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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

The Problem 

The problem of this study was to evaluate the quality 

©f service and the adequacy of financial support toy the 

Stat® of the Texas public school transportation system and 

to indicate what improvements, if any, are needed in order 

to meet ideal standards. 

To solve this problem the following sub-problems must 

be solved, namelyt 

1. To select criteria for an ideal transportation 

system for public school children. 

2. To test the present transportation system of the 

State of Texas by these criteria* 

3. To determine which areas or elements, if any, do 

not meet these standards to an identifiable degree. 

4. To propose changes in the transportation system 

or in the wanner or amount of financial support, 

if indicated, in order to meet ideal standards. 

The Hypothesis 

The working hypothesis of this study is that the 

present Transportation Formula of the Foundation Program 



Act does not furnish sufficient financial support for an 

ideal transportation system and that such an ideal system 

does not now exist over the state. 

Basic Assumptions 

1, Under the present laws it is the duty of the 

state to supply a minimum program of trans-

portation for public school children (9). 

2, It is necessary to provide transportation for 

the following reasonss 

a. Transportation is a necessary factor in 

carrying out the mandate of the state 

constitution for Baa efficient system 

of public schools" (1)| and 

b. Transportation of rural public school 

Children in Texas is an Integral part 

of the equalisation of opportunity is 

education if the constitutional require-

m@nt for wa general diffusion of 

knowledge" (1) is fulfilled. 

3, fh# Stat® of fexas is financially able to sup-

port its public schools (13• p. 6). 

4, For the purpose of this study the Isehberg score 

card, abridged* represents the standards of an 

ideal public school transportation system. 



Background and Purpose of the Study 

Before coming to the actual selection of as instrument 

for scoring and evaluating the Texas school bus program, it 

might be well to lock at the general over-all position and 

philosophy of the school transportation systea in the total 

educational program# It appears to he generally accepted 

that the school M s is the great equaliser of educational 

opportunity in the realm of local geography. In. other 

words, it is the device or instrument which helps to bring 

the child and the school together la thoa© situations where 

distance separates them such as are found in rural and 

suburban areas. Although dissenters cam be found regarding 

almost any item in the purposes and objectives of American 

public education, it Is generally accepted that the oppor-

tunity for completion of a high school course of study is a 

minimum right of ©Tory educable child, furthermore, the 

bus makes it possible to carry out many field trips to 

places of historic, geographic, economic, or scientific 

interest not otherwise available for first-hand study, fhe 

walls of the schoolroom are expanded, so to speak, to allow 

for observation of a greater domain of Interesting and edu-

cationally worth-while sights, fhe us© of the school bus 

for the carrying on of other functions, especially that of 

our vast program of Intersoholastic athletics and other 

student activities, Is well-known and accepted, fhe school 



feus alght l>e considered an Instrument for helping to extend 

the curriculum In that consolidated schools are often 

©mailed to offer many cows ©a not feasible with the small 

enrollment of two or more tiny schools. Likewise, a better 

qualified staff ©an likely fee assembled in a larger aystesn-

particularly in specialized areas* Horn efficient u m of 

classroom, laboratory, and gymnasium spa©# ©am he secured 

in larger system®, especially at the secondary level, fhi® 

is true ordinarily because the secondary teachers can find 

teaching assignments more suited to their training and 

background. In the smallest schools, a teacher often has 

to be a jaok-of-all-tradea, which is a calling not neces-

sarily successful in all eases. Besides the teaching 

situation, one other of the advantages of the larger con-

solidated school® is the probability of more efficient 

administration, likely resulting in economy, fh© child who 

lives in some out-of-the-way plaoe might be out of reach of 

an education if it were not for that "magic carpet" (5, 

p, 208), the school bus. Although these vehicle# add 

several additional cares to the administrator, there i® n© 

denying that a fin© educational effort i® made when the 

children, who are set apart by distance, are-enabled to 

ride to the sehoolhomse doorj this is often a service which 

parents would not be in a position to perform either fron 

the standpoint of cost or ©f time, or both. 



Recently, Owens (7, p. 23) mad© an astute okserration 

about the replacement of the little red schoolhous© as the 

nineteenth century*a symbol of education for rural America 

with the twentieth century's yellow school hue* 

fh# relatively few serious accidents of school buses 

each year point out th® fact that they are rather safe, 

even in modern traffic , as a means ©f conveying the chil-

dren to school and hack (12, p. 31). for on© thing, buses 

are higher above the street than are automobiles, and if 

ranat@d by a ear, the students likely will escape serious 

injury. Another point which should not be overlooked is 

that the driver hat much better visibility, if the bus is 

not overcrowded, than does the ordinary automobile driver. 

Buses have to aeet standards of construction in Texas which 

are in line with th© requirements of the best engineering 

and manufacturing specifications* Modern bus©© are weather-

proof in all respects in fexa® except for th# extremely hot 

weather which makes then rather uncomfortable if badly 

overcrowded. Essentially, however, they provide the child 

with an almost certain way of reaching school on time every-

day regardless of the Inclemencies of the seasons; th® 

present-day ttultiple-fan heaters will probably heat sost 

buses to a reasonable degree of comfort even on cold days, 

finally, it can be said that public school trans-

portation contributes to the over-all efficiency of many 
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districts when they are combined into bigger and more pro-

fessionally administered •emit® by ut ill slag the staff, the 

equipment, broadening the curriculum, and generally con-

tributing to a fuller and rleher program tto.au. would have 

been possible in any one of several small schools* Whereas 

the total cost per capita might not be Icwer, since the 

cost of transportation wist b© aecomted for, the funds 

would be utilised for a better overfall program when col-

lectively used for the common good (4, p. 23). 

That public school transportation is a great under-

taking on a national scale is common knowledge; it has long 

been so. Covert reported in 1946 that three-fourths of the 

states provided some state aid for it and that all state® 

recognised its importance (2, p. 1). Biirteen years later 

laager reported that one school child in fomr rode a school 

bus and that the educational budget allowed 4 per cent of 

the total for transportation (14, p. 369 ) . When the magni-

tude of the transportation system of the State of Texas 

is examined, it is seen that it is in keeping with the 

national scene in most respects# During the 1958-59 school 

year there were 400,353 student passengers riding on 7,04? 

buses over a total daily route length of 482,346 miles, 

the cost of this enterprise to the state was 116,896,000.00, 

which was 3*32 per cent of the foundation Program cost (10, 

pp. 63-79). 



Background of the foundation Program 

$he Foundation School Program Act went into effeot in 

fexas public schools September 1, 1949• Known all 0¥©r the 

stat© m the Gilmer-Aifcin lavs, this Act set up the legal 

structure which made pupil transportation an integral part 

of the educational program, for the first year of the Mini-

mum foundation Program's operation, each legally transported 

child earned from $31*50 to $65.00, depending upon Aether he 

went to school in a sparsely ©a* densely populated district. 

After considering findings of its own study of the trans-

portation system during its second year of operation, the 

Fifty-Second Legislature passed an amendment to the Minimum 

Foundation Program Act which set up the transportation 

formula for allocating state fund®. This formula was, 

however, limited by a provision which would not allow an 

increase in funds over the 1949-50 costs hy more than 

10 per cent, fhe law was amended again in time for the 

1952-53 school session and this tiae there was mo reference 

to previous costs* This was, then, a pure formula system 

of finanee for Foundation schools. If the Transportation 

formula was barely sufficient to operate bus systems in 

1992• it will likely he found still less adequate in I960 

because of inflation if nothing else, The prices of dif-

ferent size buses and the base earnings under the formula 

are in some respects not reconcilable with equity, The 
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fexas ̂ transportation formula Is quoted in full in Appendix 

A* Under the present inflegibility of the formula and its 

application, at least soma of the financial support in many 

districts must be diverted from the instructional program 

ia order to keep the bus system operating, Under the 

average daily attendance method of taming salary and 

operating funds* it is essential that adequate bus service 

be provided in order to promote good attendance• flood 

attendance is thus seen as being important for immediate 

financial reasons aside fro® the primary need in connection 

with learning. 

fhe transportation of children at public expense to 

and from school is one of the great "ftquaXlstxft" of the 

present day# It is a means of enhancing the opportunity 

of the individual student who may live a great distance 

from the school. It the same time, however, it adds 

another financial burden to the taxpayer. It also adds 

some problems of administration, discipline, and public 

relation® to the work of school officials. Although 

Increased density of population is generally expected to 

operate favorably toward efficiency in bms systems, it may 

possibly be shown that the relative inflexibility of the 

current formula nay create serious problems where student 

increase is rapid. Furthermore, the addition of from 

20,000 to 40,000 more riders (10, p. 76) over the 



additional 10,000 miles at a cost of at least 1200,000 more 

may be expected to cause some confusion and eventually 

require reforms in the legal framework. 

In its 195^ report, the Research league advised 

research and study of the school transportation system in 

Texas (11, p, 5S)» 

The state-wide Hale-Aikin Coasdttee in 1958 reooa-

mended a flat increase ©f $400,00 par bus on th® basis of 

a tan-month school year, This would be in the proportion 

@f 1560,00 for th© standard term of nine months presently 

in effect (8), 

An informal poll of the suburban and rural adminis-

trators of farrant County, Texas, hag indicated that only 

a very small minority have sufficient state support for 

their bus systems* The apparent need for increased funds 

to operate th© transportation system in the state, coupled 

with some apparent disorepanoies in the Transportation 

formula itself, have been factors in motivating the deci-

sion to begin this particular research. 

Limitations of the Study 

1, fhis study is limited to the Texas school trans-

portation system in fifty counties during the 

1959-60 session. Public schools using their 

own buses only are considered. 
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2, Ho attempt is mad© to gather information on 

private transportation, 

3* Only Foundation Program schools are studied? 

budget balance schools, although possibly having 

transportation systems, are not considered. 

Belated Studies 

Holms® Andrew Webb wrote a doctoral dissertation at 

ths University of Southern California in 1955 in the 

general field ©f Texas school transportation. It was 

entitled "A Study of the Transportation Policies and 

Practices of Local School Districts is fexas." Although 

within the period of time and the topic area of this 

study, Vebb's research was a descriptive study ©f prac-

tices and was not concerned with the method of financing 

the operation ©f the system nor a quantitative nor quali-

tative evaluation of support ©r service. 

fyra Jesse Hoper wrote M s thesis for the Raster of 

Education degree at lorth Texas State College in 1949 which 

was entitled "To Determine the Adequacy of the dilmer-Aikin 

Laws and Flathaan formula in Determining the Cost ©f Pupil 

Transportation in T e x a s T h e thesis was in the same field 

as this study hut loper studied conditions existing before 

the adoption of the present Transportation Formula* 
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Johns one® ga-re a detailed explanation of the Flathmaa 

formula (5, p. 48), which Boper used* Is a magazine article 

at about the same time. Beeently, however* he has recom-

mended a such simpler formula (6). 

$he standard reference literature was searched for 

reports of research in the field of this study, and all 

theses and dissertations were either written "before the 

adoption of the fexas Transportation formula or were on 

other line® of research, or were concerned with problem® 

in other states. 

Definition of ferns 

Bus. a vehicle carrying fifteen or more eligible 

children to and from school and earning funds under pro-

visions of the Transportation Formula. 

Ins stop, a regular place where one or more rider® are 

picked up in the morning and left in the afternoon by a 

designated bus. 

Bus route. the daily itinerary of a feus? Its length 

is the total Mileage traveled daily, measured from sohool 

and hack to the pla.es® of beginning. 

Capacity, legal. is the eligible student load of a 

bus t measured while at its greatest, but not to exceed 

seventy-two. 
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Capacity, manufacturer's rated* the number of students 

a but Is designed to carry a® gasseisgers seated in the 

seatsj the allowance for width is thirteen inches, from 

front to baek„ twenty-six inches» 

Double run, a rout# ©a which the bus makes two trips 

in the morning and two trips in th© afternoon* All of the 

miles are counted but only th© larger load (not to exceed 

seventy-two) is counted. 

Shoestring route* one in which the driver lives at the 

end away from school* keeps th® bus at his hone, drives in 

to school picking up students mornings, and drives home in 

the afternoon delivering th«. 

Surfaced road* any road which had something added to 

its surface} sand added to a clay road or ©lay added to a 

sand road makes a surfaced road* 
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SKLECIIHG MALUAflOH CfilflHl fOB A! I DIAL 

TaANSPOBTATIOK SYSTEM M B DSTEHHINIHG 4 

FITO-COURTX SAMPL1 TOR THS SftJBT 

Iven if It is agreed that the school terns transporta-

tion systems of Texas art filling a most valuable need to a 

mom or less satisfactory degree, the extent to which this 

service is rendered still cannot be evaluated except in 

general and indefinite tens unless seme type of standard 

or yardstick is used to measure it. On© of the first score 

cards developed for this us© was that designed by Saegsegger 

ant cited by feager in his book (15* p» 370). In this 

instrument four major factors were set out and described as 

indicators of the quality and quantity of school bus serv-

ice# fhese were Regularity ®f Servicej Convenience, 

Comforti and Security# Using this score card, the anther 

undertook to evaluate bus service under the tea®, factor 

and aspect for each of the four main objectives listed. 

Two additional sections of the score card dealt with the 

aspects of Conveyance and Operating Personnel. Although 

listed for scoring, these last two items are considered 

to be only aspects of the whole program and not particular 

objectives themselves, 

15 



16 

4 score card was designed toy Bice (4* p« 202) which 

considered such aspects as Equipment * Personnel Selection, 

Administrative Practices (rules, regulations, and poli-

cies) , transportation Expert (to administer and direct)» 

Routes Clearly Defined, Adequate Public Relations 'Prac-

tices, Efficient Operation, Driver fraining, Adequate 

Personnel Compensation, Proper Accounting, Convenience of 

Service, and Additional Items. fhis score card seemed to 

be too unwieldy for practical us®. 

In 1941, Butterworth and luegaegger (1, p. 5*) pub-

lished a book containing one of the few score cards 

available for evaluating a school transportation system. . 

The principal items in their score card were as follow®t 

(1) Convenience, (2) Comfort, (3) Conveyance, (4) fi»e 

factor, (5) Distance, and (6) Security and Safety. 

for a time, it seemed a® if this score card was as 

suitable as any available, but on closer examination, 

several item® were found that did not stem to fit present-

day conditions. Convenience is exemplified by the authors 

as a maximum walking distance of one-fourth oil*. this 

might be considered wishful thinking under even suburban 

conditions. Comfort, as explained by these authors, is 

applicable to the old style buses with the seats parallel 

with the sides of the bus and siaply cannot be applied to 

the present style of bus bodies. The iteat "ConveyanceB 
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Ilk#wis© is not comparable to modem buses and their cur-

rent specifications. fhe fin® factor was based on a 

thirty-minute ride; M s is accepted, today as being quite 

ideal toy most administrators and writers en adainistration. 

Distance was a factor in the seor® card, but without the 

interacting fa®tors of road conditions and density of 

population It i® not necessarily very significant or 

definite. Security and Safety have many facet® and are 

dependent upon many other conditions besides that of the 

bus itself# fh® roads, the weather, the driver, the 

vehicle, and traffic all have a bearing and. should be 

included in some way on the score card. Iventually, It 

was decided that this publication hag very little tangible 

relationship with present-day fexas conditions and. it has 

been discarded as an applicable standard for evaluating the 

school transportation system, 

The work of Laabert in his 1938 publication (?» pp. 86, 

116) has been found to be unsuitable for today*s school bus 

situations because of the technological changes since that 

time in both vehicles and roads# 

Miller and Spalding (9* p. 28?) have a much more 

modem viewpoint on the "load" factor, which is covered by 

most other authors under the heading of "comfort," They 

say that there should be enough but no excess seats on a 

bus; it seems utterly impossible to make a practical use 
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©f such a rule as this. they also say that about an hour 

ia long enough for a child to rid® on a school bus. A pub-

lication of the lational Education Association's Department 

of Sural Education (3, p. 20) states that the manufac-

turer' s capacity rating should determine the maximum number 

of passengers. 

In still another modern publication by Morphet f Johns, 

and Keller, there art some very practical standards advo-

cated such as on® and one-half mile© m the average walking 

distance* one hour riding tin© for high school students, 

and forty-five minutes for elementary students (1Q» p. 4?3), 

In a recent publication, Xeager (15, p. 557) lists the 

objectives of Board Policies concerning school bms trans-

portation and says these things are fundamental» 

(1) Children wist be safe at all times; (2) the established 

service oust be adequate ia teams of serving the needs of 

all pupils to be transported? and (3) the expenditure of 

the public funds must be economical in terms of the wisest 

expenditure of the tax dollar, both local and state. 

Since few, if any, of these sets of standards listed 

by various authors are complete or definite enough to use, 

©r, if complete and definite, can be considered pertinent 

to the conditions now existing in T&xa.&, they are appar-

ently unsuitable for a comprehensive appraisal of the 

transportation system of fex&s public school®, fhe 
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continued rejection of all written standards would have 

left this study with either no instrument for a survey or 

else the alternative of developing a new instrument for the 

purpose| this* itself, would be a fit sub;)eet for a dis-

sertation, fh© doctoral thesis of lobert ft. Iseaberg, 

"Evaluating the Pupil (transportation Program" (5)f appeared 

to have more merit as an instrument for this study than any 

encountered while surveying the field of professional 

literature on school administration. It appeared to hare 

a more objective approach than others and could be scored 

sq m to secure a numerical rating on a scale. Also it 

could be used on different routes or systems at different 

time®. It was validated by submitting all of th* items to 

a Jury of ninety-two well Informed individual®, consisting 

of school superintendents, transportation supervisors, 

represent&tives of bus manufacturers, and ©there of good 

reputation in the field of school bus administration and 

operation. According to Isenberg (5, p. J8) the pattern 

of responses of the eixty-oae local school officials was 

the same as that of the other individuals serving in the 

study, and this seemed to indicate a lack of bias ©a their 

part. However, he said that if a different set ©f experts 

had been contacted* the resulting composite score card 

might have been different. She total score, after conver-

sion factors were used to put a proper weight on each itea» 
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was 1,000 points for an ideal transportation system. He 

chose factors which were considered the most important by 

Meadows (8, p. 267)» Cyr and Barland (2, p. 4f), ITatlonal 

Goamission on Safety Education <11, p. 9), Butterworth and 

Buegsegger (1, p* 51), and Hobinson (12), She actual list 

of factors gleaned from these sources was as follows 

Regularity of Sarvio© Adequacy 
Comfort Sufficiency 
Coo.Yani.anca Competency 
Security Utility 
Safety Iffeotiveness 
Economy Appropriateness 
Efficiency facility 

It is apparent that many of these items coirray the same 

meaning, and Xsenber® proceeded to simplify the list (5, 

pp. 26, 27)» lis analysis of ths factors developed the 

following ohJ@stiv®s: Safety, Efficiency, Adequacy, and 

Beoaooy. lis E«xt problem was to define the tern, as to® 

considered no loosely-worded descriptions a® Pairing any 

place in evaluation (5, p. 29). In other words, he desired 

definite meaning® which could he used la measuring quality 

of transportation inasmuch as it contributed to the educa-

tional program, The Iaenherg definitions follows 

Safety means the safe conduct of pupils to and 
from school and at such other times that they are 
transported, and refers to the prevention of both 
major and minor accidents* It also refers to the 
health of pupils as this may he affected by the 
construction and equipment of the bus, the tin® 
they are required to ride, and the distance and 
circumstances under which they may be required to 
walk. 
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Sffielency Implies the mariner la Which the 
transportation service Is provided, the extent 
to which It Is provided with, competence and care 
and without amplication of effort or any unneces-
sary burden. The emphasis of efficiency Is on the 
regulation and control of the operation so that 
all effort® expended make a positive contribution 
toward increasing its effectiveness* 

Adequacy means the provision of the kinds of 
service which fulfill all reasonable expectation 
of a transportation program* Her® Is included 
its contribution to the educational program of the 
school, its expectations of pupils and drivers, 
and the appropriateness of the program and per-
sonnel for the task that is to be perforated. To 
measure the adequacy of a given transportation 

frogram is to'measure the extent that it achieves ts potential within the limits of .Justifiable 
practice. 

Economy refers to the construction and pro-
curement of transportation equipment and supplies, 
the maintenance and care of this equipment, and 
its operation in such a manner that the expendi-
tures demanded by providing this service are kept 
to the lowest possible amount and yet provide a 
maximum of safety* efficiency, and adequacy (5, 
pp. 30-51). 

Isenberg then further refined his definitions and 

reduced them to the most precise wording and concise form 

that he considered suitable for the most effective use in 

an evaluative Instrument, These are as follows! 

fiJUSTXt The extent to which all activities of 
the pupil transportation are carried 
out without subjecting pupils, pedes-
trians, other motorists, or property 
to hazards which might be avoided, 

smoiffllCT* the extent to which all activities of 
the program of pupil transportation 
make for an effective and competent 
operation. 

ADEQUACY s The extent to which the pupil trans-
portation service contributes to the 
total educational program with a 
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maximum of comfort and convenience 
in terms of desirable standards. 

ECONOMY: The extant to which, the pupil trans-
portation service is provided at the 
lowest possible cost eons!stent with, 
desirable standards of operation (5, 
pp. 31-32). 

The author says that while these are satisfactory 

definitions as far as he is concerned, they are actually 

arbitrary and axe subject to Improvement (5, p. 32), 

With the elimination of some items which appear to 

have little or no bearing on the Texas situation, the 

standards, criteria, and definitions of the Isenberg the-

sis were used (with the author's generous permission) 

throughout this study. In example of this is the elimina-

tion of questions which are entirely under local control 

but not under state control, such as driver salaries. 

According to Johns (6), locally controlled factors should 

not be a part ©f a state transportation formula, there-

fore, in reference to the adequacy of state support of 

the Texas transportation system, all items which tend 

to evaluate purely local factors or conditions were 

eliminated. The net value of each item of the Isenberg 

score card which was left in this instrument was totalled 

in determining the maximum possible score. Out of 

the 186 items comprising the original instrument, 33 

were selected. The maximum score possible with the 

abridged form is 225 points. It is assumed that as far 



23 

as fexas bus transportation is concerned this maximum ©core 

represents m ideal system, 0n@ other very important 

reason for reducing the nuatoer of items was the realization 

that returns would fee more difficult t© ®eci*r®» and if 

secured would constitute a vast amount of calculation. 

Isenberg estimated that it would take four hour® to rate, 

score» and make a limited interpretation for each return 

(5, p. 90)* Vith over 200 individual schools and county 

units to fee surveyed, it is apparent that the study, using 

the unabridged score card, would he unrealistic as a 

project. This portion of the research questionnaire is 

designated Section I. 

Section II of the instrument has beta designed for the 

purpose of investigating the various portions of the trans-

portation formula (see Appendix A), with a view toward 

discovering any weakness in financial support or uncovering 

inspected deficiencies. Some of the information asked for 

is suitable as a "basis for comparisons deemed essential la 

analyzing the actual operation of the transportation 

formula# 

Sources of Data 

fhis is a field atudy using a modification of the 

standards set up by Isenberg in his doctoral dissertation 

at Cornell University. The data are the results of a 
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questionnaire sent to supe rinten&ents la titty ftaa® 

counties; they have been aailed to 206 different school 

systems and county units. One hundred and sewn completed 

instruments were returned? thirty more were returned incom-

plete or were duplicates of information given by county 

superintendents# fher® is a varied pattern of administra-

tion of the school transportation systems In this state— 

®oae buses are operated toy independent districts, others 

are operated as a part of a county unit* and there are 

•till other combinations, fhis makes it nearly impossible 

to determine when a county it thoroughly eovered by a 

research investigation. It ha® been the policy in this 

study to send out the questionnaires Impartially and objec-

tively, el though the number of returns does not necessarily 

give a good indication of coverage! in many cases a county 

superintendent has reported for hie own common school dis-

trict® along with several independent districts whose 

individual superintendents had already reported on a 

system. In such cases, if known, it has been the policy 

to avoid duplication in recording results* fhere are 

instances where only one school system has reported in an 

entire county although there are considerable auabers of 

unreported bus routes in one or more other districts, for 

the purposes of this study and in the interest of timeli-

ness, it Is believed that the sampling has been adequate 
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even in such, instances 'because it was purely object It® and 

not selected in order to influence the result®. The selec-

tion of the fifty Texas counties has been sade froa two 

categories? those with a trend toward losing population 

and those with a trend toward gaining, dirided equally. 

If there has been selection of the sampling* it hag been 

in the direction of elimination of bias, The assumption 

has been that the fa©tors more prominent in counties which 

ar® gaining might, for exassple, offset sisllar factor® in 

counties which are losing population. An examination of 

the ©©unties actually reported will Indicate the wide geo-

graphic location, the varied densities of population, and 

the different degrees of wealth encountered over the state? 

however, no budget balance school is included in this 

study. The trends toward losing and gaining in population 

were worked out by the staff of the Texas Besearch League 

and published in the Texas Almanac for 1958-59 (13 , pp. 92-

99)• The fifty counties used in this study represent 

20 per cent of all the counties having a school transporta-

tion system during the 1958-59 session according to the 

Texas Education Agency (l#t pp. 77-79). This sampling has 

resulted in a geographic spread of what is assumed to be a 

representative selection of the various climatic, road, and 

population density conditions existing over the state. 
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The method of gathering the raw data to® been to send 

til® abridged questionnaire from the Isenberg thesis along 

with, the short questionnaire worked oat for this study 

directly to the superintendents of districts and/or coun-

ties in the following countless (those with a gaining 

trend) Bell, Bexar, Bowl®, Brasoria, Cameron, Dallas, 

Denton, SI Paso, Galveston, Grayson, Gregg, Harris, 

Hidalgo, Jefferson, Lubbock, HcJDennan, Nueces, Palo Pinto, 

Potter, Smith, Tarrant, Taylor, Tom Green, Travis, and 

Wichita; also (those with a losing trend) Anderson, Bosque, 

Brown, Oass, Cherokee, Collingsworth, Comanche, Duval, 

Delta, Sastl&nd, Falls, freestone, Hamilton, Henderson, 

Hill, Houston, Bunt, La3alle, limestone, lavarro, led 

Hiver, Somervell, Tan 25andt, Vis#, and Wood. After twenty-

five of each of the two group® had aade usable replies, the 

information wag scored and converted by using the factors 

of the Iseafeerg instrument, awl then these items were 

recorded for statistical treatment. The financial informa-

tion asked for in Section II was recorded and organised 

with the purpose of indicating improvements needed as a 

solution to the problem of this study. 
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CHAPTS.R III 

OOMPA1XS0I Of TEXAS PUBLIC SCHOOL TSANSPOBTATIOH 

SISfHIS VITH A BSCOGHIZSD STAHDAHD 

As previously stated, the abridged Isenberg standards 

have been assumed t© represent an ideal transportation 

system for public schools (Appendix B). Part of this 

chapter considers the finding a of the field study over 

the twenty-five counties which show a gaining tendency in 

population. Likewise, a portion of the chapter is devoted 

to those ©©unties indicating a tendency toward loss of 

population. Primarily, however, the entire fifty-county 

sample is treated as a unit, for the sake of clarity and 

convenience, on occasion the former are referred to as 

"gaining1* counties and the latter as "losing" counties in 

this study. Likewise, any reference to an "ideal'" trans-

portation system has reference to the Isenberg standards, 

abridged and adapted to the purposes of this field study 

of Texas public school transportation systems* All of the 

scoring has been converted to a basis of 100 for a total 

ideal score. Thus, any score may be referred to as a per-

centage without any further computation? references to the 

scores »ay be more understandable to the layman and the 

29 
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legislator than it would be if the maximum 03? ideal score 

were 225 instead of the adopted 100# The conversion of 

all Isenberg scores to a basis of 100 lias been don® by 

using the factor of .444. flhe results were then carried 

to two decimal places insuring sufficient accuracy for a 

work of this type. 

figure 1 ia a graphic comparison of all of the 

scores in each of the sixteen subheadings of the four 

main divisions of the survey instrument. Section I. 

fhia graph includes all fifty of th® counties studied. 

An obvious conclusion may be draw from th® portions 

covering the subdivision, Vehicle. That is, the scores 

of this item are found to be perfect in every instance 

of the entire survey, fhe explanation is that the ques-

tions asked concerning the vehicles happen to be covered 

by strict laws and regulations in Texas. Since a recom-

mendation concerning further study of school transportation 

will be taken up in a later chapter, this investigation 

will not attempt to cover all the phases of the heading, 

Vehicle, Although more questions might have given a 

clearer picture of actual conditions in this category, 

they were omitted from th® survey instrument because of 

the uniform purchasing system under Texas law. 
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«̂»5ŜC3C3d3S3C 
oooooooooo 

Legend« 
Xtea *gx?"r 
Ideal oooo 

fig, l-~Graphic comparison of scores made by fifty 
counties with ideal scores in all sixteen subdivisions. 



32 

Figure 2 is also a graphic repre seat at i on of the per-

cent age-wis© attainments of each of the four najor survey 

headings, along with their respective subheadings. 
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ffhe sam© weakness o£ the instrument is again apparent for 

the four displays of "Vehicle,* ae a perfect score la shown 

each tx»e* 

Xa Appendix <*, the twenty-fire gaining counties are 

listed alphabetically with their ratings tabulated for each 

of the four principal divisions or categories of the sur-

vey, namely, Safety, Sfficieacy, Adequacy, and Icsonomy# 

Also in Appendix G are listed the ©as# iteas for each of' 

the twenty-five losing counties* 

Table 1 shows the frequencies of ©core# made in Safety 

by all fifty counties; it also shows the scores and their 

frequencies for all fifty counties in the divisions of 

Efficiency, Adequacy, and Economy. 
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Sable I was constructed in two parts•la order to 

conserve space since the range ©f scores ©a Safety was 

from a low of 28 to a high of 4-5, whereas the scores on 

the other three items, Ifficiency, Adequacy, and Sconony, 

only ranged from a low of 10 t© a high of 19# 

An evaluation summary in terms of scores totalled 

for each major division, Safety, Efficiency, Adequacy, 

and Economy, as well as for the four subdivisions under 

each of then, namely, Administration and Management, 

Driver, Vehicle, and Maintenance Program, will be found 

in Appendix H, This listing has the various items shorn 

separately for the twenty-five gaining counties and for 

the twenty-five losing counties of the study. A com-

posite summary covering all of the above divisions and 

subdivisions for all fifty counties in the survey is 

given in Table II. 

She ideal score is shorn along with the score made 

in each instance. Furthermore, the percentage of attain-

ment in terms of the ideal score is listed in the right 

hand column of this table. 
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TAMIM II 

SUHMABX IfAHJAflOI OF KFfI TBXAS OOUHTIBS SHOWING IDEAL 
SCORES f AfllAGS SOOBSS* M B PBBGMfA&K MADS OF I DIAL 
SCOHS IOS ALL SIX#'MM SUBBITOXOHS Of SCOBS OMB 

Item Ideal 
Score 

Average 
Score 

Far Cent of 
Ideal Score 

Safaty 
Admini strati on 

and m&aageiaent 
JUxi v@r 
Vehicle 
Mainteaanc© 

program 

t£ & A 
^ ii ̂ TW 

16.85 
13.68 

13.31 

3.19 
12.05 i 
13.68 

8.14 

58.6 
71.5 
100.0 

61*2 

Sub total 49.28 37.16 75.4 

sufficiency 
Admini stratioa 

and management 
Briver 
Vehicle 
Maintenance 

program 

3.77 
4.69 
3.02 

5.75 

2.85 
3.62 
3.02 

4.05 

75.7 
77.2 
100.0 

70.4 
Sub total 17.27 13.52 78.2 

Adequacy 
Administratioa 

and management 
Driver 
Vehicle 
liaintenance 

program 

5.22 
4,05 
4,60 

4.48 

2.79 
3.15 
4,60 

3.13 

50.3 
7 7.7 
100,0 

69.8 

Sub total 18.34 13.64 74.03 
Iconoiay 

Admini stratioa 
and laanagefflent 

Driver 
?®M©1@ 
Maintenance 

program 

3*26 
3.12 
5.20 

4.92 

2.40 
2.43 
5.20 

3.55 

73.5 
79.4 
100.0 

72.2 
Sub total 16.50 13.58 82.3 

Total 100,00 77.90 77.9 
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In connection with, the differences 'between, tit® scores 

of the losing counties and those of the gaining comties, 

it should be noted that the total score of the gaining 

twenty-fire count!®® is 79» whereas the total for the 

twenty-five losing counties is 76,80. Particular attention 

will now be given to the score® in each category, comparing 

that mad© by the gaining counties with th# corresponding 

score of the losing counties. Beginning with the items 

under Safety, there is a difference of ,34 in favor of the 

gaining counties in Administration and Management? a dif-

ferences of 1,22 for Driver in favor of the gaining counties 

and a #54 Maintenance Program favoring the losing counties. 

As hm been mentioned before * there is no difference in 

either group of sample counties in the area of Vehicle 

since a perfect score was made in every case covered by the 

survey. A total of 1.24 more points is shorn for th® 

twenty-five gaining counties under Safety. 

Under the classification of Sfficiency, the survey 

shows that the population gaining counties excel by only 

*16 under the heading of Mmiai strati on and Management, by 

.27 under Driver; and the population losing counties show 

up as being ahead by a mere .07 in Maintenance Program. 

The total points by which the gaining counties exceed the 

losing twenty-five counties is *33 ia this najor division. 
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In the general area or aspect of Adequacy, the gaining 

counties excel by «5 in Administration and Management, by 

• XX under Driver, while the losing counties are ahead by 

.07 under Maintenance Progra*. 

Under the division of Sconoay, it was found that the 

gaining counties were ahead by .14 in Admini strati on and 

Managementand by ,1% under driver? and the losing coun-

ties showed a lead of ,1® under Maintenance Program. 

Considering the area of Administration and Management, 

the gaining counties exceed by 2.22 points. In the Driver 

subdivision, the gaining counties exceed by 1,7^. Under 

the ffaintenanc® Program field, the losing counties are 

found to excel by .66. 

In summary, then, it has been found that Texas public 

school transportation, based on the score made by a sample 

of fifty counties, attains 77.9 per cent of the ideal§ the 

ideal is considered for the purposes of this study to be 

the rating of 100 on the abridged score card adapted from 

the work of Isenberg, When comparing the two halves of the 

sample, the twenty-five counties indicating a gaining 

tendency with the twenty-five counties having a tendency 

toward losing population, it is found that the greatest 

difference shown in the various score® is 2*22 in favor of 

the gaining counties in Administration and Management. fhe 

next highest difference is also in favor ©f the gaining 
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counties, being 1.7* i n the Driver category. The greatest 

ocore whore the losing ©©unties are ahead i s In the area ©£ 

Haimtenaaee Program, being ahead by only #66. Ho ne of the 

other areas d i f f e r by as araeh as X per cent between the two 

halves of the simple. 



CHAFEJSS I? 

COMPARISON OF COSTS AMD COST FACTORS AMONG FIFTT 

TEXAS COUITT TRANSPORTATION SISTSHS 

Breams® of the great size of tills state, a sample was 

desired which would reflect as many conditions ©agisting 

over different areas as possible. One of the very 

important consideratione is density of population, and it 

was with this in mind that the sampling of twenty-five 

counties with a gaining trend in population and twenty-five 

counties with a losing trend in population was used. When 

the twenty-five reports from the counties with a gaining 

trend were examined, it was found that there were 956 buses 

reported in the surreys the twenty-five reports from the 

counties with a losing trend reported only 473 buses, lot 

only were 2,02 times as many buses reported but the number 

of eligible riders in the gaining counties was 3.6 tines 

as great as in the losing counties. 

Inspection of Table III, which follows, will show 

that in the twenty-five gaining counties there were 68,512 

eligible riders as compared to the 18,811 eligible riders 

reported from the twenty-five counties losing population. 

39 
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Sounding til# figures on eligible riders shown in Table 

111, it is found that there are 72 eligible student® p#r 

route in the twenty-five gaining counties and 40 eligible 

students per rout# in the losing counties. 

The nuabers and allocation of the standees on buses 

are sham, in fable III also. As might have been ejected, 

6,684 of these were shown to be on the buses in the twenty-

five gaining counties; only 847 were shown from the 

twenty-five losing counties. This is a ratio of 7.8 to 1 

between the two types of counties* It is possible that 

the poor showing in Safety of 75.4 per cent of ideal and 

in Adequacy of 74#03 per cent of ideal as recorded in 

fable II in the preceding chapter could be improved in the 

future by reducing the vast number of fexas school children 

who are required to stand on the buses by naJcing better 

provisions for them to ride in seats. She fact that there 

are far more students per route in areas where the popula-

tion is growing and, furthermore, that there are many times 

as many students having to stand also indicates that a need 

exist® for modification of the Transportation formula from 

the standpoints of safety and adequacy. 

Present practices require that an administrator has to 

have a demonstrated need for additional bus routes before 

he can secure them frost the state. Unless additional need 

Is proven, the routes will remain as they were the previous 
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year. If the $1strict officials wait until the first 

Monday in february to oount the riders, over half of the 

school year will be gone and the new basis for additional 

routes will be late, Other methods of making the eligible 

bus rider oount are available, but they take even more 

time, Thus, the superintendent of a growing school has to 

assume some risk in adding new routes if he is to haw suf-

ficient transportation available for all eligible students 

unless he sacrifices safety and adequacy to some degree. 

If the are® is om where the population is in a static con-

dition or is dwindling, the administrator does not have to 

face a situation which demands immediate attention because 

of the lessening of bus loadings* there is no safety 

problem as in the situation involving overloaded buses with 

standing riders shifting around and obscuring the driver* s 

view of the road and the traffic. 

There is less financial crisis in a dwindling popula-

tion in that the bus load night decrease over a period of 

ti®@ from seventy-two eligible riders to fifteen eligible 

riders and still the decrease in earnings from, the state 

would be only $900 per year (Appendix A), Although the 

income would drop in situations of this kind, there would 

be some compensating factor® which night possibly alleviate 

some of the loss in income, for example, there should be 

fewer stops and lighter loading; these would contribute to 
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longer chassis life, less brake wear, less clutoh and 

transmission upkeep. 

A bus can easily handle a lead smaller than originally 

intended, but operation of a bus presents serious problems 

when the load, increases beyond the manufacturer's intended 

capacity# Already mentioned ia the legal permission for 

one rider per seat to stand. The law is silent as to pro-

cedure by th.# administrator when this maximum i® passed. 

Sine# the average life span of service for a bus is ?#5 

year©, serious conditions may develop because expensive 

bus®® cannot be discarded dm® to the need for larger units 

(Appendix ?)• 

Another apparent weakness of the Transportati011 

Formula is the difference la earning from bracket to 

bracket a® compared to th# difference ia purchase prices 

of th© different sizes of buses. As an example, the Board 

of Control Puroh&se Order lumber BC-2266, dated May 15, 

195? (1)» listed all six of the standard bus sises at one 

time* The actual purchase prices paid at that date were 

m follows! 

36 passenger 13,546.00 

48 passenger 3,939#00 

54 passenger 4,335,00 

60 passenger 5,240.00 
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66 passenger $5»760.00 

72 passenger 6,237.00 

These figures are from an official list seat out to ferns 

school superintendents by A« H. Zeidler of the Purchasing 

Division of the State Board of Control under the date ©f 

June 27 • 1957 • In I960 the costs had increased almost 

$500 per bus according t© the same source. It should he 

remembered that the Board of Control is the legally-

designated agency to purchase all bus#® for the public 

schools of Texas, 

Table I? ©©spares cost of six standard size buses with 

aiaxiaram earning per rider. 

TABLE IY 

SKAHPUS OF BUS COST AID MAXIMUM EARNING PES 
COKPABSD IN SIX STANDARD SIZE BUSSB* 

Hanufaeturer' » 
Capacity 
(rated; 

Maximum 
Legal 

Capacity 

formula 
Earning 

Bus Cost 
Per 
fiider 

laming 
Per 

Bider 

56' 48 : $2,050 173.90 142.00 

m 64 2,250 ; 61,55 35.15 

54 72 2,350 60.20 : 32.64 

60 80 2,350 | 65.50 ; 29.3B 

66 86 2,350 65.45 : 26.70 

72 96 2,350 64*97 24.47 

•The cost figures are deriTed from the bus purchase 
prices shown on the preceding 
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As shows in Table IV, the 54-passenger school M s will 

transport the maximum pay load under the Transportation 

Formula* let transporting the maximum pay load is not 

necessarily operating at the optimum load# This table 

further indicates that the best ratio between bus cost and 

bus earning is found in the 4-8~pass@nger vehicle, la this 

particular size the difference between cost and earning 

for one year is only 126.40? the next best ratio is found 

in th© 5#-paesenger bus where the difference is 127.56, 

The surrey instrument used in this study did not ask for 

information about the numbers of each size of bus in the 

state. Consequently, there is no information available in 

this study relative to the utilization of optimum sises of 

buses in order to take advantage of the Transportation 

Formula as it now exists. It should be understood that no 

matter what the optimum sis® bus say be, there are many 

other factors entering into the costs and operation of a 

school transportation system. For example, the driving 

habits and salaries of drivers vary; th® type and quality 

of roads vary? repair costs vary; and th® upkeep on dif-

ferent make® of chassis varies widely. The magnitude of 

collecting data in these areas has been beyond th© scope 

of this study? therefore, costs have been treated in 

general terms only. 
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In Sable V are shows, the mean losses or gain® per bus 

from the Tarioua counties, segregated as to gaining or los-

ing ia population trend®. Also shown are the nuiibers of 

buees covered by the study in each of the fifty ©©unties. 

TABM ? 

WBABf LOSS Ofi GAIN Pit BUS FOH FIFTY TEXAS COTJKTIBS 
M B HUMBSK Of BHS1S SUiTlXIB 11 SACH COUNTY 

Counties Gaining Population Counties Losing Population 
County Lose Sain Humber 

Buses 
County 
Code Loss Gain Buses 

AA 
IB 
0C 
m 
is 
it 
00 
WW MM 
i i 
j j 

IE 
M, 
HB 

00 
PP 
m 
wn 

ft 
W 
Y f 

m 
H 
TY 

11,441 
1,111 
1,06? 
1,002 

793 
783 
739 
707 
666 
COC 
%9MS 
565 
492 
420 
369 
348 
298 
2?9 
241 
205 
197 
115 
96 
32 

• • 

» # 

* • 

* « 

# * 

• » 

f 0 

* f 
• # 

# * 

# # 

* » 

* « 

» f' 

» * 
* # 

# * 

$ 48 
167 

15 
72 
19 
14 
55 
7 
25 
76 

9 
12 
23 
36 
25 
13 
26 
26 
11 

134 
96 
51 
93 
22 
29 
a 

59 

C 
D 

J J 

I 

f 
U 
v 
¥ 
X 
Y 

13,040 
1,161 

910 
687 
587 

4?3 
463 
415 
352 
313 
270 
227 
203 
198 
166 
165 
148 
137 
93 
65 
• e 
* « 

* * 

# 

• 
• 

e # 

* 

!* 
* 

• 

« 

# 

* 

• 

* 

# 

I 50 
69 

12 
7 
5 
4 
38 
6 
28 
5 

15 
10 
15 
4 

29 
14 
35 

55 
10 
22 
13 
12 
37 
8 
6 

39 

It is apparent that there is a range of losses from 

13,048 to $32 per bus; fire ©ounties showed gains ranging 
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from 148 to $189 per bus* The amber of buses reported 

from an individual county ranges from a high of 134 to a 

low ©f 4 buses* No relation oould be found between the 

number of buses per county and the gala or loss reported, 

The fleets of buses represented in the sampling are not 

necessarily the total number of buses operated la a county. 

In some counties there are one or more buses operated by 

budget balance districtst and these were delimited from the 

study, fhe individual counties were not identified in this 

table, the information being considered confidential, 

TABLB 71 

A7ERAQS COSTS AID LOSSES, OVERLOADS, AND SCOBES MADE 
BT GKOUPS OF 25 AND BT 50 COUNTIES STUDIED 

Item 
25 Counties 
Gaining in 
Population 

25 Counties 
• Losing in 
Population . 

All 50 
Counties 
Studied 

Loss per bus $422.00 $317.00 1387.00 

Loss per rider 1 5.88 S 7.96 $ 6.33 

Loss per mile* $ 8.44 1 5*37 $ 7.3 0 

Overload per 
bus** 7.0 1*7 5.2 

total score 79.0 76.8 77.9 

""This is per daily aile, 

••The overload represent® the number of standees* 
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Summation of the facts secured from the data gathered 

in the study indicates that the average cost® of the school 

transportati on systems of Texas receiving funds under the 

Foundation Program Act in accordance with the Transporta-

tion Formula have exceeded the income from the state by 

$553,079.00. This is based on the survey of fifty counties 

and amounts to a mean loss of $387.00 p®r bus for the 

1959-60 school year. 

According to the information shown in Appendix I, 

which summarizes Section II of the surrey instrument, some 

of the costs of the transportation program may he attrib-

uted to interest on money borrowed to purchase buses. Cash 

was paid for buses in 56 per cent of the purchases while 

the other 44 per cent paid an average of 5 per cent on 

note® running an average of 3.5 years. On the average, 

buses were run four years longer than the most efficient 

life of a chassis, the average age of buses was given as 

four years, but they would not be discarded until they 

reached the age of 7*5 years# the reasons given for using 

buses for more years than the most efficient life were 

almost evenly divided between necessity and economy? 

actually, necessity accounted for 51 por cent and economy 

for the other 49 per cent of the total. A large number of 

routes, 23.9 per cent, mad© double runs. Only 9 per cent 

of the replies indicated that buses of a larger capacity 
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than 72 passenger (manufacturer10 rating) would be 

desirable; however, the range of sizes of larger buses 

needed* according t© those reporting, maetw& from 78 to 

100 passenger units* The average sis# needed in these 

situation® was 88,7 passenger huses. All consideration 

of these vehicles of above 72 passenger capacity was 

contingent upon state payment for operation with the 

larger lotto. 
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SUMMATION, CONCLUSIONS, AND EBC0MMS5DATIONS 

Summation 

fifty fexas counties were used as a gang!# la this 

study of the public school transportation program of th© 

state, fhe stud/ was conducted for two principal purposes: 

(1) to evaluate the system, as represented fey the sample, 

toy recognized criteria, aod (2) to determine the extent of 

stat# support under the current laws* la the sampling, 

information provided fey th© ferns Research League (2, 

pp. 92-99) was utilized to select twenty-five counties 

which had shorn a trend toward a growth in population and 

another twenty-five oounties Aleh had shown a trend toward 

a loss in population. It was believed that aoet factors 

involved in public school transportation would balance out 

their differences and that a good sample would be secured, 

the seam score of the entire fifty counties was found 

to be 77.9 per cent of an ideal score, fhe standards used 

for criteria were abridged from the score card developed by 

Isenberg (1). The four major divisions or aspects of the 

score card and the scores made by the fifty-county sample 

under each are as followst Safety, 75*^ per cent? 

51 
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Efficiency, 78.2 per cent; Adequacy, 74.03 per cent; and 

Eoonomy, 77.9 per cent. 

Out of the fifty counties sampled la the study, five 

counties showed a gain over costs by earning® while forty-

five counties showed a loss when earnings were compared t© 

costs of operating the bus programs# fhe average loss, for 

all fifty counties combined was found to be $387.00 per 

bus route. 

line per cent of the replies indicated that larger 

buses than 7«H?asse»ger vehicles could be utilised if the 

state would pay additional funds for loads above seventy-

two student riders, the present maximum load recognised and 

paid for under the present law. 

In reference to overloading of buses, the mean number 

of standees per bus reported by the twenty-five counties 

with a losing trend in population was found to be only 1.7 

persons, while the busan standees per bus ia the twenty-five 

counties with growing trends in population was found to be 

7.0 persons. The mean number of standees for the entire 

fifty-county sample was reported as 5*2 students. 

Conclusions 

Although the sample of fifty counties covered a wide 

spread of geographic conditions, varied economic situa-

tions, and varied densities of population, the returns 
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showed that so®© definite patterns, treads, and deficien-

cies existed. Some ©f the more important of these will be 

listed as follows* 

1, When both the evaluation and the state financial 

support are expressed in percentages, the amount that the 

fifty-county sample lacks ia attaining an ideal score for 

public school transportation is very nearly the same as the 

amount, in the same sample, that the State of fexas lacks 

in fully supporting the financial program of the public 

school transportation system. In more specific terms the 

study has shown that the rating on the Isenberg score card, 

as abridged, falls to meet the ideal by 22.1 per cent; the 

study further has shown that the state fails to meet the 

total financial burden of the public school transportation 

system by 19.1 per cent. 

2. Safety and Adequacy show the aost pronounced 

deficiencies* 

5. When the four main divisions, Safety, Efficiency, 

Adequacy, and Economy, are examined closely, it is. evident 

that the two subdivisions, (1) Administration and Kanage~ 

stent, and (2) Maintenance Program, show marked 

deficiencies* 

4, fhere Is apparently some inequity within the 

transportation formula itself, fhe earnings allowed for 

each size of rider load are not exactly proportional to 
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the purchase prices of buses and titer® Is no provision for 

pigment to the eel©©! district or county for load® in 

excess of seventy-two riders. 

Heeomsaendations 

After consideration of the findings of this study and 

after drawing the conclusions listed therefrom, the follow-

ing recoamendati ons have been mad® J 

1. It is recommended that a statewide study of the 

public school transportation program of fexas he made under 

the direction of the Texas Education Agency in a compre-

hensive manner and that the findings he utilised. 

2. It is recommended that a strong, well-planned 

educational program he conducted and administered from the 

state level m the subject of safety in connection with the 

school transportation program; the purpose would be to 

improve an area concluded to he substandard by this study. 

3. Assuming that the state has the obligation to pay 

the cost for public school transportation, it is recom-

mended that the aspect or area of adequacy be improved in 

fexas by amending the Transportation Formula portion of the 

foundation Program Act as follows t 

a» increase the base earnings for each bus by a 

minimum of $58?,00 annually| 
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b# provide for payment on passenger loads above 

sweaty-two riders { and 

e, provide for state payment of 1100.00 annmally for 

each SG-passengor Ism® in service above and beyond 

all other earnings and payments in til® future. 

4. finally, It is recommended that the areas or 

aspects of school transportation, efficiency and economy, 

also be improved. 
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APPENDIX A 

5335 fRAlSPOlfAflOI fOBHUM 

Article 2922-15 (Senate Mil 116, Art. V) 
Service® and Operating Cost® 

3m* 2. The County Beards of Sohool Trustees ©f 
the several oounties of this Stat®, subject to the 
approval of the Stat# Oosiialssioner of Education, are 
hereby authorised to establish, and. operate an eco-
nomical public school transportation system within 
their respective counties. In establishing and 
operating such transportation systems, the County 
Boards of Sohool trustees shall* (1) acquisition 
buses and supplies from the State Board of Control as 
provided for in this Article; (2) prior to June 1st of 
each year, with said Commissioner's approval, estab-
lish school bus routes within their respective counties 
for "fee succeeding school year; (3) employ school bus 
drivers| and (4) be responsible for the maintenance 
and operation of school buses* State warrants for 
transportation shall be mad# payable to the County 
School transportation fund in each county for the 
total amount of transportation funds for which the 
county is eligible under the provision® of this Act* 

Provided, however, that when requested by the 
Board of trustees of an independent school district, 
the County Board of School Trustees shall authorise 
such independent district to» (1) employ its school 
bus drivers? (2) be responsible for th# maintenance 
and operation of its school busesf and (3) receive 
transportation payments direct fro® th® State. When 
the County School Superintendent reports such 
authorization to the State Commissioner of Education, 
state warrants for transportation funds for which the 
district is eligible shall be made to the district 
transportation fund, which is hereby created. 

The County Boards of School Trustees and the 
State Coral!ssioner of Education shall promulgate regu-
lations in regard to th# us© of sohool buses for 
purposes other than transporting eligible pupils to 
and from their classes. 

m 
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School buses shall be operated upon approved 
school bus routes, and no variations shall be mad© 
therefrom. The penalty for varying from authorized 
routes and for unauthorized use of buses shall be the 
withholding of transportation fundi from the offending 
county or school district. In the event the violation 
is committed by a district which receives no founda-
tion School funds» the penalty provision® of Article 
XX, Section 2, of Senate Bill Ho* 116, Acts of the 
51st Legislature, shall be invoked. 

The total annual transportation cost allotment 
for each district or county shall be baaed on the 
following formulas 

(a) A typical bus route is defined as being from 
forty-five (45; to fifty-five (55) silee of daily 
travel and composed of sixty (60%) per ©eat surfaced 
roads and forty (40%) per cent dirt roads, over which 
fifteen (15) or more pupils who live two (2) or more 
miles front school are transported. 

(b) Allowable total base costs of maintenance, 
operation, salaries, depreciation, etc., for each bus 
shall bet 

72 capacity bus $2,350.00 per year 
60-71 capacity bus 2,250.00 per year 
49-59 capacity bus 2,150.00 per year 
42-48 capacity bus 2,050.00 per year 
30-41 capacity bus 1,950.00 per year 
20-29 capacity bus 1,850.00 per year 
15-19 capacity bus 1,450.00 per year 

The capacity of a bus shall be interpreted as the 
number of eligible children being transported who live 
two (2) or more miles from school along the approved 
route served by the bus. A bus that makes two (2) or 
more routes or serves two (2) ©r more schools stall be 
considered as having a capacity equal to the largest 
number of eligible children on the bus at any one 
time. 

(c) for each one (1#) per cent increase of dirt 
road above forty (40%) per cent, add one-half (W>) per 
cent to the allowable total cost. 

(d) for each five (5) miles or major fraction 
thereof Increase in daily bus travel above fifty-five 
(55) miles add one 1%) per cent of the total ©est of 
operation, for each five (5) miles or major fraction 
thereof less than forty-five (45) miles daily travel, 
deduct one (1%) per cent from, the total cost of 
operation. 

(e) fhe State Commissioner of Education may 
grant not to exceed Seventy-five ($75.00) Dollars per 
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pupil par year for private or commercial transporta-
tion for exigible pupils from Isolated areas# fhe 
need for this type of transportation grant shall be 
determined '©in EH individual basis and the amount 
granted shall not exceed the actual cost. Such grants 
shall be made only in extreme hardship oases and no 
such grants shall be made If such pupils lire within 
two (2) miles of an approved school feus route or city 
public transportation services. 

All bus routes and transportation systems shall 
be reviewed by the State Commissioner of Idueation and 
he shall be responsible for establishing criteria for 
evaluating the several transportation systems of this 
Stats, but all such criteria shall be subject to the 
approval of the State Board of Education* fhe Commis-
sioner shall evaluate all transportation systems as 
rapidly as possible# lo new bus routes or bus route 
extensions shall be approved prior to the survey of 
the transportation system of the district or county 
requesting new equipment or extensions# In cities 
having public transportation, no child residing within 
the city Halts of such city shall be eligible to be 
transported at State expense unless such child resides 
more than two (2) miles, measured by the nearest 
practical route, from public transportation service 
of such city. 

In approving a transportation system for a dis-
trict or a county, consideration shall be given to 
providing transportation for only those pmpilfc who 
live two (2) or more miles from the school they 
attend, and no consideration shall be given to pro-
viding transportation for pupils from one district to 
another when their grades are taught in their home 
districts unless the transfer of such pupils has been 
approved by the County Boards of School Trustees as 
provided by law# fhere shall be no duplication of bus 
routes or duplication of services within sending dis-
tricts by buses operated by two (2) school districts 
and/or counties except upon approval by the Commis-
sioner of Education* 111 funds paid to the several 
transportation units for the operation of transporta-
tion systems of this State shall be emended for no 
other purpose* She Commissioner of Education shall 
formulate rules and regulations for enforcing the 
transportation sections of this Act, subject to the 
approval of the State Board of Education, Appeals 
may be had from policies of County Board® of trustees 
affecting transportation to the Commissioner of 
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Bducatlon, and to the Stat® Board of Education la 
matters relating thereto. 

Motor v®hleles used for the purpose of trans-
porting school children, including school buses, 
chassis and/or bodies of school buses purchased 
through the Stat® Board of Control as provided for 
in Section 3» Article ¥ of this Act (Article 634 (b), 
V, C« 8,3 shall he paid for fey the Stat# Board of 
Control and the Legislature may appropriate out of 
any money in the State treasury not otherwise appro-
priated, a certain sum not exceeding fw© Hundred Fifty 
fhousand (1250*000,00) Hollar® or so ouch thereof a® 
necessary, to the State Board of Control to tee used 
for such purchases. 

Any such sum or sums appropriated ©hall be known 
as the School Bus Revolving fund and when the school 
buses provided for in this Act are delivered to the 
•various schools coaiag within the provisions of this 
Act, the governing bodies of such schools shall 
reimburse the State Board of Control for the money 
expended for such school buses, motor vehicle®, chas-
sis and/or bus bodies provided for herein and such 
money shall be deposited by the Stmt© Board of Control 
to the School Bus Revolving Fund. 

Sec. 4, fhe sum of the approved salaries for 
professional positions, the current operating cost 
other than professional salaries and transportation, 
and cost of transportation service of each district, 
computed and determined in accordance with the pro-
visions of this Act, shall constitute the total cost 
of the foundation School Program proposed in this law. 
Acts 19*9» 518$ Leg., p. 625, oh. 334, art. V. 
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SUBVBY IKSTHUKBWT 

A I960 EVALUATION Of THE TEXAS PUPIL TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM 

Section I I 

County School District 

Bated by Date , 

DIRECTIONS: 

On this and the following pages arl a number of items 
which represent the specific practices which »ak® up a 
school's transportation program. If a particular item 
represents a regular practice of th# school » •nolrol* nY®B*n 

If the item is not a regular practice, encircle "No.* 

Example: 
The school normally provides transportation service 

for pupils residing two miles or more from school . uesj No 

ADMINISTRATION A,SB HAjAQIHSfT 

The hoard of education has defined the division of 
responsibility and fields of activity of driv-
ers, maintenance personnel, and administration. Yes Se 

The school district carries adequate insurance 
protection to cover loss or damage tjo buses 
caused by fire, Yes So 

The board ef education has adopted a long-range 
plan for purchasing and replacing buses, i.e., 
replacements are anticipated and provisions 
are made for them. Yes Ho 

When possible, purchases of new buses are made at 
times other than during the summer months. - Yes No 

Yes No 

When possible, maintenance and repair supplies 
are purchased in quantities that yield a 
special quantity discount. 

A cost analysis for the operation of each 
individual bus is made periodically. ^ Yea No 
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An up-to-date spot map of the transportation area in* 
a scale large enough to be functional is kept. tee lo 

Children are picked up and discharged only at 
designated stop®* X®s 1© 

What is the maximum distance which children ax® 0 % |4 
expected to walk to a bus pick-up point? OTLB8 X 1J4 
(Circle that distance which beat approxi- 1% or 
mates school policy.) mow 

What is the time for the beginning of the A.H. 
school*& morning session? 
(Hote—if the transportation program serve® more 
than one school on separate school schedules, the 
beginning time® of both should be entered. This 
would also be done if separate transportation 
schedules and separate school schedules are main-
tained for children in the same building—as 
elementary and secondary schedules. The same 
explanation applies to the next two questions# 

What is the approximate average time that the buses 
make the first pupil pick-up in the morning? A.M. 

Inter here the elapsed time between the first pupil 
pick-up and the beginning of the morning s@«-
sion, Iff. 5XS. 

What is the time for dismissal of the afternoon 3P.B# 
session? ' " 

What is the average time of the last pupil P.M. 
delivery? 

a&ter her® the elapsed time between the afternoon 
dismissal and the last pupil delivery. 

Inter here the elapsed time between the first 
pupil pick-up and the last pupil delivery. 

The sise of the bus assigned to each route is in 
every instance appropriate (in terms of 
capacity) for the number of pupils transported. Tea Ho 

Children are expected to be at the bus stops 
waiting for the bus. Xes Jfo 

DRIVER 

Rules and regulations regarding their duties and 
responsibilities are given to drivers in writ-
ten form or in a driver*s handbook. , Tes Ho 

X— 
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The board of education lias adopted a salary schedule<-
for drivers and other transportation personnel. Tea No 

Salaries paid to bus drivers are high enough, to 
insure competent drivers. Xes Ho 

When new drivers art employed, previous driving 
experience is investigated to assure that it 
teas been safe and satisfactory. Xes lo 

Consideration is given to maturity and character 
of every individual before he is employed as 
a driver, Xes Ho 

Bach driver is required to have a physical examina-
tion by a registered doctor before employment. Xes Ho 

Drivers operate their buses consistently on Xes Ho 
schedule. 

VBHICEg 

All vehicles used for transporting children meet the 
minimum standards for the construction of school 
buses adopted by the Rational Conference on 
School Transportation (or State of Texas). Xes No 

School officials emphasize and make all necessary 
provisions for carrying out a preventive 
maintenance program. Xes Ho 

Maintenance and repair work is done in school Xes No 
garage. 

The driver of the bus is responsible for daily 
maintenance checks—tires, gas, oil, radiator. Xes No 

The school district ha® available a spare bus which 
can easily be assigned to routes in case of a®ed.Xes Ho 

Number of spare buses available. 
Number of buses in the fleet. 

Every bus is inspected regularly by a mechanic for 
detecting mechanical defects. Xes No 

How often? Weekly 
(Underline that which best describes Every 2 wfos. 
the practice.) Monthly 

Semi-Annually 
Annually 
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Section II 

I. Square miles in district(s). _ 

2. Total miles of "bus routes travelled daily. 

3. What is the average age of your buses? • years. 

4. How old are buses before they are discarded? 
years old. 

5. Is this a matter of economy or necessity? 

6. low many years, if any, does this exceed the efficient 
life of a bus? years. 

7* Are your buses paid for in cash at delivery? 

8. If not paid in cash, what interest rate do you have to 
pay? • %i notes run ______ years on the average. 

9* Do students usually have to stand on some or all of 
your buses due to overcrowding? An®. ; if yes, how 
many stand daily in the whole system? Ans. are 
standees. 

10. The present law pays for loads up to 72 and no more. 
In your system, could you use buses of over ?2 student 
capacity if there were a bracket which allowed more 
earnings? Ans. ; if so, how large a bus would be 
practical on your roads? Cap. 

11. Total eligible students transported daily. 

12. Number of buses operated. 

15. lumber of routes. 

14. lumber of routes making double (or more) runs. 

15* If double runs, how many man hours daily are used in 
supervising students arriving before the regular school 
day starts and after the school day ends? Ans. 
man hours. Are these paid for? Ans. Yes No; if yes, 
how much per hour? $ 

16. Counting the proper proportion of your time, clerical 
costs, and other expenses, just how much of the entire 
school administrative costs should be assigned to 
transportation in 1959-60? % 

17. Besides tho Gilmer-Aikin Transportation Formula funds, 
did you find it necessary to supplement the bus program 
finances with local funds in the 1959-60 session/ ; 
if so, per cent of total. % 1 1 

18. Total earnings for year for all buses. I 
19* Total expenses for year for all buses. $ 

Uote—Include one-fifth of the purchase price for all 
buses under five years old. 



APPENDIX G 

DIRECTIONS FOR SCORING 

fh© contribution of each item to each of the ©valua-
tion factors (SAfSfX* etc.) is given on the WEIGHTING 
SHEET# The procedure for scoring is as followss 

1*. Score one factor at a time* 

2* Line up the arrows at the top and bottom of the 
instrument with. the arrows on the W1IGHTIHG 3HSST. 
Shis will place the weight® in a manner which will 
correspond properly to the particular items* 

3. £5 SURS THAT PAGE SUMBEBS CORRESPOHD. Page 1, Page 1 

4. The WBIGHTIKG SHEST should be folded on the dotted 
lines for convenience in use. 

5. Encircle the amber on the WEIGHTING SHUT in those 
instances where the corresponding J,fes" ha,® been 
encircled in rating the praotice. 

6. Aspect® of the transportation program (Administration 
and Management t Driver, etc,) are separated on the 
WEIGHTING SHEST by double lines* At the end ©f 
each section add up the enoiroled weights and enter 
the total on the proper line in Column 1 ©f the 
EVALUATION 5UHMART sheet. These are raw scores, 

7# law scores are multiplied by the correction factors 
in Column 2, (These factors correct for the dis-
proportion of the number of items in eaoh section.) 

3, The product or adjusted score is entered in Column 3. 
(These should be rounded off to the nearest whole 
number.) 

9* The sum. of the adjusted scores is the Total score for 
eaoh of the evaluation factor®. 
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10, The jpm of the Total scores for each factor is the 
fatal JSraluation Score. (The maximum possible 
•core is 1000*) 

IX. fix® total scores for each of the evaluation factors 
may he used for the profile of the total Trans-
portation Program. 

12. Th« adjusted scores suay he m»®d for wUciag profiles 
©f any individual faotor or for a&y of the &sp«@t® 
of the transportation program. 

13. Special instructions for the abridged form used in 
this study? Multiply the score® for each item in 
Column 3 by the factor .444-, which will further 
refine the rating* to a basis of 100 for a perfect 
®oor®. 



67 

Safety 
Pag© 5 Page 3 

{eont.) 

WSIQHTim SHEET 
Safety 
Pag# 2 

Safety 
Page 1 

mwASiox 
SlTfMAST 

eireled 
weights 
from last 
double 
line and 
enter on 
line (D) 

3 

5 

4 
total ©iroled 
weights from line 
above to her®. 
Enter on U m (B) 
SyALPAflQg SUMHABX 

20 
Sater on lint (0) 
ITALUAfXOI 61IHMA1X 

4 
foar 0 and $•«»., 4 
for # 5 
for K 1 
Over jl. .. 0 

Less than. 
40 jsiautea... 3 

40 to $0 nil... 1 
Over 60 0 

5 

3 

4 

It ratio Is between 
1 to 5 and 1 to 8 

0 0 0 3 
Between 1 to 8 
and X to 12... 
Over 1 to 12.• 

Weekly. 
Ivery 2 weeks* 
Monthly.. 
Rami —Anwrtal fy , 

1 
0 
4 
4 

Score same as 
above....... 

? hrs. or let®. 3 
7 to 8 hours... 4 
8 to 9 hours.,, 2 

fetal all eireled 
weights to here, 
later total on 
lime (A, 

" iQg SUMHARY 

2 

i 

i 
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Pag® 3 
(eoat •) 

WEIGHTING SHBSf 
E f f i c i e n c y E f f i c i e n c y 

Page J Fag® 2 
Efficiency 
. Fag® 1 

IfAMAfIGS 
SUMHAHY 

t o l a ! ' a l l 
Weight® 
from l a s t 
double 
l i n e and 
en te r ©a 
l i n e (1) 

2 

2 

Less than 1#•*• 5 
1 or m o w . . . . . . 0 

f e ta l a l l c i rc led 
weights to lie re. 
Enter m line (?) 
EVALUATION BUMWART 

$ 
Enter on line (0) 
EVALUATION SMART 

5 

% 

4 

I f "Won*". . . , . 
1 t o 5 to 1 to S 
1 to 8 to 1 to 12. 
Over 1 t o 12*« 

3 
0 
3 
2 
1 
4 

W e e k l y » . . . . . . . % 
Ivery 2 weeks. $ 
Wont lily 1 
Seal-Annually. 0 
A n n m l l y . . . . . . 0 

Total a l l c i r c l e d 
weights t o Mere. 
I n t e r on l i n e (B) 
EVALUATION SUKMARX 

3 
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Adequacy 
Page 3 l&ge 3 

(eont.) 

WEIGHTING SHBBT 
Adequacy 
Page 2 

Adequacy 
Pag# 1 

EVALUATION 
SUKMABI 
Joi 
eireled 
weights 
and enter 
on line 
0» 

4 

4 

4 

% or le®s**,«» 5 
to yi. 4 

Over % but less 
than 1 1 

Over I Bile... 0 

Total all clroled 
weights from 
double line. Inter 
on line (J) 

15 
later ©a lime 0 0 
EVALUATION BttMKAKf 

Less than 40 
minutes,.... 5 

40 to 50 *ta., 4 
50 to 60 Bin.* 2 
Over 60 min... 0 

If rati© is 1 
to 1 to 8.., 

1 to 8 to 1 to 
12 

Orer 1 to 12.. 

3 

2 

3 
to 

5 

1 
0 
3 

Wtekly........ 3 
iSvery 2 wae&s, 2 
Monthly*...... 0 
Sesal-Annually. 0 
Annually 0 

Saa® 3cale as 
abGYe 

later seore here 
? hrs, or lees 5 
7 to 8 hrs.... 4 
8 to 9 hrs.... 2 
Over 9 hrs.... 0 

5 

Total all clroled 
weights to her®, 
later on lla® (I) 

3 

2 



Economy 
Pag® 3 Page 3 

(cont.) 

WEIGHflHG SHSST 
Icoaoiay 

Fag® 2 

70 

Economy 
Fag® 1 

IfAmfXO® 

fetal 
circled 
weights 
from last 
double 
line and 
©liter ©a 
liB« (P) 

mi. or less,. I 
K| 1 wi»•»»•«•« 2 
Over 1 aile.•,. 5 

4 
Total circled 
weights from last 
double U n a and . 

10 
Eater on line (0) 
S?ALUA5!I0R SUMMARt 

5 

4 

If "none* • • • * • 

3 
0 

If ratio la 
1 to 3 to 1 to 8 

soon 5 
1 to 8 to 1 to 12 

•core«•**•••• 2 
Over 1 to 12».• 0 

4 
Weekly. 4 
Irexy 2 weeks., 3 
Hoiiliulj' 1 
Semi-Annually.. 0 

fotal all circled 
weight® to horo. 
Inter on line (ft) 
SVALtJAflOST StmHABY 

4 

4 

4 

mpm 
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b v a l t j a t i o f s u h h a b t worn 
l Column 2 Column3 

SAflfl 
Idaia. and Management (A) 

Driver 

?@hicle 

Haintenanoe Program 

SffFICIMQY 
Admin. and Managemea 

Driver 

TTehlcl® 
Maintenance Program 

AP33QPACY 

I 0,39 

(B) _ — x 1.46 -

(0) _ — . x 1.54 -

(X» _ _ X 0.9® - ,, 
total 

I 
m
 

w
 I 0 . 2 5 -

(»> _ X 0.48 » 

(«> _ — x 1.36 -

(H) _ 1 0.48 -
fotal 

Admin, and Management CD — _ I 0.28 

Driver («0 . I 0.38 

Vehicle CO — — 1 0.69 

Maintenance Program CL) X 0.48 

SG010HI 
Admin, and Management (B) X 0.21 

Silver oo... I 0.39 

Vehicle CO) _ X 1.1? 

Maintenance Program CP) 1 0.41 

fotal 

fetal 

fatal Evaluation Score 

Column 1 is for the raw scores. 
Column 2 contains the conversion £acJors. ...... 
*£h.& Bxi&WBtTB tittfid in column 3 P# MUltipXiSw. s>y 

the factor .444- in this abridged form of the instrument* 

71 



j & p m v u s 

R&Sfll SOOitE VlfU HUMMWI SAW S00II8 
c m m m m m k basis of xoo 

OoImmlI 
Saw 

score 

fitf&EI 
&9S1&* and 

KaMfmMifc (A 
Brl*o* ( ? 
Tohiala (C 
Kaiatanana* P»f3W«(®. 

in* mad 
fiaaagsaeafc ( 1 

S r l w r C* 
Yahlola (G 
KftlnlmuDA* ?*©$ra*(H 

«*•»-aioa 

0.59 
1-46 
1 . 5 * 
0.§8 

0.25 
1.36 
©*4S 

I#£ts«d 
S©@» 

t o t a l 

Total 

Oelngtt » 
05nvi* i l ia 

t o 
Pa* Caat** 

X»444« 5«44 
x«444«16t8$ 
x,4§44»15*6S 
se»W*13.31 
I M . W * 
»-"**** 4?«?7 

X»444* 3«7? 
X . 4 4 4 » 4 , 6 9 
X.444i» 5.02 
x,W*» 5*75 
3 6 . 8 & C . 4 4 4 * 

a&d 
E«ami®m#at JX 

M w r W. 
t«h io i« <* 

Pro«*a*(I» 

BOOgOHX 
4djttin. and 

l i a a a g e n e a t C R ) 
S i l w r (M 
Yahlola (0 
Halataoaaea Frog*a»(P) 

0*28 
0.38 
0.69 
0.40 

0 , 4 1 

Total 

Total Evaluation Soora 

x . 4 4 4 « J . 2 2 
*»<W« 4.05 
X . 4 4 4 * 4 . 6 0 
X . 4 4 4 - 4 . 4 8 
4 1 . 5 l x , W » 

X«444» 3*26 
x . 4 4 4 » 3 . 1 2 
X . 4 4 4 * 3 . 1 9 
X » 4 4 4 » 4 . 9 2 

w . | § i 6 * w . 

weight 
f f o a a i a x i i i i 



afpmbix f 

SUHHA1T Of AHSVBSS TO SSOflOl II Of fHl SUHTBt 
IHSTEUKMT USED II THB STODX 

1* Square ailes in district(s). (Incomplete returns on . 
this question.) 

2. total miles of bus routes travelled daily. 75,677 

3. Vbat Is the average age ©f your "buses? 4 year®. 

4. How old are "buses "before they are discarded? 7,5 
years old* 

5. Is this a matter of economy or necessity? Beoaonar 49 
B«r oent; necessity 51 per cent. 

6. low many years, if amy, does this exceed the efficient 
life of a bus? 4 years. 

7» Are your buses paid for la. cash, at delivery? Yes* 
% -per cent: Ho, 44 per cent. 

8* If not paid in cash* whmt interest rate do you have t© 
pay? 5 %% notes run 3,5 years on the average, 

9. Bo students usually have to stand on some or all of 
your buses dm© to overcrowding? Ans, yea i if yes, 
how many stand daily in the whole system? Ana. 7*551 
are standee®, 

10, The present law pays for loads up to 72 and no sore. 
In your system, could you use buses of over 72 student 
capacity if there were a bracket which allowed more 
earning®? Ans. Ho* * if so, how large a bus would be 
practical on your roads? 88,7** Gap. 

•linety-one per cent of the replies answered Ho. 

••line per cent of these replies indicated a mean 
capacity of 88.7 passengers. 
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11, Total eligible students transported daily. 87.323 

12. Jfnmber ©f buses operated# 1.429 

13k Suaber of routes. 1.429* 

14. lumber ©X routes making double (or more) runs. 541 

15. If double runs, tow many man hours daily are used in 
supervising students arriving before the regular 
school day starts and after the school day ends? 
tos* 170 aaa hours. Are these paid for? las* Yeas 
if yes7 now much per hour? SI.25** 

16. Counting the proper proportion of your time, olerioal 
costs, and other expenses, just how mob of the entire 
school administrative costs should be assigned to 
transportation in 1959-60? 8 . 9 % 

17. Besides the Gilmer-Aikin transportation formula funds, 
did you find it necessary to supplement the bus pro-
gram finances with local funds in the 1959-60 session? 
yes 1 if so, per cent of total. 19 % 

18. Total earnings for year for all buses. $2.879.532 

19. fotal expenses for year for all buses. 13.432.611 
Ifote—Include one-fifth of the purchase priee for all 
buses under five years old* 

time. 

*for the purposes of this study a route has one bus. 

In only two instances was anyone paid for the extra * * 



APPENDIX G 
STATISTICAL TABLES SHOWING RESULTS OF STUDY 

T A B L E V I I 

LISTIIG OF SCORES HABS II TH3 ASPECTS OF SAFETY, 
S F F I O I S H O I , A B S Q P A C T , ABB X O O S O H t B I J g S J X A S 

aouiflis ¥ I f H GAIHXNG T B E H B S II P O P U L A T I O N 

C o u n t y S a f e t y S u f f i c i e n c y A d e q u a c y S e © n © » y 

B e n 3 9 . 2 4 ' 1 3 . 7 7 1 2 . 7 2 1 3 . 5 1 

B e x a r 39* I* 1 5 . 8 5 1 1 6 . 3 4 1 5 . 2 7 

B o w i e 4 1 . 0 2 1 6 . 5 8 1 4 . 2 6 1 4 . 9 6 

B r a s o r l a 5 8 . 8 4 1 5 . 0 6 1 4 . 9 0 1 4 . 7 0 

C a m e r o n 37-31 1 4 . 3 0 1 4 . 2 7 1 3 . 7 7 

D a l l a s 2 5 . X 6 1 2 . 6 4 1 3 . 0 3 1 2 . 6 0 

B e n t o n 5 6 . 0 7 X 3 . * 5 1 4 . 0 ? 1 3 . 8 7 

1 1 P a s o ; 4 1 . 5 9 1 3 . 8 2 ; 1 3 . 9 1 ; 1 3 . 8 9 

O a l T # s t o a $ ? . 4 5 : 1 3 . % 1 3 . 5 * 1 3 . 7 5 

G r a y s o n 4 1 . 7 2 1 5 . 2 5 1 5 . 5 3 1 4 . 8 8 

G r @ g g 3 9 . 2 5 1 4 . 2 1 1 4 , 2 2 1 3 . 7 3 

H a r r i s 4 J . 9 1 1 6 . 1 7 1 6 . 3 7 1 5 . 3 9 

H d a l g o 3 7 . 9 6 1 3 . 8 0 1 3 . 9 1 1 3 . 8 4 

d ' e f f e r s i o n 3 4 . 8 9 1 0 . 6 4 1 1 . 5 3 1 2 . 0 8 

L u b b o c k 3 0 . 5 8 : 1 2 . 5 5 1 3 . 6 2 i 1 2 . 2 9 

H o L t i m a i i J*" f* 

3 © . © 5 
1 5 . 1 0 1 4 . 8 8 1 4 . 8 0 

K u e c e s ; 3 8 . 0 4 1 3 . 0 0 1 1 4 . 6 6 1 3 . 5 7 

P a l o P i n t o 3 0 . 1 3 9 . 9 4 1 1 . 8 0 1 1 . 0 ? 

P o t t e r 3 5 . 9 6 1 2 . 2 9 1 3 . 1 6 1 3 . 1 2 

S a l t b : 4 0 « 1 8 1 4 . 6 5 1 4 . 4 5 1 4 . 0 8 

T a r r a n t 3 5 . 5 3 1 3 . 4 5 1 3 . 8 0 1 3 . 2 7 

S a y X o r 3 7 . 0 4 1 3 . 2 4 1 3 . 3 8 1 3 . 9 1 

T o m G r e e n !: 4 1 . 1 0 1 5 . 2 0 1 5 . 8 0 1 4 . 6 0 

T r a v i s 2 9 . 7 4 1 0 . 0 4 1 0 . 8 3 1 0 . 7 0 

W i c h i t a 3 7 . 1 1 1 3 . 3 3 1 4 . 1 0 1 3 . 5 5 

7 5 
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TABLE VIII 

LXafXHG Of SOOKSS MABI II T » Ag«?«S Of StfRI, 
IfflCIllOXt ABlQtlACT, 1MB EOOlOHlf BY 25 fEX&S 
SSfIii m H LOaiH& fUlDS II POPUMflOS 

County Safety Efficiency Adequacy 1© ©noisy 

Anderson 36.45 13.21 12 #92 13.40 

Bosque 56,16 13.75 13.40 13.78 

Brown 35.35 13.35 13.02 13.69 

Cass 33*38 12.72 ! 12.88 12.33 

Cherokee 3^.50 13.37 13.07 13.57 

Collingsworth 37.96 14.74 14.18 14.51 

Comanche 38.30 15.13 14.64 14.26 

Delta 35.35 13.35 ! 13.02 13.69 

Duval 44.74 15.90 14.99 15.3? 

Bastland 37.59 13.36 13.41 13.23 

Falls 37.17 15.89 12.86 13.32 

fr#®ston® 37.98 13.74 14.31 18.86 

Hamilton 32.84 ! 11.96 12.51 12.60 

Henderson 33.49 12.94 12.88 13.44 

Sill 41*35 15.20 15.07 15.07 

Houston 39.11 10.98 13.45 ! 14.83 

Hunt 34.74 ; 12,70 12.15 12.05 

La Salle 28.34 15.41 14.50 15.13 

Limestone 39.29 13.94 14.22 13.85 

Navarro 31.00 11.43 13.16 11.73 

Red Hiver 34.04 11.52 12.24 11.58 

Soaerrell 36,04 13.89 13.50 14.15 

Tan Zandt 30.19 12.70 : 12.07 12.77 

Wise 30.56 10.35 1; 10.73 10.76 

wood 36.34 13.04 13.81 13.06 
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TABLE IX 

EVALUATION 3UMHABX Of TVSNTX-PIVE TEXAS OOUHTIBS 
WITH 0AIIIM TfiERBS I® POPUMflOI 

Item Ideal Soon® Actual 
Score 

Amount below 
Ideal 

Safety 
Administration 

and management 
Driver 
TeMole 
ftainten&nee. 

program 

R . M 
# *T*T 

16.85 
13.68 

13.31 

3.46 
12.66 
13.68 

7*97 

- 1.98 
•» 4.19 
«• 0*00 

- 5.34 

Sub total 49.28 37.78 -11.51 

Efficiency 
Administration 

and management 
Briber 
Yehicle 
Maintenance 

program 

3.77 
4.69 
3.02 

5.75 

2.93 
3*75 
3.02 

4.01 

«*• Q # 84 
- 0*94 
** 0*00 

- 1.74 

Sub total 17.27 13.69 - 3.58 

Adequacy 
Administration 

and management 
Briber 
?#M.el© 
Maintenance 

program 

c* oo / • 
4.05 : 
4.60 

4*48 

3.04 
3.20 ! 

4.60 

3.09 

- 2.18 
- 0.85 
«* 0.00 

- 1.37 
Sub total 18.34 13.89 - 4.45 

Bconony 
Administration 

and management 
Driver 
Tebicle 
Maintenance 

program 

3.26 
3.12 
5.20 

4.92 

2.47 i 
2.50 , 
5.20 

3.45 

- 0.79 
- 0.62 
«• 0.00 

- 1.4? 

Bub total 16.50 13.64 «» 2.86 

Totals 100.00 79.00 -20.90 
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fABLE X 

EVALUATION mmAM Of TWTMJJE TEXAS COTJIfTIES 
WITH LOSING fUMBS II POHJLA*IOH 

Item Ideal Soors Actual 
Be or# 

Amount below 
Ideal 

Safety 
Adjaini stration 

and management 
Driver 
¥@M.ole 
Maintenance 

program 

C iUi 
16,85 
15*68 

13.31 

3.12 
11.44 
13.68 

a,31 

- 2,32 
- 5.41 
- 0,00 

- 5.00 

Smb total 49,2a 36.54 -11.19 

Efficiency 
Adaini strati on 

and management* 
Driver 3 

Vehicle ' 
Haiatesaso* 

program 

3.77 
4.69 
3 •* 02 

5.75 

2.77 ! 
3.46 | 
3.02 

4,08 j 

- 1.00 
• 1*21 
•» 0,00 

* 1.67 

Sub total 17.27 13.36 - 3.91 

AA*qvma7 
Mmiiii s tration 

and management 
Driver 
?®Mel# 
Maintenance 

program 

5.22 
4,05 
4,60 

4.48 

2.54 
3.09 
4.60 

3.16 

*» 2.68 
- 0.96 
- 0.00 

** 1.32 

Bub total 18*34 13.39 * 4»f5 

Econossy 
Administration 

and management 
JDri v©r 
fehiel® 
Maintenance 

program 

3.26 
3.12 
5.20 

4.92 

p XX 
•2,56 
5.20 

3.63 

-» 0,39 
- 0.76 
- 0.00 

- 1.83 

Sub total 16 • 50 13.52 ; - 2,98 
fotals 100,00 76.80 -23.10 
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TABLE XI 

SC0BB8 KADE BY $HS TWENTI-FIYB OAIHIHO COUNTIES 

County Iseiifoerg Score 
Converted to 
Percentage 

Kara?!® 206,85 91.84 

©rayson I%*81 87,36 

Bowie 195.54 86,82 

Tom Crreea 195.2? 86.70 

Bexar 195»01 86.5S 

Brazoria 190.71 84*68 ' 

Smltb. 188,23 83.57 

SI fa®© 186.98 83.02 

®r@gg 184.86 82,08 

McLennan 183.41 81,43 

0a*®ro» 183.11 81,30. 

Hidalgo ' • 179.12 79.55 

Nueces 178.06 79.06 

Salveston 177.25 ?8.?0 

Wichita 175.87 78.07 

Taylor 174.70 77.5? 

Banton 174.44 77.45 

Bell 172.33 76,51 

Tarrant 171.19 76.01 

Potto? 167.87 ?4,53 

Dallas 164.26 72.93 

Palo Pinto 161,76 71,82 

Jefferson 155.72 • | 69.14 

Lubbock 155.46 69.02 

Travis 138.0? 61,30 
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TABLE XII 

scoees had® bi thb m m m - w i m m m m counties 

County Ieenb<*rg Score Converted to 
Percentage 

Duval 20#.% 91-.# 00 
Hill 1 195*26 86*70 
Gomancli© 192.0? 85*28 
Collingsworth 183,28 81.38 
Linestone 185.12 81.31 
freestone 179,91 79 #88 
Fall* 1?8.47 j ! 79.24 
Houston 176.50 i 78.37 
Saetlend 174.76 77.59 
Borne rv® 11 174.7# 77.58 
Bosqme 173.62 77.09 
Wo©# 171.73 76.25 
Anderson 171.12 75.98 
Belta 169.84 75.41 
1 m m 169.84 75.41 
Cherokee 167.91 74.56 
La Salle 165.25 73.37 
Henderson 163.85 72,75 
Hint 161.35 71.64 
Cass 160.62 71.32 
Hamilton 157.44 69.90 
Bed liver 156.27 69.38 
Tan Z&ndt 152.52 67.72 
Navarro 151.65 67.33 
Wis# 141.53 I 62.84 



APFSSBIX 1 
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TOTAL TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM Dl? 
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DIRECTIONS M B SUGGESTIONS 

1* The total scores for each of the evaluation factors 
are used to mafce the above profile of the trans-
portation program. 

Any factor which is substantially leas than perfect 
indicates that the transportation program, aa 
measured by this instrument« could be improved on 
that particular quality. 

While it Bay be of considerable value to a school 
administrator or the board of education to know that 
the transportation program could be improved in 
SAFETY, for example, this information is hardly 
enough. In what aspects of the program sure improve-
ments most needed? 
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4. Any (or all) of the factors may be shown Indi-
vidually on the profile sheets which, represent the 
evaluation factors* The adjusted scores for each 
aspect of the program ar® used. Sy following the 
above example further, if improvement in SAFETY is 
indicated, a profile of SAFBfX might actually reveal 
that all aspects of the program rate well except the 
Maintenance* 

5. A profile of the MAINTEHASTCB PROGRAM earn be made, 
fhis ie done by using the adjusted scores for 
Maintenance Program.froa each factor. If the 
maintenance program ©hows substantial room for 
Improvement, the place for a beginning will have 
been pin-pointed. 

6. The profiles and the items the&selves should give 
clues for interpretation and follow up. 



< m 
Pag® 1 

D2 
EVALUATING THE PUPIL TRAISPGHTATIGl PROGKAH 

School or Adaini strative Unit_ 
Bated by 
DIRECTIONS: 

On this and the following pages are a number of items 
which represent the specific practices which make up a 
school * s transportation program. If a particular item 
represents a regular practice of the school, encircle "Tea." 
If the item is not a regular practice, encircle "No.M 

Example: 
Th© school provides transportation service for 

PUP^«- (?es) STo 

AgHIMSgi^IQg_ANP ftAKAGSHSNT 

Policy 
4Sae "board of education recognizes pupil transporta-

tion as an integral part of the total school pro-
gram rather than as an "extra service* which could 
be eliminated. y@s jf0. 

The board of education has adopted specific policies 
regarding the transportation program, i«e«, poli-
cies are not a matter of chance * x @ s Ho 

The policies of the board are in written form. Tea So 
Ther© is a specific and detailed policy regarding the 

use of buses for instructional or other non-route Yes No 
trips. (Non-route trip—Any trip made by a school 
busfiir a purpose other than transporting children 
over a regularly scheduled route.) 

The board of education policies include a definition 
©f what it considers a reasonable walking dis-
tance for children. Yea Ho 

fhe school board makes an exception in the walking 
distance requirement for children who live on 
heavily traveled highways. . • ?es JJ0 

Transportation is furnished to all crippled 
children regardless of the distance involved. Xes Ho 

Transportation is provided when necessary for 
pupils who participate in school activities 
during non-school hours. ' Xes No 

The board of education assumes responsibility 
for policies which affect drivers. yes No 
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The board of education has defined the division 
of responsibility and fields of activity of 
drivers, maintenance personnel, and administra-
tion. Tea lo 

The board of education has adopted a set of 
operating rales for bus drivers Xes Ho 

All policies and board of education decisions 
which affect the transportation program are 
a matter of school board record, Xes So 

Safety Education 

The school has a definite program for teaching 
children to become safe bus passengers Xes Ho 

The education program for bus safety includes: 

Classroom instruction Xes Ho 

Assembly programs Xes 1© 

Demonstration and practice on the bus Xes No 

Emergency drills on the bus Xes Ho 

Bus drivers assist teachers in the instruction of 
bus safety* Xes lo 

Pupils have an opportunity to participate in the 
planning and development of safety xules and 
the bus safety program. Xes lo 

A pupil patrol has been organised to assist driv-
ers in the bus safety program* Xes Ho 

There is a definite training program for members 
of the pupil patrol* Xes lo 
(Do not mark this item if a pupil patrol is 
not used.) 

Insurance 

The school district carries adequate* insurance 
protection to cover: 

*(An interpretation of what is "adequate" 
should be based on state requirements or 
recommendations and local conditions.) 

Liability as a result of damages to persons or 
property caused by school buses. Xes lo 

(When carrying liability insurance is not 
permitted by state law, the school bus 
drivers carry it for themselves.) Xes JSTo 

« 
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Loss os? damage to buses caused by fire. Yes No 

liability resulting from the us© of private 
automobile® not owned by the school dis-
trict but operated by its employees on 
school business, i.e., employer's non-
ownership insurance. Xes No 

Purchasing; 

The board of education has adopted & long-range 
plan for purchasing and replacing buses, i.e., 
replacements are anticipated and provisions 
are mad® for them. Xes No 

When possible, purchases of new buses are mad© 
at times other than during the summer months. Tea No 

When possible, purchases of vehicles and sup-
plies are sad® only after requesting bids. Y®& No 

When purchases are made by bids, a written set 
of specifications describing the kind of 
equipment desired is supplied in advance. Xes 1© 

When bidders are not present when bids are 
opened, they are notified of the results 
of the bidding. Tes No 

Efforts are made to keep some uniformity of 
makes of wMcles in the school bus fleet 
when possible. (Perhaps having not more 
than two or three different makes.) Xes No 

Indebtedness for buses is not permitted to 
extend over a period as long as the 
expected, life of the vehicle. Xes No 

When possible, maintenance and repair supplies 
are purchased in quantities that yield a 
special quantity discount. Xes No 

Contracting 
The school district provides all of the trans-

portation of pupils with district owned 
equipment and is required to contract for none. Xes No 
(If wXes,»M the rest of this section should be 
omitted.) 

When contracts for the transportation of pupils are 
made, a written description of the kind of 
service desired is supplied in advance. Xes No 

When it is necessary for the board of education to 
authorise a parent to transport children to 
school (or as a "feeder" line to a bus route), 
a written contract is made between the board 
and the parent. Xes No 

* V 
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Transportation contractors are re.qui.red. to give a 

bond for the faithful fulfillment of the terms 
of the contract. X©® So 

The board of education prescribes the minimum 
aiaount of insurance t© be carried by the con-
tractor as a condition of the contract. Xes Ho 

Contracted equipment is inspected at regular 
intervals by competent inspectors. Yes No 

She garage or mechanic authorised to inspect con-
tracted vehicles is designated by the board of 
education as a condition of the contract. Xes I© 

Reports of the inspections of the contracted 
equipment are required by the board of educa-
tion as a condition of the contract. Xes No 

Records 

A separate transportation accounting system is 
kept subsidiary to the general account. Xes Ho 

A cost analysis for the operation of each indi-
vidual bus is made periodically. Xes No 

Records show the following information for each 
bus in the fleet: 
Original cost and date of purchase of the bus. Xes No 

Total miles operated to date. Xes No 

Mies operated per day on assigned route. Xes No 
Number of pupils transported on assigned route. Xes No 

Cost of gasoline, oil, and grease. Xes No 

Cost of repairs and upkeep. Xes No 

Miles traveled on instructional trips or for 
other non-route purposes. Xes No 

Specific information on school bus accidents. Xes No 
(If there have never been any accidents, 
answer 

Monthly reports indicate the operating costs of 
each vehicle. (These reports would include 
such information as miles traveled» gasoline 
consumption, oil consumption, maintenance 
costs, and repair costs.) Xes No 

< 
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Records show the number and kinds of all personnel 

employed in th® transportation program and 
wages paid. Yes No 

A record is kept of the dates and wages paid to 
substitute drivers. Yes No 

Records are kept for the use of buses for 
instructional or other non-route trips. Yes lo 

Records for instructional trips and other non-
route trips include: 

The number of miles traveled on each trip. Yes Ho 

Cost of gasoline, oil, and other operating 
expenses. • Yes lo 

Cost of drivers' wages for driving on non-
route trips. Yes lo 

Cost of insurance when it srust be taken out 
separately to cover non-route trips. Yes No 
(If regular liability insurance covers 
this kind of use making it unnecessary, 
answer "Yes.") 

transportation records show th® following costs: 

The cost of all transportation and garage 
insurance. Yes No 

The depreciation of vehicles. • Yes No 

Bents paid for garage or bus storage. Yes No 
(If renting space is unnecessary, answer 

Operating expenses of the bus garage (fuel, 
electricity, water). Yes No 

fiepair parts and supplies are carried on an 
inventory account and charged off to each 
individual bus only as used. Yes No 

Boutins 

An up-to-date spot map of the transportation area 
in a scale large enough to be functional is 
kept. Yes No 

The spot nap showsx 

Location of all roads. Yes No 

Type of all roads (hard surfaced, gravel, etc.). Yes No 

Distances between major intersections. Yes lo 
Location of all operating school buildings. Yes No 



Page % 
D7 

Location of all pupils to toe transported. Tes Ho 

Location of these pupila in a wanner which 
clearly indicates which are kindergarten, 
elementary, and secondary pupils* Tea Ho 

Sx&ct route ©f each bus, Tes No 

Weight capacity of all bridges. Tea lo 

Location and nature of all rout® hazards. Tes No 

All points where buses will stop to pick up and 
discharge pupils are determined in planning 
routes. Tes Mo 

Bus stops ar© designated so that they are not 
on steep grades, blind curves* or near the 
crest of a hill* Tes lo 

Children are picked up and discharged only at 
designated stop®. Tes No 

A. definite time schedule showing the time the 
bus can be expected at each stop is estab-
lished for each trip. Tes lo 

What Is the distance around the school within 
which transportation is not provide d?HIL2SS % % % l$i 1M X 
(Circle that distance which best lft 2 or sore 
approximates school policy.) 

What is the maximum distance which children 
are expected walk to a bus pick-up 
point? . JULES 0 * # * 1 IK 
(Circle that distance which best 1% or sore 
approximates school policy.) 

What is the time for the beginning of the 
school * s morning session? 
(Mote—If the transportation program serves 
more than one school on separate school 
schedules* the beginning times of both 
should be entered. If more than two, extra 
spaces may be added. This would also be 
done if separate transportation schedules 
and separate school schedules are main-

or children in the same building— 
as elementary and secondary schedules.) 

What is the approximate average time that the 
buses make the first pupil pick-up in the 
morning?, (f&is need.not be a mathematical 
average but it should represent the approxi- — 
mate first pick-up time for all buses. If 
separate school schedules are maintained, it 
would be the first picJc-up time for pupils 
who are transported for each schedule.; 
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Intel* here the elapsed time between the first 

pupil pick-up and the beginning of the school * s 
morning session. (This should be an average 
of the differences between the time of the 
first pupil pick-up and the beginning of 
school when separate schedules are maintained. 

What is the time for dismissal of the afternoon 
session? 

What is the average time of the last pupil 
delivery? 

Eater here the elapsed time between the after-
noon dismissal and the last pupil delivery. 

Enter her® the elapsed time between the first 
pupil pick-up and the last pupil delivery. 

low many "auxiliary" or "feeder" routes have -
been established to supplement regular bus 
routes? 

Number of such "auxiliary" or "feeder" routes 
which have been established in instances 
where it is definitely Impossible or unde-
sirable because of road conditions or 
distance involved to provide this trans-
portation with a regular bus as a part of 
its regular route. 

When routing of buses has been determined, a 
detailed report describing the routes is 
made to the board of education. Yes No 

Officials responsible for the construction and 
maintenance of roads are given a copy of 
the bus routes and schedules. Yes So 

The size of the bus assigned to each route is in 
every instance appropriate (in terms of 
capacity) for the number of pupils trans-
ported. Yes Ho 

Traffic patterns for approaching, parking on, 
and leaving school grounds are established. Yes No 

Traffic patterns ®ak@ it unnecessary for a bus 
to be driven backwards on the sehool grounds. Yes No 

Vehicles are parked on school grounds for loading 
before school is dismissed. CWhen this kind Yes No 
or procedure is not possible» answer "Yes.") 

Designated teachers are present in the bus loading 
area to assist aim supervise loading. Yes No 

Procedures 
i'aere ls a d@fin.itf and clearly understood p*«-. 

ledure for handling requests for the use or buses or Instructional trips and other non-route uses.^Yes No 

mailto:d@fin.itf
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Bequests for the us© of buses for instructional 

or other non-route trips are submitted for 
approval in writing. Tee No 

There is a direct and easy way for drivers to 
report disciplinary problems immediately after 
the trip in which such a problem occurred. Tea No 

A thorough inventory of supplies and repair parts 
is made at least twice each school year. Xes So 

Parents and Pupils 

Parents are informed of school board policies 
regarding the transportation program. Tea 1© 

A copy of the time schedule for the bus is sent to 
each hose affected prior to the opening of 
school. ' Xes Ho 

Changes Which are made in the time schedule of any 
bus are delayed until notice has been given to 
all parties concerned (except in emergencies). Xes No 

Rules and regulations for pupil conduct and pupil 
responsibility are specific and well understood. Xes No 

Sules for pupils are sent to the home of each 
child to be transported. Xes No 

Children are expected to be at the road waiting 
for the bus. Xes No 

The local policy of having buses wait for children 
at pupil stops is definite and well understood 
by the driver, the pupils* and the public. Xes No 

Children who must cross the road after alighting 
from a bus are required to cross in front of 
the bus and then only after receiving a signal 
froaflR driver. Xes No 

The privilege of riding on the bus is denied any 
child who proves to be a chronic disciplinary 
problem until arrangements are made either by 
the child or by the child and his parent with 
the school principal. * Xes 1® 

It is the policy of the school that no child should 
be put off toe bus for any reasonTo"WCf home. Xes No 

BEIVKS 
Sond'f'iiona of Employment 
The bus driver is regarded by the board of educa-

tion and the entire staff as an important 
school employee. Xes No 
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Drivers are hired through a formal written contract 

on an annual basis. ^ Tes 1© 

Kules and regulations regarding their duties and 
responsibilities are given to drivers in written 
form or in a driver's handbook. Tes 1© 

The board of education has adopted a salary 
schedule for drivers and other transportation 
personnel, Tes Ho 

Salaries paid to bus drivers are high enough to 
insure competent drivers. Tes No 

Drivers are given a maxima® of security in the 
expectation of tenure so long as a reasonable 
quality of service is rendered. Tes No 

Driver Qualifications 

When new drivers are employed, previous driving 
experience is investigated to assure that it 
has been safe and satisfactory. . Tes No 

Consideration is given to maturity and character 
of every individual before he is employed as 
a driver. Tes Mo 

Drivers are required to hold a state chauffeur*s 
license or a special school bus driver* s 
license. (Do not mark this item if these Tes No 
licenses are not available.) 

Bvery driver is required to have a physical 
examination by a registered doctor before 
employment. (Examination should include all 
aspects of health and physical fitness which 
have a bearing on suitability as a bus driver.) Tes No 

Bvery driver is required to have a physical 
examination at least annually after employment, Tes No 

The school district has established a minimum and 
a maximum age range for employment as a driver. Tea No 

Record the number of employed drivers in each of 
the following age groupst AGE No. DRIV1BS 

Under 18 _____ 
18 "* 20 _ 
21 - 24 
25-50 
51 - 45 
4 6 - 5 5 
56-65 
Over 65 
Total 
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Substitute drivers are expected to meet the same 

requirements as regular drivers. Tea No 

Substitute drivers are expected to meet the same 
physical examination requirements as regular 
drivers. Yes No 

There is a definite training program for hue 
drivers. Tea lo 

The training program for drivers includes both 
classrooa instruction and demonstration and 
practice with the vehicle. Tea No 

The training program includes: 

Explanation of the driver's responsibilities 
for the bus. ' Yes lo 

Explanation of the responsibility of a bus 
driver*s job and the liability of drivers. Yes No 

Responsibilities of drivers for administrative 

routines and reports. Yes No 

Traffic regulations. Yes No 

Driving skills and practice. Yes No 

Correct procedures for loading and unloading 
children at pupil stops. Yes So 

Correct procedure for handling disciplinary 
problems. Yes No 

Heaction tests (breadth of vision; Judging 
distance; reaction time) so that each 
driver is made aware of any limitations. Yes No 

Instruction and practice in putting on chains 
and changing a tire while on the route. Yes No 

Demonstration and practice in proper use of 
the fire extinguisher. ' Yes No 

Instruction in first aid. Yes No 

< 
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Operation and Supervision 

The responsibility for supervising the total trans-
portation program has been. delegated to a person 
other than the chief administrator of the entire 
educational program. Yes Bo 

The transportation supervisor has had training or 
experience which qualifies him as a supervisor 
of the transportation program. Yes No 

There is close contact between the person respon-
sible for supervising the transportation program 
and the bus drivers and maintenance personnel on 
all transportation problems. Yes No 

Conferences with drivers and discussions of problems 

and procedures are held at regular intervals. Yes No 

Buses are inspected regularly for cleanliness. Yes No 

Drivers operate their buses consistently on 

schedule. Ye® No 
Bus drivers are always clean and neat. Yes No 

Drivers know what to do and what not to do in an 
emergency. * Xes !?© 

ygaiOLs 
All vehicles used for transporting children meet 

the minimum standards for the construction of 
school buses adopted by the National Conference 
on School Transportation. Yes No 

Large vehicles (50 passenger capacity or over) are 
•quipped with air or vacuum actuated power or 
assistor type brakes. Yes No 

Every school bus is equipped with: 

Plashing stop lights, front and rear. Yes No 
Flashing directional signals. Yes No 
An exterior "non-glare" rear-view mirror on both 

the left and right side of the bus. Yes No 

Book racks for holding books and lunches. Yes No 

A fire extinguisher. Xes No 

A FIHST AID kit. Yes No 
A set of warning flags and flares in good condi- „ 

tion. - Yes No 
A set of tools for changing tires and for 

making minor repairs. Xes No 
A spare tire, fully inflated. , Yes No 
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Policy and Procedures 
School officials emphasize and make all necessary 

provisions for carrying out a preventive main-
tenance program. Yes lo 

Maintenance and repair work is done in school 
garage. Yes No 

Mechanics are trained for preventive maintenance, Tes No 
There is sua easy and direct way for drivers to 

report apparent failure or unsatisfactory 
performance of the bus. Tes No 

The driver of the "bus is responsible for daily 
maintenance checks—tires, gas, oil, radiator. Tes No 

Gas tanks are never filled when there are pupils 
in the bus. ' Yes I© 

The driver is responsible for the cleanliness of 
the bus—inside and out. Tes Mo 

The school district has available a spare bus 
which can easily be assigned to routes in 
case of need. Yes No 

Number of spare buses available. 

Number of buses in the fleet. 

Inspection and Repair 

Every bus is inspected regularly by a mechanic for 
detecting mechanical defects. Yes No 

How often? Weekly 
(Underline that which best Every two wks 
describes the practice.) ' flonthly 

Semi-.annually 
Annually 

All inspections are guided by a cheek sheet to 
insure against overlooked items. Yes No 

Immediate repairs are made where defects are found. Yes So 
Station wagons and passenger cars used to transport 

pupils are inspected frequently. (If none are Yes No 
used by the school, answer "Yes.") 

State inspectors make thorough periodic inspections 
of all school buses. • Yes No 

Number of inspections made each year by state 
inspectors. 
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Stat® inspectors have the authority to keep 

vehicles out of service if deemed unsafe* Tea So 

Number of suspensions of buses from service during 
the past year. . 

Maintenance Becorda 
A record or written report is made of all maintenance 

and repair work. Tea No 

Maintenance records are readily available to and are 
used by the mechanic, . Yes No 

Becords of mechanic * e inspections become a part of 
the record for each bus. Yes So 

The mechanic makes a written report of all main-
tenance and repair work done for each, bus. Xes No 

All materials or parts used on each bus are shown 
on the record of the particular bus. Xes No 

Labor in excess of one hour is shown on the record 
of the particular bus. Yes No 

Garage 

Garage or other shelter is provided to keep buses 
out of the weather when not in use. Yes No 

The garage is heated when this is necessary and 
desirable. (If not necessary, mark MX©s.M) Xes No 

If the garage has a separate heating plant, it is 
an automatically controlled unit. Xes No 

(If a heated garage is not necessary, 
mark 

The bus garage is equipped with a telephone. Xes No 

Walls, partitions, and roof of garage are made 
of fire-resistive materials. Xes No 
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