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WAYNE DEAN WOODBY ABSTRACT

The steadlly increasing lmportance of pupll transpor-
tation coupled with legislative restrictlons on amount and
distribution of financlal aid motivates an analysis of
pupll transportation cost factors as a gulde to Michigan

school districts engaging in pupll transportation.

Statement of the Problem

The purpose is: (1) to ascertain on the national
level the present and future status of pupll transportation;
(2) to identify and categorize costs of pup’l transportation
in Michigan into major and minor factors and analyze each
in relation to the wholej (3) to éxamine the structure and
operation of the Transportation Code of 1957, with an
analysls of the four types of allowances for state ald to
transporting school districts; and (4) to suggest specific

recommendations in the light of the findings.

Methods, Techniques, and Data

The writer surveyed the 48 states to determine the
present status and to galn an estimate of the future.

Information was obtaired from libraries relative to
material already published on the subJect.

The transportation reports of ten selected Michigan
counties were then analyzed in the light of the relative

value of the ten categories of costs.
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A follow-up study was then carried out by question-
naire and interviews with administrators in these ten

selected counties.

Conclusions

One conclusion standing out above all was that pupil
transportation is a growing and dynamic area of school ad-
ministration which merits continued attention.

On the national level two additlonal conclusions were
evident. The first was a recognition of the need for im-
proving the quality of pupil transportation through such
devices as: (1) in-service and pre-service training of bus
drivers; (2) standardization and refinement of school bus
insurance practices; (3) adoption of recommended and tested
state practices resulting in improved transportation; and
(4) a better understanding of school transportation liability.

On the state and local level the study revealed that
there were four major and six minor costs of pupll trans-
portation. The major costs were: (1) Driver's salaries
(44,.69%), (2) Depreciation (20.50%), (3) Total Maintenance
(15.89%), and (4) Gasoline (9.22%). The six minor costs
collectively amounting to less than ten per cent were as
follows: Administration, Insurance, Tires, Interest, 011,
and Driver Educatilon.

The study revealed that metropolitan schools differed

from non-metropolitan schools in that they operated on a
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relatively lower per caplta cost basis and a higher cost per
mile basis. Multiple bus routes were found feasible in
school districts which averaged less than one hundred annual
miles per student.

It was found that better record keeping was essential.
The study also revealed that school districts employing
school mechanics pald more for bus maintenance but this
was almost compensated for 1n savings in gasoline, oill, and
tires.

It was further revealed that Michigan school districts
are finding the 1957 Amended Transportation Code generally
satisfactory as an lnstrument governing the transportation

of puplls and allocating funds for so doing.

Recommendations

1. That the Department of Public Instruction publish
a handbook containing recommended pupil transpor-
tation practices.

2. That a study be made of the use of carefully
selected, well tralned student drivers as a means
of reducing pupll transportation costs.

3. That a study be made of the possibillity of effect-
ing pupll transportation capital outlay savings
by such means as the purchasing or leasing of
school buses through a state or county governmental

agency.
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That a further study be made involving the
effectiveness of school mechanlcs as opposed
to private garages.

That county level studies be encouraged to
promote better transportation policies and

practices.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Importance of Study

Pupil transportation in the United States has mush-
roomed to a major economic educatlional undertaking. Today
more than 145,000 buses, each painted the familiar chrome
yellow, travel slightly more than seven million milles
daily or 280 times around the earth at the equator. This
represents more mlleage and more personnel carried than all
the combined common carriers in our country.l It is cur-
rently estimated that thirty per cent of all puplls enrolled
in public elementary and secondary schools are transported
by school bus at a cost of between four and five per cent
of the total educational budget. No state transports less

than ten per cent of 1ts public school children.2

Need for the Study

In spite of the wlde particlpation in this costly

venture little information i1s available on specific cost

IMass Transportation, Vol. 55, No. 2 (February, 1959),
pp. 22-23.

2J. L. Vickers, "Getting Them There--And Back," Phi
Delta Kappan, XXXVI (October, 1954), p. 41.




factors of pupll transportation. Many wrlters complain
about the high cost but few recommend practices which

result in transportatlion economies. School district and
pupll transportation leaders are seeking economical methods
to transport an Increasing number of pupils without adversely
affecting the adequacy, safety, or economy of thelr trans-
portation system.

This study 1s an atﬁempt to 1solate cost factors of
pupll transportation and to assign a relative value to each
of the factors. It 1s hoped the data and conclusions
arrived at willl serve as a point of departure for further
study of cost factors or for a re-evaluation of currently

held theories and practices in pupil transportation.

Statement of the Problem

It 1s the purpose of this study: (1) to ascertain on
the national level the present status together with an
opinion of the future of pupll transportation in terms of
the followlng criteria:

a. number of students to be transported,

b. cost per pupil,

c. use of public funds for non-public transportation,

d. extent of flnancial aid for transportation,

e. 8lze of the administrative unit,

f. degree of state regulation,

g. operation of school district-owned buses as

opposed to privately owned buses,



h. percentage of the budget devoted to pupll trans-
portation;

(2) to identify costs of pupil transportation in Michigan
into major and minor factors and analyze each in relation
to the whole; (3) to examine the structure and operation
of the Transportation Code of 1957 with an analysis of the
four types of allowances for state ald to transporting
school districts; and (4) to suggest specific recommen-
dations 1n the light of the findings listed above and an
examination of pupll transportation records in the state

office.

Hypotheses

This study, an analysis of national and state pupil
transportatlion wlth special emphasis on cost factors in ten
selected Michlgan countles, 1s based on the followilng
hypotheses:

1. That the future of pupll transportation on a
natlional scale as evidenced by the opinions of
state pupll transportation directors will be
characterized by an increase both in cost and
participation.

2. That in Michlgan as the bus fleet increases in
size there 1s a corresponding decrease in the
unit cost of operation.

3. That salaries of bus drivers, depreciation of

school buses, maintenance of school buses, and



gasolline constitute the major costs of pupil
transportation in Michlgan.

4. That there 1s a discernible difference 1n the
cost per pupll between the metropolitan and the
non-metropolitan school districts.

5. That the use of school mechanics results in
reduced costs for total malntenance of school
buses.

6. That the use of school mechanics results in
reduced costs 1n such ltems as gasoline, oil,
and tires.

7. That the operation of the Transportation Code
of 1957 provides a sultable framework around
which to bulld an acequate program of pupill

transportation in Michigan.

Methodology

The methods used to answer questions raised in the
statement of the problem are baslcally two. The first
method consists of a survey of the forty-elght states to
determine what is belng done 1n terms of pupll transpor-
tatlon. An extensilve ques’cionnairel directed to the titular
head of pupll transportation in each state attempts to

determline the actual practice 1n each state. A major

1
Appendix A.



sectlion of the instrument 1s an opinlonnalre designed to
determine how to improve the quality or to ascertaln the
future of pupll transportation.

The second method conslists of an analysis of the
transportation reports on file in the state office from
ten selected counties 1n Michigan. The ten counties were
selected by the Soclology Department of Michlgan State
University as belng representative of the economic areas
of Michigan.1 These ten counties contailn 141 of the 893
transporting districts 1n the State of Michigan. The
required annual report of these 141 districts 1s broken
down into the seventeen cost factors listed and the results
tabulated on both a mlleage and pupll basis.

These procedures were tested 1In a semlnar at Michigan
State University, 1n the spring of 1957, by the reactlons
of colleagues and Instructors to varlous phases of the
pupll transportation problem. The analysis of cost factors
was further refined by three follow-up surveys. The first
was a double-post card survey of the seventeen school
dlstricts whlch had reported insurance costs of less than
$42.00 per bus. The second was a double-post card survey
of the ten county superintendents to determine the number
of routes operated by each bus in the ten counties. The

third was a personal letter to each of the three county

15, a. Beegle and Donald Halsted, Mlichigan's Changing
Population, Speclal Bulletin 415 (East Lansing, MIchigan:
Michigan State University, June, 1957), p. 36.
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superintendents whose original report indicated a low per
pupll cost with a relatively large number of pupils parti-
cipating.

Trends, variations, and hunches are noted and analyzed
in an attempt to derive basic strengths and weaknesses

that could help improve state pupll transportation program.

Limitations of the Study

A complete study of pupll transportation involving
the movement of more than ten million young people every
school day would contain so many ramifications that 1t is
necessary to restrict the scope of thlis paper to certain
aspects for the sake of clarity. Therefore, this study
is limited to four facets of pupil transportation: (1)
historical and legal background, (2) survey of transporta-
tion practices with opilnions regarding trends and predic-
tions 1n the forty-elght states as reported by the chief
state school officer whose duty encompasses pupll trans-
portation in the respective state, (3) an analysis of the
seventeen cost factors as listed in the Annual Transpor-
tation Report required of all transporting units seeking
state ald for transportation from the State of Michlgan,
(4) an examlination of the Transportatlion Code of 1957 as
it relates to the local school districts as an instrument
of relmbursing the districts for certain designated items

of pupll transportation.



The study 1s further limited by the fact that only
thirty-seven of the forty-eight states responded to the
national survey of transportation. The cost analysis on
the state level 1s limited by the fact that only ten of

the elghty-three countles are represented.

Definitions of Terms Used

Certain terms are used 1n the pages that follow, and
the ways 1in whilch they are to be Interpreted should be

understood at the outset.

Operation Costs

This term refers to all costs‘which pertain to the
operation, maintenance, lnspection, and supervision of a
school bus transportation system except capital outlay.
Notable examples of operation costs are drivers' salaries,
gasoline, tires, oll, repalr parts, insurance, bus driver

education costs, and mechanics' salary.

Caplital Outlay

Caplital outlay costs refer to non-operative expense
of pupll transportation. 1In thils study the term capltal
outlay shall refer excluslvely to a school bus as the cost
of bus garages, permanent garage 1lnstallatlon, and other

like capltal outlay 1tems are not pertinent.

School Bus

A school bus 1s a motorized vehicle having a capacilty

of twelve or more used to transport school chilldren.



Public Liabllity

This 1s a type of school bus insurance which 1s com-
monly expected that all school districts will carry. It
1s designed as protection agalnst damage done to other
indlviduals as a result of school bus activities. The
United States Office of Education terms public liability
"for compensation to puplls (and perhaps to other persons)

who may be injured in school bus accidents."!

Property Damage

This 1s a generally accepted and approved type of bus
insurance designed for the relmbursement of anyone whose car

or other property 1s damaged by a school bus.

Sending District

Generally an elementary school distrlct 1In Michigan
which elects not to provide educational facllitles for 1ts
resident high school students. Instead i1t purchases edu-
cational privileges through payment of tultion and trans-
portation to some other district which provides those

services.

Recelving Distrlct

Generally a high school district 1In Michlgan which is
willing to educate non-resident puplls from sending dis-

tricts 1In the vieclnity. Very often the high school district

1school Transportation Insurance, Pamphlet No. 101
(Washington, D. C.: Federal Security Agency, Office of
Education, September, 1957), p. 1.




provides transportation services paild for by the sending

district.

Total Maintenance

This is an inclusive term which denotes all costs
which relate to maintenance of school buses. All costs
involved 1in upkeep of school buses are lumped 1n thils
category whether the costs originate in school district
owned garages or 1ln private garages wlth contracted or

non-contracted mechanlcs.

School Mechanic

A school system 1s considered as using a school mech-
anic if 1t pays more than $2,000.00 annually to a mechanic
(No. 12 on the Annual Transportation Report), or if the
total amount spent on supplles for school garage plus
mechanlc's salary exceeds that amount spent for labor and

supplles at private garages.

Metropolltan

This term refers to a school district located in
Macomb, Oakland, or Wayne County of Michlgan. It makes no
difference how large the district, the fact of location in

one of these populous counties 1s the determining factor.

Non-Metropolitan

This term refers to a school district located in
Michlgan as opposed to the three countles listed above as

Metropolitan. For the purpose of this study, any school
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district 1n any of these seven countles, Allegan, Delta,
Gratiot, Kalkaska, Ottawa, Shlawassee, or Van Buren 1s

considered Non-Metropolitan.

Organization of Followlng Chapters

Chapter II pertains to a review of related literature.
The material covered includes the legal basis, scope, and
research findlngs for pupll transportation.

Chapter III is devoted to a national survey of pupll
transportation with emphasis on the oplnions of the future
by state directors of pupll transportation.

Chapter IV deals with analysis of costs of pupil
transportation. The matter of combining cost ltems 1nto
ten convenlent categorles 1s discussed along with the
testing of two hypotheses.

Tabulatlion and analysls of the four major cost factors
is considered in Chapter V.

Chapter VI concerns 1tself wlith the six minor cost
factors.

Chapter VII 1s devoted to the application of the
Transportation Code of 1954, as amended in 1957, to the
reimbursement of the 893 transporting school districts in
Michigan.

Chapter VIII contains the summaries of the study,

conclusions, and recommendations.



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF RELATED STUDIES

Introduction

As the European settlements 1n the New World 1n the
seventeenth and elghteenth centuries provided a fertlle area
for experimentation along llines of rellglous and political
freedom, so too did thils region glve rise to the develop-
ment of a system of education unique among all natilons.

The emerglng concept of universal, compulsory, free edu-
cational opportunlities has necessitated the formation and
extension of many related activities to secure the accom-
plishment of this American scheme. Among these educational
corollaries 1s the program of pupll transportation at
public expense.

As the American 1ldeal of ecducation for all developed
slowly, gradually overcomling apathy and even resistance so
too did the proposal for transporting puplls to school
develop but there was in addition a noticeable lag of more
than a century after the development of formal schools. As
a matter of fact, the transportation of puplls at public
expense 1s less than ninety years old. A law passed in
Massachusetts in 1869 authorized local towns or districts

to raise money for schools by "taxation or otherwise." 1In

11
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that year Greenfleld, Massachusetts, united three small
schools and began conveying pupils.1 The town of Quilncy
issued a comprehensive report2 in 1874-1875 which 1is the
first officlally recordeé enumeration of advantages of
school consollidation with pupil transportation. The report
concluded with these ringlng sentences:
The day of the small, ungraded, remote and 1isolated
schools 1n a town llke Qulncy has passed away. Only
absolute necessity can now justify 1t. Even 1f the
plan (pupll transportation) we recommend was as much
more costly as 1t 1s really less costly than the olcd
one (continuation of district school) we should not
hesltate to urge 1t§ acceptance as decldedly the
cheaper and better.

By 1880 two additional New England states, Vermont
and Malne, had glven legal sanctlion for the use of public
money 1n transporting children to and from school.u

However, 1t was not in New England that pupll trans-
portation recelved 1its filrst wldespread acceptance, but in
the states of the northern central region, notably Ohilo.
There, the piloneer policy of "a schoolhouse within easy

walking distance of every child"? began to lose support

15. F. Abel, Consolidation of Schools and Transporta-
tion of Puplls, U. S. Bureau of Education, Bulletin 41
(WashIngton, D. C.: Government Printing Office, 1923), p.10.

2"Report of the Committee of Twelve on Rural Schools,"
National Education Association (Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1897), pp. 140-141.

3Ibid., p. 141,

uAbel, op. cit., p. 10.

51bid., p. 9.
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and many communities were willing to enter Into consoli-
datlon and arrange for the conveyance of thelir children by
horse-drawn vehicle during the whole school year. Ohilo's
first system of consolldatlion and transportation was created
in 1892 and the movement has proceeded rapidly.1 By the
1895-1896 school year the experiment in consolidation and
transportation 1n northeastern Ohlo was so successful that
it prompted two superintendents to incorpqrate glowing
accounts of success in thelr annual reports. One of these,
Mr. J. R. Adams, Superlntendent of Madlson Townshlp in Lake
County, was moved to enumerate thirteen speciflc advantages
which had appeared under his personal observatilons:

1. A much larger percent of enumerated pupils enrolled.
2. No tardiness among the transported pupils.

3. Irregular attendance reduced, the per cent of
attendance of transported puplls from two sub-
districts belng each ninety-four per cent, the
highest in the township.

Puplls can be better classified and graded.

No wet feet or clothling, nor colds resulting
therefrom.

No quarreling, Iimproper language, or lmproper
conduct on the way to and from school.

Pupils under the care of responsible persons from
the time they leave home 1in the morning until they
return at night.

8. Pupils can have the advantage of that interest,
enthuslasm, and confldence which large classes
always bring.

9. Puplls can have the advantage of better schoolrooms,
better heated, better ventllated and better suppliled
with apparatus, etc.

10. Better teachers can be employed, hence better schools.

~N O UFE

1M. G. Pattington, "Facts for Determining What It
Costs to Operate That School Bus Fleet," American School
Board Journal, CXII (March, 1946), p. 42.
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11. The plan insures more thorough and complete
supervision.

12. It is more economical. Under the new plan the cost
of tultion per pupll on the basls of total enroll-
ment has been reduced from $16 to $10.48; on the
basis of average dally attendance, from $26.66 to
$10.67. This statement is for the pupils in sub-
districts nos. 10 and 11.

13. A trial of this plan of consolidating our schools
has satisfied me that 1t is a step in the direction
toward whatever advantages a well-graded and well-
classified school of three or four teachers has
over a school of one teacher with five to elght
grades, and with about as much time for each
recitatlion as 18 needed to properly assign the
next lesson.l

As evidence of the success of the Ohlo movement, Rapeer
notes five polnts iInvolving a study of the satisfaction to
school patrons of transportation to Ohio consoclidated schools:

1. 80 per cent of the parents report that their children
attend more regularly under transportation than they
did previously.

2. 90 per cent report their children more interested in
school than before.

95 per cent think thelr teachers show more interest
in their work.

4, 100 per cent practically agree that the social and
educational interests of the townshlp consolidated
have greatly improved. '

5. 75 per cent of those who were formerly opposed to
consol%dation and transportation are now 1n favor
of 1¢t.

By no means were the favorable comments on pupll trans-
portation restricted to Ohio. The superintendent of Shelby

County, Tennessee writes as follows:

1"Report of the Committee of Twelve on Rural Schools,"
op. cit., p. 139.

2Iouis W. Rapeer, The Consolidated Rural School (New
York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1920), p. 2I7.
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The transportation of pupils in public school wagons
has proved to be a great success in Shelby County. .
. . We now have 15 wagons running with petitions for
many more as soon as we can bulld the consolldated
schools. It would be impossible to persuade the
puplls to go back to the one-tiacher or two-teacher

schools from whence they came.

In a doctoral dissertation submitted to the Uniliversity
of Pennsylvania in 1906, Mr. J. C. Hockenberry comments

that the rural school of the future

will involve free transportation at public expense.
as only in this way can the great handicap to which the
rural child 1s subjected be removed and his chance for
all the benefits that come from superior education and

training be made equal to his city cousin.

The State Superintendent of Virglnia states:

We have routes as long as 8 miles and as short as
2-1/2 miles. We have wagons on good roads and bad
roads, on level roads and mountaln roads, on rocky
roads and sand roads, on Macadam roads and red clay
roads. We have transportation wagons of the latest
and most modern type and we have ordinary farm wagons

fTitted up for the new and precious freight.

Minne sot:a4 and Velr'mont5 officials praise the conveyance of

Pupll s 1n similar fashion. Texasascribes successful and

€conomical transportation by horse and wagon conveyance to

Improwed roads and enlarged districts. 1In that state "six

1 yp14., p. 217.

St John C. Hockenberry, "The Rural School in the United
ates (unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of

Pennsylvania, 1906), p. 105.

31?apeer, op. cit., p. 215.

L
Ibid.

l‘?:'Ib:ld. , P. 213.
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wagons carried 196 pupils at an average per capita cost of

94 cents per month."l

Legal Basls for Pupll Transportation

Since the Constitution of the Unlted States of America

did not include education 1t 1s a generally accepted rule
that education 1s a responsibility of the state. The
various states In turn have created such school districts
as seemed desirable to meet the needs of localities 1n that
time. The statutes of the individual states provice a
framework with which each of the various types of school
districts might operate. The Judiclary divisions of the
states vary in thelr interpretation of the authority of the
schoo 1l districts. Legal controversy may, therefore, arise
In regard to particular enterprise which school officials
unde r>take to carry on as parts of the school program. Con-
Slderable controversy of this kind has arisen in regard to
authority to transport children to and from school.

One recognized authority2 argues the preponderant
welght of court decisions hold that school officials are
ot awthorized to provide for pupll transportation under
their &eneral powers to malntain schools but must rely on

8Pecl £/ 1 ¢ statutory grants for authority to provide
\

Texa, :l§$. V. White, E. E. Davis, "Study of Rural Schools in
62 (2: University of Texas Bulletin, Extension Series No.
C tober 10, 191%4), p. 52.

2
tatl H. H. Punke, Law and Liability of Pupil Transpor-
~—=2ON (Chicago: Unlversity of Chlcago Press, 1943), p. 1.
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transportation. One Illinols case illustrates this point
of view when the school officials chose to secure wagons
and enter into a contract for transportation because of
implied powers for school operation. In denying the direc-
tors authority to provide transportation, under legislation
which authorized the consollidation of districts, the court
saild in effect that equal education opportunity 1is not
denled to small children who because of school consolidation
must be transported by their parents or must walk three and
one -half miles to school. The court stated:
The directors have only powers which are expressly
granted them and such implled powers are necessary
to carry into effect the express powers delegated
to them. To secure the right and opportunity of
equal education does not require that the children
be hauled to school any more than 1t would require

that the directors should clothe them or furnish
meals.

2 regarding pupll transpor-

The celebrated Michigan case
tation reiterated the theme that there must be specific
Statutory grants for authority to provide transportation.

While there 1s some evidence that a few schools did
Proceed with plans for pupil transportation before express
Statutory approval there was not enough to indicate a wide-

SPread movement in that direction. In splte of the glowing

TePOrt s of success in isolated areas the early stages of
\

11p14., p. 2.

Mich 2'I‘ownship School District of Bates v. Ellilott, 276
lzan 575, 276 N. W. 747,
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pupil transportation (up to 1900) was singularly marked by
public apathy. Far from belng ahead of statutory authori-
zation the people were willing to walt for legal sanction.

Stages in Development of Legality for
Pupll Transportation

There were three stages 1n the development of legal
approval of pupll transportation. The first phase was that
of permissliveness. The state gave permission to the local
districts to Initiate taxes for the payment of conveying
pupils. The discovery of the need and the decision on
whe ther the community would pay for transportation of 1ts
School population were both made at the local level. The
Ssecond stage was that of permissiveness coupled wlth an
Incentive on the part of the state. This incentive was
génexrrally in the nature of a payment of a stipulated sum of
mone yy which would be paild to the local district if the local
district would meet specifled state requirements. The third
Stage was mandatory. The state here required that the local
distr 1 cts maintain transportation services under specified
¢lrcumstances. Often provision was to be made for students
Hving: peyond a certain minimum distance from school.

Not all of these stages developed at an equal pace
throughout the United States. Some of them have not pro-
EreéSSed beyond the first stage. However, by 1900 eighteen
of the states had authorized permisslve transportation, and

PY 1919 a11 states had taken positive action in this



19

direction. During the early years when leglslation was
permissive, the cost of transportation was paid by local

1 The in-

taxation and, 1in some instances, by pupll fees.
centive payment 1nvolved at least some state funds. The
most recent trend under mandatory leglslation was to have
the state bear a portion of the cost. At the present time
only one state, North Carollna, bears the whole cost of
these services.2

A survey of court cases involving pupll transportation
indicates a direct relationshlp to the type of statutory
authorization. Under permissive legilslation little court
actlon resulted. 1In fact, up to 1900 only five cases were
reported in the entire countr'y.3 There was an average of
less than four per year from 1900 to 1920. The greatest
amournit of litigation involving pupil transportation took
Place 1in the decade of 1926-1936. One writer suggests that
this was a perlod of tremendous increase in pupll transpor-
tation and that the decrease in litigation since 1936 has
been occasioned by more complete statutes "authorizing the
4

€Xpend 1tures of public funds for transportation of pupils."

The Same writer anticipates that there will be increased
\\

1

Vickers, op. cit., p. 19.

Stat ETimon Covert, Flnanclng of Schools as a Function of

5 € Departments of Education, U. 3. Office ol Educatlion,

Offie In No. &6 (Washingfon, D. C.: Government Printing
e, 1941), p. 21.

3punke, op. cit., p. 257.

Law bg c. Bolmeler, "Legal Issues in Pupil Transportation,'
—=_8nd Contemporary Problems, Vol. 20 (Winter), 1955, p.45.

1
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court activity as more problems arise because school dis-
tricts are being compelled to provide transportation. He
speculates further that the 1lncreased tendency of courts

to override the established policy of governmental Immunity
generally enjoyed by school districts 1s likely to ilncrease
the number of court cases. He intimates that school bus
drivers who do not pursue extraordinary care in cdriving are
1likely to be very susceptible to court action in the future.

The confusion, degree of seriousness, and the anxlety

ffelt by school officials regarding future court action can
be lessened by lmproving statutory provisions of the varilous
states. Much of the litigation has been due to 1nadequacy
and ambigulty of statutory provision along with the uncer-
talnty of the value of the cloak of governmental immunity.
A lawdable conclusion 1s embodied in the statement that "in
vliew of the fact that pupil transportation constitutes such
an Important, costly and hazardous public enterprise it
Would seem that the legislatures would do well to make a
thorough appralsal of thelr pupll transportation laws to

deterrmine wherein improvements might be made."l

Scope of Pupil Transportation

It has already been noted that pupil transportation
at Pubi ¢ expense 1s less than ninety years old. For the

first half of the ninety years in spilte of scattered accounts
\

1

Bolmeier, op. cit., p. 58.
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of glowing success, very little was accompllshed on a

nationwide scope. In fact the Rural Educatlon Yearbook for

Qﬁ which 1s devoted exclusively to pupll transportation
states flatly that "pupil transportation at public expense
was practically unheard of in most communities in the United
States in 1910."l Figures for the compilation of national
totals were not available until the year 1919-1920. Some
authors question the reliability of figures prior to 1926
because of extreme uses of estimates since many states dic
not keep r-ecor'ds.2 During the last half of the ninety year
perlod the development of pupll transportation has been
phenomenal. No state transportated less than ten per cent
of 1 ts pupil population in 1953.3 Recent trends 1ndicate
cont I nued acceptance and increased participation in pupill
trans portation.
The growth of pupll transportation 1s usually measured

by a breakdown of the activity into six parts: (1) number
of Schools using buses, (2) number of pupils carried daily,

(3) number of buses in school operation, (4) miles of route,

(5) cost, and (6) per cent of total school expenditures.
\‘\

Y 1Depar't;men’c of Rural Education, Pupll Transportation
legr’book 1953 (Washington, D. C.: Government Printing Office,
s p. 1

Rural E'J. E. Butterworth and Howard A. Dawson, The Modern
—2= School (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Co., I952), p.389.

3Vicker's, op. cit., p. 41,
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Each of the six show a marked increase since 1926, as
shown in the table on the followlng page.
A 1957 cir‘cular-l 1ssued by the United States Offlce

of Education, indlicates that the trend of the filgures shown
In the above mentloned table is contilnuing. This report
shows the total number of pupils transported as 10,199,276,
the number of buses 141,842, and the expenditures of public
funds (excluding capital outlay) as $356,349,783. This
would indicate that during the six year period from 1950 to
1956, the number of puplls transported has increased 32 per
cent, the number of buses increased 36 per cent, while the
cost has mushroomed 97 per cent. Growth 1s even more
stri1king when the 1926 figures are contrasted with the 1956
filgures. Over a thirty year span the number of puplls have
Increased more than a thousand per cent, the number of buses
more than 330 per cent, and cost has outdistanced either of
the o ther factors to the astounding rate of more than 1,370
Per cent. When these figures are coupled with the indi-
catlon that there 1s no reason for believing that there will
be any slowing down of puplil transportation in the foresee-
able fTuture, 1t is easy to see why educational and financial
leader.s In the United States are paying more attention to
this Tast growing youngster who 1s occupying a prominent

Place in the educational spotlight. There appears to be
\

tlo 1Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Statis-
5 us ©On Pupil Transportation (Washington, D. C.: OffIce of
Ca¥Yon, September, 1957), p. 1.
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some concern lest he force out some other member of the
school family. The consensus 1s that he 1s here to stay;
our Job 1s to live harmoniously with him and help him to

be a contributing member of the school soclety.

Factors Facllitating Pupll Transportation

A review of the llterature does not reveal a concise
plicture explaining why pupll transportation has developed
so rapldly in the last forty-five years. Most writers seem
to indicate that like "Topsy" it has Just "grown up" and
appear to express more surprise at 1ts stature than in
determining reasons for 1ts gargantuan growth. Some of the
factors facilitating the growth and development of pupil
transportation are as follows: (1) shifts in pupil popu-
lation resulting in too small a membership for a school,
(2) existence of "company" towns, (3) reorganization of
school districts, (4) improvements of roads, (5) advent of
motor car traffic, (6) compulsory attendance laws, (7) "edu-
cational inertia" as outlined by Kr'eitlow,l and (8) recog-
nition of the need of transportation as an equalizing
factor.

The shift of pupll population was undoubtedly a great
factor in early pupil transportation. Many early reports

revealed that 1t was cheaper to transport and pay tuition

1Burton W. Kreltlow, Rural Education: Community Back-
grounds (New York: Harper and Brothers, 1954), pp. 36-40.







than it was to maintain a school even when the bullding was
already in existence. This could be true only when a small
number of puplls were present. With the nationwlide increase
in population this factor has probably lost some of 1its
significance. However, 1t gave legltimacy to the movement
in 1ts early development and 1s stlll 1in exlstence 1n many
places. The declining population of the Upper Peninsula

and upper portion of the Lower Peninsula in Michigan bears
witness to this as a factor 1n the development of pupil
transportation.

The existence of "company" towns probably has been
overplayed as a vital factor in transporting pupils. Many
company towns develop arouné the extraction of natural
resources such as lumbering or mining. As these resources
diminish in one area, attention 1s centered in a nearby
area. Rather than move some of the exlsting lnstitutions,
such as stores, churches, and school bulldings, company
officlals found it easier to transport both adults and
puplls, thus encouraging the general movement for pupil
1

transportation.

Most writers2 agree that reorganization of school

lBurton H. Belknap, The School Bus (Minneapolis: Edu-
cational Publishers, Inc., 1950), p. Z.

2
H. A. Dawson, Floyd W. Reeves, et al., Your School

District, Department of Rural Education (Washington, D. C.:
NatTonal Educational Association of the United States,1948),
p. 24; J. F. Thaden, Equalizing Educational Opportunity
Through Community School Districts, Special Bulletin No.410,
(E. Lansing, Michigan: Michigan State University, January
1957), p. 5; R.S. Strolle, "A Study of School District Reor-
ganization in Michigan" Sunpublished Ed.D.dissertation, Mich-
lgan State College, 1955), p. 71.
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districts 1s an imperative need now. There 1is likewise
agreement that transportation is an essential adjunct to
the redistricting process. The establishment of larger
administrative units almost inevitably involves transpor-
tation as an essential factor in the lmprovement of edu-
cation. The realignment of attendance centers, the adjust-
ments of enriched curriculum to greater homogeneity of
students, the extension of the educational program to higher
grade levels, all point toward utilizatlon of some form of
movement of puplls toward more educational opportunities
with pupll transportation as the result.

The 1improvement of roads and particularly the con-
structlion of all weather roads removed one of the most
telling arguments of those who opposed pupll transportation.
This factor may assume larger proportions than 1s generally
ascribed to 1t because the development of good roads and
the tremendous extensions of pupil transportation went hand
In hand. The advent of motor car traffic and the develop-
ment of the motorlzed bus were concomitant factors with the
construction of good roads. The era of horse drawn vehilcles
limited the transportation of puplls. Generally, a reason-
able time to ride such a wagon was an hour or less. Any
transportation of pupils was restricted to a very few milles.
The construction of all weather roads and the use of a
motorized bus opened up new educational vistas. Further
evidence of the importance of the interacting factors of

good roads and motorized buses are stressed by educational
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leaders 1in developing minimum standards for school buses.
These leaders ascribe the two greatest advances for an
organized system of pupll transportation was the invention
of the internal combustion engine and the development of
the pneumatic tire.1 The full import of the improvement of
roads and the development of self-propelled vehicles should
not be overlooked as facilitating factors for pupil trans-
portation.

The relatlionship of compulsory attendance laws to the
boom in pupill transportation may be more fancied than real.
We do know that by 1918 all states had enacted compulsory
attendance laws of some type.2 The Bureau of Research and
Service of the College of Educatlion of Michigan State
University 1lmplles a direct relatlionship 1In the state of
Michigan between an increase in statutory allowance for
transportation, coupled with the insistence of continuing
beyond an eighth gra&e education, which resulted in increased

3

school enrollments. H. G. Good is more specific when he

states:

1Minimum Standards for School Buses, Recommendations
of Natlonal Conference on School Transportation, Adminis-
tered by National Commission on Safety Education (1954
Revised edition; Washington, D. C.: National Education
Association, 1954), pp. 7-8.

2Lee M. Thurston and William H. Roe, State School
Administration (New York: Harper and BrotheTrs, 1957), p.251l.

3Fr'ed J. Vescolanl, Buses and the Schools, Prof. Seriles
Bulletin No. 20 (East Lansing, Michigan: Michigan State
University, 1956), pp. 4-5.
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To get the children off the streets in that period

(depression of the thirties), legislatures passed

more stringent school attendance laws and raised

the attendance ages.l
It is true that the states were not uniform either 1n the
adoption or stringency of the compulsory attendance laws
nor in the increase of pupll transportation but because they
were contemporary and mentlioned by some authors they are
included as a probable facillitating factor in pupll trans-
portation.

If compulsory attendance laws were not elaborated on
by many wrilters as a contributor to the growth of pupil
transportation the same can not be said for the factor
referred to here as the absence of "educational inertia."
This apparently ambiguous term refers to the concept that
parents generally desire as much or more education for their
children than they themselves obtalned. Thils lack of
lnertia, the desire to encourage their children to obtain
a higher level of formal education than thelr immediate
ancestors possessed not only was a factor of considerable
importance in raising the ecducational level but often
fomented the growth of pupll transportation as the only
means of achieving that level.? The term "educational
inertia" suggests a change in the values ascribed to edu-

cation and a readiness to accept somethlng new because it

4. q. Good, A History of American Education (New York:
The MacMlllan Company, 1956), p. 2306.

2Kr'eitlow, op. cit., pp. 36-40.
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would benefit thelr children. Therefore, traditional obJjec-
tions to pupll transportatlion were gradually being overcome.
The upgrading of the changes 1in educational values as
exemplified by the term "educational inertia" brings up what
might be termed the most important factor which promotes pupill
transportation. As "educational inertia" involves an ever
increasing opportunity for boys and girls a corollary naturally
follows that pupll transportation 1s a necessity in equalizing

educational opportunities. The 1953 Yearbook of Rural Edu-

cation, which 18 devoted almost exclusively to pupll trans-
portation, presents 1ts central thesis when 1t states:

Pupil transportation has one primary obJjective that
must always be kept in view; to give all chlldren
and youth regardless of where they live an eq¥a1
opportunity to the services of a good school.

In 1949, D. P. Culp made the following astute observation:

School transportation was not designed merely as a
convenience to chlldren who live beyond a reasonable
walking distance from school. 1In 1ts basic philosophy
and practical existence, school transportation is an
Indispensable and integral part of our systems of
consolidated schools, which were d%veloped to serve
the educational needs of our time.

The 1lmportance of this phillosophical factor favoring
pupil transporting by 1lnslstence of recognition of trans-

portation as an equalizing aspect of education started years

1vpup1l Transportation," Rural Education Yearbook,
1953 (Washington, D. C.: National Educatlon Assoclatlion,
1953), p. 39.

2D. P. Culp, An Adminlstrators Handbook of School
Transportation, Bulle®In 1950, No. & (Montgomery, Alabama:
Department of Education, 19505, p. 1.
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ago and 1s sti1ll being re-echoed. As early as 1923 this
principle of equallity of opportunity caused Abel to write:
It has long been a matter of common opinion that
the opportunities for education offered to rural
children, especlally those living outside the towns
and villages, have been and are much inferior to
those offered city chlldren. The truth of that
opinion 1s now falirly well proved.1
In 1940,Noble commented: "In the first place it
should be mentioned that consolidation and transportation
are practical means which provide rural children of school
age with educational opportunities equal to those enJjoyed

"2 Syxteen years later Vescolani

by chlldren in urban areas.
summarized succinctly that "the prime purpose of transpor-
tation is to equalize educatlional opportunities. Transpor-
tation as a welfare service is indefensible.">

In order to focus our attention on the impact of the

factor of transportation as an equalizing factor this con-

cluding statement from The Nation's Schools in 1954 is

submitted:

Transportation costs must be taken care of before
the real experience of education 1s even considered.

lJ. F. Abel, Consolidation of Schools and Transpor-
tation of Pupils, Bulletin No. 41 (Washington, D. C.:
Department of Interior, 1923), p. 1.

2M. C. S. Noble, Jr., Pupll Transportation in the
United States (Scranton, Pennsylvania: International Text-
Yook Company, 1940), p. 48.

3Vescolani, op. cit., p. 1.
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We must get the puplls to the school before we can
begin to equalize the cost of their instruction.l

Research Findings Regarding Pupill
Transportation Costs

While pupll transportation 1s a comparatively recent
innovation in educational circles, 1t has proved to be a
very costly venture. The large amounts of money spent on
this service and the prospect that thls will be a continulng
financilal drain has drawn the attention of school adminis-
trator and taxpayer alike. Our attentlon has already been
drawn to the conclusion that the feature of transportation
is that of an equalizing factor and does not pretend to
provide any direct contribution to the instruction of pupils.
The auxlllary nature of the transportation enterprise lends
itself to research in an attempt to lower costs without
reducing the quality of the service provided or eliminating
the school advantages of the transported pupil. Burke makes
a pertinent comment in thils connection:

Transportation services must be provided as economically
as posslble. It makes hardly any direct contribution

to education, 1ts function being limited to getting
chlldren to educational opportunities. . . . Although
transportation expense stlll represents a relatively
small part of total expenditures, 1t is growing in

Importance and offers more ogportunities for waste
than most services provided.

lp, E. Burrup, "Equalization Begins with Pupil Trans-
portation," The Nation's Schools, LIV (July, 1954), p. 6l.

®Arvid J. Burke, Financing Public Schools in the

United States (New York: Harper and Brothers, 1951), p.
520.




In splte of the recognition of need in terms of the
cost factors in pupll transportation the Unlted States
Office of Education admits that it "does not have any
materials which are related to analyzing the factors of
transportation cost."?}

Though 1t 1s lacking +this specific information or
data, the 0ffice of Education along with the National Edu-
cation Association and numerous independent researchers
have unearthed a wealth of general Informatlon on transpor-
tation costs. One of the earliest surveys was made by
Muerman in 1922 for the United States Office of Education.
His report showed that "all auto transportation costs
depend largely upon salary of driver, care of machines, and
type of machine used."® The conclusion expressed by Muerman
thirty-five years ago has been repeated many times and forms
a baslc foundation for further study. Not all of this
investigator's findings have been found palatable. In view
of steadlly rising costs, the chlef among them being that
of driver's salary, Muerman recommended that teachers be

3

secured as drivers. This suggestlion was favorably recelved

by school boards Interested 1n economy, but it could not be

1Letter from E. Glenn Featherston, Director, Adminis-
tration of State and Local School Systems, to Wayne Woodby,
dated January 29, 1958.

2J. C. Muerman, Transportation of Puplils at Publle
Expense, Rural School Teaflet No. 2, U. S. OffIce of Edu-
cation (Washington, D. C.: Government Printing Office,

1923), p. 3.
31bid.

————
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supported by the teachlng profession. Indlvidual teachers
might wish to add to thelr salarles by thls means, but such
practices did not asslist the teachers 1in their struggle

for increased pay. Later studles agreed with Muerman's
findings on the relative importance of the driver's salary

in transportation costs, but no recent research points to

the use of teacher-drivers as the answer to the problem.

This 1llustration serves well as a reminder that the long-
term economy of operation of school transportation facilities
must concern 1ltself with more than immedlate costs.

While the 1dea of teacher-bus driver combinatlion has
fallen into disrepute, recent researchers have come up with
another comblnation which has merit and has already achileved
recognition in several southern states. North and South
Carolina have achleved signal success in the employment of
selected, tralned students as bus drivers. Thelr record is
equal to that of adult drivers.l Thls glves promilse of
belng a fertlile fleld as a method both of reducing the cost
of the admittedly expenslve driver and increase the intensity
and amount of training given to improve driving habits and
skills. Further study should be granted to this promising
innovation.

One of Muerman's observations which has received the

support of most investigators during the past generation

lyallace N. Hyde, "When Stucdents Drive the Buses," The
Nation's Schools, LIX, No. 3 (March, 1957), p. 55; Mass
Transportation, March, 1957, p. 47; "Student Bus Driver,"
Tarheel Wheels, XIV, No. 7 (July, 1957), p. 2.
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1s: "The tendency seems to be strongly in favor of district-
owned conveyances."1 The chief reasons offerec for district
ownership haé been economy of operation but Engum put forth
another argument for board-ownership, namely, pupll safety.
Using a list of thirty construction items as his yardstick,
he founéd the greatest percentage of deflclencies in
privately-owned buses, and he stressed the importance of
safety ahead of economy, although both criteria favored
board-ownership.2
Butterworth and Dawson pointed out an equally valid
reason for district-ownership in the matter of flexibility,
asserting that in meeting changed conditlons, private or
contracted conveyances are clearly at a disacdvantage. 1If
the routing needs to be changed cduring the year or 1if more
special trips are requireéd than were anticlpated, no one
outside the schools needs to be consulted.3

While almost all researchers agree that school owner-

ship 1s superior to private ownership, at least one4 attacks

1Muer'man, op. cit., p. 4.

2v. c. S. Noble, "Pupil Transportation," Teachers
College Record, XLI (January, 1940), p. 357.

3Butterworth and Dawson, op. cit., p. 392.

uIbid., p. 393, citing Farnham G. Pope, "The Cost and
the QualIty of School Bus Transportation in Certain District-
Owned and Contract Systems in the Central Schools of New
¥gﬂk)8tate" (unpublisheé Ph. D. thesis, Cornell University,
9).



the generality of the conclusion on the grounds that the
costs of the administrator of the publicly-owned school
buses are not included in the costs of transportatlion as
is the case 1in the contract system. Even with thils ques-
tion, Pope agreed that district-owned conveyances were
slightly superior. Hutchins! and Roberts? each found
evidence to support district-ownership, largely on account
of better service provided anc at less cost. A lilkely
reason for the higher costs under private contract was
advanced by Roberts when he stated "contractors do not

actually blc on a cost plus proflt basis but in terms of
n3

the maxlimum avallable allowance for transportation.
The slze of the administrative unlt has been found to
be equally lmportant as public versus private-ownership as
a cost factor 1n pupll transportation. The large adminis-
trative units can galin the advantages accrulng to large
scale purchase of buses, fuel, service, et cetera, under
board-ownership of transportation facilities, and can effect
savings under contract operation on account of the larger

number of bids and the better opportunity to compare and

lClayton D. Hutchins, "School Ownership of Buses,"
The Nation's Schools, XXXVI, No. 4 (October, 1945), pp.43-44,

°R. W. Roberts, "Factors Affecting the Cost of Pupil
Transportation," Journal of Educational Research, XXIX
(January, 19365, p. 333.

3American Assoclation of School Administrators,Schools
in Small Communities, Seventeenth Yearbook (Washington, D.C.:
AmerIcan AssoclIation of School Administrators, 1939), p. 253.
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evaluate bicds. In addition, the very important element of
greater administratiVe efficiency accompanying large scale
operations under the direction of one whose chief responsi-
bility 1is insuring the smooth functioning of the transpor-
tation program contributes to economy and public support of
this service. An example of thils economy 1s provided by
McLure, who refers to a study mace of New York State which
shows that 20 per cent of the cost of operation coulé be
saved by adminisfering transportation of pupils through a

large intermedlate administrative unit.l

The outstanding
transportation authority of the United States Office of
Education, Dr. Glenn E. Featherston,2 has been Jjust as
enthuslastically frank 1n his espousal of larger adminils-
trative units. He advocates an administrative unlt large
enough to operate from forty to fifty buses, to hire full
time as opposed to part-time drivers, to keep effective and
meaningful records, and to operate 1ts own bus garage so
that an effectlve program of preventive maintenance can be
échieved.3

It 1s obvious that the larger the administrative unit

the greater the posslibility of arranging routes in order to

lW. P. McLure, "School Finance in District Reorgani-
zation," Phi Delta Kappan, XXXII (March, 1951), p. 324.

®Marian Telford, "The Next Ten Years," The Nation's
Schools, IXII (August, 1958), p. 33.

3E. Glenn Featherston, "Transportation of Pupils--A
Growing Problem," School Life, XXXI (January, 1949), p. 4.




galn the economy of transporting large numbers of pupils on
large buses. As early as 1924, Selke reported: "With few
exceptions, the larger the number of pupils transported the
less the cost of transportation per pupll per year and per

1 Evans stated that the shorter the route

pupil per mile."
and the smaller the car the higher the proportionate cost
per day.2 Although Roberts pointed to the number of pupils
transported as one of the most significant cost determining
factors over which school authorities have 1little or no
control3 the slze of the administrative unit can play an im-
portant role 1n determining the number of pupils to be trans-
ported in any one area. Routes can be arranged and buses
assligned to routes in such a way which tends to offset the
density or sparsity of pupll transportation which 1n a
smaller unit might be the all important factor.

The density or sparsity factor has been found to have
a pronounced effect on costs of transportation. According

to Hutchins "while density itself may not directly affect

the costs, yet there are many conditions which vary with

1g. a. Selke, Transportation Costs in Minnesota Con-
solidated Schools, Rural School Leaflet No. 29, United
States Bureau of Education (Washington, D. C.: Government
Printing Office, June, 1924), p. 5.

2y. G. Reeder and R. W. Holmstedt, "Financial Econ-
omics in Business Management of Schools," Review of Edu-
cational Research, II (April, 1932), p. 14%,

3R. W. Roberts, "Predicting Pupil Transportation
Costs," The Nation's Schools, XV, No. 4 (April, 1935), pp.
64 and 66.
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density and which do produce changes in the unit cost of
transpor'tation.”l He admitted that relationship between
density and cost may be slight and unreliable in areas
having mountains, lakes, forests, et cetera.2 Butterworth
and Dawson report that at least three states regard the
factor of density as very important,3while the state of
Indlana goes so far as to make denslty a vital factor 1n
computing state allocations of funds to local districts
whlch transport pupils.u

Another factor affecting transportation costs 1is the
seating capaclty of the bus. 1In general, the larger the
vehicle, within practical limits, the less the cost per
pupll. This 1s largely because the driver of a large bus
costs little more than for a small one. One fifty passenger
vehicle can certainly be operated more cheaply than two
twenty-five passenger vehicles.5 It 1s significant that

the largest pupll transportation system in the United States6

1c. D. Hutchins, "Determining Costs of Pupil Transpor-
tation," The Nation's Schools, XXV, No. 5 (May, 1940), p.34.

2Ip14.

3Butterworth and Dawson, op. cit., p. 405.

uN. E. Stapley, School Executive, November, 1955,p.56.

5Butter'worth and Dawson, op. cit., p. 404.

6Editoria1, "Forty Years of Pupil Transportation,"

The Nation's Schools, LXII, No. 2 (August, 1958), p. 45.




utilizes the largest known seating capacity currently in
operation.1 Closely related to the seating capacity of the
bus as a cost factor in pupll transportation is the length
of the bus route. The unlt cost of a fifty passenger
vehicle on a thirty mile route will not be twice that on a
fifteen mile route. This 1s because driver costs are not
likely to be twice as great (unless payment is made on a
mileage basis); depreciation if computed on a yearly basis,
will be 1little, 1f any, cdifferent on the two routes; storage
will be no édifferent; and insurance 1s likely to be little,
if any, different.?

Secondary cost factors listed by some authors are the
question of 1nsurance, gasoline and oill purchases, standards
for bus drivers, and bus driver education are mentioned but
little 1s learned 1n terms of recommendations except that

further study be given them.3

Summary
This chapter traces the history of pupll transportation

from 1ts beglinning some ninety years ago to i1ts present
impressive position in American public education.
The contributlons of previous research in this area

of school administration may be summarized as follows:

llos Angeles, California, used 387 buses seating 89
passengers each.

2Butterworth and Dawson, op. cit.

3Featherston, op. cit., p. 1; Rural Education Yearbook
1953, op.cit., pp. 26-27.
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certaln factors influence transportation costs and chilef
among these factors are the cost of the bus driver, the

size of the administrative unit, the number of puplls to be
transported, the method of vehicle ownership and operations,
the denslty or sparsity of the population, the size of the
vehicle, and the length of the route. Although these
factors influence transportation, the literature has not
identiflec all costs or placed a relative value on these
costs. While there 1s a wealth of pertinent information

on the growlng importance of pupll transportation, both
from the standpolnt of scope ané costs, the writer is con-
vinced that there are no studles which places a relative
value on the various cost factors and which points out tech-
niques by which costs can be lowered without Jeopardizing

the safety and adequacy of pupll transportation.



CHAPTER III

NATIONAL SURVEY OF PUPIL TRANSPORTATION

Introduction

Chapter III consists largely of an analysis of pupll
transportation on the national level. For several years
the writer has been acquainted with the state director of
pupil ¢transportation in Michigan. When this director
indicated a desire on the part of the Department of Public
Instruction to survey the forty-eight states to determine
similarities and differences in thelr pupil transportation
policles and practlices the wrlter offered to assist 1n the
survey.

The questionnalre used in the survey was the result
of a comblned effort on the part of many. Staff members
from Michigan'State Universlty gave freely of thelr time
with the flnal approval coming from the office of the State
Department of Public Instruction. In fact, the question-
naire was sent out over the signature of the state director
of transportation with directions for its return to his
office.

The fifty-seven questioned, seven page survey was

sent to the educational leader 1n each state with detailed

41
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instructions for completion together with an assurance that
a summary would be furnished if desired.

Thirty-seven states responded to the questions in the
national survey of transportation. All areas of the natlon
were represented. Of the eleven states failing to respondl
seven were east of the Mississlppi River and five of those
were smaller eastern states in which pupll transportation
may not be so lmportant.

The alm of Chapter III 1s to focus attention upon the
findings of the natlonal survey of transportation as a back-
ground for the cost study of the ten selected Michigan
Counties. No attempt was made to summarize all the results
of the survey. Only such pertinent items which proved
helpful in analyzing pupll transportation in Michigan were
selected. The complete questionnalre 1s included as

Appendix A.

Future of Pupll Transportation

The state leaders were asked 1n the final portion of
the lnstrument to glve oplinions as to the future of pupil
transportation. The general trencd of that portion of the
survey indicated that rather than decreasing in importance,
pupll transportation is on the increase.

With two-thirds of the states reporting, Table 2

Indicates clearly a bellef that the number of pupils

lColorado, Delaware, Georgia, Indiana, Maryland,
Massachusetts, Montana, New Hampshire, New Mexico, Rhode
Island, and South Dakota.
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TABLE 2

OPINION OF TRANSPORTATION

FOR YEAR 1975

Estimate

of Percentage

Increase in Number

to be Transported

State

Decreased

About
the

Same

10%

More

More DMore

Log

Other

25%
(Specify)

Arkansas
Californila
Florida
Idaho
Illinois
JTowa
Kentucky
Loulslana
Malne
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippil
Missourl
Nebraska
Nevada

New Jersey
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvanila
South Carolina
Tennessee
Texas

Utah
Vermont
Washington
West Virginla
Wisconsin
Wyoming

TOTAL --

X

"

el I B

80%
x(3% per yr.)

X
X
X

EO T

E I I

14 2 3
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transported will lncrease markedly 1n the next ten to twenty
years. No state believed that there would be a decrease

and only one (Arkansas) expected the number to be about the
same. On the other hand, 12 states expected a 10 per cent
increase, while 14 anticlpated a 25 per cent raise. Two
states went even farther and predicted a 40 per cent increase.
Minnesota, Michigan, and Florlida were even more inflationary
in thelr predictions of 50, 60, 70, and 80 per cent increases,
respectively. An arithmetical computation indicates that

the average lncrease of the 32 states reporting is 23.2 per

cent, or well over one per cent per year.

Per Caplta Cost of Transportation

While there 1s general consensus on the increase in
the number of pupils transported, this consensus 1s lacking
in the projected per capita cost of transportation. Table 3
indicates much division of opinion on this issue. Four
state dlrectors feel the cost per pupll wlll decrease, five
belleve it will remaln about the same, twelve predict it
wlll Increase 10 per cent, elght look for a 25 per cent
raise, and one expects a 40 per cent increase. One state
(California) makes no numerical prediction but focuses
attention on economic conditions in replying, "depends on
inflation." While the extent of decrease in per capita
cost 18 not indicated by four states, the 26 states who
belleve the cost wlll elther remain statlonary or raise,

averaged 13.8 per cent increase over the present cost.
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TABLE 3

STATE DIRECTOR'S OPINION OF TRANSPORTATION
NEEDS FOR YEAR 1975

Estimate of Percentage Increase in the Per
Capita Cost of Transportation

State About
the 104 25% 40% Other
Decreased Same More More More (Specify)

Arkansas X
Californla--depends on inflation

Florida X

Idaho X

Illinois X

Towa X

Kentucky X
Louisiana X

Malne X
Michigan X

Minnesota X
Mississippl X
Missouri X
Nebraska

Nevada

New Jersey

New York

North Carolina

North Dakota

Ohio X

Oklahoma

Pennsylvania

South Carolina X
Tennessee X

Texas X
Utah X

Vermont X
Washington X

West Virginia X
Wisconsin X

Wyoming X

"o X
"o

Ll

TOTAL 4 5 12 8 1
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Non-Public Puplil Transportation

Probably the most controversial portion of thils survey
was that dealing with the use of public funds for non-public
transportation. Table 4 reveals that 32 states responded to
this question although only 19 recorded answers in the ex-
pected manner. Thirteen states expressed opposition to the
practice of using public funds for non-public transportation.
The most common form of opposition was the single word
"none" written after the question. One state (Oklahoma)
spelled out "not legal" while Idaho injected the term "non-
favorable." Missourl noted "none used now" in its response.
Texas checked the response entitled "about the same," but
made 1ts stand clear by also adding ”nonélﬁ On the other
hand, Iowa anticipated a 25 per cent increase in the use of
public funds for non-public transportation. Illinois,
Loulsiana, and North Carolina all anticlpated a 10 per cent
increase in thils practice. While the lntensity of the
opposition to the use of public funds for non-public trans-
portation can not be measured numerically, the few states
advocating an increase merely heightens the opposition to
the movement. No state reported an expected decrease, in
splte the outcry against the use of public funds for non-

public transportation.

Transportation Costs Financed by State Funds

Table 5 dealing with the percentage of total transpor-

tation costs financed by state funds resulted in a majority
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TABLE 4

NEEDS FOR YEAR 1975

Estimate of Percentage Increase in the Use of
Public Funds for Non-Publlc Transportation

State About
the 104 25% L40% Other
Decreased Same More More More (Specify)

Arkansas None
Californila X
Florida X
Idaho--non favorable
Illinols X
Towa X
Kentucky X
Louisiana X
Maine X
Michigan X
Minnesota None
Mississippl X
Missouril None used now
Nebraska None
Nevada None
New York X
North Carolina X
North Dakota None
Ohilo X
Oklahoma--not legal
Oregon X
Pennsylvania X
South Carolina X
Tennessee X
Texas None
Utah None
Vermont X
Washington X
West Virginla None
Wisconsin None
Wyoming None
TOTAL -- 15 3 1 - -
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TABLE 5

DIRECTOR'S OPINION OF TRANSPORTATION
NEEDS FOR YEAR 1975

State

Estimate of Percentage Increase 1in
Transportation Costs Financed by State Funds

About
the
Decreased Same

Other

1% (Specify)

More

Lo%

More

25%

More

Arkansas
California
Florida
Idaho
Tllinoils
Iowa
Kentucky
Louisiana
Mailne
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippl
Missouri
Nebraksa
Nevada

New Jersey
New York
North Carolina
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
South Carolina
Tennessee
Texas

Utah
Vermont
Washington
West Virglnla
Wisconsin
Wyoming

TOTAL

X
X
X

ol

X 100%nearly

>

Ll T B B

X more than 50%

X 90%

»
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being satisfied with the "status quo." Nineteen of the 31
states reporting indicated a bellef that the future would
hold about the same degree of state partlcipation in school
transportation costs. It should be kept in mind that thils
does not indicate that all states would be paying on the
same basls but rather that the individual states would be
continuling the same practice as 1s currently being carried
on. For example, the state of Nebraska, which is currently
paylng nothing for state support of transportation would
continue to pay nothing in the future.

Three states (Michigan, New Jersey, and Ohio) con-
tended the ratio of state support for transportation would
decrease. Inasmuch as there 18 no proposed plan for federal
support, i1t would naturally be assumed that the local dis-
tricts would bear an increasing share of the burden. This
1s more evident 1In the light of the Information contained
in Table 2 1n which all three states show an increased
number to be transported. However, both Michligan and Ohilo
predict a lower per caplta cost in Table 3 whlle New Jersey
expects a per caplta cost increase of about 10 per cent.
Certalnly in the case of New Jersey and probably in the
case of Mlchlgan and Ohlo, the local school districts would
be expected to contribute more for pupll transportation.

Whlle 19 states expect the percentage of state con-
tributions to remaln about the same, nine states expect
the percentage to increase. Four states (Idaho, Louisiana,

Maine, and Wisconsin) expect the percentage to increase by
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10 per cent. Five states expect more liberal 1increases.
Nevada and Oklahoma predlct that the state contributilons
willl go up 25 per cent. Three states are even more liberal
and more specific. Vermont reported an increase of "more
than 50%," West Virginia "90%," and New York "nearly 100%."
It would appear that New York antlclpates the state would
practically take over the flnanclal aspects of pupll trans-
portation, while West Virginia indlcates a strong trend in
that direction. The nine states advocatling increasing the
state contribution averaged 36.6 per cent increases. How-
ever, over half the states expect the percentage to remain

about the same and 1in three cases actually to decrease.

Slze of Administrative Units

There was more uniformity of state oplnion regarding
the slze of administrative units in the future. No state
expected the units to be smaller. Twelve expected them to
remain about the same whlle 20 expected lncreases ranging
from 10 to 100 per cent. New York expected the units to be
twice as large, whlle Iowa and Wyomlng Specified 50 and 70
per cent, respectlively. The 20 states antlclipating lncreases
in the size of administrative units averaged 30.7 per cent.
Presumably many of the districts which reported no proJjected
Increase in size of administrative unit are already reorgan-
1zed into larger unlts. The average size of the adminis-
trative unit of the 32 states was expected to increase by

one-fifth (19.1 per cent). See Table 6.
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TABLE 6

State

Estimate of Percentage Increase in Slze of
Administrative Units

About

the
Decreased Same

10%

More

25%

More

Lo

More

Other
(Specify)

Arkansas
California
Florida
Idaho
Illinolis
Towa
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippl
Missourl
Nebraska
Nevada

New Jersey
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohilo
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvanila
South Carolina
Tennessee
Texas

Utah

Vermont
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

TOTAL

X
X
X

x Larger

x 50%

x 100%

x 70%
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Degree of State Regulation

There was general satlisfaction in the degree of state
regulation of puplil transportation in that approximately
two-thirds of the states expected no change in the future.
Table 7 showed no state expected any decrease 1n the degree
of state regulation. Seven states expected a modest 1lncrease
of 10 per cent. Two states (Nevada and Vermont) anticipated
a 40 per cent increase in degree of state regulation, while
Minnesota expected 50 per cent. Wyomlng specified only
"more" in the column beyond 40 per cent but did not report
any speclific amount. The implication 1s that the degree of
state regulation willl increase as pupll transportation
increases but the vast majority feels that 1t wlll tend to

remaln as 1t 1s now.

Percentage of District-Owned Buses

Table 8 deals with the interesting question of the
percentage of school district-owned buses. In general, the
varlous states transportation leaders' viewpolnts coincide
with the view expressed in Chapter II advocating school
district-owned buses. Twenty-one of the 32 states favor
outright ownership of the vehlcles by percentages ranging
from 10 to 100 per cent. The average percentage of 1lncrease
is almost 20 per cent. The three states antlclpating the
greatest iIncrease 1n school district-owned units are New
York (75-80 per cent), Oklahoma (100 per cent), and Vermont

(more than 50 per cent). Oregon and Minnesota each expect
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TABLE 7

OPINION OF TRANSPORTATION
FOR YEAR 1975

Estimate of Percentage Increase 1n Degree
of State Regulation
State About
the 104 25%  L40% Other
Decreased Same More More More (Specify)

Arkansas X
California X
Florida X
Idaho X
Illinois X
Iowa X
Kentucky X
Louislana X
Malne X
Michigan X
Minnesota x 50%
Mississippl X
Missourl X
Nebraska X
Nevada X
New Jersey X
New York X
North Carolina X
North Dakota X
Ohio X
Oklahoma X
Oregon X
Pennsylvania X
South Carolina X
Tennessee X
Texas X
Utah X
Vermont X
Washington X
West Virginla X
Wisconsin X
Wyoming X more
TOTAL -- 21 7 -~ 2 2







TABLE 8

OPINION OF STATE TRANSPORTATION LEADER CONCERNING
THE COMPARISON OF 1975 WITH THE PRESENT IN TERMS
OF THE PERCENTAGE OF SCHOOL DISTRICT-OWNED BUSES

State

About
the
Decreased Same

10%

More

Other

(Specify)

Arkansas
California
Florida
Idaho
Illinois
Iowa
Kentucky
Loulsiana
Maine
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippl
Missouri
Nebraska
Nevada

New Jersey
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvanila
South Carolina
Tennessee
Texas

Utah

Vermont
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

TOTAL

X

X

iy

x 4%

x 75-80%

X 100% apprx.

X more than 50%
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a 40 per cent increase. Sixteen other states predict elther
10 or 25 per cent more school owned vehicles. On the other
hand, Illinois and Loulslana expect a decrease 1In the per-

centage of district-owned vehicles.

Financilal Future of Pupll Transportation

The most important question concerning the future of
pupll transportation is the last one, which deals with the
percentage of total school budget which will be devoted to
transportation.

Table 9 shows beyond any doubt that state leaders
believe transportatlion wlll be taking a larger slice of the
educational melon. Although two states, Michigan and Miss-
1ssippl, anticipate a decrease, 30 states belleve it will
elther remain the same or increase. The average increase
expected by the 30 states 1s 7.8 per cent increase in the
percentage of the total budget ascribed to transportation.
In view of the generally accepted flgure of four to filve
per cent of the cost of education going to the process of
getting the students to and from the school, the increase
of 7.8 per cent more in 30 states 1s a significant figure.
It is possible that some of the state transportation
directors may have interpreted the question as meaning that
the present percentage be increased by the reported 7.8 per
cent rather than 7.8 per cent being added to the current
percentage of the school budget which 1s devoted to pupill

transportation. This latter view concelvably indicates that



TABLE 9

OPINION OF STATE TRANSPORTATION LEADER CONCERNING
THE COMPARISON OF 1975 WITH THE PRESENT IN TERMS
OF THE PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL SCHOOL BUDGET
FOR TRANSPORTATION

About
the 10% 25% L0% Other
State Decreased Same More More More (Specify)

Arkansas X

California X

Florida X

Idaho X

Illinols X

Iowa X 5%
Kentucky X

Louisiana X

Maine X

Michigan X

Minnesota X

Mississippl X

Missourl X

Nebraska X

Nevada X

New Jersey X

New York

North Carolina
North Dakota X
Ohlo
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvanila X

South Carolina X
Tennessee
Texas

Utah

Vermont
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

Moo Ll ] b ]

I B

TOTAL 2 12 13 mn - 1
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10 per cent of the total budget might well be allocated to
pupil transportation. It 1s clear that 1n general there 1s
expectation that there wlll be an increase 1n that portion

of the school budget devoted to transportation.

Larger Administrative Units

Contemporary with the actual and projected increase
in costs of pupll transportation is the reorganization of
school districts into larger administratlve units. The
current opinion seems to be that the school districts are

1 As the school districts through-

too many and too small.
out our nation become larger and less numerous, there has
been conjecture as to the effect thls reorganization will
have upon pupil transportation. Dawson and Reeves state
bluntly that, "as small districts are reorganized into
larger units of school administration more pupils will
require transportation."2

Reports from 37 states would indicate that 1n states
with smaller numbers of districts there 1s greater partici-
pation in pupll transportation. Table 10 arranges states
into two groups--those having more than 500 districts at
the top and those with fewer than 500 districts on the

bottom. It is interesting to note that the state (Nebraska)

1H. A. Dawson and Floyd W. Reeves, Co-Chalirmen, Your
School District, Department of Rural Education, National
Educational Association of the United States (Washington, D.
C.: National Education Assoclation, 1948), p. 15.

2Ipid., p. 99.
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TABLE 10

RELATIONSHIP OF THE TOTAL NUMBER OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS
TO THE NUMBER OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS ENGAGED IN
TRANSPORTATION OF PUPILS AT PUBLIC EXPENSE

Number of Number of Districts Per
State School Districts Transporting Cent

States With More than 500 School Districts

Nebraska Legy 148 3.1
Kansas 3352 2187 65.2
Iowa 3323 1000 30.0
Minnesota 3298 3270 99.1
Missouri 2890 1150 43.9
Michigan 2867 893 31.1
Pennsylvania 2402 2402 100.0
North Dakota 2008 1541 76.7
Illinois 1862 1403 75.3
California 1818 1300 71.5
Texas 1725 1697 98.3
New York 1489 1340 89.9
Oklahoma 1469 874 59.4
Ohio 1158 1040 89.8
Oregon 716 540 75.4
New Jersey 569 518 91.0

TOTAL 35640 21303 59.7

States With Fewer than 500 School Districts

Nevada 17 17 100.0
Utah 40 40 100.0
West Virginia 55 5¢ 100.0
Florida 67 67 100.0
Louisiana 67 66 g98.5
South Carolina 104 103 99.3
Alabama 112 76 67.8
Maine 115 11¢ 100.0
Virginia 128 105 82.0
Mississippil 151 122 80.8
Tennessee 153 95 62.7
Idaho 169 147 86.9
North Carolina 174 169 97.1
Connecticut 176 149 84,7
Kentucky 216 173 80.1
Wyoming 243 159 65.4
Vermont 261 236 90.4
Arizona 20¢ 285 93.4
Arkansas 424 423 99.7

*TOTAL 2977 2602 87.4

*Wisconsin with 3400 districts and Washington with 481 dis-
tricts were omitted because nelther listed the number of
transporting districts.
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with the largest number of districts hac the smallest per-
centage of districts transporting students. The four
states with the smallest number of districts all had 100
per cent of their districts engaging in pupil transportation.
The average of the large clstrict states was £9.7 per cent
participation in pupll transportation, while the small cdis-
trict states averaged 87.4 per cent or more than 27 per
cent greater particlpation. If the trend for fewer and
larger school districts continues with a resulting demand
for more pupill transportation, then the result exemplified
by Table 9 indicatling a greater share of the school budget

being devoted to pupil transportation is clearly reinforced.

Areas for Improvement in Pupil Transportation

In the light of anticlpated 1ncreases 1n scope and in
cost of pupll transportation, what aspects of the national
survey of pupil transportation showed promise elther toward
cost savings or improvement in quality of pupil transpor-
tation? In general, there were five areas which supplied
a favorable climate for improvements in pupil transportation.
These five areas were grouped in the following categories:-

1. Group purchasing

a. Operational supplies

b. Capltal outlay supplies
2. School transportation 1lilatility
3. Preventive maintenance

4., Recommended state practices resulting in lower
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cost or improved quality of transportation

5. Bus drlver ecducation

Group Purchasing for Operational Supplies

Group purchasing of operational supplies has often
been advocated as an economy measure. Table 11 indicates
that as a matter of practice this method 1s not widely used.
It 1s not used at all on a regional basls and in only seven
states on a county basis. On a statewlde basis ten states
secure bus tires through this technique. O0Of those ten
states (Alabama, Florida, Kentucky, Nevada, New York, North
Carolina, South Carolina, Texas, Virginia, and West Virginia)

seven could qualify as being southern states.

TABLE 11

NUMBER OF STATES REPORTING DEVELOPMENT OF A FORMAL
ORGANIZATION FOR JOINT PURCHASING OF THE FOLLOWING
OPERATIONAL SUPPLIES FOR TRANSPORTATION

—_——

Statewide Basls Reglonal Baslis County Basis

Item

Yes No Yes No Yes No
Gasoline 6 24 - 23 7 21
Tires 10 2l - 23 4 20
Repalr Parts 4 2 - 24 6 20
011 5 24 - 24 6 21
Others 3 16 - 18 2 15

batterles 2
chains 1
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It 1s noteworthy that 15 of the 37 states indicate
participation in some form of group purchasing. When these
same 15 were asked 1f they expected to contlnue group pur-
chasing, 13 answered affirmatively and none were opposed to
the continuation. In an attempt to pursue the question of
group purchasing more intensively, Questlon 24 inguires of
those who do not currently participate in group purchasing,
how many would favor an organization which would permit
group purchasing on a statewlde, regional, or county basis.
The respondents had four "yes" answers and nine "no" answers
on a statewide basis, one "yes" and nine "no" on a regional
basis, and five "yes" and five '"no" on a county basis.

It would appear from the results of the questionnaire
that 1n general those who participate in the practice of
group purchasing favor its continuance and that ten states

who presently do not have some form of group purchasing

would like to do so.

Group purchasing for school buses.--Table 12 portrays

the reactions of 36 states to three schemes of Joint or
group purchasing. It 1s noticeable that a wide majority do
not participate 1n any form of group or Jolint purchasing.
There 1s no evidence of any group purchasing on a regional
basis and only flve states have countywide purchasing. Eight
states participate in statewlde purchasing. Of the 13 states
who 1ndulge in this practice, all except two are southern

states. Interestingly enough, the two northern states
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(Nevacda and New York) who currently participate in group
purchasing, do not favor the contlnuance of that program.
Virginla likewilse, prefers to cease the practice of county-
wide purchasing, but would like to participate iIn statewice
buying. However, 10 of the 13 favor the continuation of
the program.

While much has been written about mass purchasing of
school buses, the practice has not galned general accept-
ance. Nevertheless, 10 of the 13 states who participate
favor the continuation of the program. In addition, 16
states who do not participate would like to cdo so. This
aspect of pupll transportation costs should be studied
further as a method of cutting transportation costs without

any apparent lessening of the guality of transportation.

School Transportation Liabillity

Flve questions in the guestionnaire dealt with some
phase of transportation liability. Replies to the first
reveals that the laws of nine sta‘cesl place liability on
school districts for iInjury to puplls riding on school buses.

'

In reporting "no," 24 states are relying on traditional
governmental immunity. The second question indicates the
trend in court declsions maintains governmental immunity by

a ratio of 20 to 8. The third question points up the school

. lCalifornia, Connecticut, Florida, Idaho, Kentucky,
New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Washington, and Wisconsin.
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favored trend 1n court decisions when only three states
could report actual instances of law sults belng instituted
in the courts on behalf of puplls injured while belng trans-
ported to and from school since 1950. Wisconslin reported
two cases, Ohlo two or three, and Kentucky "estimated" 25.
The fourth questlon probed deeper into the problem to see
how many of these sults were successful. Both Wisconsin

and Ohio reported that no cases were successful, whille
Kentucky estimated that 50 per cent were successful.

The last question in this series attempted to deter-
mine against whom the Jjudgment was 1ssued 1n successful
sults of the previous question. Kentucky reported that
insurance companles pald the Judgment 1n the few cases suc-
cessfully instituted.

The results of this section of the survey indicated
that 1n spite of rumors of inflationary favoritism for
plaintiffs in court action, the actual practice revealed,
at least in the case of pupll transportation, traditional
immunity of governmental agencles 1s still supreme. The
freedom of school dlstricts from lawsults 1s further polnted
up by a recent comment 1n a book desligned as a law gulde
for school superintendents which states: '"lawsuits

appear to be decreasing."1

lRobert L. Drury (ed.), Law and the School Superin-
tendent (Cincinnati, Ohio: W. H. Anderson Co., 1953), P.
25T,
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Preventive Maintenance

There was general approbation for preventive mainten-
ance as the backbone of the school transportatlon systems.
Some state suggestlions were succinctly stated:

Michigan

1. Mandatory, periodic checkups.
2. Single school operated bus garages.
3. Expanded bus driver education program.

North Dakota

1. Enforcement of compulsory maintenance program.
Texas

1. Dally checkup by driver.

2. Periodlc checkup by mechanic.

Washington

1. Better record keepilng.
2. Preventive maintenance conferences.

3. More extensive training of mechanics and
supervisors.

Illinols

1. Additional supervisory assistance from state
level.

Missouril
1. District ownership

2. Full time service personnel of garages and
mechanical facilitiles.

Florlda
1. Intensive training of mechanics.
2. Tralning of drivers in the inspection of buses.

3. Analysis of bus specifications.
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Minnesota

1. Regular inspectlon by full time mechanic.

2. Cooperative and wholesale purchasing.
Nevada

1. Frequent inspection.

2. Lubricate when needed.

3. Replace plugs, points, condensers every 8,000
miles.

4, Never recharge batteries.

5. Replacement of equipment at end of eight year
period.

Oklahoma

1. Larger groupling of buses.

2. Central shop.
Oregon

1. Proper training of bus drivers.

2. Better shops and malntenance equipment.
Wisconsin

1. Frequent inspection with follow through.

Recommended State Practices Resulting in Lower
Cost or Improved Quallty of Transportation

As the State Directors were specific on the question
of preventive malntenance, they were likewlse specific on
the ques%ion of general recommendations concerning state
practices which resulted in lower costs or improved quality
of transportation. Nineteen states answered Question 48
with a total of 103 responses. Many of the responses, of

course, were dupllicated but in general they divided
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t hemselves Into five categories. After deleting dupli-
catlons on closely related factors the following responses
we r'e made:

Drivers

1. Carefully selected, adequately tralned, and
properly supervised student drivers.

2. Adequate driver training and supervision.

Maintenance

1. Improved maintenance.

2. Detalled provision for maintenance cost
accounting.

3. Preventive maintenance conferences.
Buses

1. More adequate control of specifications.

2. All state owned and operated buses.
3. Larger buses.
4. Discontinuance use of feeder routes.
5. Use of two-way radio in buses.
6. Use of station wagon (particularly for
Kindergarten).
Purchasing

1. Purchases of tires, spark plugs, and batteries
at state contract prices.

2. Statewide purchasing.
3. State act as self-insurer.

Administrative Practices

1. Use of transportation committees made up of
parents, school patrons, bus riders, bus
drivers, and school officials.

2. Better program of route planning and schedullng.
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3. Staggered school opening and closing (to enable

betterutilization of buses).

Some one person assigned transportation respon-
sibility.

5. Specific policies adopted by board for operating
buses.

6. Multiple trips.

7. Transport only eligible childéren to and from
school.

8. Eliminate extra-curricular use of buses.

9. Statewlde vislitation by transportation supervisor.

Bus I> river Education

State pupll transportation directors were very enthus-
iast;j_é about the potential values of bus driver education.
T™Wen t y-three states reported there is a statewide program
°f Yous driver education in their state, while 13 replied in
the negative. All 36 states favored an expanced program of
®Chool bus driver educatlon. Twenty-five indicated their
STate nad established a school bus driver program. One
"® Spondent qualified his answer by stating that it was for
tk1€2 newer drivers only, one mentioned the program was
"]~1mited," and one specified "not extensive."

Table 13 indicates the State Department of Public
Instruction (or the Department of Education, as it is called
in several states) 1s the prime instigator of this service
alﬁthough the Highway Department, Highway Patrol, Safety

Di\fision, and Department of Motor Vehlcles are also men-

Cloned in this connection. The respondents are very
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arncertain about who assumes the cost of thils service. One
s pecifically mentioned that it is "free." Only elght states
are able to report a specific figure. These filgures vary
from Vermont's low of $100.00 to Michigan's high of $120,000.
M1 chigan 1is also able to specify that the state pays 92.5
per® cent of the cost with the remainder assumed locally.

The total amounts listed alphabetically by states are as
foll ows:

Arkansas . . . . . . . . $ 1,000.00
Florida . . . . . . . . 10,000.00
Michigan . . . . . . . . 120,000.00
Mississippl . . . . . . . 17,464.00
Tennessee. . . . . . .+ . 10,000.00
Vermont . . . . . . . . 100.00
Washington . . . . . . . 7,385.00
Wisconsin. . . . . . . . 1,500.00

Twelve of the states show that 100 per cent of the
COS Tt 1s raised on the state level, whille one shows G2.5
pexr cent, and another 10 per cent. Kentucky shows that
dr'fl-'\ler' education 1s a part of the total foundation program.

Women were reportec as belng employed for school bus
dI‘vaer's in every state except one. Students were employed
in 20 of the states and reJjected by 15 others. There was
Considerable difference of opinion as to the most successful
SChool bus drivers. Twelve stated there was no Gifference
be tween men and women; six stated men, women, and students
A4S peing equally successful; four listed students were
Superior. Only two listed men as being best with one state
sFKacifying that men ané students were equally good. Eleven
States reported elther that students were superior or were

®Qually good as any other classification of driver.
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Women appear to be singularly favored in the question
o £ which group has proved to be least successful. Only one
s tate listed women alone as being the least successful,
whille five states polnted the flnger at men as being least
sSuc cessful and four singled out students with the disfavor.
Whi1 1e 15 states do not permit the use of students, the fact
tha £ 20 of them do and 11 of the 20 rate the student as
beirng higher or as high as any other group, was indicative
of fwarther study on the use of student driver.

Many states are suggesting a differential in both the
lowe x— and upper age limits for school bus drivers. This
Varl &= tion, as listed below, indicated that some thought had

been given to the problem.

TABLE 14

STATE DIRECTOR'S REPORT ON RECOMMENDED
AGES FOR MEN AND WOMEN BUS DRIVERS

\\_—:_——-.m—m_

Men Women
—_—

A Number of Number of
\\8e Group Responses Age Group Responses
16 - 65 3 16 - 65 2
18 - 50 1 18 - 50 1
18 - 65 3 18 - 60 1
18 with conditions 2 18 with conditions 3
20 - 60 1 20 -~ 50 1
21 - 60 3 21 on 11
21 on 4 21 - 60 5

21 - 65 3

25 - 50 3

25 - 60 1

25 - 62 2

25 - 65 1
——
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There was some 1indlcation of a deslire for making an
upper limit mandatory. No one recommended golng over age

65 and several mentioned "physical conditions," while one

(Vermont) specifiled examinations (physical).

Summary

State director's of transportatlon were asked to glve
theilr opilnlon of the future of certain aspects of transpor-
tation in their state. The followlng 1s a summary of the
report from the 37 states:

1. There will be a marked lncrease 1in the number of
puplls to be transported 1n the next 10 to 20 years.

2. There was general consenSus that the per capilta
cost of pupll transportation would increase, but there was
less agreement on this question than on the previous question
dealing with the number of puplls to be transported. Four
states predlcted the cost per pupll would decrease, while
26 states reported an average increase of 13.8 per cent
over the present per caplta cost.

3. The United States appears to be experiencing a
period of conflict and flux regarding the practice of the
use of public funds for non-public transportation. Many
states were uncertaln as to how much money was belng expended
in this direction. The lack of accurate accounting was accom-
panied by numerous outcries against the practice.

4. More than half the states reported that the per-

centage of state ald for pupll transportation would remain
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about the same. Nine states advocated increasing the states'
contribution, while three felt the states were already
paying too much. Over-all a slight trend toward an increase
on the state level was evident.

5. There was general consensus that school a2dmin-
istrative units would be larger. No state expected the size
of school cdistricts to decrease and the average of the 32
states responding indlcated the size of the units would
increase almost one-fifth.

6. There was a slight trend toward a modest increase
in the degree of state regulation of puplil transportation.
Most states expressed satisfactlon with present conditions
in thils respect.

7. Favorable action towardé the operation of school
district-owned buses as opposed to leasing privately-owned
vehlcles was expressed by a majJority of the state transpor-
tation leaders.

8. An increase in the percentage of the educational
budget devoted to pupll transportation appears a certainty
with 30 of 32 states anticipating a 7.8 per cent increase
In the percentage of the total budget ascrlibed to transpor-
tation.

9. As the number of school administrative units
decrease wlthln a state, there was a corresponcding increase
in the need for pupll transportation.

10. There were five areas which showed promise elther

toward cost savings or improved quallity of pupil
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transportation according to the response from 37 states.

These areas are:

A.

Group or Joint purchasing.

(1) Operational supplies.

(2) Capital outlay supplies.

School transportation liablllty.

Preventlve malntenance of school buses.
Recommended state practices resulting in lower
costs or improved quality of transportation.

Bus cdriver education.



CHAPTER IV

ANALYSIS OF PUPIL TRANSPORTATION IN MICHIGAN

Introduction

Since 1917 the state of Michlgan has been contri-
buting funds to local school districts which met specified
standards in transporting school children. Wilith the amount
of state support increasing practically every year, 1t is
only natural that districts be required to demonstrate that
they are malntalnlng satisfactory transportation practices
by filing an Annual Transportation Report. This report is
made in triplicate wlith one copy retalned by the trans-
porting unit, one kept in the O0ffice of the County Super-
intendent of Schools, and the third going to the state
office 1n Lansing.

Considering the complex nature of pupll transportation
and the commonly concelved image of the multiplicity of
answers requlred by bureaucratically developed forms, the
Transportation report 1s unusually simple.1 It consists of
four pages contalnling five sections. The first page 1s
descriptive, listing the year, the type of school organi-
zation, and pertinent Information regarding school admin-

istrative personnel.

1Appendix B.

7
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Section A (page 2), deals with the cost factors of
transportation, while Section B (page 3), 1s restricted to
information regarding buses themselves. Section C (page 3),
is concerned with the operation of buses in terms of location
of puplls, and distances traveled. The last page contailns
Section D, a record of non-resident pupils transported and
Section E, which 1s a report of equipment sold.

Section A contalns the essentlal requirements for
this study. The report lists seventeen cost items in pupil
transportation. These ltems are as follows:1 drivers' salaries,
gasoline, tires, school garage repair parts, private garage
repalr parts, private garage labor, depreclation of bus,
interest costs, lnsurance, mechanlcs' salaries, supervisors'
salary, clerical salary, oll and lubrication, storage of buses,
school garage operatlion, garage equlipment and repairs, and
bus dfiver training.

The seventeen cost factors are combined into ten for
east 1n handling. The more loglcal figure of ten 1s
obtained in part by uniting seven divlislons which deal with
the maintalning of school buses. All these 1tems consist
of elther parts, labor, or storage for school buses. The
total of these seven are combined under the term "Total
Maintenance" as all are related and are, in fact, nothing
but varying methods of achleving maintenance of school buses.

The 1item of supervisor's salary and clerical salary are

1z person may easlly compare this listing with the
listing and accompanying numbers in the Annual Transportation
Report (Appendix B).
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Joined under the term "administration" as being the amount
spent by the local district in adminlstering the transpor-
tatlion program. Through an early legal Interpretation nelther
the superintendent nor the principal can have a portlon of his
salary ascribed to bus supervision, at lease as far as any
relmbursement from state funds 1s concerned. 1In terms of
numerical listing by the state report the ten cost factors
appear as follows:

1. driver's salary
. gasolilne
tires
total maintenance

depreclatlion

interest
insurance

administration

O 0 N o B\ & w P

.

oill and lubrication

[
O

bus driver tralning
Thelr importance in terms of actual cash expenditures will

be determlned later in this chapter.

Analysls of Data

It was evident at the outset that 1t would be too
difficult to analyze and tabulate the cost data of all 893
transporting school districts in Michigan's 83 counties.

The ald of the soclology department of Michigan State Univer-
slty was enlisted in selecting ten representative counties

in Michigan for detailed study. The ten counties (Allegan,
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Delta, Gratiot, Kalkaska, Macomb, Oakland, Ottawa, Shlawas-
see, Van Buren, and Waynel) were chosen as representative
of the economlc areas of Michigan.2 The annual reports of
all transporting schools located in the ten countles were
examined 1n detall. The facllities of the Department of
Public Instructlon were made avallable and every courtesy
extended the writer during the study.

The 147 schools operating pupll transportation facili-
ties within the ten selected countles vary markedly 1In the
scope of thelr services. Twenty-six of the schools use one
bus only, while seventeen malntain two buses. On the other
hand, one school district in Macomb County operated 38 buses
while Birmingham, in Oakland County, needed 33 to transport
students. Altogether there were 14 schools operating from
20 to 38 buses. Less than one-eighth of the schools have
more than 20 buses, while more than one-third get by with
running one or two buses. The other 60 districts vary
between three and 18, with 12 districts operating between
seven and elght.

With information on cost data from 147 schools operating
from one to 38 buses, the next problem was how to organize

the data.

lThese ten countles were selected by Dr. Beegle as not
only representing the established economlc areas of Michigan
but also as typilcal of the future trend of the state insofar
as pupll transportatlon was concerned.

27. Allen Beegle and Donald Halsted, Michigan's
Changing Population, Special Bulletin 415 (Eas Lans ng,
Michigan: Michigan State University, June, 1957), p. 36.
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The logical first step was to test the hypothesis "As
the silze of the bus fleet increases the costs of transpor-
tation decreases." The national director of pupil trans-
portation had advocated large fleets of buses1 as a means
of reducing costs and increasing efficlency in puplil trans-
portation.

Tabulatlons and analyses were made on the basils of
the number of buses operated, the number of schools oper-
ating them, the dlstance traveled, students per bus, and
the cost per bus. It was expected that as the number of
buses Increased the cost would be lowered, the total mileage
would decrease, and the number of puplls transported per bus
would increase as the unlts were used more effectiv