.16%
Expense

6020 · Purchase of Service
6022 · TCA 1,014,519.18 1,067,259.06 (52,739.88) 95.06%
6024 · First Transit 1,676,851.99 1,664,766.16 12,085.83 100.73%
6027 · Aging 21,694.64 21,888.18 (193.54) 99.12%
6030 · MATP - Client Reimbursement 0.00
6031 · Other MATP 0.00
6033 · Fuel 361,712.55 408,228.91 (46,516.36) 88.61%

Total 6020 · Purchase of Service 3,074,778.36 3,162,142.31 (87,363.95) 97.24%
6050 · Administrative Expenses

6075 · Telephone 33,635.48 30,046.69 3,588.79 111.94%
6082 · Gross Wages 224,652.74 243,245.20 (18,592.46) 92.36%
6083 · Paid Absence 32,404.39 34,343.59 (1,939.20) 94.35%
6550 · Payroll Taxes 20,630.15 20,381.19 248.96 101.22%
6570 · Benefits-Company Paid 99,865.13 87,372.32 12,492.81 114.3%
6592 · Travel & Meetings 8,440.11 8,529.14 (89.03) 98.96%
6720 · Insurance 13,356.11 11,013.95 2,342.16 121.27%
6760 · Other Operating Expenses

6764 · Postage 2,592.19 2,170.48 421.71 119.43%
6765 · Utilities & Building 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0%
6765.1 · Utilities 12,108.21 12,866.79 (758.58) 94.1%
6765.2 · Facility Maintenance/ Security 15,712.16 22,566.60 (6,854.44) 69.63%
6767 · Dues & Subscriptions 2,033.72 3,240.28 (1,206.56) 62.76%
6769 · Miscellaneous 19,838.02 17,497.44 2,340.58 113.38%
6771 · Printing 1,344.29 385.08 959.21 349.09%
6772 · Office Supplies 3,878.05 3,963.24 (85.19) 97.85%
6773 · Vehicle 15.00
6760 · Other Operating Expenses - Other 0.00

Total 6760 · Other Operating Expenses 57,521.64 62,689.91 (5,168.27) 91.76%
6762 · Advertising 4,524.67 3,613.68 910.99 125.21%
6825 · Professional Services 22,043.14 19,935.63 2,107.51 110.57%

Total 6050 · Administrative Expenses 517,073.56 521,171.30 (4,097.74) 99.21%
Total Expense 3,591,851.92 3,683,313.61 (91,461.69) 97.52%

Net Ordinary Income 16,688.82 (7,046.42) 23,735.24 (236.84%)
Other Income/Expense

Other Income
5050 · Interest Income 17,463.37 7,046.37 10,417.00 247.84%
5067 · Capital Grant Income 141,785.00 289,687.50 (147,902.50) 48.94%
5071 · Gain (Loss) on Vehicle Disposal 0.00 13,108.32 (13,108.32) 0.0%

Total Other Income 159,248.37 309,842.19 (150,593.82) 51.4%
Other Expense

6830 · Bad Debt Expense 0.00 2,084.94 (2,084.94) 0.0%
6900 · Depreciation Expense 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0%
6901 · Depreciation Expense - Donated 0.00

Total Other Expense 0.00 2,084.94 (2,084.94) 0.0%
Net Other Income 159,248.37 307,757.25 (148,508.88) 51.75%

Net Income 175,937.19 300,710.83 (124,773.64) 58.51%
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 Washington County Transportation Authority

 Profit & Loss Budget vs. Actual
 July 2018 through March 2019

Jul '18 - Mar 19

Ordinary Income/Expense
Income

5008 · Agency Income
5008.1 · Agency Income - 65+
5008.2 · Agency Income - 65 Under

Total 5008 · Agency Income
5009 · Passenger fare collected

5009.1 · Passenger fare collected - 65+
5009.12 · Passenger fare - 65+ Same Day
5009.1 · Passenger fare collected - 65+ - Other

Total 5009.1 · Passenger fare collected - 65+
5009.2 · Passenger fare collected - 65 U

5009.21 · Passenger fare ADA service
5009.25 · Passenger fare PWD

5009.26 · Passenger fare -PWD Same Day
5009.25 · Passenger fare PWD - Other

Total 5009.25 · Passenger fare PWD
5009.28 · Passenger fare GP
5009.5 · Passenger fare MMVTA ADA
5009.2 · Passenger fare collected - 65 U - Other

Total 5009.2 · Passenger fare collected - 65 U

Total 5009 · Passenger fare collected
5010 · Passenger Fare - Fixed Route

5010.5 · Organization Paid Fares
5010 · Passenger Fare - Fixed Route - Other

Total 5010 · Passenger Fare - Fixed Route
5011 · Sponsorship Income

5011.1 · Sponsorship Income - 65+
5011.12 · Sponsorship Income - 65+ AAA
5011.14 · Sponsorship Income - 65+ MATP
5011.1 · Sponsorship Income - 65+ - Other

Total 5011.1 · Sponsorship Income - 65+
5011.2 · Sponsorship Income - 65 Under

Total 5011 · Sponsorship Income
5020 · Contract Revenues

5023 · Lottery (Seniors)
5023.1 · Lottery Same Day
5023 · Lottery (Seniors) - Other

Total 5023 · Lottery (Seniors)
5024 · MATP
5025 · MATP - Client Reimbursement
5026 · PWD

5026.1 · PWD Same Day
5026 · PWD - Other

Total 5026 · PWD
5027 · VETS/HSDF
5029 · MATP - Admin.

Total 5020 · Contract Revenues
5039 · MH/MR
5042 · Fixed Route - Local Share
5043 · Fixed Route - PennDot

5043.1 · Fixed Route - PennDOT 1513
5043.2 · Fixed Route - PennDOT 5311
5043 · Fixed Route - PennDot - Other

Total 5043 · Fixed Route - PennDot
5045 · ADA Service
5066 · Miscellaneous Funding
5085 · Advertising Revenue

Total Income
Expense

6020 · Purchase of Service
6022 · TCA
6024 · First Transit
6027 · Aging
6030 · MATP - Client Reimbursement
6031 · Other MATP
6033 · Fuel

Total 6020 · Purchase of Service
6050 · Administrative Expenses

6075 · Telephone
6082 · Gross Wages
6083 · Paid Absence
6550 · Payroll Taxes
6570 · Benefits-Company Paid
6592 · Travel & Meetings
6720 · Insurance
6760 · Other Operating Expenses

6764 · Postage
6765 · Utilities & Building
6765.1 · Utilities
6765.2 · Facility Maintenance/ Security
6767 · Dues & Subscriptions
6769 · Miscellaneous
6771 · Printing
6772 · Office Supplies
6773 · Vehicle
6760 · Other Operating Expenses - Other

Total 6760 · Other Operating Expenses
6762 · Advertising
6825 · Professional Services

Total 6050 · Administrative Expenses
Total Expense

Net Ordinary Income
Other Income/Expense

Other Income
5050 · Interest Income
5067 · Capital Grant Income
5071 · Gain (Loss) on Vehicle Disposal

Total Other Income
Other Expense

6830 · Bad Debt Expense
6900 · Depreciation Expense
6901 · Depreciation Expense - Donated

Total Other Expense
Net Other Income

Net Income

Total 2Non Shared Ride Fare Structure
Jul '18 - Mar 19 Budget $ Over Budget % of Budget

727.28 209.66 517.62 346.89%
0.00

727.28 209.66 517.62 346.89%

0.00
0.00

0.00

25,051.20 27,761.32 (2,710.12) 90.24%

0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

672.00 1,495.57 (823.57) 44.93%
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0%

25,723.20 29,256.89 (3,533.69) 87.92%

25,723.20 29,256.89 (3,533.69) 87.92%

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0%

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0%
806.36

806.36 0.00 806.36 100.0%

0.00
0.00

0.00
18,391.91 30,335.19 (11,943.28) 60.63%
44,092.62 59,406.52 (15,313.90) 74.22%

0.00
0.00

0.00
21,600.00 21,600.00 0.00 100.0%
64,987.52 69,663.75 (4,676.23) 93.29%

149,072.05 181,005.46 (31,933.41) 82.36%
0.00
0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0%
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0%
0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0%
183,574.07 208,794.16 (25,220.09) 87.92%
15,485.00

0.00

375,387.96 419,266.17 (43,878.21) 89.54%

89,787.05 115,126.25 (25,339.20) 77.99%
87,174.11 77,457.37 9,716.74 112.55%

0.00
44,092.62 59,406.52 (15,313.90) 74.22%
3,204.00 9,227.51 (6,023.51) 34.72%

28,189.94 34,191.71 (6,001.77) 82.45%

252,447.72 295,409.36 (42,961.64) 85.46%

7,635.60 6,454.05 1,181.55 118.31%
37,678.95 49,499.34 (11,820.39) 76.12%
5,165.16 6,568.24 (1,403.08) 78.64%
3,825.73 4,282.05 (456.32) 89.34%

15,581.19 14,876.25 704.94 104.74%
1,710.94 2,732.00 (1,021.06) 62.63%
4,994.20 4,294.50 699.70 116.29%

728.42 846.32 (117.90) 86.07%
0.00

4,527.36 5,016.94 (489.58) 90.24%
5,874.94 8,798.81 (2,923.87) 66.77%
2,082.40 1,526.63 555.77 136.41%
7,564.64 7,057.46 507.18 107.19%

181.63 123.69 57.94 146.84%
1,391.60 1,303.50 88.10 106.76%

0.00
0.00

22,350.99 24,673.35 (2,322.36) 90.59%
592.56 686.74 (94.18) 86.29%

20,837.68 7,773.75 13,063.93 268.05%
120,373.00 121,840.27 (1,467.27) 98.8%
372,820.72 417,249.63 (44,428.91) 89.35%

2,567.24 2,016.54 550.70 127.31%

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0%
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0%
0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0%

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0%

2,567.24 2,016.54 550.70 127.31%
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 Washington County Transportation Authority

 Profit & Loss Budget vs. Actual
 July 2018 through March 2019

Jul '18 - Mar 19

Ordinary Income/Expense
Income

5008 · Agency Income
5008.1 · Agency Income - 65+
5008.2 · Agency Income - 65 Under

Total 5008 · Agency Income
5009 · Passenger fare collected

5009.1 · Passenger fare collected - 65+
5009.12 · Passenger fare - 65+ Same Day
5009.1 · Passenger fare collected - 65+ - Other

Total 5009.1 · Passenger fare collected - 65+
5009.2 · Passenger fare collected - 65 U

5009.21 · Passenger fare ADA service
5009.25 · Passenger fare PWD

5009.26 · Passenger fare -PWD Same Day
5009.25 · Passenger fare PWD - Other

Total 5009.25 · Passenger fare PWD
5009.28 · Passenger fare GP
5009.5 · Passenger fare MMVTA ADA
5009.2 · Passenger fare collected - 65 U - Other

Total 5009.2 · Passenger fare collected - 65 U

Total 5009 · Passenger fare collected
5010 · Passenger Fare - Fixed Route

5010.5 · Organization Paid Fares
5010 · Passenger Fare - Fixed Route - Other

Total 5010 · Passenger Fare - Fixed Route
5011 · Sponsorship Income

5011.1 · Sponsorship Income - 65+
5011.12 · Sponsorship Income - 65+ AAA
5011.14 · Sponsorship Income - 65+ MATP
5011.1 · Sponsorship Income - 65+ - Other

Total 5011.1 · Sponsorship Income - 65+
5011.2 · Sponsorship Income - 65 Under

Total 5011 · Sponsorship Income
5020 · Contract Revenues

5023 · Lottery (Seniors)
5023.1 · Lottery Same Day
5023 · Lottery (Seniors) - Other

Total 5023 · Lottery (Seniors)
5024 · MATP
5025 · MATP - Client Reimbursement
5026 · PWD

5026.1 · PWD Same Day
5026 · PWD - Other

Total 5026 · PWD
5027 · VETS/HSDF
5029 · MATP - Admin.

Total 5020 · Contract Revenues
5039 · MH/MR
5042 · Fixed Route - Local Share
5043 · Fixed Route - PennDot

5043.1 · Fixed Route - PennDOT 1513
5043.2 · Fixed Route - PennDOT 5311
5043 · Fixed Route - PennDot - Other

Total 5043 · Fixed Route - PennDot
5045 · ADA Service
5066 · Miscellaneous Funding
5085 · Advertising Revenue

Total Income
Expense

6020 · Purchase of Service
6022 · TCA
6024 · First Transit
6027 · Aging
6030 · MATP - Client Reimbursement
6031 · Other MATP
6033 · Fuel

Total 6020 · Purchase of Service
6050 · Administrative Expenses

6075 · Telephone
6082 · Gross Wages
6083 · Paid Absence
6550 · Payroll Taxes
6570 · Benefits-Company Paid
6592 · Travel & Meetings
6720 · Insurance
6760 · Other Operating Expenses

6764 · Postage
6765 · Utilities & Building
6765.1 · Utilities
6765.2 · Facility Maintenance/ Security
6767 · Dues & Subscriptions
6769 · Miscellaneous
6771 · Printing
6772 · Office Supplies
6773 · Vehicle
6760 · Other Operating Expenses - Other

Total 6760 · Other Operating Expenses
6762 · Advertising
6825 · Professional Services

Total 6050 · Administrative Expenses
Total Expense

Net Ordinary Income
Other Income/Expense

Other Income
5050 · Interest Income
5067 · Capital Grant Income
5071 · Gain (Loss) on Vehicle Disposal

Total Other Income
Other Expense

6830 · Bad Debt Expense
6900 · Depreciation Expense
6901 · Depreciation Expense - Donated

Total Other Expense
Net Other Income

Net Income

Total 9 Fixed Route
Jul '18 - Mar 19 Budget $ Over Budget % of Budget

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00

2,136.50 7,069.91 (4,933.41) 30.22%
116,388.10 104,818.35 11,569.75 111.04%

118,524.60 111,888.26 6,636.34 105.93%

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0%

0.00
0.00

1,055,664.22 1,061,115.75 (5,451.53) 99.49%

1,055,664.22 1,061,115.75 (5,451.53) 99.49%
0.00
0.00

11,225.00 13,144.50 (1,919.50) 85.4%

1,185,413.82 1,186,148.51 (734.69) 99.94%

0.00
830,576.44 832,461.62 (1,885.18) 99.77%

0.00
0.00
0.00

112,778.18 118,480.38 (5,702.20) 95.19%

943,354.62 950,942.00 (7,587.38) 99.2%

11,157.47 8,013.82 3,143.65 139.23%
104,541.44 95,887.66 8,653.78 109.03%
10,349.07 9,618.25 730.82 107.6%
9,466.14 7,307.74 2,158.40 129.54%

19,989.60 17,801.15 2,188.45 112.29%
5,550.17 5,432.40 117.77 102.17%
6,251.24 4,749.79 1,501.45 131.61%

1,090.31 1,048.29 42.02 104.01%
0.00

5,667.11 5,548.80 118.31 102.13%
7,353.93 12,141.17 (4,787.24) 60.57%
1,301.86 1,397.38 (95.52) 93.16%

25,913.52 34,254.28 (8,340.76) 75.65%
4,179.86 7,969.92 (3,790.06) 52.45%
1,833.38 1,895.78 (62.40) 96.71%

20.00
0.00

47,359.97 64,255.62 (16,895.65) 73.71%
15,748.82 13,542.84 2,205.98 116.29%
11,636.28 8,597.29 3,038.99 135.35%

242,050.20 235,206.56 6,843.64 102.91%
1,185,404.82 1,186,148.56 (743.74) 99.94%

9.00 (0.05) 9.05 (18,000.0%)

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5,020.00 885,139.78 (880,119.78) 0.57%

0.00

5,020.00 885,139.78 (880,119.78) 0.57%

0.00
0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0%
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0%

5,020.00 885,139.78 (880,119.78) 0.57%
5,029.00 885,139.73 (880,110.73) 0.57%
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 Washington County Transportation Authority

 Profit & Loss Budget vs. Actual
 July 2018 through March 2019

Jul '18 - Mar 19

Ordinary Income/Expense
Income

5008 · Agency Income
5008.1 · Agency Income - 65+
5008.2 · Agency Income - 65 Under

Total 5008 · Agency Income
5009 · Passenger fare collected

5009.1 · Passenger fare collected - 65+
5009.12 · Passenger fare - 65+ Same Day
5009.1 · Passenger fare collected - 65+ - Other

Total 5009.1 · Passenger fare collected - 65+
5009.2 · Passenger fare collected - 65 U

5009.21 · Passenger fare ADA service
5009.25 · Passenger fare PWD

5009.26 · Passenger fare -PWD Same Day
5009.25 · Passenger fare PWD - Other

Total 5009.25 · Passenger fare PWD
5009.28 · Passenger fare GP
5009.5 · Passenger fare MMVTA ADA
5009.2 · Passenger fare collected - 65 U - Other

Total 5009.2 · Passenger fare collected - 65 U

Total 5009 · Passenger fare collected
5010 · Passenger Fare - Fixed Route

5010.5 · Organization Paid Fares
5010 · Passenger Fare - Fixed Route - Other

Total 5010 · Passenger Fare - Fixed Route
5011 · Sponsorship Income

5011.1 · Sponsorship Income - 65+
5011.12 · Sponsorship Income - 65+ AAA
5011.14 · Sponsorship Income - 65+ MATP
5011.1 · Sponsorship Income - 65+ - Other

Total 5011.1 · Sponsorship Income - 65+
5011.2 · Sponsorship Income - 65 Under

Total 5011 · Sponsorship Income
5020 · Contract Revenues

5023 · Lottery (Seniors)
5023.1 · Lottery Same Day
5023 · Lottery (Seniors) - Other

Total 5023 · Lottery (Seniors)
5024 · MATP
5025 · MATP - Client Reimbursement
5026 · PWD

5026.1 · PWD Same Day
5026 · PWD - Other

Total 5026 · PWD
5027 · VETS/HSDF
5029 · MATP - Admin.

Total 5020 · Contract Revenues
5039 · MH/MR
5042 · Fixed Route - Local Share
5043 · Fixed Route - PennDot

5043.1 · Fixed Route - PennDOT 1513
5043.2 · Fixed Route - PennDOT 5311
5043 · Fixed Route - PennDot - Other

Total 5043 · Fixed Route - PennDot
5045 · ADA Service
5066 · Miscellaneous Funding
5085 · Advertising Revenue

Total Income
Expense

6020 · Purchase of Service
6022 · TCA
6024 · First Transit
6027 · Aging
6030 · MATP - Client Reimbursement
6031 · Other MATP
6033 · Fuel

Total 6020 · Purchase of Service
6050 · Administrative Expenses

6075 · Telephone
6082 · Gross Wages
6083 · Paid Absence
6550 · Payroll Taxes
6570 · Benefits-Company Paid
6592 · Travel & Meetings
6720 · Insurance
6760 · Other Operating Expenses

6764 · Postage
6765 · Utilities & Building
6765.1 · Utilities
6765.2 · Facility Maintenance/ Security
6767 · Dues & Subscriptions
6769 · Miscellaneous
6771 · Printing
6772 · Office Supplies
6773 · Vehicle
6760 · Other Operating Expenses - Other

Total 6760 · Other Operating Expenses
6762 · Advertising
6825 · Professional Services

Total 6050 · Administrative Expenses
Total Expense

Net Ordinary Income
Other Income/Expense

Other Income
5050 · Interest Income
5067 · Capital Grant Income
5071 · Gain (Loss) on Vehicle Disposal

Total Other Income
Other Expense

6830 · Bad Debt Expense
6900 · Depreciation Expense
6901 · Depreciation Expense - Donated

Total Other Expense
Net Other Income

Net Income

TOTAL
Jul '18 - Mar 19 Budget $ Over Budget % of Budget

10,682.23 6,605.72 4,076.51 161.71%
65,038.30 64,326.01 712.29 101.11%

75,720.53 70,931.73 4,788.80 106.75%

1,697.30 316.49 1,380.81 536.29%
70,102.10 67,108.56 2,993.54 104.46%

71,799.40 67,425.05 4,374.35 106.49%

25,051.20 27,761.32 (2,710.12) 90.24%

189.10 141.26 47.84 133.87%
55,348.75 59,776.59 (4,427.84) 92.59%

55,537.85 59,917.85 (4,380.00) 92.69%
4,834.50 7,727.72 (2,893.22) 62.56%

672.00 1,495.57 (823.57) 44.93%
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0%

86,095.55 96,902.46 (10,806.91) 88.85%

157,894.95 164,327.51 (6,432.56) 96.09%

2,136.50 7,069.91 (4,933.41) 30.22%
116,388.10 104,818.35 11,569.75 111.04%

118,524.60 111,888.26 6,636.34 105.93%

104,587.45 95,609.60 8,977.85 109.39%
21,606.95 24,333.34 (2,726.39) 88.8%

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0%

126,194.40 119,942.94 6,251.46 105.21%
24,991.86 15,671.04 9,320.82 159.48%

151,186.26 135,613.98 15,572.28 111.48%

4,498.35 854.24 3,644.11 526.59%
1,156,277.55 1,066,110.65 90,166.90 108.46%

1,160,775.90 1,066,964.89 93,811.01 108.79%
1,717,493.28 1,766,189.29 (48,696.01) 97.24%

44,092.62 59,406.52 (15,313.90) 74.22%

524.45 393.13 131.32 133.4%
308,868.35 329,782.92 (20,914.57) 93.66%

309,392.80 330,176.05 (20,783.25) 93.71%
21,600.00 21,600.00 0.00 100.0%
64,987.52 69,663.75 (4,676.23) 93.29%

3,318,342.12 3,314,000.50 4,341.62 100.13%
74,218.50 90,737.04 (16,518.54) 81.8%

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0%

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0%
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0%

1,055,664.22 1,165,453.83 (109,789.61) 90.58%

1,055,664.22 1,165,453.83 (109,789.61) 90.58%
183,574.07 208,794.16 (25,220.09) 87.92%
21,992.27 0.00 21,992.27 100.0%
12,225.00 19,934.86 (7,709.86) 61.33%

5,169,342.52 5,281,681.87 (112,339.35) 97.87%

1,104,306.23 1,182,385.31 (78,079.08) 93.4%
2,594,602.54 2,574,685.15 19,917.39 100.77%

21,694.64 21,888.18 (193.54) 99.12%
44,092.62 59,406.52 (15,313.90) 74.22%
3,204.00 9,227.51 (6,023.51) 34.72%

502,680.67 560,901.00 (58,220.33) 89.62%

4,270,580.70 4,408,493.67 (137,912.97) 96.87%

52,428.55 44,514.56 7,913.99 117.78%
366,873.13 388,632.20 (21,759.07) 94.4%
47,918.62 50,530.08 (2,611.46) 94.83%
33,922.02 31,970.98 1,951.04 106.1%

135,435.92 120,049.72 15,386.20 112.82%
15,701.22 16,693.54 (992.32) 94.06%
24,601.55 20,058.24 4,543.31 122.65%

4,410.92 4,065.09 345.83 108.51%
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0%

22,302.68 23,432.53 (1,129.85) 95.18%
28,941.03 43,506.58 (14,565.55) 66.52%
5,417.98 6,164.29 (746.31) 87.89%

53,316.18 58,809.18 (5,493.00) 90.66%
5,705.78 8,478.69 (2,772.91) 67.3%
7,103.03 7,162.52 (59.49) 99.17%

35.00 0.00 35.00 100.0%
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0%

127,232.60 151,618.88 (24,386.28) 83.92%
20,866.05 17,843.26 3,022.79 116.94%
54,517.10 36,306.67 18,210.43 150.16%

879,496.76 878,218.13 1,278.63 100.15%
5,150,077.46 5,286,711.80 (136,634.34) 97.42%

19,265.06 (5,029.93) 24,294.99 (383.01%)

17,463.37 7,046.37 10,417.00 247.84%
146,805.00 1,174,827.28 (1,028,022.28) 12.5%

0.00 13,108.32 (13,108.32) 0.0%

164,268.37 1,194,981.97 (1,030,713.60) 13.75%

0.00 2,084.94 (2,084.94) 0.0%
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0%
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0%
0.00 2,084.94 (2,084.94) 0.0%

164,268.37 1,192,897.03 (1,028,628.66) 13.77%
183,533.43 1,187,867.10 (1,004,333.67) 15.45%
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Appendix 

Appendix F: Peer Contract Example 
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