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WAYNE DEAN WOODBY ABSTRACT

The steadily increasing importance of pupil transpor-

tation coupled with legislative restrictions on amount and

distribution of financial aid motivates an analysis of

pupil transportation cost factors as a guide to Michigan

school districts engaging in pupil transportation.

Statement of the Problem
 

The purpose is: (l) to ascertain on the national

level the present and future status of pupil transportation;

(2) to identify and categorize 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 aid to

transporting school districts; and (4) to suggest specific

recommendations in the light of the findings.

Methods, Techniques, and Data

The writer SUTVGYed the 48 states to determine the

present status and to gain an estimate of the future.

Information was obtained 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 additional conclusions were

evident. The first was a recognition of the need for im-

proving the quality of pupil transportation through such

devices as: (l) 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 pupil 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 Education.

The study revealed that metropolitan schools differed

from non-metropolitan schools in that they operated on a
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relatively lower per capita 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 paid more for bus maintenance but this

was almost compensated for in savings in gasoline, oil, and

tires.

It was further revealed that Michigan school districts

are finding the 1957 Amended Transportation Code generally

satisfactory as an instrument governing the transportation

of pupils 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 trained student drivers as a means

of reducing pupil transportation costs.

3. That a study be made of the possibility of effect-

ing pupil 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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4. That a further study be made involving the

effectiveness of school mechanics 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 educational undertaking. Today

more than 145,000 buses, each painted the familiar chrome

yellow, travel slightly more than seven million miles

daily or 280 times around the earth at the equator. This

represents more mileage and more personnel carried than all

the combined common carriers in our country.1 It is cur-

rently estimated that thirty per cent of all pupils 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 its public school children.2

Need for the Study
 

In spite of the wide participation in this costly

venture little information is available on specific cost

 

lMass 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 pupil transportation. Many writers complain

about the high cost but few recommend practices which

result in transportation economies. School district and

pupil transportation leaders are seeking economical methods

to transport an increasing number of pupils without adversely

affecting the adequacy, safety, or economy of their trans-

portation system.

This study is an attempt to isolate cost factors of

pupil transportation and to assign a relative value to each

of the factors. It is hoped the data and conclusions

arrived at will 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 is the purpose of this study: (1) to ascertain on

the national level the present status together with an

opinion of the future of pupil transportation in terms of

the following criteria:

a. number of students to be transported,

b. cost per pupil,

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

d. extent of financial aid for transportation,

e. size 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 pupil 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 aid to transporting

school districts; and (4) to suggest specific recommen—

dations in the light of the findings listed above and an

examination of pupil transportation records in the state

office.

Hypotheses
 

This study, an analysis of national and state pupil

transportation with special emphasis on cost factors in ten

selected Michigan counties, is based on the following

hypotheses:

1. That the future of pupil transportation on a

national scale as evidenced by the opinions of

state pupil transportation directors will be

characterized by an increase both in cost and

participation.

2. That in Michigan as the bus fleet increases in

size there is a corresponding decrease in the

unit cost of operation.

3. That salaries of bus drivers, depreciation of

school buses, maintenance of school buses, and



gasoline constitute the major costs of pupil

transportation in Michigan.

4. That there is a discernible difference in the

cost per pupil between the metropolitan and the

non-metropolitan school districts.

5. That the use of school mechanics results in

reduced costs for total maintenance of school

buses.

6. That the use of school mechanics results in

reduced costs in such items as gasoline, oil,

and tires.

7. That the operation of the Transportation Code

of 1957 provides a suitable framework around

which to build an adequate program of pupil

tranSportation in Michigan.

Methodology
 

The methods used to answer questions raised in the

statement of the problem are basically two. The first

method consists of a survey of the forty-eight states to

determine what is being done in terms of pupil transpor-

tation. An extensive questionnaire1 directed to the titular

head of pupil transportation in each state attempts to

determine the actual practice in each state. A major

 

1

Appendix A.



section of the instrument is an opinionnaire designed to

determine how to improve the quality or to ascertain the

future of pupil transportation.

The second method consists of an analysis of the

transportation reports on file in the state office from

ten selected counties in Michigan. The ten counties were

selected by the Sociology Department of Michigan State

University as being representative of the economic areas

of Michigan.1 These ten counties contain 141 of the 893

transporting districts in the State of Michigan. The

required annual report of these 141 districts is broken

down into the seventeen cost factors listed and the results

tabulated on both a mileage and pupil basis.

These procedures were tested in a seminar at Michigan

State University, in the spring of 1957, by the reactions

of colleagues and instructors to various phases of the

pupil 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

districts which 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

1J. A. Beagle and Donald Halsted, Michigan's Changing

Population, Special Bulletin 415 (East Lansing, MIcEigan:

Michigan State University, June, 1957), p. 36.
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superintendents whose original report indicated a low per

pupil 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 pupil transportation program.

Limitations of the Study
 

A complete study of pupil transportation involving

the movement of more than ten million young people every

school day would contain so many ramifications that it is

necessary to restrict the scope of this 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 opinions regarding trends and predic-

tions in the forty-eight states as reported by the chief

state school officer whose duty encompasses pupil 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 aid for transportation from the State of Michigan,

(4) an examination of the Transportation Code of 1957 as

it relates to the local school districts as an instrument

of reimbursing the districts for certain designated items

of pupil transportation.



The study is 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 is limited by the fact that only ten of

the eighty-three counties are represented.

Definitions of Terms Used
 

Certain terms are used in the pages that follow, and

the ways in which 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, inspection, and supervision of a

school bus transportation system except capital outlay.

Notable examples of operation costs are drivers' salaries,

gasoline, tires, oil, repair parts, insurance, bus driver

education costs, and mechanics' salary.

Capital Outlay
 

Capital outlay costs refer to non-operative expense

of pupil transportation. In this study the term capital

outlay shall refer exclusively to a school bus as the cost

of bus garages, permanent garage installation, and other

like capital outlay items are not pertinent.

School Bus
 

A school bus is a motorized vehicle having a capacity

of twelve or more used to transport school children.



Public Liability
 

This is a type of school bus insurance which is com-

monly expected that all school districts will carry. It

is designed as protection against damage done to other

individuals as a result of school bus activities. The

United States Office of Education terms public liability

"for compensation to pupils (and perhaps to other persons)

who may be injured in school bus accidents."l

Property Damage
 

This is a generally accepted and approved type of bus

insurance designed for the reimbursement of anyone whose car

or other property is damaged by a school bus.

Sending District
 

Generally an elementary school district in Michigan

which elects not to provide educational facilities for its

resident high school students. Instead it purchases edu-

cational privileges through payment of tuition and trans-

portation to some other district which provides those

services.

Receiving District
 

Generally a high school district in Michigan which is

willing to educate non-resident pupils from sending dis-

tricts in the vicinity. Very often the high school district

 

1School Transportation Insurance, Pamphlet No. 101

(Washington, D. 0.: Federal Security Agency, Office of

Education, September, 1957), p. 1.

 



provides transportation services paid 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 in upkeep of school buses are lumped in this

category whether the costs originate in school district

owned garages or in private garages with contracted or

non-contracted mechanics.

School Mechanic
 

A school system is considered as using a school mech-

anic if it pays more than $2,000.00 annually to a mechanic

(No. 12 on the Annual Transportation Report), or if the

total amount spent on supplies for school garage plus

mechanic's salary exceeds that amount spent for labor and

supplies at private garages.

Metropolitan
 

This term refers to a school district located in

Macomb, Oakland, or Wayne County of Michigan. It makes no

difference how large the district, the fact of location in

one of these populous counties is the determining factor.

Non-Metropolitan
 

This term refers to a school district located in

Michigan as opposed to the three counties listed above as

Metropolitan. For the purpose of this study, any school



10

district in any of these seven counties, Allegan, Delta,

Gratiot, Kalkaska, Ottawa, Shiawassee, or Van Buren is

considered Non-Metropolitan.

Organization of Following Chapters
 

Chapter II pertains to a review of related literature.

The material covered includes the legal basis, scope, and

research findings for pupil transportation.

Chapter III is devoted to a national survey of pupil

transportation with emphasis on the opinions of the future

by state directors of pupil tranSportation.

Chapter IV deals with analysis of costs of pupil

transportation. The matter of combining cost items into

ten convenient categories is discussed along with the

testing of two hypotheses.

Tabulation and analysis of the four major cost factors

is considered in Chapter V.

Chapter VI concerns itself with the six minor cost

factors.

Chapter VII is 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 in the New World in the

seventeenth and eighteenth centuries provided a fertile area

for experimentation along lines of religious and political

freedom, so too did this region give rise to the develop—

ment of a system of education unique among all nations.

The emerging concept of universal, compulsory, free edu—

cational opportunities has necessitated the formation and

extension of many related activities to secure the accom-

plishment of this American scheme. Among these educational

corollaries is the program of pupil transportation at

public expense.

As the American ideal of education for all developed

slowly, gradually overcoming apathy and even resistance so

too did the proposal for transporting pupils 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 pupils at public

expense is 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." In

11
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that year Greenfield, Massachusetts, united three small

schools and began conveying pupils.1 The town of Quincy

issued a comprehensive report2 in 1874-1875 which is the

first officially recorded enumeration of advantages of

school consolidation with pupil transportation. The report

concluded with these ringing sentences:

The day of the small, ungraded, remote and isolated

schools in a town like Quincy has passed away. Only

absolute necessity can now justify it. Even if the

plan (pupil transportation) we recommend was as much

more costly as it is really less costly than the old

one (continuation of district school) we should not

hesitate to urge its acceptance as decidedly the

cheaper and better.

By 1880 two additional New England states, Vermont

and Maine, had given legal sanction for the use of public

money in transporting children to and from school.“

However, it was not in New England that pupil trans-

portation received its first widespread acceptance, but in

the states of the northern central region, notably Ohio.

There, the pioneer policy of "a schoolhouse within easy

walking distance of every child"5 began to lose support

 

1J. F. Abel, Consolidation of Schools and Transporta-

tion of Pupils, U. S. Bureau of Education, BulletinIHl

(waShIngton, D. 0.: 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. l40—l41.

 

 

3Ibid., p. 141.

z‘tAbel, op. cit., p. 10.

5Ibid., p. 9.
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and many communities were willing to enter into consoli—

dation and arrange for the conveyance of their children by

horse-drawn vehicle during the whole school year. Ohio's

first system of consolidation 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 in northeastern Ohio was so successful that

it prompted two superintendents to incorporate glowing

accounts of success in their annual reports. One of these,

Mr. J. R. Adams, Superintendent of Madison Township in Lake

County, was moved to enumerate thirteen Specific advantages

which had appeared under his personal observations:

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 pupils from two sub—

districts being each ninety-four per cent, the

highest in the township.

Pupils can be better classified and graded.

No wet feet or clothing, nor colds resulting

therefrom.

No quarreling, improper language, or improper

conduct on the way to and from school.

Pupils under the care of responsible persons from

the time they leave home in the morning until they

return at night.

8. Pupils can have the advantage of that interest,

enthusiasm, and confidence which large classes

always bring.

9. Pupils can have the advantage of better schoolrooms,

better heated, better ventilated and better supplied

with apparatus, etc.

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

N
O
N
U
T
J
I
'

 

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 tuition per pupil on the basis of total enroll-

ment has been reduced from $16 to $10.48; on the

basis of average daily 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 it 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 eight

grades, and with about as much time for each

recitation as is needed to properly assign the

next lesson.l

As evidence of the success of the Ohio movement, Rapeer

notes five points involving a study of the satisfaction to

school patrons of transportation to Ohio consolidated 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.

3. 95 per cent think their teachers show more interest

in their work.

4. 100 per cent practically agree that the social and

educational interests of the township consolidated

have greatly improved. '

5. 75 per cent of those who were formerly opposed to

consol%dation and transportation are now in favor

of it.

By no means were the favorable comments on pupil 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.

2Louis w. Rapeer, The Consolidated Rural School (New

York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1920), p. 217.
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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 build the consolidated

It would be impossible to persuade theschools.

eacher or two—teacherpupils to go back to the one-t

schools from whence they came.

In a doctoral dissertation submitted to the University

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 is 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 Virginia states:

INe have routes as long as 8 miles and as short as

2-1/2 miles. We have wagons on good roads and bad

Jroads, on level roads and mountain roads, on rocky

Jroads and sand roads, on Macadam roads and red clay

I?Oad8. We have transportation wagons of the latest

sand most modern type and we have ordinary farm wagons

f‘itted up for the new and precious freight.

Minneesotau and Vermont5 officials praise the conveyance of

Pupils in similar fashion. Texas ascribes successful and

econrxnrical transportation by horse and wagon conveyance to

improved roads and enlarged districts. In that state "six

 

llbid., p. 217.

E?

St §?ohn C. Hockenberry, "The Rural School in the United

ateES (unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of

Pennsylvania, 1906), p. 105.

3

Rapeer, op. cit., p. 215.

L;

jrbid.

E31bid. , p. 213.
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wagons carried 196 pupils at an average per capita cost of

94 cents per month."1

Legal Basis for Pupil Transportation

Since the Constitution of the United States of America

did not include education it is a generally accepted rule

that education is a responsibility of the state. The

tnxrious states in turn have created such school districts

313 seemed desirable to meet the needs of localities in that

tsiJne. The statutes of the individual states provide a

:frennework with which each of the various types of school

caistzricts might operate. The judiciary divisions of the

statues vary in their interpretation of the authority of the

schcu31.districts. Legal controversy may, therefore, arise

inzrergard to particular enterprise which school officials

underrtake to carry on as parts of the school program. Con-

Siderxable controversy of this kind has arisen in regard to

aUEhc>Irity to transport children to and from school.

C)ne recognized authority2 argues the preponderant

Waigflt: of court decisions hold that school officials are

“Qt authorized to provide for pupil transportation under

their’ égeneral powers to maintain schools but must rely on

SpeCiJfEic statutory grants for authority to provide

\

Texa ILEF- V3 White, E- E. DaViS, "Study of Rural Schools in

62 (SN, University of Texas Bulletin, Extension Series No.

90 tober 10, 19111), p. 52.

2
tan H. H. Punke, Law and Liability of Pupil Transpor-
___JEEE (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1943), p, 1,
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transportation. One Illinois 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 consolidation of districts, the court

said in effect that equal education opportunity is not

denied to small children who because of school consolidation

Inuust 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 implied powers are necessary

to carry into effect the express powers delegated

‘to them. To secure the right and opportunity of

eequal education does not require that the children

lbe hauled to school any more than it would require

tshat the directors should clothe them or furnish

nneals.

2 regarding pupil transpor—The celebrated Michigan case

tatic>r1 reiterated the theme that there must be specific

stattrtory grants for authority to provide transportation.

'While there is some evidence that a few schools did

proceed with plans for pupil transportation before express

Stattltmory approval there was not enough to indicate a wide-

spread movement in that direction. In spite of the glowing

repor”tms of success in isolated areas the early stages of

\

lIbid., p. 2.
—-——-—-——

MiChj. :ETOWnShip School District of Bates v. Elliott, 276

gan 575. 276 N. w. 744. ————-——
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pupil transportation (up to 1900) was singularly marked by

public apathy. Far from being ahead of statutory authori-

zation the people were willing to wait for legal sanction.

Stages in Development of Legality for

gupflgTransportation
 

There were three stages in the development of legal

appmpval of pupil transportation. The first phase was that

cxf permissiveness. The state gave permission to the local

ciijstricts to initiate taxes for the payment of conveying

pupils. The discovery of the need and the decision on

whether the community would pay for transportation of its

sckm>ol population were both made at the local level. The

secc>rni stage was that of permissiveness coupled with an

inceautive on the part of the state. This incentive was

Senearally in the nature of a payment of a stipulated sum of

money; which would be paid to the local district if the local

diStr’ict would meet specified state requirements. The third

Stage was mandatory. The state here required that the local

distreincts maintain transportation services under specified

Circllnistances. Often provision was to be made for students

“Vine beyond a certain minimum distance from school.

1Vot all of these stages developed at an equal pace

throu¥§110ut the United States. Some of them have not pro-

gressiici beyond the first stage. However, by 1900 eighteen

Of th“3 states had authorized permissive transportation, and

by 159149 all states had taken positive action in this
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direction. During the early years when legislation was

permissive, the cost of transportation was paid by local

1 The in-taxation and, in some instances, by pupil fees.

centive payment involved at least some state funds. The

most recent trend under mandatory legislation was to have

the state bear a portion of the cost. At the present time

only one state, North Carolina, bears the whole cost of

these services . 2

A survey of court cases involving pupil transportation

irniicates a direct relationship to the type of statutory

authorization. Under permissive legislation little court

action resulted. In fact, up to 1900 only five cases were

repcxrted in the entire country.3 There was an average of

less. than four per year from 1900 to 1920. The greatest

mmnxrit of litigation involving pupil transportation took

places in the decade of 1926-1936. One writer suggests that

this 'was a period of tremendous increase in pupil tranSpor-

tat1c>r1 and that the decrease in litigation since 1936 has

been. c>ccasioned by more complete statutes "authorizing the

eXPerIClitures of public funds for transportation of pupils."4

The Same writer anticipates that there will be increased

\

:LVickers, op. cit., p. 19.

Stat zaTimon Covert, Financing of Schools as a Function of

Bu e IDepartments of Education, U. S. Office 6? Education,

Offie in No. B (WasHington, D. 0.: Government Printing

Ce. 1941), p. 21.

 

‘3Punke, op. cit., p. 257.

Law a. hE.C. Bolmeier, "Legal Issues in Pupil Transportation,‘

--131§Contemporary Problems, Vol. 20 (Winter), 1955, p.45.

I
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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 increased tendency of courts

to override the established policy of governmental immunity

generally enjoyed by school districts is likely to increase

the number of court cases. He intimates that school bus

cirivers who do not pursue extraordinary care in driving are

lgikely to be very susceptible to court action in the future.

The confusion, degree of seriousness, and the anxiety

.fefilt by school officials regarding future court action can

‘be~.1essened by improving statutory provisions of the various

staises. Much of the litigation has been due to inadequacy

enui zambiguity of statutory provision along with the uncer-

tairitzy of the value of the cloak of governmental immunity.

A lanadable conclusion is embodied in the statement that "in

vieW' of the fact that pupil transportation constitutes such

an intportant, costly and hazardous public enterprise it

woulfii seem that the legislatures would do well to make a

thorc>nugh appraisal of their pupil transportation laws to

detelfiniine wherein improvements might be made."1

Scope of Pupil Transportation
 

IIt has already been noted that pupil transportation

at public expense is less than ninety years old. For the

first; llalf of the ninety years in spite of scattered accounts

—\

lBolmeier, op. cit., p. 58.
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of glowing success, very little was accomplished on a

nationwide scope. In fact the Rural Education Yearbook for

1253 which is devoted exclusively to pupil transportation

states flatly that "pupil transportation at public expense

was practically unheard of in most communities in the United

States in 1910."1 Figures for the compilation of national

totals were not available until the year 1919-1920. Some

a11thors question the reliability of figures prior to 1926

because of extreme uses of estimates since many states did

:nryt keep records.2 During the last half of the ninety year

peuriod the development of pupil transportation has been

pheriomenal. No state transportated less than ten per cent

of igts pupil population in 1953.3 Recent trends indicate

continued acceptance and increased participation in pupil

trans portation .

The growth of pupil transportation is usually measured

by a breakdown of the activity into six parts: (1) number

0f Scrliools using buses, (2) number of pupils carried daily,

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

(5) <2c>st, and (6) per cent of total school expenditures.

\

1Department of Rural Education, Pupil Transportation

fegr‘book 1953 (Washington, D. C.: Government PrInting Office,

3 p. 15.

Rural, EEJ. E. Butterworth and Howard A. Dawson, The Modern

—-~..~§ighggl (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Co., 1952), p.389.

‘3Vickers, 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 following page.

A 1957 circularl issued by the United States Office

of Education, indicates that the trend of the figures shown

in the above mentioned table is continuing. This report

shows the total number of pupils transported as 10,199,276,

the number of buses 141,842, and the expenditures of public

inunds (excluding capital outlay) as $356,349,783. This

vvcnlld indicate that during the six year period from 1950 to

l£95€fi the number of pupils transported has increased 32 per

cerit, the number of buses increased 36 per cent, while the

0081: has mushroomed 97 per cent. Growth is even more

striJcing when the 1926 figures are contrasted with the 1956

figfilzres. Over a thirty year span the number of pupils have

incrweased more than a thousand per cent, the number of buses

rmnwe than 330 per cent, and cost has outdistanced either of

UN? c>ther factors to the astounding rate of more than 1,370

per cent. When these figures are coupled with the indi-

catiCDrl that there is no reason for believing that there will

be arlsr slowing down of pupil transportation in the foresee—

able IRuture, it is easy to see why educational and financial

leadEBI‘s in.the United States are paying more attention to

this .ffiast growing youngster who is occupying a prominent

place, tin the educational spotlight. There appears to be

\

tic 1Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Statis—

E UR CH1 Pupil Transportation (Washington, D. C.: Office of

Ca ion. September, 1957f. p. 1.
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some concern lest he force out some other member of the

school family. The consensus is that he is here to stay;

our job is to live harmoniously with him and help him to

be a contributing member of the school society.

Factors Facilitating Pupil Transportation
 

A review of the literature does not reveal a concise

picture explaining why pupil transportation has developed

so rapidly 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 its stature than in

determining reasons for its 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 Kreitlow,1 and (8) recog-

nition of the need of transportation as an equalizing

factor.

The shift of pupil population was undoubtedly a great

factor in early pupil transportation. Many early reports

revealed that it was cheaper to transport and pay tuition

 

lBurton W. Kreitlow, Rural Education: Community Back-

grounds (New York: Harper and Brothers, 1954), pp.736—40.
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than it was to maintain a school even when the building was

already in existence. This could be true only when a small

number of pupils were present. With the nationwide increase

in population this factor has probably lost some of its

significance. However, it gave legitimacy to the movement

in its early development and is still in existence in 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 in 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 around the extraction of natural

resources such as lumbering or mining. As these resources

diminish in one area, attention is centered in a nearby

area. Rather than move some of the existing institutions,

such as stores, churches, and school buildings, company

officials found it easier to transport both adults and

pupils, thus encouraging the general movement for pupil

l
transportation.

Most writers2 agree that reorganization of school

 

1Burton H. Belknap, The Sghool Bus (Minneapolis: Edu—

cational Publishers, Inc., 1950), p. 4.

2

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

District, Department of Rural Educatiofi_(W§shington, D. C.:

National Educational Association of the United States,1948),

p. 24; J. F. Thaden, Equalizing Educational Opportunity

Through Community School Districts, Special BulIetin No.4lO,

(E. Lansing, Michigan: Michigan State University, January

1957), p. 5; R.S. Strolle, "A Study of School District Reor-

ganization in Michigan" (unpublished Ed.D.dissertation, Mich-

igan State College, 1955 , p. 71.
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districts is an imperative need now. There is 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 improvement 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 utilization of some form of

movement of pupils toward more educational opportunities

with pupil transportation as the result.

The improvement of roads and particularly the con-

struction of all weather roads removed one of the most

telling arguments of those who opposed pupil transportation.

This factor may assume larger proportions than is generally

ascribed to it 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 motorized bus were concomitant factors with the

construction of good roads. The era of horse drawn vehicles

limited the transportation of pupils. 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 miles.

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 in developing minimum standards for school buses.

These leaders ascribe the two greatest advances for an

organized system of pupil 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 relationship of compulsory attendance laws to the

boom in pupil 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 Education of Michigan State

University implies a direct relationship in the state of

Michigan between an increase in statutory allowance for

transportation, coupled with the insistence of continuing

beyond an eighth grade education, which resulted in increased

3
school enrollments. H. G. Good is more specific when he

states:

 

1Minimum Standards for School Buses, Recommendations

of National Conference on SOhodI’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 Brothers, 1957), p.251.

 

3Fred J. Vescolani, Buses and the Schools, Prof. Series

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.1

It is true that the states were not uniform either in the

adoption or stringency of the compulsory attendance laws

nor in the increase of pupil transportation but because they

were contemporary and mentioned by some authors they are

included as a probable facilitating factor in pupil trans-

portation.

If compulsory attendance laws were not elaborated on

by many writers 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 obtained. This lack of

inertia, the desire to encourage their children to obtain

a higher level of formal education than their immediate

ancestors possessed not only was a factor of considerable

importance in raising the educational level but often

fomented the growth of pupil transportation as the only

means of achieving that level.2 The term "educational

inertia" suggests a change in the values ascribed to edu-

cation and a readiness to accept something new because it

 

1H. G. Good, A History of American Education (New York:

The MacMillan Company,‘I956), p. 236.

 

2Kreitlow, op. cit., pp. 36-40.
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would benefit their children. Therefore, traditional objec-

tions to pupil transportation were gradually being overcome.

The upgrading of the changes in educational values as

exemplified by the term "educational inertia" brings up what

might be termed the most important factor which promotes pupil

transportation. As "educational inertia" involves an ever

increasing opportunity for boys and girls a corollary naturally

follows that pupil transportation is a necessity in equalizing

 

educational opportunities. The 1953 Yearbook of Rural Edu-
 

cation, which is devoted almost exclusively to pupil trans-

portation, presents its central thesis when it states:

Pupil transportation has one primary objective that

must always be kept in View; to give all children

and youth regardless of where they live an qual

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 children who live beyond a reasonable

walking distance from school. In its basic philosophy

and practical existence, school transportation is an

indispensable and integral part of our systems of

consolidated schools, which were dgveloped to serve

the educational needs of our time.

The importance of this philosophical factor favoring

pupil transporting by insistence of recognition of trans-

portation as an equalizing aspect of education started years

 

l"Pupil Transportation," Rural Education Yearbook,

1953 (Washington, D. C.: National Education Association,

1953). p. 39.

2D. P. Culp, An Administrators Handbook of School

Transportation, BulIetin 1950 ‘N7. 4 (Montgomery, Alabama:

Department ofTEducation, 1950), p. 1.
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ago and is still being re-echoed. As early as 1923 this

principle of equality of opportunity caused Abel to write:

It has long been a matter of common opinion that

the opportunities for education offered to rural

children, especially those living outside the towns

and villages, have been and are much inferior to

those offered city children. The truth of that

opinion is now fairly well proved.l

In l940,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 enjoyed

by children in urban areas."2 Sixteen years later Vescolani

summarized succinctly that "the prime purpose of transpor-

tation is to equalize educational opportunities. Transpor-

tation as a welfare service is indefensible."3

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. is even.considered.

 

1J. F. Abel, Consolidation of Schools and Transpor-

tation of Pupils, Bulletin No. 41 (Washington, D. C.:

Deparfment of Interior, 1923), p. 1.

 

 

2M. c. S. Noble, Jr., Pupil Transportation in the

United States (Scranton, Pennsylvania: International Text-

bodk Compafiy, 1940), p. 48.

 

 

3Vescolani, op. cit., p. l.
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We must get the pupils to the school before we can

begin to equalize the cost of their instruction.3L

Research Findings Regarding Pupil

Transportation Costs

 

 

While pupil transportation is a comparatively recent

innovation in educational circles, it has proved to be a

very costly venture. The large amounts of money spent on

this service and the prospect that this will be a continuing

financial drain has drawn the attention of school adminis-

trator and taxpayer alike. Our attention 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 auxiliary 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 this connection:

Transportation services must be provided as economically

as possible. It makes hardly any direct contribution

to education, its function being limited to getting

children to educational opportunities. . . . Although

transportation expense still represents a relatively

small part of total expenditures, it is growing in

importance and offers more opportunities for waste

than most services provided.

 

1P. E. Burrup, "Equalization Begins with Pu 11 Trans—

portation," The Nation's Schools, LIV (July, 1954 , p. 61.
 

2Arvid J. Burke, Financing Public Schools in the

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

528.

 

 



In spite of the recognition of need in terms of the

cost factors in pupil transportation the United States

Office of Education admits that it "does not have any

materials which are related to analyzing the factors of

transportation cost."1

Though it is lacking this specific information or

data, the Office of Education along with the National Edu-

cation Association and numerous independent researchers

have unearthed a wealth of general information 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."2 The conclusion expressed by Muerman

thirty-five years ago has been repeated many times and forms

a basic foundation for further study. Not all of this

investigator's findings have been found palatable. In view

of steadily rising costs, the chief among them being that

of driver's salary, Muerman recommended that teachers be

3
secured as drivers. This suggestion was favorably received

by school boards interested in 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 Pupils at Public

Expense, Rural School Leaflet‘No.‘2,‘U}ISi Office of Edu~

cation (Washington, D. C.: Government Printing Office,

1923). p. 3.

31bid.
“
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supported by the teaching profession. Individual teachers

might wish to add to their salaries by this means, but such

practices did not assist the teachers in their struggle

for increased pay. Later studies 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 illustration serves well as a reminder that the long-

term economy of operation of school transportation facilities

must concern itself with more than immediate costs.

While the idea of teacher-bus driver combination has

fallen into disrepute, recent researchers have come up with

another combination which has merit and has already achieved

recognition in several southern states. North and South

Carolina have achieved signal success in the employment of

selected, trained students as bus drivers. Their record is

equal to that of adult drivers.1 This gives promise of

being a fertile field as a method both of reducing the cost

of the admittedly expensive 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

 

lWallace N. Hyde, "When Students Drive the Buses," The

Nation's Schools, LIX, No. 3 (March, 1957), p. 55; Mass 7—7'

Transportation, March, 1957, p. 47; "Student Bus Driver,"

Tarheel WheeIS, XIV, No. 7 (July, 1957), p. 2.
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is: "The tendency seems to be strongly in favor of district-

owned conveyances."l The chief reasons offered for district

ownership had been economy of operation but Engum put forth

another argument for board-ownership, namely, pupil safety.

Using a list of thirty construction items as his yardstick,

he found the greatest percentage of deficiencies 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 conditions, private or

contracted conveyances are clearly at a disadvantage. If

the routing needs to be changed during the year or if more

special trips are required than were anticipated, no one

outside the schools needs to be consulted.3

While almost all researchers agree that school owner—

ship is superior to private ownership, at least oneLI attacks

 

lMuerman, op. cit., p. 4.

2M. C. S. Noble, "Pupil Transportation," Teachers

College Record, XLI (January, 1940), p. 357.

 

 

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

LIIbid., p. 393, Citing Farnham G. Pope, "The Cost and

the QuaIIty of School Bus Transportation in Certain District-

Owned and Contract Systems in the Central Schools of New

Yoik)State" (unpublished Ph. D. thesis, Cornell University,

19 9 .
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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 transportation as

is the case in the contract system. Even with this ques-

tion, Pope agreed that district-owned conveyances were

slightly superior. Hutchinsl and Roberts2 each found

evidence to support district-ownership, largely on account

of better service provided and at less cost. A likely

reason for the higher costs under private contract was

advanced by Roberts when he stated "contractors do not

actually bid on a cost plus profit basis but in terms of

MB

 

the maximum available allowance for transportation.

The size of the administrative unit has been found to

be equally important as public versus private-ownership as

a cost factor in pupil transportation. The large adminis-

trative units can gain the advantages accruing 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.
 

2R. W. Roberts, "Factors Affecting the Cost of Pupil

Transportation " Journal of Educational Research, XXIX

(January. 19365. p. 333.
 

3American Association of School Administrators,Schools

in Small Communities, Seventeenth Yearbook (Washington, D.C.:

American Association of School Administrators, 1939), p. 253.
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evaluate bids. In addition, the very important element of

greater administrative efficiency accompanying large scale

operations under the direction of one whose chief responsi-

bility is insuring the smooth functioning of the transpor-

tation program contributes to economy and public support of

this service. An example of this economy is provided by

McLure, who refers to a study made of New York State which

shows that 20 per cent of the cost of operation could be

saved by administering transportation of pupils through a

large intermediate administrative unit.1 The outstanding

transportation authority of the United States Office of

Education, Dr. Glenn E. Featherston,? has been just as

enthusiastically frank in his espousal of larger adminis-

trative units. He advocates an administrative unit 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 its own bus garage so

that an effective program of preventive maintenance can be

achieved.3

It is obvious that the larger the administrative unit

the greater the possibility of arranging routes in order to

 

1W. P. McLure, "School Finance in District Reorgani—

zation," Phi Delta Kappan, XXXII (March, 1951), p. 324.
 

2Marian Telford, "The Next Ten Years," The Nation's

Schools, LXII (August, 1958), p. 33.

 

3E. Glenn Featherston, "Transportation of Pu ils--A

Growing Problem," School Life, XXXI (January, 1949 , p. 4.
 



gain 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 pupil per year and per

1 Evans stated that the shorter the routepupil 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 little or no

control3 the size of the administrative unit can play an im-

portant role in determining the number of pupils to be trans-

ported in any one area. Routes can be arranged and buses

assigned to routes in such a way which tends to offset the

density or sparsity of pupil transportation which in 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 Leafletho. 29, United

States Bureau of Education (Washington, D. C.: Government

Printing Office, June, 1924), p. 5.

 

 

2W. G. Reeder and R. W. Holmstedt, "Financial Econ-

omics in Business Management of Schools," Review of Edu-

cational Research, II (April, 1932), p. 144.

 

 

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

transportation."1 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,3wh11e the state of

'Indiana goes so far as to make density a vital factor in

computing state allocations of funds to local districts

which transport pupils."

Another factor affecting transportation costs is the

seating capacity of the bus. In general, the larger the

vehicle, within practical limits, the less the cost per

pupil. This is 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 is significant that

the largest pupil 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.
 

21bid.

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

"N. E. Stapley, School Executive, November, 1955,p.56.
 

5Butterworth and Dawson, op. cit., p. 404.

6Editorial, "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 pupil transportation is the length

of the bus route. The unit cost of a fifty passenger

vehicle on a thirty mile route will not be twice that on a

fifteen mile route. This is 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 little, if any, different on the two routes; storage

will be no different; and insurance is likely to be little,

if any, different.2

Secondary cost factors listed by some authors are the

question of insurance, gasoline and oil purchases, standards

for bus drivers, and bus driver education are mentioned but

little is learned in terms of recommendations except that

further study be given them.3

Summary

This chapter traces the history of pupil transportation

from its beginning some ninety years ago to its present

impressive position in American public education.

The contributions of previous research in this area

of school administration may be summarized as follows:

 

1Los Angeles, California, used 387 buses seating 89

passengers each.

2Butterworth and Dawson, op. cit.

3Featherston, op. cit., p. 1; Rural Education Yearbook

19 3: Op-Cit : pp 2-6'27-
*
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certain factors influence transportation costs and chief

among these factors are the cost of the bus driver, the

size of the administrative unit, the number of pupils to be

transported, the method of vehicle ownership and operations,

the density 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

identified all costs or placed a relative value on these

costs. While there is a wealth of pertinent information

on the growing importance of pupil transportation, both

from the standpoint of scope and costs, the writer is con-

vinced that there are no studies 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 pupil transportation.



CHAPTER III

NATIONAL SURVEY OF PUPIL TRANSPORTATION

Introduction
 

Chapter III consists largely of an analysis of pupil

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 their pupil transportation

policies and practices the writer offered to assist in the

survey.

The questionnaire used in the survey was the result

of a combined effort on the part of many. Staff members

from Michigan State University gave freely of their time

with the final 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 in 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 nation

were represented. Of the eleven states failing to respond1

seven were east of the Mississippi River and five of those

were smaller eastern states in which pupil transportation

may not be so important.

The aim of Chapter III is to focus attention upon the

findings of the national 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 pupil transportation in Michigan were

selected. The complete questionnaire is included as

Appendix A.

Future of Pupil Transportation
 

The state leaders were asked in the final portion of

the instrument to give opinions as to the future of pupil

transportation. The general trend of that portion of the

survey indicated that rather than decreasing in importance,

pupil transportation is on the increase.

With two-thirds of the states reporting, Table 2

indicates clearly a belief that the number of pupils

 

1Colorado, Delaware, Georgia, Indiana, Maryland,

Massachusetts, Montana, New Hampshire, New Mexico, Rhode

Island, and South Dakota.
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TABLE 2

STATE DIRECTOR'S OPINION OF TRANSPORTATION

NEEDS FOR YEAR 1975

 

Estimate of Percentage Increase in Number

to be Transported

 

State Apfigt 10% 25% 40% Other

Decreased Same More More More (Specify)

 

Arkansas x

California x

Florida 80%

Idaho x(3% per yr.)

Illinois x

Iowa x

Kentucky x

Louisiana x

Maine x

Michigan 60-70%

Minnesota . 50%

Mississippi x

Missouri

Nebraska

Nevada

New Jersey x

New York

North Carolina x

North Dakota

Ohio

Oklahoma

Oregon

Pennsylvania

South Carolina x

Tennessee x

Texas

Utah x

Vermont

Washington

West Virginia

Wisconsin

Wyoming

>
4

>
<
>
<
>
<
>
<
>
<

>
<

>
<
>
<
>
<

>
<
>
<
>
<
>
<
>
<

TOTAL -- 1 1 I
'
\
)

14 2 3
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transported will increase markedly in 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 anticipated a 25 per cent raise. Two

states went even farther and predicted a 40 per cent increase.

Minnesota, Michigan, amd Florida were even more inflationary

in their predictions of 50, 60, 70, and 80 per cent increases,

respectively. An arithmetical computation indicates that

the average increase of the 32 states reporting is 23.2 per

cent, or well over one per cent per year.

Per Capita Cost of Transportation
 

While there is general consensus on the increase in

the number of pupils transported, this consensus is lacking

in the projected per capita cost of transportation. Table 3

indicates much division of opinion on this issue. Four

state directors feel the cost per pupil will decrease, five

believe it will remain about the same, twelve predict it

will increase 10 per cent, eight 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 is not indicated by four states, the 26 states who

believe the cost will either remain stationary 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

I  m =— m

Estimate of Percentage Increase in the Per

Capita Cost of Transportation

 

State About

the 10% 25% 40% Other

Decreased Same More More More (Specify)
 

Arkansas x

California--depends on inflation

Florida x

Idaho x

Illinois x

Iowa x

Kentucky x

Louisiana x

Maine x

Michigan x

Minnesota x

Mississippi 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

>
<
>
<
>
<
>
<

N
M

>
<
>
<

TOTAL 4 5 12 8 1
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Non-Public Pupil Transportation
 

Probably the most controversial portion of this 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." Missouri noted "none used now" in its response.

Texas checked the response entitled "about the same," but

made its stand clear by also adding‘"nonel" On the other

hand, Iowa anticipated a 25 per cent increase in the use of

public funds for non-public transportation. Illinois,

Louisiana, and North Carolina all anticipated a 10 per cent

increase in this practice. While the intensity 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

spite 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-Public Transportation
 

 

State About

the 10% 25% 40% Other

Decreased Same More More More (Specify)

Arkansas None

California x

Florida x

Idaho--non favorable

Illinois x

Iowa x

Kentucky x

Louisiana x

Maine x

Michigan x

Minnesota None

Mississippi x

Missouri None used now

Nebraska None

Nevada None

New York x

North Carolina x

North Dakota None

Ohio x

Oklahoma--not legal

Oregon x

Pennsylvania x

South Carolina x

Tennessee x

Texas None

Utah None

Vermont x

Washington x

West Virginia None

Wisconsin None

Wyoming None

TOTAL -- l5 3 l -- --
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TABLE 5

DIRECTOR'S OPINION OF TRANSPORTATION

NEEDS FOR YEAR 1975

 

State

Estimate of Percentage Increase in

Transportation Costs Financed by State Funds

About

10%the

Decreased Same More

 

Other4

0% (Specify)More

25%

More

 

Arkansas

California

Florida

Idaho

Illinois

Iowa

Kentucky

Louisiana

Maine

Michigan

Minnesota

Mississippi

Missouri

Nebraksa

Nevada

New Jersey

New York

North Carolina

Ohio

Oklahoma

Oregon

Pennsylvania

South Carolina

Tennessee

Texas

Utah

Vermont

Washington

West Virginia

Wisconsin

Wyoming

TOTAL

>
4
>
<
>
<

>
<
>
<
>
<

x 100%nearly

>
<

>
4
>
<
>
<
>
<
>
<
>
<

x more than 50%

x 90%

>
4
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being satisfied with the "status quo." Nineteen of the 31

states reporting indicated a belief that the future would

hold about the same degree of state participation in school

transportation costs. It should be kept in mind that this

does not indicate that all states would be paying on the

same basis but rather that the individual states would be

continuing the same practice as is currently being carried

on. For example, the state of Nebraska, which is currently

paying 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 is no proposed plan for federal

support, it would naturally be assumed that the local dis-

tricts would bear an increasing share of the burden. This

is more evident in the light of the information contained

in Table 2 in which all three states show an increased

number to be transported. However, both Michigan and Ohio

predict a lower per capita cost in Table 3 while New Jersey

expects a per capita cost increase of about 10 per cent.

Certainly in the case of New Jersey and probably in the

case of Michigan and Ohio, the local school districts would

be expected to contribute more for pupil transportation.

While 19 states expect the percentage of state con—

tributions to remain 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 increases.

Nevada and Oklahoma predict that the state contributions

will 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 Yerk anticipates the state would

practically take over the financial aspects of pupil trans-

portation, while West Virginia indicates a strong trend in

that direction. The nine states advocating 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 in three cases actually to decrease.

Size of Administrative Units
 

There was more uniformity of state opinion regarding

the size of administrative units in the future. No state

expected the units to be smaller. Twelve expected them to

remain about the same while 20 expected increases ranging

from 10 to 100 per cent. New York expected the units to be

twice as large, while Iowa and Wyoming Specified 50 and 70

per cent, respectively. The 20 states anticipating increases

in the size of administrative units averaged 30.7 per cent.

Presumably many of the districts which reported no projected

increase in size of administrative unit are already reorgan-

ized into larger units. 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

NEEDS FOR YEAR 1975

 

 

EStimate of Percentage Increase in Size of

Administrative Units

 

State About

the

Decreased Same

10%

More

40%

More

25%

More

Other

(Specify)

 

Arkansas

California

Florida

Idaho

Illinois

Iowa

Kentucky

Louisiana

Maine

Michigan

Minnesota

Mississippi

Missouri

Nebraska

Nevada

New Jersey

New York

North Carolina

North Dakota

Ohio

Oklahoma

Oregon

Pennsylvania

South Carolina

Tennessee

Texas

Utah

Vermont

Washington

West Virginia

Wisconsin

Wyoming

TOTAL --

X

X

X

>
<
>
<

12

Larger

x 50%

x 100%

x 70%

 



52

Degree of State Regulation
 

There was general satisfaction in the degree of state

regulation of pupil transportation in that approximately

two—thirds of the states expected no change in the future.

Table 7 showed no state expected any decrease in the degree

of state regulation. Seven states expected a modest increase

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. Wyoming specified only

"more" in the column beyond 40 per cent but did not report

any specific amount. The implication is that the degree of

state regulation will increase as pupil transportation

increases but the vast majority feels that it will tend to

remain as it is now.

Percentage of District-Owned Buses
 

Table 8 deals with the interesting question of the

percentage of school district-owned buses. In general, the

various states transportation leaders‘ viewpoints coincide

with the view expressed in Chapter II advocating school

district-owned buses. Twenty-one of the 32 states favor

outright ownership of the vehicles by percentages ranging

from 10 to 100 per cent. The average percentage of increase

is almost 20 per cent. The three states anticipating the

greatest increase in 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 in Degree

of State Regulation
 

 

State About

the 10% 25% 40% Other

Decreased Same More More More (Specify)

Arkansas x

California x

Florida x

Idaho x

Illinois x

Iowa x

Kentucky x

Louisiana x

Maine x

Michigan x

Minnesota x 50%

Mississippi x

Missouri 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 Virginia x

Wisconsin x

Wyoming x more

TOTAL -- 21 7 -- 2 2
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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

 

SiAbout

the 10% 25% 40% Other

State Decreased Same More More More (Specify)
 

Arkansas x

California x

Florida x

Idaho x

Illinois x

Iowa x

Kentucky x

Louisiana x

Maine x

Michigan x 4%

Minnesota x

Mississippi X‘

Missouri x

Nebraska x

Nevada x

New Jersey x

New York x 75-80%

North Carolina x

North Dakota x

Ohio x

Oklahoma x 100% apprx.

Oregon x

Pennsylvania

South Carolina

Tennessee x

Texas x

Utah x

vermont x more than 50%

Washington x

West Virginia x

Wisconsin x

Wyoming x

>
<
I
>
<

TOTAL 2 9 9 7 2 3
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a 40 per cent increase. Sixteen other states predict either

10 or 25 per cent more school owned vehicles. On the other

hand, Illinois and Louisiana expect a decrease in the per-

centage of district—owned vehicles.

Financial Future of Pupil Transportation
 

The most important question concerning the future of

pupil 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 transportation will be taking a larger slice of the

educational melon. Although two states, Michigan and Miss-

issippi, anticipate a decrease, 30 states believe it will

either remain the same or increase. The average increase

expected by the 30 states is 7.8 per cent increase in the

percentage of the total budget ascribed to transportation.

In view of the generally accepted figure of four to five

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 is 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 is devoted to pupil

transportation. This latter View conceivably 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% 40% Other

State Decreased Same More More More (Specify)

 

Arkansas x

California x

Florida x

Idaho x

Illinois x

Iowa x 5%

Kentucky x

Louisiana x

Maine x

Michigan x

Minnesota x

Mississippi x

Missouri x

Nebraska x

Nevada x

New Jersey x

New York x

North Carolina x

North Dakota x

Ohio

Oklahoma

Oregon

Pennsylvania x

South Carolina x

Tennessee

Texas

Utah

Vermont

Washington

West Virginia

Wisconsin

Wyoming

>
<
>
<
>
<

M
N
)
“
.

>
<
I
>
<
>
<
>
<
>
<

TOTAL 2 12 l

w I
:

I I

|_
..

a
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10 per cent of the total budget might well be allocated to

pupil transportation. It is clear that in general there is

expectation that there will be an increase in that portion

of the school budget devoted to transportation.

Larger Administrative Units
 

Contemporary with the actual and projected increase

in costs of pupil transportation is the reorganization of

school districts into larger administrative units. The

current opinion seems to be that the school districts are

too many and too small.1 As the school districts through—

out our nation become larger and less numerous, there has

been conjecture as to the effect this 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 in states

with smaller numbers of districts there is greater partici-

pation in pupil 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-Chairmen, Your

School District, Department of Rural Education, National

Educational Association of the United States (Washington, D.

C.: National Education Association, 1948), p. 15.

 

21bid., 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

State School Districts

Number of Districts Per

Transporting Cent

 

States With More than 500 School Districts

 

 

 

Nebraska 4694 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 l7 17 100.0

Utah 40 40 100.0

West Virginia 55 55 100.0

Florida 67 67 100.0

Louisiana 67 66 98.5

South Carolina 104 103 99.3

Alabama 112 76 67.8

Maine 115 115 100.0

Virginia 128 105 82.0

Mississippi 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 205 285 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 neither listed the number of

transporting districts.
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with the largest number of districts had 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 district states was 59.7 per cent

participation in pupil transportation, while the small dis-

trict states averaged 87.4 per cent or more than 27 per

cent greater participation. If the trend for fewer and

larger school districts continues with a resulting demand

for more pupil transportation, then the result exemplified

by Table 9 indicating 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 anticipated increases in scope and in

cost of pupil transportation, what aspects of the national

survey of pupil transportation showed promise either 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 categorieszl

1. Group purchasing

a. Operational supplies

b. Capital outlay supplies

2. School transportation liability

3. Preventive maintenance

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

5. Bus driver education

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 is not widely used.

It is not used at all on a regional basis and in only seven

states on a county basis. On a statewide basis ten states

secure bus tires through this technique. Of 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 Basis Regional Basis County Basis

 

 

Item Yes No Yes No Yes No

Gasoline 6 24 - 23 7 21

Tires 10 21 - 23 4 20

Repair Parts 4 25 - 24 6 20

Oil 5 24 - 24 6 21

Others 3 16 - 18 2 l5

batteries 2

chains 1
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It is noteworthy that 15 of the 37 states indicate

participation in some form of group purchasing. When these

same 15 were asked if they expected to continue 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, Question 24 inquires of

those who do not currently participate in group purchasing,

how many would favor an organization which would permit

group purchasing on a statewide, regional, or county basis.

H H

"yes” answers and nine no answersThe respondents had four

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 in 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.--Tab1e 12 portrays
 

the reactions of 36 states to three schemes of Joint or

group purchasing. It is noticeable that a wide majority do

not participate in any form of group or Joint purchasing.

There is no evidence of any group purchasing on a regional

basis and only five states have countywide purchasing. Eight

states participate in statewide purchasing. 0f the 13 states

who indulge in this practice, all except two are southern

states. Interestingly enough, the two northern states
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(Nevada and New York) who currently participate in group

purchasing, do not favor the continuance of that program.

Virginia likewise, prefers to cease the practice of county-

wide purchasing, but would like to participate in statewide

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 gained 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 do so. This

aspect of pupil transportation costs should be studied

further as a method of cutting transportation costs without

any apparent lessening of the quality of transportation.

School Transportation Liability
 

Five questions in the questionnaire dealt with some

phase of transportation liability. Replies to the first

reveals that the laws of nine states1 place liability on

school districts for injury to pupils riding on school buses.

'

In reporting "no,' 24 states are relying on traditional

governmental immunity. The second question indicates the

trend in court decisions maintains governmental immunity by

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

 

1California, Connecticut, Florida, Idaho, Kentucky,

New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Washington, and Wisconsin.
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favored trend in court decisions when only three states

could report actual instances of law suits being instituted

in the courts on behalf of pupils injured while being trans-

ported to and from school since 1950. Wisconsin reported

two cases, Ohio two or three, and Kentucky "estimated" 25.

The fourth question probed deeper into the problem to see

how many of these suits were successful. Both Wisconsin

and Ohio reported that no cases were successful, while

Kentucky estimated that 50 per cent were successful.

The last question in this series attempted to deter-

mine against whom the judgment was issued in successful

suits of the previous question. Kentucky reported that

insurance companies paid the judgment in the few cases suc-

cessfully instituted.

The results of this section of the survey indicated

that in spite of rumors of inflationary favoritism for

plaintiffs in court action, the actual practice revealed,

at least in the case of pupil transportation, traditional

immunity of governmental agencies is still supreme. The

freedom of school districts from lawsuits is further pointed

up by a recent comment in a book designed as a law guide

for school superintendents which states: "lawsuits

appear to be decreasing."l

¥_

1Robert L. Drury (ed.), Law and the School Superin-

tendent (Cincinnati, Ohio: w. R. Armlerson Co., 19587, p.

2517‘”‘
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Preventive Maintenance
 

There was general approbation for preventive mainten-

ance as the backbone of the school transportation systems.

Some state suggestions 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.

Essie

1. Daily checkup by driver.

2. Periodic checkup by mechanic.

Washington
 

1. Better record keeping.

2. Preventive maintenance conferences.

3. More extensive training of mechanics and

supervisors.

Illinois

1. Additional supervisory assistance from state

level.

Missouri

1. District ownership

2. Full time service personnel of garages and

mechanical facilities.

Florida

1. Intensive training of mechanics.

2. Training of drivers in the inspection of buses.

3. Analysis of bus specifications.
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Minnesota
 

1. Regular inspection by full time mechanic.

2. Cooperative and wholesale purchasing.

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 grouping of buses.

2. Central shop.

Oregon

1. Proper training of bus drivers.

2. Better shops and maintenance equipment.

Wisconsin
 

l. Frequent inspection with follow through.

Recommended State Practices Resulting in Lower

Cost or Improved Quality of Transportation

 

 

As the State Directors were specific on the question

of preventive maintenance, they were likewise specific on

the question 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 duplicated but in general they divided
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t;11£3mselves into five categories. After deleting dupli—

craaisions on closely related factors the following responses

were made :

Drivers

1. Carefully selected, adequately trained, and

properly supervised student drivers.

2. Adequate driver training and supervision.

Maintenance
 

1. Improved maintenance.

2. Detailed 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 scheduling.
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3. Staggered school opening and closing (to enable

betterutilization of buses).

4. Some one person assigned transportation respon-

sibility.

5. Specific policies adopted by board for operating

buses.

6. Multiple trips.

7. Transport only eligible children to and from

school.

8. Eliminate extra—curricular use of buses.

9. Statewide visitation by transportation supervisor.

Bus Driver Education

State pupil transportation directors were very enthus-

lastie about the potential values of bus driver education.

Twerlty-three states reported there is a statewide program

Of. 1Dus driver education in their state, while 13 replied in

tkua negative. All 36 states favored an expanded program of

sclixool bus driver education. Twenty-five indicated their

S1381te had established a school bus driver program. One

Pegspondent qualified his answer by stating that it was for

the newer drivers only, one mentioned the program was

“1dimited," and one specified "not extensive."

Table 13 indicates the State Department of Public

Instruction (or the Department of Education, as it is called

1r1 several states) is the prime instigator of this service

alfithough the Highway Department, Highway Patrol, Safety

DiVision, and Department of Motor Vehicles are also men-

tifldned in this connection. The respondents are very
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«Upricertain about who assumes the cost of this service. One

specifically mentioned that it is "free." Only eight states

£11763 able to report a specific figure. These figures vary

:Fzécnrlvermont's low of $100.00 to Michigan's high of $120,000.

Nticrruigan is also able to specify that the state pays 92.5

ENEI? cent of the cost with the remainder assumed locally.

TYRE ‘total amounts listed alphabetically by states are as

follows:

Arkansas . . . . . . . . $ 1,000.00

Florida . . . . . . . . 10,000.00

Michigan . . . . . . . . 120,000.00

Mississippi . . . . . . . 17,464.00

Tennessee. . . . . . . . 10,000.00

Vermont . . . . . . . . 100.00

Washington . . . . .c . . 7,385.00

Wisconsin. . . . . . . . 1,500.00

Twelve of the states show that 100 per cent of the

COESt: is raised on the state level, while one shows 92.5

‘xaI‘ cent, and another 10 per Cent. Kentucky shows that

dr‘iJver education is a part of the total foundation program.

Women were reported as being employed for school bus

(irVivers in every state except one. Students were employed

it; 20 of the states and rejected by 15 others. There was

ccInsiderable difference of opinion as to the most successful

Sc3hool bus drivers. Twelve stated there was no difference

beatween men and women; six stated men, women, and students

383 being equally successful; four listed students were

SLIIEDerior. Only two listed men as being best with one state

sDecifying that men and students were equally good. Eleven

Stuites reported either that students were superior or were

eClually good as any other classification of driver.
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Women appear to be singularly favored in the question

of which group has proved to be least successful. Only one

state listed women alone as being the least successful,

while five states pointed the finger at men as being least

successful and four singled out students with the disfavor.

While 15 states do not permit the use of students, the fact

that 20 of them do and 11 of the 20 rate the student as

being higher or as high as any other group, was indicative

or further study on the use of student driver.

Many states are suggesting a differential in both the

lower and upper age limits for school bus drivers. This

var‘-’La.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

  

  

 

 

 

\W : .:

Men Women

\

A Number of Number of

\\g‘e Group Responses Age Group Responses

16 - 65 3 16 - 65 2

18 - 5O 1 18 - 5O 1

18 - 65 3 18 - 60 1

18 with conditions 2 18 with conditions 3

20 — 60 1 2O - 50 1

21 - 6O 3 21 on 11

21 on 4 21 - 6O 5

21 - 65 3

25 - 50 3

25 - 60 1

25 - 62 2

25 - 65 1

\
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There was some indication of a desire for making an

upper limit mandatory. No one recommended going over age

65 and several mentioned "physical conditions,‘ while one

(Vermont) specified examinations (physical).

Summary

State director's of transportation were asked to give

their opinion of the future of certain aspects of transpor-

tation in their state. The following is a summary of the

report from the 37 states:

1. There will be a marked increase in the number of

pupils to be transported in the next 10 to 20 yeans.

2. There was general consensus that the per capita

cost of pupil transportation would increase, but there was

less agreement on this question than on the previous question

dealing with the number of pupils to be transported. Four

states predicted the cost per pupil would decrease, while

26 states reported an average increase of 13.8 per cent

over the present per capita 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 uncertain as to how much money was being 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 aid for pupil 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 admin-

istrative units would be larger. No state expected the size

of school districts to decrease and the average of the 32

states responding indicated 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 pupil transportation.

Most states expressed satisfaction with present conditions

in this respect.

7. Favorable action toward the operation of school

district-owned buses as opposed to leasing privately-owned

vehicles was expressed by a majority of the state transpor-

tation leaders.

8. An increase in the percentage of the educational

budget devoted to pupil transportation appears a certainty

with 30 of 32 states anticipating a 7.8 per cent increase

in the percentage of the total budget ascribed to transpor-

tation.

9. As the number of school administrative units

decrease within a state, there was a corresponding increase

in the need for pupil transportation.

10. There were five areas which showed promise either

toward cost savings or improved quality 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 liability.

Preventive maintenance of school buses.

Recommended state practices re31lting in lower

costs or improved quality of transportation.

Bus driver education.



CHAPTER IV

ANALYSIS OF PUPIL TRANSPORTATION IN MICHIGAN

Introduction
 

Since 1917 the state of Michigan has been contri-

buting funds to local school districts which met specified

standards in transporting school children. With the amount

of state support increasing practically every year, it is

only natural that districts be required to demonstrate that

they are maintaining satisfactory transportation practices

by filing an Annual Transportation Report. This report is

made in triplicate with one copy retained by the trans-

porting unit, one kept in the Office of the County Super-

intendent of Schools, and the third going to the state

office in Lansing.

Considering the complex nature of pupil transportation

and the commonly conceived image of the multiplicity of

answers required by bureaucratically developed forms, the

Transportation report is unusually simple.1 It consists of

four pages containing five sections. The first page is

descriptive, listing the year, the type of school organi-

zation, and pertinent information regarding school admin-

istrative personnel.

 

1Appendix B.
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Section A (page 2), deals with the cost factors of

transportation, while Section B (page 3), is restricted to

information regarding buses themselves. Section C (page 3),

is concerned with the operation of buses in terms of location

of pupils, and distances traveled. The last page contains

Section D, a record of non-resident pupils transported and

Section E, which is a report of equipment sold.

Section A contains the essential requirements for

this study. The report lists seventeen cost items in pupil

transportation. These items are as follows:1 drivers' salaries,

gasoline, tires, school garage repair parts, private garage

repair parts, private garage labor, depreciation of bus,

interest costs, insurance, mechanics' salaries, supervisors'

salary, clerical salary, oil and lubrication, storage of buses,

school garage operation, garage equipment and repairs, and

bus driver training.

The seventeen cost factors are combined into ten for

east in handling. The more logical figure of ten is

obtained in part by uniting seven divisions which deal with

the maintaining of school buses. All these items consist

of either 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 achieving maintenance of school buses.

The item of supervisor's salary and clerical salary are

 

1A person may easily 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 administering the transpor-

tation program. Through an early legal interpretation neither

the superintendent nor the principal can have a portion of his

salary ascribed to bus supervision, at lease as far as any

reimbursement from state funds is concerned. In terms of

numerical listing by the state report the ten cost factors

appear as follows:

driver's salary

gasoline

tires

total maintenance

depreciation

interest

insurance

administration

\
O
C
D
N
m
U
l
-
C
I
U
U
M
I
-
J

oil and lubrication

1.
..

:

0 bus driver training

Their importance in terms of actual cash expenditures will

be determined later in this chapter.

Analysis of Data
 

It was evident at the outset that it would be too

difficult to analyze and tabulate the cost data of all 893

transporting school districts in Michigan's 83 counties.

The aid of the sociology department of Michigan State Univer-

sity 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, Shiawas-

see, Van Buren, and Waynel) were chosen as representative

of the economic areas of Michigan.2 The annual reports of

all transporting schools located in the ten counties were

examined in detail. The facilities of the Department of

Public Instruction were made available and every courtesy

extended the writer during the study.

The 147 schools operating pupil transportation facili—

ties within the ten selected counties vary markedly in the

scope of their services. Twenty-six of the schools use one

bus only, while seventeen maintain 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 eight.

With information on cost data from 147 schools operating

from one to 38 buses, the next problem was how to organize

the data.

 

1These ten counties were selected by Dr. Beagle as not

only representing the established economic areas of Michigan

but also as typical of the future trend of the state insofar

as pupil transportation was concerned.

2J. Allen Beegle and Donald Halsted, Michigan's

Changing Population, Special Bulletin 415 (East Lansing,

Michigan: Michigan State University, June, 1957), p. 36.
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The logical first step was to test the hypothesis "As

the size 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 efficiency in pupil trans-

portation.

Tabulations and analyses were made on the basis of

the number of buses operated, the number of schools oper-

ating them, the distance 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 pupils transported per bus

would increase as the units were used more effectively.

Information in Table 15 indicates the results were not

as anticipated by Mr. Featherston's article. There was no

indication of decreased costs as the number of buses increased.

If anything, the costs tended to increase. As the size of

the bus fleets exceeded 11 buses only four groups had average

bus costs of less than $3000.00. On the other hand, not one

of the smaller sized groups exceeded $4000.00, while four of

the larger groups exceeded this figure. The mileage results

fluctuated so much that no trend was apparent either from

the standpoint of school miles or extra miles.

The most surprising factor was the number of students

_traveling in each bus. If the capacity of the largest

 

lE. Glenn Featherston, "Transportation of Pu i1s--A

Growing Problem," School Life, XXXI (January, 1949 , p. 5.
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TABLE 15

RELATIONSHIP OF SIZE OF SCHOOL BUS FLEET TO MILES

TRAVELED, STUDENTS CARRIED, AND COST PER BUS

IN TEN SELECTED MICHIGAN COUNTIES

(1956-1957)

 

 

Number Number

of of School Extra1 Students Cost Per

Buses Schools Miles Miles Per Bus Bus

1 26 10,626.0 67.3 75.7 $3092.21

2 17 12,837.0 636.4 96.0 3033.25

3 11 9,757.0 137.2 133.7 2905.71

4 11 10,396.9 364.7 107.6 3580.84

5 9 9,226.2 864.9 86.8 3089.58

6 9 9,406.5 617.5 88.5 2929.05

7 12 9,775.1 561.8 76.9 3096.45

8 12 9,288.1 562.1 80.2 2933.42

9 3 8,492.0 584.1 107.6 3172.21

10 3 5,246.4 304.1 93.5 2726.43

11 1 5,538.6 766.3 53.3 2236.29

12 1 9,611.7 733.4 88.4 6938.91

13 1 8,604.0 396.3 73.3 2880.49

14 6 10,382.9 488.0 124.3 3859.68

15 4 7,724.6 466.9 64.9 2771.34

16 4 7,142.4 427.5 104.9 2915.78

17 2 8,353.0 337.4 107.1 2778.63

18 1 9,914.8 219.2 112.3 3752.79

20 2 9,324.5 395.9 148.5 3921.26

22 1 9,715.1 269.3 137.6 3878.19

23 1 10,433.0 329.0 119.9 3476.24

24 2 10,255.0 427.7 116.2 3301.84

25 1 11,357.4 954.2 245.8 4738.16

27 1 8,406.6 421.3 133.5 3521.96

28 1 15,303.5 154.7 224.7 5015.91

29 1 12,220.0 125.3 77.6 951.28

30 2 11,177.7 4 9.3 172.9 279.77

33 1 7,182.2 155.0 100.9 3666.38

38 1 9,461.8 282.4 129.3 3761.15

 

1Extra miles refers to any trips, excursions, or ex-

tended use of buses beyond the actual transportation of

pupils from home to school and back home again.
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commonly sold bus (60) were accepted as the normal, then

every group except the 11 and 15 bus category were grossly

overloaded! The extremely high number of students per bus

was more pronounced in the larger bus fleet list. The

schools which operated 25 and 28 buses averaged more than

200 pupils per bus. An examination of the 1956-1957 summary

for the state of Michigan as a whole revealed that a total

of 411,608 students were transported by 5,745 buses. This

resulted in an average of 71.8 students per bus which would

still be overloading and again only the 11 and 15 bus group

revealed themselves as being below the state average. All

the other groups were above and many of them strikingly

above. This unexpected development needed considerable

explanation which was not available at the time. However,

this strange mystery will be unraveled later in this chapter.

Relative Value of Cost Factors

After failing to establish that an increase in the num-

ber of buses in a transportation system resulted in significant

reduction in cost per bus, attention was turned to the relative

importance of the ten cost factors of all the 147 schools in

the ten counties without regard to the size or location of

the school district or the number of buses operated.

Figure 1 graphically shows there are four "major" and

six "minor" cost factors in the ten selected counties.

More than 90 per cent of the total cost was absorbed by

the "major" factors, listed as follows:
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Drivers' Salaries

 

  
 

 
 

 

44 . 69% 10*

x,3

N7

1 7:7“6
‘ V 4% 5

Depreciation a
.9 Q

20. 29 8'o
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/

/
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*Numerical tabulation of the six "Minor" Cost Factors

5 -- Administration 4.45%

6 —- Insurance 1.91%

7 -- Tires 1.31%

8 —- Interest .85%

9 -- Oil 80%

10 -- Driver Education :44%

Figure 1. Comparison of the Four "Major" Cost Factors

With the Six "Minor" Cost Factors in Ten Selected

Counties of Michigan, 195641957.
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1. Drivers' salaries. . . . . 44.69%

2. Depreciation . . . . . . . 20.50%

3. Total Maintenance. . . . . 15.89%

4. Gasoline . . . . . . . . . 9.23%

TOTAL. . . . . . . . . . . 90.31%

It was interesting to note that four-fifths of the

total was swallowed up by the first three factors. On the

other hand, less than four per cent was absorbed by the four

smallest of the minor cost factors. Not one of the six

assume even five per cent of the total as evidenced by the

following numerical tabulation of the six minor cost factors:

5. Administration . . . 4.45%

6. Insurance. . . . . .1. . 1.91%

7. Tires. 1.31%

8. Interest . . .85%

9. 011. . . . . . . . . .80%

10. Driver education . .44%

TOTAL. . . . . . . . . . . 9.76%

After determining the classification of "major" and

"minor" cost factors and noting the extreme range of 44.69

per cent for salaries to less than one-half of one per cent

for driver education, the next task was to see how the

various counties fitted into the over-all pattern.

The ten cost factors were arranged in order of impor~

tance and then the total and percentages of the counties

were listed individually. The results, as shown in Table 16

were not wholly that which might have been expected. Only

one county (Wayne) followed the over-all pattern in exact

numerical order. Generally, however, all counties followed
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a common pattern. In all cases the first two, salary and

depreciation, were constant in their rank. Bus driver

education ranked last in every county, and a total of less

than one per cent was spent on this service in all counties.

It is striking to note that with only three exceptions, all

minor cost factors consumejless than five per cent of the

costs of transportation. The exceptions were in Oakland and

Wayne Counties where the administration figure was slightly

over five per cent and in Kalkaska County where, for some

unexplicable reason, the tire sales zoomed to six per cent

of the total costs. Kalkaska County was also unique in

that none of the costs of transportation were ascribed to

administration.

More than 90 per cent of the over-all costs were con-

tained in the first four or "major" cost factors. In none

of the counties does the figure of the top four dip to less

than 87 per cent. It would seem logical that any attempt

to effect a material reduction in transportation costs

should concentrate on the "major" cost factors of drivers'

salaries, depreciation, total maintenance, and gasoline. A

further analysis of the "major" and "minor" cost factors

will be found in Chapters V and VI, respectively.

While the ten selected counties in general follow

an established pattern, there were sufficient variations

to occasion closer scrutiny. For example, the most costly

figure varied from a low of 35.8 per cent in Allegan County

to a high of 50 per cent in Wayne County. Wayne County,
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high in salary was low in depreciation with 16 per cent.

The depreciation factor finds its zenith in Gratiot County

with almost 29 per cent. The total maintenance item was

highest in Allegan County with 20 per cent ranging to a

low of 11.36 per cent in Delta County. Wayne County was

low in gasoline with 7 per cent while Kalkaska County

managed to spend almost 14-1/2 per cent on bus fuel. It is

obvious that if for sOme reason a county should find it nec-

essary to spend an unusually large amount for one factor

thus causing the percentage of that factor to rise, then

the percentage spent for other factors must, of necessity,

fall. Although establishing a bond of uniformity in the

order of the expenditures for the ten selected counties the

variations were sufficient to motivate further investigating

seeking causes for the variations.

An attempt was made to show cost variations by in—

jecting the added features of mileage and number transported

(see Table 17). The inclusion of these two salient aspects

of transportation provided three new county level statistics,

namely: cost per person, cost per mile, and mileage per

student transported. Even though the counties were arranged

alphabetically, a compartmentalizing effect was noticed in

that three counties were segregated from the others. These

three counties were Macomb, Oakland, and Wayne. These

counties, located adjacent to each other, represent the

most populous area of our state. The similarity of the

statistics was pointed up by their being the three lowest
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TABLE 17

1956-1957 DISTRIBUTION OF COST FACTORS FOR PUPIL

TRANSPORTATION IN TEN SELECTED COUNTIES,

PLUS MILEAGE AND NUMBER TRANSPORTED

 

 

Gratiot

 

Item Over—A11 Allegan Delta

Salary $1,746,574.37 $ 77.462.47 $ 63,779.76 $ 49,592.04

% 44.69 35.832 44.132 36.591

Deprec. 802,007.16 52 166.35 33,044.42 32,305.25

20.2“ 24.13 23.103 28.836

Maint. 621,147.25 44,056.95 16,109.17 25,671.40

% 15.89 20.379 11.273 18.941

Gasoline 360,622.92 24,577.62 17,184.97 17,037.60

% 9.227 11.369 12.025 12.571

Adminis. 170,163.75 3,109.90 1,714.59 2,200.00

4.354 1.438 _ 1.119 1.623

Insurance 74,689.31 4,969.85 3,409.63 2,970.11

1.911 2.298 2.384 2.191

Tires 51,230.33 3,580.47 2,944.11 2,764.75

1.3109 1.656 2.06 2.039

Interest 33,229.06 2,733.93 1,913.12 1,204.09

.8502 1.264 1.338 .888

Oil 31,129.83 2,029.74 1,976.88 1,457.65

% .7965 .9389 1 383 1.075

Driver Edu. 17,222.21 1,943.24 824.48 327.60

.4406 .6907 .5679 .241

TOTAL

Number

transp.

Cost per

person

Cost per

mile

Miles per

student

$3,908,016.19

120,891

$ 32.32

.357

90.24

$216,180.52

4618

46.81

.312

150.23

2948

48.45

.245

195.92

$142,901.12 $135,530.49

2428

55.82

.279

206.01
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TABLE l7--Continued
 

 

-

—_V

 

Item Kalkaska Macomb Oakland Gratiot

Salary $12,019.86 $249,915. 65 $ 588, 427.17 $ 64,190.72

37.96 2834 46.002 40.851

Deprec. 6,883.17 130,356.65 251,324.56 7847.50

5 21.738 22.342 19.648 H4. 086

Maint. 4,741.28 87,306.39 209,711.73 19,081.51

% 14.973 14.963 16.394 12.143

Gasoline 4,579.07 56,790.99 103,746.61 21,139.65

% 14.461 9.733 8.11 13.453

Adminis. -—- 27,232.59 71,521.27 3,600.00

% --- 4.667 5.591 2.291

Insurance 726.73 12,965.97 20,177.99 3,653.54

% 2.295 2.222 1.577 2.325

Tires 1,909.24 5,570.72' 14,670.17 2,693.00

% 6.029 .954 1.146 1.713

Interest 100.00 7,373.03 6,510.60 2,354.91

.315 1.263 .508 1.498

011 585.97 4,310.35 7,335.43 1,863.44

% 1.85 .738 .573 1.185

Driver Ed. 118.50 1,623.33 5,697.10 704.89

.375 .278 .445 .449

TOTAL $31,663.82 $583,445.67 $1,279,122.63 $157,130.76

Number

transp. 461 20,778 45,597 4,223

Cost per

person 68.68 28.08 28.07 37.20

Cost per

mile .198 .431 .358 .293

Miles per

student 346.61 65.07 78.21 126.48
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TABLE l7—-Continued
 

 
v4

Shiawassee

T a:

 

Item VanBuren Wayne

Salary $ 63 828.55 $ 82,879.37 $494,478.78

38.586 39.796 50.028

Deprec. 41 247.71 54,982.17 161,849.38

2 .935 26.4 16.375

Maint. 24,272.21 32,516.29 157,680.32

% 14.673 15.613 15.953

Gasoline 17,645.85 18,577.48 79,343.08

% 10.667 8.92 8.027

Adminis. 3,278.25 4,300.00 53,207.17

% 1,981 2,064 5.383

Insurance 4,673.87 3,410.33 17,731.29

2.825 1.627 1.794

Tires 2,830.02 1,539.26 12,728.59

1.71 .739 1.28

Interest 3,932.07 6,047.02 1,060.29

2.377 2.903 .107

011 2,611.56 2,018.53 6,940.28

5 1.578 .969 .702

Driver Ed. 1,098.40 1,987.63 3,346.03

.664 .954 .338

TOTAL $165,418.49 $208,258.08 $988,365.21

Number

transp. 2959 4,991 31,888

Cost per

person 55.90 41.72 30.99

Cost per

mile .311 .336 .441

Miles per

student 179.93 123.98 70.21
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both in per capita cost and mileage per student, while at

the same time their cost per mile was the highest of the

group. In the cost per student, all three counties were

under $31.00 while the others ranged from $37.50 up to a

high of $68.68. Kalkaska County, with by far the highest

per capita cost, also outstripped the others in terms of

annual mileage per student, while at the same time its

cost per mile was lowest of all. Other things being equal,

a tremendous increase in mileage resulted in a lower cost

per mile. The interesting and focal point here was the

resultant extremely high per capita cost of transportation.

Mileage alone does not seem to be the dominating factor

since all three populous counties in the Detroit area each

far outstrip Kalkaska County in mileage. In fact, Macomb

County has more than eight times as much mileage as Kalkaska

while Wayne and Oakland exceeds that of Kalkaska by more

than 10 and 20 times, respectively.

DensityAs A Factor in Pupil Transportation
 

With mileage as a unit being placed in a secondary

position the factor of density of population comes to the

1

foreground. Previous writers, both expressly and by

implication,2 have stressed this aspect of pupil transportation.

 

10. D. Hutchins, "Determining Costs of Pupil Transpor-

tation," The Nation's Schools, XXV, No. 5 (May, 1940), p. 34;

R. W. Roberts, "Predicting Pupil Transportation Costs," The

Nation's Schools, xv, No. 4 (April, 1935), pp. 64 and 665‘“

 

 

2G. A. Selke, Transportation Cost in Minnesota Con-

solidated Schools (WashingEOn, D.C.: Government Printing

‘OTTice, 1924), p. 5.
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The three metropolitan counties were unique in that they

all travel less than 80 annual miles per student, which was

reflected in a lower cost per student. This low per capita

cost was achieved even in the face of higher salaries for

bus drivers, which we have already noted is the most expen-

sive of all the cost factors. While this was not gleaned

from the table, the fact that each of the counties transports

more than 20,000 students by school-owned buses gives rise

to much greater flexibility in the establishment of bus

routes, the ease of personnel adjustment, as well as mass

purchasing of supplies which could likewise result in lower

costs.

The previous paragraph referred to the counties of

Macomb, Oakland, and Wayne as "metropolitan," and to the

fact that transportation within those counties differed

markedly from all of the others. Density of school popu-

lation was advanced as a dominant factor in this differen-

tial. The density of population in southeastern Michigan

is generally so well accepted that no effort to inject a

population map will be made. If we can accept the premise

that the extremely populous counties have a profound effect

on pupil transportation, then it might be meaningful to

transpose this thesis to the question of size which proved

to be so disconcerting in Table 15. It will be recalled

that we expected to find that as the number of buses of the

operating school district increased, the costs of pupil

transportation decreased. This was not the case. The most



significant development from Table 15 was that in general

all buses tended to be crowded. Realizing that the populous

counties contained both large and small schools, an attempt

was then made to analyze data to determine significant dif-

ferences and similarities from which meaningful conclusions

could be drawn. This is presented in Table 18. In this

case a comparison was made of the average number of students

per bus for all sizes of bus fleets."Metropolitan" and "non-

metropolitan" school districts were separated in this table.

Students Per Bus Advantage of Metropolitan

Districts

 

 

The analysis revealed a surprising trend in which

metropolitan bus fleets far surpassed non-metropolitan

fleets in terms of students per bus. The pattern of numer-

ical superiority of for the more populous areas was achieved

in every bus group. The contrasts of students per bus for

the two groups were so pronounced as to invite the following

observations as indicative of a possible trend in pupil

transportation:

1. Without exception in every bus group in which

both metropolitan and non-metropolitan buses were

represented, the number of students per bus on

the metropolitan buses exceeded the non-metropol-

itan.

2. The highest number found in any non—metropolitan

bus category (77.1 in the two bus group) was

smaller than any of the metropolitan category

except the 13 and 15 bus group.
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TABLE 18

AVERAGE NUMBER OF STUDENTS PER BUS IN METROPOLITAN

AND NON-METROPOLITAN SCHOOL DISTRICTS FOR THE

1956-1957 SCHOOL YEAR

 

 

Number of Buses Metropolitan Non-Metropolitan

1 152.5 65.1

2 151.7 77.1

3 240.0 72.9

4 154.9 63.1

5 763.3 65.0

6 164.8 50.4

7 139.0 56.2

8 116.8 61.9

9 131.0 60.6

10 171.0 54.8

11 ‘ 53.0

12 88.4

13 73.3

14 138.9 51.0

15 76.0 53.8

16 118.4 64.5

17 107.1

18 112.3

20 148.5

22 137.6

23 119.9

24 116.2

25 245.8

27 133.5

28 224.7

29 77.6

30 172.9

33 100.9

38 129.3
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3. No non—metropolitan buses were found in bus

groups above the sixteen bus group.

4. The increased seating advantage of the metro-

politan buses appeared generally evident in all

areas; the size of the bus fleet appeared to have

little difference in the relationship.

Are Michigan School Buses Overloaded
 

While Table 18 revealed there was a marked difference

in the number of students carried per bus based apparently

on the increased student density of the metropolitan schools,

this disturbing question was left, "Can it be that Michigan

schools, particularly metropolitan schools are overloading

buses?" It is common knowledge that the most popular sized

buses in Michigan are the 48, 54, and 60 passenger school

buses. The results of Table 18 would indicate all fleets

are averaging above the 48 passenger capacity. Some would

not be overloaded if the buses averaged 54 or 60 passengers.

Even if the larger sized 60 passenger buses were prevalent,

every category of the metropolitan districts would be grossly

overloaded since Michigan State Police reports permit only

a ten per cent overload of school buses.1 The rumors that

larger school buses (66 and 72 passenger buses) are common

in some areas of Michigan and may account for apparent

overloading, gave rise to the necessity for examining the

 

1Conversation with Michigan State Police Inspector

from South Haven Michigan Post on November 17, 1958.
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records of the size of school buses actually in use in

1955-1957.

The manufacturer's rated capacity for buses listed

on the Annual Transportation Report as arranged by Table 19

revealed the following summarizations:

1. There were relatively few buses under 30 or

over 60 passengers.

2. In general the metropolitan schools used slightly

larger buses.

3. There was little variation between the average

capacity; the maximum was 55.4 in Macomb County

and the minimum was 51.0 in Kalkaska County.

4. Every metropolitan county had a numerical advan-

tage over every non-metropolitan county.

While every metropolitan county had an advantage over

every non-metropolitan county, this fact in itself was not

sufficient to account for the marked numerical superiority

of the average number of pupils transported per bus, since

the average rated capacity of the more densely populated

areas were less than three more students per bus, while the

average number of students actually carried was approximately

twice as great as that of the more sparsely populated regions.

There must be other reasons since even the non-metropolitan

schools appeared to be conveying more pupils than the

average capacity of the buses in the seven counties.
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Multiple Bus Routes As A Factor in

Pupil Transportation

The most obvious reason is that school buses are

carrying school children on multiple bus routes. This

assumption was substantiated by a survey of the ten county

superintendents of schools serving the ten counties studied.

Table 20 portrayed the average number of routes per bus

(eXChdding Kindergarted). The results showed a marked

mum""Pzical superiority for the metropolitan counties. The

highest non-metropolitan county (Ottawa) averaged 1.51

routes per bus, while the lowest metropolitan county (Macomb)

averaged 2.5 routes per bus. The Oakland County buses were

utilized on 3.8 routes, while Wayne County school buses

aver‘aged the almost unbelievable figure of 6.0 routes.

I‘7113E‘t3her evidence suggesting multiplicity of bus routes was

found in 8. Wayne County Board of Education questionnaire

which requested information from county school districts

COnC'erning the separation of bus loads of students by elemen-

tar-y, junior, and senior high school levels. In addition,

the question was asked about the amount of " layover time"

Salary which was paid to bus drivers.1 Perhaps even more

Sigl'lz‘LI‘icant was the great divergence of time in daily opening

and Closing of schools which facilitates multiple bus routes.2

\

1310 1Wayne County Board of Education Trans ortation Ques—

nnair‘e," May, 1958. p. 3. (Mimeographed.

21bid.
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TABLE 20

IXVERAGE NUMBER OF DAILY ROUTES PER BUS IN 1956-

1957 (EXCLUDING KINDERGARTEN RUNS) ACCORDING TO

REPORT OF COUNTY SUPERINTENDENT

 

Number of Routes

 

 

Shiawassee xxxx

Classification County

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
\

% Allegan XXXX

[ Delta xxxxxx

NDrl—MetropolitanE Gratiot xxxxxx

[

E Kalkaska xxxx

[ Ottawa xxxxxx

[

[ Van Burean xxxx

E Macomb xxxxxxxxxx

Dq€313150politan [ Oakland xxxxxxxxxxxxxxx

f Wayne xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx

A December, 1958 letter from Clare Ebersole, Wayne

CCD‘JJrlty Pupil Transportation Director, indicated that Wayne

CZCTLJJrnty buses averaged 158.7 students per bus with an esti—

1m

5'th six routes per day. A similar letter from the

\

IDC) 1Letter from Clare Ebersole, Wayne County Pupil Trans-

I"“tsation Director, dated December 26, 1958.
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Oakland County pupil transportation director indicated

Oakland County transported 140+ students per bus with an

average of 3.8 routes per bus. His letter of December 24th

SP301flcally gave credit to multiple routes when he stated:

“The School officials have tried to make efficient and ef-

fectiLVe use of the buses by establishing multiple routes."1

The third metropolitan pupil transportation director credited

multiple routes in Macomb County by asserting that school

buses averaged two—plus routes each, exclusive of Kinder-

garten runs.2

On the other hand, the seven out—state county super-

in’Gendents reported fewer routes operated. Three counties

(Allegan, Kalkaska, and Van Buren) reported only one route

per day, excluding Kindergarten runs. Delta and Gratiot

Counties reported between one and two routes per day.

Shiawassee County was more specific in spelling out the

f01 lowing:

6O buses-~l route per day,

5 buses-~2 routes per day,

Or
an average of 1.07 routes per bus. Ottawa County evi-

GeI’leed a mixture. of non-metropolitan and metropolitan

characteristics with the following tally:
\

Tr 1Letter from Claude M. Elmore, Oakland County Pupil

a~1’1sportation Director, dated December 24, 1958.

p0 2Letter from Robert Beal, Macomb County Pupil Trans-

I‘tation Director, dated December 23, 1958.
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68 buses-«one route per day

25 buses--between two and three routes per day

5 buses—-three routes per day

1 bus ---makes four routes

TPhe results of Table 20 explain in large measure the

pattean of apparently excessive student loads on school

buses; in metropolitan areas. It is relieving to know that

MicTrigan school buses are not being overcrowded at any one

time with school pupils. In addition, there is some

evidence that a more wholesome environment in pupil trans—

p0r‘tation can be achieved by some degree of segregation on

ESchool buses, for example, similar age or grade level stu-

‘363rrts being separated and transported to individual schools

VVi.tfln varying opening and closing hours.

Variations Within Counties

To test the theory of variations within counties, the

EirlrllJal number of miles per student were charted. All schools

Ell’EB listed by number of buses operated with metropolitan

53‘35klcools located with a zero and non-metropolitan charted

'VQjL‘tzln a dash (see Figure 2). Interestingly enough most of

tklfiar non-metropolitan schools were located above the line,

dell(ating 100 miles per student, while most of the dash

rn81339L<s were found below that line. However, there were

63

1“:>14gh variations to excite interest. Nine zero marks

Ci

e>1311cting non-metropolitan schools were found with less

33515111 100 annual miles per student. Fifteen dash marks



quepnqs Jed settw Isnuuv JO JeqmnN

4
0
0

3
2
0

3
0
0

2
8
0

2
6
0

2
4
0

2
2
0

2
0
0

1
8
0

1
6
0

1
4
0

1
2
0

1
0
0

8
0

6
0

4
O

2
0

~se¢

 
 

 J 1%

TV V I V

 
  

 .I

v

A

1

JL
j         

F
i
g
u
r
e

2
.

N
U
M
b
e
P

0
f
A
n
n
u
a
l

M
1
1
9
8

P
e
r

S
t
u
d
e
n
t

b
y

t
h
e

I
I

N
u
m
b
e
r

O
f
B
u
s
e
S
-
l
9
5
6
-
l
9
5
7

M
e
t
r
o
p
o
l
i
t
a
n
:

‘

N
o
n
-
M
e
t
r
o
p
o
l
i
t
a
n
:

0

JA.

1‘

   
  

   
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

 
 

1
0

1
1

l
2

1
3

1
4

1
5

l
6

l
7

l
8

1
9

2
O

2
1

2
2

2
3

2
4

2
5

2
6

2
7

2
8

2
9

3
O

3
3

3
8

N
u
m
b
e
r

o
f
B
u
s
e
s

104





105

designating schools in Macomb, Oakland, and Wayne Counties

were fO\AJnd above the 100 annual miles per student line. There

werenillee schools in out-state counties which indicated con-

siderakilerdensity of population and, hence, might be eligi-

ble fen? multiple trips. An examination of the nine schools

With-iiess than 100 annual miles per student revealed these

inteI‘esting facts:

1. Most of the schools operated few buses. Three

operated one bus, four operated two buses, and

one operated three buses. Only one (Covert in

Van Buren County) operated as many as ten buses.

All of the eight schools with few buses were

suburban in character. A11 eight were located in

Ottawa County, with five surrounding Holland,

two near Grand Rapids, and one on the outskirts

of Grand Haven.

Considerable annexation has taken place since the

1956-1957 study, or is currently being contemplated.

Ferrysburg, near Grand Haven, has annexed to

Grand Haven and is currently operating multiple

routes. Three schools (Pine Creek, Beechwood, and

Waukazoo) are integral parts of the West Ottawa

annexation north of Holland which now operates

ten buses with 33 bus routes exclusive of three

kindergarten runs. Harrington and Federal schools,

both suburbs of Holland, currently operate multiple

routes and are considering annexing to Holland or
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some other nearby school operating 12 grades.

Harrington operates eight routes with three

buses and transports high school and elementary

students separately. The two schools near Grand

Rapids, Georgetown and Georgetown 2, have recently

merged and selected a school superintendent and

are increasing their transportation. The new

school administrator reported their buses are

now averaging four routes per day, excluding

kindergarten.

The only school operating more than three buses

with less than 100 annual miles per student was

Covert. In 1956—1957 Covert's ten buses traveled

46,197 miles, carrying 564 students for an average

of 81.9 miles per student. Today, Covert con-

templates traveling 47,700 for 475, or 82.9 annual

miles per student. A visit to Covert and a con-

versation with their superintendent revealed the

fact that Covert could save money on pupil trans—

portation by reducing the number of buses and

operating multiple trips. This is not being done

now because:

a. this would mean changing the hours of starting

and closing schools;

b. the elementary and high schools are located

close to each other and it is convenient to

have community teachers ride together—-in some
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cases teachers work in both the elementary

and high school level;

0. the bus drivers like the present arrangement

and are not anxious to work longer hours;

d. the buses are being operated economically

($31.10 per student per year), and the finan-

cial pinch has not hurt their transportation

system.

That Michigan school buses are not unique in operating

mtliltiple routes in a suburban situation was indicated by a

New York report '"which shows that twelve 55-passenger buses

tI‘ansport two thousand pupils to and from six schools; no

FNJIDil boards the bus before 8:00 A.M.; no pupil spends more

tdlaxn an hour on a round trip."1 This school district has

‘tflez further innovation that they pick up students only on

fsrle: right hand side of the road (no student crossing the

17C>£Ld), and also pick up only seventh through twelfth grades

5111- «one group and kindergarten through sixth in another.

They eliminate all dead—heading and operate "loop‘" rather

than "shoestring" routes.2

Summary

1. There are four "major" and six "minor" cost

factors in pupil transportation in Michigan.

\

ESQ lBurton H. Belknap, "School Bus Transportation Survey,

“-§E35001 Executive, LXXIII (February, 1954), p.58.
 

21bid.
*
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The metropolitan areas differ from out-state

areas in that they--

a. operate on a relatively lower per capita

cost basis,

b. operate on a relatively higher cost per

mile basis,

0. average many more students per bus,

d. utilize multiple bus routes.

Schools which average less than 100 annual miles

per student tend to be able to lower costs of

pupil transportation by utilizing multiple bus

routes.



CHAPTER V

MAJOR COST FACTORS IN PUPIL TRANSPORTATION

Salary

In this study the term salary is used to denote bus

driver's salary only. Other salaries, such as mechanics,

clerical, or administrators are included either in Total

Maintenance or Administration. According to current liter-

the bus driver is the key in public relations,

Certainly

atmufleai,

Safe ty, and general maintenance of school buses.

this is true in the cost factors of pupil transportation

Since almost half the expenses of transporting children were

attributed to the bus driver. In the ten counties studied,

44.69 per cent, or $1,746,574.37 of a total of $3,908,016.19

cost was paid to the driver of school buses.

In the few analyses of cost factors in pupil transpor-

tation available, the high rating of salaries was readily

apparent. As early as 1934, the Department of Public In—

Stmct ion in Michigan issued a mimeosr‘aphed report on pupil

transportation}
Strangely enough, the percentage of the

to
tal <3 osts ascribed to drivers' salaries was almost exactly

the

t of this study conducted 23 years later. In 1934. the

\

Agriculb orr Stack, "A Study of Pupil Transportation in Rural

State ltural Schools of Michigan for 1934" (Lansing, Michigan:

(Mime Department of Public Instruction, 1934), p. 4.

0graphed.)
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percentage was 45 per cent, while in 1957 in the ten

counties examined, the results showed 44.69 per cent. In

1934 no effort was made to break down the percentages of

the Other cost factors, nor were the other cost factors

identified.

£\ 1930 California report listed salaries as being

second to depreciation in the following tabulation:l

 

 

Item Per Cent Amount Annual Cost

Depreciation 32.98 $525.60

S alaries 29. 50 470.00

Repairs and Upkeep 9. 31 148.40

Fuel 8.45 134. 60

Tires 7.06 112.50

Interest 6.86 _ 109.30

Irisurance 4 . 97 79 . 2O

Lubricants . 87 13 .82

Wtions in Salaries

In the ten Michigan counties studied there were con-

Sider‘aJale variations in the amount paid as salaries. This

was true both in the percentages of the various counties

and the amounts paid per bus in various bus groups. The

I‘ange was from a low of 35.83 per cent in Allegan County

to a h 1gb of 50.03 per cent in Wayne County. In spite of

county variations, the factor of salaries rated number one

i
n all counties by a substantial margin. Table 17 indicates

th
at Salaries exceeded depreciation, the number tWO £30170?

\

1

Trans Frank 0. Evans, Factors Affecting the Cost of School

Wation in California, U. S. Depaflfmerfi: OT Interior

Off-10 1’1 No. 29 (Washington, D. C.: Government Printing

e 2 1930), p. 24.
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in all counties, by margins ranging from 7.7 per cent in

Gratiot County to 33.65 in Wayne County.

As there was considerable variations in the salary

percentage in counties, there appeared to be even greater

variation in the actual salary paid per bus driver. The

lowest; reported amount per bus was that paid by a school

diStrict in Ottawa County which operated two buses. Here

the salary paid per bus was $721.25. At the other extreme,

the Redford Union School District in Wayne County, operating

12 buses, paid an average of $5,129.60 per bus. The average

Of the 1,142 buses was $1,529.39.

The question could well be asked—-What causes the

tr‘ernerldous variation in wages paid to bus drivers? Several

POSS ible answers can be given each of which probably had an

effec t . One would be that the prevailing wage varies in

different parts of Michigan. Another, that the amount of

driving time necessary to transport children to and from

SChOOl varies from district to district. Some school dis-

tricts. expect drivers to restrict their activities to

driving the bus, while others expect detailed reports and

even 8 ome maintenance and storage services. Some buses'

Pontes are longer than others, and some drivers handle

multiple routes.

I I" the yardstock of time of bus operation in minutes,

as
exel'nplified by the Annual Transportation Report,l were

\

lAppendix B, Section D, Part 3.
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Drivers' Salaries

44. 69%

Depreciation

\ 20.5%

 
Figure 3. Four "Major" Cost Factors in Pupil

Transportation for Ten Selected Counties in

Michigan, 1956-1957.
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applied to salaries paid, there still remain great extremes

in variations. The method of computation was to multiply

the nuInber of minutes the bus was operated per day by the

number of days of school membership, convert the minutes

into hours and divide the resultant figure into the number

01' 901 lars paid in salary. The resulting hourly wage paid

to bus drivers shows a low of $1.29 per hour paid at Oxford

in Oakland, County, to a high of $7.89 paid at the previously

mentioned Redford Union School in Wayne County. The fallacy

0f th is time approach to bus drivers' salaries was pointed

out by a report from one school which indicated it paid

$1 - 0'7 per hour when the bus driver is "waiting," and $2.14

per hour when the bus driver is "driving."1

Some light was thrown on the uncertain status of bus

drive rs by the 1957-1958 report of the Michigan School Busi-

ness Official Survey of Salaries and Fringe Benefits. A

quest; ionnaire was sent to all school districts in Michigan

haV1ng an enrollment of over 800 pupils. 0f the 300 dis—

tricts contacted, 75 replied. Twenty-two of the replies

Were incomplete. Most of the 53 complete replies were

from the southern half of the lower Pensinsula. Twelve of

these 53 respondents went out of their way to point out

that the bus drivers were part-time only and specified that

0t

he]? ci‘Laties, such as custodial or maintenance work was

\

 

Committee of Publicity, Information, and Promotion,
Sur

Emplge of Salaries and Fringe Benefits, Business Area

Off yees," First Annual Report, Michigan School Business
1018.1 1957-1958, p. 55. (Mimeographed-)
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given to the bus drivers. The lack of uniformity of paying

bus drivers was pointed out by the reports which indicated

some monthly, some weekly, somesome were paid annually,

daily .0 some hourly, some by the "run" or the "trip." Further

qualifications were put in by spelling out that women were

paid at a lower rate than men, and that discrepancies were

indicated by variations in pay by length of trip and some-

times by length of service.1 Twenty-nine did specify that

bus drivers qualified for sick leave, varying from two days

non~cumulative to 12 days with unlimited accumulation. In

most; cases it was specified that the sick leave was to be

pPO—rated because of the part-time characteristics of bus

dPiVing. In general, probably because of the part-time

nature of the work, bus drivers qualified less often than

did 0 ther school employees for such fringe benefits as paid

hospi talization, severance pay, vacation pay, and sick leave.

The arrangement of average hourly wages paid to bus

drivers by number of buses operated, shown in Figure 4,

i“(ii-created there was more uniformity at the upper and lower

end of the scale and more extreme in the middle or 10 to 18

bus group. In the one to nine bus group the range or average

Salary paid was fairly consistent, varying from a low of

$220 in the three bus group to a high Of 353-08 in the eight

bus group. In the large (20 to 38) bus fleets, a consistent

policy of hourly bus drivers' wages was apparent with a

\\

1

Ibid., p. 35.
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:Ffiiwégure 4. Hourly Wages Paid Bus Drivers According

to Number of Buses Operated.
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range from $2.04 to $3.38. The middle group (10 to 18) con—

tains the extremes from $1.29 to $7.89. Strangely enough,

the two schools with the marked variations represent adjoining

size bus groups 13 and 12, respectively. It was interesting

to note that Oxford transports 953 students at a salary

cost of $13,730.05 or $14.40 per student, while Redford

Union pays $61,555.20 for 1,063 or $57.90 per student.

Aside from the extremes in the 11, 12, and 13 bus divisions,

the average salaries followed a generally accepted pattern,

varying from $1.82 per hour to $3.24 per hour. It should

be kept in mind, however, these are average hourly wages and

do not reflect some extremes. Table 21 shows a more mean-

ingful breakdown of wages paid by all schools.

In this analysis, the factor of metropolitan and non-

metropolitan schools was injected again. The most consistent

pattern was exemplified by the large (20 to 38) bus groups

where hourly ranges of $2.01 to $3.38 was evident. All these

schools were metropolitan since there were no out-state

schools having more than 16 buses in the ten counties studied.

Both the metropolitan and non-metropolitan districts in the

small (1 to 9) schools group exhibit some extremes when

they showed 18 below the $2.00 level and 10 schools above

the $3.50 bracket. In the medium sized bus operations (10

t018) six schools were below and five were above the large

(20 to 38) bus range.

As an added feature of Table 21, the summary of 17

School Business Officials, who reported on hourly wages for
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bus drivers, were included. This summary indicated a

greater uniformity of lower level hourly pay. The noticeable

bunching of relatively low wages may be accounted for in

that the schools were paying for "waiting time" as well as

"driving time." The fact that more School Business Officials

report wages paid to bus drivers in terms other than amount

per hour was probably an indication that the schools could

compensate bus drivers more equitably over the longer period

of time. The absence of any uniformity of payment on the

part of schools who were progressive enough to provide Busi-

ness Managers, was an indication there was no commonly

accepted policy.

With pupil transportation costs increasing steadily,

and with the knowledge that the driver constitutes the large

share of the total, it would seem logical that some would

suggest decreasing drivers' salaries. Strangely enough,

this was not the case. Nowhere was there any suggestion

that school bus drivers be selected on a bid basis. On the

contrary, there were demands for more stringent selections,

better training, and increased pay. One writer emphasized

the interaction of selection and training with the following

statement: "With good selection and poor training or poor

selection and good training . . . the results will always

1

be poor." The University of the State of New York suggests

——

1Carl Sypher, "The ABC's of Getting Good Bus Drivers,"

§£hool Bus Trends, February, 1956, p, 52,
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the'usea of dual trips in order to pay better salaries and

to the end that better bus drivers could be recruited. A

South TEDzakota school transportation specialist stated bluntly

that "'EJrocuring adequate and conscientious bus driver at a

salarfi] most of our school districts are able to pay is one

of onur’ major problems."2 E. Glenn Featherston, Pupil Trans-

portaLt;iLmISpecialist in the United States Office of Education,

DPOPC>Eses that efficient school bus transportation necessi-

tatess sufficiently large school districts so 40 to 50 buses

can t><a Lufllized and that bus drivers will be employed on a

fUll-—t:ime basis.3 Whether the driver be employed full-time

as bLlES «driver, or whether additional Jobs be provided of

anotkleezr nature seems to make little difference so long as a

Competent driver be available when needed. Adequate payment

to Secure this driver was implicit, if not expressed, in

the 11 terature. So far as is known, only two techniques

have :r'e313ently been adopted which may result in lowered

salarie s of bus drivers. These two devices are the employ-

ment <3£f7 'women and student drivers. Each of these were

Suffil? flLeently important in the realm of the essential and

c
OStly bus driver as to merit special treatment.

\

Sity §chool Business Management Handbook (New York: Univer-

01‘ the State of New York, 1955), p.53.

 

tions (James C. Schooler, "Procuring Adequate and Conscien-

1958) ‘13514s Brivers,” The Nation's Schools, LXII (August,

’ ID. 5.

Pro F'eatherston, " Transportation of Pupils--A Growing

blem ," op. cit., p. 4.
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UTkle use of women school bus drivers is widespread.

Thirty—Six of 37 states reporting in a national survey of

1

pupil transportation employed women drivers. Four of these

states reported women driving as more successful than either

men or students. Eleven states classed women as being

ecmally successful as men. Six states considered women as

EQua1.1;y successful as men or students. Significantly, no

state; :regarded women as being the least successful of the

three: .classifications.

The use of women drivers in Michigan, particularly

Soutkieezviwuchigan, is widespread. Bus Driver Education

I’epOI‘ts list many feminine names. Eighty-five per cent of

the Eic>Iithfield bus drivers are women.2 The importance of

Womerl cirivers was stressed in the following admission by a

Michigan school superintendent: . . we bow to the in—

evitable-"women can successfully solve the school transpor-

tation problem."3

‘fiiluile women drivers are very important in some areas,

there. :1—53 some question that their employment actually

results in financial savings. Little evidence has been

preserlftzead which indicated lesser salaries for women drivers

\

IAppendix B.

 

22'

Glenn Schoenhals, "School Bus Transportation in
Sout

p. lgfield," Michigan School Board Journal, April, 1958,

:[bid.
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than men drivers. There was no question that the employment

of student drivers does result in financial savings. The

Governor of the State of South Carolina, James F. Byrnes,

attributed much of the success of the pupil transportation

in that state to the employment of 90 per cent student

drivers at a montly salary of $25.00 to $35.00.1 The super-

ior. skill of student drivers was extolled in a series of

School Bus Roadeosat Chapel Hill, North Carolina, where

60 seniors, with unblemished records, finalists from as

many districts competed for the state trophy.

Advocates of use of students drivers are found in many

areas - Twenty of the 37 states reported their use. Four

states stated student drivers were more successful than

either men or women. Six states found that men, women, and

Stildents were equally successful. However, four states did

report that students were the least successful of the three

Categories. At a topic discussion group of the 1958 Ameri-

can AS Sociation of School Administrator's Convention in

Cleveland, the panel members of "Vexing Problems of School

TIfingpo:rtation," all of whom represented areas below the

Mason‘D Zixon line, agreed the use of student drivers had

me
rit: although it was observed that not all the audience

Sh

ared this View. 2

A Vita 1W. B. Southerlin, "State Control of Transportation Is

1 Part of South Carolina's Plan," The Nation's Schools,
Vol.

52 (December, 1953), p. 63.

ePanel Discussion, "Vexing Problems of Pupil Transpor-
tati

vent—3n : " American Association of School Administrator's Con-

h on , Auditorium, Cleveland Board of Education, Cleveland,

’ 1Vlarch 31, 1958.



UTIIere was no question that the employment of student

bus drivers would result in financial savings. One writer

liste<i seven advantages secured when student drivers were

emp105763d. Just previous to the careful enumeration of the

severl aidvantages he casually stated that the base pay of

student drivers was $22.00 per month. From a realistic

standpoint, this may be more important than any of the

follc>vving important observations favoring student drivers.

Schools can be more selective with students.

Students are familiar with operation.

Student drivers can be subjected to a more

intensive training program.

Adequate substitute drivers are available when

students are used.

Student drivers make it possible for school officials

to exercise close supervision over the transportation

system.

Highway patrolmen inspect driving habits, cleanliness

of bus, condition of route, and mechanical condition

of buses.

'7 - Accident records show students to be as safe as

adult drivers.

U
l
J
-
‘
U
J
M
H

0
)

It Should be pointed out that at least in some states the

Statutes prevent the use of most students. In Michigan, a

bus driver must be at least twenty-one years Of age to

Qualixf‘zy- as a bus driver. Thus, legally the state is not in

a p0841g13210n to consider the use of students as drivers. If

the PI” :Lrne motive of this study was the reduction of pupil

tran813<2>3rtation costs, then it might be in order to consider

changing that statute, since almost half the costs of

tran

Sp<>:rtation go to the driver of the school bus, and it

\

NaticnjFE‘Vdallace N. Hyde, "When Students Drive the Buses," The

s Schools, Vol. 59, No. 3 (March, 1957), p. 55. """
 



stands to reason that students would drive for less money

than adults generally receive.

Summar‘l

There appears to be little inclination to cut costs of

pupil transportation through a decrease in salaries paid

to drivers. On the contrary, there was an implication that

to secure better drivers more money must be paid. Multiple

trips and additional remuneration for school related Jobs

have been suggested as a means of attracting better drivers.

Student drivers have been utilized in some areas with

favorable results and decreased costs. Women drivers were

almost universally used, but no noticeable evidence of

decrea sed costs .

Depreciation

Depreciation represents the original cost of a SChOOl

b113, divided by a specified number of years the bus is

useable . Seven years was generally used for most buses.

Some o f the larger, more expensive buses were depreciated

over 61. ‘ten year period. The original cost of the bus, of

Course , determines the cost of depI’601at10n-

1:>epreciation was the second largest of the cost factors

in the ten selected Michigan counties studied. Table 17,

page 89 of this dissertation, indicated that over-all 20.5

per cent of the total costs of pupil transportation were

Consum

ed in paying for school buses. The range varies from
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a low of 16.375 per cent in Wayne County to a high of

28.835 per cent in Gratiot County.

Table 22 presents an interesting aspect of the relation

of size of bus group to the percentage of cost per bus going

to depreciation. While the depreciation cost per bus was

approximately the same, the percentage of cost for depreci-

ation decreased as the size of bus fleet increased.

The cost of school buses has long been an important

factor in pupil transportation. When private horse drawn

vehicles were contracted as early as 1871 the conveyances

plus the driver were the largest (and often only) cost.1

In 1935, private ownership of buses still prevailed by a

65-35 margin. By 1958, the percentage of ownership was

almost exactly reversed and the trend toward district-owner-

ship firmly established.2 The extent of capital outlay

payments for pupil transportation was pointed up by a recent

report which credits the Los Angeles Public School system

with operating 600 pieces of rolling equipment.3 During all

this transition money paid for vehicles for pupil transpor-

tation has been a costly item.

 

1National Education Association, Report of the Commit-

tee of Twelve on Rural Schools (Chicago: University or

Chicago Press, 1897), p. 14.

 

 

2William McKillop, "School Bus Programs—-How The

Grew," The Nation's Schools, LXII, No. 2 (August, 1958),

p. 38.

 

3"Editoria1,” The Nation's Schools, LXII, No. 2

(August, 1958), p. 45.
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As early as 1934, a Michigan report stressed the cost

of school buses.1 During the 1940's, a Kentucky educator

suggested statewide purchasing of buses to reduce the cost

of pupil transportation, and pointed up the advantage of

purchasing at a time other than during the summer months.2

The cost factor of school buses was highlighted at an inter-

est group meeting of the American Association of School

Administrators in Atlantic City, New Jersey, in 1957, when

Dr. Frank W. Cyr accused school leaders of spending too much

for school buses. He charged that when boards of education

considered the subject of school buses, safety was adequately

weighed but economy went out of the window.3 He stated

some districts paid as little as $4,500 a unit, while others

paid from $7,500 to $17,000 without any apparent major im-

provement in the safety record. He suggested that several

districts band together to get the benefit of Joint purchase

on a fleet cost basisf‘L Another prominent magazine5

commenting on the same transportation interest meeting

 

1A Study of the Growth of Rural Agricultural Schools

in Michigan from 1919 to 1935 (Lansing Michigan: Michigan

Department of Public Instruction, 1935), p. 4.

 

2Robert L. Hopper, "Purchasing School Buses," American

School and University (New York: American School Publishing

Corporation, 1950), p. 398.

 

 

3The Nation's Schools, Vol. 59, No. 3 (March, 1957),

p. 72.

 

ulbid.

5Mass Transportation, March, 1957, p. 46.
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characterized the discussion as a "two hour tirade" by Dr.

Cyr against excessive transportation costs by emphasizing

that we were:

spending too much for school buses,

not using student drivers enough,

too much door to door pick up,

not enough usage made of school buses.t
W
M
H

Our report from 37 states indicated that 19 recommended

an improved method of school bus purchasing. In Michigan, a

committee of school superintendents reported dissatisfaction

with present transportation finances. One of their findings

in a survey was the great differences which existed in the

price paid for school buses. Buses of 48-passenger capacity

cost varied $4,000 to $5,916. A 54—passenger bus cost

from $5,035 to $6,865. A 60—passenger bus cost from $6,073

to $8,100.1

The variation in prices for a new school bus was well

illustrated by the results of an advertisement for bids for

a 54-passenger, 1958 model chassis and body, published in a

central Michigan county seat newspaper. The results were

as shown in the tabulation on the following page.2 The

low bid was accepted by the board of education. It was

significant that there was a spread of $2,435.00 while all

 

lMichigan Association of School Administrations,"MASA-—

G A B Information Bulletinf'Vol. 4, No. 2 (February, 1958),

p. 6. (Mimeographed.)

2Letter from Harold Broka, Superintendent of Schools,

Beaverton, Michigan, July 22, 1958.



 

 

Bodies

Bluebird Wayne Bidder City

$8,100.00 H. V. Young Co. Gladwin

6,540.00 MacMurray GMC Sales Gladwin

$6,151.00 6,549.00 Lee Equipment Co. Mt.Pleasant

5,877.00 6,127.00 Presidio's Ford

Sales Beaverton

5,665.00 6,062.00 Colbeck Chevrolet Beaverton

 

were bidding on the same specifications. Another town

located only eight miles away was not so fortunate, although

it advertised in the same way in the same paper for the same

sized bus. In this case, the lowest bid still resulted in

an unusually high price of $8,728.00.1 This cost was con-

siderably higher than the highest range quoted earlier by

a committee of school superintendents. In this case there

were only three bids with a small spread above the $8,728.00

accepted figure.

Another factor in variations in cost and depreciation

was the size of bus. The School Business Officials of

Oakland County discovered a more reasonable way of computing

depreciation when they surveyed their 1956-1957 Pupil Trans-

portation Report. In order to compensate for buses of dif-

fering capacities, they computed their figures on a per seat

basis.2 (See Table 23)

 

1Letter from w. E. Hartman, Superintendent of Schools,

Gladwin, Michigan, February 13, 1958.

2"Final Report of Transportation Study Committee,"

June, 1958, pp. 18-20. (Mimeographed.)
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TABLE 23

 

 

Number of Mean Number of Cost

School Buses Year Seats Per Seat

Birmingham 33 1955 1812 98.38

Farmington 27 1954 1620 98.69

Holly 24 1953 1095 96.85

Huron Valley 29 1954 1562 90.11

Rochester 23 1954 1356 96.24

Southfield 30 1952 1446 84.71

Walled Lake 24 1954 1335 92.35

Waterford 28 1952 1575 86.05

Brandon 14 1954 774 86.10

Clarkston 18 1955 1032 98.09

Lake Orion 17 1954 966 95.84

Lyon 16 1953 790 94.56

Oxford 13 1955 703 100.86

Pontiac 16 1954 768 90.87

Troy 14 1955 780 91.51

Avondale 9 1955 486 98.70

Clarenceville 6 1953 360 112.90

Dublin 2 1952 120 91.83

Bloomfield Hills 1 1953 60 99.68

Lamphere 4 1954 228 89.35

Novi 6 1953 318 99.04

West Bloomfield 5 1953 330 80.25
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The effect of inflation was evident when it was noted

that those schools in general with an average older age had

received a lower cost per seat. The cost per seat varied

from $80.25 to $112.90, whereas the cost per seat of the

$8,728.00 bus mentioned above skyrocketed to $161.62 with-

out any apparent benefit to the purchaser.

The United States Office of Education emphasized the

importance of procedures for purchasing school buses in its

1958 circular,l suggesting that bids be taken where possible.

The report further pointed out that the state purchasing

agency was involved in some states. In North and South

Carolina this was mandatory as the purchase was made with

state funds. In four states, Alabama, Kentucky, Nevada,

and New York, the local district may use the state purchasing

agency if it so desires. In Texas, school bus purchases

must be made through the State Board of Control, unless it

grants permission to purchase directly.2

Dr. Frank Cyr's insistence on economy in school bus

purchasing was a natural outcome of his previous work in

developing a Minimum Standards for School Buses. In 1939,

following a careful study of existing conditions, he suc-

ceeded in organizing a national conference on school bus

 

lE. Glenn Featherston, Plans for and Procedures in

Purchasing School Buses, U. S. Department of Health, Educa-

tion, and welfare, Circular No.457 (Washin ton, D. C.:

Government Printing Office, November, 1958 , p. 1.

 

2Ibid.
M
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standards.1 The conference was held under the sponsorship

of the National Commission on Safety Education and the

National Council of Chief State School Officers. Member—

ship at the conference was composed of representatives of

the 48 state educational departments and bus manufacturers

and engineers.

This first national conference on school bus con-

struction standards resulted in national minimum construction

standards that could serve the basic needs of all the states.

Most states adopted these minimum standards and supplemented’

them with items of special equipment and other minor pro-

visions to compensate for local conditions. This enabled

bus manufacturers to build the same basic buses for service

in any state with minor adjustments required by individual

states not seriously affecting mass manufacturing processes.

Revisions were made in subsequent meetings in 1945, 1948,

and 1951. The net result was more economical bus purchase

through standardization. The standardization also set up

a chain reaction which permitted further economies through

greater competitive bidding for school buses, and in many

states was perfected even more through cooperative purchasing

5

through regional or state levels.‘

 

lNational Education Association of the United States,

Department of Rural Education, Pupil Transportation, 1953

Yearbook (Washington, D. C.: Government Printing Office,

1953). p. 146.

 

2Ibid.
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iIn the matter of competitive bidding, the importance

of dertsailed and understandable specifications for bidding

cann£>1b be overstressed. These Should be so drawn that

tires , batteries, generator, and other items of equipment

are Eidequately spelled out for the size of the bus. These

bids should be opened and read at a public meeting with at

least a week intervening in order to tabulate and analyze

the bids before a contract is awarded.1

One article in The Nation‘s Schools pointed out 25
 

items to consider in selecting school bus equipment and 12

pl?c>cedures which help to keep prices down when buses were

'DllIFChased. Some specific recommendations in this article

are as follows:2

1. School districts can save 10—20% on the cost of a

bus by dealing direct with the manufacturer.

2. Demand a one year guarantee supported by a perfor-

mance bond.

Demand delivery one week before acceptance time.

4. Prepare proper forms that make up the contract

documents, such as:

a. legal bid invitation form for advertising,

b. general conditions and instructions to bidder,

c. general specifications,

d. forms by which manufacturer may submit complete

specifications,

e. bid proposal form should be on first page of

contract documents so bid proposal can be easily

read,

f. form of purchase agreement.

ii 1John T. Sidener, "Buy School Buses Wisely," The

aEEEQon’s Schools, Vol. 33 (September, 1942), p. 39.
 

21bid.
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That the adoption of business-like competitive practices for

the purchase of school business would result in tremendous

savings was evidenced by the action of county boards of edu-

cation in Alabama in 1951 when they purchased 48-passenger

buses for about $2,700.00 each, delivered.l These buses

were on standard chassis of the low priced makes, with

bodies from leading manufacturers. These buses did meet all

national min‘imum construction specifications, but had only

a. few items of additional equipment. Heaters, for example,

were not needed in Alabama and were not furnished at bid

prices. These large scale purchases at competitive bidding

re sulted in a per seat price of.$56.25. The Oakland County

Survey previously quoted showed almost twice as much paid

per: seat, although it must be admitted that the majority of

those buses had been purchased since 1951 when inflation

had taken its toll.

One other Michigan school proposed a unique method of

13118 purchasing which ostensibly saved money. This technique

certainly mollified local dealers because the bus chassis

was purchased from local dealers on an alternating schedule

at: 10 per cent above dealer cost.2 The bus bodies were then

purchased after competitive bidding by leading bus body

distributors with the understanding that they would attach

_.1_~_g

lPupil Transportation, 1953 Yearbook, op. cit., p. 148.

2Charles G. Coggins, "How the Holly Area School Dis-

tI‘ict Bu 3 a Bus," Michigan School Board Journal (Midland,

M1Chigan , April, 1958, pp. 15-17.
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the body to the chassis. The cost per seat for this school

distpi ct was $96.85 which does reflect somewhat of a savings

0V9? the generally accepted figure of $100.00 per seat cur-

rently being espoused as a standard.

Summary of Depreciation Costs

The use of such devices as complete and detailed

specifications, competitive bidding from a wide area for

ac‘C'eptable constructed school buses, joint purchasing where

possible, uniformity of makes and models of school buses,

111 short the adoption of whatever methods possible to effect

eConomical purchasing of school buses, will be a great stride

forward in effecting savings ondepreciation, the second

largest cost factor in pupil transportation.

Total Maintenance
 

Total maintenance, as used in this study, denotes all

Costs which relate to maintenance of school buses. It made

no difference whether the costs were incurred in school

garages with district employed mechanics or in private

garages with contracted or non-contracted mechanics. In

the state of Michigan seven categories were combined to form

to tal maintenance. Four of these were school administered

and three were privately controlled. The school supervised

ea~13egories were supplies and repair parts (school garage),

mechanic's salary, school garage operation, and garage equip-

ment and repairs. The three non-school categories were
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maintenance at private garage—~repair parts, maintenance at

private garage--labor, and storage of buses.

Table 17 shows that in the over-all picture of the

ten counties studied, Total Maintenance rated a strong

third in cost factors in pupil transportation with a total

0f $621,147.25, or almost 16 per cent of the gross amount.

Only in two counties (Delta and Ottawa) was Total Mainten-

ance nudged out of third place by Gasoline, and then by a

narrow margin. Table 18 reiterated the strong third place

position of Total Maintenance, both in the metropolitan

and non-metropolitan classification. It should be kept in

mind that Table 18 is not all inclusive. The only groups

included were those 13 bus groups between one and 16 which

include both metropolitan and non-metropolitan school dis—

tricts. The results of Table 18 indicated that the metro-

pOlitan schools spend an average of $171.40 more per bus

than do the out-state schools. In spite of this marked

Variation per bus, each remains strongly entrenched in third

place. With such a variation evident between metropolitan

and non-metropolitan schools, it would seem likely that some

v8oI‘iation might likewise exist among the seven factors in

Total Maintenance. Figure 5 utilized the three divisions

in terms of size of buses as applied to the seven factors.

It was evident that four items assumed major proportions,

While three were relatively less important.

The last item in Figure 5 indicated, in general, the

aVerage maintenance cost per bus was greatest in the middle
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group (lQ~l8 buses), while the least money was spent for

the smallest group (1-9 buses). The increased cost per bus

in the middle sized group was also indicated by a second

glance 511: Table 24, which showed the highest percentage

was maintained by this same group. Here a total of 18.23

per cent was spent for maintenance, which was almost four per

cent more than either the 1-9 or the 20-38 groups of buses.

Wpects of Total Maintenance

The striking part of Figure 5 was the important

9031tion of Item 12, or school mechanic's salary. As might

be eXIDected, the schools operating 1-9 buses spent less

for me chanic's salary. Nevertheless, this amounted to

$69-77 per bus, which represented more than any group spent

on factors of storage, garage operation, or garage equipment

or repair. This too was more than the largest group spent

on either repair parts or labor at private garages. The

increasing relative importance of a mechanic as the size

Of the fleet increased was vividly portrayed by Figure 5.

The Often asked question as to the point in number of buses

Where a mechanic can justifiably be employed will be treated

later in this discussion. At this time it is important to

nOte that more than 30.52 per cent of the cost of maintenance

W33 COhsumed by school mechanics. Approximately ten per

cent less (20.56%) was spent on labor at private garages.

Paralleling labor at private garages was the item of parts

at private garages. Interestingly enough, throughout the
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TABLE 24

PERCENTAGES OF TEN COST FACTORS BASED ON SMALL, MEDIUM,

AND LARGE BUS FLEETS IN 1956-1957

—__e

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

\

Per Cent Dollars

COS'G Factors (Per Bus) (Per Bus)

Group 1 - 9 Buses

Salary 41.86 $1,299-44
Deprec iation 23,036 708. 60

Total Maintenance 14 . 97 462 . 24

Gasol ine 11.081 340.87
Insurance

2. 598
79-93

Admini stration 2.171 66.79

Tires 1 . 688 51.94

011 1.136 34.95
Inte I’e813-952

29-30

Driver Education . 5045 15 . 52

Group 10 - 18 Buses

Salary 43,051 1,410.14

Depre c iation 21.526 705.08

Total Maintenance 18 . 232 597 . l9

Gasoline 8.676 284.18

Insurance
l .792 58-72

Admini stration 3.751 122-87

TiI‘e s 1.08 35.40

011 .658 21.56

IntePe st .7897 25.87

Drive 1" Education .4418 14.47

N

Group 20 - 38 Buses

—\

Salary 48.58 1 ,915.32

Deprec iation 18.118 7114-33

Total Maintenance 14.244 561. 61
GaSol line 8099 319.31

Insurance
1.386 54 - 63

Administration 6-931 273'26

011
.586 23.10

Enterest .4847 19,11

river Education .39 15-38
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study the cost figures of parts and labor approximated each

other. The final calculations showed that parts at private

garages (20.00%) was about one-half of one per cent less

than lachzr. Trailing slightly behind both parts at private

garages and labor at private garages was the item of parts

at school garages with a total of 18.66 per cent of the

total. As a sidelight to the comparison of parts at school

and private garages, when the factor of normal discount was

inClllded, the value of parts at school garages should some-

what Surpass the value of parts at private garages.

WAspects of Total Maintenance

The three minor aspects of Total Maintenance, namely,

Storage, school garage operation, and garage equipment and

I'epE-ZT—le‘:ss, accounted for a combined total of less than ten per

cent. To gloss over the three minor factors as simply

accounting for less than ten per cent of the Total Mainten-

ance (Cost may be a gross injustice to these items. It could

be that the buses which were stored adequately either in

privately rented garages, or in school garages were kept in

such better condition that they could be used longer then

the Standard seven years, or could be sold to private con—

cerns for more money than those buses which were not stored

0‘9 cared for in garages. An entirely separate study

could well be conducted on those lines alone. The recent

application of the Transportation Code of 1954, as amended,

provided the same capital outlay payment ($14.00 per eligible
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child) for a bus over seven years of age as for a bus under

seven years of age. This was a tremendous incentive for

school Officials to take better care of buses in order to

particixpzate in the capital outlay payment for longer than

the customary seven year period. However, the part played

by Storage, school garage operation, and garage equipment

and repairs as a factor in longer bus operation was unknown.

It would appear reasonable to assume that additional monies

Spent in this direction would be helpful, but there were no

known available statistics to support this supposition.

The direct relationship of a school bus mechanic to

SChOOl garage operation, equipment, and storage was pointed

up by a survey of school bus mechanics at 19 representative

301300]. systems surrounding Central Michigan College. The

P9311]. ts showed that 18 of the 19 mechanics worked full-time

on 203 buses, utilizing lll garage stalls.1 The survey

f'UI‘ther showed that 44, or more than one-third of the total,

were heated stalls. Six of the 19 mechanics conducted minor

repairs, only, while 13 were expected to perform major repairs.

WA School Bus Mechanic Needed

There has been considerable conjecture as to the point

in the size of the bus fleet where it becomes economically

feasible to employ a school mechanic. From the standpoint

\

Sch 1"Survey of School Bus Mechanics at 19 Representative

001 Systems," School Bus Driver Education, Central
11

ichigan College, 1957. p. 1. (Mimeographed.)
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of practice in the ten counties studied, that point lies

between the eight and nine bus fleet. Table 25 shows only

three school systems under the eight bus category employ a

school mechanic. In every group above the eight bus cate-

gory, more than half the transporting schools employed their

own bus repairmen. In the case of the eight bus systems,

less than half employed a mechanic. A New York transpor-

tation specialist stated flatly that a school district

operating a fleet of ten buses can justify a full—time

mechanic.1 He stated further that when the bus fleet gets

as large as from 15-20 units, two full-time mechanics were

needed. Between 10 and 15 units a mechanic's helper can be

employed to help the mechanics.

A 1948 report from the United States Office of Edu—

cation pinpoints more specifically the recommended use of

mechanics. "A full mechanic with a driver helper is sug-

gested for the operation of a fleet of eleven to fifteen

buses."2 From six to ten buses a driver-mechanic and a

driver-helper were offered as a solution, and a driver-

mechanic alone for the three to five bus group. No mechanic

was suggested for those schools operated fewer than three

buses.3

 

1M. G. Osborne, "Transportation," The Nation's Schools,

Vol. 62, No. 5 (November, 1958), p. 73.

 

2E. Glenn Featherston, School Bus Maintenance, U. S.

Office of Education, Bulletin No. 2 (WaShington, D. C.:

Government Printing Office, 1948), p. 40.

 

3Ibid., p. 42.
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TABLE 25

‘RELATIONSHIP OF SIZE OF BUS FLEET OPERATED TO THE USE

OF SCHOOL BUS MECHANICSl

 

 

 

Number Number of Schools

of Buses Number of Using School Bus % Using School

Operated Schools Mechanics Bus Mechanics

l 26 0 0

2 l7 0 O

3 11 O O

4 ll 0 O

5 9 l I ' 11.11

6 9 l 11.11

7 12 1 8.33

8 12 5 41.66

9 3 2 66 66

10 3 2 66.66

11-18 20 13 65.00

20-38 14 10 71.42

1
A school system was considered as using a mechanic

or mechanics if it paid over $2,000.00 to a mechanic, or

if the total amount spent on school garage parts and school

mechanic exceeded that of parts and labor at private garages.
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Appendix C contains as a summary of recommendations

on personnel, garage facilities, and equipment necessary

for bus fleets of various sizes listing both desirable and

essential accomodations.

Cost of School Mechanics
 

Having established both the relatively high position

of school bus mechanics in the cost of total maintenance,

and the relatively high percentage of larger school dis—

tricts which do maintain buses through the use of school

mechanics, the next step was to analyze the actual costs of

maintenance in the districts with school bus mechanics.

The arrangement of Table 26 reveals there are 34 school

districts in the ten counties which fulfill the definition

previously given of a school bus mechanic. Ten schools

represent the 1-9 and the 20-38 bus groups, while 14 schools

were middle sized in that 10-18 buses were operated. While

the number of schools in each group do not vary markedly,

the number of buses serviced by mechanics do vary. Only

76 buses were found in the l-9 group, while 202 and 281 were

listed in the middle sized and large group, respectively.

It was interesting to note the costs average almost $100.00

higher with the smaller number of buses. The three schools

with the greatest cost were all found in the small group.

As a further evidence of cost stability in larger sized

 

1Appendix C condensed from ibid., pp. 40-42.
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TABLE 26

COMPARISON OF COSTS OF 34 SCHOOL DISTRICTS FURNISHING

SCHOOL BUS MAINTENANCE BY MECHANICS IN SCHOOL

OPERATED GARAGES

 

 

No. Total Maintenance

SChOOl Buses Costs Cost Per Bus

Riverdale 5 $ 4,442.28 $ 888.45

Allegan 6 4,005.76 667.72

Fulton 7 4,791.63 684.52

South Haven 8 4,904.75 613.09

Fennville 8 3,467.91 433.48

Hopkins 8 7,020.75 877.59

Shiawassee #l 8 4,455.18 556.89

Shiawassee #9 8 7,051.90 881.48

Martin 9 4,122.31 458.03

New Haven 9 6,832.38 753.59

TOTAL 1-9 Buses 76 $51,044.77 671.64

Covert 10 $ 4,216.81 421.68

Shiawassee #3 10 4,970.09 497.00

Wayland 11 4,854.15 441.28

Redford Union 12 7,441.08 620.09

Brandon 14 9,157.52 654.09

Wayne 15 12,734.53 850.30

Mattawan 15 6,474.58 431.63

OtSego 15 11,590.09 772.67

Plainwell 16 8,407.74 525.48

South Lyon 16 10,398.94 649.93

Pontiac 16 6,951.47 434.46

Lake Orion 17 7,417.62 436.29

Romeo 17 8,427 04 495.70

Clarkston 18 15,152 18 841.78

TOTAL 10-18

Buses 202 $118,193.24 579.34

Romulus 22 $ 10,256.44 $ 466.20

Rochester 23 15,871.52 690.06

Holly 24 8,434.74 351.44

Walled Lake 24 18,958.80 789.95

Waterford 28 16,889.16 603.18

Huron Valley 29 17,377.72 599.23

Taylor Township 30 18,476.85 615.56

Southfield 30 16,692.91 556.43

Birmingham 33 20,775.63 629.56

Utica 38 19,634.54 516.69

TOTAL 20-38

Buses 281 $163,368.30 $ 581.38

 



vi ,; 3.:mizx—e _ -i ii iii
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fleets, no school paid over $800.00 maintenance per bus in

the 20-38 bus group, and only one in excess of $700.00.

This largest group also contained the most economical cost

per bus when Holly maintained 24 buses at a cost of $351.44

per bus.

While Table 26 indicated school mechanic or mechanics

were more economically used in larger bus fleets, their

effectiveness could best be measured by a comparison of

costs with those schools not employing mechanics. Strangely

enough, there was almost an equal division of school buses

which were serviced by school mechanics and those maintained

in private garages. Although the literature generally pointed

up the advantages of school mechanics, the economy of school

bus maintenance clearly favored the private garages (see

Table 27). In this study, 581 buses were maintained at an

average cost of $475.61. On the other hand, 561 buses cost

24.6 per cent more to maintain with the use of school mech-

anics at the average annual cost of $592.88. Only in the

10—18 bus group did the school garaged buses show to advan-

tage. Even in this group, it was only through a re-examin-

ation of data resulting in a shift of a school, with the most

costly maintenanced buses, from the mechanic to the non-

mechanics column that made this possible. In this case, a

Wayne County school, with 14 buses, purchased $4,533.21

worth of parts at the school garage, but they did not qualify

in terms of the amount of money spent for mechanic's salary.

Hence, they were shifted to the non-mechanics group. This
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TABLE 27

COMPARISON OF MAINTENANCE COSTS OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS

WITH AND WITHOUT SCHOOL BUS MECHANICS IN

 

 

1956-1957

No.

Group Classification Buses Total Cost Cost Per Bus

1-9 School Mechanics 76 $ 51,044.77 $671.64

No School Mechanics 367 153,729.77 418.88

All 1-9 Buses 443 . 204,774.54 462.24

10-18 School Mechanics 202 118,193.24 579.34

No School Mechanics 124 76,489.49 616.84

All 10-18 Buses 326 194,682.73 594.11

20-38 School Mechanics 281 163,368.30 581.38

No School Mechanics 92 46,112.79 501.22

All 20-38 Buses 373 209,481.09 561.61

All

Buses School Mechanics 561 $332,606.31 . $592.88

No School Mechanics 581 276,332.05 475.61
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school district spent a disproportionately large amount of

money for maintenance-—$324.66 per bus more than any other

school to be exact. Their placement in the mechanics or

non-mechanics column meant a great deal of difference.

Apparently, this school had an unusual amount of mainten-

ance which may have been caused by some accidents. At any

rate they were placed in the non—mechanics listing. The

middle bus group did Show an advantage for school mechanics,

while the original placement in the mechanics column followed

the pattern of the other groups with a pronounced financial

advantage for those school districts who had school bus

maintenance work done in private garages.

The range of advantage of this latter group varied

from 33.9 per cent down to 24.6 per cent, depending on

whether the most expensive school was placed in the school

mechanic or the non-mechanic group. For practical purposes,

the advantage of hiring outsiders to do maintenance work on

school buses varied from one—third, down to one-fourth.

In the light of this information, a school district

should reflect carefully before embarking upon a school-

operated bus maintenance program which often necessitates

a capitaloutlay for a bus garage, and garage equipment,

before any maintenance work can be started. The following

arguments were generally advanced favoring school mechanics:

1. The work can be done sooner by school mechanics

thus obviating time lost for lay up of buses in

private garages.

2. Work done by school mechanics is superior since

they can specialize on school buses.
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3. Preventive maintenance can be practiced better

in school garages.

4. Additional work such as washing and cleaning of

buses can better be done in school garages.

5. Parts can be purchased more economically in

school garages.

6. Buses serviced in school garages will last longer.

7. The use of bus mechanics permits lower cost on

other items such as gasoline, oil, and tires.

In spite of the above arguments, the results of

Table 27, indicated that from the standpoint of annual cost,

school buses serviced by school mechanics were more expen—

sive than those serviced in private garages.

There were a few shreds of comfort for those who

advocate school operated maintenance centers. In the first

'place, the presence of school mechanics appears to give

some stability to bus maintenance costs. There was much

less variation in costs per bus. With the school mechanics,

the range was from a low of $351.44 to a high of $888.45,

while the private garages resulted in a low of $12.80 to

the previously mentioned high of $1,213.11. Secondly, the

experience of the 20-38 bus groups with a preponderance of

281 to 92 buses favoring school mechanics, indicated that

at least the larger fleets find school mechanics desirable,

even if expensive. Thirdly, the higher costs per bus in

the middle and large bus fleets for the private garages as

opposed to the cost of the smaller fleets, would indicate

that the use of private garages was no assurance of lower

costs in the light of probable increased transportation in

the future.
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Savings in Gasoline, Tires, and Oil by

SEhoOl‘Mechanics

 

 

While the three shreds of comfort for those advocating

school operated maintenance centers were cloaked in general-

ities as in general are the advantages commonly listed in

the literature, there was one statement which can be meas-

ured objectively. This was argument number seven (7) which

was as follows: (7) the use of bus mechanics permit lowered

costs on items such as gasoline, oil, and tires.

Apparently statement number 7 was based on the assump-

tion that the use of school mechanics with school owned

gasoline tanks, oil containers, and tire supplies would

result in savings in the costs of gasoline, oil, and tires.

The information presented by Table 28 showed this was

precisely the case. Not only was there savings in each of

the three cost factors, but the combination of savings ef-

fected a major economy of school bus operation. The results

pointed up the importance of gasoline as a major cost factor

and the relative lesser importance of oil and tires. Never-

theless, the total net result was an advantage of $103.03

per bus for those school districts employing school bus

mechanics.

The savings were evident in every division of each

of the three cost factors except in the case of the 1-9 bus

group where tires for the 76 school serviced buses were

slightly higher than the average of the 367 buses serviced

by private garages. In the totals of all buses the tire
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cost per bus was almost $10.00 cheaper in the buses main—

tained by school mechanics. Oil costs were almost cut in

half when school mechanics were on the job.

The really big savings were not felt in oil and tires

since the total cost for each of these is relatively small.

It was in gasoline costs that school mechanics were most

valuable. It was evident that school mechanics must be

operating school owned gasoline tanks since the savings per

gallon are so pronounced that wholesale gasoline prices

often prevail. With a margin of more than four cents per

gallon, it was easy to see a saving of $76.85 reflected per

bus. The total saving of $103.03 in the three measurable

cost factors of gasoline, tires, and oil went a long way in

erasing the advantage of $117.27 found in maintenance

costs per bus for those buses securing maintenance at

private garages.

Summary of Total Maintenance
 

Maintenance of school buses rated a strong third

place position. The salary of school bus mechanics was im-

portant in that more than 30 per cent was involved here,

with lesser amounts for labor and parts at private garages,

and parts at school garages. The high percentage for the

mechanics salary was reflected in the higher cost (24.6%) per

bus for school buses serviced in school garages. There was

a suggestion that the increased cost occasioned by the use

of school mechanics, might result in better care or longer
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service, but this was only 21 suggestion, and has not been

substantiated. Savings in gasoline, oil, and tires have

been substantiated; in fact a combined saving of $103.03

per bus offsets in large measure the increased maintenance

cost of $117.27 per bus of buses serviced by school mechanics.

From the experience of the schools studied, the presence of

a school mechanic was indicated when a bus fleet reached

nine buses.

Gasoline

Gasoline was the fourth largest cost factor when

analyzing COStS in 147Nnchiganschools studied. In percen-

tage of total cost the range was from a low of 8.03 per cent

in Wayne County to a high of 13.43 per cent in Ottawa County.

The price per gallon varied from .1372 in some large

Oakland County schools, to slightly more than .35¢ in some

small Ottawa schools. Within the ten counties, a total of

1,868,341 gallons were purchased at a cost of $360,622.92.

This resulted in an average cost of .1932 per gallon. The

figures in Table 29 reflects the high and low variations.

As the number of buses in the fleet increased the cost

per gallon decreased. In the 1—9 bus group the average cost

was .213 while in the largest 20-38 bus group the average

cost was .171. In the medium size bus category (IO-18) the

average price per gallon was .197. This variation can

largely be explained by the volume of gasoline used. The

schools operating one or only a few buses do not find it
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TABLE 29

 

 

Total Cost

County Gallons Gasoline Cost Per Gallon

Allegan 115,784 $ 24,577.62 .212

Delta 80,041 17,184.97 .214

Gratiot 81,877 17,037.60 .207

Kalkaska 20,800 4,579.07 .220

Macomb 260,572 56,790.99 .217

Oakland 624,836 103,746.61 .166

Ottawa 84,429 21,139.65 .250

Shiawassee 90,203 17,645.85 .195

Van Buren 104,889 20,626.48 .196

Wayne 404,910 79,343.08 .195

TOTAL 1,868,341 $360,622.92 .193

 



I:r  
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advantageous to purchase a storage tank and usually pur—

chase gasoline at retail sources. On the other hand, those

with large fleets, staffed by their own bus service person—

nel, can buy gasoline as cheaply as can the service station

operator. Oakland County, the volume leader of pupil trans-

portation, reports that seven schools purchased gasoline

in 5,000——10,000 gallon quantities at a time.1 These seven

schools were able to purchase gasoline at a net cost (with-

out taxes) of 13-15 cents per gallon. The relationship of

volume to cost was indicated by the following tabulation

from Oakland County as set forth in Table 30.2

It was interesting to note that even in this large

county which admittedly had the most favorable pricing

practices on gasoline, not all the gasoline was purchased

on bids. Only 12 of the 22 schools made a practice of taking

bids. The lowest price was achieved where the greatest

number of bids were taken. It may be that other schools

might effect similar savings in gasoline and in other cost

items by the simple expedient of taking bids on specific

needs. That no one company controlled the school gasoline

market was evident from the Oakland County report on source

of supply of gasoline (see Table 31).

 

1Oakland County School Business Officials, "Final

Report of Transportation Study Committee," June, 1958, p. 6.

(Mimeographed.)

21bid.



TABLE 30

RELATIONSHIP OF VOLUME 0F GASOLINE T0 COSTl

 

Group I Group II Group 111

Items More Than 10-20 Less Than Total

20 Buses Buses lO Buses

 

A. Net Cost (without

taxes) per gallon:

13¢ - 15 5 2 o 7

15¢ - 17;! 2 2 3 7

17¢ - 20¢ 2 1 2 5

20¢ + O 1 2 3

Is the price deter-

mined by bids?

 

Yes 6 3 3 12

No 2 4 4 10

B. Quantities purchased

at one time:

Bus tank 0 1 4 5

1,000 gal. — less 2 l 3 6

1,000 - 2,000 gal. 1 2 O 3

2,000 - 5,000 gal. l O O 1

5,000 -l0,000 gal. 4 3 O 7

Storage Capacity:

None 0 l 4 5

1,000 2 l 2 5

2,000 l 1 l 3

3,000 0 1 O 1

6,000 1 2 0 3

10,000 4 l O 5

1

Oakland County School Business Officials, "Final

Report of Transportation Study Committee," June, 1958, p. 6.

(Mimeographed.)
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TABLE 31

SOURCE OF SUPPLY OF GASOLINE FOR OAKLAND

COUNTY, MICHIGANl

 

 

Group I Group II Group III

 

Type of Gasoline More Than 10-20 Less Than Total

20 Buses Buses 10 Buses

Socony 0 l l 2

Mobile 1 0 O 1

Gulf 1 O 1 2

Standard Oil 3 2 1 6

Shell 0 O 2 2

City Service 1 l O 2

Clark Oil 0 1 O l

Sinclair 2 O O 2

Others 0 2 2 4

What type?

Regular 8 6 5 l9

Ethyl O O l 1

Both . O l l 2

 

1Oakland County School Business Officials, "Final

Report of Transportation Study Committee," June, 1958, p. 6.

(Mimeographed.)



157

The marked preference of regular gasoline was shown

when the question "What type?" was answered, as shown in

preceding table. This acceptance of regular gasoline was

made more pronounced by the fact that 19 of the 22 schools

used no additives to the gasoline.1

Gasoline Tax Rebate
 

An interesting sidelight on the per gallon cost of

gasoline was that many schools either were not aware that

schools were exempt from paying state and federal taxes on

gasoline, or they did not take advantage of the opportunity

to make the saving. At least three schools in Shiawassee

County, two in Allegan County, and several in Ottawa County

reported more than 302 per gallon was paid for gasoline.

While most of these schools operated only one or two buses,

and may find it expedient to make purchases at retail out—

lets, at least one school in Shiawassee County operated six

2 Thisbuses, yet reportedly paid .3281 cents per gallon.

would appear to be in line with normal retail prices prev-

alent at the time. In view of a six cent state tax and a

three cent federal tax, not to mention a three per cent

state sales tax, it would seem that at least 9-1/2¢ a gallon

 

l1bid., p. 10.

2W. J. Smith, "Per Mile Cost Analysis of School Buses

Operating in Shiawassee County" (Corunna, Michigan:

Shiawassee County Board of Education, 1958), p. 1. (Mimeo-

graphed.)
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could be saved merely by going through accepted channels

and applying for the rebate. The tremendous amount of

money involved in state and federal taxes was pointed up

by multiplying 9-1/22 times the number of gallons of gaso-

line used in the ten counties studied. The total $175,000.00,

was more than was spent on the combined factors of tires,

interest, oil, and driver education in the ten counties

studied. Most schools, as a matter of course and good

business practice, arrange to purchase and eliminate the

tax .

It may be that some schools listed the total amount

paid for gasoline and neglected to reduce their total when

the gasoline rebate check came back from the state capital.

This was evading the spirit, if not the letter, of the

Annual Transportation Report. The mass of evidence,

especially among the larger schools, supported the belief

that most schools were correctly filling out the Report and

were adequately handling tax reductions. The smaller

schools may need some guidance in saving money in gasoline

costs, the fourth largest cost factor in pupil transportation.

Summary

Drivers'

and gasoline costs accounted for more than 90 per cent of

salaries, depreciation, total maintenance,

the pupil transportation costs in the ten counties studied.

With two exceptions, this respective rating was common to

the ten counties .
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It seems apparent that any major economy was likely

Rube found in one of these four areas. There was little

imflination to effect savings in the item of drivers'

sahnies, except possibly through the utilization of student

chivers.v Depreciation costs were felt to be excessive in

awe cases, and could be alleviated through greater use of

:nmh devices as increased standardization, competitive

lfldding with complete and detailed specifications, and

joint purchasing where possible. Total maintenance costs

reflected the high percentage of school mechanics' salaries

and suggested the elimination of this factor. The actual

practice, particularly of the larger schools, indicated

its continuance. Gasoline costs showed the greatest

promise of savings without lessening the quality of pupil

transportation. Purchasing on bids and making certain

that the gasoline tax rebate was channeled back would

appreciably reduce the cost of transporting Michigan school

children.



CHAPTER VI

MINOR COST FACTORS IN PUPIL TRANSPORTATION

Administration

Administration consists of the cost items occasioned

by supervision of the pupil transportation system. For

purposes of accounting, only salaries of supervisory per-

sonnel were eligible. The Annual Transportation Report

listed only two lines, namely, supervisor's salary and

clerical salary. All other expenSes normally associated

with a system of record keeping were expected to be provided

by the usual administrative functions of a school district,

.and as such, were not charged against pupil transportation.

{H118 situation enabled private contractors to cry'"unfair,"l

wtmni comparative costs reveal that school district-owned

buses operated more economically than did privately-

operated buses .

In addition to the limitation of administrative costs

tc> sailary items, school officials have considerable latitude

as to whether or not salary is charged to transportation.

TTiiss observation appeared especially applicable to smaller

lBruce Howat (ed.), "Contract Haulers Have S ecial

Problems," Mass Transportation, LXX (February,l956 , p. 49.

160
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sdmd. systems in which duties carry over into other

11ams and the school administrator chose to ignore possi-

tflefractional charges to transportation and allocated the

amalcosts to general school administration. In some

sdmols the elimination of charges directed against trans-

mutation can result in increased financial benefits,

paflflcularly in cases where non-resident tuition was a

factor in school finances. In some cases no doubt the

question of administrative salaries was simply overlooked.

Pkgardless of the reason, the fact remains that in many

cases administration was not listed. Of the 147 schools

included in the study, only 82 reported administrative

costs. Sixty-five schools did not bother to include this

minor cost factor at all.

There was a direct relationship to administrative

costs and the size of the fleet operated. As the size of

the fleet increased, there was a greater tendency for

administrative costs to go up. Only two of the 26 schools

operurting one bus listed administrative expenses, and then

onl3r $25.00 each. On the other hand, every one of the

sckmxols within the 20-38 bus group listed some administra-

tive: costs. In the middle sized group (10-18 buses) 73.91

per cent of the school districts listed administrative

costs. Figure 6 shows graphically the general trend of

illczweased administrative costs with increases in the bus

Table 24 reiterates the growing importance offleet.

a low ofaChnillistration in the over-all cost factors with
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Administration 4.45%

 

Insurance 1.911%

Tires 1,3109%

Interest .85%

Oil & Grease .7962;

.440  Driver Edu.

 

Figure 6. Six "Minor" Cost Factors in Pupil

Transportation for Ten Selected Counties

in Michigan, 1956-1957.
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2JJl per cent being reported in the 1—9 bus group and a

kmgiof 6.93 per cent in the large bus fleet category.

There was a noticeable relationship between the

gxgraphical location of the school and administrative

<xmts. The metropolitan schools in Macomb, Oakland, and

hwyne Counties were inclined to spend more for administra-

tflve costs. More than two-thirds (67.18%) of the schools

in these three counties listed administration expenses,

while less than half (45.78%) of the out—state schools

indulged in this cost factor. These percentages were not

surprising when we noted that all 14 schools of the large

bus group were metropolitan districts which we have pre-

viously noted as going 100 per cent for administrative

costs. The great majority of the small fleet schools with

few administrative costs were non-metropolitan.

Table 32, a comparison of the six minor cost factors

ammong bus fleets containing both metropolitan and non—

nmrtropolitan schools, bears out the observation that metro—

pxilitan schools spend more per bus than non-metropolitan.

Irl this case the average metropolitan bus utilized more

tflaaxl three times as much for administration as did the non-

Ineizropolitan bus ($33.45 for the non-metropolitan and

$108.31 for the metropolitan).

From the standpoint of maintenance of adequate and

meaningful accounting, the administration costs would appear

to be Justified as little difficulty was encountered in

cwarngxilation of the accounts of the larger schools which
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TABLE 32

COMPARISON OF SIX MINOR COST FACTORS IN METROPOLITAN

AND NON-METROPOLITAN SCHOOL DISTRICTS

 
W

 

Item No. Buses Non-Metropolitan Metropolitan

Tires 1 $ 67 . 56 $ 58 . 20

Oil 30.77 20.42

Interest 44 . 05 5 . 60

Insurance 80 . 2O 91 . 31

Administration 2 . 27 ---

Driver Education 7.71 6.60

TOTAL $ 201.79 182.13

TOTAL COST PER BUS 2900.85 $3710.88

Tires 2 $ 63.15 $ 87 . 07

Oil 34.68 27.52

Interest 65.33 ---.

Insurance 97 . 55 173 . 04

Administration ---- 29.16

Driver Education A 15.63 15.37

TOTAL $ 276.34 334.16

TOTAL COST PER BUS 2474.36 $4053.54

Tires 3 $ 25.58 $ 42.45

011 34.79 56.75

Interest 3.40 72.65

Insurance 64.86 162.17

Administration 5.47 37.50

Driver Education 8.39 9.21

TOTAL $ 142.49 $ 380.75

TOTAL COST PER BUS $2525.39 $3726.92

Tires 4 $ 91 . 62 $ 43 . 84

011 38.55 35.28

Interest 28.76 22.86

Insurance 83.15 105.36

Administration 45.47 115.71

Driver Education 16.05 13.33

TOTAL : 303.60 3 316.38

TOTAL COST PER BUS 3179.06 3638.60

Tires 5 $ 42.13 31.37

011 40.00 33.81

Interest 43.52 21.57

Insurance 67.36 81.92

Administration 25.00 49.87

Driver Education 16.64 17.34

TOTAL : 234.65 § 235.88

TOTAL COST PER BUS 2937.23 3366.71
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TABLE 32--Continued
 

 

Metropolitan

 

Item No. Buses Non-Metropolitan

Tires 6 $ 57.25 $ 44.97

011 52.75 31.08

Interest 25.04 5.00

Insurance 85.58 94.80

Administration 61.81 63.88

Driver Education 10.55 7.77

TOTAL $ 292.97 $ 247.50

TOTAL COST PER BUS 2915.30 3459.44

Tires 7 $ 61.09 $ 81.20

011 39.93 27.88

Interest 32.57 37.36

Insurance 53.00 87.85

Administration 93.41 293.83

Driver Education 7.09 19.24

TOTAL $ 287.09 $ 547.36

TOTAL COST PER BUS 2746.00 4148.01

Tires 8 $ 37.48 $ 36.32

Oil 29.93 23.99

Interest 46.36 ---

Insurance 55.91 80.28

Administration 87.27 41.87

Driver Education 31.93 2.18

TOTAL § 288.88 2 184.64

TOTAL COST PER BUS 2915.98 3041.86

Tires 9 $ 32.68 47.53

Oil 10.55 28.43

Interest --- 28.20

Insurance 58.32 97.53

Administration 6. 66 63 . 75

Ilriver Education 28.93 11.90

TOTAL 3 137.14 3 277.34

TOTAL COST PER BUS 2395.18 3595.21

Tires 10 $ 14.77 14.27

011. 16.26 ---

Interest 27 . 63 ---

Insurance 54.55 113.14

Administration 51.35 115.00

Driver Education 15.29 -——

TOTAL : 179.85 $ 242.41

TOTAL COST PER BUS 2487.30 3253.56
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TABLE 32-—Continued
 

 

 

Item No. Buses Non-Metropolitan Metropolitan

Tires 14 $ 64.41 $ 57.29

011 20.95 35.12

Interest --- 40.46

Insurance 12.16 70.39

Administration --— 240.67

Driver Education 12.09 16.37

TOTAL 109.61 $ 460.30

TOTAL COST PER BUS 2583.21 $4118.49

Tires 15 $ 55.10 $ 34.82

Oil 23.96 17.02

Interest 9.04 20.27

Insurance 2.41 72.75

Administration 56.19 206.17

Driver Education 10.13 4.66

TOTAL $ 226.93 $ 325.69

TOTAL COST PER BUS 2710.20 26 5.26

Tires 16 $ 8.18 $ 34.15

Oil 22.27 14.90

Interest --- 22.72

Insurance 73.33 45.70

Administration --- 150.63

IDriver Education --- 24.85

TOTAL $ 103.78 $ 292.95

'TOTAL COST PER BUS 2827.56 $2822.75

GRAND TOTAL

Tires $ 620.90 $ 613.48

011 395-39 353.21

Interest 355.70 256.69

Insurance 828.48 1276.24

Administration 434.90 1408.04

Driver Education 180.43 133.50

AGNERAGE

Tires $ 46.76 $ 47.19

Oil 30.41 27.17

Interest 27.36 19.74

Insurance 63.73 98.17

Administration 33.45 108.31

Driver Education 13.88 10.27
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showed administration costs, while this was not the case

with the smaller schools. Two of the smaller schools had

to be eliminated from the study since their records were

incomplete. Some schools without administrative costs

neglected to list any expenses for oil or insurance.

Summary and Recommendations
 

While Administration is the largest of the six minor

cost factors and it appears to increase as the size of the

bus fleet increases, there is a general lack of consistency

as to what administration is and Where it belongs in the

pupil transportation program. School districts utilizing

administration costs tend to maintain better records, but

there still is a lack of standardization as to what should

be included in administration. More specific directions

from the state office would be desirable to initiate such

a program as has proved beneficial in Macomb, Oakland, and

Wayne Counties.

Insurance
 

School bus insurance appears to be the most confused

and varied segment of the pupil transportation problem.

In contrast with the rather specific standards which have

been accepted for equipment, school bus insurance has

scarcely begun to move in the direction of clearly recog-

nized goals. The complexity of the insurance problem stems

primarily from six situations:
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Genuine differences exist among the states with

respect to the amount of authority and respon-

sibility conferred on local school authorities.

School transportation as we know it today, having

come into existence during the past twenty-five

years, has not yet had sufficient time to permit

legislative policy and Judicial opinion to

crystallize into a definite pattern. In each

state there has been experimentation, attention

to specific pressures and often a patchwork of

insurance regulations.

A third factor which has delayed the acceptance of

some uniform insurance plan is the complexity of

the problem itself. There are at least four major

types of school bus insurance:

a. Liability--For compensation to pupils (and per-

haps to other persons) who may be injured in

school bus accidents.

b. Property Damage--For the reimbursement of anyone

whose car or other property is damaged by a

school bus. '

c. Fire, Theft, StormDamage,etc.--For specified

losses incurred.

d. Collision-~For the repair of damage to school

buses themselves.

To complicate the issue further, the ownership,

operation, and degree of control over school buses

takes several different forms:

a. Publicly owned buses-~The school district pur—

chases its vehicles, employs its drivers, and

is in fact, the operator of its school buses.

b. Leased vehicles——The school board sometimes

leases its school buses, again hires its own

drivers, and operates the fleets as if the buses

were publicly owned.

0. Buses operated under contract with individual

owners--The Board may contract with one or more

persons, each of whom owns and drives his own

bus.

d. Contracts with fleet owners--The Board may con-

tract with a public carrier or with the owner

of a fleet of buses, the company to provide both

the vehicles and the drivers.

e. Combined types—-The Board may purchase some of

its buses, lease others, or perhaps enter into

contracts with individual owners or fleet owners

for part of the transportation which must be
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provided. The board may own the bus body,

but contract with an operator who provides the

chassis. All sorts of combinations are found.

5. There has been little systematic over-all study of

the problem in most of the states which has resulted

in any legislation clearly defining the authority

and responsibility of the board of education with

respect to the various kinds of transportation.

6. A final source of variation in school bus insurances

is found in the variety of types of legal authority

on which it rests. In some instances the legal

status of a given type of school bus insurance

comes from specific legislation which (a) may re-

quire the insurance to be carried; Eb; may authorize

at the discretion of the board, or c may forbid

it. At other times the law may confer upon the

board some general power which seems to imply that

a particular type of insurance for school buses is

permissible; or, on the contrary it may name the

powers of the board in such detail that failure to

mention insurance seems to imply that the authority

to provide it is not intended. In still other cases

the law is so completely silent on the question that

only Judicial opinion and administrative practice--

court decisions, opinions by the attorney general,

recommendations by the state departments of educa-

tion and sometimes merely the weight of prevailing

practice within a given state--provide whatever

definition of status can be identified. In some

instances these seem to depend more upon what is

assumed to be the proper sphere of school district 1

authority than upon any clear-cut legislative basis.

In addition, there is a changing legal principle

notably present in the field of liability insurance. The

schools as agents ‘of the state, traditionally have been

inmunue to suits involving liability. Despite the traditional

immunity, state legislatures began to make exceptions to it

arui tn) require schools to assume varying degrees of liability.

 

lFederal Security Agency, Office of Education, School

Transportation Insurance, Pamphlet No. 101 (Washington, D.C.:

Government PrTnting Office, 1947), p. 12.
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These exceptions most often had taken the direction of

providing for the assumption of liability to the extent

that insurance is being carried, with the school district

being protected by law from any liability beyond the amount

of the insurance. These laws often specify the minimum

amounts of insurance that shall be carried.

A further cause for bewilderment in the amount and

type of insurance which school district may or should carry

was the legal terminology. The fact that 23 states did not

reply to a questionnaire involving the distinction between

"liability" insurance and "indemnity" insurance was an indi-

cation that even many state school administrators were not

aware of the fine distinction among some of the terms.

The extreme variations in premiums charged reflect

further variations in actual practices among the states.

In addition to the lack of specificity in determining the

types and amounts of insurance asked for, many school dis—

tricts fail to take advantage of the savings which come as

a result of asking for bids.

A National Survey of Pupil Transportation2 revealed

'that, in general throughout the United States, only one-

third were accepted on the basis of sealed bids. This was

 

lE. Glenn Featherston, Liability and Property Damage

ZInsurance on School Buses, Department of Health, EdUcation,

zind WeITare, Circular No. 486 (Washington, D. C.: Govern-

ment Printing Office, 1956), p. 2.

2Appendix B, Question 26.
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a definite mistake, according to a 1954 Florida State De—

partment of Education report which stated that:

Every county, in view of the many factors involved

in determining the premium on bodily injury and

property damage, should request bids on this type

insurance.

As evidence of the savings which can come from asking for

bids, the example of Pinellas County (Florida) was cited,

'which revealed that there was a total of 17 bids ranging

from a high of $5,050.68 to a low of $2,384.93. (The second

lowest bid was $2,693.22, or 11 per cent above the low bid.2

All 17 companies were bidding on the same specifications.

An examination of the experiences of 366 Michigan

public school districts of the first, second, third, and

fourth classes, revealed similarities to the Florida study.

In Michigan the highest premiums were paid by the districts

3 In the majority ofwhich operated less than five buses.

cases the larger sized fleets received lower premium rates.

However, premium rates between similar sized fleets varied

,greatly. The comparison of premium rates between school

districts showed a close correlation between low premium

cost and the use of bids.“

 

lThomas D. Bailey, Liability for Bodily Injury and

Ifiroperty Damage on School Buses and TruCkS (Tallahassee,

IFlorida: StateLDepartmentOPEducation, June, 1954), p. 17.

2lbid.

 

3Paul J. Voskuil, "Desirable Features of a School Bus

'Trensportation Program (for the State of Michigan)" (unpub—

ZLished Doctor's thesis, Wayne State University, Detroit,

Dflichigan, 1959), p. 221.

”Ibid.
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Michigan School Bus Insurance Costs

While Michigan's school transportation insurance costs

reflected the general confusion and misunderstandings

regarding insurance, the ten county study did substantiate

the previous Michigan study in that the districts operating

fewer buses paid larger premiums per bus. Table 33 shows

that only two groups averaged more than $100.00 per bus for

insurance. The two bus group averaged $123.31, and the

three bus group $100.25. The 29 bus fleet group, on the

other hand, lowered the premium costs to $31.83. A section

of Table 33 classifies buses according to metropolitan and

non-metropolitan. This table shows some apparent contra-

diction. In the 13 groupings which contained both metro-

politan and non-metropolitan fleets, every comparison

except the 16 bus group revealed that the metropolitan buses

paid higher premiums than the non-metropolitan. On Table 33

this low metropolitan insurance cost is marked with an

asterisk along with other low figures and will be considered

later. The average metropolitan bus cost $98.17 for

insurance, while the out-state buses averaged only $63.73.

It was, however, only fair to mention that the insurance

:rates were higher in the three county metropolitan area.

lis might be expected the two and three bus category led the

Inetropolitan field in costs with an average of $173.04

and $162 . 17, respectively .

The per bus cost for insurance, while obviously high

111 the small bus groups, does not show a definite trend.



173

TABLE 33

PER BUS COST OF INSURANCE BY SIZE OF BUS FLEETS—-

"METROPOLITAN" AND "NON-METROPOLITAN"

CLASSIFICATION ADDED WHERE APPLICABLE

 

 

 

 

Size of Non-Metropolitan Metropolitan

Fleet Cost Per Bus Cost Per Bus Cost Per Bus

1 $85.19 $80.20 $91.31

2 123.31 97.55 173.04

3 100.25 64.86 162.17

4 95.26 83.15 105.36

5 70.59 67.36 81.92

6 88.65 85.58 94.80

7 61.71 53.00 87.85

8 64.03 55.91 80.28

9 84.83 58.32 97.53

10 74.08 54.55 111.14

11 48.89

12 81.97

13 64.75

14 60.69 12.16 70.39

15 57.63 42.41 72.75

16 52.57 73.33 45.70*

17 37.97*

18 74.73

20 68. 68

22 39.37*

23 85.26

24 34.97*

25 39.54*

27 54.50

28 61 . 24

29 31 .83*

30 75.34

33 33.14*

38 60.39

*Asterisked items explained on succeeding pages.
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It was necessary to combine groups to observe a trend.

Nbre meaningful than the costs of insurance of any numerical

sized fleet was the tabulation set forth in Table 34, which

groups the small (1-9) bus fleets, the medium (10-18), and

the large (20-38) groups.

TABLE 34

COST OF INSURANCE BY GROUP SIZES

 

 

 

% Total

No. of Buses Total No. of Insurance Cost Expenditure

Group Size Buses (Per Bus) Devoted to

Insurance

l - 9 443 $79-93 2.598

10 - 18 326 ' 58.72 1.792

20 — 38 373 54.63 1.386

 

It would seem from the above tabulation that as a

size of the bus fleet increased both the cost per bus and

the percentage of expenditure devoted to insurance decreased.

Before accepting any sweeping generalization regarding

ESChOOl bus insurance costs, an analysis should be made of

‘the type and amount of insurance carried. It may be that

‘the smaller sized group carried more insurance. It may be,

‘too, they carry collision insurance with is neither recom-

nuended nor reimbursed by the state of Michigan. However,

‘tkus is not likely to be the determining factor since the

(Inly three schools which neglected to include insurance

Inere two schools in the one bus group and one school in the
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Mute bus category. Naturally,those figures could not be

used in computing insurance costs, so actually the totals

cfi'the small bus group should have been even higher.

In connection with the school bus insurance costs, it

was interesting to note that in terms of reimbursement to

transporting School districts the state of Michigan sets a

maximum allowance of $42.00 per bus for public liability,

property damage, and comprehensive insurance for each bus

used.1 As shown in Table 35, more than half the schools

securing insurance premiums of less than $42.00 per bus

were from metropolitan counties. Moreover, there are 216

metropolitan school buses represented as opposed to 71 non-

metropolitan. This would be in direct opposition to the

thesis that the rates were higher in the metropolitan

It would be more likely that the insurance

Table 35

counties.

figures were secured on the basis of sealed bids.

ajjna reveals only one truly small school achieved a favorable

irunxrance premium. There was no evidence to show that a

Iwuiuced premium resulted in any decreased service from the

irumarance company. The relative paucity of school bus acci-

deqrts, resulting in court action with financial judgments,

1Superintendent of Public Instruction, "Transportation

Chodez," Amendment to Administrative Code (Lansing, Michigan:

IDepuartment of Public Instruction, 1957), p. 2. (Mimeographed)

2Appendix B, Questions 27—31; Harry N. Rosenfield,

"ESCIiool Bus Safety in the Courts," Mass Transportation,

December, 1957, pp- 39-40-
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TABLE 35

SCHOOL DISTRICTS MAINTAINING INSURANCE COSTS OF LESS

THAN $42.00 PER BUS FOR THE SCHOOL YEAR 1956-1957

 

 

 

*‘

No. Buses Total AnnuaIV Cost Per Metro.*

 

 

SChOOl District Operated Cost Bus or N-Mtr.

Grand Haven #5 1 $ 38.71 $38.71 N

Gobles 7 251.08 35.86 N

Lawton 7 219.36 31.33 N

Fennville 8 323.45 40.41 N

South Haven 8 288.62 36.07 N

Covert 10 335.07 33.50 N

Coopersville 14 170.30 12.16 N

Mattawan 16 522.85 32.67 N

South.Lyon 16 637.34 39.83 M

Pontiac 16 584.76 36.54 M

IRomeO 17 592.50 34.82 M

Romulus 22 866.18 39.36 M

Tkilly 24 863.06 35.95 M

Walled Lake 24 815.70 33.98 M

Van Buren 25 988.61 39.54 M

Huron Valley 29 933.22 32.18 M

IBiIvningham 33 1195.45 33.19 M

71 N-M

216 M

 

*Metro. (M)--Metropolitan; N-Mtr. (N)--Non-Metropolitan
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plus the willingness of many insurance companies to bid on

school bus insurance,1 was an indication that this type of

insurance is highly desirable. If this is true, then school

officials would be exhibiting good judgment in asking for

bids on school bus insurance whenever there is any indi-

cation that more than one company will be willing to submit

a bid.

Table 33, referred to a short time ago, revealed

that in general the non—metropolitan schools achieved a

more favorable insurance cost than did the metropolitan

schools. Nevertheless, some larger metropolitan schools

recorded a very low per bus cost for insurance. An asterisk

was noted on the results of these schools in Table 33. A

nmnna thorough examination of the records revealed that 17

schools achieved a per bus insurance cost of less than

$42.(XD, the maximum allowed for reimbursement by the state

More than half of these 17 schools wereof Michigan.

Moreover, the nine schools operated 216 of

A

metropolitan.

the 289 buses covered by the lower insurance costs.

foleNN-up post-card survey revealed that of the 17 schools

whitfli received favorable premiums, at least 15 asked for

and received bids. Moreover, 100 per cent of those who

received bids expressed the desire to continue securing

scfuool. bus insurance by that method. It would seem that

failure to do this would be penalizing the School district.

1Bailey, loc. cit.



178

Table 35 Shows the insurance costs of the 17 school dis-

tricts. While this tabulation does not indicate those

schools which paid higher premiums, the fact that approxi-

mately 90 per cent of those receiving low bids did ask for

and receive bids was Significant.

A possible sequel to the story of saving money by

asking for bids, several members of the Michigan Association

of School Business Officials suggested a further step be

taken in that the state act as self-insurer of school buses.

This practice is currently being carried on in North

Carolina.1 In effect, this practice is partially being

done in Michigan in that the Department of Public Instruction

is recommending that collision insurance be eliminated from

school bus insurance. They are suggesting that the mileage

allowance is sufficient that the schools can act as their

(WW1 insurer. The philosophy seems to be that with the good

reccnxi schools have achieved with only 423 reported accidents

5 2 schools/’
by'nuxre than 5,000 buses in the "bad" year of 195

carlzxfford to repair the effects of collisions rather than

pay some insurance company a profit for doing the same thing.

.If tflue Michigan Association of School Business Officials

program for fire insurance can pass the legislative hurdles

1Appendix B, Question 26.

2NHchigan State Police, Analysis of Rural School Bus

Accidents in Michigan (E. Lansing, Michigan: Michigan

State Police, 1955). p. 1.
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and become enacted into law, the next step will be to

include school bus insurance under the same roof. It was

predicted that the enactment of the proposed fire insurance

bill would save the schools of Michigan more than $500,000.00

annually.

It was difficult to anticipate how much transportation

money could be saved by improved insurance purchasing. The

current study shows that $74,689.31 was being spent for

insurance on 1,142 buses. This means an average expenditure

of $65.40 per bus. If we accept the state allowance of

$42.00 per bus as sufficient insurance, a saving of 37.7 per

cent is in evidence here. A conservative estimate of the

savings effected by the state acting as self-insurer could

easily achieve an additional 14.3 per cent. A 50 per cent

:Mivings in insurance cost could readily be envisioned.

Vflmile insurance consumes only 1.9111 per cent of the total

2

transportation cost, and the ceiling of $12,000,000.00 was

used as the base cost of transportation, a total of

$229,332.00 is involved in this minor cost factor. Using

tkma 50 per cent possible saving previously mentioned, a fund

of'itll4,666.00 is obtained. While some detractors may point

curt this represents less than one per cent of the total cost

of‘ transportation, yet it remains a saving achieved through

lMichigan Association of School Business Officials,

Scflnool Losses in Michigan 1947-1957, n. d., p. 1. (Pamphlet.

2

Table 17.
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business—like channels which would not detract from the

quality of transportation. It is an approach to improved

financing of transportation which merits further study.

Perhaps more than any of the other cost factors, it

presents an avenue which can and Should be explored to

ferret out savings for reduction of costs without disruption

of service.

Summary

Insurance is one of the more confusing and misunder-

stood aspects of pupil transportation costs. More specific

directions and recommendations from the state office as to

what is desirable in pupil transportation would be helpful.

At this time 130 districts are paying more than the state

is willing to reimburse. Of the 17 who did achieve insurance

costs under the $42.00 limitation, l5 asked for and received

'bids. All 15 indicated they will continue to insure school

buses through the use of sealed bids. Those districts

opmyrating larger bus fleets are able to secure insurance at

a. lower per bus cost and at a smaller percentage of the

total cost.

Tires

The expense in connection with tires on school buses

aaccnounts for the seventh largest item of pupil transpor-

tation in the ten Selected counties studied. The total

nuoruies spent, $51,230.33, represents 1.31 per cent of the

‘tc3t211 cost, a relatively small fraction of the total cost.
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Within this small fraction there appeared several variations.

Van Buren County was the lowest with $1,539.26, or .739 per

cent. This represented an average of $17.69 per bus. The

upper limit was found in Kalkaska County, where an average

of $190.92 per bus was spent for tires. The average was

$44.85 per bus.

Little information appeared in the literature regarding

tires. Oakland County, with the largest number of school-

owned buses studied, issued a School Business Officials

report which recommended, among other items, a further study

in the area of purchasing policies on gas, oil, lubrication,

parts, tires, and other necessary items in transportation

system.1 The only specific comment regarding tires is the

following:

16 of the 22 districts do use recap tires, with three

of these 16 districts using them on the rear wheels

only; 17 of the 22 districts use regular truck tread

tires with tubes. Bids are not taken for tires by

15 of the 22 districts.2

‘With Oakland County only slightly below the average

in.txznms of costs for tires, there is a suggestion that

possibly bids could be taken which might result in decreased

 

ccnsts. The general use of recapped tires in the front, as

Twell.zas in the back, suggested a possible saving for other

1Oakland County School Business Officials, "Final

p. 2.Report of Transportation Study Committee," 1958,

2

Ibid., p. 3.
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districts, but this Should receive further study before

meaningful observations can be taken. Current periodicals

advocate a tire care system together with the judicious use

of retreads as being capable of effecting a 50 per cent

saving in tire costs.1 In summary, even in the "minor"

cost factors of pupil transportation some savings can be

effected if enough attention is given to detail. The im-

plication is clear, however, that these savings can best

be effected when a conscientious school bus mechanic is on

the job.

Interest

Interest is a minor but non-the-less puzzling factor

in the cost of school bus operations in the ten Michigan

ccnnities studied. Less than one per cent of the total

expenditures were attributed to interest. Only $33,229.06

cult of a total of over $3,900,000.00 were spent for the use

(If borrowed money. No county costs exceeded $7,400.00.

lkst, there were six schools which spent more than $1,000

each for the privilege of waiting to pay for school buses.

ITticaq in Macomb County, assessed themselves the largest

amount, $3,365.00.

The factor of interest poses a tantalizing question,

tmecause only 52 of the 147 schools participate in this item

lMort Watkins, "For More Miles--Transportation Service

Fkollows 9-Point Tire Program," Commerical Car Journal, Vol.

596% No. 1 (September, 1958), p. 74; “For More Miles--Get the

Whost From Retreads," Commercial Car Journal, Vol. 96, No. l

(fSeptember, 1958), p. 70.
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of expense. Almost two-thirds of the schools eliminated

interest from their transportation budget. Further, most

of the schools who do pay interest operate few buses.

Seventy—three per cent were included in the group of 1-9

buses and almost half of that number were included in one

and two bus categories. Only nine were found in the 10—18

group and five in the 20-38 listing. The variation in size

of group is reflected in the percentages ascribed to

interest. Table 36 shows that the 1—9 size of bus fleet

used .952 per cent interest. In the medium size fleet of

10-18 buses the percentage dropped to .789 per cent, while

in the large 20-38 bus group the percentage descended to

.487 per cent.

County totals also showed considerable variation in

the {xercentage of interest cost. The range was .07 per cent

to 2.903 per cent with Wayne County at the low figure and

‘Van.1mlren the high amount. Shiawassee joins Van Buren in

beiJug above two per cent, while Kalkaska, Oakland, and

Gratiot were united with Wayne in having less than one per

cent for interest .

At least one county (Shiawassee), placed interest in

the same classification with depreciation. They combined

Luuiel° the pointed title interest and depreciation1 those

costs which directly or indirectly determine the total cost

of‘ scflaool buses. There was no evidence to indicate that

1Smith, op. Cit.
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TABLE 36

COMPARISON OF COSTS AND PERCENTAGES OF TEN COST

BASED ON SMALL, MEDIUM, AND LARGE

BUS FLEETS IN 1956-1957

FACTORS

 

Bus Groups

 

 

 

 

Items

1 - 9 10 - 18 20 - 38

Salary $1299.44 $1410.14 $1915.32

41.86 43.051 48.58

Depreciation 708.60 705.08 714.33

% 23.036 21.526 18.12

Total ‘

Maintenance 462.24 597.19 561.61

14.97 18.232 14.244

Gasoline 340.87 284.18 319.31

11.08 8.627 8.1

Insurance 79.93 58.72 54.63

% 2.598 1.792 1.386

[uhninistration 66.79 122.87 273.26

% 2.171 3.751 6.93

'Tires 51.94 35.40 46.55

1.688 1.08 1.18

Oil. 34.95 21.56 23.10

96 1.136 .658 .586

Interest 29.30 26.87 19.11

% .952 .79 .485

Driver Education 15.52 14.47 15.38

% .5045 .44 .39

Total

443 buses $3089.59

:326 buses $1410.14

j373 buses $1915.32
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interest was paid on any commodity other than School buses.

Previous to the adoption of the Transportation Code of 1954,

interest was a reimbursable item from state funds. This

encouraged many school districts to embark upon a trans—

portation program. In fact, some school bus salesmen

pointed out to the school administrators that if school

finances dictated the borrowing of money, it could be done

with very little, if any, penalty to the school district

providing the cost could be kept down to a maximum of

$60.00 per child. The logic of including interest with

depreciation was indicated by the general acceptance of

both being a method of securing school buses for trans-

porting children with the exception that the total cost

would be amortized over a period of years which was

generally the life expectancy of the school bus. As has

been mentioned previously, the annual transportation report

specifically indicated one—seventh of the total cost of the

tuis. In at least some cases interest charges were shown

kar a.seven year old bus. Now that the factor of interest

aljxywance has been exempted from state reimbursement, many

scrnools find it more expedient to pay cash for school buses.

The existence of 52 school districts in ten counties

stxill.paying over $33,000 for interest indicated that

:scruools were unable as yet to free themselves entirely from

the necessity of borrowing money for capital outlay. In the

same way that L. F. Greene pointed out the tremendous

savings which could be effected if the interest could be
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eliminated from the capital outlay costs of school

buildings,1 so too could the costs of school transportation

be pared by the reduction or elimination of interest

charges. In the absence of sufficient financial stability

to circumvent borrowing, it is likely that transporting

school districts will continue to include interest charges  as a minor cost factor.

3
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Oil

Oil and lubrication was the official title for the

next to the least costly factor of pupil transportation in

Michigan. Since the inception of the gasoline engine, every

school boy and every mechanic has been impressed with the

necessity of oil and grease as a deterrent to friction and

as a.;ndne requisite for long and successful utilization of

rmyving parts. Oil and lubrication was listed as number 15

Of"the cost factors, appearing near the bottom of the page

belxnv supervisors' and clerical salaries and above storage

arui school garage operation. All of the factors on the

bottom half of the page beginning with insurance and ending

wiifli bus driver training appeared to have secondary qualifi-

caixions. They were important, but a bus could operate if

they were lacking.

Oil and lubricants would seem to be the exception to

tfllijs observation. In Spite of the generally recognized

1L. F. Greene, "Critical Appraisal of Bonding Prac-

tices in Michigan Public Schools" (unpublished Ed. D. thesis,

p41lgriigan State University, 1957), p. 170.
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importance of oil and lubrication, several schools ascribed

secondary or lower qualities to oil and lubrication by

omitting them entirely as a cost factor. This was partic-

ularly true of schools operating few buses. Seven out of

26 schools operating one bus only reported no oil as a cost

in pupil transportation. Altogether there were 14 schools

which eliminated oil and lubrication from cost computation.

One was a school which operated ten buses. All schools in

the study, operating more than ten buses, included oil and

grease in their calculations.

Between the one and ten bus groups, there was one in

the seven bus group, two in the five bus group, one in

those operating four buses, and two with the two buses

'which reported no oil and lubrication expenses. Naturally,

it can not be assumed that a total of 42 buses operated

during the 1956-1957 school year without using any oil and/or

grease. It is more likely that the cost of necessary

lubrication was inadvertently placed with supplies and

:repair parts or possibly with maintenance at private garages

rather than in this proper category. It was another evidence

;§hat better records were essential to accurate cost

accounting.

While oil and lubrication are commonly considered

txogether, and in this case were lumped together, one school

(Thennville) noted that the costs of oil and lubrication

(greasing) tended to assume equal proportions particularly

vnmen.the lubrication work was done in private garages and
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the oil was purchased in quantities and changed and checked

by the school mechanic. It was likely that this balance

would fluctuate depending on whether or not the school

garages had facilities to do all the greasing, or if it

were necessary to have the work done at private garages.

During the remainder of this study, and for the sake of

brevity, the term "oil" should be construed as including

both cylinder oil and greases of all types.

A total of $31,129.83 was reportedly spent for oil

in the ten counties studied. This represented slightly

less than one per cent of the total costs (.7965%). The

range percentagewise varies from a low of .702 per cent in

Wayne County ($6,940.28), to a high of 1.85 per cent in

Kalkaska County ($585. 97) .

Table 24 Shows an interesting trend as far as oil

was concerned. In the breakdown of 1-9 buses, oil assumed

$1.136 per cent of the costs of pupil transportation; in

the 10-18 category the percentage ascribed to oil decreased

in) .658 per cent; and in the largest bus category (20-38

Inlses) the figure was still lower at .586 per cent. This

ccnnstantlylowering percentage was even more remarkable

vflnen we recalled that 32 of the buses in group I reportedly

spent nothing for oil. At this same time ten buses from

Egroup II listed no expenditures for oil, while all buses

111 the large (20-38) bus group reported oil purchases. The

decreasing costs for oil as the size of the bus fleet

iiicreased may be accounted for in part by increased use of
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mechanics 111 the larger bus systems. This lowered cost

for oil might help explain higher cost for mechanics in the

larger systems since the use of mechanics could well result

in lowered oil costs bought in large quantities through bids.

Summary

While less than one per cent of the pupil transpor-  tation costs can be attributed to oil, this minor cost

factor accentuates the importance of an accurate accounting .

system. In common with most other "minor" cost factors as

the size of the bus fleet increased, the percentage spent

for oil decreased.

Bus Driver Education

Bus driver education was listed last of the ten cost

factors and it likewise was listed last in the ranking of

the ten selected counties in Michigan. A total expenditure

of $17,222.21 was utilized for in-service education of bus

drivers. This amounted to an average of $16.60 per bus.

Less than one-half of one per cent was spent for this

service. In none of the ten counties studied did bus driver

(education equal one per cent of the total cost. The range

inas from a low of .241 in Gratiot County, to a high of .951

(Jf one per cent in Van Buren County. It was noteworthy

tfiaat all counties recorded bus driver education as the

lxjwest cost factor in pupil transportation.

While it received a low ranking as far as actual

drpllars expended, specialists in the field of pupil
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transportation on a national scale were enthusiastic in

their praise of bus driver education, and strongly sug—

gested its expansion. The National Survey of Pupil Trans-

portationl showed 25 of the 37 states responding had

established bus driver education programs and all respon—

dents favored an expanded bus driver education program. A

recent education journal,2 which featured 16 pages devoted

to pupil transportation, stressed the importance of driver

training. Such expressions as "importance of selection,

training, and supervision of drivers," "training for, and

supervision of local transportation personnel," "develop-

ment of an effective training program for bus operators-—

in-service as well as pre-service," and "comprehensive

school bus driver programs should be organized" permeate

the reports of transportation experts from the various

states. The 1958 program for a regional meeting of the

.American Association of School Administrators listed the

provocative title of "Vexing Problems of Pupil Transpor-

tation."3 The discussion of this group session centered

around the essential nature of bus driver training.

The state of Michigan gives official cognizance to

tuls driver training in setting up the mechanics for

 

1Appendix B, Questions 45 and 46.

2The Nation's Schools, Vol. 32, No. 2 (August, 1958),

pp - 33-49.

3American Association of School Administrators

()ffflcial Program, n. d., p. 30.
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distribution of state aid to transporting school districts.

One of the four allowances was specifically marked "Allow-

ance for Bus Driver Education."l While it was true that

this factor was the least important of the four allowances

from the standpoint of money allotted, at least official

sanction was given to the program. Four lines were devoted

to the question, as follows:

23. Number of drivers attending eight

or more hours x $12.50, or

actual cost =

24. Mileage allowance at $0.07 x total

miles :1: $

25. Meal allowance $

26. Total bus driver education allowance $

That Michigan schools did not place high prestige

“value on bus driver education was indicated by reluctance

(of many schools to participate in formal bus driver training.

'This appeared to be most noticeable in those schools oper-

aiting few buses. Of the 26 schools operating only one bus,

2ND schools reported no money spent on driver education. Of

{fine 54 schools operating one, two, or three buses, only 22

Ineported expenditures for training of drivers. The largest

aunount Spent was $80.49 in Clintondale in Macomb County with

tfliree buses. Table 32 does not indicate any trend regarding

true amount of money spent per bus in terms of the number of

'biuses operated. Birmingham, with 33 buses, spent nothing

kar driver education. On the other hand, Huron Valley, with

297‘buses, devoted a total of $829.33 to this cause. On a

#

1Superintendent of Public Instruction, "Transportation

chie," Amendment to Administrative Code (Lansing, Mich.: De-

lpagrtment of Public Instruction, 1957), p. 2. (Mimeographed.)
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per bus basis, schools operating four buses showed an

average of $35.03, while schools with 11 buses showed

the greatest, namely, $36.54. The lower extreme was the

previously mentioned zero in the 33 bus group, and $5.25

in the 20 bus group.

Summary

In summary, 47 schools operating 204 buses did not

participate in any reported, formal training program of bus

drivers. Those who did report affirmatively showed that

less than one-half of one per cent of the cost of pupil

transportation was spent for the training of school bus

drivers. There appeared to be mOre emphasis on "preaching"

concerning the virtues of bus driver education than "prac-

tice" as far as the ten counties of Michigan were concerned.



CHAPTER VII

TRANSPORTATION CODE OF MICHIGAN

Introduction

In 1957 Michigan faced a dilemma in terms of pupil

transportation. Both the number of pupils transported and

the cost of transportation were on an upward trend. A large

segment of the state's population was opposed to the state

subsidy of pupil transportation. Three-fourths of the

school children were not affected by the transportation,

:nevertheless, the number of pupils and the total cost con-

The legislature took action to restrain

It

tinued to mount.

the mounting costs of state aid for transportation.

iJuxreased the distance a child should walk from one to one

arui a half miles before any reimbursement could be given,

axui it put a ceiling of $12,000,000 on the transportation

appropriation .

It was the duty of the Department of Public Instruction

tc> implement this action of the legislature. A committee

of? school administrators was selected to meet with the De-

partment officials to inaugurate a transportation program

ixnzorporating the new legislation. The committee was

ccnmposed of the following members:1 Glenn Loomis, Walter

1Minutes of the meeting on Transportation Code, House

(gf' Representatives, Lansing, Michigan, Sept. 10, 1957, p. l.

193
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Gumser, W. T. Simmons, James Ten Brink, Clare Ebersole,

Claude Elmore, Clifford Smart, Rev. V. J. Hawkins, Willis

Bates, Ted Butler, Leslie Green, John A. VanderArk, S. J.

Roth, and Austin Bates.

Before examining the methodology and accomplishments

of the committee, a review of the factors leading up to the

transportation dilemma of 1957 would be helpful for an

understanding of the problem.

Background of Pupil Transportation Dilemma

Transportation at public expense for school children

in Michigan was first made possible by a law enacted in

1903. This law was concerned primarily with consolidating

schools through a state supported pupil transportation pro-

grenn very little consolidation or transportation resulted,

however, because of poor roads, inadequate vehicles, and

.high tuition costs.1 In 1917, the Rural Agricultural

:School Act was designed to give real impetus to school con—

solidation through pupil transportation. The Act was

:refined in 1931 to encourage fewer and better elementary

and secondary schools, larger area cooperation, and a more

pnmactical use of buildings and equipment.2 In 1935, the

legfislature passed an act which authorized primary, graded,

1Fred J. Vescolani, Buses and the Schools, Professional

:Serdes Bulletin No. 20 (East Lansing, Michigan: College of

Ekiucation, Michigan State University, 1956), p. 4.

21bid.
W
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rural agricultural, and township school districts to

provide transportation within the district, although only

the latter two were reimbursed from state funds for this

action.1 In 1936, primary, graded, and township districts

were permitted to close specified grades, transport them

to another school, and receive reimbursement up to $40.00

per child.2

The following calendar of transportation allowances

exemplified the increasing reimbursement allowances per

child:

1933 P.A. 236 Sec. 7 Maximum $30 per year per pupil

1935 P.A. 192 Sec. 7 Maximum $40 per year per pupil

1945 P.A. 368 Sec. 6 Maximum $45 per year per pupil

1947 P.A. 331 Sec.34 Maximum $50 per year per pupil

1958 P.A. 26 Sec.16 Maximum $60 per year per pupil

As the allowance per pupil increased over the years,

the allowance to school districts increased as the following

tabulations indicate:3

1945 . . . . . . $ 1,293,102.15

1950 . . . . . . $ 6,477,967.83

1955 . . . . . . $11,266,966.82

This increasing cost of transportation which siphoned

cuff funds which otherwise would have been distributed to

1Pupil Transportation in Michigan, Bulletin No. 401

(Lansing, Michigan: Department of Public Instruction,

1937).p.'L

 

2 3

Ibid., pp. 8-9. Vescolani, op. cit., p. 6.
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school districts on the state aid formula, plus legislative

restrictions, was the problem which faced department

officials and the transportation committee in September of

1957. To further complicate matters, the transportation

payment for 1957-1958 was was to be based on the 1956-1957

report. In other words, the legislative decision was

retroactive, all students living between a mile and a mile

and a half were to be deleted from state reimbursement for

transportation, and the school districts had no prior

knowledge of this action.

Committee Reaction to the Problem

The committee took a realiStic approach to the problem

by proposing rules and regulations for the Administrative

Code. The acting chairman stated that:

The purpose of the Code is to distribute the money

available in the best way possible to all types of

school districts.1

The further stated that as costs and conditions changed,

some adjustments should be made. He stressed that because

(If the 12 million dollar limitation set by the legislature,

inns formula probably could not be paid in full. In that

event, the school districts would be paid on a pro rata

basis.

There ensued a lengthy session of questions and

answers for the most part dealing with specific examples of

1Comments of George Schutt, from the Minutes of the

Meeting on Transportation, September 10, 1957, p. 4.
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local situations. In one case it was pointed out that one

district which practiced the philosophy of neighborhood

attendance centers or diffused elementary Schools would be

penalized because of the mile and a half restriction. In

another case, the question was asked whether the mile and

a half distance meant the straightest distance to the

school, or did the mile and a half follow the highway from

the child‘s home. Other questions concerned the necessity

of providing transportation to pupils in areas where road

traffic hazards and a lack of sidewalks existed. The answer

was, it was up to the local districts to determine whether

or not pupil transportation was to exist, but if a child

lived less than a mile and a half from school as measured

by highway mileage, that child was not eligible for reim—

bursement from state funds.1 The question of relative

values of the four areas of state aid was discussed with

the amount for operation being stressed above that of capital

outlay, insurance, or bus driver education, because "if you

make an analysis of the whole transportation costs you will

find 65% is for drivers' salaries;"2

While the minutes indicate that not everyone was

satisfied with the provisions, there was general agreement

that the policies were fair and the participants would

'"wait and see" how the program worked out.

 

1Prom the Minutes of the State Meeting on Pupil Trans—

portation, House of Representatives, Lansing, Michigan,

September 10, 1957, pp. 2-4.

21bid., p. 4.



198

Provisions of Pupil Transportation Agreement
 

Basically, the final agreement embodied these provi-

sions: (1) there would be four distinct types of allowances;

(2) the maximum per capita allowance would remain at $60.00;

(3) if the total costs of transportation exceeded $12,000,000,

then an over-all percentage cut would be made reducing the

allowable $12,000,000 limitation.

The innovation of four distinct types of allowances

resulted in this type of arrangement:

 

1. Capital Outlay Allowance for Buses

The capital outlay allowance provided for a pay-

ment of $14.00 a seat for the manufacturers rated

capacity of each bus figures on a minimum of 13 lineal

inches per person. Ifthe total eligible (more than

1-1/2 miles distant from the school) children trans-

ported were less than the manufacturers rated

capacity of the bus, this number would be used to

determine the capital outlay allowance. The rated

capacity multiplied by $14.00 was the maximum financial

allowance per bus for capital outlay. However, the

limitation of seven years per bus was lifted. In

other words, as long as this bus was operated on a

regular route, the $14.00 allowance per seat was in

effect.

2. Allowance for Operation
 

In this computation the number of students per

mile was determined. This result was given a value
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carrying from 18 to 26 cents, depending on the

density per mile. The value per mile was then

multiplied by the total annual map mileage as certi-

fied by the county superintendent of schools. From

this was subtracted a deduction based on the number

of ineligible children carried. This deduction was

either $8.00, or 25 per cent of the per capita cost,

whichever was higher.

3. Allowance for Insurance
 

The allowance for insurance was $42.00 per bus

in daily use, or the actual cost of insurance, which-

ever was less. The computation of insurance costs

included public liability, property damage, and com-

prehensive insurance. Other types of insurance, such

as pupil accident or collisionwere non-reimburseable.

4. Allowance for Bus Driver Education
 

Bus driver education, as we have noted earlier,

was a relatively unimportant factor in over-all costs.

However, its inclusion here was a recognition of its

importance, and an indication of some status. The

actual provisions included the number of drivers who

attend eight or more hours of training at $12.50 per

driver, or actual cost. In addition, the drivers

were allowed meals and mileage at seven cents a mile.
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Analysis of Four Allowances Under the

Transportation Code

 

 

Allowance for Capital Outlay
 

The $14.00 allowance per seat per year was fair and

equitable. It eliminated the old practice of the willing—

ness of some districts to accept any price on a school bus,

because "the state paid for it anyway" over a seven year

period. It encouraged districts to shop wisely for the

best buy in school buses. It also encouraged better care

and the practive of preventive maintenance, because the

$14.00 allowance was not limited to a seven year period.

The Minutes of the Committee Meeting revealed that $14.00

per seat represented the average cost of school buses in

Wayne and Oakland Counties.1 The Oakland County School

Business Officials final report in 1957 substantiated that

contention.2 It was true that a school district would have

to purchase a bus for a little less than $100.00 a seat in

order to amortize this cost over a seven year period. Most

60 passenger buses are currently selling for more than

$6,000, but with proper care an eight or nine year depreci—

ation figure can be achieved so there is no great loss on

the capital outlay allowance.

Table 37 presents the most compelling evidence

favoring the adequacy of $14.00 per seat as reimbursement

 

llbid., p. 1.

 

2Oakland County School Business Officials, op. cit.,

pp. 18-23.
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TABLE 37

WAYNE COUNTY CAPITAL OUTLAY COST FOR SCHOOL BUSES

IN THE 1956-1957 SCHOOL YEAR

 

fi

 

Number Seating Cost Per

Capacity Reported Capacity Total Cost Seat

48 82 3,936 $ 342,627.50 $ 87.04

54 33 1,782 161,171.72 90.44

60 104 6,240 607,937.59 97.42

66 l 66 6,854.80 103.86

73 4 292 44,807.89 153.45

TOTAL 12,314 $1,163,399.50 $ 94.47

 

for capital outlay. This Wayne County report emphatically

shows that in every case, except the 66 and 73 passenger

buses, the

would more

five buses

$14.00 a seat over the normal seven year period

than compensate for the cost of the buses. Only

were at stake in these latter two categories.

The average cost per seat of all Wayne County buses reported

was $94.47, and in the seven year period a total of $98.00

would have been allowed, assuming that these buses

utilized to full capacity.

then fewer buses should have been used.

that $14.00 per seat was not enough were not aware

If full loads were not

Those who

were

carried,

argue

of the

facts unless Oakland and Wayne Counties were atypical. It

should also be kept in mind that the $14.00 per seat was

rust confined to a seven year period. Given good care, with

.adequate maintenance there would be no reason why the capital



202

outlay payment of $14.00 per seat would not be continued

for nine or ten years, or even longer.

A cursory glance at Table 37 might lead one to believe

that the smaller capacitied buses were the best buses from

the standpoint of capital outlay. This would be a mis-

leading conclusion, occasioned largely by the fact that

the 48 passenger buses were generally older and purchased

when prices were lower. Conversations with school bus

salesmen lead one to believe that 60 passenger and larger

buses are now in vogue. It was noteworthy, too, concerning

the most expensive cost factor, that of drivers' salaries,

that it was not customary to pay any more for driving a 60

passenger bus than a 48 passenger vehicle. The net result

was that on a per seat basis the larger buses were more

economically operated in terms of drivers' salaries. This,

plus improvements in bus specifications and minimum stand-

ards,l along with the need to transport increased number

of pupils has resulted in a trend in recent years for larger

vehicles.

It must be readily admitted that it was difficult to

purchase buses at this time within the $14.00 allowance

margin, but when this capital outlay figure was considered

in the light of the age of the buses, the $14.00 figure

was adequate. This figure may have to be revised later,

 

1National Commission on Safety Education, Minimum

Standards for School Buses (1954 revised edition; WasfiIngton,

D. 0.: ‘National Education Association, 1934), p. 23.
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but it was inconceivable at the time of this study that one

of the four allowances would permit school districts to

receive more allowance from the state than was actually

occasioned by the expenditure. This was particularly true

when good business practices enable districts to purchase

buses economically. The establishment of a higher figure

at a time when transportation allowances were being cut

back, would appear to be wishful thinking with too much

emphasis on original cost instead of sufficient scrutiny

of the larger and more important factor of allowance for

operation.

Allowance for Operation
 

The allowance for operation was based on three factors

only. These factors could well be termed the "Three D‘s,"

distance, density, and deductions. The first was the total

annual mileage of all buses as established by local school

officials and certified by the county superintendent of

schools. The second was the factor of density which will

be explained in some detail later. The third was a

deductible factor in which the cost of transporting non-

eligible children was subtracted from the gross allowance

for operation. A non-eligible child was one who lived and

attended school within the corporate limits of a village

or city, or one who lives less than a mile and a half of the

school he attended. By far the greater number of children

were in the latter category. A figure of either $8.00, or
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25 per cent of the per capita cost of operation, whichever

was greater, was used as the penalty for each non—eligible

child conveyed.

The first, and probably the most important factor in

allowance for operation, was that of the total annual

mileage traveled by the bus fleet of a school district.

The ten cost factors were vitally influenced by the total

distance covered by buses. Most school districts were able

to compute their cost on a bus mile basis. Obviously, the

greater number of miles the buses went on a yearly basis,

the greater was the cost to the School district. Reimburse-

ment to the school district from state funds was likewise

made on the basis of the actual COmbined miles of buses

carrying eligible students to and from school. The costs

of additional miles involved in the use of buses for

excursions, additional trips, or in any activity except

for transporting students to and from school was expected

to be defrayed by the local school district. Local school

districts had been advised by state transportation officials

to keep the use of school buses for extended trips to a

minimum, and then only after evaluating the returns from

such activities. That extra trip mileage was important was

indicated by the State School Bus Transportation Summary

which showed 2,343,397 extra miles traveled in 1956-1957.

This represented 4.5 per cent of the total of 51,070,220

miles covered by school buses during that year in the state

of Michigan. This mileage was the combined mileages of 893
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transporting school districts which received reimbursement

from state funds. This reimbursement, in turn, was dis-

tributed on a mileage basis varying from 18 to 26 cents

‘per mile. The more densely populated areas were favored

on the following scale:

less than one student per mile. . . $.18

l but less than two per mile . . . .20

2 but less than three per mile. . . .22

3 but less than four per mile . . . .24

4 or more per mile. . . . . . . .26

Density, or the number of pupils transported per mile,

has been shown to be closely related to the unit cost of

pupil transportation. According to Hutchins, "While density

itself may not directly affect the costs, yet there are

many conditions which vary with density and which do produce

changes in the unit cost of transportation."2

Ten years earlier, in 1930, a California study recog-

nized the importance of density but stated flatly that "data

are lacking to evaluate the effect of the density of school

population."3 In 1927, a New Jersey study presented a com-

plicated mathematical formula which featured the density of

1"State Aid Allowance for Transportationj'Department

of Public Instniction, Lansing, Michigan, n. d., p. l.

(Mimeographed.)

2C. D. Hutchins, "Determining Costs of Pupil Transpor-

tation," The Nation's Schools, xxv, No. 5 (May, 1940), p. 34.
 

3Frank 0. Evans, Factors Affecting the Cost of School

Transportation in California, U. S. Department of Interior

Bulletin No. 29 (WaShington, D. C.: Government Printing

Office, December, 1930), p. 36.
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school population, but recognized that local policy and the

number of school buildings obscured the operation of the

formula.1 In 1949, R. L. Johns proposed a formula for

allocating state aid for transportation based on road con-

ditions and the number of riders per square mile.2 Five

years later, Indiana was using a combination of the density

factor and the ability factor in relation to $20.00 per

child in determining reimbursement to local districts.3 In

none of the density formulae was there a marked deviation

for reimbursement and sometimes the formula favored sparsely

settled areas and sometimes the densely peopled regions.

One of the reasons for this discrepancy was the confusion

over which costs to use. Some formulae use cost per person

and some use cost per mile. Recent studies indicated that

under normal conditions, the cost per pupil was lower and

the cost per mile greater as the density increased."

 

lRobert Leo Burns, Measurement of the Need for Trans-

porting Pupils; Basis for State Equalization of Transporta-

tlon Costs, Teachers COIlege Columbia University Contributions

to EducaEIon, No. 289 (New York: Bureau of Publications,

Teachers College, Columbia University, 1927), p. 19.

 

 

2R. L. Johns, "Determining Pupil Transportation Costs,"

The Nation's Schools,XLIII, No. 2 (February, 1949), p. 49.
 

3Montfort Barr, School Executive, November, 1955:
 

p. 56.

“Willard Brehaut, A Survey of Factors Related to

Variations in the Cost of Elementary and Secondary SOhool

Pupils in Ontario 1953354 (TOronto: University onTOronto

Press, 1955), p. 14; W. Montfort Barr, gt 31., Trengg in

School District Reorganization in Indiana, Bulletin of the

SOhool of Education loomington, Indiana: Indiana Univer-

sit , 1956), pp. 59- O. "The Indiana Formula for State Sup-

por of Transportation, believes Barr and School Executives.

 

 

 

 

 

H
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In 1956, Michigan recognized the increased cost per

mile per bus as density increased by setting up an increased

allowance for operation varying from .18 cents per mile to

.2467 cents per mile. In the above example the density was

compensated as follows:1

1. If the average number of children picked up per

mile is more than six, the allowance shall be

$.2467 per mile.

2. If the average number of children picked up per

mile is six or less, but more than three, the

allowance shall be $.2l33 per mile.

3. If the average number of children picked up per

mile is three or less, the allowance shall be

$.18 per mile.

The experience of working under this code for a year

furnished the background for a slight enrichment with greater

specificity to the current scale which is as follows:2

Less than 1 student per mile . . . . $.18

l but less than 2 students per mile . . . .20

2 but less than 3 students per mile . . . .22

3 but less than 4 students per mile . . . .24

4 or more students per mile. . . . . . .26

Allowance for Insurance
 

The State Aid Allowance sheet for transportation was

very brief and very concise when it commented on insurance:

"Number of buses used daily for transportation x $42 or

actual cost whichever is less." The next line further

1Superintendent of Public Instruction, "Transportation,"

Amendment to Administrative Code of 1954, Lansing, Michigan,

pp. 1-2. (Mimeographed.)

2nState Aid Allowance for Transportation," 09- Cit: 
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specified that only public liability, property damage, and

comprehensive (fire, theft, glass breakage) were to be in—

cluded. If such items as collision and pupil accident

insurance were to be carried, it would be done at the

express cost of the local school district. The 1958-1959

Annual Transportation Reports were more explicit in terms

of insurance than previous reports. In this case a separate

account with a different number had been accorded the reim-

bursable and the non-reimbursible insurance premiums. In

this way there was little opportunity to be casual with

insurance accounting.

That insurance could be secured for the figure of

$42.00 per bus was evidenced by Table 35 showing that ll—l/2

per cent of the school districts did purchase insurance

under the code allowance figure. With only one exception,

these 17 school districts operated seven or more buses.

The total number of buses involved was 287, or slightly

more than one-fourth the number of buses studied. The

range was from a low of $12.16 to $40.41 per bus with all

the other 15 maintaining figures in the "thirties." Credit

for achieving premium costs of $42.00 and less was ascribed

largely to asking for bids and being particular not to pur-

chase non-reimbursable types of insurance.

Allowance for Bus Driver Education
 

Bus driver education was the least costly of all the

cost factors in transportation. An average of only $16.60
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was spent per bus. There were 47 schools operating 204

buses who apparently did not participate in any driver edu-

cation program. While the present cost was low, the inter-

est in driver education was high. The present 1958-1959

Transportation Report showed four lines indicating four

types of allowable costs:

 

 

 

1. Fees

2. MileagE'

3. Salaries

4. Meals
 

These four opportunities appeared more liberal than the

1957 listing, as follows:

1. Number of drivers attending eight or more

hours x $12.50, or actual cost = $

2. Mileage allowance at $0.07 x total

miles = $

3. Meal allowance $

Current literature from the teachers' colleges and univer—

sities indicate an honest attempt is being made to improve

the quality and scope of bus driver education.

Relative Importance of Four Code Allowance
 

The rate of the current reimbursement for operational

allowance has been enumerated twice to emphasize its impor—

tance as compared with the other three allowances. The

relative importance of operation as opposed to either

capital outlay, insurance, or driver education allowance

was readily apparent. Driver education was so small as to

be almost negligible (less than $17.00 per bus) and insur-

ance was limited to $42.00 per bus.
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The average capital outlay allowance based on $14.00

per seat was $770 for the larger sized metropolitan buses

and $728 for the non-metropolitan schools.l Almost without

exception, the allowance for operation was more than twice

as large as the capital outlay allowance. The average of

the 26 group categories showed that the operation allowance

was 252 per cent more than the larger (metropolitan) capital

outlay allowance.

The marked superiority of operational reimbursement

was evident in both metropolitan and non-metropolitan classi-

fications and in all sizes of bus fleets. The one and two

bus groups appeared to be favored slightly in both classi-

fications, while those districts operating ten buses

received smaller operational reimbursement. One limiting

factor’must be pointed out however. All operational reim-

bursenent will be reduced by the number of non-eligible

students carried. The effect of carried non-eligible stu-

dents will be reviewed later in this chapter.

Adeguacy of Code Allowance
 

Having established the importance of the four code

allowances, the next logical question could be this: Were,

the total allowances adequate to do the job for which they

were intended? An examination of the transportation records

in the state office for the ten counties involved, indicated

 

lAverage seating capacity of metropolitan schools was

55.4, while average seating of non-metropolitan schools was

52.5. See Table 19.
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the allowances were adequate. In fact, 16 of the 147

school districts failed to Show costs which equalled the

code allowances. Consequently, transportation officials

in the state office reduced the allowances so that no one

exceeded or even equalled costs. With more than 10 per cent

of the schools failing to list costs equal to the allowance,

this would seem to indicate the allowances were too great.

It would appear that a smaller allowance would be in order.

A more detailed analysis of Table 38 brings out the fol-

lowing observations:

1. All schools represented were non-metropolitan.

2. Most of the districts involved operate few buses.

3. Only 47 (4%) of the buses were involved.

4. The counties represented appeared to be sparsely

populated.

5. Aside from Allegan, Delta, and Kalkaska Counties,

very little money was involved.

Nevertheless, it was disconcerting to find such a

large number of school systems apparently destined by the

code to receive more money than the actual costs demanded.

Realizing the allowances for capital outlay, insurance, and

driver education were fairly stable, Tables 39 and 40 attempt

to derive more specific information from each of the 16

districts in terms of the actual cost of operation to the

code allowance for operation. These tables also reveal that

because of faulty reporting, two of the schools in Ottawa

County, each of whom operate only one bus, actually do have
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TABLE 38

A COMPARISON OF THE 16 SCHOOL DISTRICTS WHICH REPORTEDLY

HAD ACTUAL TRANSPORTATION COSTS LESS THAN CODE

ALLOWANCES IN 1956-1957

==3=== ii a like -_,_"

Number Number Amount of Excess

Counties of of Buses of Allowances

Schools Involved Over Costs

 

Non-Metropolitan

 

 

 

Allegan 4 15 $ 3,758.53

Delta 3 13 6,134.39

Gratiot 1 7 66.15

Kalkaska 3 7 1,880.97

Ottawa 4 4 901.35

Shiawassee 0 O 00

Van Buren l l 96.21

TOTAL 16 47 $12,837.60

Metropolitan

Macomb 0 0 00

Oakland 0 O 00

Wayne 0 O OO
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TABLE 39

SCHOOL DISTRICTS WHOSE 1956-1957 COSTS OF TRANSPORTATION

WERE LESS THAN CODE ALLOWANCES

W L‘ m

 

County No. Excess of

and of Code Code Over

District Buses Cost Allowance Cost

Allegan--

Dorr 1 $ 1,961.10 $ 2,349.93 $ 388.83

Fennville 8 20,985.58 22,890.88 1,905.30

Saugatuck 3 5,401.11 5,674.00 272.89

Moline 3 5,056.49 6,248.00 1,191.51

Delta--

Baldwin 2 6,151.56 6,462.98 311.42

Bark Driver 8 23,752.20 25,853.94 2,101.74

Ford River 3 11,390.44 15,111.67 3,721.23

Gratiot--

Breckenridge 7 19,211.00 19,277.15 66.15

Kalkaska—-

Kalkaska 4 12,652.71 13,074.56 421.95

Blue Lake 1 3,716.22 4,267.60 551.38

South Boardman 2 4,928.76 5,836.40 907.64

Ottawa--

North Holland 1 2,402.33 2,514.00 111.67

Rosy Mound 1 2,637.30 2,818.00 180.70

West Crisp 1 3,329.91 3,422.00 92.09

Connell 1 1,886.31 2,403.20 516.89

Van Buren--

Breedsville 1 2,993.61 3,089.82 96.21
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operating costs in excess of the code allowance. All of

the remaining 14 schools were comparatively sparsely

populated. All had less than two students per mile. In

fact, only two had more than 1.5 students per mile. More

than half of the districts had less than one to the mile.

All the Kalkaska County and Delta County representatives

had less than one student per mile, and were granted the

code allowance of .18 cents per mile. It was in the less

dense areas that the greatest discrepancies occurred. For

example, Dorr, in Allegan County, had less than one student

per mile, operated on a cost of .107 cents per mile, and

was entitled to .18 cents per mile._ South Boardman, with

two buses in Kalkaska County, was allocated .18 by the code

yet was able to operate on .117 cents. Two other districts

expected the minimum of .18, yet were able to operate on

less than .14 cents per mile. In an attempt to pin-point

the ability of some of these districts to operate so

cheaply, Table 41 lists all six of the operational cost

factors, along with the number of buses, the miles per day,

the total costs for each district, as well as the cost per

bus. The reasons for the ability of these 14 districts to

operate at less than code allowance were included in one

or more of the following causes:

1. An unusually long route. In this case the number

of miles traversed piled up until even at the

minimum figure of .18 cents, a total allowance was

reached which was in excess of the actual costs.
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2. A situation in which the school district was able

to achieve an extremely favorable (to them) cost

in one or morecfi'the six operational cost factors.

3. A situation in which the students per mile was

just over the minimum allowance as to put the

school district in a more remunerative bracket.

4. A combination of the above causes.

Distance as a Factor of Code Allowances

For six of the 14 schools the factor of distance was

paramount. These six districts were equally divided between

the Counties of Delta and Kalkaska, where sparsity of popu—

lation was important. The range in distances a bus traveled

per day was from 75.3 miles to 111.8 miles. The actual cost

varied from .117 cents per mile to a .168 cents per mile.

South Boardman with two buses was able to operate at the

extremely low mileage cost of .117 cents because of low

salaries to bus drivers ($900.00 each), and total mainten-

ance costs of less than $200.00 per bus. The important

point to keep in mind is that with a minimum of 75 miles per

bus per day operating 180 days per year, and being allowed

.18 cents per mile, each bus would be allowed $2,430.00.

This was more than the total actual cost per bus of any

of this group except Ford River. In this case, the actual

cost amounted to $3,034.00. However, Ford River averaged

111.6 miles per day per bus. Computing this on the basis

of 180 days at .18 cents per mile, the total was $3,605.84,
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or more than $500.00 more than actual cost. Breedsville,

the only reported school in Van Buren County to have code

operational allowance in excess of costs, was another school

whose bus traveled more than 75 miles per day and amassed

more mileage allowance than actual costs warranted.

Cost Factors of Code Allowance

Three of the four Allegan County schools were able to

secure a very low cost per bus largely by paying drivers

less than a $1,000.00 per year. Dorr was able to operate

their bus for a year at less than most schools have to pay

for drivers alone. Their total maintenance cost was only

$36.90. Saugatuck and Moline each had a low total mainten-

ance figure to go along with the low bus drivers' salaries.

The two Ottawa County primary school districts, which

each operate one bus only, likewise have a low salary. In

addition, both eliminated any tire purchases during the year.

However, none of the three minor costs (tires, oil, and

administration) had a significant bearing on the total costs.

As a matter of fact, Rosy Mound with a mileage of 57.5 per

day, or 10,350 per year, had a mileage allowance in excess

of costs in spite of paying $220.24 more for driver's salary

than did neighboring North Holland.

Breckenridge and Fennville were two schools which

appeared to have economical operational costs, plus being

just over the one student per mile (each had an identical

rating of 1.05) which entitled the school districts to two
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cents additional per mile. By a coincidence, each school

had an actual cost of .182 cents. This reasonable cost per

mile for each school was achieved largely through drivers'

salaries of slightly less than a thousand dollars in the

case of Breckenridge, and slightly more than a thousand

dollars per bus in the case of Fennville. Fennville had a

better gasoline and total maintenance program. These two

schools, plus Bark River, were the only school districts

achieving a lower cost record and still Operating more than

four buses. Undoubtedly the factor of having .05 students

over the one student per mile was the strong characteristic

which brought about the phenomenon. If there had been .06

fewer students per mile, then each school would have joined

the ranks of the greater number whose costs exceeded the

code allowance.

While four per cent of the buses and nine per cent

of the schools were characterized by having code allowances

in excess of transportation costs, actually this situation

was not serious. It was not serious because in all cases

state level administrators substituted actual costs for

code allowances so that nobody gained or lost any money.

In effect, this situation was extremely fair since in sparsely

settled areas, where school buses travel greater distances

and there was more apparent need for pupil transportation,

the minimum per mile payment assured an approximation of

the cost of operation.
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Earlier in the discussion of Operation Allowance, the

"Three D‘s,"--distance, density, and deductions--were used.

The importance of distance and density have been considered.

The matter of deduction for non-eligible children will be

discussed in more detail in connection with over-all allow-

ance. For the present it is sufficient to say that the

greater the number of non-eligible children transported the

less was the code allowance for operation and the greater

the contribution of the local district to make up the com-

plete budget for transportation.

Comparison of Code Allowances in Metropolitan

andNon-Metropolitan Schools

 

 

It was interesting to comparethe total of the code

allowances of the metropolitan schools to the non-metropolitan

schools. One might expect there would be little difference

because the code allowance would apply equally to both types

of schools. Figure 7 shows the comparison of the percentage

the average total code allowances bears to the average costs

of each bus group. A pattern surprisingly develops which

favors the non-metropolitan buses in every bus group except

one.

Only in the 15 bus fleet group does the percentage of

reimbursement for the metropolitan districts exceed that of

the outstate schools. It should be kept in mind that

Figure 7 was developed under the following conditions:

1. These were average figures for all schools in

those bus fleet categories which included both
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metropolitan and non-metropolitan schools. None

of those percentages represented actual school

percentages.

2. In all cases the assumption was made that the

maximum capital outlay allowance was obtained

on all buses. The maximum of $42.00 per bus was

allowed for insurance in all instances. The

average allowance was made for driver education

in all bus fleet sizes.

3. In terms of Allowance for Operation no deductions

for non-eligible students were made. This accounts

in many cases for the percentage of reimbursement

exceeding 100 per cent inseveral categories.

For a more realistic examination of the relationship

of reimbursement to costs, the following excerpts from the

1956-1957 county summaries were compiled in Table 42. This

table, which utilized only number transported, costs, and

allowances, indicates that the metropolitan and non-metro-

politan schools were bunched closely together with reim-

bursement percentages in the sixties. Strangely enough,

the metropolitan schools had a slight advantage over the

non-metropolitan schools. This would indicate the metro-

politan schools were favored in terms of reimbursement.

It would also indicate a very low figure of reimbursement

was in evidence. However, in this table one important

aspect of the transportation picture was lacking. This

omitted aspect was supplied by the inclusion of payments to
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the transporting districts in each county by non-resident

pupils. In most cases this payment was made by non-trans-

porting districts for secondary students attending some

high school. In some cases the payments were made by stu—

dents or their parents. The inclusion of payments by others

markedly effects the results of the program of reimbursement.

Table 43 contains payments by others as well as infor-

mation on the number of non-resident children

transported. The inclusion of the additional information

permits some meaningful observations. It was immediately

apparent that the non-metropolitan counties were favored in

terms of reimbursement of costs. Every non—metropolitan

county exceeded the three densely populated counties in

percentage of reimbursement. In one case (Gratiot County)

the payments by others exceeded the state allowance. In

every county except Delta, the payments by others represented

a substantial figure in relation to the state allowance.

Even with the inclusion of Delta County, the totals of the

seven non—metropolitan counties showed this payment by others

was more than 40 per cent of the state allowance. 0n the

other hand, the payments by others in the metropolitan

counties showed only .004 per cent of the state allowance.

The relationship of the payments by others to the non-

resident students transported could be seen at a glance.

More than a fifth (21.9%) of the non-metropolitan students

were non-residents, while much less than one per cent (.16%)

of the metropolitan students were non-residents. It would
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appear it was financially advantageous for a transporting

district to include a large proportion of non-residents.

The policy of the State Department of Public Instruction to

permit transporting units to charge 100 per cent of per

capita cost for non-residents helped to explain this con—

dition. It was obvious a transporting unit would not be

subject to the penalties for carrying non-eligible students

for their membership in another school district would be

likely to preclude the possibility of the students being

located within one and a half miles of the school they

attended. The addition of the payments occasioned by the

inclusion of non-residents brought every non—metropolitan

county above the percentage of reimbursement of any metro-

politan county. The average of the out-state counties was

85.5 per cent, while the metropolitan counties was 65.4 per

cent, or more than one-fifth more than the densely populated

counties. The small percentage of the latter counties was

partly occasioned, of course, by the small number of non-

residents transported.

If the percentage of reimbursement was raised by the

transportation of non-resident students, what happens when

non-eligible students were transported? The term "non-

eligible" denotes a penalty for such transportation. This

penalty was either $8.00 per student, or one-fourth of the

per capita cost, whichever was higher. It was obvious the

greater the number of non-eligible students transported, the

smaller the amount of reimbursement paid. Table 44 which
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shows the number and per cent of non-reimbursable students

and total allowances (state allowance plus payment by others)

bears out this observation. The metropolitan county (Wayne)

with the highest per cent of non-reimbursable students

received the lowest per cent of net reimbursement. The non-

metropolitan county (Ottawa) with the highest per cent of

non-reimbursable students received the lowest per cent of

net reimbursement. Ottawa and Kalkaska Counties appeared

to experience an unusually high ratio of non-reimbursable

students. Michigan transportation officials attributed

this to the situation of their being caught in the change-

over year with a lot of suburban students within one and a

half miles of the schools. In spite of the penalties,

those two non-metropolitan counties had a percentage reim-

bursement which exceeded that of any of the metropolitan

counties.

Optimum Reimbursement Through

Code Allowances

 

 

The statistics presented would indicate that to achieve

the optimum reimbursement a school district should strive to

transport many non—resident and few, or no, non-reimbursable

students. While this practice might result in the highest

possible percentage of reimbursement from state funds, it

is not necessarily, or even likely, the best policy for a

school to follow. In the opinion of the writer, a school

should not attempt to operate a transportation system exclu—

sively from state funds. The objective of a transportation
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system is to improve current educational opportunity by

utilizing school buses to bring students and educational

facilities together. This will cost money. A school dis-

trict should embark upon school transportation venture with

the expectation that it will consume some district funds

but it will also wisely oversee that the consumed funds

are not wasted. It may be to the district's advantage to

see that more non-reimbursible students are conveyed. There

were primarily five reasons why a school district should

consider transporting non-eligible children:

1. It is not really costly. The code provides that

these students can be conveyed at a minimal cost. Only

$8.00, or one—fourth the per capita cost, was deducted from

the gross allowance if they were carried. In relation to

the total cost, the charge for carrying a non-eligible stu—

dent was purposely placed at a low figure to entice school

districts into transporting them. For example, Fennville

carried 20 ineligible students in 1958-1959. With a per

capita cost of $39.23, this cost the school district less

than $200.00. There was a total of 604 students transported

at a cost of $20,301.47. This means that more than three

per cent of the students were carried at less than one per

cent of the cost. In relation to the total cost, the price

of carrying a few non-eligible students was surprisingly low.

2. The practice of carrying deserving non-eligible

students would likely improve public relations. The prac-

tice of some schools in making a red line on the roadway and
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saying, "we will take no one beyond this line" is not likely

to make friends. All school patrons are taxpayers and most

taxpayers resent being denied services if reasons for that

service can be forthcoming.

3. The practice of carrying non-eligible students

can result in better utilization of school buses. It permits

laying out bus routes so that a full load can be carried.

In the event more than a full load develops, arrangements

could be made for multiple trips. A transportation program

involving the use of multiple trips bringing each child as

close to the bus route has possible as proved not only

feasible but economical from the standpoint of cost per

person. A

4. The safety of boys and girls can not and should

not be overlooked. Recent periodicals emphasize this point

as a factor in determining bus policy.l Many students are

forced to walk over congested highways along hazardous

routes. A good program of safety for students who live

within the mile and a half limitation can not only result

in willingness on the part of school patrons to pay increased

taxes for transportation, but also a desire for improvement

along other educational lines.

5. The elimination of the stigma often attached to

those who can and those who cannot ride the buses is another,

 

lEmory Stoops, "Determining Your School Bus Policy,"

Overview, Vol. 1, No. 4 (Apri1,1960),p. 66; Allen P.Jeffries,

"Overloading Buses Must Be Prevented," The Nation's Schools,

V01. 62, No. 2 (August, 1958), p. 43.

 

 



231

although perhaps minor, effect of transporting non-eligible

students. The application of the yardstick of the "welfare

of the child" theory is preferable to the fastidious use of

a tape measure in determining whether or not a child can

ride. The absence of discrimination on account of distance

is a help to the student who is affected by the taunts of

other children.

Limitation of Code Allowance
 

One of the bad features of the operations of the Trans—

portation Code was that it acted indirectly as a financial

deterrent to school reorganization. Some school superinten-

dents who have experienced the financial pinch of transpor-

tation, realize full well they can charge and receive full

per capita costs of transportation from the sending districts.

If these sending districts were to annex to the receiving

transporting district, the amount of reimbursement from

state funds would be subject to the general restrictions of

the code. In addition, there was always the strong possi—

bility of an "across the board" percentage cut if the total

state obligations exceeded $12,000,000. As if the probability

of the two types of cuts were not penalty enough, there is

a time lag of some six months to a year before transportation

payments are included in state aid warrants. It is little

wonder then that many receiving districts prefer to bill

the sending districts twice during the current year and

collect full per capita costs. The net result is that
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school district organization so ably advocated by Thaden

and others,1 has been minimized by the reactions of the

receiving districts to the methods of payments for transpor-

tation. It is not right that a school does receive more

money for transporting non—resident students than resident

students. The non-residents should be subject to the same

restrictions as the resident students.

Summary

The democratically inspired Transportation Code of

1957 was the result of Department of Public Instruction

action to reconcile rising ‘pupil transportation costs and

legislative action limiting the payment of state aid to

$12,000,000, and imposing additional walking requirements

on the students. The code, as adopted, included provisions

for payments of state aid on four distinct types of allow-

ances, the continuance of the maximum allowance of $60.00

per child and for pro rata cuts in combined allowances if

the costs exceeded $12,000,000.

The analysis of reimbursement on the basis of the four

allowances revealed two large areas and two smaller areas.

Operation, the greatest allowance, was generally twice as

large as capital outlay. Insurance was limited to $42.00 per

bus, and driver education was even smaller than that amount.

 

1J. F. Thaden, Equalization Educational Opportunity

Through Community School‘Districts,‘Special‘BuIletin 410

CEast Lansing, MIChigan: Michigan State University, January,

1957), p. 5; H. A. Dawson and Floyd W. Reeves (co-chairman),

Your District School (Washington, D.C.: National Education

Association, 1948), p. 15.
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The transportation code, as amended in 1957, is

operating satisfactorily within reasonable expectations.

1. The Code has kept the cost down to the legislative

limits. The school districts have been made aware that a

percentage cut is being made to comply with legislation.

The school districts know that improvements in the economical

operation of their system is to their best interest. They

know, too, that lax operation and accounting will lessen the

amount of money available for other aspects of the educa—

tional program.

2. During the time the Code has been in operation

more children have been transported, and there is every

reason to believe this condition will continue.

3. The operation of the Code, particularly in terms

of the $14.00 allowance per seat, per year tends to keep

down the cost of transportation by more economical bus

purchasing.

4. The Code invites the exercise of local option.

It permits school districts to determine what students shall

be transported by setting up a schedule deduction for trans—

porting pupils within a mile and a half of the school

building attended.

5. The operation of the Code is resulting in more

study with recommendations for action. In addition to this

study, many other related studies are currently in progress.

6. The Code is flexible. Announcements have been

made that portions are subject to review. This places
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responsibility on those who advocate a change. They must

come up not only with suggestions but facts supporting

their recommendations for change. Current legislative

recommendations are more concerned with raising the amount

available for increased transportation requirements than

with changing the provisions of the code.

Recommendations
 

Because of the short elapsed time since the inception

of the Transportation Code, very few changes should be made.

Three of the four allowances should be left unchanged. The

Allowance for Insurance, or $42.00 per operating bus, is

ample to meet the needs of insurance. The results of the

survey show that adequate specifications with invitations

for bids can result in insurance premiums of less than the

limitations. The inclusion of items such as collision and

pupil accident can be eliminated unless the school district

insists upon them, and is willing to increase local tax

levies in order to have them.

The Allowance for Bus Driver Education is flexible

enough to include increases in this essential aspect of

transportation. While it is the smallest allowance, it

likewise is the one which has the best chance for expansion

and still be extremely reasonable.

The Allowance for Capital Outlay is sufficient at the

present time. With the expectation that preventive main-

tenance practices can extend the life of a school bus beyond
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the normal seven year figure, the $14.00 per seat, per year

feature is enough remuneration. The socialistic feature of

the "state is paying for it anyway" has been at least

partially eliminated. More evidence indicating spiralling

inflation is required before the cost per seat is increased.

The Allowance for Operation is the most important

allowance and the one which merits some change. The evidence

that mileage allowances in sparsely settled areas is

exceeding the actual costs is an indication of a need for

change. The need is apparent only in the two primary areas

of little density; those with less than one student per mile

and those with more than one, but less than two per mile.

The obvidus answer is to make a small reduction. The ques—

tion is, what constitutes a small reduction? In order to

prevent the use of fractions of cents, each of the two most

sparsely settled category might be reduced by one cent a

mile. This would result in the following formula:

Less than 1 student per mile . . . . $.17

l but less than 2 students per mile. .19

2 but less than 3 students per mile. .22

3 but less than 4 students per mile. .24

4 or more students per mile . . . .26

Critics might point to the large gap between the second and

third category as being too large. There might be too much

incentive for transporting district to include just enough

students to place them over the second category and into

the third. The fact of the matter is that a district does
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not normally consider that aspect and does not have suffici-

ent control over the number of students in its anea even if

it had the inclination to do so. If spiralling costs can

justify a legislative increase in the allotment beyond the

$12,000,000 limitations a more meaningful change would be

to increase the last three categories by one cent each and

leave the first two as they are at present. In that case,

there would still be a three cent gap between the second

and third step. However, in the event that the allowance

exceeded the cost, the policy of using cost rather than

allowance would take precedence. From that point of view,

there would be no harm done in leaving the figures where

they are at present until further study shows the need and

direction for revision.

The operation of the code should be altered so that

it is not beneficial for transporting districts to carry

non-resident students. The adoption of the current House

Bill 91 which requires every student to be a resident of a

school district which operates a K-l2 program would achieve

this result. If the time element is too great before the

enactment of a legislative program, then the sending dis-

trict should have deducted from the transportation portion

of the state aid payments an amount equal to the penalties

assessed the transporting unit.



CHAPTER VIII

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Conclusions
 

From an intensive search of the literature regarding

pupil transportation, as well as from the original research

on the local and state level, there is one outstanding

conclusion. This conclusion is--pupil transportation is on

the increase and there is no likelihood of any change of

direction in the foreseeable future. Nowhere in the litera—

ture has there been any suggestion of a decrease nor any

mention of the pending existence of any factor that would

tend to diminish the importance of the transportation of

boys and girls. On the contrary, current periodicals offer

ample evidence of the widespread effects of pupil trans-

portation in terms of such varied educational ventures as

1
school building planning, emergency school disaster instruc-

3
tionS,2 and the extension of the instructional school day.

1Merton J. Turck, Jr., "Parking and Transportation--

Its Relation to School Site," Michigan School Board Journal,

Vol. 3, No. 2 (May, 1957), p. 7.

2David H. Soule, "Tornado Procedures for School Bus

Operators," School Bus Trends, April, 1957, p. 43.
 

3Merton J. Turck, Jr., "The School Bus Ride-~An

Extension of the Instructional Day,“ Mass Transportation,

Vol. 52, No. 2 (February, 1956), p. 43; velma Linford,

“Making the Bus Ride A Learning Experience," School Bus

Trends, Vol. 5, No. 2 (April, 1960), p. 12.
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The ever increasing stature of pupil transportation on

the state level is pointed up by the National Survey of Pupil

Transportation covering 37 states, in which the following

major hypothesis was validated:

THE FUTURE OF PUPIL TRANSPORTATION ON A NATIONAL

SCALE AS EVIDENCED BY THE OPINIONS OF STATE PUPIL

TRANSPORTATION DIRECTORS, WILL BE CHARACTERIZED BY

AN INCREASE BOTH IN THE NUMBER OF PUPILS TO BE

TRANSPORTED AND IN THE PERCENTAGE OF THE BUDGET

DEVOTED TO TRANSPORTATION.

The following conclusions concerning pupil transpor—

tation on the national level were verified:

1.

2.

that the per capita cost would increase;

that along with a lack of accurate accounting and

numerous opposing outcries there is a period of

conflict and uncertainty regarding the practice

of using public funds for non-public transpor-

tation;

that the percentage of state aid would remain

about the same;

that the school administrative units would be

larger;

that there was a slight trend toward a modest

increase in the degree of state regulation;

that there is a continued trend toward school

district ownership of school buses;

that as the number of school administrative units

decrease there is a corresponding increase in the

need for pupil transportation;
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8. that the following six areas show promise either

toward cost savings, improved quality, or better

understanding of pupil transportation:

3..

b.

f.

group or joint purchasing buses and supplies

school bus insurance studies

school transportation liability studies

preventive maintenance practices on school

buses

adoption of recommended and tested state

practices resulting in lower costs or improved

quality

bus driver education studies.

A disconcerting aspect of the study was the revelation

that two hypotheses were not only invalid, but there was a

trend toward a reverse application. The two hypotheses were:

1. THAT AS THE BUS FLEET INCREASES IN SIZE THERE IS

A CORRESPONDING DECREASE IN THE COST OF OPERATION.

2. THAT THE USE OF SCHOOL MECHANICS RESULTS IN A

DECREASE IN THE UNIT COST OF TOTAL MAINTENANCE.

All other hypotheses were verified by data.

The sting of the invalidation of the theory that the

use of school mechanics reduced maintenance costs was

removed when the hypothesis THAT THE USE OF SCHOOL MECHANICS

LOWERED THE COST OF GASOLINE, OIL, AND TIRES was verified.

The per bus savings of these three items almost erased the

increased cost of total maintenance when school mechanics

were used.
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Another conclusion which was apparent early in the

study was that metropolitan schools differed from non-

metropolitan schools in that they operated on a relatively

lower cost per capita basis and a higher cost per mile

basis than did the out—state schools. The chief reasons

for this distinction was that the metropolitan schools were

able to convey many more students per bus largely through

the density of population and through the utilization of

multiple bus routes.

As a follow—up of the study of density, the conclusion

was reached that regardless of the classification of the

county, into a metropolitan or non-metropolitan category,

there were variations of population within a county which

determine whether or not multiple routes were applicable.

The further conclusion was reached that schools which

average less than 100 annual miles per student should con-

sider and practice the use of multiple routes for buses as

a means of improving the quality and lowering the cost of

pupil transportation.

The study revealed that better record keeping is

essential. This is particularly true in smaller bus fleets

where glaring omissions were evident. The utilization of

additional personnel as an administration cost usually

results in better accounting. In connection with inadequate

records, the study revealed that many schools were dis-

regarding the spirit if not the letter of the regulations

regarding state gasoline tax rebate. Many schools were
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either not taking advantage of the saving or were ignoring

making the savings apparent on the records. If the six

cents per gallon gasoline savings were not realized the

responsible school officials were indulging in unsound

business practices; if the savings were realized and not

accounted for in the records of the school, the officials

were exposing themselves to extreme criticism.

Increased use of bids for both capital outlay and

operational needs, joint purchasing where practicable, and

increased standardization are reiterated in various parts

of the study as a means of saving taxpayers money in pupil

transportation. .

The study revealed Michigan schools are finding the

1957 amended Transportation Code generally satisfactory as

an instrument governing the transportation of pupils and

providing state financial aid for so doing. The Code is

flexible in that there were provisions for change, but no

changes have been made. The Code is optional in that the

local district determines:

1. whether or not there will be pupil transportation;

2. which pupils within the district are to ride:

3. whether or not there will be non-resident trans—

portation;

4. whether or not non-public students shall be

conveyed;

5. whether or not non-eligible students shall be

conveyed;
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6. the length of time school buses shall be used;

7. the amount and type of state allowances they wish

to be entitled to as a result of pupil transpor-

tation.

The evidence showed that only in the case of sparsely

settled areas where many miles per student were amassed,

did the total allowance exceed the cost. In these cases,

actual costs rather than allowances controlled.

Recommendations
 

1. That the Department of Public Instruction prepare

and publish a handbook for the perusal of boards of education.

The handbook should contain recommended practices for trans-

porting school districts together with a list of practices

which should be avoided.

2. That a study be made of the use of carefully

selected, well-trained student drivers as a means of reducing

pupil transportation costs. An essential adjunct of this

study would of necessity be the enabling legislation to

permit this procedure.

3. That a study be made of the possibility of effecting

pupil transportation capital outlay savings by such means as

the purchasing or leasing of school buses through a state or

county governmental agency.

4. That a follow—up study be made of the same school

districts found in Table 26, or other school districts, to

determine the effectiveness of school mechanics as opposed
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to private garages on the basis of the following criteria:

A. The mean years of full time service of school

buses serviced by the two types of maintenance;

B. The nature and extent of service breakdowns by

both types of maintenance service:

C. Complete maintenance costs over the life span

of buses on both types of maintenance:

D. The continuance or discontinuance of either type

of maintenance.

E. An objective comparison of satisfactory performance

of school buses from the standpoint of parents,

pupils, and school officials by the two methods of

school bus maintenance.\

5. That on the county level a study be made of pupil

transportation costs and other pertinent transportation data

through the office of the county superintendent of schools.

Such factors and conclusions as may be meaningful should be

compiled and disseminated to local districts, together with

recommendations for improvement at the state level.
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APPENDIX A

NATIONAL SURVEY OF PUPIL TRAISPORI‘ATIM

- General Information

1.

2o

9.

10.

13 .

14.

15.

16.

- buses in 1956-57.

Please indicate the total amber of school districts. in your state on June 30,

.1957.

. Please indicate, the total number of school districts in your state on the above

dateengaged lathe-transportation of pupils tsand fra'school at public

muse.

Please indicate the total masher of school district owned and operated school

.Please. indicate the total numberof privately owned and operated school buses in

1955-57-

Please indieate the total number of pupils (1-12) enrolled in the public schools of

your state.

 

.Pleose indicate the total master of pupils (It-12) transportedat public expense on

school district owned and operated school buses.

Please indicate the total umber of pupils (K-lz) transported at public expense on

privately ownedand operated school buses.

Please indicate the total number of pupils (K42) transported at public expense in

all other types of vehicles.

.. Please indicate the total nuiber or non-public school pupils. (K-l2) transported at

public expense.

. Please indicate the total cost of transportation less capital outlay for all pupils

transported at public expense on school district ownedand operated school

buses.

Please indicate the totaloperational cost of‘transportation for all pupils trans-

ported at public expense on . privately owned and operated school buses.

Picase indicate the. total operational cost of tnnsportation for all pupils

transported at public expense on vehicles other than school buses.

Please indicate the total annual mileage for-all school district owned and.

operated school buses in your state.
AB.

. Please indicate the total annual mileage for all privately owned and Operated

school buses.

. Please indicate the minim amber of days school mist be in Operation in your

state to meet legal requiremnts.
 

Please indicate how far a pupil must live from the school he attends to qualify

for transportation aid from state sources. (Ii-6) (7-12)
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17. Please indicate how far-a pupil my be required toaalk to meet a school bus.

  

(K—6) (7-12.)

18. .Do pupils living within corporate limits of a. municipality qualify for transpor-

tation aid fro. state sources! yes no
 

l9. . Is it compulsory to transport all pupilsyho meet the requirements as listed in

question 16, 17 and 18: yes no
-—-—-1-

If your sansuar is “no” please enumerate exceptions.

B. Transportatiml costs

20. - How does your state detemine transportation aid to local school districts?

(Please attach formula if yourstate has one)

21. Please indicate the per cent of total Operational costs. (excluding all capital out-

lay) for transportation of pupils. for (a)_ local school districts and (b) state

‘ sources for 1 each of the following years

 
 

 
 

  

  

(s). local schOOl districts (b) state sources

191:8 W 1.» t J

.1950 $ Wfi

, 1952 1 J

1951+ in; $ _ W fl $

1956 1 $
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22. Please indicate upon" what basis, if any, your state has. developed a formal organi-

zation for Joint or group purchasing. of the followingoperational supplies for

  

transportation.

. statewide basis regional basis . county basis

yes no yes no yes no

gasoline ______ ._____ ______ _____

tires __ __ ‘____ __ __ _____

repair parts __ ______ _ __ '______ ______

011 w * w “ m w

23. .where you have indicated “yes” fortquestion 22 do. you favor the continuation of

the program! yes no

 

2h. .If youranswer‘vas "no" for question 22 do you famthe flotation of a forml

organization for Joint or group purchasing of Operational supplies for transpor-

tation on a statewide basis yes no, regional basis yes no,

county M818 yes m.

. Insurance _

25. .In the following types of insmnce please check those types which: . (1) your

state requires the school districts to carry}. .(2) you think the school districts

should carry; (3) you think the school districts should not carry.

(1) Requiredtocarry (2)8houldcarry (3),Shmldnotcarry

Public liability

Property damage

Collision on trans-

porting vehicle

 
  

   

   

Fire

heft

Pupil Accident '

   

  
 

   

bdieal pay-ent to

passengers
. - - l.

 

Liability for bus drivers
 

Other - _
 

Other i
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26..Ingeneralareschoolbusinsin'anceneedsbeingsecuredonthebasisofsealed

bids inyourstate at thepresent tine! yes no

27. . Do the laws of your state indicate that school districts should. accept liability

for inJury to pupils riding on school buses! yes no

28. Does the trend in court decisions in your state indicate an increased liability on

the part of the school district for inJuries to pupils transported? yes no

29. Please indicate the number of suits instituted in the courts of your state on behalf

of pupils inJured while being transported to and from school since 1950. pg

30. .Please indicate how any of the suits instituted. in question 29 were successful in

obtaining a Judgment against the school district or its agencies.

31. .Please indicate against whom the Judaism-was issued in the nulberocl’ successful

suits listed in question 30.

Capital outlay

32. . In your opinion what percentage most nearly represents the ideal contribution of

the local school district to the cost of the following items in transportation with

the state paying the minder: . (please check one answer-in each column)

 

 

, Capital outlay ‘ mention

0$ ___._____. 0%

25$ ,__.___ 25L...

50$ ______ 50L...

75$ __ 75$

100$ 100%....
 

33. Please indicate upon what basis, if any, your state has developeda faunal cor-

ganization for Joint or group purchasing of capital outlay needs such as school

buses for pupil transportation.

statewide basis regional basis county basis

yes no yes no yes no

School buses

31}. . If your-answer'uas'wes" for question 33 do you favor the continuation of the

progran2______yes no

35. If yoursansuer was “no“ for question 33' do you favor the formation of a formal

organization for Joint or group purchasing of capital outlay needs such as school

buses on a statewide basis yes no, regional basis yes no,

county basis yes no.
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Bus Driver Education

36.

37.

. 38-

39-

1&3.

Is there a statevide program of school bus driver education in your state?

yes no.

If the answer to question 36 is» "yes' Iho provides this program?

State Depart-ent of Public Instruction
 

Colleges and/or universities
 

Cmbimtion of. Department of Public. Instruction and colleges

 

Other (please specify)

.what was the approxintc total cost of the bus driver education program in 1956—572

.__L

. Please indicate how Inch of the amount in question 381m paid by the local school

districts. How much of thisaulount as paid by state funds!

. Are rules employed as schoolbus drivers in your state! yes no

. Are high school students employed .as school bus drivers in your state! yes no

.which have proven most successful in your state as school bus drivers!

kn
 

Hanan
 

Students

lo difference between men and mun
 

lo difference betuueen roles and students

In difference betueen men and students

lo difference between men, union or students
 

which have proven least successful in your ‘ state as school bus drivers?

. lien

Halon
 

Students“

lo difference betnen an and women
 

7 lo difference between won and students

lo difference between men and students

lo difference between men, women or» students
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Whatagelioitswmlldyourecouendforschoolbusdriversinyourstatet

Ken fral to

Haen fro! to

Students from to

Do you favor an expanded program of school bus driver education! yes no
*

- Has your State Department of Education establisheda school bus driver education

program! yes no

Other needed informtion

1‘7 C

19.

. In your Opinion mt steps could be taken to reduce transportation costs through

preventive mintenancet

. Have you discovered any practices in mil transportation which you would recamend

for acceptance in other states which might result in lowered costs, or improved

quality of transportation!

. Does your state provide additional financial aid for the transportation of mentally

. or-physically handicapped pupils enrolled in special education programs?

_ yes no

 

If your answer is "yes” please indicate the amount of additional aid for:

.A. .bbntally handicapped pupils.

B. Physically handicapped pupils.

 

 



.F‘UT.

53.

57



D. Future of pupil transportation

- so.

51.

53.

57-

- Total number of.

260

Please indicate what youexpectyour state villlikelybedoing inthe next

10-20 years in the following areas (estimted colnparison of 1975 or thereabouts

A with the present)

pupils transported

. Per capita cost

of transportation

~ Use of public funds

decreased

for non-public trans-

portation

Percentage of total

*

transportation costs

financed by state

funds

Size of adninistrative‘

units

Degree of state regu-

portation

- lation in pupil trans-

- Percentage 'of school

district owned buses

. Percentage of total

school budget for

transportation

aboutthesane lofiaore asfimre Moore other(spe11:f





 

SECTION A

DISTRICT OWNED OR LEASRD BUSES

5 6 7 10

Maintenance at

Gasoline Other Sugalics Private Garages

$321“! art; Total Cost

r 0 Ohm m.

Gallons fl 38 Parts Labor ) (Add all i )

Public Liability Property Damage Fire. Theft Pupil Accident

(number of buses stored__) .....................................................................

operation ...........................................................................................

and repair: ......................................................................................

311! driver training (number of drivers__.._._.-) ........... . ...................................................

 
salaries for extra trips ..................................................................................

travelleddunngycarm

schooldistricts ........................................................................................ 

SECTION B

3 5 6

Nurns or Make Year Bus Ewins

of Body Manufactured 0.

SECTION C

5 6 10

Avers a Number

Residgent Pu ' Average Number _

Distance Time of Bus Avcrs a Number on Bus Who in Average Number Resident Pu 111 Aver s Number Total M es

Bus Bus Travels Operation '1‘ Eu fined OIutside 0051:8th Pupils More than Tfnspori‘eill 0 Non- esident Bus_Travels

. Du ' D ' M‘ ten runs 0 imits an ver ' a rein in n ' c or up

NO nng ay m inn 9 0 a Mile from Schoolhouse LmAigadSeghool Transported

 



 

SECTION D APPENDIX B

RECORD OF NON-RESIDENT PUPILS TRANSPORTED

G 6 7 8

Aver e Numb r of

Pupil‘s‘Trenspoztod Tote! Amou t otsl Amount‘1'

Total Amount Received from Pigments {or

no

in

District A mint Received}

Number Township (K—B) (5)-12) Séhool Districts Unpud

P NP P NP

urrent Year

ANNUAL TRANSPORTATION REPORT

District No.................................

Township of County of

 

(Nsme 0! District)

For Year Ending June 30, 19............

Number of months school buses in i "

 

 

 

 

Typeof a . L.

SW". . , L

Secretary

Trpnmrror

Addrm of School
 

Non-High School Districts will please give name of High School to which pupils

were transported.

Name of High School 
SECTION E

Qionpd

REPORT OF EQUIPMENT SOLD 0 (Supt. or Sec.)

1 2 3 4 6 1

Chueie Body Credited on

or Bus Name or Meke Date Sold To Whom Sold . Cash Received New Bus
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