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CVU Transportation Study 

1. Proiect Background 

In late 1999, Champlain Valley Union High School (CVU), the Town of Hinesburg, and other 
interested parties initiated a project to explore the potential for integrating public transit and 
student transit in the C W  District. C W  applied to the Chittenden County Metropolitan 
Planning Organization (CCMPO) for a "Transportation for Livable Communitiesyy grant. After 
discussion with the CCMPO, the agency awarded a grant of $4,000 to C W  to determine what 
problems currently exist with public and student transit in the District and identifjr issues and 
opportunities for solving these problems by fully or partially integrating student and new public 
transit services. As part of this project, CVU established a Project Steering Committee to help 
guide the process. The Town of Hinesburg provided administrative support. 

The CCMPO "TLC' grant hnded technical analyses of issues surrounding service integration, as 
well as recommendations to the Steering Committee and School District on what steps, if any, 
should be taken next. CVU retained Wilbur Smith Associates of Shelburne, Vermont, to conduct 
the bulk of the technical analyses, while CVU and Hinesburg provided administrative support, a 
household survey and input from Steering Committee members. C W  initiated the project on . . 

May 31, 1999. 

This report includes the results.of the technical analyses (including interviews, literature reviews, 
and preliminary investigation of existing conditions), the results of the survey, and 
recommendations for next steps. 

-2. Problem Statement -.. < 

Interviews and the survey showed that several transit and access-related problems exist in the 
C W  District which full or partial integration of school and public transit services may help solve, 
including: 

severe lack of access for rural residents to employment, shopping, medical and other 
services and facilities; 
low rate of student usage of the current school bus system associated with long route 
running times and a low school bus system image; and 
difficulty in coordinating special needs student transport, as well as the high costs 
associated with those services. 

3. Issues 

We explored several key issues relating to the potential integration of student and public transit in 
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the CVU district. Our analysis relied on multiple sources of information, including the Vermont 
Agency of Transportation (VTrans), C W ,  our knowledge of the current Vermont public transit 
situation, and a recent report by the national Transit Cooperative Research Program, entitled 
Integrating School Bus and Public Transportation Service in Non-urban Communities, (TCRP 
Report 56, 1999). 

3.1. Funding and Jurisdiction: We interviewed VTrans and found a strong probability 
that a well-designed and modest integrated system will receive positive review by VTrans. 
Examples of successfbl integration of school and public transit services abound throughout 
the country and right here in Vermont, so this is not new territory. 

VTrans strongly urges that the CMAQ Program be used for any integration desired in the 
C W  District, although several other potential fbnding sources exist, including local funds, 
a special- State line-item, and the Federal Access to Jobs (ATJ) Program. 

.-

The CMAQ Program operates as both a capital and operating subsidy for new services 
and is widely used throughout Vermont and the nation. The Program pays up to 80% of 
operating costs for a period of up to three years to demonstrate the viability of new transit 
services. In addition, CMAQ also pays 80% of the cost of capital improvements, 
including vehicles, equipment, signage, shelters and facilities. The other 20% of capital 
and operating costs must be provided through non-federal funds, obtained either locally or 
fiom state sources. Locally, CCTA has successfblly used CMAQ fbnds for several years, 
as has SSTA (the Chittenden County mobility provider for elderly and disabled persons). 

CCTA is very interested in expanding its service area into new member communities and 
would welcome the opportunity to extend its services to CVU €owns not currently served 
with scheduled service (i.e. Hinesburg, Charlotte, St. George). Further, while Williston is 
served via an Access to Jobs grant and Shelburne is a CCTA member community, new 
C W  services would afford the opportunity to expand services to each of these 
communities. However, the region's ability to expand regular CCTA transit service 
beyond the current service area has been constrained by non-member towns' unwillingness 
to join CCTA under the current local subsidy formula system due to concerns about 
krther burdening the local property tax revenue base. CCTA has recently adopted 
policies allowing some flexibility in starting new services outside of member communities 
on a "purchase-of-service" basis, but most believe wholesale reconfiguring of CCTA's 
local subsidy system is required before fixed-route expansion efforts will be successfbl. 
The CCMPO has been exploring options in this regard and expects to have 
recommendations later this year. Any major changes to the subsidy formula that require 
changing CCTA's charter, however, will require approval fiom the Vermont General 
Assembly. 

Our review of area Town master plans indicates that most CVU district communities favor 
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expanded transit services for their residents. For example, Hinesburg's plan notes the 
Town is willing to examine public transit when it becomes "financially feasible." St. 
George's plan includes a goal of inclusion in the CCTA system. Williston's town plan 
includes a strong recommendation for joining CCTA and improving transit access 
throughout the Town, after the General Assembly modifies the law governing CCTA's 
local subsidy assessment method. The Wiliston plan also includes a specific 
recommendation for working with CVU to promote an integration of public transit and 
school transit. The Charlotte town plan is silent on improvements to public transit, except 
for the planned Charlotte-Burlington commuter rail and local feeder services related to 
that project. Finally, the Shelburne Town Plan calls for more service frequency, bus 
shelters and other improvements. In sum, these Towns are either in support of or neutral 
on (1) introducing or expanding public transit services in general and (2) integrating public 
transit and school transit specifically. 

We would note, however, that two recent public policy changes may affect the timing of a 
successfbl service integration. First, the 2000 General Assembly adopted a policy under 
which "rural access" is listed as the State's highest priority for new transit hnding, and the 
2001 General Assembly will probably spend substantial time and effort dealing with longer 
term transit fbnding levels, knding allocation formulas, new starts and new services, and 
related items. Second, VTrans has recently stated that it will not knd new start or new 
service applications under the CMAQ Program for fiscal year 2002 (beginning July 1, 
2001). If the General Assembly and VTrans affirm this policy during the 2001 General 
Assembly, then the earliest date at which new integrated services affecting CVU could 
begin would be July 1, 2002, nearly two years hence. 

3.2 Insurance and Operating Costs: Typically, Vermont transit providers carry liability 
insurance in the range of $100,000 per person and $1 million per incident. These costs are 
built into their average operating costs, which range from about $35 per hour in the 
smaller, non-unionized systems, to about $45 per hour in the larger systems. The typical 
private sector cost per operating hour is $50 or more, primarily because private providers 
do not receive grants for capital acquisition and because they add profit to their bottom 
line. Analysis of costs for CCTA, SSTA, and the school district indicate that their 
respective operating cost figures are in line with industry standards. CCTA's hourly costs 
are somewhat higher than either SSTA's or the school district's, owing to CCTA's higher 
pay scales and benefit packages. However, use of CCTA to provide new integrated 
services would obviate questions regarding insurance. 

3.3 Legal: Again, models for integration exist throughout the Country and the state. The 
only real legal issue has to do with the relationship between the Americans with 
Disabilities Act (ADA) and the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), both 
Federal measures. ADA requires that publicly owned transit systems provide supplemental 
service for persons unable to use the regular transit service. In Chittenden County, these 
services are provided door-to-door by SSTA, which works in coordination with CCTA. 
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In addition ADA requires that all new vehicles be fblly accessible to wheelchair users. 
CCTA's fleet is currently 100% wheelchair accessible. 

IDEA requires that special transport services be provided to students with an Individual 
Education Program (IEP), whether the disabilities are physical or mental in nature. These 
special transportation services are a major component in school district budgets and are 
often subject to less than perfect coordination. In some cases, special routes are designed 
for IEP students. In others, IEP students are transported individually by taxi and other 
means. 

Integration of services does not release the school district from its financial responsibilities 
under IDEA, but any fbture contract language between the school district, a (public) 
providerand the State should be carehlly written so as to assure the maximum economies 
available through integration of IDEA and ADA supplemental services. .-

3.4 Safety, Vehicle Design and Driver Screening: The more fblly the Steering 
Committee pursues integration, the more safety and vehicle design becomes a major issue. 
In particular, if routine transport of children in grades K-8 is attempted, then commingling 
of passengers, vehicle design and other safety-related issues will become a concern of 
parents, educators and fbnding agencies. If, on the other hand, a more modest integration 
is pursued, such as conversion of the "activities bus" to public transit, then affected 
students will tend to be of high school age and serious impediments to success may be 
mitigated. 

In general, school buses are light-weight, with constrained passenger. space. While this 
design is low cost and conducive to passenger safety through "compartmentalization" (i.e. 
the limited passenger space restricts passenger movement during a crash), school buses are 
not attractive to adult passengers. On the other hand, transit vehicles are much heavier 
and not compartmentalized, having more space per passenger. Hence, transit vehicles are 
more attractive to adults. It is unclear which vehicle design is safer, but transit vehicles do 
not generally contain warning arms and do not alert drivers of any necessity to stop. 
While modifications in transit vehicles can and have been made to overcome these 
obstacles, the color schemes and shapes do not generally provide a clear identity as a 
school bus and do not therefore alert other drivers on the road. 

With regard to driver screening, a parallel divergence exists. While CCTA, SSTA and 
other Vermont public transit providers screen driver backgrounds and require Commercial 
Drivers Licenses (CDL), C W  administrators and parents may have concerns about the 
interaction of smaller children and CCTA drivers who may have limited or no experience 
assisting youngsters on their vehicles. On the other hand, if system integration were 
limited to high school aged students, these concerns may be mitigated. 
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We believe that the issue of safety is most easily addressed by pursuing a more modest 
course of integration, focusing on high school student transit needs. 

3.5 Summary of Issue-based Findings: The analysis of issues shows that integration of 
school and public transit services can be accomplished at any point along a continuum of 
possibilities, ranging from full to fractional integration. The information below shows a 
variety of integration models, ranging fiom the most complex to the least complex, and 
includes example locations and statements of their benefits and drawbacks. 

3.5.1 Full Integration: Full integration would be the most complex option. 
Among the locales in the U.S. that are examples of full integration of all public 
transit and student transit services, including fixed routes, paratransit, and special 
needs student transport are Kalispell, Montana, Idlewild, Michigan, and Thousand 

-	 Palms, California. The benefits of the full integration model are reduced costs for 
all transit services involved, through reduced administrative, maintenance and fleet 
duplication. In additian, a fully integrated system affords all users greater mobility 
and access because the combination of services provides more coverage and 
frequency then two or more separate, stand-alone systems. While achievable, this 
model also poses substantial challenges. These challenges include the need for 
strong, ongoing communications and coordination among all parties and for 
education of parents and students so as to mitigate fears arising from the co- 
mingling of passengers, particularly younger students in grades K-8. The examples 
cited above were built incrementally, with gradual buy-in from the public transit 
provider, the school district(s), the State and local governments and various human 
services agencies. - ... -

3.5.2 Limited Integration: "Limited" integration of transit services can be 
accomplished in a variety of ways. For example, high school transit needs, 
including extra-curricular needs, can be combined with public transit services. This 
model was originally used prior to full integration in Kalispell, MT. 

Conversely, special needs student transportation can be combined with human 
services transport andlor fixed route services. This model is currently operating in 
Orange County, Vermont, where Stagecoach, the public transit provider, operates 
so-called "fixed-route deviation services" (i.e., routes are designed so that drivers 
have time to deviate from the route to provide service to the elderly and disabled, 
who call ahead for reservations). Stagecoach has a variety of contracts with local 
school districts and human services agencies, whose clients are either included on 
the fixed routes or in the deviation services. 

The benefits of limited integration include the cost savings and greater access of 
the fill integration, as well as greater ease in implementation. Communication, 
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coordination and education continue to pose challenges to this option, although 
the complexity is reduced proportionate to the reduction in integration levels. 

3.5.3 Fractional Integration: "Fractional" integration typically pursues 
consolidation of transit services in an incremental manner. For example, in 
Trumbull County, in northeastern Ohio, the special needs student transport 
provider obtained contracts for a variety of human services paratransit. Following 
state and county action, a new non-profit was formed to continue these expanded 
hnctions indefinitely. 

In Vermont, fractional integration has been implemented in limited ways. For 
example, in Brattleboro, the local school bus contractor was employed to provide 
fixed-route transit services for the Village Bus. In this case, one provider 
conducted both the administration and maintenance of the two fleets. In 
Burlington, CCTA provides student transport for the elementary schools on CCTA 
routes. 

In summary, the benefits of fractional integration and its challenges are identical to 
the other models discussed above, with key differences being the amount of 
benefiti and the degree of difficulty in implementation and operation. 

4. Survev 

As a part of this study, CVU conducted a household survey of district residents, with 187 
households responding (23.4%response rate). Survey data show an upscale community, with 
average household income in excess of $60,000 and multiple vehicle oiinership. This relative 
helps explain in part the relatively low usage rate on the school bus system, particularly among 
high school aged students, since many students simply drive their own autos to and from school. 

When asked if they would use a public transit system for a variety of activities, a significant 
number of respondents answered positively. For example, about 47% of respondents indicated 
they would use public transit to travel to and from school. Thirty-five percent (3 5%) said they 
would use transit for commuting to and from work. Fifty-five percent (55%) of respondents 
indicated they would use transit for after school activities. Thirty-three percent (33%) would use 
transit for shopping, 25% for leisure activities, and about 10% for medical appointments. In 
interpreting these responses, however, one must understand that respondents are assuming that 
public transit would be convenient for their travel needs and that other factors, such as image and 
cost would be favorable. 

In summary, the survey shows a potential for strong support for some integration of school and 
public transit systems in the C W  District. However, the actual implementation of any integration 
will require a carefiil analysis of and design for new services, since overcoming barriers, 
particularly public perceptions of relative convenience, must be balanced against the total public 
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cost of services, particularly given the rural nature and low population density of the CVU 
District. 

5. Summarv Analysis 

The preceding information identifies a variety of approaches that could be taken to pursue 
integration of school transit with new public transit services in the CVU district, including 
strategies that have successfully been implemented in other locations around the country. Among 
the common threads across all of the,more successfbl efforts was customization of the strategies 
to local conditions. Therefore, in the case of the CVU district's effort in this regard, it is 
important for the Steering Committee, in its role as representative of the greater CVU community, 
to determine the extent to which it desires to integrate current school transit with new public 
transit. 

At its initial meeting a few months ago, the Steering Committee members appeared to concur with 
exploring use of the current Activities Bus fbnding as match for VTrans funding to provide some 
day-long level of service to the C W  area. However, at the August meeting, there was discussion 
of the relatively low student use of the school transport system and the use of public transit to, in 
effect, make the school transport system more efficient by increasing the rate of student use. 

Either goal is possible, as the above information illustrates, but full integration of school services 
with public transit is highly complex and costly. In addition, the difficult issues of revising 
CCTA's local subsidy system and the need for General Assembly action to revise CCTA's charter 
currently remain unresolved, which could make a full integration approach extremely complicated 
fi-om fiscal and legal perspectives. Our assessment finds that a modest initiation of integration is 
more easily achieved and more likely to meet with approval from all the institutional players, 
VTrans, and the public. 

6. Recommendations 

We recommend that CVU, the Steering Committee, and the CCMPO pursue a Phase II 
transit system design project, whose purpose would be to analyze and design a fractional 
integration of the existing school bus system with new public transit services. CVU and the 
Steering Committee should approach the CCMPO to request follow-on funding for Phase 
IL 

The "Phase IT'study should be commissioned by the CCMPO to provide a detailed feasibility 
analysis and design for integration of the high school activities bus with new public transit routes 
in the communities served. While a range of alternatives should be examined, we believe that a 
very modest initial system should be contemplated, along the lines of the "fractional integration" 
models described in Section 3.6.3 above. Further, an analysis should be conducted to determine 
the extent to which, if any, integration of school district special needs transportation and 
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transportation for the elderly and handicapped now provided by SSTA can be accomplished, 
including any cost savings. We estimate this study will cost about $35,000, require about six 
months to complete, and entail the following work elements: 

6.1 Steering Committee: Under the jurisdiction of the CCMPO, with administrative 
support from CCMPO staff, a steering committee should be created for the Phase I1 
project. The committee should be composed of stakeholders in the study area, including, 
but not limited to, school district and town officials, SSTA and CCTA representatives, 
elderly and disabled representatives, VTrans staff and private transportation companies 
operating in the study area. The role of the steering committee should be to help select a 
project consultant, to guide the work on Phase I1and to make recommendations on fbture 
actions to the MPO TAC and MPO Board. 

6.2 Survey Update: Using the initial household survey data, the consultant should re-
analyze in detail the survey results to determine opportunitiesfor fixed-route services in 
the study area. The consultant should re-survey the study area to refine information on 
fixed-route opportunities found to be lacking in the existing survey, to obtain information 
community-wide, as opposed to the existing information from school district households, 
to better calibrate and veriQ potential usage and to ascertain information on special 
education needs transport, as well as transport for the elderly and disabled in the study 
area. 

6.3 Research Existing Services: The consultant should provide detailed analysis of 
existing school transportation, CCTA services and SSTA services in the study area, 
including the proposed Charlotte-Burlington passenger rail service and its proposed feeder 
services. 

... -

6.4 New Services Alternatives: Based on the research, the consultant should prepare 
alternativefixed-route and paratransit service designs to the steering committee. Each 
alternative should include a detailed description of services to be provided, costs, fares (if 
applicable), providers, capital requirements and related items. In addition each alternative 
should contain a description of fbnding mechanisms, including sources and amounts and 
should also include an analysis of each alternative's impacts on Act 60 educational fbnding 
in the study area. 

6.5 Preferred Alternative: Following steering committee considerationthe consultant 
should prepare a detailed description of the preferred alternative, including narrative and 
map descriptionsof route, draft contract language as required, draft grant applications as 
required and related items. 

6.6 Public Meetings: The consultant should hold a public hearing in each subject Town 
to present the Preferred Alternative and to obtain any public feedback. 
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6.7 CCMPO Presentation:Following the public meetings, the consultant and the 
steering committee should present the plan to the CCMPO TAC and MPO Board for 
action. 
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Appendix 

Executive Summary: 

Integrating School Bus and Public Transportation 

Services in Non- Urban Communities 


.- (TCRP Report 5 6 ,  1999) 



Executive 
Summary 

This report explores the coordination of student transportation and 
public transportation services in non-urban areas. The study 
included a research component and a survey to determine the scope 
and breadth of this type of coordination across the country. Case 
studies were also conducted to obtain more detailed information 
about communities that have successfully coordinated or integrated 
some aspect of student and public transportation. Although this 
phenomenon is not widespread, those communities that are 
co.ordinating services are doing so using a number of different 
strategies. 

In some non-urban communities, school districts are transporting 
students - particularly in high school - via public transit. In other 
areas, the general public is being transported on school buses when 
the buses are not in use for student transportation. And, in a few 
communities, students and the general public are riding on school 
buses at the same time. 

Efforts employed by schools and public transit agencies to 
coordinate their respective transportation services are not limited to 
operations; some school districts, public transportation agencies, and 
even Head Start transportation programs have coordinated support 
services such as maintenance and fueling. In addition, the 
consolidation of administrative staffs - if not the entire programs -
has been achieved in a few areas and is being considered in others. 

While there are success stories in the United States and in Canada, 
there are many barriers to accomplishing coordinated services. 
These include legislative and institutional barriers, restrictive 
funding requirements, turfism, attitudes (especially with respect to 
safety concerns), and operational issues. 

-
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This study identifies the types of coordination that currently exist in. 
rural communities. It also explores in some detail the barriers and 
challenges to establishing coordinated services. This discussion 
provides insights into the complexities of coordination between 
student and public transportation, and also identifies how 
differences in regulations, funding, and vehicles impact coordination 
efforts. Decisions made at the federal, state, and local levels all 
impact a community's ability to coordinate services. A major factor 
in the ability of a community to blend services is the institutional 
willingness for - or resistance to - coordination. 

The report culminates in an Implementation Guide, which is 
provided in Appendix D of this report. By providing information 
about how to replicate coordination in other communities, the 
Implementation Guide can serve as an important tool for those non- 
urban communities that are considering the coordination of public 
and pupil transportation. 

In recent years, the environment in which schools and public transit 
operators provide service has changed dramatically. The fiscal 
challenges and constraints faced by school districts and public 
transportation operators are greater than ever before, while demand 
for transportation services continues to be strong. This need is 
especially acute in rural areas, where the supply of public 
transportation in general is limited. The dearth of transportation 
leaves many rural residents unable to access health and human 
services and employment opportu~ties.' In response, an increasing 

number of rural communities 

Coordination Continuum 	 without public transportation 
services have looked to their 4 	 F 

Majority of functions kept separate Fully integrated system school bus resources as a solution 

Shared bus-washina facilities Shared finances & management to filling their community transit 
1 	 Shared maintenance functions Single staff for operations I needs, despite a battery of 

Unwritten agreements written legal agreements legislative, regulatory, and 
More informal More formal attitudinal barriers. In non-urban 

L 	 I 

communities with separate public 
and pupil transportation services, a few school districts and public 
transit agencies are partnering to provide these services in a more 
coordinated manner, in order to increase the cost-effectiveness of 
these services and hence stretch their funding dollars. 



ProjectGoals 

The primary goal of this study is to identify successes, failures, and 
implementation strategies that will assist community leaders in 
making better decisions about how their transportation 
funding can translate into a maximum yield of community 
and student transportation. 

A secondary, yet important, goal of the project is for the public 
transit industry and the school bus industry to learn more 
about one another, and to correctmisconceptions that inhibit 
their willingness to work together for the betterment of the 
community. 

This project included several elements: 

A 1itera.hrereview to identify key findings of past studies 

A survey of communities to identify instances of coordinated 
services 

Identification of key factors affecting service 
coordination/consolidation in different regulatory climates 

Case studies to identify how differentcommunities address the 
key issues, tally the costs, and identify benefits 

An assessment of the real and perceived barriers to coordination 
- ., 

Development of an Implementation Guide for coordinatingor 
fully integrating services 

A review of the findings from previous studies illustrated how little 
has changed in the past 20 years. The legislativeconcerns facing 
school districts and public transit systems have remained the same, 
as have operational issues, including vehicle availability, labor 
agreements, and tripper senrice. The institutional barriers of 
regulatory differences and turfism were well documented in the 
earlier studies, as were concernsover safety;these concerns continue 
today. These earIy studies identified institutional barriers as 
significant;for example, one study stated: 

The most difficult barrier to coordination is institutional. 
More generally stated, there is a high resistance to change 
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among institutions and the persons served by these 
institutions....In addition, lack of a long-term commitment 
to coordination was apparent in most of the pilot project 
areas.i 

The need for intra-agency cooperation and commitment also was 
noted as a prerequisite for success. As with coordination between 
human service transportation programs or public transit and human 
service transportation, successful effortsrequire a significant amount 
of staff time at the front end of the project. Researchers for an 
integrated transportation system in Hohenlohe, Germany, found that 
"the cooperation of school officials is essential; that planning for this 
type of service takes a lot of time and is very difficult, and involves 
considerable planning at the tactical level; [and] that coordination of 
rural and public services can only be realized if there is an institution 
to provide for the coordination." " 
Finally, there was little formal documentation of either successful or 
failed coordinationof school bus and public transit services. Some of 
the failures, however, have been documentedin legal battles 
discouraging the use of public transit for students. 

Following the formal literature review, the project team surveyed 
school districts and public transit agencies about the coordination of 
school bus and public transit and, where applicable, Head Start 
transportation. Surveyswere returned.frpmacross the United States 
and from Canada. Of the 360 surveysr&&ed, 80 agencies 
indicated that they were involved in some level of coordination. 

Highlights from the surveys include the following: 

Of the 80 sites coordinating service, the most popular type of 
coordinationinvolved placing regular education students, Head 
Start, and/or agency clients on public transit vehicles. Only 30 
communities used school buses to coordinate service. Of these, 
10 did and 20 did not co-mingle the pubIic with students. 

A majority of those involved in coordinationwere located in 
rural areas;25 percent of the communitiesinvolved in 
coordinationhad populations of less than 10,000. Another 16 
percent were in areaswith populationsbetween 10,000 and 
30,000. 
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Savings were notable for those areas coordinating service, 
particularly for those entities involved in formal agreements. 

Rural areas reported fewer barriers, in general, and fewer 
insumountable barriers, in particular, than more populated 
communities. 

An overwhelming number of those involved in coordinated services 
indicated that they would recommend such efforts to other 
communities. Respondents identified a need for cooperation and a 
willingness to "break down barriers" as critical to the successof such 
projects. Respondents also listed comprehensivedriver training, 
extensive planning, and an  eye more toward safety than financial 
considerations as additional keys to success. 

The survey effort established a framework for assessing the key 
factors that affect the coordination/integration of student 
transportation service and public transportation servicesin non-
urban areas. These key factors include the following: 

1. Lack of public transportation services 

2. Existence of human service agency transportation 

3. Funding issues 

4. Operational issues 

5. Legal and regulatory issues 

6. Safety issues 

These six issues are explored in more detail in subsequent chapters 
of this report, but will be reviewed briefly here. It is particularly 
important to recognize the uniqueness of each geographic area or 
community and to understand that each issue or each facet of an 
issue may have different levels of importance in different situations. 

Approximately 38 percent of the nation's rural residents live in areas 
without any public transit service, and another 28 percent live in 
areas in which the level of transit service is negligible, according to 
the Community Transportation Associationof America (CTAA). 
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Furthermore, national statistics suggest that 1in 4 rural households 
does not have an automobile, and nearly 1in 3 rural Americans 
either has no car or cannot drive.E 

This lack of transportation is particularly acute when rural 
Americans are unable to travel to and from available jobs. In fact, 
serving these rural residents is one of the challenges of recent 
welfare-to-work transportation initiatives. 

2 Existence of Human Servke Auencv TraI'Is~ortatiofl 

In many non-urban areas, human service agencies have become 
transportation operators - by necessity - in order to meet the 
transportation nee$ of their clients. These might include 
transportation services provided for the elderly, persons with 
physical and/or cognitive disabilities; persons with low income (e.g., 
non-emergency medical transportation for Medicaid recipients); and 
young children (e.g., Head Start). 

Thus in many non-urban areas where human service transportation 
programs are the only other transportation service in existence 
(besides school bus transportation), there may be opportunities for 
coordination, especially since (1)the times that students and human 
service agency clients are typically transported are complementary, 
except, of course, for Head Start programs; (2) the school buses and 
human service agency vehicles are complementary by virtue of their 
respective sizes and degree of accessibility, and (3) many of the 
agencies have transportation funding available, but wouId prefer not 
to be in the transportation business. .- - . , -

In many non-urban areas where public and human service agency 
transportation service has co-existed, a long-standing challenge has 
been to coordinate these various resources. Indeed, as transportation 
needs and funding constraints have become more acute, the 
instances of coordination, if not integration, between non-urban 
public and human service agency transportation providers, have 
been increasing out of necessity, hence offering prospective models 
for coordination between non-urban public transportation providers 
and school transportation programs. While several of the models 
focus on coordinated/integrated service delivery, many do not, and 
instead focus on coordinating the funding of joint maintenance 
facilities, joint fuel procurements, the sharing of administrative 
space and staff, etc. Indeed, the social environment in rural areas 
may perhaps be more ideal for coordination than that found in urban 
areas. 



The bottom line is that communities in non-urban areas that are 
looking to coordination as a prospective solution to broadening the 
mobility options for various segments of the population and in a 
more cost-efficient fashion should consider the common and 
complementary needs and (coordinated or uncoordinated) 
transportation programs of the public and private human service 
agencies in the community. 

3. Fundino Issues 

Coordination is often presented as one solution to the funding 
constraints faced by school transportation administrators and by 
public transit authorities. Integrating school transportation and 
public transportation, many argue, is a method of stretching scarce 
dollars. Nonetheless, financing is a complex issue, and agencies that 
consider coordination of student transportation and other passenger 
transportation services must find similar frameworks for evaluating 
the cost impacts of coordinated activities. 

Public transit agencies most often receive federal and state 
government funds; local funds often are generated through local 
sales taxes. State and federal funding is a key to operating public 
transportation programs in non-urban communities, as most rural 
areas do not have a tax base sufficient to fund these services without 
significant assistance. Most rural transportation programs also have 
developed a net of funding sources through coordination with 
human service programs. School transportation funding almost 
always is obtained through local or state channels. 

Both public transit and student transportation are facing a need to do 
more with fewer dollars. School districts that provide transportation 
to the general school population are now required by law to provide 
complementary service to students who require wheelchair- 
accessible or medically equipped vehicles. Even though a majority 
of these services are funded by the federal government through 
percentage reimbursements, local school districts must still carry 
part of the financial burden. Transit agencies operating fixed-route 
services also are required to operate complementary paratransit 
services for individuals who cannot use accessible buses. 

State education administrators also have made a key shift in how 
budget allocations are made to local school districts. For example, 
some states are now giving school district "block grants," or lump 
sums calculated on a per student rate for all expenditures, including 
cost of teachers, building maintenance, and transportation. As a 
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direct result of these block grants, transportation needs are now 
competing against classroom activities for this funding. 

Transporting students on public transit vehicles is most effective 
when "unused capacity" on existing routes is used, resulting in a 
long-run incremental cost to the taxpayer that is virtually zero. 
Similarly, transporting the public on school buses is most effective 
when there is available capacity. When additional service is 
required, there is a measurable cost. One can see that this cost 
equation will vary in each individual situation. Before school 
administrators or transportation personnel will consider 
coordination as a possible financial solution, a strong business case 
must be made (a case that will be unique to each situation). 

A related funding issue involves distributing the costs and benefits 
of coordination among the various levels of government. Typically, 
the total cost of providing school transportation and public transit is 
shared in varying degrees between federal, state, and local 
governments and school districts. Costs and savings resulting from 
coordination may affect the current level of grants and subsidies 
from the respective funding partners. 

4 Ooerational Issues 

By understanding how student and public transportation services 
are delivered, including differences and similarities in management 
and operational processes such as zervice standards, vehicle 
standards and design criteria, governance; legislative and regulatory 
requirements, and costs, we can better identify opportunities for 
enhanced coordination of these services. 

The following is a list of the operational issues that must be 
addressed in order for coordination to succeed. 

Alirnulistratbn-Contractual Arrangements with Operating Companies. 

Arrangements to provide school bus transportation services are 
typically defined by relatively short-term contracts, often one to 
three years in duration. The contracting out of the delivery of public 
transportation services, on the other hand, generally is for three- to 
five-year periods. The greatest efficiencies in integrating school bus 
transportation and public transit may require time frames that 
encourage long-term planning by both school districts and the 
service provider. Further, the request for proposal/contractor 
procurement process leading to long-term contractual arrangements 



must be fully competitive between all potential service providers, 
including private school bus operators and public transit providers. 
School district contracting processes are currently designed for 
private operators only. 

Administration -TtrFdParty Management 

Some municipalities contract out the management of public transit 
services. This is not a common occurrence with school districts, 
which typically maintain control of administration and planning 
services. Some stakeholders may not believe that these 
arrangements would permit an objective and neutral approach to the 
management of public transit services where further coordination of 
public transit and school transportation is being considered. 

Labor Arrangements 

Labor arrangements with drivers, mechanics, and other staff include 
collective agreements governing work rules, hours, minimum call- 
outs, and wages. Increased coordination may lead to changes in 
staffing requirements.. Integration may also lead to either the sharing 
or transferring of employees between the public transit authority and 
school bus operations. This type of reorganization of the workforce 
between the existing service providers may create a range of issues 
related to successor rights for existing employees, training, licensing, 
compensation arrangements, and so forth. Integration of school bus 
and public transit services may be limited by certain work rules and 
the existing collective agreement for employees. 

Typically, school buses are used for pupil transportation during 
morning and afternoon peak hours, Monday through Friday. When 
pupils and non-pupils are not co-mingled, these vehicles may be 
available for alternate populations on weekends, evenings, midday, 
and during the summer months. This presents other challenges 
ranging from the availability of drivers to the lack of air 
conditioning. One means of enhancing the availability of school 
buses when they are needed most (peak hours) is to effect a school 
schedule change, usually through the use of flexible bell times. 
Typically, school bell times occur at any time between 8:00 a.m. and 
5:00 p.m. Many school districts have embraced a policy of flexible 
be11 times within this range as a means to optimize student 
transportation efficiency. Under this approach, school bell times 
vary to allow for double and triple school bus runs. As a result, costs 
are reduced through the improved use of buses. Flexible bell times 
also can be considered as part of an integrated approach, since 
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coordination opportunities may result from off-peak use of transit 
vehicles such as the return trip use of commuter runs for student 
transportation or more opportunities for multiple runsof school 
buses. 

While both school buses and transit buses lollow similar 
preventative maintenance schedules, the differences in vehicle 
design and engine and drive train configurations present other 
challenges to integrating the maintenance of these two vehicle types. 
While diesel mechanics could work on both vehicle types, 
occasionally the need for an expanded parts inventory may make the 
costs of integrating the maintenance prohibitive. Inventory, 
however, may not be a significant issue since school bus operators 
rarely keep a large parts inventory. 

liability and Insurance 
Under existing legislation, the school district is responsible for all 
students being transported on school buses. Essentially, from the 
time a student is picked up until he or she is returned to the pick-up 
location after school, the school district is responsible for the 
student's safety. Any shift in school transportation from yellow 
school buses to public transit may result in reduced responsibilities 
for the school district and increased personal and parental 
responsibility; however, this may not be acceptable to parents who 
may demand and/or expect continuation of the existing 
arrangements. -

. . *  -

All groups involved in examining school transportation alternatives 
agree that younger students, however defined, require greater 
supervision and should be transported on vehicles dedicated to a 
point-to-point service (from near the home to school and back). 
Parental expectations as to when unsupervised transportation is 
appropriate are not clear. The use of public transit for secondary 
students is currently widely accepted. Establishing such criteria for 
the first time, or changing it, means it will likely be subjected to 
considerable scrutiny and question. 

5. Legal and Regulatorylsslles 

As mentioned earlier, there are certainly a number of regulatory 
barriers that inhibit the coordination of services. While most of these 
regulatory constraints pertain to the physical design of buses used to 
transport school children, there are a number of additional 
reguIatory issues, as follows: 



Many state laws restrict students to school buses (whichexcludes 
the possibility of using public transit for transporting school 
children if school districts are to contribute funds toward the 
effort) 

Many state laws only allow students, the driver, and bus 
monitors on board school bus vehicles 

Federal transit regulations limit the type of school transportation 
service that can be provided with FTA-funded vehicles, in an 
effort to protect private operations 

The Americans with DisabilitiesAct (ADA)requires that new 
public transit vehicles be accessibleand have specified door 
height. Student transportation regulations do not require that 
every bus be accessible. 

~ransportathnfur ln~lividualewith DisabsltlsP 
Requirements for student transportation and those for other public 
services are different, as they are, for the most part, covered by 
different laws. The legal requirement that special education children 
must be transported to and from school if the school district is 
providing service to children without disabilities runs parallel to 
recent public transit mandates stemming from the enactment of the 
ADA. If a public transit agency provides fixed-route transit service, 
it is required by the ADA to provide complementary paratransit 
service (where and when the fixed-route service is provided) to 
persons with disabilitieswho, because of the disability, are unable to 
use the public transit service. - . _ ,  -

The growing transportation needs of children with disabilities have 
strained many school district budgets. Nonetheless, school districts 
are required by a series of laws to provide such transportation, 
regardless of a student's disability or the cost of service. In low-
density areas, the public transit's mandate to provide 
complementary paratransit services whenever fixed-route services 
are provided has encouraged communities to eliminate fixed-route 
service and/or to operate only a demand-response service. Many 
communities struggling to provide a basic level of transit service can 
ill affordto operate two parallel systems, one for public transit and 
the other for school districts. 

StateRequ'ments 
The degree of "restrictiveness" of legislation and regulations that 
relate to student transportation varies from state to state. After 
decades of school bus transportation operation, there exists a 



national "crazy-quilt" of laws governing the transport of school 
children to and from school. Although the issue of coordinating . 

passenger transportation services has been debated in various forms 
for over two decades, laws and regulations continue to be passed 
that create barriers between transportation for pupil, human service 
agency, and general public transportation services rather than 
strengthening the common ground among them. 

6. Safety Issues 

The issue of safety is central to the discussion of coordination. Safety 
can be an emotiond issue, especially for the student transportation 
practitioners, school officials, and for parents. Indeed, most 
communities are particularly vested with school transportation 
because of the "cargo." As a result, prospective changes in policies 
and procedures that may stem from coordination planning (or 
anything else for that matter) are often perceived as a potential 
compromise to the safety of the community's school-age children. 

Safety is of paramount concern to school transportation practitioners 
and is reflected in school bus specifications, driver screening and 
training, routing, the location of school bus stops, loading and 
unloading practices, and limiting the extent to which older and 
younger students ride at the same time. There are also many 
practitioners in the school transportation industry who believe that 
the co-mingling of students with the general public is not in concert 
with this focus on safety. 

Passenger safety is also an important facet of public transportation 
operations. Many transit agencies have exemplary training and risk 
management programs, with staff dedicated to the provision of safe 
operations. 

At the same time, with the exception of federal standards and 
guidelines, there appears to be a wide variance in safety programs in 
both the school transportation industry and the public transportation 
industry. 

UehMStandards and D e s iCriteria 
In the interest of protecting school children, the U.S. Congress 
mandated a unique and stringent set of safety standards for school 
buses. Initiated in 1977and modified in the years since, these 
standards cover a wide range of areas; particularly important are 
passenger seating crash protection, rollover protection, warning 
lights, and pedestrian safety devices. 



For large school buses (i-e., those with a gross vehicle weight [GVW] 
rating above 10,000 pounds), the federal standard offers occupant 
protection through a concept called "compartmentalization." In this 
method, school bus seats are spaced closely together to "contain" 
children in a cushioned compartment with only a minimum amount 
of space between energy-absorbing surfaces. The Department of 
Transportation (DOT) and National Highway Traffic Safety 
Administration (NHTSA) have determined that 
"comparhentalizingrl school children in such cushioned seating 
areas is in fact easier, more manageable, and safer than requiring the 
use of lap belts in all school buses. 

For small school buses (i.e., those with a GVW rating under 10,000 
pounds), the federal standard requires either lap belts or 
lap/shoulder belts at all designated seating positions, in addition to 
compartmentalization. Safety belts are needed - and have been 
effective - in these smaller school buses because their size and 
weight are closer to that of passenger cars and light trucks, which 
minimizes the benefits of compartmentalization. 

Hence, the design of school buses is based on unique safety 
standards ideal for school age children; at the same time, this design 
is not particularly conducive - and in some cases, presents an 
impediment and/or safety hazard - to the use of such vehicles by 
the general public. For example, most school buses have high steps, 
smaller interior dimensions, narrower aisle width, smaller seat pitch, 
and less headroom, and do not have air-conditioning and 
accessibility equipment. For some prospective (non-pupil) riders, 
these aspects make riding Iess comfortable; for others, the design -
may present safety concerns, as well as preclude use. . . I  -

While public transit vehicles, in contrast, are designed to better 
accommodate adults and persons with disabilities (noting, too, that 
there is a much wider variance in transit vehicle design than school 
bus vehicle design), there are aspects of transit vehicles that are not 
particularly oriented to the transportation of children in the same 
way that school buses are. Inside the transit vehicle, there is a lack of 
compartmentalized seats, as well as an insufficient number of seats 
to guarantee each student a seat. Very little, if any, interior surface is 
covered with protective padding. In addition, in many designs, not 
all seats are forward-facing. Transit vehicles are not normally 
equipped with lap or shoulder belts for ambulatory passengers. 
Transit vehicles do not have a stop arm, warning lights, and crossing 
arm guard to enhance the safety of children outside the vehicle. 
Many transit vehicles also do not have the same roll-over protection 
that is required for school buses. On the positive side, larger public 



transit vehicles are significantly heavier than standard school buses, 
and are therefore likely to sustain less damage in collisions. 

Although school buses and transit vehicles have developed along 
separate lines, an effort is being made by the California Department 
of Education to develop a "hybrid" vehicle that would meet the 
standards, laws, and regulations applicable to both school buses and 
transit buses and be more conducive to the transportation of the 
general public. The California DOE developed the specifications for 
this vehicle (included in Appendix D, the Implementation Guide) 
and has since awarded the bid to Thomas Built Buses, which is in the 
process of building the utility bus. It is anticipated that ttus will be 
accomplished by November 1999. 

Also important is that, to date, no study has thoroughly evaluated 
the safety of school bus vehicles against the safety of public transit 
vehicles. Funds were recently approved for this type of 
comprehensive research in the Transportation Equity Act for the 21s' 
Century (TEA-21). 

Driver Qualiitions, S m i n g , and Trainhlu 
Representatives of the school transportation industry and the public 
transportation industry respectively acknowledge that there are 
many commonalties between the two industries when it comes to 
minimum requirements for and screening of driver applicants, as 
well as initial and ongoing training. For example, driver applicants 
in most states are required to have a commercial drivers license 
(CDL). Screening often includes a criminal record check, a review of 
the applicant's motor vehicle record, a reference a check, and a drug 
and alcohol test. Several states, however, also require fingerprinting 
of school bus drivers (allowing for further criminal record checks). 
Many of these states also maintain a statewide database of school bus 
drivers. 

Similarly, training programs for school bus drivers and public 
transportation share many common elements, including defensive 
driving, CPR and first aid, and vehicle pre-checks and maintenance 
issues. School bus driver training also typically includes pupil 
management skills and dealing with special needs children. 
Meanwhile, most public transportation systems now include 
disability awareness and passenger assistance training, attributable 
in part to the ADA. In addition, both industries typically require 
pre-service training as well as annual or bi-annual refresher training. 

While driver qualifications, screening, and training are therefore 
roughly commensurate between the two indusiies, it is also true 
that there is great variance in these types of safety programs in 



different states, and from community to community within many 
states. In some of the states with less pro-active safety-related 
regulations and guidelines, a particular school district and/or transit 
property can impose higher standards. In addition, national school 
bus and transit management/operations contractors will often bring 
with them corporate safety programs. 

Co-Mm~lingof Passengers 
Many school district administrators and parents remain staunchly 
opposed to the co-mingling of any student, regardless of age, with 
the general public. These detractors rightly point out that many 
states spend millions of dollars fingerprinting and running criminal 
checks on anyone who comes in contact with children throughout 
the school day, including teachers, janitors, administrators, and 
drivers. Why, then, would administrators compromise this 
protected environment by transporting students with the general 
public? . -

Others argue that age-appropriate co-mingling should be less of a 
concern. While acknowledging that younger children are more 
vulnerable and do require physical and social protection while being 
transported to school (including the separation of elementary school 
students from older students), they also suggest that children in high 
school, and perhaps junior high as well, do not necessarily need 
these same protections and, with proper training, could take care of 
themselves enough to ride safely to school with the general public on 
board at the same time. They point out that: 

(1) in many urban communities, school district use of public transit - . .. _ 
to transport older students is fairly commonplace; 

(2) 	many families that are not eligible for subsidized school 
transportation, but still live far from school, opt to send their 
older children to school via public transit; 

(3) 	many parents allow their older children to take public transit to 
(a)get to an after-school job (and to get home afterwards) and/or 
(b)enable their participation in an after-school activity in schools 
where there is no "late" school bus; and 

(4) 	many parents allow their older children to ride public transit 
services by themselves and with friends to go the movies, and so 
forth. 

Moreover, in many non-urban communities, there appears to be less 
concern about co-mingling students with the general public, whether 
on school buses or on public transportation vehicles. In rural 

-. --
ExearbiveSllmmary 	 Page ES-15 



America, transporting students with the "general public" connotes 
that a son or daughter might be riding with a neighbor, a friend, a . 

teacher, or another parent. 

Summary of Safety Isam 
It is clear that both school transportation and public transportation 
industries take safety seriously. At the same time, the safety 
practices of public transit and student transportation have developed 
along separate lines and are supported by separate federal and state 
legislation. Moreover, state regulations and guidelines that relate to 
safety in both industries vary widely. There is also a significant 
variance in safety programs from one community to another, as 
long-standing attitudes among the practitioners there, as well as 
local school boards and the community at large define what is safe 
and acceptable. It is also true that many families of school age 
children, and perhaps the community at large, are more vested in 
school transportation service, because of the cargo, than with the 
local transit system, in terms of safety (unless they are already 
allowing their children to use public transit). 

While there are differences between the two industries, and while 
there are differences from state to state, most practitioners agree that 
effective practices for all passenger transportation services are in the 
best interests of the community as a whole. This common interest 
may provide opportunities to work together to improve the safety of 
all passengers. 

Summary of Key Factors 
\. . -

The eclectic nature of the delivery and operating environment of 
school bus and public transportation services in non-urban 
communities raises several issues and challenges to a more 
coordinated, if not integrated, approach to the delivery of these 
services. An understanding of how these services are delivered, 
including differences and similarities in management processes, 
governance, legislative and regulatory requirements, and costs, is 
important for identifying opportunities for enhanced coordination of 
services. In this discussion of key issues, there are several important 
underlying themes: 

Coordination between - if not the integration of - student 
transportation services and public transportation services is a 
complex concept. Generalized and unsupported perceptions 
about coordination are not helpful to making progress in this 
area. Coordination activitiesmust be tailored to local 
circumstancesand must be specific to different age levels. 



The student, general public, and human service agency service 
transportation industries have developed separately over the 
past 50 years. Legislative and regulatory decisions have been 
made at the federal and state leveIs based on this separation of 
service. For example, vehicle specifications,funding, and 
planning processes have all developed independently. 

Many school transportation and public transportation 
practitioners are wary about coordination using each other's 
vehicles. Many school transportation practitioners believe that 
public transit vehicles may not be as safe for children as school 
buses. They also point to laws and practices which enhance the 
safety of children outside the vehicle that are not always present 
in public transit systems, as well as specialized training in pupil 
management that public transit drivers often do not receive. 
Meanwhile, public transportation practitioners argue that school 
buses are not designed for the transportation of adults, which 
resulti in lack of comfort, but more importantly, precludes their 
use by persons who require accessibility equipment and/or air-
conditioning during the hotter months. 

Both industries are interested in doing things in accordance with 
industry norms, and each may have difficulty in looking 
"outside the box." 

Owing to the complexity of the issues and the emotions tied to 
both student and public transportation, it is easy to react to the 
concept of coordination based on emotion rather than informed 
and well thought out opipions. Emotional issues include the loss 

.-

of jobs in either school transportation or in public transit, 
protection of private entities in the school transportation 
business, the identity of the community and its transit or school 
district, the safety of a community's children, and the need for 
individuals to access jobs or basic services such as supermarkets 
or medical services. 

Thirteen case studies were undertaken to provide more detailed 
information on communities engaged in coordination activities. As 
shown in the table on the followingpage, an effort was made to 
achieve geographic diversity as well as a range of coordination and 
integration strategies. Findings from the case studies included the 
following: 

. Broad-Based ~omm~nitySupport is CHIcial. Broad-based 
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community support is crucial for coordination efforts to be 
successful. Translating thiscommunity support into political 
support is important, and strong leadership is key. 
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Bonifay, FL 	 Head Start participants transported on regular school bus routes, 

Tri-County High school students transported on Head Start routes. 

Community Council 


Coordinating agency provides vehicles to schools for field trips. 

School Districts provide idle school buses to coordinating agency for group trips. 


Cheraw. SC School employees, school volunteers, and parents permitted to ride on regular school bus routes. 


Chesterfield County Coordinating agency has requested a "proviso" to allow the transportation of general public on 

Coordinating Council regular school bus routes on a space-available basis during a one-year demonstration period. 


Cottonwood, AZ School District transports some school children on general public Dial-A-Ride service. 


Cottonwood Area Families use Dial-A-Ride service to transport school children to after-school programs. 

Transit System 

Head Start transports pre-school participants on general public Dial-A-Ride service. 

Decorah, IA School District transports some school children on general public Dial-A-Ride service. 1 
Northeast Regional Families use general public Dial-A-Ride service to transport school children to and from school. ITransit System 

Head Start transports pre-school participants on regular school bus routes and Dial-A-Ride service. 

Gillette, WY 	 Community groups "charter" School District yellow school buses and drivers for group trips when 

school buses are not needed for student transportation. 


Campbell County 

School District 


Glendale, OR 	 Coordinating agency arranges for JOBS participants to be transported to training site on regular 

school bus routes. 


Glendale-Azalea 

Skills Center 


Idlewild, MI School District uses public transportation provider, operating modified school bus vehicles, to 

transport school children to and from school. Services are fully integrated: school children ride 


Yates Dial-A-Ride along with general public riders. 


I 	 I 1
Kalirpell, MT School District uses public transportation service to transport special needs children toifrom school, 

Eagle Transit 	 Families within walking distance use public transportation "tripper" sbrviccto transport school 

children. 


Minot, ND School District uses public transportation provider to transport school children to and from school. 

Morning and afternoon routes are oriented to student transportation but are open to the public: 


Minot City Bus services are fully integrated; school children ride along with general public riders. 


Narnpa, ID Head Start agency took the lead in establishing public transportation property, also providing 

school buses, drivers, mechanics, and staff for system during start-up. Private school bus carrier 


Treasure Valley provided maintenance and back-up vehicles and coordinated training during start-up. 

Transit 


School District and families use public transportation service to transport some school children 

toifrom school. 


Selkirk, WA 	 School District took lead in establishing and operating a general public shuttle, utilizing a refitted. 
accessible school bus. The shuttle service connects schools, medical facilities. etc.. in three 


Selkirk Consolidated towns and serves as an intra-district shuttle for students and a community transit system for the 

School District general public. Students and the general public ride on vehicles at the same time. 


School District used public transit service to transport high school students toifrom school on a 
demonstration basis and continues to use public transit service to transport group trips. 

1 	 SunLine Transit I Families opt to transport high school and middle school students on public transit service. 1 
Agency 

After-school programs use public transit to transport elementary school students from school to 
after-school program sites. 

Trumbull Co., OH 	 Private school bus carrier assisted County in establishing county-wide coordinated system and 

managed, operated, and provided school bus vehicles to the system during start-up phase. 


Trumbull Area 

Coordinated f h e  system currently focuses on the coordination of human service agency paratransit trips: plans 

Transportation include expanding service to provide transit and Dial-A-Ride service to the general public by 2000. 
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@St8 Play all hPfll'blIt~Ob.Cost savings depend upon the point . 

of view of the entity affected, including the school district, public 
transit agency, human service agency, or parents. The 
coordination effortneeds to make good business sense to at least 
one of these entities. 

SlIfBly k BII Ofl!JUbllJ h8UB.Safety is an on-going issue with every 
kind of coordination effort, although safety concerns are very 
community-specific. In some areas, co-mingling concerns have 
seriously thwarted coordination, while in other communities co-
mingling is not an issue at all. 

TransitionsAre a Challenge. The transition from separate services 
to integrated services is a challenge, although agencies noted that 
attitudes were often more of an issue than the reality. The 
number one barrier noted was the reluctance of the student 
transportation practitioners to participate in coordination 
activities. 

Legaland Regulatory 1 ~ ~ ~ 8 8ShapE bOl'dhati0n Efforts. The legal 
and regulatory environment plays a significant role in how the 
coordination project takes shape. The environments vary 
considerably from state to state. i 

HeadStartPlays a Major Role. The needs of Head Start programs 
also seem to have played an integral role in a number of these 
efforts, either by drawing the school district and public transit 
providers to the same table to address Head Start transportation r-r 
needs or, in one case, by actually 1endi'ngHeadStart vehicles to :. 

f 
establish a public transit system in the area. i

1 
-11atbll W0I'kS. Coordination works, particularly in rural 
and non-urban areas. It is effective at improving mobility and 1 
saving communities money. %: 

There is significant potential for coordinating and integrating school 
and public transportation services in non-urban areas. Communities 
often coordinate human service transportation and public 
transportation services; this project has shown that school bus and 
public transportation coordination can fit within this coordination 
framework as well, especially in non-urban areas. The key is to 



broaden the concept of coordination so that all players in the 
passenger transportation industry are involved. 

Although coordination of any type of transportation service is 
difficult, coordination between - if not the integration of - school 
transportation and public transportation is especially challenging. 
Each serves a different clientele and has different operating 
environments, funding sources, and vehicle requirements. Also, 
each type of service has developed along separate lines. These 
differences are supported by legislative and regulatory decisions and 
have resulted in unique industry practices and long-standing 
attitudes about what is acceptable. 

The communities currently coordinating services illustrate that 
prevailing industry standards and perceptions may no longer be 
valid, particularly in rural and non-urban areas. Further, the 
communities successfully coordinating services show that there is no 
single way to coordinate. Each community's goals, needs, and 
resources determine the type and level of coordination that is 
appropriate and most effective. 

The research effort further clarified that coordination of public 
transportation and student transportation services can provide a 
solution to financial constraints and limited mobility in non-urban 
areas, but it is not a panacea for all transportation-related issues. In 
some situations, coordination may not work at all. The challenge is 
to identify new practices that are effective and to support these 
practices through changes in regulations and financing rules as well 
as with technical assistance. - . . -

School transportation and public transportation are both significant 
industries in their own right. Each has a body of experience that 
continues to be instructive when developing new initiatives. Each 
also has interests to protect. It will be a key challenge for each of 
these industries to learn to think "out-of-the-box" in order to meet 
the challenges of the new century. 

To support communities that wish to consider coordination, it is 
important to provide information on theoptions. Providing clear 
information about what aspects of service delivery and/or support 
services are being coordinating, how this coordination was 
implemented, and the legaI and regulatory limitations that exist will 
help to eliminate misconceptions and to simultaneously broaden our 
understanding of what is possible. The Implementation Guide 
developed for this project is an important effort toward this end. 



Finally, safety is an important concern that is crucial to successful 
coordination. Indeed, the high level of stewardship that the student 
transportation practitioners and the school community feel for its 
passengers can preclude their objective consideration of coordinated 
or integrated transportation systems. Much of the school 
transportation practitioners' negative reaction to coordination, 
identified as a concern for safety, is a response to the level of care 
that their passengers, and especially younger students require. 

And yet many public transportation practitioners suggest that 
certain customer groups, such as the frail elderly and 
developmentally disabled individuals, might benefit significantly 
from similar levels of care, pointing out that readily recognizable 
vehicles, traffic control devices, and so on, can also serve adults who 
require more assistance. This seems to suggest a willingness to 
develop a common set of safety standards for both industries that 
would serve to enable more opportunities for coordination. 

With these thoughts in mind, there are two efforts that are worthy of 
the industries' attention and participation. The first is to develop a 
"hybrid" vehicle that meets both school safety and transit vehicle 
standards. The second is to standardize a common set of safety- 
related regulations, guidelines, and training programs for both 
industries and to implement these as much as possible throughout 
the country. 

The State of California Department of Education's recent work 
developing a hybrid public transit/school bus vehicle - a vehicle 
that meets the Federal Motor Vehicle Safety Standards (FMVSS) 
requirements for school buses whiliat f i e  same time retaining some 
of the comforts of the traditional transit buses - is a step in the right 
direction. At a reasonable cost, this new bus encourages 
communities to think collectively about how best to serve those 
passengers in need of added protections while simultaneously 
nurturing the notion of community resources and a community vision 
of mobility. 

Such a vehicle would enable school districts, especially those in rural 
areas with little or no public transportation, to serve as the 
community transportation provider. In North Carolina, for example, 
a new law provides for non-urban area school districts to become the 
lead agencies for transportation of care-dependent citizens; under 
this law, the school district would receive state funding of capital 
expenditures. This law is not only important to human service 
agencies, but to unaffiliated transit-dependent persons whose 
current mobility options are limited. The key is to recognize that the t 
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school district vehicles and operations practices have broader 

heartiveSunmary Page ES-22 



1 
t 

application than just student transportation, and ~ t h  the 
introduction of a hybrid vehicle, the applications would be broader 
still. 

Along with t h ~ s  vehcle design breakthrough, it would be beneficial 
for public transportation agencies to include in their driver training 
programs and practices elements that are specific to transporting 
school students. With such training, non-urban communities that 
have both school bus service and public transportation service could 
consider the possible integration of service or the coordination of 
complementary services, both of which would be designed to reduce, 
if not eliminate, duplicative transportation. 

The school bus is an underutilized resource that has the potential to 
be a vital community resource, especially in non-urban areas without 
public transportation. In such areas, the broadening of service and 
the conversion to a community transportation system - serving 
transit-dependent passengers if not the general public - with the 
school district either taking the lead or actively participating, would 
seem to be the next logical evolution. This would ensure the long- 
term viability of the service and would create new resources to 
accomplish the task. And in non-urban communities with both 
public transit and school bus resources, it would be beneficial for the 
community to explore how the two services could be coordinated or 
integrated in such a way that the community is able to better address 
the unmet transportation needs of its residents. 

Clearly, those communities that wish to coordinate their resources 
will find a variety of ways to do so. In this process, however, it is -
important to consider coordination possibilities not just between . . .  

student transportation and public transportation services, but also 
with human service agency transportation services. 

It is also important to understand that successful coordination efforts 
in one community may not work in another community. The 
effectiveness of any such effort often depends on a range of factors, 
including geographic area; available services and capacity; the 
organizational and service delivery structure of those s e ~ i c e s ;  state 
regulations and funding policies that pertain to student 
transportation, general public transportation, and human service 
agency transportation; and the local political climate. 

The ultimate key to coordinating public and student transportation 
services is to recognize that: (I)options to coordinate and integrate 
the community's transportation services do exist and have proven to 
be successful, sometimes under regulatory and political 
environments that are not conducive to such efforts; (2)community 



involvement and support are prerequisites to determining which 
option best fits the needs of the community and to overseeing the 
implementation of that option; (3) the community must take a 
common stand and work with its state representatives to effect 
regulatory change or a restructuring of resource distribution if it 
believes that current regulations and policies represent a banier to 
the coordination option that the community prefers; and (4) 
coordination efforts do take time, effort, and commitment and are 
often years in the making. 




