MINUTES OF THE HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE ON EDUCATION
January 28, 1983

A meeting of the House Appropriations Subcommittee on Edu-
cation was held on Friday, January 28, 1983 at 8:00 a.m. in
- Room 104 of the State Capitol. With Chairman Rep. Esther G.
Bengtson presiding, all members were present. Executive Action
was taken on part of the Post-Secondary Vo-Techs. budget, and the
OPI Gifted and Talented Program. In addition, the Committee
worked on the OPI School Lunch Program and the OPI Transportation

Program.

The Post-Secondary Vo-Tech. budget was considered first.
The Chairman brought the Committee members up to date regarding
the action taken thus far on the budget: all recommendations
from the LFA were accepted except Capital Equipment over $1,000.
Support staff changes were worked up by Ms. Pam Joehler, LFA,
and were presented; see Exhibit "A."

Ms. Joehler explained the changes outlined in Exhibit "A."

The titles of the positions varied from center to center and she
streamlined this. These were the staff standards that OPI had
developed at the time the formula was put together. She pointed
out that the standards were not set in concrete. It was up to
the Committee to decide if they were appropriate. The Interim
Finance Committee had said it would determine the appropriateness
of the staff patterns after the budget was developed.

Chairman Bengtson said that she and Sen. Jacobson had dis-
cussed summer enrollment and its effect on the formula. Ms. Joehler
said the Butte summer school student FTE was not part of the formula
because the Butte summer school was started in FY 1983. Rep. Bengt-
son wanted to know, if Butte had been funded to start summer school,
why those FTE had not been considered. Sen. Haffey said that this
was an example of how ongoing things could be missed because of
their timing. Rep. Bengtson said that if the Butte Vo-Tech. was
going to have a viable four-quarter system, the Legislature needed
to consider those FTE's that would be enrolled in summer school.
Discussion took place regarding the length of the school day and
its effect on the FTE level.

Rep. Bengtson wanted to know how much more funding Butte
would get if the summer enrollment had been included in the base.
Ms. Joehler said Mr. Graham told her that 55 additional FTE's could
be generated from the summer school. This would make about a
$100,000 per year difference in their funding. Mr. Freeborn, Butte
Vo-Tech., said the number of actual students would be 104.

Sen. Haffey wanted to know if there was a demand for the
full course offering in the summer. Mr. Freeborn said there had
been a demand for the courses they ran, and they set a minimum of
ten students before a class would be offered.
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The Chairman stated that she had had Ms. Joehler work up an':
estimate of funding with the implementation of caps; see Exhibit
"B" for the results. About $1 million more would be generated
with caps. The object of the caps is to guarantee that each
center received at least a 5% funding increase, but no more than
a 10% increase. In response to Rep. Bengtson, Ms. Joehler said
she didn't think the formula would ever become workable if caps
continued to be made use of.

Rep. Donaldson submitted that before a decision on capping
could be made, the issue of pay increases, if any, had to be ad-
dressed. Ms. Joehler submitted that if caps were implemented,
the Vo-Techs. would have in essence received a pay plan. Rep.
Donaldson said the instruction portion of the budget did not re-
flect a pay plan. He reiterated that a pay plan increase should
be put in before any capping because it influenced the budget
significantly. Ms. Joehler pointed out that the additional
student FTE would generate additional instructional dollars.

In response to Rep. Peck, Sen. Jacobson explained that the
Butte Vo-Tech. summer school was dropped in 1978. The other pro-
grams do have summer schools. The 1981 Legislature reinstated
Butte's summer school program at a very modified level, with the
State providing them $50,000.

Rep. Peck questioned the cost-effectiveness of summer pro-
grams. Mr. Gene Christiaansen, OPI, explained that the program
mix was such that some of the programs at Vo-Techs. go four gquar-
ters. Rep. Peck submitted that setting an enrollment minimum at
ten was not realistic for all programs, and it would be much too
low for some and therefore not cost effective. Mr. Christiaansen
agreed that setting ten as a flat limit wasn't realistic; he said
that the centers had to set minimums they felt comfortable with in
terms of their cost.

Discussion took place regarding the counselor/student ratio.
Mr. Christiaansen pointed out that there was still confusion re-
garding the agreed-upon definition for those people that worked
12 months vs. those that worked 9 months. Ms. Joehler said she
used the staffing patterns from the OPI draft procedures and
policies manual for the post-secondary centers. She said there
may be an interpretation problem.

Equipment was then considered. Copies of equipment lists
for each of the centers were distributed by Ms. Joehler; see
Exhibit "C."

In response to Rep. Bengtson, Ms. Joehler explained that
some capital equipment was included in the equipment category on
the LFA Expenditure comparison sheet. (See Exhibit "B," January
25, 1983) She had received from the centers a copy of "Property
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Accountability’ Management System," of PAMS. Through OPI, the
centers also provided the LFA with a detailed list of their equip-
ment requests. She added that equipment with a unit cost of
$1,000 or less was not included on Exhibit "C." With the ex-
ception of the Billings Center, the centers received a 7-8%
increase over the past biennium. It was pointed out that the
items on Exhibit "C" went beyond what the LFA had included in
their estimate. Ms. Joehler said that the equipment contained

in the LFA proposal was all for current level programs.

Sen. Haffey wanted to know if any salvage was being received
on old equipment, and if so, where did that show up in the budget.
Jim Taylor, Missoula Vo-Tech., responded. The equipment requests
they submitted were "net of trade-in."

$418,560 covered variable and capital equipment. $175,560
of that amount had been already approved by the Committee. The
remainder included some of the itmes listed on Exhibit "C." Ms.
Joehler pointed out that the lists in Exhibit "C" weren't priori-
tized. Also, she had been unaware that there had been changes to
the equipment requests after she had received them from the Centers
in November, 1982. Apparently the centers have not seen what is
listed in the budget. Mr. Christiaansen pointed out that the
centers did prioritize their equipment lists in the OPI budget.
(Exhibit "A," January 24, 1983.)

Sen. Haffey moved that in the Equipment category, $243,000
be approved additionally to the $175,560. This is with the under-
standing that the breakdown the LFA came up with be provided to
the Centers. Rep. Donaldson said he would rather have the figure
held out so that the Centers could address it. The LFA level, he
submitted, was as good as the Committee could do until it could be
estimated whether the equipment needs were accurate or not.

The question was called for; motion carried unanimously.

The Committee then readdressed the issue of summer enrollment
at the Butte Vo-Tech., and the caps. Rep. Donaldson moved that the
summer enrollment for 1983 be included in the Butte base. Discussion
took place. Ms. Joehler said that, assuming there would be 28 ad-
ditional FTE each year, in 1984 the appropriation would be $51,744
more and $52,136 in 1985. She said that the Committee needed to
decide whether or not the move into the new center should be ad-
dressed in the second year of the biennium. She said the current
enrollment estimates did not consider summer enrollment or the move.

The question was called for; motion carried unanimously.

Rep. Donaldson moved that Ms. Joehler develop the figures for
the Butte move and come up with the dollar amount, in conjunction
with Mr. Freeborn.

Rep. Bengtson asked Mr. Freeborn if he hadn't stated that
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additional enrollment could be absorbed within the formula. He
replied that they probably could, but operations would cost more.

The gﬁestion was called for on Rep. Donaldson's motion;
motion carried unanimously.

Discussion then took place regarding the caps and how they
would affect the centers. 1In response to Rep. Donaldson, Ms.
Joehler said that the centers were not in disagreement with the
LFA regarding enrollment projections. Sen. Haffey said his only
problem with the caps was how much could be thrown into them with-
out saying they were being abused. Loren Frazier, Great Falls
Vo-Tech., said he didn't know if caps were the answer to getting
to the point where a formula could be adopted. Roger Bauer,
Billings Vo-Tech., said that he calculated that they were $20,000-
$35,000 off on the projections for the local added mill. They may
have to increase what they originally speculated they would have
to ask for. He expressed hope that the local board of trustees
would consider the entire situation and separate the mill levy out.

Rep. Peck submitted that the Committee was looking for a
utopia that wasn't there if they expected to create a formula that
could simply be applied, with no problems. He said that the formula
was a guideline, but because of the individual problems within the
individual units, there would always be violations of the formula.

Mr. Alex Capdeville, Helena Vo-Tech., spoke. In 1981 Helena
was at the top of the cap; this time they are at the bottom, and
he felt this was reasonable in both instances. He was not sure
the formula was perfect; as long as there were individual dif-
ferences in the districts it would be hard to put a formula into
the Vo-Tech. system. For the present, he felt it was reasonable
to apply caps.

Rep. Donaldson submitted that the caps couldn't be placed
now, and then later pay plan money be put in. He moved that the
Committee ask Ms. Joehler to develop an instructional portion
that was inflated at 4.5% per year. All personal services
needed to be inflated.

The question was called for on Rep. Donaldson's motion;
motion carried unanimously. Ms. Joehler agreed to have the figures
available by the following morning. Sen. Haffey also wanted a
sheet similar to Exhibit "B" which would reflect the changes.

Regarding revenue estimates from the coal tax, Ms. Joehler
said that the LFA projected that the 10% that was currently being
invested in the educational trust would amount to $618,000, and
if it was split with Adult Basic Education it would be half that
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amount in 1984 and $365,000 in 1985. Mr. Christiaansen said OPI
projected that $435,000 would be split between Adult Basic Edu-"
cation and the Vo-Techs. He said that .OPI didn't rework the Coal
Tax Oversight Committee's calculation.

The Chairman entertained a motion on revenue projections.
(See Exhibit "A," January 25, 1983) Rep. Donaldson moved to use
a $165 per quarter tuition figure as a basis; motion carried unani-

mously.

Millage Revenue. Ms. Joehler said that apparently a slightly
higher taxable valuation base was used by the LFA. Mr. Francis
Olson, OBPP, said his office took the same millage ratio that they
had used previously. Ms. Joehler said that in 1981, 8% had been
allowed for delinquent and protested tax revenue, and the LFA had
not included this provision in its current level formula. The
$1,765,154 LFA estimate assumes no delinquency. She said that
although there were some collections over the estimated amounts,
it might be reasonable to include a percentage allowance.

Mr. Tom Crosser, OBPP, pointed out that there may be some
problem with Butte because in the second year of the biennium the
valuation will be affected by the closure of the mining operation.

Sen. Haffey moved acceptance of the OBPP figure of $1,644,930.
Motion carried unanimously.

Federal Funds revenue. Mr. Christiaansen stated that al-
location tables were being developed at present in Washington, D.C.

Rep. Donaldson moved the OPI funding of $1,128,532 each
year; motion carried unanimously.

Coal Tax revenue. Discussion took place regarding House Bill
105. Sen. Haffey said that if that bill didn't pass, the general
fund allocation would have to be increased. He moved the OPI

estimate, contingent upon passage of HB 105; motion carried unanimously.

Ms. Joehler wanted to know if the Committee wanted the coal
tax funds distributed as OPI had indicated. Mr. Christiaansen said
that when he originally appeared before the Coal Tax Oversight Com-
mittee, he said that the money would be allocated to new projects
and equipment.

The Committee took a five-minute recess.

OPI's Gifted and Talented Program was then considered.
$200,000 for the biennium was moved; motion carried unanimously.

Traffic and Safety Education was voted on. Mr. Nichols recom-
mended that the Committee just appropriate all the funds that were
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received: this is what had been:done in the past. Sen. Haffey
so moved; motion carried unanimously.

School LUnch«Program. Mr. Nichols said that what had been
done in the past was an appropriation was made to cover the State's
matching share for federal funds. The federal match was revised
(decreased) in 1982 and the State's matching requirement fell.

Sen. Haffey moved approval of the OPI request for $1 million per
year.

Mr. Nichols explained that food packages were put together
with the extra money. It is just a subsidy on the cost of the food.
They can sell it for less than they paid for it. It would amount to
about a 3¢ per meal subsidy for all lunches. This is above the
federal requirement. Sen. Haffey said there was a risk, without
some effort like this on the part of the State, with declining
federal funds, that the price of the meals would go up, and there
wouldn't be anything available for those who needed it.

The question was called for; motion failed on a tie vote,
with Reps. Donaldson, Ernst, and Sen. Hammond opposed. Rep. Don-
aldson then moved the LFA recommendation. He said he had problems
subsidizing those people who were paying full price. The question
was called for; motion failed on a tie vote with Reps. Bengtson and
Peck and Sen. Haffey opposed. There was general agreement to re-
consider the action at a later time.

Sen. Haffey submitted that it was OPI's position that it was
important for the State, now that federal funding was declining, as
a matter of responsibility for the nutrition requirements of the
students, to participate to this extent.

In response to Rep. Peck, Mr. Nichols said this would be
the first time the State would be going beyond its matching re-
quirement. Sen. Haffey said that if the State did not increase
its funding, the charge applied to partial payers would go up.

The extent to which this happens will cause some districts to ex-
perience a reduction or a loss of the program. Rep. Bengtson pointed
out that there was an appreciable decrease in participation in the
past year because of the increase in school lunch costs. Sen.

Haffey said it wasn't necessarily true for the Committee members

to conclude that the paid lunches would be held down 3¢ per meal,
with increased State funding. Mr. Nichols said the extra money
allowed OPI to put together food packages and save anyone who
participates in the package about 3¢ per meal.

Secondary Vocational Education was discussed. Rep. Peck
questioned whether the money was available, realistically, to meet
OPI's recommended level. Sen. Haffey questioned whether the need
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was there, either. He submitted that the people at the hearing
presented pretty good support for the program needing more than
$750,000 per year. Discussion took place regarding the meaning

of current level. Rep. Peck submitted that enrollment in the
secondary vocational education programs hadn't gone up significantly.
Rep. Bengtson pointed out that increased funding of the foundation
program led to increased funding for the vocational educational pro-
grams, also. ‘

The Committee reviewed the Transportation budget for OPI.
Mr. Nichols referred the members to P. 615 of the LFA Narrative.
Rep. Donaldson moved to use the 2¢ as the variable rate for buses
over 50 capacity. The impact would be about a $75,000 per year
reduction. The base rate would have to be raised. Discussion.
‘Mr. Nichols explained that under the present conditions, relative
to the cost, the larger buses were being compensated more closely
to the actual cost. If the rate is lowered, then the large and
small buses will be equally off. The entire schedule would then
need to be increased. Sen. Haffey said the OPI recommendation was
intended to meet the State's 1/3 requirement.

Mr. Nichols said he had talked to Bob Stockton, and he was
working to get a bill in to raise the schedule.

The guestion was called for on the motion; motion carried
unanimously.

Discussion then took place regarding what it would take to
get the State up to the 1/3 level on reimbursement. Mr. Nichols
said that the rates of $.99 and $1.05 would be sufficient. Sen.
Haffey wanted to know if the OPI recommendation would reflect those
rates and Rep. Donaldson's motion. Mr. Nichols said from his point
of view it wouldn't, because the LFA doesn't project an increase in
the mileage. Mr. Bob Stockton said that OPI had used a "worst case"
scenario. He added that consolidation always brought about an in-
crease in transportation, and there were several bills before the
Legislature making it easier for consolidation. He pointed out
that no bill had been introduced to change the mileage rates. A
bill hadn't been drafted because it was his understanding that the
Interim Finance Committee would have a Committee bill.

Chairman Bengtson asked Mr. Nichols to go to the Legislative
Council and ask for a Committee bill to address the need for a
change in the mileage rates. Sen. Haffey suggested that the levels
be set at $.99 and $1.05, with a 2¢ variable. Mr. Stockton said
that the LFA mileage estimate was probably the best one. Rep. Peck
expressed concern regarding increasing the rate by 30-plus cents,
in light of the pending gas tax increase and other legislation which
could impact the cost to the State. Sen. Haffey rose in support of
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having a Committee bill drafted. The Chairman called for the
‘question on a motion to have a bill drafted; motion carrled with
Rep. Ernst opposed.

Mr. Nichols presented the Committee with two documents from
the Legislative Finance Committee relating to Public School Trans-
portation; see Exhibits "D" and "E."

The meeting was adjourned at 10:30 a.m.

Gioort Gl Clor

Rep. Esther G. Bengtigﬁ'— Chairman

DA
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BILLINGS MAJOR EQUIPMENT LIST

Department

Auto Body Repair
Frame Alignment Rack
(Dedicated System)
Frame Alignment Gages
(Laser Beam)

Auto Mechanics
Armature Lathe
(Jet Model 1236P)
Infra-Red
(Marquette Model 42-092)
Valve Refacer, (Black & Decker
Model 6305-A)
Glass Bead Machine
(Modei 665-381)
Hoist (Weaver, Model AFH-TS0)
+ Installation, 9000 Ib. capacity
Oscilloscope (Marquette,
(Model 40-800)

Secretarial
Electronic Typewriters,
IBM model 75 ($1,716 each)
TRS Word Processors, Model #3
($5,000 each)

Combination Welding
Welding Machines, 250 AMP Mig
($2,700 each)
Bug O Line Burner
Weiding Machine, 250 AMp, Mig
Heath Pattern Cutter
Linconin Submerged Arc
Feed Unit

Diesel Mechanics
Detroit Diesel Engines,
($4,100 each)
Detroit Diesel Engines,
($4,100 each )

PDJ:cmj:a

Quantity

—_

N A Y

FY 1984 FY 1985
$35, 000
$16,000
2,560
4,213
1,875
2,500
5,055
7,107
3,432
20,000
5,400
1,200
3,000
1,500
1,100
12,300
12,300



HELENA MAJOR EQUIPMENT LIST

Department Quantity FY 1984 FY 1985
Agri-Diesel Mechanics
Diesel Pump Test Stand 1 $20,000
Drill Press 1 $ 1,500
Dynamometer - PTO 12,000
Hot Tank 1 3,500
Pressure Washer 1 2,800
Vaive Refacer 1 2,400
Aircraft
Magna Flux Machine 1 8,000
Generator Run-up Stand 1 8,500
Heavy Duty Drill Press 1 2,000
Donable T35 Engines 3 5,000 5,000
Auto Mechanics
Tune-Up Scope 1 8,000
Building Trades
Table Saw, Tilting Arbor 12" 2 2,000
1/2 Ton Used Pickup 1 2,500
Used 48-Passenger Bus 1 4,000
Data Processing
IBM System 34 20,868
Terminals - System 34 5,000 8,000
Electronics
Tektronix 2100 Scoper 12 13,200
Two-Way Radio Monitors 4 36,000
Digital inst. Trainer 1 12,000
Spectrum Analyzer 1 15,000
Tape Player Unite (Stereo) 1 2,000
Machine Shop
Gearhead Lathes 5 45,000 30,000
Secretarial
Printer 1 6,000
Terminals 4 8,000 8,000
Truck-Diesel Mechanics
Engine Dynamometer 1 31,000
Rear Axle, Timken 1 3,000
Detroit Diesel Engines 6-71 7,500
Welding
MIG Welders 2 2,500 2,500
Drill Press 1 1,500
PDJ:cmj: a2



GREAT FALLS MAJOR EQUIPMENT LIST

Department Quantity FY 1984

Student Services
Computer Printer 1 $ 7,000

Plant Operation
Ford-type Tractor with Small
front-end Bucket & Weed Cutter 17,000
Truck with Snow plow 1 28,000
Underground Sprinkler System
for Primary lawn

-—

Support and Supervision

Display Writer (Typewriter) 1 10,000

Electronic Typewriter 1 2,500
Media Center (Library)

Additional Book Shelving 4,000

Replacement of Projectors 1,000

Mid-Management
Microcomputers 70 30,000
($3,000 each)

Practical Nurse

Replacement Hospital Bed 1 2,000
Replacement Hospital Bed 1

Data Entry
Terminals for IBM 34 2 5,500
Disk Storage for IBM 34 1 4,500
Additional Core for IBM 34 2,500

Printer for (BM 34

Secretarial
Electronic Typewriters 10 20,000
($2,000 each)
Replacement of Old

Typewriters 10
Word Processing

Optical Character Scanner 1 10,000
Auto Body

Auto Body Portable Spray Booth 4,000

Wire Feed Welder

Auto Body Related Welding & Front End
Smokeater Exhaust System for

Welding Booths 30,000

Cut off Saw 1 2,500

Anvil 1 1,000
PDJ:cm:a3

FY 1985

$15,000

2,000

5,100

20,000

2,000



Auto Body (Cont.)
ironworker for Bending Metal
Mig Welders
Mig Welders
Alignment Attachements for
Existing Bear Machines to Work
on Front Wheel Drive Cars
Brake Drum Lathe
Hydraulic Press
Brake Drum Grinder

Watchmaking
Quartz Timer Machine

PDJ:cm:a4
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$ 4,000
6,000

26,000
9,000

1,500

$ 1,500

2,500
1,000



MISSOULA MAJOR EQUIPMENT LIST

Department

Director's Office
Computer Terminal

Business Office
Computer Terminal

Ptant Operation & Maintenance
Replace Mower
Automobile

Resource Center
Copy Center

Forestry Technology
Replace 15 Passenger Van
Automatic Level
Theodolite

Respiratory Therapy Technology

Therapy Equipment

Surgical Technology
Surgical Equipment

Food Service
Walk In Freezer

Accounting/Bookkeeping
Computer Terminals

Business Data Processing
Computer Terminals

Industrial Electronics
Microprocessors

Heavy Equipment Maintenance
Fuel Pump Test Stand
Transmissions
Roosa Master Fuel Pump

Heavy Equipment Operation
Rotate Equipment

Small Engine Repair
Replace Mock Ups

PDJ:cm:as

Quantity

FY 1984

$ 1,800

8,000

15,000

4,500

1,250

15,000

5,400

3,500

17,000
7,000
1,200

25,000

2,000

FY 1985

$ 1,800

6,000

25,000

2,000

4,000

4,500

1,250

5,400

3,500

7,000

25,000

2,000
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SUBJECT: Public School Transportation

This study examines the present method of funding public school
transportation. The basic reason for this review is the increasing impact
of public school transportation on the state general fund. In fiscal 1981,
public schoo! transportation required a supplemental appropriation of
$505,000. For the current biennium, public school transportation will cost
the state general fund approximately $10 million dollars.

Table 1 shows the general fund expenditure for public school transpor-

taticn since the 1979 biennium.

Table 1
General Fund Expenditures for
. Public School Transportation
1979 - 1983 Biennium

1979 Biennium % 1981 Biennium % 1983 Biennium

Actual Increase Actual Increase . Appropriated
$6,016,213 29.7 $7,802,029 24.9 $9,743,695

This study is intended to familiarize the committee with the basic

operation and funding of public school transportation. In particular, this

study addresses:



1. The extent to which the reimbursement schedule covers the

reimbursable expenses incurred by the districts.

2. The incentives in the reimbursement schedule.

3. The cost and effect of repealing the 75 percent load requirement.
4, The transportation of ineligible transportees at state and county
expense.

This study also reviews the three-mile eligibility requirement which
limits state and county reimbursement to students living three or more

miles from school.

Types of Public School Transportation

The two types of public school transportation are school bus transpor-
tation and individual transportation.

_ The principal means of public school transportation is the school bus.
There are over 1,400 school buses in operation daily carrying elementary,
secondary, and special education pupils to and from schools. In fiscal
1981 school buses traveled more than 16 million miles and transported more
than 50,000 children.

‘ Individual transportation consists of paying the parent or guardian to
drive the pupil(s) to school or to 'bus stops, reimbursing the parent or
guardian for the pupil(s) room and board, or providing supervised corre-
spondence or home study. In fiscal 1981, there were apprc.aximately 3,000

contracts for individual transportation.

Eligibility Requirements

In order to be eligible for state and county reimbursed transportation

state law 20-10-101(2) MCA, requires that a child must be:



1. A resident of Montana between the ages of five and 21 years
old.

2. Attend a public school.

3. Reside at least three miles from the nearest operating public
elementary school or high school, whichever is applicable.

4. Be deemed by law to reside with parent or guardian who main-
tains legal residence within the boundaries of the district furnishing the
transportation regardless of where the child actually lives when attending
school.

Table 2 compares the total number of pupiis eligible for state and

county reimbursed transportation to total public school enroliment.

Table 2
Comparison of Eligible Transportees to
Total Public School Enroliment

1978 - 1982
1978 1979 1980 1981 1982

Total Public School

Enrollment 168,730 164,326 158,208 155,193 153,435
Total Eligible )

Transportees 47,898 47,852 47,094 48,053 46,726
Percent of Total

Enrollment Eligible 28.4 29.1 29.8 31.0 30.5

The number of eligible transportees has remained fairly constant
despite a steady decline in total public school enroillment. Approximately
30 percent of Montana total public school enroliment are eligible transpor-
tees.

Districts may also provide transportation to students who are not

eligible for state and county reimbursement. These ineligible transportees
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include students who reside less than three miles from school, or students
who attend private schools. Districts may transport ineligible transportees
on buses carrying eligible transportees as long as the ineligible transportee
will not displace an eligible transportee because of lack of seating capacity.
Similarly, the law permits districts to operate buses for the sole purpose
of providing transportation for ineligible transportees.

The number of ineligible transportees has increased from 8,504 in
fiscal 1979 to an estimated 10,622 in fiscal 1982. Ineligible transportees
will represent approximately 20 percent of the pupils transported during
the current fiscal year. |In fiscal 1982, approximately 6,800 ineligible

transportees will be transported at state and county expense.

Public School Transportation Reimbursement Rates

Public school transportation funding is, in large part, the product of
reimbursement schedules set by the Legislature. The reimbursement
schedule for bus transportation allows a flat rate per bus mile for buses
with rated capacities of not less than 12 or more than 50 seats. Buses
with rated capacities éxceeding 50 are reimbursed the basic rate per bus
mile, plus an additional amount for each seat over 50. Figure 1 shows the

reimbursement rate calculation for a 66 passenger bus in fiscal 1981.

Figure 1
66 Passenger Bus Reimbursement
Fiscal Year 1981

1. Basic Reimbursement Rate per Bus Mile $.55
2. Additional Reimbursement Due to Rated Capacity _.32 (16 seats x 2 cents)

3. Total Reimbursement per Bus Mile $.87




The total reimbursement per bus mile is multiplied by the number of
bus miles to determine total reimbursement.
Table 3 shows the per mile reimbursement rates for 48, 66, and 88

passenger buses since fiscal 1979.

Table 3
Per Mile Reimbursement Rate for
48, 68, 88 Passenger Buses
Fiscal Years 1979 - 1983

Reimbursement Rates

Bus Size 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983
48 .45 .50 .55 .60 .65
66 .77 .82 .87 1.00 1.05
88 1.21 1.26 1.31 1.55 1.60

in fiscal 1981, a parent or guardian providing individual transporta-
tion was reimbursed at a rate of 18 cents per mile. In cases of excessive
distance, impassible roads, or other circumstances of isolation, the parent
or guardian may request an increase in the reimbursement rate. The
increased rate due to isolation is 1% times the schedule rate. Thé fiscal
‘1982 schedule rate for individual transportation has been increased to 20
cents per mile. The parent or guardian is compensated for one round trip
per day. Individual transportation claims totaled $749,762 in fiscal 1981 of
which the state paid $274,470. individual transportation claims represent

approximately 4 percent of the total transportation expenditures.

Cost Allocation

Public school transportation funding is shared by the state, counties,
and local schoo! districts. The method of allocating the cost of public
school transportation among the basic revenue sources is set forth in
section 20-10-144, through 20-10-146, MCA. According to the law:
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1. The state pays one-third of the schedule amount for both elemen-
tary and high schoo! districts.

2. The county pays one-third of the schedule amount for elementary
districts and two-thirds of the schedule amount for high school
districts.

3. The district pays one-third of the schedule amount for elemen-

tary districts and any "over-schedule" costs for both elementary
and high school districts.

This method of allocating cost among the basic revenue sources is

illustrated in Figure 2 below.

Figure 2
Public School Transportation - Cost Allocation¥*

Elementary District High School District

Total Transportation Budget

Over Schedule District District
District
County
Schedule Amount County
State State

[§

*For special education, the state pays two-thirds of the schedule

amount, the county pays one-third, and the district pays any over-
schedule costs. -

Financing

The state finances its share of the schedule amount from the state
general fund. County reimbursement for elementary districts is financed
from the elementary share of the 40 mill levy. County reimbursement for

high school districts is funded by a county mill levy for high school trans-

portation.



As noted, the county share of elementary district transportation is
financed from the elementary share of the 40 mill levy proceeds. Revenues
from the source are also used to determine the amount of state equalization
aid a county will receive as part of the elementary district foundation
program. Increased elementary district transportation expenditures do not
affect the county, because the elementary share of the 40 mill levy remains
constant. Increased county elementary district transportation expenditures
affect the state, because these expenditures will either reduce surplus
county revenue paid to the state, or increase the amount of state equaliza-
tion aid paid to the county.

The district share for elementary districts plus any over-schedule
costs for both elementary and high school districts are funded from district
property taxes. Table 4 shows that there is a disparity among districts in

terms of the number mills levied to support public school transportation.

Table 4
Number of Mills Levied to Support Public School
Transportation, Selected Elementary Districts
Fiscal Year 1982

Total
) County District Number Mills Levied

1. Rosebud 19 2.72
2. Musselshell 9 3.84
3. - Lake 33 7.90
4, Choteau 1 11.34
5. Beaverhead 7 20.52
6. Gallatin 1 28.38
7. Ravalli 13 38.50
8. Mineral 3 43.79




The difference in the number of mills levied to support public school
transportation is due to several factors including: disparity in district

property wealth, over-schedule costs, and discretionary transportation.

ISSUES

This section of the report presents four issues relating to public
school transportation funding. They are:
1. The extent to which the reimbursement schedule pays the reim-

bursable expenses incurred by the districts.

2. The incentives in the reiumbursement schedule.

3. The cost and effect of repealing the 75 percent load requirement.

4. The transportation of ineligible transportees at state and county
expense.

In order to make the study more manageable, we surveyed 12 elemen-
tary and high school districts located in counties represented by the
members of the Legislative Finance Committee. We believe that the sampie
districts are representative of the state as a whole, and that the data
generated from the survey accurately reflects the status of public school

transportation in Montana.

Reimcursement Schedule vs. Reimbursable Expenses

A district transportation budget may include expenditures relating to:

1. Home-to-school transportation of eligible transportees.

2. Under three-mile transportation, (buses operated entirely under
the three-mile limit carrying only ineligible transportees).

3. Programmatic transportation (intra-district transportation for

instructional purposes).



Athletic and other extracurricular transportation costs are expenses
of the districts' general fund budget.

Figure 3 shows the distribution of total transportation costs between

the state, counties, and districts which we surveyed for fiscal 1981.

Figure 3
Distribution of Total Transportation Costs
State, County, and Districts
Fiscal 1981

OTHER- 2.4%
$ 105,640

NSTRICT -56.0%
$2,445,6123

COUNTY -22.6%

488,458

Total Transportation Expenditures - $4,368,202

The reimbursement schedule ohly reimburses districts for expenses
directly relating to the provision of home-to-school transportation. These

reimbursable expenses include salaries, maintenance and operation, insur-

ance and other expenses, payments to private contractors, payments to
other districts, individual transportation claims, contingency item, and
capital outlay. Under three mile transporation and programmatic transpor-

tation are operated at the discretion and expense of the district.



In fiscal 1981, the reimbursement schedule covered approximately

two-thirds of the reimbursable expenses incurred by the districts surveyed

as illustrated in Table 5.

Table 5
Reimbursable Expenses, Schedule Reimbursement, and Percent
of Expenses Reimbursed by Schedule for Selected Districts

Fiscal 1981
Reimbursable Schedule % of Cost

County District Expenses Reimbursement Reimbursement
Big Horn 1+17H $ 242,212 $ 210,104 86.7
Blaine 12 91,522 66,847 73.0
Cascade 1+A 592,499 331,352 55.9
Deer Lodge 10 308,488 171,566 55.6
Jefferson 1 118,975 78,556 66.0
Lewis and Clark 1 275,266 139,023 50.5
Missoula 1T+MCHS 531,893 312,241 58.7
Sanders 1 49,648 27,761 55.9
Sheridan 7 103,253 78,497 76.0
Toole 14 88,998 54,218 60.9
Yellowstone 2 753,290 598,310 79.4
Yeliowstone 37 116,478 61,173 52.5

Total $3,272,522 $2,129,648 65.1

The disparity between the amount of reimbursement and the reim-

bursable expenses are referred to as over-~-schedule costs. These costs

are paid entirely by the districts. As table 5 shows, one-third of. the
reimbursable expenses are not covered by the schedule.

The extent to which districts incur over-schedule costs is not uniform.
Since each district either contracts or operates its own transportation
program, costs vary for each district. Districts with higher costs incur
higher over-schedule amounts. Several of the districts surveyed contract

with private contractors for bus service. As Table 6 shows, the contract
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rate per mile varies widely, resulting in greater or lesser over-schedule

costs.
Table 6
Contract Rate for 66 Passenger Bus
Fiscal 1981
Over
Contract Reimbursable Scheduie Cost

County District Rate/Mile Rate Per/Mile
Big Horn 1+17H $ .90 $.87 $.03
Yellowstone 2 1.22 .87 .35
Cascade 1+A 1.29 .87 .42
Lewis and Clark 1 1.54 .87 .67
Deer Lodge 10 1.63 .87 .76

Although the extent to which districts incur over-schedule costs
varies the districts generally fund the largest portion of the cost of provid-
ing home-to-school transportation. Figure 4 shows the distribution of

reimbursable costs between the state, counties, and districts for fiscal

1981.

Figure 4
Distribution of Reimbursabie Public School Transportation Costs
State, Counties, and Districts
Fiscal 1981

OTHER-31%
$ 105,646

STATE -253%
$Q28,475

DISTRICT-41 3%,
$1,243043

COUNTY -302.%
$ qge 458

Total Reimbursable Expenses - $3,272,522
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The state pays one-third of the reimbursement schedule set by the
Legislature. However, since the reimbursement schedule does not fully
compensa_te districts for the cost of providing home-to-school transportation,
the state pays approximately one-fourth of reimbursable transportation

expenses incurred by the districts.

Structure of the Schedules

The public school transportation reimbursement schedule pays a flat
rate per bus mile for buses with rated capacities of not less than 12 or
more than 50 seats. The schedule also pays an additional amount per bus
mile (2 cents in fiscal 1981 and 2.5 cents in fiscal 1982) for every seat in
the rated capacity over 50. This type of graduated reimbursement sched-
ule attempts to offset the increased cost of operating larger buses.

Table 7 shows the average cost and reimbursement per bus mile, by
rated capacity, for fiscal 1981. The rated capacities shown in Table 7

represent approximately 80 percent of the school buses operating in the

state.
Table 7
Comparison of Average Cost Per Mile and
! Reimbursement Rate, by Rated Capacity
Fiscal 1981
2
Rated Capacity 16 36 48 54 60 66 72 78 Increase

Average Cost/Mile $.80 $.84 $.84 $1.00 $1.19 $1.28 $1.29 $1.30 62.5
Reim. Rate/Mile .55 .55 .55 .63 .75 .87 .99 1.11 101.8

Table 7 shows that the reimbursement schedule increases faster than
the cost of operation. Reimbursement per mile increases 102 percent while

the operating cost per mile increases 63 percent. As a result, the schedule
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generally reimburses -a greater percentage of the cost of operating larger
buses. On average, the schedule reimburses approximately 66 percent of
the cost of operating a 48 passenger bus and 77 percent of the cost of
operating a 72 passenger bus.

Table 7 also shows that rated capacity is a poor indicator of cost,
except in the most aggregate terms (big buses cost more to operate than
do small buses). The :cost of operating a 60 passenger bus is approximately
42 percent greater than the cost of operating a 48 passenger bus; however,
the cost differential khetween a 60, 66, 72 and 78 passenger bus is less
than 10 percent.

Although the cost of operating larger buses remains fairly constant,
the reimbursement schedule pays an increasing rate of reimbursement for
every seat in the rated capacity over 50. This inconsistency between the
reimbursement schedule and the cost of operating larger buses results in

rather substantial reimbursement increases for relatively minor increases in

cost.
- Table 8
Comparison of Increase in Cost Per Bus Mile
. to Increase in Reimbursement Per Bus Mile
60 FPassenger Bus, 78 Passenger Bus
%
Rated Capacity ' 60 78 increase
Average Cost per Bus Mile $1.19 $1.30 9.2
Reimbursement per Bus Mile $ .75 $1.11 48.0

The average cost to operate a 78 passenger is 9.2 percent greater

than the cost to operate a8 60 passenger bus. However, the rate of reim-

bursement increases 48.0 percent.
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The increase in the reimbursement rate for large buses (60-78 rated
capacity) is so disproportionate to the increase in cost that the reimburse-
ment schedule provides an incentive for districts to operate larger more

costly buses in order to minimize district expenses.

Table 9
Cost-Reimbursement Comparison
60 and 78 Passenger Buses
Impact in District Levy

Rated Capacity 48 60 72 78
Average Cost/Mile $.84 $1.19 $1.29 $1.39
Reimbursement/Mile .55 .75 .99 1.11
Over-Schedule Cost .29 .44 .30 .19
(District Expense)

State Share Reim./Mile .18 .25 .33 .37
County Share Reim./Mile .18 .25 .33 .37
District Share Reim./Mile .18 .25 .33 .37
Total District Cost/Mile .47 .69 .63 .56

(District Share & Over-Schedule) === === === ===

Table 9 shows that the increase in cost to the district between a 48
passenger bus and the larger capacity bu;es is sufficient to diséourage
districts from operating buses larger than 50 simply to take advantage of
the increased rate of reimbursement: However, once the number of trans-
portees warrants the use of a bus of 60 or more, the reimbursement rate
increases faster than operating costs so on average, it costs the districts
less to operate a larger more expensive bus. This diseconomy occurs at
the expense of the state and the county whose costs increase as rated
capacity increases.

The graduated structure of the reimbursement schedule is inconsistent
with actual cost experience. The cost of operating large buses remains
fairly constant, however, the rate of reimbursement increases for every
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seat in the rated capacity over 50. This inconsistency between the reim-
bursement increases and the cost increases creates an incentive for districts

to operate inefficiently in order to minimize district expense.

Load Requirement

Prior to fiscal 1980, state law requ.ired school districts to operate
buses carrying eligible transportees equal to 75 percent of the rated
capacity of the bus in order to receive maximum reimbursement. Buses
running at less than 75 percent operating capacity received a reduced rate
of reimbursement. This load requirement was repealed during the 1979
session. A bus currently qualifies for full reimbursement as long as one
eligible transportee is listed on the bus passenger roster (T-1 Form).

Table 10 shows the rated capacity, number of eligible transportees,
and the percentage of rated capacity occupied by eligible transportees for

fiscal 1981 for the sample districts we studied.

Table 10
Rated Capacity, Number of Eligible Transportees,
Percentage of Rated Capacity Occupied by Eligible Transportees
Selected Counties -~ Fiscal 1981

2 Rated Capacity

Rated # Eligible Occupied by Eligible
County Capacity Transportees Transportees
1. Big Horn 1,377 1,016 73.7
2. Blaine 998 738 74.7
3. Cascade 5,130 3,598 70.7
4. Deer Lodge 1,704 1,036 60.8
5. Jefferson 1,452 923 63.6
6. Lewis and Clark 2,554 1,583 62.0
7. Missoula 6,109 3,820 62.5
8. Sanders 1,186 882 74.3
9. Sheridan 940 423 45.0
10. Toole 490 259 52.9
11. Yellowstone 11,681 5,321 45.6
Total 33,621 19,599 58.3
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In the absence of the load requirement, districts received maximum
reimbursement per bus mile even though only 58 percent of the available
capacity was utilized by eligible transportees. The large amount of excess
rated capacity suggests:

1. That the state, counties, and districts spent a substantial amount
of tax dollars on empty seats and/or seats occupied by ineligible transpor-
tees.

2. Rated capacity does not accurately reflect actual capacity.

The $505,000 supplemental appropriation for public schoo! transporta-
tion in fiscal 1981 was primarily a product of eliminating the 75 percent
load requirement. The Office of Public Instruction estimates that it paid
out approximately $365,000 more than it would have had the 75 percent

load requirement not been repealed.

Transportation of Ineligible Transportees

It is the law of the state of Montana that only those children living
three or more miles from the nearest operating public elementary school or
public high school are eligible for state reimbursed transpor‘tation.' it is
possible, however, for a district'to circumvent the three mile limit and
shift a portion of the cost of transporting ineligible transportees to the
state and county.

Section 20-10-122, MCA authorizes the trustees of any district to
provide school bus transportation to any public school pupil who is not an

eligible transportee of the district:

1. on a bus operated by the district for the sole purpose of provid-
ing transportation for ineligible transportees, or

2. on a school bus carrying eligible transportees when the ineligible
transportee will not displace an eligible transportee because of the
lack of seating capacity.
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in the first instance, the district pays the full cost of providing
school bus transportation. However, if a district opts to transport both
eligible and ineligible transportees on the same bus, the district will re-
ceive state and county reimbursement. This is due to the fact that, as
noted above, a bus qualifies for reimbursement as ang as at least one
eligible transportee is listed on the passenger roster (T-1 Form). A 66
passenger bus carrying 10 eligible transportees and 50 ineligibile transpor-
tees receives the same rate of reimbursement per mile as a 66 passenger
bus carrying 66 eligibie transportees.

Table 11 presents some examples of buses that currently carry large

numbers of ineligible transportees and qualify for state and county reim-

bursement.
Table 11
Eligible, Ineligible Transportees
for Selected Routes for Fiscal 1982

County Rated Capicity Eligible Transportees [Ineligible Transp.
Flathead 72 3 47
Gallatin 78 14 59
Lake 66 6 40
Missoula 72 5 33
Park 88 27 61
Powell 72 9 40
Ravalli 72 1 59
Richtand 77 7 70
Yellowstone 77 2 66

In fiscal 1982, approximately 6,800 Iineligible transportees will be

transported at state and county expense.

ALTERING THE THREE-MILE LIMIT

For the past several sessions, legislation has been introduced to alter

the three-mile limit. This portion of the report attempts to illustrate the
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cost of altering the three-mile eligibility limit. For purposes of the analysis,
we assumed a reduction in the eligibility requirement from three miles to
two miles. Time constraints and staff limitation necessitated something less
than a statewide examination. Consequently, Helena School District 1 was
used as the basis for all cost calculations.

Reducing the three mile limit to two miles would probably have some
impact on virtually every district in the state. However, lowering the
three mile limit could be expected to most significantly affect those districts
located in or near more densely populated urban areas. Similarly, the
number and distribution of schools within a district would determine the
extent to which a district is impacted by a reduction in the three-mile
limit.

in Helena, the impact of reducing the three-mile limit would be con-
fined to the high schools, junior high schools, and those elementary schools
serving outlying population centers. Lowering the three mile limit would
probably result in the addition of nine bus routes to serve newly eligible
transportees. The number of additional bus routes that would be required
by a reduction in the three-mile |limit was determined by the Helena'School
District Transportation Supervisor. This process included reducing cur-

rent limit boundaries to two miles' and estimating the number of newly

eligible transportees.

Based on a contract rate of $1.66 per bus mile, the total cost of
lowering the three-mile Ilimit would be approximately $50,000 for fiscal
1982. See Table 12. This represents a 12.0 percent increase in the total

1982 transportation fund budget.
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Table 12
Cost of Lowering Three-Mile Limit by

Route, Helena School District 1
Fiscal Year 1982
Number Total Contract

Rated Bus Miles .Days Bus Miles Rate/ Total
School Route Capacity Daily x Operated= Annually x /Mile = Cost
Capital High North 66 23.6 180 4,248 1.66 $ 7,052
South 66 15.4 180 2,772 1.66 4,602

Helena High/
Helena Senior High East 66 20.4 180 3,672 1.66 6,096
South 66 15.3 180 2,754 1.66 4,572
C.R. Anderson North 66 11.8 180 2,124 1.66 3,526
Lincoln School North 66 13.4 180 2,412 1.66 4,004
Four Georgians North 66 14.- 180 2,520 1.66 4,183
Rossiter School North 66 28.8 180 5,184 1.66 8,605
West 66 20.4 180 3,672 1.66 6,096
Totals 163.1 180 29,358 1.66 $48,736

The reimbursement schedule would generate $29,358 (29,358 miles x

1.00 per bus mile) or 60.2 percent of the cost of lowering the three-mile

limit. Table 13 shows the distribution of the cost of reducing the three-

mile limit between the state, Lewis and Clark county, and School District
1.
Table 13
Distribution of the Cost of Lowering
Three-Mile Limit, by revenue Source
Fiscal Year 1982

------------- Schedule-------~---- --Over-Schedule--
Total State County District
Cost Share Share Share District
$48,736 $9,776 $13,787 $5,795 $19,378
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Lowering the three-mile limit would increase the state share 15.6
percent, the county share 12.6 percent, and the district share 11.5 percent
from currently budgeted levels. The state would‘ also experience increased
costs to the extent added county costs of elementary transportation were
taken from proceeds of the 40 mill levy (see explanation on page 7).

Admittedly, the information presented here is not conclusive. It does
suggest, however, that lfowering the three-mile limit to two miles may not

significantly increase costs to the state, counties, or the districts.

CONCLUSIONS

1. The reimbursement schedule does not fully compensate most
districts for the cost of providing home-to-school transportation.

For fiscal 1981, the reimbursement schedule covered approximately
two-thirds of the reimbursable transportion expenses incurred by the 12
districts examined. The large proportion of over-schedule costs are paid
entirely by the district. Although the extent to which districts incur
over-schedule costs varies, the districts generally fund the largest portion
of the cost of providing home-to-school transportation. State generél fund
reimbursement finances approximately one-fourth of the reimbursable trans-
portation expenses incurred by the districts.

2. The present method of funding public school transportation

needs to be restructured.

The graduated reimbursement schedule is inconsistent with actual cost
experience. The cost of operating large buses remains fairly constant;
however, the rate of reimbursement increases for every seat in the rated
capacity over 50. The increase in the-reimbursement rate for larger buses

(60-78 rated capacity) is so disproportionate to cost that there is an
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incentive to operate larger, more costly buses in order to minimize district
expense.

One modification the committee might consider would be to reimburse
large buses at a single flat rate per bus mile similar to the way buses with
rated capacities less than 50 are currently reimbursed. This modification
would create two rates of reimbursement: one rate for small buses, and
one rate for large buses.

A flat rate of reimbursement for large buses (over 60 rated capacity)
appears to be more consistent with actual costs than does the graduated
reimbursement schedule. Figure 5 compares cost and reimbursement per

bus mile for 60, 66, 72, and 78 passenger buses for fiscal 1981.

Figure 5
Cost and Reimbursement Per Bus Mile
60, 66, 72, 78 Passenger Buses
Fiscal Year 1981

Cost/Reimbursement
Per Bus Mile

1.30 - Avg. Cost/Mile

1.20 / Reim. Rate/Mile

1.00

.90

.80

.70

Rated Capacity 60 66 72 78

_21 -



Figure 5 shows that the average cost per bus mile for 60, 66, 72,
and 78 passenger buses is fairly constant, however, the reimbursement
rate increases about 50 percent.

A flat rate of reimbursement for large buses would effectively elimi-
nate the incentive for districts to operate larger buses in order to minimize
district expense. This is because a district wouid receive the same reim-
bursement per bus mile for a 60 passenger bus as it would for a 78 pas-
senger bus.

A flat rate of reimbursement would also tend to equalize the percentage
of cost covered by the reimbursement schedule. A district currently
operating a 48 passenger bus will, on average, be reimbursed for 65
percent of its cost, while a district operating a 72 passenger will be reim-
bursed for 77 percent of its cost. A flat rate reimbursement schedule,
however, would allow the legislature to set the reimbursement rates for
larger btises and small buses at similar percentages of average cost, equal-
izing the percentage cost reimbursed by the_schedule. This is illustrated

in Table 14.

Table 14
Percentage Cost Reimbursed, Current Schedule,
Proposed Flat Rate Schedule

- ----Current---- -Flat Rate Schedule-
Rated Capacity 48 66 72 48 66 72
Avg Cost/Mile .84 1.28 1.29 .84 1.28 1.29
Reim. Rate/Mile .55 .87 .99 .55 .85 .85
% Cost Reimbursed 65.5 68.0 76.7 65.5 66.4 65.4
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3. Load requirement needs to be reestablished.

It is estimated that repealing the 75 percent load requirement cost the
state over $350,000 in fiscal 1981 alone. Currently, the state and county
subsidize district inefficiency or ineligible transportation since a bus
receives maximum reimbursement as long as one eligible transportee is
listed on the passenger roster. In the absence of a load requirement
specifying a certain percentage of eligible transportees, districts have
been able to circumvent the three-mile limit and shift a portion of the cost

transporting ineligible transportees to the state and county.

POLICY ISSUES

This report raises the following policy issues relative to public school
transportation. Specifically:
1. What percentage of reimbursable expenses should be covered
under the reimbursement schedule?
2. Should the reimbursement schedule be restructured?
3. Should the state reestablish a load requirement?

4. Should the three-mile limit be reduced?

BLS:jt:b
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October 8, 1982

TO: Legislative Finance Committee
FROM: Curtis M. Nichols, Principal Analysﬂﬁ’,/ Zh/-s 2
SUBJECT: Public School Transportation [

The committee, at their March 1982 meeting, heard a staff report on
Public School Transportation. This report explained the operation and
funding of school transportation by the districts, county, and state. The
report cited several issues. These included:

1. ‘The reimbursement schedule does not fully compensate most

districts for the cost of home-to-school transportation. Because of this,

state reimbursement Afor transportation was only one-fourth of reimbursable
costs on a statewide basis ih 1931, as compared to one-third prescribed in
statutes.

2. The structure of the reimbursement schedule was inconsistant
with actual_ cost experience for the various sizes of buses giving an in-
centive fo.r districts to use larger buses than necessary. |

3. The repeal of the load requirement for buses in 1979 allowed
districts to use larger buses than necessary or to haul ineligible students
at state and county expense. The committee requested follow-up reports
from this staff and the Office of Public Instruction.

The Office of Public Instruction was r‘equésted to 1) review the latest

statistics on bus costs and determine if the reimbursement schedule should

i
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be restructured and how and, 2) estimate the costs of lowering the three-
mile limit to twe or one mile. The estimates were to be prepared separately
for high schecol and elementary. A copy of the OP| report is attached.

The staff was requested to estimate the cost of increasing state
reimbursement from an average of one-fourth to one-third of reimbursable

transportation expenses and present a load requirement.

Cost of Increasing State Share of Reimbursable Expenses to One-third

The cost of bus transportation excluding depreciation in fiscal 1982
was reported at $17,943,763. If the state were to adjust schedules to pay
a full one-third of this cost the total state cost would have been approxi-
mately $6 miHIon: Actual expenditures in fiscal 1982 were $4,882,627.
Therefore, in fiscal 1982 the cost of paying one-third of reimbursable
expenses would have been $1.1 million higher than actual state expendi-

tures.

Load requirement

In order to understand the impact of a load requirement we took a
sample of 250 buses in fiscal 1982. The sample inciuded high school and
elementary buses as well as buses in urban and rural areas. The resulit

of the sample is recorded in Table |.
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Table |
School Bus Loading

Less than Over

Samnle % lcaded L to 2/3 loaded 2/3 loaded
Rural Buses 32 15 53
Urban High School Buses 15 37 48
Urban Elementary Buses 23 23 sS4
Total 24 24 52

As Table 1 iIndicates, 22 percent of the buses were operated with more
than two-thirds their rated capacity filled. This certainly illustrates that
the capability to operate at a load factor exceeding two-thirds is preseit.
However, the 48 percent of the buses that operated as less than two-
thirds rated capacity point to the fact that some districts may have dif-
ficulty meeting a two-thirds load requirement. To help in this situation,
the load requirement could be written in such a way as to allow a sliding
scale of reimbursement for buses that are not able to meet the two-thirds
requirement. If payment to schools were based upon the proportion of
eligible riders to two-thirds of rated capacity, the reduction in reimbBurse-
ment would not be severe until ridership was substantially below two-

thirds. Table Il illustrates an example.
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Table 11|
Operation of » Two-Thirds Load Requirement with
Proportional Reduction in Reimbursements
Bus With %
Rate Capacity Reimbursement Reduction in
of 60 Carrying Per Bus Mile Reimbursement
60 $.85 NONE
50 .85 NONE
40 .85 NONE
30 .64 $.11
20 .43 .42
10 .21 .64

x*
1982 Schedulss
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