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CHAPTER 1 PUPIL TRANSPORTATION: OVERVIEW 

State funding for pupil transportation is appropriated each year by the 
Legislature through the Minimum School Program.  Appropriated funds 
support two pupil transportation related programs: Pupil Transportation – To 
and From School, and Pupil Transportation – Special Transportation Levy.  
The two programs represent a combined Uniform School Fund total of 
$63,101,763 ($500,000 supports the Guarantee Transportation Levy and 
$2,173,569 supports transportation at the Utah Schools for the Deaf and 
Blind) in FY 2007.   

Most school districts also support pupil transportation programs with local 
funds.  During FY 2005, school districts spent an estimated total of 
$95,079,053 on pupil transportation.  State funds represented $55,079,933 of 
the total amount, or 57.9 percent.   

Report Purpose  This study originated from item 36 of the 2006 General Session proposed 
S.J.R. 10; Master Study Resolution which stated: “School Busing Criteria - to 
study whether to require that, in order to be eligible for state-supported school 
transportation, a student must attend the public school within the student's 
school district that is nearest to the student's place of residence, offers the 
student's grade, and is not a charter school (H.B. 297).”  The Legislative 
Management Committee subsequently assigned this study to the Executive 
Appropriations Committee and specifically asked for two subjects to be 
explored:  (1) The “to and from” pupil transportation formula; and (2) school 
bus routing and how they relate to efficient practice. 

Statutory Authority  The statutory authority for Pupil Transportation rests primarily in three 
statutes.  These statutes provide for the funding and governance structure for 
pupil transportation in the State.  Full text of the Pupil Transportation statutes 
may be found in the appendix.     

 UCA 53A-17a-104(o)(p) – Provides the annual appropriation 
supporting pupil transportation to and from school and the guarantee 
transportation levy.  This statute also details the amount of revenue 
allocated to the Utah Schools for the Deaf and Blind to support related 
transportation activities.   

 UCA 53A-17a-126 – Provisions detail how funding appropriated in 
UCA 53A-17a-104 are to be distributed among the school districts and 
the Utah Schools for the Deaf and Blind.  The statute requires a pro-
rata reduction among revenue recipients should insufficient funds be 
appropriated by the Legislature to cover the total cost of pupil 
transportation in the state.   

 UCA 53A-17a-127 – Details the eligibility requirements to receive 
state-supported pupil transportation funds and establishes a state 
Transportation Advisory Committee.  Eligible students must reside 1 
½ miles from school (grades K-6) or 2 miles from school (grades 7-12) 
to qualify for state transportation funding.   
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The statute provides three factors for distributing transportation funds 
to the school districts: “an allowance per mile for approved bus routes; 
an allowance per hour for approved bus routes; and an annual 
allowance for equipment and overhead costs based on approved bus 
routes and the age of the equipment.”  Through this statute the Utah 
State Office of Education “shall annually review the allowance per 
mile, the allowance per hour, and the annual equipment and overhead 
allowance and adjust the allowance to reflect current economic 
conditions.”   

Finally, this statute provides a mechanism for school districts to 
provide transportation to students that do not qualify under the 
provisions listed above.  School districts may provide these services by 
using the general funds of a district or imposing a property tax rate.  
The “Guarantee Transportation Levy” is a state supported levy that 
ensures that each district imposing a minimum levy (provided in 
statute) will receive state guarantee funds.  The statute further details 
the levy provisions and establishes a mechanism for the distribution of 
state Guarantee Transportation Levy funds.   

Board Rules  The State Board of Education has adopted rules to govern the Pupil 
Transportation program in the school districts.  Board rule provides student 
transportation standards and procedures as well as standards for school buses 
and operations.  The following bullet summarizes the Board rule, a full text 
version may be found in the appendix.   

 R277-600 – Student Transportation Standards and Procedures, 
provides rules and regulations for receiving state fund reimbursements, 
transporting students with disabilities, and approving bus routes.  The 
rule also defines eligibility of students to be transported and funded 
with state transportation dollars and provides rules for providing 
alternative transportation services, and explains the distribution of 
Guarantee Transportation Levy funds.    

Report Summary  The report will address the questions posed by the Legislature by 
examining the school busing formula and how it influences the costs of the 
program.  Funding and data history will be examined along with comparative 
information among school districts to give perspective to the statewide nature 
of the issues.  School bus depreciation practices are detailed and subsequent 
recommendations are made.  The issue of bus routes and their efficiency will 
also be discussed in conjunction with funding issues.  The Utah State Office 
of Education (USOE) practices and administration will be observed and 
suggestions for improvements recommended.  The procedure for auditing 
school district busing programs will also be addressed and recommended 
changes suggested. 

We should note that the USOE is currently in a state of employee 
reorganizations within the transportation section.  The long-time 
transportation director has retired and a new director will begin shortly.  As a 
result, some answers as to past practices have not been available.   
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Chapter 2 of this report describes the “to and from” school busing 
formula, the historical funding pattern, and transportation costs in relationship 
to the value of the WPU (weighted pupil unit). 

Chapter 3 of the report is discusses current school bus depreciation 
practices at the USOE.  Policy options and recommendations are provided for 
Legislative consideration and action. 

Chapter 4 of the report is information only and describes the Guarantee 
Transportation Levy which is not the focus of this report but is another 
component of Pupil Transportation within the Minimum School Program. 

Chapter 5 addresses School Bus Standards and Transportation Oversight.  
The auditing practices and procedures of the USOE will be examined and 
other administrative functions reviewed. 

There are four appendices attached to this document that give the details 
related to governing statutes, administrative rules, policies and procedures, 
and district cost comparisons.   

On a related note, we recognized the excellent practices and administrative 
oversight of those districts that have made contributions to improved busing 
and student transportation over the years.  There is significant 
conscientiousness and attention to the various programs and practices of the 
Districts and inasmuch as there are forty school districts, each have positive 
contributions from which they can learn from each other for continued future 
improvements statewide. 

REPORT RECOMMENDATIONS 

 The following bullets represent recommendations made throughout the 
body of this report.  Please refer to the individual chapters for further detail on 
the recommendations.   

Chapter 2, Page 15   Further examination of the impact state revenues have on pupil 
transportation programs in the school districts raises several questions not 
answered in this study.  The Analyst recommends the following in attempt to 
gain further information to aid legislative decision making: 

 Due to the wide variations of state revenue to local revenue supporting 
pupil transportation programs in the school districts the Legislature 
may wish to request an audit by the Legislative Auditor General.  
Specifically, an audit may be able to determine if these variations are a 
result of the following: district decision making authority pursuant to 
transporting ineligible students; escalating costs associated with 
providing pupil transportation services; an actual reduction in state 
revenue over time; and, if the statutory formula properly anticipates 
district pupil transportation expenditures and significant economic 
changes that may impact urban and rural school district transportation 
programs. 

 Direct the Public Education Appropriations Subcommittee to study in 
more detail the mix of state revenue to local revenue supporting pupil 
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transportation in the school districts and the emerging trend of 
declining state revenue compared to local revenue.  The Subcommittee 
may wish to examine if a proper mix of state revenue to local revenue 
exists for the program.     

Chapter 2, Page 17  The Analyst recommends that the State Office of Education annually 
review the individual components of the Transportation Finance Formula and 
make adjustments that reflect current economic conditions.  Further, the 
Analyst recommends that the State Board of Education annually approve the 
Transportation Finance Formula rates and submit the rates and annual cost 
estimates for the To and From School Transportation Finance Formula to the 
Legislature for consideration in the annual budget process.       

Chapter 2, Page 18  The Analyst recommends that the Legislature direct the State Board of 
Education to examine and report to the Public Education Appropriations 
Subcommittee the specific economic variables driving pupil transportation 
expenditures in the school districts, how the Pupil Transportation Finance 
Formula adjusts for these economic variables, and any recommended 
alterations to the Pupil Transportation Finance Formula.  

Chapter 3, Pages 19-20  The Analyst recommends that the USOE conduct a cost benefit analysis of 
using school buses with over 200,000 miles and report their findings to the 
Legislature.  The USOE should consider the following options regarding 
school bus depreciation and implement the option best supported by their 
analysis: 

 The state could stop paying the depreciation rate per mile after a 
school bus has been fully amortized at 200,000 miles.   

 The state could start paying a reduced per-mile depreciation rate after 
a school bus reaches 200,000 miles. 

 The state could design another option using a tapering depreciation 
schedule after a school bus reaches 200,000 miles to reduce the 
financial incentive over time.  

As for the questions raised concerning the uses of depreciation funds by 
school districts, the Analyst recommends that the Legislature consider 
approving an audit by the Office of the Legislative Auditor General to study 
how depreciation funds are spent by school districts. 

Chapter 5, Page 24  School transportation costs are significant and need to be carefully 
monitored ensuring efficiency and effectiveness in bussing Utah’s students.  
In order to facilitate this objective, the Analyst recommends the following 
steps be instituted at the Utah State Office of Education: 

 The USOE should audit all school districts within the minimum of an 
8-year period or at a rate of 5 school districts per year.  Combining 
large, urban districts with smaller, rural districts each year should help 
the Office of Education accomplish this task.  Additional staffing 
would be required to shorten the 8-year recommendation. 
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 Financial penalties could be instituted for school districts to reduce any 
incentives for over and under reporting of school bus miles and 
minutes—the primary drivers of the transportation formula.   Penalties 
could be enforced upon school districts for over or under reporting in 
excess of 5 percent of their allotted miles and minutes.  Such measures 
may encourage school districts to comply and report their 
transportation information more accurately. 
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CHAPTER 2 PUPIL TRANSPORTATION: TO AND FROM SCHOOL 

Overview  As the largest transportation program, the To and From School Program 
provides revenue to assist the State’s 40 school districts in providing pupil 
transportation services.  “These funds are to be used to transport students to 
and from school who are eligible for bussing based on the distance they live 
from school, and to pay for equipment and administrative expenses.”1 To and 
From School funds are also used by school districts to pay for “in lieu of” 
transportation expenses as an alternative to busing some students.  Program 
funding also supports the establishment of guidelines for personnel training, 
as well as guidelines for bus routing and mapping. 

Funding History  During the 2006 General Session, the Legislature appropriated 
$62,601,763 to support the To and From School Program in FY 2007.  
Included in this figure is $2,173,569 to support pupil transportation at the 
Utah Schools for the Deaf and Blind.  The remaining $60,428,194 supports 
pupil transportation in the school districts.  This amount represents an increase 
of $3,543,496 or 6 percent over the total FY 2006 appropriation for pupil 
transportation programs.  In addition, the Legislature provided $5,000,000 in 
one-time Uniform School Fund revenue to support Pupil Transportation 
activities in the school districts in FY 2006 and FY 2007.  The following chart 
provides a history of To and From School pupil transportation appropriations 
made by the Legislature over the past 15 years.    

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The above table shows that over the past 15 years the Legislature has 
doubled the amount of Uniform School Fund revenue appropriated to the To 
and From School Program.  The table only represents the ongoing funding 

                                                 
1 Utah School Finance Reference Manual.  Utah State Office of Education. 2000-2001. 
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appropriated by the Legislature and does not include any additional one-time 
revenue appropriated to support pupil transportation programs.   

Historically, the percent increase appropriated by the Legislature to 
support pupil transportation closely reflects the percent increase provided to 
the value of the Weighted Pupil Unit (WPU).  The following chart compares 
the percent increase in pupil transportation funding to the percent increase in 
the value of the WPU over the past 12 years.   

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fiscal Year 1998 presents an anomaly in Pupil Transportation – To and 
From School Funding over the past 12 years.  According to the FY 1998 
Budget Analysis prepared by the Office of the Legislative Fiscal Analyst this 
funding spike was to correct under-funding prior to 1998: “The funding 
formula for transportation has been under-funded for the past number of years.  
This recommendation is intended to make up the shortfall.”2   

FORMULA FUNDING  

State revenue is distributed to the school districts based on the 
Transportation Finance Formula.  This formula includes the statutory required 
items mentioned above, namely, “an allowance per mile for approved bus 
routes; an allowance per hour for approved bus routes; and an annual 
allowance for equipment and overhead costs based on approved bus routes 
and the age of the equipment.”3  School districts only receive state revenue for 
transporting eligible students as defined by statute.   

The Utah State Office of Education (USOE) developed the Transportation 
Finance Formula to govern the distribution of State To-and-From School 

                                                 
2 Budget Analysis. Office of the Legislative Fiscal Analyst, Fiscal Year 1998.  Minimum School Program.     
3 UCA 53A-17a-127. Eligibility for state supported transportation – Approved bus routes – Additional local tax.   
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transportation funds.  The USOE formula is divided into two schedules and 
the total state revenue received by a school district is the sum of these two 
schedules.  “Schedule A is comprised of (1) an allowance for mileage, (2) and 
allowance for time, and (3) and allowance for equipment (school buses) and 
administration (front office salaries and benefits).  Schedule B is comprised of 
miscellaneous pupil transportation expenses that are not ‘formula’ driven.”4 
Each of these schedules is explained in greater detail below.   

Schedule A represents the portion of state revenue received by a school 
district that is ‘formula driven.’  School districts receive these funds by 
transporting eligible students to and from school.  Schedule A contains four 
components.  These components, when summed, determine the level of 
funding a school district receives under Schedule A.  Each of the Schedule A 
components are detailed below:5   

1. Time Allowance – school districts are paid a rate that “reflects the 
state average cost per minute for driver salaries, retirement, social 
security and health and accident insurance.” 

2. Mileage Allowance – school districts are paid a rate that “reflects the 
state average cost per mile for bus fuel, lubrication, tires/tubes, and 
repair parts.” 

3. Depreciation Allowance – school districts are paid a rate that 
“amortizes the current state contract price of a standard equipped 84 
passenger bus over the expected life (200,000 miles) of the bus.   

4. Administration Allowance – school districts are provided funds for the 
“salaries and benefits of district transportation administrators.  The 
calculation for administrative allowance consists of three parts: an 
allowance for pupils transported, and allowance for route minutes, and 
an allowance for route miles.” 

The following table shows the total state revenue distribution of Schedule 
A formula funds.  Appendix IV provides the state revenue distribution for 
both Schedule A and Schedule B formula components for the 2004-2005 and 
2005-2006 school years.   

                                                 
4 Utah State Office of Education. Finance and Statistics Section. Transportation Finance Formula.  Downloaded from  
http://www.schools.utah.gov/finance/transportation/default.htm, July 2006.   
5 Utah State Office of Education. Finance and Statistics Section. Transportation Finance Formula.  Downloaded from  
http://www.schools.utah.gov/finance/transportation/default.htm, July 2006. 
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2005 2006
Total Riders 154,424 147,411
Total Minutes 99,000,193 98,464,687
Total Miles 25,342,207 25,044,421
Schedule A

Time Allowance $33,660,067 $33,477,994
Mileage Allowance $8,095,078 $8,009,170
Administration and Equipment $14,295,668 $15,651,323
Total $56,050,813 $57,138,487

Source: Utah State Office of Education, Finance and Statistics Section
Pupil Transportation.  July 2006.     
Prepared by: Office of the Legislative Fiscal Analyst (07/06BL).  

Fiscal Year

Pupil Transportation: To and From School
School District Reimbursement Formula - Schedule A

 
Each of the Schedule A components listed above has a reimbursement rate 

that governs the distribution of Schedule A revenue.  Additional information 
on Schedule A reimbursement rates may be found in the “Transportation 
Finance Formula – Annual Review and Adjustment” section below.   

Schedule B of the transportation formula is much less complex than 
Schedule A.  Essentially, school districts receive Schedule B revenue through 
application.  School districts may “request state reimbursement for 
miscellaneous, non-formula related expenses incurred in transporting eligible 
students.”6  Approximately $1.5 million in Schedule B funds were distributed 
to school districts for the 2004-2005 and 2005-2006 school years.  The 
following table shows the distribution of state revenue under Schedule B.  
Appendix IV provides the total state revenue distribution for each of the two 
schedules.   

2005 2006
Schedule B

Expenditures $1,502,160 $1,443,890
Total $1,502,160 $1,443,890

Source: Utah State Office of Education, Finance and Statistics Section
Pupil Transportation.  July 2006.     
Prepared by: Office of the Legislative Fiscal Analyst (07/06BL).  

Pupil Transportation: To and From School
School District Reimbursement Formula - Schedule B

Fiscal Year

 
Formula Totals  Schedule A represents the largest component of the Transportation 

Finance Formula.  All but 2.5 percent of formula funds are distributed through 
Schedule A.  In FY 2005, a total of $57.6 million was distributed through 
Schedules A and B.  This amount increased by approximately $1 million in 
FY 2006 to $58.6 million. 

                                                 
6 Utah State Office of Education. Finance and Statistics Section. Transportation Finance Formula.  Downloaded from  
http://www.schools.utah.gov/finance/transportation/default.htm, July 2006. 

 Transportation 
Formula – Schedule B 
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IMPACT OF STATE REVENUE ON PUPIL TRANSPORTATION    

In most school districts, state revenue received through the Transportation 
Finance Formula comprises the majority of revenue supporting district To and 
From School Transportation Programs.  In addition to state revenue, school 
districts may use local property tax revenue to support the district’s 
transportation program in excess of the state revenue received for transporting 
statutorily eligible students.  The following table provides a break-out of the 
state’s 40 school districts and the percent of their total transportation program 
supported with state revenue as reported by school districts in annual reports 
submitted to the Utah State Office of Education.        

School Local Percent State Percent 
District Funding of Total Funding of Total

Tintic $15,618 9.9% $142,062 90.1%
Logan 115,045 15.9% 609,119 84.1%
North Sanpete 136,364 17.1% 662,855 82.9%
South Sanpete 146,730 22.3% 512,514 77.7%
Piute 69,290 22.4% 240,011 77.6%
Wayne 68,916 23.3% 226,887 76.7%
Juab 70,693 24.2% 221,978 75.8%
Tooele 435,242 25.6% 1,265,482 74.4%
Rich 94,558 25.9% 270,443 74.1%
Provo 527,229 29.6% 1,254,622 70.4%
Granite 2,439,192 32.4% 5,080,266 67.6%
Washington 1,437,877 32.6% 2,968,093 67.4%
Daggett 69,782 32.7% 143,588 67.3%
Carbon 332,965 33.4% 665,282 66.6%
Iron 634,807 34.1% 1,229,509 65.9%
Duchesne 596,801 36.3% 1,047,724 63.7%
North Summit 153,040 37.0% 260,205 63.0%
Garfield 186,772 38.3% 300,589 61.7%
Jordan 4,544,476 38.5% 7,247,687 61.5%
Box Elder 1,183,712 38.9% 1,858,301 61.1%
Wasatch 461,145 41.0% 664,570 59.0%
Weber 2,050,392 41.1% 2,939,610 58.9%
Nebo 1,923,761 41.5% 2,716,878 58.5%
San Juan 1,140,143 41.5% 1,609,414 58.5%
Millard 616,599 41.5% 868,314 58.5%
Salt Lake 1,501,255 42.2% 2,059,520 57.8%
Emery 443,569 44.7% 548,661 55.3%
Sevier 604,007 45.3% 728,969 54.7%
Grand 203,812 45.7% 241,848 54.3%
Uintah 1,321,639 45.8% 1,565,430 54.2%
Cache 2,522,097 46.1% 2,950,716 53.9%
Ogden 751,652 46.4% 868,687 53.6%
Murray 329,048 47.2% 368,755 52.8%
South Summit 260,672 47.9% 283,859 52.1%
Alpine 4,230,916 49.4% 4,340,408 50.6%
Davis 4,460,850 50.1% 4,446,919 49.9%
Kane 316,124 50.8% 306,507 49.2%
Morgan 487,726 55.3% 393,810 44.7%
Park City 961,409 65.4% 508,523 34.6%
Beaver 476,841 73.3% 174,071 26.7%

State Total $38,322,766 41.2% $54,792,686 58.8%
Source: Utah State Office of Education, July 2006. 
Prepared by: Office of the Legislative Fiscal Analyst (07/06BL). 

Pupil Transportation: To and From School
State & Local Funds Contributing to District Transportation Programs

Fiscal Year 2004
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The above table stresses the wide disparity of state-fund support among 
the school districts.  Each school district is listed in order of the percent of 
total transportation program supported by state funds.  Several factors may 
contribute to this disparity: 

 If a school district opts to transport “ineligible” students for state 
funding purposes (students that reside less than 1 ½ miles from school) 
these expenses must be covered by local revenue.   

 Since the Transportation Finance Formula reimbursement rates are 
based on state-wide averages, the differential between the 
reimbursement rate and the actual cost of pupil transportation in a 
district may work as a benefit or detriment to the overall funding mix 
supporting school district transportation programs. 

Further study may be required to better understand if the state-fund 
disparity among the districts is a result of the formula or local district 
decisions in transporting students.   

Over/Under Funding   In recent years the Legislature has heard reports that the state is under-
funding pupil transportation programs in the school districts.  As the above 
table indicates, the portion of state funds contributing to district transportation 
programs varies significantly.  State funds supporting pupil transportation 
programs in the school districts ranges from slightly over 90 percent to 
slightly under 27 percent.  The reports of potential under-funding of pupil 
transportation by the State may be a result of this disparity among school 
districts, the overall mix of state revenue to local revenue contributing to the 
state-wide pupil transportation program, or the total cost of the Pupil 
Transportation Finance Formula compared to the level of state revenue 
appropriated to fund the formula.   

The Legislature has not defined, in statute or intent language, the amount 
of local revenue a school district should contribute to a pupil transportation 
program.  However, the Legislature has provided in statute language directing 
the governance of state appropriations and provided the Transportation 
Finance Formula.   

Statutory Provisions  Statute provides that “each district shall receive its approved 
transportation costs, except that if during the fiscal year the total 
transportation allowance for all districts exceeds the amount appropriated, all 
allowances shall be reduced pro rata to equal not more than that amount.”7 
Based on this statute, each district shall receive a reimbursement for approved 
transportation expenditures (transportation costs associated with busing 
eligible students as defined by statute).  However, should insufficient funds to 
cover these costs be appropriated by the Legislature, each district receives a 
lesser reimbursement.  The differential between the state reimbursement and 
the actual cost born by a school district would be covered through local 
property tax revenue or other revenue sources available to school districts.     

                                                 
7 UCA 53A-17a-126(3).  State support of pupil transportation.   
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Assessing Under-Funding  It is difficult to assess a potential under-funding of pupil transportation by 
the state.  Several measures may be used to estimate this reported under-
funding and to determine the full extent of under-funding claims made by 
school districts.  The following tables provide two different ways to measure 
state support for pupil transportation in the school districts.  Each measure 
provides a different result and potential for re-examination and alteration.     

Total Cost 

Total 
To and From Total State Funds

Fiscal Transportation State Funds as Percent of 
Year Expenditures Appropriated Total
2000 $75,254,377 $48,840,319 64.90%
2001 81,028,509 51,526,537 63.59%
2002 84,858,066 53,822,792 63.43%
2003 87,524,733 54,227,430 61.96%
2004 90,588,671 54,292,689 59.93%
2005 95,079,053 55,079,933 57.93%

Sources: Utah State Office of Education, Finance and Statistics
Annual Financial Reports, 2000-2005.  
Office of the Legislative Fiscal Analyst, 
Appropriations Reports, 2001-2005.  

Prepared by: Office of the Legislative Fiscal Analyst (07/06BL).

Pupil Transportation: To and From School
Total District Expenditures Compared to State Fund Revenue

2000 - 2005

   
 The above table provides the total expenditures for the To and From 
School Program in the school districts compared to the total state fund 
appropriation.  The “Total To and From Transportation Expenditures” column 
includes all expenditures by school districts in the General Fund (Operation & 
Maintenance) and Capital Projects Fund relating to Pupil Transportation.  
These figures represent the total, as reported by each school district, in the 
Annual Financial Report submitted to the Utah State Office of Education.  
The “Total State Funds Appropriated” includes the total revenue appropriated 
by the Legislature for a given fiscal year to support pupil transportation less 
the revenue transferred to the Utah Schools for the Deaf and Blind to support 
pupil transportation activities for the schools.  In 2005, the state provided 57.9 
percent of the revenue supporting To and From School expenditures compared 
to 64.9 percent in 2000, a decrease of 7 percent.  This measure does not tell us 
if the declining proportion of state revenue compared to local revenue is a 
result of local decision making pursuant to transporting students, direct 
Legislative action pursuant to pupil transportation appropriations, or other 
economic changes.     

 As mentioned earlier, the Legislature has not defined in statute or intent 
language a state fund contribution threshold.  Based on the history provided 
above, state revenue contributions to total pupil transportation expenditures 
range from 57.9 to 64.9 percent of total expenditures.  The table also shows a 
general trend of decreasing state revenue as a percent of total pupil 
transportation expenditures.   
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The above table does not provide any indication of an optimal, 
recommended or appropriate mix of state revenue to local revenue, only the 
relation of these two variables over time.  Legislators have received in recent 
years various requests to fully fund pupil transportation.  If the state chose to 
fully fund 100 percent of To and From School Program expenditures in FY 
2005, an additional $39.9 million would have been required.   

Legislators may wish to further examine the mix of state revenue to local 
revenue supporting pupil transportation and the emerging trend of declining 
state revenue compared to local revenue.  Further examination of the level of 
state revenue supporting other programs within the Minimum School Program 
may act as a guide.                      

Transportation Finance Formula – Formula Total Compared to Pro-Rata Share 

 Based on the statute cited above (53A-17a-127(3)) the school districts 
shall receive a state fund reimbursement for approved transportation costs.  
Approved transportation costs are also defined in statute and reflect the 
Transportation Finance Formula mentioned above.  Should the Legislature 
appropriate less revenue than the formula requires, the Utah State Office of 
Education is directed by statute to allocate state revenues to each district based 
on the districts pro-rata share of the total formula cost.   

Fiscal Formula Actual Percent
Year Cost Distribution Difference Over/Under
2005 $60,428,194 $55,079,983 ($5,348,211) -8.9%
2006 65,253,194 62,007,728 (3,245,466) -5.0%

Source: Utah State Office of Education, Finance and Statistics Section
Transportation Finance Formula.  July 2006. 
Prepared by: Office of the Legislative Fiscal Analyst (07/06BL).  

Pupil Transportation: To and From School
Transportation Finance Formula

Total Formula Cost Compared to Pro-Rata Distribution
2005 & 2006

 
The above table shows the total cost of the Transportation Finance 

Formula and the amount of revenue distributed by the State Office of 
Education.  Assuming that the Transportation Finance Formula properly 
reflects the pupil transportation costs in the districts, distributing less revenue 
than the total formula cost indicates that insufficient revenues were 
appropriated by the Legislature to support the statutory formula.     

According to information supplied by the Utah State Office of Education, 
the Legislature did not appropriate sufficient revenue in FY 2005 to cover the 
total cost of the Transportation Finance Formula.  The Difference column 
above indicates that school districts received approximately $5.3 million less 
in state revenue than required to fully fund the Transportation Finance 
Formula.  During the 2006 General Session, the Legislature appropriated 
$5,000,000 as a supplemental appropriation to support pupil transportation.  
The inclusion of this funding resulted reducing the disparity between the 
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formula cost and the amount of revenue distributed to school districts to a 
little over $3.2 million.   

This measure provides the most logical link to evaluating a potential state 
revenue under-funding of pupil transportation.  The statutory formula aims to 
provide state revenue to school districts based on their cost (or expenditures) 
in providing pupil transportation services.  Statute also defines which 
expenditures qualify for state revenue reimbursement and which students 
qualify to receive state funded services.  Assuming the formula correctly 
estimates these costs in the school districts, the level of state over/under 
funding can easily be determined by calculating the formula and comparing 
the total formula cost to the amount of revenue appropriated.  It should be 
noted that statute does not specifically require the state to fully fund formula 
costs and provides guidance on the procedure to follow should insufficient 
revenue be appropriated.  If the Legislature attempted to fully fund the total 
formula cost, based on district expenditures, the above table shows how much 
additional state revenue would be required.   

Recommendations   Further examination of the impact state revenues have on pupil 
transportation programs in the school districts raises several questions not 
answered in this study.  The Analyst recommends the following in attempt to 
gain further information to aid legislative decision making: 

 Due to the wide variations of state revenue to local revenue supporting 
pupil transportation programs in the school districts the Legislature 
may wish to request an audit by the Legislative Auditor General.  
Specifically, an audit may be able to determine if these variations are a 
result of the following: district decision making authority pursuant to 
transporting ineligible students; escalating costs associated with 
providing pupil transportation services; an actual reduction in state 
revenue over time; and/or, if the statutory formula properly anticipates 
district pupil transportation expenditures and significant economic 
changes that may impact urban and rural school district transportation 
programs. 

 Direct the Public Education Appropriations Subcommittee to study in 
more detail the mix of state revenue to local revenue supporting pupil 
transportation in the school districts and the emerging trend of 
declining state revenue compared to local revenue.  The Subcommittee 
may wish to examine an appropriate level of state revenue to local 
revenue for the program.       

TRANSPORTATION FINANCE FORMULA – ANNUAL REVIEW & ADJUSTMENT  

Statute requires an annual review and adjustment of the individual 
components that comprise the Transportation Finance Formula.  “The State 
Office of Education shall annually review the allowance per mile, the 
allowance per hour, and the annual equipment and overhead allowance and 
adjust the allowance to reflect current economic conditions.”8  Annual 

                                                 
8 UCA 53A-17a-127(3)(c).  Eligibility for state-supported transportation – Approved bus routes – Additional local tax.  
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formula reviews allow each formula component to be updated to better reflect 
general changes in the economy and specific expenditure changes in the 
school districts.  The potential impact to each formula component is detailed 
below: 

 The Time Allowance rate reflects the state average cost per minute for 
driver salaries, retirement, Social Security, and health/accident 
insurance.  Adjusting the Time Allowance allows the formula to 
reflect the employment situation in the districts.  Costs, and in return 
the reimbursement rate, may fluctuate depending on the salary and 
benefit costs of bus drivers.        

 The Mileage Allowance rate is based on the state average cost per mile 
for bus fuel, lubrication, tires/lube, and repair parts.  Adjusting the 
Mileage Allowance rate annually allows the formula to better reflect 
current economic realities.  In recent years the cost of fuel has 
increased dramatically, which should signal an increase in the Mileage 
Allowance reimbursement rate.   

 The Depreciation Allowance reflects a rate that amortizes the current 
state contract price for a standard 84 passenger school bus.  General 
changes in the cost of school buses may impact the Depreciation 
Allowance rate.  Indications suggest that due to recent federal 
emissions regulations, the cost of school busses may increase due 
higher cost engines.   

 The Administration Allowance is based on the number of pupils 
transported, the number of minutes for each route, and the number of 
route miles.  An annual adjustment of the Administration Allowance 
accounts for increased routes and rider-ship in the districts – especially 
impacts growing school districts.   

The following table shows the reimbursement rates for each of the major 
Transportation Finance Formula components since 2001.   

Reimbursement Rate 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006
Time Allowance $0.34 $0.34 $0.36 $0.34 $0.34 $0.34
Mileage Allowance (Buses) 0.32 0.32 0.34 0.32 0.32 0.32
Mileage Allowance (Vans) 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13
Depreciation Allowance 0.34 0.36 0.36 0.39 0.45 0.45
Administrative Allowance

Ridership 500.00 500.00 500.00 500.00 500.00 500.00
Route Minutes 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00
Route Milage 13.00 13.00 13.00 13.00 13.00 13.00

Total State Allowance $53,822,792 $54,277,430 $54,292,689 $57,007,730 $65,253,194 $60,428,194

Notes:
The Administrative Allowance involves three calculations: (1) Using the number of actual student riders per route, both 
regular and special education, multiply the total to the .6 exponential power, then multiplying the result by $500. (2) Calculate
total minutes to the .6 exponential power then multiply by $3.00. (3) Calculate the total miles to the .6 exponential power, 
then multiply by $13.00.  Sum the totals from each of these calculations.  
Source: Utah State Office of Education, Finance and Statistics Section.  July 2006.  
Prepared by: Office of the Legislative Fiscal Analyst (07/06BL).

Pupil Transportation: To and From School
Transportation Finance Formula Reimbursement Rates

2001 - 2006
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Viewing the individual Transportation Finance Formula reimbursement 
rates, shown across time in the table above, indicates that an annual review of 
all transportation formula reimbursement rates has not occurred for the past 
several years.  Due to cost increases in employee wages and benefits, as well 
as, fuel, equipment and other associated costs, the transportation formula 
reimbursement rates likely do not reflect the current economic conditions 
faced by school transportation programs across the state.     

Recommendation  The Analyst recommends that the State Office of Education annually 
review the individual components of the Transportation Finance Formula and 
make adjustments that reflect current economic conditions.  Further, the 
Analyst recommends that the State Board of Education annually approve the 
Transportation Finance Formula rates and submit the rates and annual cost 
estimates for the To and From School Transportation Finance Formula to the 
Legislature for consideration in the annual budget process.       

ECONOMIC FACTORS DRIVING PUPIL TRANSPORTATION COSTS   

National economic trends associated with higher employee compensation 
costs (primarily benefits) and fuel costs appear to have impacted expenditures 
of transportation revenue in the school districts.  The following table provides 
a breakout of transportation related expenditures in the 40 school districts.  
Each major category is defined in the notes below the table.   

Compen-
sation

% of 
Total

Purchased 
Services

% of 
Total

Supplies 
and 

Materials
% of 
Total Equipment

% of 
Total Other

% of 
Total Total

2000 $49,679,859 75.5% $4,752,386 7.2% $7,496,638 11.4% $3,453,391 5.2% $423,843 0.6% $65,806,117
2001 53,557,334 74.4% 4,917,284 6.8% 8,835,730 12.3% 4,319,726 6.0% 312,527 0.4% 71,942,601
2002 57,230,957 76.6% 5,340,495 7.1% 7,774,137 10.4% 3,979,659 5.3% 435,199 0.6% 74,760,447
2003 58,381,351 74.9% 5,587,765 7.2% 9,284,956 11.9% 4,337,853 5.6% 362,495 0.5% 77,954,420
2004 62,086,046 76.0% 5,786,140 7.1% 9,660,421 11.8% 3,762,302 4.6% 363,978 0.4% 81,658,887
2005 65,714,741 75.1% 6,000,328 6.9% 12,089,106 13.8% 3,317,961 3.8% 392,461 0.4% 87,514,597

00-05 Change $16,034,882 32.3% $1,247,942 26.3% $4,592,468 61.3% ($135,430) -3.9% ($31,382) -7.4% $21,708,480

Notes:
1. Total Compensation includes total salaries and benefits for To and From School Transportation personnel in the school districts. 
2. Purchased Services includes purchased property services (repairs, garage equipment repairs, rental of equipment/vehicles) and
other purchased services (property insurance, liability insurance, communications, travel/per diem).  
3. Supplies and Materials includes office supplies, motor fuel, natural gas, electricity, lubricants, tires/tubes and repair parts.
4. Equipment includes school buses and other associated garage equipment. 
5. Other includes employee training and miscellaneous expenses.  
Source: Utah State Office of Education, Finance and Statistics.  Annual Financial Reports 2000-2005. Downloaded: July 2006. 
Prepared by: Office of the Legislative Fiscal Analyst (07/06BL).  

Pupil Transportation: To and From School
School District Expenditures by Major Category and Percent of of Total - Annual Financial Report

2000 - 2005

     
From FY 2000 to FY 2005, school district expenditures on “Supplies and 

Materials” (which includes primarily fuel, natural gas, lubricants and 
electricity) have increased by 61.3 percent.  Similarly, total school district 
expenditures on employee compensation increased over the same time period 
by 32.3 percent.  Over the same time period, school districts reduced 
expenditures on equipment (school buses and garage equipment) and “Other” 
(employee training and other miscellaneous) items.   
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Although the percent change in employee compensation has increased 
significantly, the proportion of the total transportation budget expended on 
employee compensation has averaged about 75 percent with only minor 
fluctuations each year.  District expenditures on “Supplies and Materials” 
have also fluctuated over the six year period, but appear to have a general 
upwardly trend.  This is largely attributable to increased energy (fuel) costs.   

As mentioned in the previous section, the Transportation Finance Formula 
provides a mechanism to adjust for these economic changes and establishes a 
reimbursement rate that appropriately reflects school district costs.  Not 
adjusting the formula each year may have contributed to the cost shifting by 
school districts since the reimbursement rates did not reflect current economic 
conditions.  The two largest components of the Transportation Finance 
Formula, namely the Time Allowance and the Mileage Allowance, are 
respectively based on employee compensation costs and the economic factors 
driving various petroleum products such as motor fuel, lubricants, tires, and 
tubes.   

Recommendation   The Analyst recommends that the Legislature direct the State Board of 
Education to examine and report to the Public Education Appropriations 
Subcommittee the specific economic variables driving pupil transportation 
expenditures in the school districts, how the Pupil Transportation Finance 
Formula adjusts for these economic variables, and any recommended 
alterations to the Pupil Transportation Finance Formula.  



E X E C U T I V E  A P P R O P R I A T I O N S  C O M M I T T E E   2 0 0 6  I N T E R I M  

OFFICE OF THE LEGISLATIVE FISCAL ANALYST - 19 - PUBLIC EDUCATION – MINIMUM SCHOOL PROGRAM  

CHAPTER 3 SCHOOL BUS DEPRECIATION FUNDING 

Overview  The state pays a $.45 per operating mile depreciation rate for school buses.  
In FY 2006, $11,258,000 was paid to school districts from the transportation 
fund for school bus depreciation.  According to the Transportation Finance 
Formula, “The Depreciation Allowance is paid at a rate that amortizes the 
current state contract price of a standard equipped 84 passenger bus over the 
expected life (200,000 miles) of the bus.”9 

If the current depreciation rate were held constant during the stated 
200,000 miles depreciation period, a school district will receive $90,000 for a 
future bus purchase.  However, if a school district chooses to continue using a 
bus with over 200,000 miles of service, that school district still receives the 
$.45 per mile of depreciation funds.   

Depreciation Options  The Analyst believes that a depreciation schedule currently based on the 
200,000 mile school bus life should be adhered to.  At this time, the USOE 
does not track or know how many of the 2,298 school buses statewide have 
over 200,000 miles.  Therefore, it is imperative that the USOE identify and 
track fully amortized school buses by district.  Once a school bus passes the 
200,000 mile plateau, three options should be considered as a possible change 
to the current policy of paying depreciation costs per mile for every mile 
reported regardless of the odometer reading.  First, the state could stop paying 
depreciation costs to school districts when a bus reaches the 200,000 mile 
level; second, the state could pay a reduced depreciation rate to school 
districts that choose to use their buses with 200,000 plus miles; or third, the 
state could design a tapering depreciation schedule—after a school bus 
reaches 200,000 miles—to reduce the financial incentive over time.  

DEPRECIATION FUNDS MAY BE SUPPLEMENTING OTHER COSTS 

During our analysis, the Analyst discovered that School districts may be 
using depreciation funds on one of the following four purposes:   

 school bus replacement,  

 increasing fuel costs, 

 transportation maintenance and operations costs, or  

 other district needs.   

More study through a legislative audit could show that depreciation funds 
today are primarily used to fund annual fuel increases.  However it should be 
noted that such budget pressures also prompt school districts to reevaluate 
their transportation systems and become more effective and efficient with 
their current resources.        

Recommendations  The Analyst recommends that the USOE conduct a cost benefit analysis of 
using school buses with over 200,000 miles and report their findings to the 

                                                 
9 Utah State Office of Education. Finance and Statistics Section. Transportation Finance Formula.  Downloaded from  
http://www.schools.utah.gov/finance/transportation/default.htm, July 2006. 
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Legislature.  The USOE should consider the following options regarding 
school bus depreciation and implement the option best supported by their 
analysis: 

 The state could stop paying the depreciation rate per mile after a 
school bus has been fully amortized at 200,000 miles.   

 The state could start paying a reduced per-mile depreciation rate after 
a school bus reaches 200,000 miles. 

 The state could design another option using a tapering depreciation 
schedule after a school bus reaches 200,000 miles to reduce the 
financial incentive over time.  

As for the questions raised concerning the uses of depreciation funds by 
school districts, the Analyst recommends that the Legislature consider 
approving an audit by the Office of the Legislative Auditor General to study 
how depreciation funds are spent by school districts. 
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CHAPTER 4 PUPIL TRANSPORTATION: GUARANTEE TRANSPORTATION LEVY   

Overview  A district can levy a tax to purchase new buses, provide special busing for 
hazardous walking areas, and fund transportation costs associated with field 
and activity trips.  A local school board qualifies if it levies at least the 
minimum special transportation tax rate of 0.0002 (FY 2003), and the levy 
imposed by the district is not enough to generate at least 85% of the state 
average cost per mile for the purposes listed above.  

  The following table provides the level of state revenue received by the 
eleven districts that currently receive funds under the Guarantee 
Transportation Levy.   

Guarantee
School Transportation Percent
District Levy of Total

Beaver $6,787 1.4%
Daggett 15,987 3.2%
Duchesne 93,453 18.7%
Garfield 80,476 16.1%
North Sanpete 19,469 3.9%
North Summit 23,846 4.8%
Piute 17,911 3.6%
Rich 20,659 4.1%
San Juan 200,781 40.2%
South Sanpete 7,261 1.5%
Wayne 13,370 2.7%

Total $500,000
Source: Utah State Office of Education, Finance and Statistics
State Supported Minimum School Program for Utah Pubilc Schools
Mid-Year Update, December 2005.
Prepared by: Office of the Legislative Fiscal Analyst (07/06BL).

Pupil Transportation: Guarantee Transportation Levy
State Revenue Distribution to School Districts

Fiscal Year 2006

 
 State revenue supporting the Guarantee Transportation Levy has remained 
stable for the past six years at $500,000 annually.  In FY 2002 the Legislature 
increased the annual appropriation to the Guarantee Transportation Levy by 
$275,000 from the original allocation of $225,000. 

 The Guarantee Transportation Levy assists a minority of small school 
districts in providing pupil transportation services not covered through the 
Transportation Finance Formula.  The program also assists these districts with 
the added transportation costs associated with remote locations and small 
populations.  Information on the Guarantee Transportation Levy was included 
in this report to provide a comprehensive overview of state revenue 
supporting district transportation programs.  Further study and 
recommendations are not included in the overall scope of this report.   
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CHAPTER 5 SCHOOL BUS ROUTE STANDARDS AND TRANSPORTATION OVERSIGHT 

Overview  The State Board of Education approves district bus routes if the routes 
meet criteria established and approved by the Board.  A bus route must meet 
the following standards as outlined in Administrative Rule R277-600-6: 

1. Bus route must be the most direct and concise route to meet pupil 
demand,  

2. Be cost effective, 

3. Provide adequate pupil safety, 

4. Traverse the best roads available, and  

5. Provide services to at least 10 students or 5 students with disabilities.10 

Program Oversight  The USOE has a two-pronged approach to overseeing pupil transportation 
efforts.  First, the USOE conducts transportation audits, and second, the 
USOE evaluates pupil transportation costs provided by the school districts.  
Using the Standards for Utah School Buses and Operations, as established by 
the State Board of Education, USOE officials visit local school districts to 
evaluate transportation systems, make applicable recommendations for 
improvement, and coordinate pupil transportation safety efforts with the 
Department of Transportation and the Department of Public Safety.   

TRANSPORTATION AUDITS 

As noted above, the USOE conducts transportation audits.  The State Pupil 
Transportation Director is required to conduct transportation audits according 
to the Standards for Utah School Buses and Operations.  The standards 
regarding transportation audits lack any specific guidelines regarding the 
administration of said audits.   

USOE officials select a school district for transportation audits and 
randomly select routes for further inspection.  USOE transportation officials 
make evaluations of the audited school district in the following areas:  

 school bus driver pre-check and post-check inspections of school 
buses, 

 optimization of bus routes, 

 reporting of miles and minutes, 

 pupil safety, and 

 any other observed concerns. 

Further review of some of USOE transportation audits brought two 
problems to the surface.  First, USOE has not conducted transportation audits 
for 13 school districts (33 % of the 40 school districts).  Second, several 

                                                 
10 Standards for Utah School Buses and Operations. Utah State Office of Education. 2006. 

USOE Conducts 
Transportation Audits 
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school district audits showed over and under reporting of school bus miles and 
minutes (upon which transportation dollars are formulated).   

In the last 11 years, 68 percent or 27 school districts have been audited 
and some districts had multiple transportation audits.  However, 13 school 
districts have not had a transportation audit since FY 1996.  The 27 audited 
school districts comprise 90.5 percent of total students that ride school buses.  
The following chart depicts the number of school district audits conducted 
since 1996 graphically.   

# Of School Districts Audited Since FY 1996
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In an 11 year period, the USOE should have audited every school district 
at least once.  A higher standard should be in place to ensure that all school 
districts receive at least one transportation audit in a given time period. 

USOE Audit Findings   After reviewing several audit reports, two smaller school districts under 
reported school bus miles and minutes and one larger school district 
significantly over reported miles and minutes.   

When a school district under reports miles and minutes, the USOE 
reimburses that district from the base transportation funds for the next fiscal 
year to make them whole for their transportation expenses.  Thereafter, 
transportation funds will be distributed proportionally to the 40 school 
districts for the year. 

On the other hand, when a school district over reports miles and minutes, 
the district reimburses the transportation fund for their overuse of 
transportation dollars.  Thereafter, the transportation funds will be distributed 
proportionally to the 40 school districts for the year. 

13 Districts 
Representing 9.5% of 
Bus-riding Pupils 
Have Not Been 
Audited 
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Over and underreporting of miles and minutes is concerning because 
resulting funding shifts occur only in school districts that have been audited 
the prior year.   

It is the opinion of the Analyst that the lack of a consistent transportation 
audit may create an incentive for school districts to over report both miles and 
minutes.  Such a conclusion can be drawn from the one school district that 
over reported their miles by 9.1 percent and minutes by 10.4 percent.  Districts 
have financial incentive to over report miles and minutes since the current 
chances of being audited during the year is slim.  Another problem that could 
compound over reporting of minutes is the fact that bus drivers have the 
incentive to report higher minutes because they are paid based on their 
reports.  For these reasons, consistent yet random audits of school district 
transportation should be conducted of each school district to make sure 
transportation funds are spent appropriately.  In addition, stricter financial 
penalties should be enforced upon school districts for over or under reporting 
in excess of 5 percent of their allotted miles and minutes.  These measures 
should reduce any incentives for under and over reporting transportation 
information.   

Annual Cost Reporting  Under the Standards for Utah School Buses and Operations, school 
district administrators are required to review school bus routes and 
continuously evaluate pupil transportation.  Administrators are required to 
submit pupil transportation costs and reports to the USOE by November 1st. 

After receiving school district pupil transportation information, the USOE 
compiles the information in the Pupil Transportation Costs Report.  The 
USOE evaluates the information and submits transportation ongoing funding 
requests to the Legislature for the next fiscal year based on the report. 

Recommendations  School transportation costs are significant and need to be carefully 
monitored ensuring efficiency and effectiveness in bussing Utah’s students.  
In order to facilitate this objective, the Analyst recommends the following 
steps be instituted at the Utah State Office of Education: 

 The USOE should audit all school districts within the minimum of an 
8-year period or at a rate of 5 school districts per year.  Combining 
large, urban districts with smaller, rural districts each year should help 
the Office of Education accomplish this task.  Additional staffing 
would be required to shorten the 8-year recommendation. 

 Financial penalties could be instituted for school districts to reduce any 
incentives for over and under reporting of school bus miles and 
minutes—the primary drivers of the transportation formula.   Penalties 
could be enforced upon school districts for over or under reporting in 
excess of 5 percent of their allotted miles and minutes.  Such measures 
may encourage school districts to comply and report their 
transportation information more accurately. 
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APPENDIX I 

Pupil Transportation Finance Formula 
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Pupil Transportation Finance Formula - Continued 
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Pupil Transportation Finance Formula - Continued 
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Pupil Transportation Finance Formula - Continued 
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Pupil Transportation Finance Formula - Continued 
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Pupil Transportation Finance Formula - Continued 
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Pupil Transportation Finance Formula - Continued 
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Pupil Transportation Finance Formula - Continued 
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Pupil Transportation Finance Formula - Continued 
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APPENDIX II 

Pupil Transportation Administrative Rules 
 

Rule R277-600. Student Transportation Standards and Procedures. 

As in effect on May 1, 2006 
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R277-600-1. Definitions. 

A. "Board" means the Utah State Board of Education. 

B. "Density" means the number of eligible students divided by the approved 
total bus route miles plus half of the deadhead miles. 

C. "Adjusted/approved costs" means the Board approved costs of transporting 
eligible students from home to school to home once each day, required 
deadhead miles, after-school routes, approved routes for students with 
disabilities and vocational students attending school outside their regularly 
assigned attendance boundary, and a prorated portion of the bus purchase 
prices less salvage value. 

D. "Bus route miles" means operating a bus with passengers. 

E. "Deadhead" means operating a bus when no passengers are on board. 
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F. "Office" means the Utah State Office of Education. 

G. "ADA" means average daily attendance. 

H. "ADM" means average daily membership. 

I. "Hazardous" means danger or potential danger which may result in injury or 
death. 

J. "M.P.V." means multipurpose passenger vehicle: any motor vehicle with 
less than 10 passenger positions, including the driver, which cannot be 
certified as a bus. 

K. "Out-of-pocket expense" means gasoline, oil, and tire expenses. 

L. "IEP (individualized education program)" means a written statement for a 
student with a disability that is developed and implemented under CFR 
Sections 300.340 through 300.347. The IEP serves as a communication 
vehicle between parents and school personnel and enables them as equal 
participants to decide jointly what the student's needs are, what services shall 
be provided to meet those needs, what the anticipated outcomes may be, and 
how the student's progress toward meeting the projected outcomes shall be 
evaluated. 

R277-600-2. Authority and Purpose. 

A. This rule is authorized under Utah Constitution Article X, Section 3 which 
vests general control and supervision over public schools in the Board, by 
Section 53A-1-402(1)(e) which directs the Board to establish rules for bus 
routes, bus safety and other transportation needs and by Section 53A-17a-126 
and 127 which provides for distribution of funds for transportation of public 
school students and standards for eligibility. 

B. The purpose of this rule is to specify the standards under which districts 
may qualify for state transportation funds. 

R277-600-3. General Provisions. 

A. State transportation funds are used to reimburse districts for the direct costs 
of transporting students to and from school. The Board defines the limits of 
district transportation costs reimbursable by state funds in a manner that 
encourages safety, economy, and efficiency. 

B. Allowable transportation costs are divided into two categories. 
Expenditures for regular bus routes established by the district, and 
appropriated by the state, are termed A category costs. Other methods of 
transporting students to school are termed B category costs. The Board 
devises and distributes a formula to determine the reimbursement rate for A 
category costs. The formula factors are density and adjusted/approved costs. B 
category costs are approved on a line-by-line basis by the Office after 
comparing the costs submitted by a district with the costs of alternative 
methods of performing the function. 
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C. The Office shall develop a uniform accounting procedure for the financial 
reporting of transportation costs. The procedure shall specify the methods 
used to calculate allowable transportation costs. The Office shall also develop 
uniform forms for the administration of the program. 

D. All student transportation costs are recorded. Accurate mileage records are 
kept by program. Records and financial worksheets shall be maintained during 
the fiscal year for audit purposes. 

R277-600-4. Eligibility. 

A. State transportation funds shall be used only for transporting eligible 
students. 

B. Eligibility for elementary students and secondary students, including 
seventh and eighth grade students, is determined in accordance with the 
mileage from home specified in Section 53A-17a-127(1) and (2) to the school 
attended upon assignment of the local board. 

C. A student who falls under the school finance law definition of student with 
disabilities, regardless of distance from the school attended upon assignment 
of the local board, is eligible, if transportation is identified as a needed service 
in the IEP. 

D. Students who attend school for at least one-half day at an alternate location 
are expected to walk distances up to 1 and one half miles. 

E. A school district that implements double sessions as an alternative to new 
building construction may transport, one-way to or from school, with Board 
approval, affected elementary students residing less than one and one-half 
miles from school if the local board determines the transportation would 
improve safety affected by darkness or other hazardous conditions. 

F. The distance from home to school is determined as follows: From the 
center of the public route (road, thoroughfare, walkway, or highway) open to 
public use, opposite the regular entrance of the one where the pupil is living, 
over the nearest public route (thoroughfare, road, walkway, or highway) open 
regularly for use by the public, to the center of the public route (thoroughfare, 
road, walkway, or highway) open to public use, opposite the nearest public 
entrance to the school grounds which the student is attending. 

R277-600-5. Student with Disabilities Transportation. 

A. Students with disabilities are transported on regular buses and regular 
routes whenever possible. Districts may request approval, prior to providing 
transportation, for reimbursement for transporting students with disabilities 
who cannot be safely transported on regular school bus runs. 

B. Districts may be reimbursed for the costs of transporting or for alternative 
transportation for students with disabilities whose severity of disability, or 
combination of disabilities, necessitates special transportation. 
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C. Transportation is provided by the Utah Schools for the Deaf and the Blind 
for students who are transported to its extension classes. Exceptions may be 
approved by the Office. 

R277-600-6. Requirements for Bus Route Approval. 

A. Transportation is over routes proposed by local boards and approved by the 
Office. Information requested by the Office must be provided prior to 
approval of a route. A route usually is not approved for reimbursement if an 
equitable student transportation allowance or a subsistence allowance 
accomplishes the needed transportation at less cost. A route must: 

(1) traverse the most direct public route; 

(2) be reasonably cost effective related to other feasible alternatives; 

(3) provide adequate safety; 

(4) traverse roads that are constructed and maintained in a manner that does 
not cause property damage; and 

(5) include an economically adequate number of students. 

B. The minimum number of general education students required to establish a 
route is ten; the minimum number of students with disabilities is five. A route 
may be established for fewer students upon special permission of the State 
Superintendent. 

C. The local district designates safe areas for bus stops. To promote 
efficiency, the minimum distance between bus stops is 3/10 of a mile. Bus 
routes shall avoid, whenever possible, bus stops on dead-end roads. A student 
is expected to walk to bus stops up to one and one-half miles from home 
depending on the age and ability of the student. Special education students are 
expected to walk to bus stops commensurate with their ability. 

D. Changes in existing routes or the addition of new routes must be reported 
to the Office as they occur for approval. 

E. Early home routes do not qualify for state reimbursement unless approved 
by the Office prior to initiation. 

F. Transporting eligible students home after school activities held at the 
student's school of regular attendance and within a reasonable time period 
after the close of the regular school day is approved route mileage. 

G. A route may be approved as an alternative to building construction upon 
special permission of the Office if the route is needed to allow more efficient 
district use of school facilities. Building construction alternatives include 
elementary double sessions, year-round school, and attendance across district 
boundaries. 

R277-600-7. Approved Deadhead Mileage. 

Deadhead mileage included in adjusted/approved costs is calculated as 
follows: 
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A. Deadhead mileage to and from school: mileage from the garage or bus 
storage area to the first pickup point, mileage between schools for other bus 
runs, and mileage from the last run in the morning and evening from the last 
stop to the garage or storage area. 

B. Other deadhead mileage: mileage due to bus driver training and driving to 
service or repair sites. 

R277-600-8. Alternative Transportation. 

Bus routes that involve a large number of deadhead miles are analyzed for 
reduction or to determine if an alternative method of transporting students is 
more efficient. Approved alternatives include the following: 

A. The costs incurred in transporting eligible pupils in a district M.P.V. is not 
an adjusted/approved expense. 

B(1) The costs incurred in paying eligible students an allowance in lieu of 
school district-supplied transportation is an adjusted/approved expense. A 
student is reimbursed for the mileage to the bus stop or school, whichever is 
closer, nearest the student's home and for reasonable and necessary out-of-
pocket costs associated with student transportation. The allowance shall not be 
less than the standard mileage rate deduction permitted by the United States 
Internal Revenue Service for charitable contributions, nor greater than the 
reimbursement allowance permitted by the Utah Department of 
Administrative Services for use of privately owned vehicles set forth in the 
Utah Travel Regulations. The trip mileage is paid for by car, one per family; 

(2) a student allowance is made to the student and not to the parent for 
transporting one's own child or other students. This does not restrict parents 
from pooling resources, but it does restrict payments in excess of out-of-
pocket costs; 

(3) if a student or the student's parent is unable to provide private 
transportation, with prior state approval, an amount equivalent to the student 
allowance is paid to the school district to help pay the costs of district 
transportation; 

(4) the student's mileage shall be measured and certified in district records. 
The student's ADA as entered in school records is used to determine the 
student's attendance. 

C(1) the cost incurred in providing a subsistence allowance is an 
adjusted/approved expense. A parent is reimbursed for a student's room and 
board when a student lives at a site nearer to the assigned school, if the student 
does not have a school facility or bus service available within approximately 
60 miles of the student's residence. Payment shall not exceed the Substitute 
Care Rate for Family Services for the current fiscal year. Adjustments for 
changes made in the rate during the year are included in the allowance. In 
addition to the reimbursement for room and board, the subsistence allowance 
includes the costs of two round trips per year. The costs are calculated on the 
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basis of actual mileage traversed from home to school at the rate prescribed in 
R277-600-8B(1); 

(2) a subsistence allowance is not applicable to a parent who maintains a 
separate home during the school year for the purpose of closer location to a 
school. The parent's residence during the school year is the residence of the 
child; 

D. The cost incurred in engaging in a contract or leasing for transportation is 
an adjusted/approved expense. The amount reimbursed to districts using 
commercial contracts is determined in accordance with transportation costs 
per pupil in comparable districts. Reimbursements for districts using a leasing 
arrangement are determined in accordance with the comparable cost for the 
district to operate its own transportation. Under a contract or lease, the school 
district's transportation administrator's time shall not exceed 1% of the 
commercial contract cost. Eligible student counts, bus route mileage, and bus 
inventory data are required as if the district operated its own transportation. 

R277-600-9. Other Reimbursable Expenses. 

State transportation funds may be used to reimburse a district for the 
following costs: 

A. Salaries of clerks, secretaries, trainers, drivers, a supervisor, mechanics and 
other personnel necessary to operate the transportation program. 

(1) a full time supervisor may be paid at the same rate as other professional 
directors in the district. The supervisor's salary must be commensurable with 
the number of buses, number of eligible students transported, and total 
responsibility relative to other supervisory functions. A district may claim a 
percentage of the district superintendent's or clerk's salary for reimbursement 
if the district's eligibility count is less than 600 and a verifiable record of 
administrative time spent in the transportation operation is kept; 

(2) The wage time for bus drivers includes: 

(a) to and from school time: ten minute pre-trip inspection, actual driving 
time, ten minute post-trip inspection and bus cleanup, and 10 minute bus 
servicing and fueling; 

(b) field trip time: set at a minimum of two hours driving time; 

(c) activity trip time: wage time allowed under R277-600-9A(2)(a) plus a 
reduced amount for layover time. 

B. Transportation employee benefits. Only a proportionate amount is allowed 
for health, accident, and life insurance. 

C. Purchased property services; 

D. Property, comprehensive, and liability insurance. 

E. Communication expenses and travel for supervisors to workshops or the 
national convention. 



E X E C U T I V E  A P P R O P R I A T I O N S  C O M M I T T E E   2 0 0 6  I N T E R I M  

OFFICE OF THE LEGISLATIVE FISCAL ANALYST - 40 - PUBLIC EDUCATION – MINIMUM SCHOOL PROGRAM  

F. Supplies and materials for vehicles, the transportation office and the garage. 

G. Depreciation: The Office computes a formula annually to calculate 
depreciation. 

H. Training expenses: The following maximum amounts are reimbursable for 
the driver's training stipend for each type of training a bus driver successfully 
completes: 

(1) basic course, 24 hours: $135; 

(2) in-service, 8 hours: $50; 

(3) defensive driving, 8 hours: $50; 

(4) first aid and emergency care, 8 hours: $50. 

I. Other related costs approved by the Office. 

R277-600-10. Non-reimbursable Expenses. 

A. Expenditures for uses of school district buses and equipment which are not 
adjusted/approved costs must be deleted when adjusted/approved 
transportation costs are calculated. Bus and equipment costs must be reduced 
on a pro rata basis for the miles not connected with adjusted/approved costs. 

B. Expenses determined by the Office to be not directly related to 
transportation of eligible students to and from school are not reimbursable. 

R277-600-11. Special Transportation Levy. 

A. Costs for district transportation of students which are not reimbursable may 
be paid for from general funds of the district or from the proceeds of a tax rate 
authorized for districts. The tax rate authorized for transportation may not 
exceed .0003 tax rate. The revenue may be used: 

(1) to transport ineligible students to and from school; 

(2) for transportation to interscholastic activities; 

(3) for transportation to night activities; and 

(4) for field trip admissions. 

B. Transportation of students in areas where walking constitutes a hazardous 
condition, as determined by the local board, may be provided by the Board 
from general funds from the district or from the tax specified in Subsection 
11(A). An area is determined to be hazardous on the basis of an analysis of the 
following factors: 

(1) volume, type, and speed of vehicular traffic; 

(2) age and condition of students traversing the area; 

(3) condition of the roadway, sidewalks and applicable means of access in the 
area; and 
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(4) environmental conditions. 

C(1) The cost of school bus operation for activity trips, field trips, and for the 
transportation of students to alleviate hazardous walking conditions may be 
met with state funds appropriated under Section 53A-17a-127(7) only to the 
extent of funds available to individual school districts for the specific 
purposes of Section 53A-17a-127(6)(b). 

(2) Appropriated funds under Section 53A-17a-127(7) shall be distributed 
according to each district's proportional share of its qualifying state 
contribution as defined under Section R277-600-11B(3) for activity, field trip, 
and hazardous route mileage. 

(3) The qualifying state contribution for districts shall be the difference 
between 85 percent of the average state cost per qualifying mile multiplied by 
the number of qualifying miles and the current funds raised per district by a 
transportation levy of .0002. 

R277-600-12. Exceptions. 

A. When undue hardships and inequities are created through exact application 
of these standards, districts may make a request for an exception to these rules 
on individual cases. Such hardships or inequities may include written 
evidence demonstrating that no significant increased costs (less than one 
percent of a district's transportation budget) is incurred due to a waiver or that 
students cannot be provided services consistent with the law due to 
transportation restrictions. 

B(1) a district shall not be penalized in the computation of its state allocation 
for the presence on a to and from school route of an ineligible student who 
does not create an appreciable increase in the cost of the route; 

(2) there is an appreciable increase in cost if, because of the presence of 
ineligible students, any of the following occur: 

(a) another route is required; 

(b) a larger or additional bus is required; 

(c) a route's mileage is increased; 

(d) the number of pick-up points below the mileage limits for eligible students 
exceeds one; 

(e) additional time is required to complete a route. 

(3) ineligible students may ride buses on a space available basis. An eligible 
student may not be displaced or required to stand in order to make room for an 
ineligible student. 

KEY 

school buses, school transportation 

Date of Enactment or Last Substantive Amendment 
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September 15, 1999 

Notice of Continuation 

January 14, 2003 

Authorizing, Implemented, or Interpreted Law 

Art X Sec 3; 53A-1-402(1)(e); 53A-17a-126 and 127 

53A-1-402(1)(e); 53A-1-401(3) 
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Rule R277-601. Standards for Utah School Buses and Operations. 

As in effect on May 1, 2006 
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Authorizing, Implemented, or Interpreted Law  

R277-601-1. Definitions. 

"Board" means the Utah State Board of Education. 

R277-601-2. Authority and Purpose. 

A. This rule is authorized by Utah Constitution Article X, Section 3 which 
vests general control and supervision of the public education in the Board, 
Section 53A-1-402(1)(e) which directs the Board to adopt rules for state 
reimbursed bus routes, bus safety and operational requirements, and other 
transportation needs and Section 53A-1-401(3) which allows the Board to 
adopt rules in accordance with its responsibilities. 

B. The purpose of this rule is to specify standards for state student 
transportation funds, school buses, and school bus drivers utilized by school 
districts. 

R277-601-3. Standards. 

The Board shall act consistent with the manual entitled "Standards for Utah 
School Buses and Operations," 1987, which included input from the Utah 
Transportation Commission, and the Utah Department of Public Safety and is 
available at each department or agency. 

R277-601-4. Amendments. 

The following sections of Standards for Utah School Buses and Operations 
are changed as follows: 

A. Part I, 100. SCHOOL BUS OPERATIONS - GENERAL 
REQUIREMENTS 

100.02 Standards Statement 

Paragraph One, First sentence: In transporting eligible students, expenditures 
for regular, special education, and contract bus routes established by the 
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district and approved by the State Office of Education are termed "A" 
category while other costs of transportation are classified in the "B" category. 

Paragraph Four, First sentence: When school districts contract or lease for the 
pupil transportation program, costs are termed "A" category costs. 

Paragraph Five, Add this sentence to the end of the paragraph: Districts 
receiving the incentive funding may expend the monies at the discretion of the 
local school board. 

Add as a new Paragraph: The state appropriation for transporting qualified 
pre-school three- and four-year-old handicapped students to and from schools 
is awarded on the basis of a proposed budget submitted for approval to the 
Finance and Statistical Section of the Utah State Office of Education. Each 
district's initial share of the appropriation is based on the prorated proportion 
that the number of eligible students in the district bears to the total of such 
students in the state, provided the money is required by the district for its 
budget. Unused balances from districts not operating the program or not 
needing the full prorated portion are reallocated to districts which have 
requested more than their initial share. The reallocation is distributed on the 
same basis as the initial allocation. Reallocated funds may be used on 
unfulfilled budget requests. Allocations are sent to districts on the basis of 
actual approved expenditures not to exceed the appropriated amount. The 
program is cost accounted under program number 5343. 

B. TRANSPORTATION - TO AND FROM SCHOOL FORMULA 

Part I. EXAMPLE: 1988-89. 

Part II. "B" Money Based on Standards for Utah School Buses and 
Operations, 1987. 

Total the following: (Handbook II Account Numbers) 

1. 514 + 516 Account: Parent (Student allowance) subsistence and Auto 
Mileage payment. 

2. Legislative Appropriation to: Extended Year Program for Severely 
Handicapped, Alternate to Building Construction, and Pre-School 3 and 4 
Years of Age Special Education. 

KEY 

school, buses, school transportation 

Date of Enactment or Last Substantive Amendment 

1988 

Notice of Continuation 

February 26, 2004 

Authorizing, Implemented, or Interpreted Law 
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APPENDIX III 

Standards for Utah School Buses and Operations 
Selected Sections: 
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Standards for Utah School Buses and Operations – Continued 
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Standards for Utah School Buses and Operations – Continued 
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Standards for Utah School Buses and Operations – Continued 
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Standards for Utah School Buses and Operations – Continued 
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Standards for Utah School Buses and Operations – Continued 
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APPENDIX IV 

Pupil transportation costs 
Pupil Transportation To and From School

FY 2005
Schedule A Administration and Equipment Schedule 

District
Total 

Riders
Total 

Minutes Total Miles
Time 

Alllowance
Mileage 
Allowace

Ridership 
Allowance

Time 
Allowance

Mileage 
Allowance

Depreciation 
Allowance

B 
Expenditures

Formula 
Total Proration

Alpine 9,194 9,249,450 2,177,694 $3,144,813 $696,862 $119,419 $45,372 $82,555 $849,301 $25,488 $4,963,810 $4,980,912
Beaver 593 204,840 75,258 69,646 24,083 23,057 4,613 10,962 29,351 9,595 171,307 171,896
Box Elder 5,363 3,497,160 1,163,976 1,189,034 368,453 86,420 25,313 56,690 445,913 85,008 2,256,831 2,264,609
Cache 9,221 5,719,452 1,611,454 1,944,614 515,665 119,629 34,004 68,909 628,467 35,180 3,346,468 3,357,998
Carbon 1,732 939,460 249,234 319,416 79,755 43,863 11,504 22,486 97,201 13,863 588,088 590,115
Daggett 65 124,068 49,175 42,183 15,736 6,120 3,414 8,492 19,178 9,253 104,376 104,736
Davis 18,547 9,065,186 2,154,076 3,082,163 689,304 181,943 44,828 82,016 840,090 56,396 4,976,740 4,993,887
Duchesne 2,538 1,214,270 414,663 412,852 132,692 55,165 13,419 30,518 161,719 91,831 898,196 901,290
Emery 1,168 728,421 279,679 247,663 89,497 34,629 9,875 24,096 109,075 10,082 524,917 498,714
Garfield 227 218,095 92,306 74,152 29,538 12,959 4,790 12,390 35,999 15,351 185,179 185,817
Grand 562 308,126 83,705 104,763 26,785 22,326 5,893 11,684 32,645 19,443 223,539 224,309
Granite 12,802 9,142,366 2,120,462 3,108,404 678,548 145,659 45,056 81,246 826,980 6,945 4,892,838 4,909,696
Iron 3,266 2,001,036 561,881 680,352 179,802 64,177 18,108 36,621 219,134 39,800 1,237,994 1,242,259
Jordan 20,748 14,701,399 3,240,076 4,998,476 1,036,824 194,606 59,915 104,780 1,263,629 78,710 7,736,940 7,063,342
Juab 465 319,212 93,150 108,532 29,808 19,927 6,020 12,458 36,329 18,423 231,497 232,294
Kane 534 339,940 99,782 115,580 29,701 21,652 6,251 12,983 34,457 61,535 282,159 283,131
Millard 1,503 1,174,490 382,181 399,327 122,298 40,285 13,153 29,061 149,051 122,345 875,520 878,536
Morgan 1,164 627,070 213,350 213,204 68,272 34,557 9,026 20,483 83,206 0 428,748 414,949
Nebo 8,276 6,128,035 1,589,085 2,083,532 508,507 112,139 35,442 68,333 619,743 45,000 3,472,696 3,484,661
North Sanpete 1,156 788,639 263,389 268,137 84,284 34,415 10,357 23,244 102,722 28,399 551,558 553,458
North Summit 585 319,896 105,595 108,765 33,790 22,870 6,027 13,432 41,182 4,024 230,090 230,882
Park City 1,378 1,045,956 318,365 355,625 95,822 38,240 12,270 26,043 112,053 12,609 652,662 654,911
Piute 338 254,309 103,415 86,465 33,093 16,456 5,252 13,265 40,332 2,427 197,290 197,969
Rich 336 230,048 84,316 78,216 26,981 16,397 4,946 11,735 32,883 23,775 194,933 195,606
San Juan 1,604 1,967,068 801,100 668,803 255,562 41,888 17,923 45,306 310,850 50,431 1,390,763 1,395,555
Sevier 2,232 1,127,007 263,098 383,182 84,191 51,072 12,831 23,228 102,608 32,552 689,664 692,042
South Sanpete 1,372 773,484 212,306 262,985 67,938 38,140 10,237 20,423 82,799 10,570 493,092 494,792
South Summit 620 363,411 125,911 123,560 40,291 23,681 6,507 14,927 49,105 1,700 259,771 260,667
Tintic 38 72,000 32,400 24,480 10,368 4,434 2,463 6,611 12,636 16,438 77,430 77,698
Tooele 2,642 2,171,653 584,396 738,362 187,007 56,511 19,019 37,495 227,914 12,807 1,279,115 1,283,522
Uintah 4,171 2,482,847 713,006 844,168 228,162 74,321 20,611 42,247 278,072 46,728 1,534,309 1,539,596
Wasatch 2,415 1,074,722 253,403 365,405 81,089 53,545 12,471 22,711 98,827 17,227 651,275 653,519
Washington 11,568 5,353,165 1,423,386 1,820,076 454,150 137,065 32,680 63,964 552,453 25,243 3,085,631 3,096,263
Wayne 555 251,034 104,935 85,352 33,579 22,159 5,211 13,381 40,925 12,904 213,511 214,247
Weber 11,210 5,618,225 1,349,377 1,910,197 431,801 134,503 33,642 61,947 526,257 2,940 3,101,287 3,111,973
Salt Lake City 4,134 3,659,240 790,349 1,244,142 252,912 73,925 26,011 44,940 308,236 426,586 2,376,752 2,384,940
Ogden 1,874 1,476,486 315,678 502,005 101,017 45,987 15,089 25,911 123,114 28,596 841,719 844,619
Provo 4,843 2,442,664 458,659 830,506 146,771 81,290 20,410 32,422 178,877 1,956 1,292,232 1,296,683
Logan 2,136 1,198,379 287,178 407,449 91,897 49,743 13,313 24,481 111,999 0 698,882 701,290
Murray  1,249 627,884 100,760 213,481 32,243 36,050 9,033 13,059 39,296 0 343,162 344,345

Total 154,424 99,000,193 25,342,207 $33,660,067 $8,095,078 $2,391,226 $692,299 $1,357,535 $9,854,608 $1,502,160 $57,552,973 $57,007,728  
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Pupil transportation costs 
Pupil Transportation To and From School

FY 2006
Schedule A Administration and Equipment Schedule 

District
Total 

Riders
Total 

Minutes Total Miles
Time 

Alllowance
Mileage 

Allowace
Ridership 
Allowance

Time 
Allowance

Mileage 
Allowance

Depreciation 
Allowance

B 
Expenditures

Formula 
Total Proration

Alpine 10,190 9,672,235 2,269,511 $3,288,560 $726,243 $127,021 $46,606 $84,626 $1,021,280 $34,982 $5,329,318 $5,497,233
Beaver 304 188,640 78,610 64,138 25,155 15,442 4,390 11,252 35,374 6,484 162,235 167,347
Box Elder 5,561 3,417,913 1,121,931 1,162,090 359,018 88,321 24,968 55,453 504,869 92,564 2,287,283 2,359,351
Cache 8,884 5,640,893 1,473,706 1,917,904 471,586 116,986 33,723 65,312 663,168 51,543 3,320,222 3,424,835
Carbon 1,815 964,926 267,233 328,075 85,515 45,112 11,690 23,446 120,255 11,555 625,648 645,362
Daggett 81 112,800 57,907 38,352 18,530 6,983 3,225 9,367 26,058 10,531 113,046 116,608
Davis 19,048 9,313,581 2,255,327 3,166,618 721,705 184,876 45,561 84,308 1,014,897 48,717 5,266,682 5,432,623
Duchesne 2,619 1,246,461 453,469 423,797 145,110 56,215 13,631 32,201 204,061 95,297 970,312 1,000,885
Emery 1,038 672,546 235,327 228,666 75,305 32,262 9,414 21,724 105,897 15,441 488,709 504,106
Garfield 316 350,825 144,894 119,281 46,366 15,805 6,371 16,240 65,202 21,183 290,448 299,598
Grand 505 323,813 87,646 110,096 28,047 20,938 6,072 12,011 39,441 18,438 235,043 242,448
Granite 10,540 9,165,475 2,138,248 3,116,262 684,239 129,621 45,125 81,654 962,211 8,053 5,027,165 5,185,561
Iron 3,786 2,226,336 678,169 756,954 214,361 70,126 19,305 40,996 299,053 39,222 1,440,017 1,485,389
Jordan 14,912 14,379,412 3,037,523 4,889,000 972,007 159,622 59,124 100,799 1,366,885 74,251 7,621,688 7,861,834
Juab 455 308,958 76,850 105,046 24,592 19,669 5,903 11,100 34,582 22,588 223,480 230,522
Kane 1,055 352,164 92,976 119,736 29,752 32,578 6,385 12,444 41,839 52,124 294,858 304,149
Millard 1,563 1,159,690 365,982 394,295 117,114 41,243 13,053 28,315 164,692 86,875 845,587 872,230
Morgan 1,069 600,382 199,785 204,130 63,931 32,836 8,794 19,692 89,903 0 419,286 432,497
Nebo 7,715 4,926,400 1,276,673 1,674,976 408,535 107,491 31,091 59,923 574,503 31,500 2,888,019 2,979,015
North Sanpete 1,220 793,513 270,353 269,794 86,513 35,546 10,396 23,610 121,659 27,188 574,706 592,813
North Summit 468 351,960 120,288 119,666 38,492 20,004 6,383 14,524 54,130 0 253,199 261,177
Park City 1,433 986,405 298,128 335,378 95,401 39,149 11,846 25,037 134,158 12,609 653,578 674,170
Piute 313 251,516 105,170 85,515 33,654 15,714 5,217 13,399 47,326 4,062 204,887 211,345
Rich 387 212,732 80,625 72,329 25,800 17,848 4,719 11,424 36,281 30,139 198,540 204,796
San Juan 1,575 2,037,744 832,079 692,833 265,209 41,432 18,307 46,349 371,997 54,587 1,490,714 1,537,683
Sevier 2,257 1,146,086 267,544 389,669 85,614 51,415 12,961 23,463 120,395 33,745 717,262 739,862
South Sanpete 1,412 732,120 207,816 248,921 66,501 38,803 9,905 20,163 93,517 12,294 490,104 505,547
South Summit 657 358,904 125,126 122,027 40,040 24,519 6,458 14,871 56,307 7,930 272,152 280,727
Tintic 30 79,200 29,520 26,928 9,446 3,848 2,608 6,252 13,284 14,393 76,759 79,178
Tooele 3,069 2,405,650 643,432 817,921 205,898 61,826 20,224 39,723 289,544 23,822 1,458,958 1,504,927
Uintah 4,066 2,434,866 703,162 827,854 225,012 73,193 20,371 41,896 316,423 31,798 1,536,547 1,584,961
Wasatch 2,381 1,145,768 269,323 389,561 86,183 53,092 12,959 23,556 121,195 15,873 702,419 724,551
Washington 11,498 5,023,738 1,366,235 1,708,071 435,862 136,566 31,458 62,411 611,728 28,795 3,014,891 3,109,884
Wayne 373 216,670 80,898 73,668 25,887 17,458 4,771 11,447 36,404 20,210 189,845 195,827
Weber 10,588 5,904,135 1,411,737 2,007,406 451,756 129,975 34,659 63,650 635,281 1,818 3,324,545 3,429,294
Salt Lake City 4,901 3,824,348 813,541 1,300,278 260,333 81,873 26,709 45,727 366,093 371,409 2,452,422 2,529,694
Ogden 1,935 1,300,467 295,663 442,159 94,612 46,879 13,982 24,913 133,048 30,788 786,381 811,159
Provo 4,130 2,427,648 447,208 825,400 143,107 73,882 20,334 31,934 201,244 1,082 1,296,983 1,337,849
Logan 2,020 1,181,857 250,332 401,831 80,106 48,104 13,203 22,545 112,649 0 678,438 699,815
Murray  1,242 625,910 114,479 212,809 36,633 35,929 9,016 14,099 51,515 0 360,001 371,345

Total 147,411 98,464,687 25,044,421 $33,477,994 $8,009,170 $2,350,202 $690,917 $1,351,856 $11,258,348 $1,443,890 $58,582,377 $60,428,197  
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Pupil transportation costs 
FY 2005 Per Pupil Transportation Costs FY 2006 Per Pupil Transportation Costs

Formula Proration Formula Proration 
Formula Proration Cost Per Cost Per 2005 Formula Proration Cost Per Cost Per 2006

District Total Riders
Cost Per 

Rider
Cost per 

Rider
Fall 

Enrollment
Fall 

Enrollment
 Fall 

Enrollment
Cost Per 

Rider
Cost per 

Rider
Fall 

Enrollment
Fall 

Enrollment
Fall 

Enrollment
Alpine 9,194 $539.90 $541.76 $90.63 $90.94 54,773 $522.99 $539.47 $96.25 $99.28 55,369
Beaver 593 288.88 289.88 111.53 111.91 1,536 533.67 550.48 105.14 108.46 1,543
Box Elder 5,363 420.82 422.27 212.41 213.14 10,625 411.31 424.27 213.41 220.13 10,718
Cache 9,221 362.92 364.17 249.22 250.07 13,428 373.73 385.51 244.71 252.42 13,568
Carbon 1,732 339.54 340.71 173.53 174.13 3,389 344.71 355.57 187.49 193.40 3,337
Daggett 65 1,605.78 1,611.32 669.07 671.38 156 1,395.63 1,439.60 642.31 662.55 176
Davis 18,547 268.33 269.26 79.68 79.96 62,456 276.50 285.21 82.63 85.23 63,739
Duchesne 2,538 353.90 355.12 224.94 225.72 3,993 370.49 382.16 239.76 247.32 4,047
Emery 1,168 449.41 426.98 224.80 213.58 2,335 470.82 485.65 212.39 219.08 2,301
Garfield 227 815.77 818.58 197.00 197.68 940 919.14 948.09 311.31 321.11 933
Grand 562 397.76 399.13 152.07 152.59 1,470 465.43 480.10 162.77 167.90 1,444
Granite 12,802 382.19 383.51 70.86 71.11 69,048 476.96 491.99 72.76 75.05 69,091
Iron 3,266 379.06 380.36 150.42 150.94 8,230 380.35 392.34 167.44 172.72 8,600
Jordan 20,748 372.90 340.43 100.00 91.29 77,369 511.11 527.22 96.59 99.63 78,909
Juab 465 497.84 499.56 116.21 116.61 1,992 491.16 506.64 111.63 115.15 2,002
Kane 534 528.39 530.21 236.31 237.13 1,194 279.49 288.29 252.45 260.40 1,168
Millard 1,503 582.52 584.52 296.59 297.61 2,952 541.00 558.05 287.42 296.48 2,942
Morgan 1,164 368.34 356.49 211.31 204.51 2,029 392.22 404.58 197.59 203.82 2,122
Nebo 8,276 419.61 421.06 140.36 140.84 24,742 374.34 386.13 112.05 115.58 25,775
North Sanpete 1,156 477.13 478.77 237.64 238.46 2,321 471.07 485.91 246.13 253.88 2,335
North Summit 585 393.32 394.67 234.31 235.11 982 541.02 558.07 259.16 267.33 977
Park City 1,378 473.63 475.26 149.45 149.97 4,367 456.09 470.46 145.53 150.12 4,491
Piute 338 583.70 585.71 653.28 655.53 302 654.59 675.22 747.76 771.33 274
Rich 336 580.16 582.16 468.59 470.21 416 513.02 529.19 498.84 514.56 398
San Juan 1,604 867.06 870.05 478.25 479.90 2,908 946.49 976.31 528.81 545.47 2,819
Sevier 2,232 308.99 310.05 160.84 161.39 4,288 317.79 327.81 165.88 171.11 4,324
South Sanpete 1,372 359.40 360.64 178.40 179.01 2,764 347.10 358.04 174.48 179.97 2,809
South Summit 620 418.99 420.43 193.28 193.95 1,344 414.23 427.29 198.80 205.06 1,369
Tintic 38 2,037.64 2,044.68 282.59 283.57 274 2,558.63 2,639.27 276.11 284.81 278
Tooele 2,642 484.15 485.81 108.46 108.84 11,793 475.39 490.36 116.49 120.16 12,524
Uintah 4,171 367.85 369.12 277.00 277.96 5,539 377.90 389.81 275.81 284.50 5,571
Wasatch 2,415 269.68 270.61 151.35 151.88 4,303 295.01 304.31 158.42 163.41 4,434
Washington 11,568 266.74 267.66 133.06 133.52 23,189 262.21 270.47 123.84 127.74 24,345
Wayne 555 384.70 386.03 415.39 416.82 514 508.97 525.01 370.79 382.47 512
Weber 11,210 276.65 277.61 107.78 108.15 28,774 313.99 323.88 113.88 117.47 29,193
Salt Lake City 4,134 574.93 576.91 100.17 100.51 23,728 500.39 516.16 104.89 108.19 23,381
Ogden 1,874 449.16 450.70 67.11 67.34 12,542 406.40 419.20 62.02 63.98 12,679
Provo 4,843 266.82 267.74 97.36 97.69 13,273 314.04 323.93 98.29 101.39 13,195
Logan 2,136 327.19 328.32 121.82 122.24 5,737 335.86 346.44 119.53 123.29 5,676
Murray  1,249 274.75 275.70 53.05 53.23 6,469 289.86 298.99 55.86 57.62 6,445

Total 154,424 $372.69 $369.16 $115.46 $114.36 498,484 $397.41 $409.93 $115.82 $119.47 505,813
 Districts Below Ave. 15 16 11 11 17 17 12 12  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 




