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Pupil Transportation Allocation Formula

Legislative Intent Language

The Legislature intends that the Utah State Board of Education (the USBE) review the
Pupil Transportation allocation formula and recommend ways to improve the formula to
increase efficiency, simplify allocation methodology to school districts, and provide incentives
for alternative transportation methods.

In compliance with intent language of HB2 of the 2015 General Legislative Session:

Minimum School Program Title: Pupil Transportation To/From
USOE Section Reporting: School Finance

FY 16 Allocation: $75,830,200

Authorization: 53A-17a-126 and 127

Program Description and Current Formula

The Utah State Legislature provides an annual appropriation, which is allocated to school districts
by the USBE based on miles and minutes for eligible students and approved bus routes, in
accordance with 53A-17a-127 and USBE Administrative Rule 277-600. 53A-1a-513(7) directs the
distribution of this appropriation to school districts only.

The pupil transportation to/from appropriation for FY2016 is $75,830,200. As required by 53A-
17a-126, $3,730,255 of this appropriation is sent to the Utah Schools for the Deaf and Blind (the
USDB) to fund their student transportation contract for USDB students. The remaining
$72,099,945 of the appropriation is allocated to school districts based on an allowance for eligible
miles and minutes determined from the prior year’s eligible transportation costs. See Table 1
for a history of the appropriation.

53A-17a-126(3) indicates that the state shall contribute 85% of approved transportation costs,
subject to budget constraints. In fiscal years where the total allowance calculated for all districts
exceeds the appropriation, the allowances are reduced pro rata to equal the amount
appropriated. In FY2016, the total allowance calculated for distribution based on eligible minutes
and miles reported was $99,579,396, which is more than the total appropriation. In the current
fiscal year, school districts received approximately 72.4% of this calculated allowance.



Table 1 — History of the Pupil Transportation To/From Appropriation, Fiscal Years 2006-2016

Fiscal Ongoing.Stf’:\te One Time USDB Portion School I?istrin
Year | Appropriation Funding Portion

2006| S 59,058,267 | $ -|$ 2,050,537 | S 57,007,730
2007 | S 62,601,763 | S 5,000,000 | S 2,348,569 | $ 65,253,194
2008| S 70,928,797 | S 8,000,000 | S 2,740,021 | $ 76,188,776
2009| S 74,446,865 | S 3,000,000 | S 2,688,535 | S 74,758,330
2010| S 65,646,865 | S -|$ 2,584,435 | S 63,062,430
2011| S 65,646,865 | S -|$ 2,584,400 | S 63,062,465
2012| S 65,646,865 | S -|$ 2,584,400 | S 63,062,465
2013| S 65,646,900 | $ -|$ 2,584,400 | S 63,062,500
2014| S 69,048,600 | S -|'$ 3,200,000 | $ 65,848,600
2015|$ 71,978,000 | $ -|$ 3,334,400 | S 68,643,600
2016| S 75,830,200 | $ - | $ 3,730,255 | S 72,099,945

Current Pupil Transportation To/From Formula Allocation

The USBE distributes the pupil transportation to/from appropriation in accordance with 53A-17a-
127(3). Statute directs distribution based on an allowance per mile and per hour, and allows a
minimum base allocate for each district. For ease of calculation, the allowance per hour is
expressed in minutes. The annual allowance amounts are calculated based on eligible
transportation costs reported on the district’s Annual Financial Report (AFR). The AFR is
reconciled annually to the audited financial statements by the School Finance section.

Each district is also required to submit the following data to the Utah State Office of Education
(the USOE) annually:

Due July 15

1. Annual Statistical Report Miles (Form C) — The data on this report reconciles the to/from
mileage estimate from the beginning of the school year (prior November 1) to the actual
to/from miles driving during the school year. Districts track miles driven for activities,
field trips, training, and other non to/from miles. These miles are subtracted from actual
miles from Form F. Variances are investigated.

2. Annual Statistical Report Minutes (Form D) —This report lists all minutes associated with
pupil transportation, including activity, field trip, and training minutes. Districts use
payroll information to determine the minutes for this report.

3. Bus Inventory and Ending Odometer Report (Form F) — This report lists all of the ending
odometer miles for each bus. The ending odometer for each bus is compared with the
ending odometer from the previous year, or for new buses, the beginning odometer at
the time it enters the districts fleet, to calculate the total number of miles traveled in the
school year.



Due November 1

4. To/From School Miles and Minutes (Schedule A1) —This report details projected eligible
miles and minutes for each bus route. Districts use GPS/routing systems or have their
drivers fill out route sheets to detail the time and mileage from the beginning to the end
of each route, including every stop where students are picked up/dropped off.

The allocation of the pupil transportation appropriation at the beginning of each fiscal year is
based on the prior year’s statewide allowance for miles and minutes and the estimate of eligible
“to/from” miles and minutes submitted on the most recent Schedule Al in November. School
Finance staff perform a reconciliation of the prior year estimate of miles and minutes to actual
miles and minutes. Significant variances are investigated, and adjustments are made to each
LEAs allocations in the mid-year funding update, which occurs by December of each year.

Statewide Allowance per Mile and Minute

The allowances for miles and minutes are calculated using expenditures reported in the
transportation function of the prior year’s AFR. These expenditures are separated into mile costs
and minute costs. Total expenditures include costs associated with to/from transportation, field
trips, activities, training, and maintenance. Table 2 below shows the division of costs into mile
costs and minute costs.

Table 2 — Examples of Costs Allocated to Miles and Minutes

Mile Costs Minute Costs
Salaries and Benefits of: Salaries and Benefits of:
Mechanics Supervisors
Custodial Staff

Property improvements Drivers
Property Insurance Secretaries
Liability Insurance Trainers

Fuel (Gasoline, Natural Gas, etc.)

Communications

Harnesses, wheel chair ties, etc.

Travel / Per Diem

Tires and other school bus supplies

Training

Utilities

Total mile costs are divided by the total odometer miles reported on Form F to arrive at a
statewide allowance per mile. Total minute costs are divided by the total minutes reported on
Form D to arrive at a statewide allowance per minute. The allowance calculation is performed
each year based on the prior year’s reported expenditures.

The use of both miles and minutes in the formula takes into account relative costs for both urban
and rural school districts. Rural school districts have routes that operate with higher miles to
minutes ratios (as these school districts are normally traveling to remote parts of the state to
transport students) and are compensated for higher miles. Urban districts have routes with
higher minutes to miles ratios (as these school districts are normally transporting students in
heavy traffic at slower speeds) and are compensated for higher minutes. Using a combination of
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both miles and minutes allows for the unique costs of both urban and rural school districts to be
considered.

Eligibility

53A-17a-127(1) states that only the following students are eligible for state-supported
transportation:

1. Students in grades K-6 who live at least 1 % miles from school

2. Students in grades 7-12 who live at least 2 miles from school

3. Students enrolled in a special program offered by a school district for trainable, motor,
multiple-disability, or other students with severe disabilities

Based on a number of different factors, such as safety and bus capacity utilization, school districts
may choose to transport ineligible students. However, if a school district does transport ineligible
students and there is an appreciable increase to costs as a result, the USOE has required that the
school district keep track of the ineligible miles and minutes and reduce these from the eligible
miles and minutes on their route sheets and Schedule Al. These ineligible miles and minutes are
not funded by the state appropriation.

Buses and Other Capital Asset Purchases

Prior to fiscal year 2010, 53A-17a-127 included a provision allowing distribution of transportation
funding to school districts for an annual allowance for equipment and overhead costs based on
approved bus routes and the age of a school district’s equipment. In the 2009 legislative session,
the legislature discontinued this allowance. Presently, costs associated with the purchase of
buses and other capital facilities associated with transportation are not included in the costs used
in determining allowances per mile or minute. School districts are expected to purchases buses
and all associated facilities using local or other unrestricted state funds. These facilities include
bus garages, fuel stations, etc.

Funding Allocation

In order to determine each school district’s allocation, total eligible miles reported on Form Al
are multiplied by the statewide allowance per mile and total eligible minutes reported on Form
A1l are multiplied by the statewide allowance per minute. The sum of these two calculations are
added to the district’s cost of providing alternatives in lieu of a school bus (as reported on the
school district’s AFR) to determine a total cost of to/from transportation. This total cost is then
prorated down to match the remaining portion of the state to/from transportation appropriation
(after the portions for the USDB and the minimum base allocation are removed). The $30,000
base is then added to each school district’s formula allocation to determine the school district’s
total allocation. See Table 3 below for the fiscal year 2016 calculation of mile and minute
allowances and Table 4 for an illustration of fiscal year 2016 funding allocations.



Table 3 — Calculation of fiscal year 2016 allowances for miles and minutes

Miles Related Costs FY 2014 Costs Per Mile

Fuel S 15,245,241 | S 0.516
Mechanic Salaries & Benefits S 8,303,610 | S 0.281
Property & Liability Insurance S 243,793 | § 0.008
Supplies and Garage Costs S 8,045,436 | S 0.273
Other Costs* S 2,611,830 | S 0.088
Total Mile-Related Costs S 34449910 | S 1.167
Minutes Related Costs FY 2014 Costs | Per Minute
Driver, Supervisor, Clerical Salaries S 76,012,029 | S 0.619
Communications S 126,684 | S 0.001
Travel & Training S 920,602 | S 0.007
Total Minute-Related Costs $ 77,059,315 | $ 0.628

*Includes purchased services, utilities, wheelchair equipment, etc.

Table 4 — Allocation of fiscal year 2016 State To/From Transportation Funding

$75.8
million

Total State Pupil

/ Minimum $30,000
Allocation i atri
(Base) Per DIStI’I(‘)t‘

*
Transportation To/ y
From Appropriation 5 '/
/ Amount Allocated
Using Formula
259 ;4
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$1.167 | /> < e—
47 N\

L J v . I _— ’ .
Calculated Allowance Total Miles $97.7 _| L_ $1.89 | — $99.6 | Prorated $70.87 |
Per Mil o i ) . L !

riie million S| mition 1 | milion million
L . 107 5 4 | A . - ‘ A s A
y \/' ) ,”,' Total Miles & Total “In Lieu of Bus” Total Cost,
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The $30,000 minimum allocation amount was established in 2008 as part of a study performed
by a funding formula study committee established as a result of a Legislative Audit. This
committee found that the mile and minute formula was not sufficient to cover the costs of some
small school districts. In some cases, it did not even provide enough for the fixed costs related
to providing pupil transportation. The base was established to assist these smaller school
districts in covering fixed costs and to ensure that each school district has a minimum amount to
run its transportation program.

Because the current formula pays each school district using a statewide average cost per mile
and minute, school districts are naturally incentivized to decrease their transportation costs.
School districts with expenditures below the allowance are raised up to the statewide average
and recover a higher percentage of their actual costs, while school districts above the average
recover a smaller percentage of their costs. School districts use local revenues to pay
transportation costs in excess of their state reimbursements; therefore, they are motivated to
decrease their costs as much as possible.

School District Data Monitoring Process

School districts project their current year miles and minutes to transport eligible students
to/from school based on the eligible miles and minutes required for the approved bus routes
within the school district. These routes must be approved before October 1. This projection is
reported on Form Al.

To validate the accuracy of the miles and minutes projected by the school districts, the USOE
reviews the Form Al reports by performing the following procedures:

1. An analytical review of year-to-year changes for significant increases/decreases of miles
and minutes to determine school districts with significant changes
2. For school districts with data anomalies or significant changes, a review of the Al report
and its underlying data found in route sheets for:
a. Accurate and complete transfer of miles and minutes from the route sheet to the
report
b. Accurate reporting of eligible vs. ineligible miles and minutes
c. Accurate reporting of the number of days the bus route is projected to run
d. Other anomalies such as abnormal ratios of minutes to miles
3. Three to four school districts are chosen at random to be reviewed, with the same
procedures as those listed in 2
4. If corrective action is required, based on a USOE monitoring review, the school district is
reviewed each year until corrective action is deemed adequate to resolve the issue

In fiscal year 2015, 14 of 41 school districts were reviewed.



Allowable Variances

As described above, miles and minutes reported on Form Al are projections based on conditions
as they existed early in the school year. It is expected that some fluctuations will occur during
the school year as students move, change their schedules, or growth and construction in an area
alter transportation patterns. Current practice allows for a difference between the projections
and actual of 5%.

Annually, the USOE reconciles prior year projections to actual miles. Total actual odometer miles,
as reported on Form F, are obtained in July and compared to the projections submitted the
previous November. All other miles (activity, field trip, training, etc.), as reported on Form C, are
subtracted from the total odometer miles. Over and under projections greater than 5% are
investigated.

Over-projections result in the school district receiving more of the appropriation than validated
by their actual odometer readings, while an under-projection results in the school district
receiving less money than the formula would have allowed. Significant over- or under-
projections can be a sign of problems with internal controls over data collection and reporting.

When there are significant over-projections, the USOE transportation staff verifies that the
school district has accounted for all of their ending odometer miles and activity/field trip miles
correctly. If these have been verified as correct, the school district is required to review their fall
projections. If the school district is not able to identify and correct the over-projection, the
district’s eligible miles are capped at what the school district could use for to/from. The eligible
minutes are also capped based on the ratio of miles to minutes. The miles and minutes are
updated prior to final allocations being made for the fiscal year. These school districts are
required to develop an improvement plan to address the reporting issues and ensure they are
not repeated in future fiscal years. The allocation of the appropriation is also adjusted.

Map 1 shows the location and size of each district and the number of square miles each district
covers (see Appendix A).

Table 5 illustrates the size in miles, the numbers of students and number of schools in the school
district.



Table 5 — Districts sorted by size with October 1, 2015 headcounts and number of schools.

Square October 1, 2015 Number of

School Districts Miles Headcounts Schools
San Juan 7,926 2,975 12
Tooele 7,286 13,988 26
Millard 6,838 2,803 10
Box Elder 6,730 11,341 26
Garfield 5,205 922 9
Uintah 4,503 7,287 13
Emery 4,469 2,220 10
Kane 4,105 1,209 10
Grand 3,687 1,451 4
Iron 3,301 8,933 17
Duchesne 3,248 5,076 13
Beaver 2,585 1,563 7
Wayne 2,465 469 4
Washington 2,432 28,167 48
Tintic 2,196 258 5
Sevier 1,917 4,520 13
Carbon 1,484 3,383 10
South Summit 1,376 1,537 3
Nebo 1,314 31,895 43
Juab 1,209 2,412 5
Wasatch 1,208 6,286 8
Cache 1,155 16,976 26
Rich 1,086 492 5
South Sanpete 968 3,157 8
Alpine 783 75,307 83
Piute 765 291 5
Daggett 720 181 3
Davis 635 69,879 88
North Sanpete 633 2,377 8
Weber 632 31,184 46
Morgan 610 2,836 5
North Summit 415 1,034 4
Granite 342 67,822 92
Jordan 182 52,324 54
Canyons 161 33,899 48
Salt Lake City 111 23,600 40
Park City 89 4,763 11
Provo 43 16,983 22
Ogden 27 12,128 21
Logan 17 5,957 9
Murray 10 6,502 12
| Totals| 84,868 566,387 886




Efficiency Measures and Survey Summary

A survey was sent to the transportation directors of each district asking each to provide data
regarding the efficiency measures implemented by the districts and the costs savings realized
from these measures. Districts were also asked to provide information about implementation
barriers associated with various efficiency measures. As of October 5, 2015, 27 of 41 school
districts had responded, with 20 identifying estimated savings from various efficiencies. These
measures and other aspects of the to/from pupil transportation allocation were the subject of
three transportation advisory committee meetings.

Staggered Bell Times

Of the 27 school districts that responded, 17 indicated they have implemented various levels of
staggered bell times. Four school districts indicated they are unable to stagger bell times due to
the distance students live from their boundary schools, or that the local school board would not
implement staggered bell times.

Some school districts have staggered the start times of the elementary, middle school, and high
schools. This permits a school district to more fully utilize both their buses and drivers to create
significant savings each year. Cache, Davis, Granite, Washington, Ogden, and Provo all have the
majority of their routes in a triple tier system. Alpine has some of their buses on a triple-tier
routing system.

Alpine, Canyons, Grand, Jordan, Juab, Logan, Morgan, Murray, Nebo, North Summit, Ogden, Park
City, Provo, Rich, Salt Lake, South Sanpete, South Summit, Tooele, Uintah, Wasatch, Washington,
and Weber have implemented staggered bell times between the elementary and secondary
schools.

Staggering start times allows school districts to use fewer buses. A single bus and driver can be
used to transport students to multiple schools each morning and afternoon. Optimizing turn-
around time between school start times also allows each bus to be filled closer to its capacity.
One district reported that staggered bell times saves them 10 trips a day, resulting in an annual
fuel savings of approximately $27,000, personnel costs of $36,000, and approximately $650,000
savings in the number of buses needed. Another district indicated that staggered bell times
enabled them to reduce 33 routes a day which saves them approximately $1,386 a day or
$239,778 a year. One of the larger districts indicated that staggered bell times reduced the
number of drivers by 30, an average savings of $270,000 a year.

While the cost savings associated with staggered bell times is quantifiable, this efficiency
measure is not as effective in some rural school districts. Districts such as Beaver, Box Elder,
Carbon, Daggett, Duchesne, Emery, Garfield, Kane, Millard, North Sanpete, Piute, San Juan,
Sevier, Tintic, and Wayne do not utilize staggered bell schedules because greater efficiencies are
yielded by sending one bus to an area that brings elementary and secondary aged school children
to the schools at the same time. These students live further away from their local schools than
students in urban areas, and the time and cost to send multiple buses to the same area would be



significant. Bell schedules are staggered just enough to enable buses to drop off elementary and
secondary students on time.

Bus Locations

The beginning and ending parking locations of buses can drastically reduce fuel costs and
personnel costs. Some of the school districts responded that they are utilizing zone or location
based compounds or bus garages to reduce the amount of time and miles drivers must go before
and after their routes. Other districts locate buses at schools to reduce the time and miles a
driver must travel to begin their routes.

Rural districts responded that they hire drivers who live in remote areas and the drivers park their
buses at their homes. This drastically reduces the miles driven and the time it takes to complete
routes. Drivers do not have to go to the district compound to pick up their bus and then return
to the rural area to complete their routes. One district reported that locating buses at a driver’s
home saved them approximately $153,490 a year in fuel and personnel costs.

Some districts provide a shuttle vehicle to take drivers back to their homes or to a central location
while leaving buses at a school after the morning routes are over. The drivers shuttle back in the
afternoons to pick up their buses and park their buses at their homes, after the afternoon routes
are over. In many cases, these bus drivers live in the rural community where their routes begin,
and return home in the evening after their routes, saving thousands of dollars in miles and fuel
costs each year. One district reported that hiring a driver in a remote area saved them $25,000 a
year.

Routing Efficiencies

Efficient routes result in the greatest utilization of the capacity of the bus in the shortest distance
and time. Reduction in time and miles driven reduces overall costs in both fuel and personnel
time. Of the 27 districts that responded, eight indicated that they use routing software. Routing
software, GPS monitoring, and route audits help create greater efficiency. Some districts
reported that routing software reduced partial FTEs. Routing software assists districts in planning
routes, stops, and monitoring and altering routes as circumstances change throughout the year.
This software is also utilized to track performance of the drivers and data for reporting purposes.

GPS and camera systems are also utilized by some districts on their buses. These tools enable a
transportation department to monitor driver performance, student safety issues, bus location,
speed, and maintenance information. Some software allows drivers to clock in, track the
completion of the daily pre and post checks of a bus, and send messages or alerts regarding safety
and maintenance issues. GPS and camera equipment helps school district address and resolve
various concerns from parents and students and to address safety issues. Some districts report
these kinds of tools reduce the administrative burden and provide data to assist in conflict
resolution.

Smaller districts find it more difficult to make large investments in technology. These districts
have very small transportation departments, with minimal staff and the costs of these programs
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often compete with needed personnel to drive buses or perform maintenance on buses. When
faced with a technology purchase or the hiring of a driver, smaller districts hire personnel
because staff is considered critical to keep operations functional. Normally, rural areas do not
have as many bus routes as urban areas do and the routes do not change much from year-to-
year. Transportation directors in these situations are able to manage a small number of routes
without software programs. Smaller districts also indicate it is difficult to justify an employee
who is trained and current in the application of the new technologies. GPS units range from
$1,200 to $2,500 with annual maintenance costs around $300 per unit. GPS units must be
purchased for each bus in service. Routing software ranges from $5,000 to $85,000 in initial costs
and annual maintenance fees range from $2,000 to $10,000 per year.

Decreased Benefit Costs

Most districts enter into contracts with bus drivers that do not result in the drivers receiving
benefits or insurance. One district indicated that after enacting district policy in 2008 that bus
drivers were contract employees, without benefits, that the district has saved over $4 million
over the past five years. As the costs of retirement and health insurance continue to climb, the
transportation departments in the school districts who utilize part-time drivers result in a
significant amount of cost savings system wide.

Full Bus Capacity Utilization

Utilizing the full capacity of each school bus is accomplished through efficient routing and
maximum ridership on a daily basis. Successful scheduling allows a bus to service as many schools
as possible through staggered school starting times and maximizes the number of students to be
transported. Scheduling the right size bus is also a key component in utilizing a bus to its full
capacity. On routes where there is a low percentage of seats filled, changes such as altering the
route, using a different bus size, or utilizing an alternative vehicle may be considered by the local
districts. Most districts feel like they have made significant progress in this area in recent years.
Some districts have indicated that they made purchases of smaller 77 capacity type C buses,
resulting in savings of $10,000-12,000 in the acquisition price. These districts report that fuel and
maintenance costs are not drastically reduced in the small type C buses. These districts also
report that they often find the C class bus is more difficult to schedule on multiple routes where
larger 84 capacity type D buses were needed. The type C bus is often more difficult to utilize in
the regular fleet or for field trips or other activity runs. Some districts report that these small
class C buses are not utilized as often as they would like, and that the cost savings are not worth
the lost productivity and underutilization of these buses. Data was not readily available to
analyze or quantify the costs savings or lost productivity. Those reporting concerns include:
Tooele, Duchesne, Alpine, Cache, Davis, Granite, Juab, Park City, Wasatch, and Washington.

Careful Management of Maintenance and Operational Costs

Every district can benefit from greater efficiency created through careful management of
maintenance and operational costs. Well-trained and certified bus technicians, efficient fuel
choices, and efficient sourcing of fuel can create greater efficiency for each school district. New
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technologies are available to assist districts who are able to invest in them. Some districts report
that they are using maintenance software and parts inventory software to track, analyze, and
plan maintenance and associated costs. These districts report cost savings resulting from
carefully managing parts inventory purchases, carefully planning routine maintenance, and
reduction in office personnel.

Utilization of alternative fuels are another method by which a school districts can reduce fuel
expenses. However, in most cases, LEAs who utilize alternative fuels also have to make
substantial investments in fueling infrastructure and buses. Both Jordan and Canyons have
benefitted from CNG fueled buses and have data available to demonstrate savings in fuel costs.
Jordan utilized tax rebates to fund some of their infrastructure costs. Uintah invested in a CNG
bus but has had difficulty operating it in the extreme cold winter conditions. Alpine, Iron, and
Provo are testing propane buses with some reported successes. At the present time, many
districts and the USOE are working with various groups to investigate and analyze the use of
alternative fuels to reduce costs and pollution statewide. However, as with all new technology,
many districts struggle to come up with funding for alternative fueling infrastructure unless they
are able to get assistance through grants or other programs.

In-Lieu-of-Transportation

In-lieu-of-transportation is designed to create greater efficiency in operations where another
alternative is less expensive than school bus transportation. Board Rule 277-600-7 allows school
districts to pay for transportation services, in lieu of using a school bus. Some of these methods
include paying an allowance per mile to parents to transport students, purchasing bus passes, or
using a car service or taxis to transport students. Per R277-600-7(B)(1), the minimum amount a
district may pay a parent is the IRS standard mileage rate for charitable contributions (50.14) and
the maximum is Utah DAS mileage reimbursement rate for privately owned vehicles (50.565).

School districts can include these expenditures as part of their pupil transportation expenditures.
In-lieu payments are utilized to reduce the costs of sending a school bus a long distance for a
small number of students, and therefore decrease mile and minutes costs. In some rural areas,
students live many miles from a feasible bus stop. In-lieu payments are offered to parents to
drive students from their home to the closest bus stop. In some situations where there are not
enough students in an area to make sending a school bus to an area feasible, in-lieu payments
are offered to save the cost of the bus running at less than capacity.

We noted that school districts reimbursement rates ranged from $0.14 to $0.565 as authorized
in Board rule. See Table 6 for in-lieu mileage reimbursement rates by school district during school
year 2013-2014.
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Table 6 — In-Lieu of Mileage Reimbursement Rates, by School District, 2013-2014

In Lieu Paid to Parents SY 2013-14 Commercial
I . Allowance | Amount Paid Transportation
District Parent Miles )
Per Mile to Parents (Ex. Bus Passes)
01 Alpine 72,550 | $ 0.565 | S 40,991 S 13,568
02 Beaver 47,358 | $ 0.370 | $ 17,522 $ -
03 Box Elder 133,845 | S 0.521 | S 69,680 S -
04 Cache 39,858 | $ 0.450 | $ 17,936 $ -
05 Carbon 13,751 | $ 0.163 | $ 2,247 $ -
06 Daggett 7,715 | S 0.405 | S 3,125 S -
07 Davis -1s - $ - S 82,521
08 Duchesne 306,522 | $ 0.350 | $ 107,283 S -
09 Emery 30,617 | $ 0.500 | S 15,309 S -
10 Garfield 41,773 | S 0.300 | S 12,532 S -
11 Grand 798 | S 0.240 | S 192 S -
12 Granite -1s - S - $ 8,419
13 lron 115,753 | $ 0.193 | S 22,295 S -
14 Jordan 28,312 | S 0.510 | S 14,429 S -
15 Juab 42,374 | S 0.510 | S 21,611 S -
16 Kane 10,630 | $ 0.350 [ S 3,721 S -
17 Millard 33,182 | S 0.421 | S 13,976 S -
18 Morgan -1 S - S - S -
19 Nebo 74,641 | S 0.250 | S 18,660 S -
20 North Sanpete 8,468 | S 0.260 | S 2,204 S -
21 North Summit 7,688 | S 0.500 | S 3,844 S -
22 Park City 134,159 | S 0.320 | S 42,962 S -
23 Piute -l's - S - S _
24 Rich 64,877 | S 0.450 | S 29,195 S -
25 San Juan 140,582 | S 0.339 | S 47,677 S -
26 Sevier 23,181 | $ 0.510 | S 11,822 S -
27 South Sanpete 37,691 | S 0.405 | S 15,265 S -
28 South Summit 20,312 | $ 0.433 | S 8,797 S -
29 Tintic 53,706 | $ 0.360 | S 19,334 S -
30 Tooele 30,594 | $ 0.349 | S 10,678 S -
31 Uintah 57,497 | $ 0.320 | S 18,399 S -
32 Wasatch 3,088 | S 0.562 | S 1,736 S -
33 Washington 100,800 | S 0.400 | S 40,320 S 206,083
34 Wayne 28,652 | S 0.347 | S 9,932 S -
35 Weber 16,698 | S 0.509 | S 8,506 S 8,571
36 Salt Lake 6,651 | S 0.414 | S 2,754 S 430,138
37 Ogden -l s - S - S 57,140
38 Provo 1,211 | $ 0.560 | S 678 S 17,700
39 Logan -1s - S - S -
40 Murray -I's - S - S -
42 Canyons 87,782 | $ 0.510 | S 44,769 S -
State Totals 1,823,314 S 700,380 S 824,140

Standardizing in-lieu payments to provide uniformity in this practice across the state was
discussed by the transportation advisory committee during the 2015 interim period. The advisory
committee developed the following recommendation to the Board:

“Propose modification to R277-600 to increase the minimum in-lieu mileage reimbursement rate
from $0.14 to $0.35, retaining the maximum rate of $0.56, which follows IRS mileage
reimbursement rates. Modify Board rule to require LEAs to perform a cost benefit analysis as a
part of the determination of their LEA specific rate, and make this analysis available to the
public.”
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Limitations of Current Transportation Formula Data
Inconsistent Data in Current Transportation Formula

The current transportation formula relies heavily on self-reported data from school districts for
both eligible miles driven and eligible minutes expended to transport students to and from
school. As explained earlier in this report, the formula separates expenditures reported on the
AFR of each school district into miles costs and minute costs and determines a statewide average
cost per mile by dividing mile costs by total miles and a statewide average cost per minute by
dividing minute costs by total minutes. These averages are multiplied by the total projected
eligible miles and eligible minutes reported in November of each year to determine a district’s
final allocation under the formula, which is then prorated to match the state appropriation.

Mile and minute data are subject to analytical audits by transportation staff at the USOE (see
discussion of the audits performed in Chapter 1 of this report). As a result of a 2008 legislative
audit, the USOE monitoring process of data pertaining to the allocation of the pupil
transportation appropriation has been significantly improved. The USOE transportation staff has
performed new audits or follow-up audits for between 10 and 14 of the 41 school districts each
year and has implemented a standardized reporting format to facilitate consistency in reporting
between school districts.

Reported miles data is mostly verifiable by the USOE. The USOE can verify odometers, tie the
miles reported back to the approved route maps, or use GPS reports from the districts to verify
miles traveled. Reported minutes data is more difficult to verify. The USOE does perform
analytical tests to ensure that minutes reported appear reasonable based on miles reported and
minutes reported in prior years. Additionally, the USOE staff ties the minutes reported back to
the bus schedule for each route based on the district reported stop times. However, without a
significant amount of effort (such as verifying with online map software), it is difficult to truly
verify the minutes reported for each route and ensure that the times reported for each stop
appear correct. Some districts may have more routes that require breaks or down time in
between routes, while others have routes with a lot of traffic that take longer. Minutes reported
also allow for time to be added to routes for pre and post safety inspections, maintenance and
fuel stops.

As we reviewed current statute and rules, we noted that policies and procedures specific to the
transportation program have not been created. The USOE does provide annual trainings where
requirements for reporting mile and minute data are discussed and clarified with each of the
school districts in the state. Presentations and other training materials are available on the
School Finance website. Board Rule 277-600 and 601 also establish some minimum standards
for the transportation program and the formula allocation, but do not provide sufficient
definitions or standards for all aspects of data collection, reporting, or the calculation of the
appropriation allocation.

The USOE should ensure that the rules, concepts, and policies regarding the reporting of miles
and minutes which are communicated in these trainings are compiled into official policies and
procedures or adopted into rules. Rules or other approved policies should also clearly outline
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how funding allocations to LEAs are to be calculated. Clearly documented polices and rules will
provide additional clarity and guidance in the reporting of mile and minute data and establish a
benchmarks upon which these data points can be standardized.

Additionally, the financial data for transportation provided by school districts on the AFR seems
to be inconsistent from district to district. We noted that there seem to be inconsistencies in the
reported expenditures for items such as insurance, motor fuel and other energy sources, salaries
and benefits, and bus/equipment expenditures. For example, there are a number of school
districts that have no costs reported for property and liability insurance within the transportation
functions of the AFR. Insurance costs are a substantial part of the transportation program, but
not all school districts allocate the transportation portion to the transportation function.

School districts and local boards have discretion to pay for transportation costs out of many
allowable funding sources. Each district knows that the pupil transportation allocation is
dependent on data specific to the transportation function. Underreporting of expenditures
results in a lower calculated statewide allowance for miles and minutes and also results in data
that cannot be compared to districts of similar size or with similar characteristics.

Possible Formula Changes and Impacts

In order to fulfil the legislative intent language from HB2 and provide alternatives to the current
formula, we explored a number of alternative methodologies for calculating the pupil
transportation allocation and will discuss each methodology’s advantages and disadvantages in
the sections that follow. While analyzing statewide costs pertaining to transportation and trying
to develop performance measures or alternative methods to allocate the appropriation, it
became very apparent that not all data is reported consistently across districts, and thus is not
always comparable. Furthermore, a significant amount of effort is expended at the school district
and the state level to receive, compile, and validate the miles and minutes data.

To/From Pupil transportation Formula Allocated Only On The Basis of Miles

We evaluated a modification to the current formula using a basis of miles only (instead of both
miles and minutes). Under this scenario, all of the transportation costs for school districts are
included in one cost pool instead of being split into a mile pool and a minute pool. The total costs
are then divided by the total miles to determine a statewide average cost per mile. Eliminating
the minute portion of the formula would help to simplify the required statistical data from LEAs
and would reduce the audit requirements of the USOE. As shown in Table 7, the statewide
average cost per mile in this scenario would increase from $1.17 to $3.78. School districts would
then be reimbursed at this rate for all eligible to/from miles reported, with the total amounts
prorated down to match the state appropriation. The table below shows the districts with the
largest dollar and/or percentage changes from the current formula calculation under this
scenario.
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Table 7 — Pupil Transportation Appropriation Allocated by Miles Only, Fiscal Year 2016

Statewide Cost
Per Mile: S 3.777 | $ 1.167
StateWId? Cost S - S 0.628 Differences
Per Minute:
Fiscal Year 2016 Fiscal Year. 2016 A .
District To/From Funding To/F.rom Fundl-ng Using Funding % Difference
. . Miles and Minutes Change
Using Only Miles
(Current Method)
Jordan S 5,298,758 | $ 6,026,644 | S (727,885) -12.08%
Canyons S 3,340,299 | $ 3,908,696 | $ (568,398) -14.54%
Alpine S 8,201,480 | S 8,750,909 | S (549,429) -6.28%
Provo S 907,907 | S 1,142,566 | S (234,659) -20.54%
Granite S 4,282,259 | S 4,510,931 | S (228,672) -5.07%
Logan $ 556,832 | $ 759,186 | $  (202,354) -26.65%
Davis S 6,580,295 | $ 6,731,657 | $ (151,362) -2.25%
Ogden S 752,484 | S 901,473 | S (148,989) -16.53%
Salt Lake S 2,690,498 | S 2,827,214 | S (136,715) -4.84%
Murray S 273,332 | S 377,124 | S (103,792) -27.52%
Sevier $ 750,425 | $ 787,859 | $ (37,433) -4.75%
Weber S 4,249,990 | $ 4,281,355 | $ (31,365) -0.73%
Wasatch S 937,780 | $ 967,933 | S (30,154) -3.12%
Grand S 245,015 | S 257,014 | S (11,999) -4.67%
Tintic S 52,537 | $ 54,279 | $ (1,742) -3.21%
South Sanpete S 470,197 | $ 468,713 | $ 1,484 0.32%
Daggett $ 128,881 | $ 109,094 | $ 19,787 18.14%
Juab S 374,874 | S 353,502 | S 21,372 6.05%
South Summit S 358,248 | S 326,061 | S 32,187 9.87%
Nebo S 4,060,795 | S 4,027,176 | S 33,619 0.83%
Kane S 349,471 | S 315,474 | S 33,998 10.78%
Beaver S 230,163 | S 195,435 | $ 34,728 17.77%
Garfield S 221,467 | S 186,669 | S 34,798 18.64%
North Summit S 313,136 | S 274,978 | S 38,158 13.88%
Wayne S 218,560 | S 177,809 | $ 40,751 22.92%
Rich S 259,212 | S 199,070 | $ 60,142 30.21%
Piute S 263,801 | S 201,733 | S 62,068 30.77%
Park City S 977,540 | S 887,429 | S 90,111 10.15%
Uintah S 1,837,337 | 1,745,351 | 91,986 5.27%
Millard S 773,713 | S 674,574 | S 99,139 14.70%
North Sanpete S 688,677 | S 583,424 | S 105,253 18.04%
Tooele S 2,196,746 | $ 2,090,912 | $ 105,834 5.06%
Carbon S 859,435 | S 751,960 | S 107,475 14.29%
Morgan S 655,354 | S 547,545 | S 107,809 19.69%
Emery S 684,698 | S 554,136 | S 130,562 23.56%
Iron S 1,707,509 | $ 1,520,341 | $ 187,168 12.31%
Duchesne S 1,252,292 | $ 1,061,659 | $ 190,633 17.96%
Cache S 4,348,687 | $ 4,132,191 | $ 216,496 5.24%
Washington S 4,049,149 | $ 3,743,772 | $ 305,377 8.16%
San Juan S 2,118,584 | $ 1,619,801 | $ 498,783 30.79%
Box Elder S 3,581,527 | S 3,066,296 | S 515,230 16.80%
Statewide Total: | $ 72,099,945 | $ 72,099,945 | $ (0)| 0.00%
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The districts with the largest negative impacts from this change are the larger urban districts
along the Wasatch Front area, while the districts that would see a positive impact from the
change are mostly rural districts. This illustrates one of the reasons for the inclusion of minutes
in the formula: to provide urban districts with compensation for routes that take more time due
to crowded city traffic and more frequent stops. When including all transportation costs in the
per mile cost, miles traveled in rural districts such as San Juan and Garfield appear to cost much
less than miles travelled in urban districts such as Alpine, Jordan, Granite, and Murray. Table 8
shows the cost per mile and the calculation of the state wide average if the appropriation were
to be allocated only on miles.

Table 8 — Statewide Costs per Mile

Total Total
L. . ) Cost Per L. . . Cost Per
District Transportation | Total Miles Mile District Transportation | Total Miles Mile
Costs Costs
Tintic S 97,015 36,937 | S 2.63 |Provo S 1,997,023 386,664 [ $ 5.16
Daggett S 248,072 63,166 [ S 3.93 |Wasatch S 1,708,010 388,520 [ $ 4.40
Wayne S 289,190 99,174 | $§  2.92 |Carbon S 1,318,710 392,887 [$ 3.36
Piute S 318,245 102,823 | S  3.10 |Park City S 2,125,223 404,389 | S 5.26
Murray S 966,535 118,673 | S  8.14 |Duchesne S 2,297,087 584,546 | S 3.93
Rich S 416,988 121,933 | $ 3.42 |Uintah S 3,397,700 767,996 | S  4.42
Beaver S 373,279 127,645 | S 2.92 |lron S 2,222,505 826,452 | S 2.69
Grand S 521,979 134,369 | S 3.88 |Tooele S 3,026,723 890,823 [ $ 3.40
Garfield S 242,032 141,956 | S  1.70 |Salt Lake S 4,398,516 977,495 [ $  4.50
South Summit S 566,377 142,959 | $  3.97 |SanJuan S 2,124,151 1,017,581 S 2.09
North Summit S 532,565 160,760 | S  3.31 |Box Elder S 3,945,611 1,348,114 | S 2.93
Juab S 572,610 168,280 | $  3.40 |Canyons S 7,435,303 1,610,402 | S 4.62
Kane S 540,609 176,192 | $  3.07 |Washington S 5,044,448 1,627,146 | S 3.10
South Sanpete S 907,707 219,081 | S  4.14 |Weber S 7,134,389 1,774,153 | $  4.02
North Sanpete S 847,296 280,881 [ $  3.02 |Nebo S 7,911,623 1,808,265 [ $ 4.38
Morgan S 844,667 287,358 | $  2.94 |Granite S 8,694,484 2,130,839 | S 4.08
Emery S 903,755 305,831 [ S 2.96 |Jordan S 10,137,638 2,456,284 | S  4.13
Millard S 1,328,130 354,018 | S  3.75 |Davis S 11,066,032 3,025,008 | $ 3.66
Sevier S 1,529,200 372,210 [ S 4.11 |Alpine S 13,477,301 3,688,858 | S 3.65
| statewide Average: | $ 3.777 |

Moving away from using minutes as part of the formula allocation would allow the USOE greater
ability to verify all input data (miles) into the transportation formula. It would also drastically
reduce the administrative burden on the school districts who track, compile, and report this data,
and on statewide monitoring activities. However, eliminating the minute element of the
allocation formula would ignore the fact that the miles traveled in an urban setting are often
more costly than miles traveled in a rural setting.

One of the main reasons why miles traveled in urban areas are more costly is because the miles
take longer to travel due to traffic or congestion in urban areas. Additionally, hourly wages of
bus drivers and other personnel tend to be higher in the urban areas and more personnel is
needed to transport a larger number of students in each area. In order to be equitable in the
allocation of transportation funds, the formula would likely need to be modified further to give
additional funding to the districts with higher costs per mile.
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To/From Pupil transportation Formula Allocated Only On the Basis of Minutes

We also evaluated the opposite scenario (using only the basis of minutes to allocate funding).
This change had the exact opposite impact. The same urban districts that would lose large
amounts of funding if the formula was changed to fund only on miles would gain additional
dollars if the formula were moved to allocate only on the basis of minutes. See Table 9.

Table 9. Pupil Transportation Appropriation Allocated by Minutes Only, Fiscal Year 2016

Statewide Cost Per Mile:| $ - S 1.167
Statewide Cost Per Minute:| $ 0.908 | $ 0.628 Differences
Fiscal Year 2016 |Fiscal Year 2016 To/From
District To/Frc-Dm Funding | Funding Ufsmg Miles and Funding Change| % Difference
Using Only Minutes
Minutes (Current Method)
SanJuan S 1,396,292 | S 1,619,801 | S (223,509) -13.80%
Piute S 173,919 | S 201,733 | S (27,814) -13.79%
Rich S 172,120 | S 199,070 | $ (26,950) -13.54%
Emery S 495,630 | S 554,136 | S (58,506) -10.56%
Wayne S 159,548 | S 177,809 | S (18,261) -10.27%
Morgan S 499,235 | S 547,545 | S (48,311) -8.82%
Garfield S 171,077 | S 186,669 | S (15,593) -8.35%
Daggett S 100,227 | S 109,094 | S (8,867) -8.13%
North Sanpete S 536,259 | S 583,424 | s (47,165) -8.08%
Duchesne S 976,236 | S 1,061,659 | $ (85,423) -8.05%
Beaver S 179,873 | S 195,435 | $ (15,562) -7.96%
Box Elder S 2,835,417 | S 3,066,296 | S (230,879) -7.53%
Millard S 630,151 | S 674,574 | S (44,423) -6.59%
Carbon S 703,798 | S 751,960 | S (48,162) -6.40%
North Summit S 257,878 | $ 274,978 | S (17,099) -6.22%
Iron S 1,436,468 | S 1,520,341 | $ (83,873) -5.52%
Kane S 300,239 | S 315,474 | $ (15,235) -4.83%
Park City S 847,050 | S 887,429 | S (40,379) -4.55%
South Summit S 311,641 | S 326,061 | S (14,420) -4.42%
Washington S 3,606,933 | $ 3,743,772 | S (136,838) -3.66%
Juab S 343,926 | S 353,502 | S (9,576) -2.71%
Uintah S 1,704,131 | S 1,745,351 | S (41,220) -2.36%
Cache S 4,035,174 | S 4,132,191 | S (97,018) -2.35%
Tooele S 2,043,485 | S 2,090,912 | $ (47,427) -2.27%
Nebo S 4,012,109 | S 4,027,176 | S (15,067) -0.37%
South Sanpete S 468,048 | S 468,713 | S (665) -0.14%
Weber S 4,295,407 | S 4,281,355 | S 14,052 0.33%
Davis S 6,799,480 | S 6,731,657 | S 67,824 1.01%
Wasatch S 981,445 | S 967,933 | $ 13,512 1.40%
Tintic S 55,061 | S 54,279 | $ 782 1.44%
Grand S 262,391 | S 257,014 | S 5,377 2.09%
Sevier S 804,634 | S 787,859 | S 16,775 2.13%
Salt Lake S 2,888,489 | S 2,827,214 | S 61,275 2.17%
Granite S 4,613,399 | S 4,510,931 | S 102,467 2.27%
Alpine S 8,997,109 | $ 8,750,909 | S 246,200 2.81%
Jordan S 6,352,812 | S 6,026,644 | S 326,169 5.41%
Canyons S 4,163,400 | S 3,908,696 | S 254,704 6.52%
Ogden S 968,239 | S 901,473 | S 66,765 7.41%
Provo S 1,247,719 | S 1,142,566 | S 105,153 9.20%
Logan S 849,862 | S 759,186 | S 90,677 11.94%
Murray S 423,634 | S 377,124 | S 46,511 12.33%
Statewide Total: [ s 72,099,945 | $ 72,099,945 | $ - 0.00%
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To/From Pupil Transportation Formula Allocated On the Basis of Number of Eligible Students
Transported

Allocating transportation funding based entirely on the number of eligible students transported
provides a much simpler allocation method and significantly reduces the burden on the USOE to
verify statistical and financial data. Under this scenario, the available appropriation could be
prorated to each school district based on the number of eligible students utilizing to/from
transportation in each district compared to total eligible students who actually utilize
transportation in the state. See Table 10. It is important to note that determining the exact
number of eligible students actually transported is a challenge. Some students only ride the bus
in the morning or in the afternoon, based on parent schedule, activities, extracurricular activities,
etc. Some students ride the bus to an alternative campus (such as an ATC) for vocational training
and some only ride on certain days each week.

Transportation funds could also be allocated on the basis of total students eligible for
transportation in each school district. Similar to the methodology described above, the available
appropriation of funding would be prorated for each school district based on the number of
students eligible for transportation in each district compared to total eligible students statewide.
The USOE does not currently collect data regarding total students eligible for transportation in
each district, but the districts could provide this information.

This methodology of allocating transportation funding would greatly harm the rural school
districts, as a much higher percentage of students in rural districts use school transportation as
compared to an urban district. This means that, under a formula which distributes based on
eligibility alone (and not whether the students actually used the transportation), urban districts
would be funded for a large number of students for which they are not providing transportation
services.
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Table 10 — Pupil Transportation Appropriation Allocated by Eligible Students Transported

Fiscal Year 2016 .
. Fiscal Year 2016 5
L. Students To/From Funding R . % Difference
District . To/From Funding | Funding Change
Transported* | Prorated Using Students From Current
Current Method
Transported

Tintic 29 | S 12,984 | $ 54,279 | S (41,295) -76.08%
SanJuan 1,518 | $ 679,656 | S 1,619,801 | $ (940,145) -58.04%
Piute 225 | S 100,740 | S 201,733 | $ (100,994) -50.06%
Garfield 215 | S 96,262 | S 186,669 | S (90,407) -48.43%
Beaver 260 | $ 116,410 | $ 195,435 | S (79,025) -40.44%
Daggett 159 | $ 71,189 | S 109,094 | S (37,905) -34.75%
Salt Lake 4,122 | S 1,845,548 | S 2,827,214 | S (981,666) -34.72%
Rich 307 | $ 137,453 | S 199,070 | S (61,617) -30.95%
Wayne 308 | S 137,901 | $ 177,809 | S (39,908) -22.44%
Emery 965 | S 432,061 | S 554,136 | $ (122,076) -22.03%
Tooele 3,686 | S 1,650,337 | S 2,090,912 | $ (440,575) -21.07%
North Sanpete 1,040 | S 465,640 | S 583,424 | § (117,783) -20.19%
Box Elder 5696 | S 2,550,277 | S 3,066,296 | S (516,019) -16.83%
Ogden 1,689 | S 756,218 | § 901,473 | § (145,256) -16.11%
Millard 1,292 | S 578,469 | § 674,574 | (96,105) -14.25%
Kane 616 | S 275,802 | $§ 315,474 | $ (39,672) -12.58%
Juab 695 | S 311,173 | § 353,502 | § (42,329) -11.97%
South Summit 656 | S 293,712 | $ 326,061 | $ (32,349) -9.92%
Nebo 8,228 | S 3,683,932 | S 4,027,176 | S (343,244) -8.52%
Jordan 12,460 | $ 5,578,731 | $ 6,026,644 | S (447,913) -7.43%
Logan 1572 | S 703,833 | $ 759,186 | $ (55,352) -7.29%
North Summit 581 |$ 260,132 | § 274978 | $ (14,846) -5.40%
Carbon 1,590 | $ 711,893 | $ 751,960 | $ (40,067) -5.33%
Cache 8,982 | S 4,021,522 | S 4,132,191 | S (110,670) -2.68%
Granite 9,886 | $ 4,426,271 | $ 4,510,931 | $ (84,661) -1.88%
Davis 14,894 | $§ 6,668,508 | § 6,731,657 | $ (63,148) -0.94%
Morgan 1,236 | S 553,396 | § 547,545 | § 5,850 1.07%
Iron 3438 | S 1,539,300 | S 1,520,341 | S 18,959 1.25%
Sevier 1,793 | S 802,782 | § 787,859 | § 14,923 1.89%
Alpine 20,469 | S 9,164,610 | $ 8,750,909 | $ 413,701 4.73%
Washington 9,105 | $ 4,076,593 | S 3,743,772 | S 332,821 8.89%
Duchesne 2,588 | $ 1,158,728 | $ 1,061,659 | $ 97,069 9.14%
Uintah 4,306 | S 1,927,931 | S 1,745,351 | S 182,580 10.46%
Wasatch 2473 | S 1,107,239 | S 967,933 | § 139,306 14.39%
Canyons 10,504 | $§ 4,702,968 | S 3,908,696 | $ 794,272 20.32%
Park City 2,386 | S 1,068,287 | S 887,429 | § 180,858 20.38%
Grand 710 | $ 317,889 | $ 257,014 | $ 60,875 23.69%
Murray 1,046 | S 468,327 | S 377,124 | § 91,203 24.18%
Weber 12,003 | $ 5,374,118 | $ 4,281,355 | $ 1,092,763 25.52%
South Sanpete 1,346 | S 602,646 | § 468,713 | S 133,933 28.57%
Provo 5960 | $ 2,668,478 | S 1,142,566 | S 1,525,912 133.55%
Statewide Totals: 161,034 | $ 72,099,945 [ $ 72,099,945 | $ - 0.00%

*See report discussion regarding the number of eligible students transported data
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Allocating funding on a per-student basis (whether on the basis of eligible students or actual
students transported) alone does not provide equitable funding to school districts to cover the
actual expenses of transporting students. Obviously, providing transportation to students living
in rural areas where the students live much further from the school is much more costly, on a per
student basis, than providing transportation to students who live in close proximity to the school,
as is the case in many urban school districts.

To/From Pupil Transportation Formula Allocated on the Basis of the Distance a Student Lives
From the School

Another method of funding transportation considered is a formula which provides an allocation
of funding to each school district solely on the basis of the miles each eligible student lives from
the school. While simple and easy to calculate, this method would require additional resources
that the USOE does not currently have at its disposal. Currently, the USOE does not have address
data or the ability to calculate or verify the mileage each student lives from a school. LEAs could
provide this data to the USOE, but the data would require verification and auditing, similar to the
miles and minutes data provided currently. The State could also choose to invest in GPS or map
software which would enable it to track where each student in the state resides and calculate
the to/from mileage from each student’s house. In addition to the miles a student lives from the
school, the formula would also require a rate per mile to use in calculating the allocation for each
district. This rate could be calculated, similar to the current methodology, by adding together
eligible transportation costs from the AFR of each district and dividing the total cost by the sum
of the miles each student in the state lives away from their school.

This methodology presents some serious challenges, questions, and policy decisions:

1. As mentioned, the USOE does not currently have address data for students throughout
the state nor an efficient way to calculate the mileage from each student’s house to the
school.

2. A number of students in the state are bused from the school where they attend the
majority of their classes to another campus or location where they receive additional
classes. How would this type of formula account for these types of routes?

3. For families with multiple students living in the same house, would the school district
receive an allocation for each student in the home or just one?

4. As mentioned in a section above, allocating transportation funding on the basis of miles
alone does not account for the higher costs incurred by districts in urban areas where
buses travel much slower and must deal with high amounts of traffic on a daily basis.

If the transportation formula were modified to allocate funding in this fashion, these policy
questions would require clarification in statute and further guidance would be needed in order
to develop an efficient and effective way for the USOE to determine the mileage each student
must travel to get to school. Allocating funding in this fashion would provide a significant
simplification to the formula and could reduce the requirements of the transportation staff at
the USOE, but most likely would not equitably allocate funding based on the actual costs incurred
by the school districts to provide transportation.
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Base Allocation

As mentioned in chapter 1 of this report, a $30,000 base is allocated to each school district to
ensure that smaller school districts can cover fixed costs and to ensure that each school district
has a minimum amount to run its transportation program. As we studied the transportation
allocation formula, questions arose as to whether the base is reaching the school districts that
have the greatest need for these funds. Currently, $1,230,000 is set aside to provide a $30,000
base to all 41 school districts.

Time and personnel were not sufficient in the interim period to study alternatives to the $30,000
base. The issue was discussed with the transportation advisory committee and future meetings
will discuss the issue. An alternative discussed was developing an allocation formula for a base
similar to the district administrative costs formula. The administrative cost formula provides a
larger base for school districts with the smallest number of students, and phases out at 5,000
students. While modifying the formula in this way does not simplify the formula, ensuring that
sufficient funds are provided to the school districts who have the greatest need may be in the
best interest of students. Caps would be needed to ensure that smaller school districts do not
receive more funding than the regular formula allocation calculates and that these districts do
not exceed the 85% cap in statute.

Rolling the Transportation Appropriation into the Value of the WPU

We also performed an analysis of the impact of rolling the transportation to/from appropriation
into the value of the WPU. We used the FY2017 WPU projections by LEA, and the total state
appropriation of $75,830,200, with $3,730,255 removed for USDB, per statute. If a total of
$72,298,350 were added to the value of the WPU, we calculated the value of the WPU to increase
by $98 from $3,092 to $3,190. Distributing the transportation appropriation through the WPU
would result in two major changes to the current distribution. The first is that $7,674,205 would
be distributed to charter schools, which results in a reduction of funds to school districts that is
largely spread among the small school districts. The second change is the redistribution of funds
from small districts to large districts. Because the transportation appropriation would be
allocated based on WPU'’s, the larger districts have minimal impacts and in some cases gain
funding, while small districts experience significant reductions in transportation funding which
would most likely cause severe impacts on the ability of the smaller or rural LEAs to provide
educational services to their students. See Appendix B for an analysis by individual LEA.

Limitations on Analysis

As we analyzed data pertaining to transportation expenditures and potential data points to
develop performance measures or different bases for allocation, it became apparent that there
are three types of transportation activities:

1. To/From Transportation: These activities encompass the day-to-day operations of
getting eligible students to and from school. There are Board rules and training
documents that provide guidance on eligibility of bus routes, bus stops, eligibility of
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students, and the allowable costs that can be incurred and claimed in the to/from pupil
transportation expenditures.

2. Activity and Field Trips: These activities encompass busing costs for student participation
in field trips, sporting events, music, and other extracurricular activities sponsored and
facilitated by the school districts. Depending on the regional classification by Utah High
School Activities Association, travel to participate in sporting events can be costly.
Schools who participate in 1A and 2A regions have to travel many hours and hundreds of
miles to participate in sports, music competition, debate and other activities. The miles
and minutes associated with these trips are not eligible for reimbursement in the to/from
pupil transportation; however, the expenditures associated with fuel, driver salary,
insurance, etc. are included in total expenditures reported in the transportation
functions. Local revenues and fees pay for the costs of these activities, but the total
expenditures are included with to/from expenditures.

3. Local Board Decisions: Local board decisions, especially when those decisions involve
school choice options, sending a bus to an ineligible area, or authorizing a bus route that
will be considered ineligible also have associated costs that are included in total
transportation expenditures reported in the transportation function. School choice could
include sending students to any school outside that student’s boundary school,
authorizing and opening gifted and talented programs, dual immersion programs, ESL
programs, alternative high schools or drop out recovery programs, and providing
transportation for students to these out of boundary schools. Local boards have the
discretion to send buses to whatever location they feel is necessary to provide
educational opportunities to students and to ensure student safety; however, these
routes may not qualify for state to/from funding and the local board must fund them with
local revenues or fees. The miles and minutes associated with these trips are not included
as part of the to/from miles and minutes calculations. Local board choice is not to be
confused with parental choice.

Parents, under open enrollment provisions, may choose to take their student to a school
outside the local school boundaries, and by so doing waive the right to free public
transportation.

The USOE does have data on the miles associated with ineligible routes and activities and these
are removed from the to/from formula allocation. However, it is difficult to isolate the
expenditures associated with to/from transportation, which is supported by state funds because
expenditures associated with each of these activities are all recorded in the same transportation
functions.

The school districts have never been instructed to track the expenditures separately based on
the categories mentioned above. However, because all of these expenditures are lumped
together it makes a more detailed analysis of total costs for each activity, per mile or per minute,
not possible at the present time.

School districts could modify their accounting structure to track expenditures and revenues by
the category type, but the administrative burden to implement this change would be large and
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require ongoing accounting monitoring and verification audits by the USOE. The personnel
necessary to implement this change would mostly likely greatly outweigh the benefits of the data
that could be analyzed.

Courses of Action

Based on our limited review of the transportation formula allocation, it appears that miles and
minutes is a reasonable allocation base and provides equitable funding in a manner that treats
urban and rural districts with unique geographical and other challenges in an equitable manner.

We recommend the Board consider the following action:

1)

2)

3)

4)

Instruct the School Finance section to develop rules and policies to further clarify and
document the administration and monitoring of the allocation of the to/from pupil
transportation formula and distribution of the appropriation;

Propose modification to R277-600 to increase the minimum in-lieu mileage
reimbursement rate from $0.14 cent to $0.35, retaining the maximum rate of $0.56,
which follows IRS mileage reimbursement rates. Modify Board rule to require LEAs to
perform a cost benefit analysis as a part of the determination of their LEA specific rate,
and make this analysis available to the public.

Instruct the School Finance section to review the data gathered from school districts and
simplify the reporting process to minimize the time and data necessary to monitor and
validate school district data and facilitate the allocation of the to/from appropriation;
Instruct the School Finance section and Transportation Advisory Committee to continue
the study of the $30,000 base allocation and bring forth recommendations when
developed.
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Appendix A
Utah School Districts

Wasatch Front inset
November 2015
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Appendix B

Impact of To and From School Pupil Transportation Funding Into the WPU Value - Projected Fiscal Year 2017

WPUValve:  |$ 3092 [WPuvalve: | $ 3090 [change:  [§ 98

w/out Transportation Funding (Current) | Transportation Rolled into WPU value Differences

Total Basic School | Total Basic School | Total Basic School | Total Basic School WeUs Funding FY2015 Transportation |  Increase
LEA Program WPUs | Program Funding | Program WPUs | Program Funding Allocation (Decrease)
Alpine 97531625 298,681,819 97531625 307,113,109 $ 8431290 | § 87958105 (324520
Beaver 2,669.80 8,157,649 2,669.80 8,381,394 23,745 195,528 28217
Box Elder 15,326.40 46,872,249 15326.40 48172827 1,300,578 3,068,003 | (1,767,425
Cache 2,678.24 69,373,756 2,678.24 71,304,946 1,931,190 413449 | (2,203,306)
Carbon 4,946.63 15,078,736 4,946.63 15,479,563 400827 752,365 (351,538)
Daggett 64758 1,983,367 647.58 2,039,429 56,062 109,139 (53,077)
Davis 90,593.98 277,514,134 90,593.98 285,375,680 7,861,546 6,735,423 | 1126123
Duchesne 7,600.97 23203853 7,600.97 23,832,766 628,913 1,062,239 (433 326)
Emery 3,860.44 11,775,872 3,860.44 12,091,809 315937 554,431 (238,494
Garfield 2289.11 7,002,369 2289.11 7,197,254 194,885 186,757 8,128
Grand 2,202.47 6,729,217 2,202.47 6,913,608 184391 251,142 (12,751)
Granite 86,483.79 264,799,832 86,488.79 272,250,837 7,452,005 4513449 | 2,938,556
Iron 12,370.62 37814472 12,370.62 38,857,241 1,042,769 1,521,179 (478,410)
Jordan 67,342.56 206,167,931 67,342.56 211,965,456 5,797,525 6,030,013 (232,488)
Juab 332002 10,152,313 332002 10,433,589 281,276 353,684 (72,408)
Kane 2,590.38 7917919 2,590.38 8,136,140 218221 315,634 (97413)
Millard 453261 13,831,852 453261 14,204,943 373,091 674,936 (301,845)
Morgan 3,656.46 11,208,062 3,656.46 11,528,171 320,109 547,836 (227,727
Nebo 4303250 131,487,093 43,032.50 135,093,566 3606473 4009423 (422,950
No. Sanpete 3407.33 10,385,096 3407.33 10,660,649 275,553 583,735 (308,182)
No. Summit 1,819.54 5,567,286 1819.54 5,122,708 155422 215,116 (119,694)
Park City 6,052.41 18,584,487 6,052.41 19,126,694 542,207 887,911 (345,704)
Piute 896.47 2,741,234 896.47 2,817,144 75910 201,830 (125920)
Rich 1,196.95 3673714 1,196.95 3,780,321 106,607 199,165 (92,558)
San Juan 511841 15,669,406 511841 16,109,877 40471 162069 |  (1,180,224)
Sevier 6,835.58 20,888,471 6,835.58 21,462,173 573,102 788,285 (214,583)
So. Sanpete 4,861.36 14,846,686 4.861.36 15,251,290 404,604 468,959 (64,355)
So. Summit 2315.89 7,063,799 2315.89 7,253,107 189,308 326,221 (136,919)
Tintic 83327 2,557,301 83327 2,631,436 74,135 54,293 19,842
Tooele 19,211.55 58,718,604 19,211.55 60,335,254 1,616,650 2,092,070 (475,420)
Uintah 9,798.68 29,950,707 9,798.68 30,775,963 825,256 1,746,315 (921,059)
Wasatch 8,530.87 26,107,728 8,530.87 26,838,557 730,829 968,460 (237,631)
Washington 38,081.09 116,502,198 38,081.09 119,749,038 3,246,840 3,745,859 (499,019)
Wayne 1,197.83 3,660,776 1,197.83 3,761,455 100,679 177,892 (11213)
Weber 4231361 129,155,943 4231361 132,650,563 3,494,620 4,283,744 (789,124
Salt Lake 30,897.36 94,458,296 30,897.36 97,067,107 2,608,811 2,828,786 (219,975)
Ogden 15,574.76 47,646,237 15,574.76 48973418 1,327,181 901,963 425,18
Provo 21,930.75 67,091,271 21,930.75 68,960,390 1,869,119 1,103,364 765,755
Logan 7181827 23,941,045 781827 24,616,254 675,209 759,595 (84,386)
Murray 8397.95 25,712,137 8397.95 26435875 13,738 377,318 346,420
Canyons 43,214,04 132,371,306 43,214,04 136,119,362 3,748,056 3,910,876 (162,820)
District Total: 753,985.15 | §  2,307,046,23 753,985.15 | §  2,371,471,963 $64,425,740 | | $ 72,099,945 | $ (7,674,205)
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w/out Transportation Funding (Current) | Transportation Rolled into WPU value Differences
Total Basic School | Total Basic School | Total Basic School | Total Basic School WPUs Funding FY2015 Transportation| Increase

LEA Program WPUs Program Funding | Program WPUs | Program Funding Allocation (Decrease)

Ogden Prep 1,298.71 | $ 3,976,316 1,298.71|$ 4,088,254 - S 111,938 - 111,938
American Prep 5,659.96 17,268,260 5,659.96 17,732,669 - 464,409 - 464,409
Walden School 541.22 1,651,152 541.22 1,695,528 - 44,376 - 44,376
Freedom Academy 1,793.01 5,498,609 1,793.01 5,656,553 - 157,944 - 157,944
AMES 723.16 2,221,630 723.16 2,286,837 - 65,207 - 65,207
Pinnacle Canyon 689.61 2,087,576 689.61 2,137,869 - 50,293 - 50,293
City Academy 283.33 860,078 283.33 881,658 - 21,580 - 21,580
Soldier Hollow 329.99 1,009,222 329.99 1,037,237 - 28,015 - 28,015
Tuacahn High 533.56 1,638,843 533.56 1,686,835 - 47,992 - 47,992
Uintah River High 101.60 310,814 101.60 319,477 - 8,663 - 8,663
John Hancock 217.00 665,184 217.00 684,190 - 19,006 19,006
Thomas Edison - North 1573.42 4,809,051 1,573.42 4,941,460 - 132,409 132,409
Timpanogos Academy 564.31 1,734,706 564.31 1,786,000 - 51,294 - 51,294
Salt Lake Arts 470.51 1,446,616 470.51 1,489,483 - 42,867 - 42,867
Fast Forward 338.40 1,033,273 338.40 1,061,362 - 28,089 - 28,089
NUAMES 1,083.24 3,317,676 1,083.24 3,411,456 - 93,780 - 93,780
Ranches Academy 417.57 1,279,453 417.57 1,315,818 - 36,365 - 36,365
DaVinci Academy 1,280.49 3,922,311 1,280.49 4,033,357 - 111,046 - 111,046
Summit Academy 3,057.84 9,366,605 3,057.84 9,631,804 - 265,199 - 265,199
Itineris 553.97 1,707,525 553.97 1,759,647 - 52,122 - 52,122
North Davis Prep 1,137.47 3,496,492 1,137.47 3,599,842 - 103,350 - 103,350
Moab Charter 141.71 432,756 141.71 444,533 - 11,777 - 11,777
East Hollywood High 458.41 1,402,596 458.41 1,441,751 - 39,155 39,155
SUCCESS Academy 581.00 1,794,098 581.00 1,850,009 - 55,911 - 55,911
UCAS 550.42 1,693,066 550.42 1,743,506 - 50,440 - 50,440
Lincoln Academy 1,082.12 3,307,496 1,082.12 3,398,590 - 91,094 - 91,094
Beehive Science & Tech 439.13 1,340,327 439.13 1,376,575 - 36,248 - 36,248
Wasatch Peak 450.19 1,381,587 450.19 1,421,625 - 40,038 - 40,038
North Star Academy 611.16 1,877,516 611.16 1,932,605 - 55,089 55,089
Reagan Academy 779.12 2,384,844 779.12 2,451,762 - 66,918 - 66,918
American Leadership 2,318.87 7,081,928 2,318.87 7,274,952 - 193,024 - 193,024
Navigator Pointe 596.53 1,828,045 596.53 1,880,089 - 52,044 - 52,044
Odyssey 581.41 1,783,514 581.41 1,834,927 - 51,413 - 51,413
InTech Collegiate HS 331.84 1,004,887 331.84 1,029,223 - 24336 - 24,336
Entheos Academy 1,246.23 3,802,597 1,246.23 3,905,010 - 102,413 102,413
Lakeview 1,141.23 3,501,669 1,141.23 3,602,919 - 101,250 - 101,250
Legacy Preparatory 1,233.97 3,775,961 1,233.97 3,881,492 - 105,531 - 105,531
Liberty Academy 592.62 1,813,823 592.62 1,864,661 - 50,838 - 50,838
Monticello 835.85 2,568,352 835.85 2,643,922 - 75,570 - 75,570
Mountainville 864.96 2,654,898 864.96 2,731,989 - 77,091 - 77,091
Paradigm High 836.07 2,560,988 836.07 2,633,490 - 72,502 - 72,502
Renaissance 779.44 2,398,813 779.44 2,470,735 - 71922 - 71,922
Channing Hall 685.12 2,101,207 685.12 2,161,617 - 60,410 - 60,410
Spectrum 3,289.78 9,615,519 3,289.78 9,723,829 - 108,310 - 108,310
Syracuse Arts 2,062.08 6,305,945 2,062.08 6,480,755 - 174,810 - 174,810
George Washington 1,120.54 3,436,617 1,120.54 3,535,428 - 98,811 - 98,811
Noah Webster 606.34 1,862,344 606.34 1,916,868 - 54,524 - 54,524
Salt Lake SPA 440.70 1,352,063 440.70 1,391,106 - 39,043 - 39,043
Open Classroom 42237 1,295,133 42237 1,332,285 - 37,152 37,152
Canyon Rim 579.08 1,777,928 579.08 1,829,736 - 51,808 - 51,808
Guadalupe Schools 337.13 1,034,432 337.13 1,064,344 - 29912 - 29,912
Karl G. Maeser 828.28 2,546,726 828.28 2,622,234 - 75,508 - 75,508
CS Lewis Academy 254.88 774,450 254.88 794,146 - 19,696 - 19,696
Dual Immersion Academy 521.23 1,600,484 521.23 1,647,178 - 46,694 - 46,694
Edith Bowen 352.46 1,079,492 352.46 1,110,008 - 30,516 30,516
Gateway Preparatory 747.02 2,286,746 747.02 2,350,964 - 64,218 - 64,218
Merit College Preparatory 439.30 1,332,239 439.30 1,365,200 - 32,961 - 32,961
Providence Hall 2,728.70 8,316,044 2,728.70 8,536,453 - 220,409 - 220,409
Quest Academy 1,143.10 3,487,320 1,143.10 3,581,030 - 93,710 - 93,710
Rockwell HS 690.14 2,110,370 690.14 2,168,836 - 58,466 58,466
Venture 953.81 2,923,872 953.81 3,007,450 - 83578 - 83,578
Center for Science Ed. 563.01 1,724,462 563.01 1,773,244 - 48,782 - 48,782
Utah Virtual Academy 2,877.84 8,725,463 2,877.84 8,940,627 - 215,164 - 215,164
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w/out Transportation Funding (Current) | Transportation Rolled into WPU value Differences
Total Basic School | Total Basic School | Total Basic School | Total Basic School WPUs Funding FY2015 Transportation|  Increase
LEA Program WPUs | Program Funding | Program WPUs | Program Funding Allocation (Decrease)
The Early Light Academy 1,221.59 3733332 1,221.59 3,835,992 102,660 102,660
Excelsior Academy 734.03 2,253,181 734.03 2,318,663 65,482 65,482
Hawthorn Academy 1,792.02 5,478,105 1,792.02 5,629,263 151,158 151,158
Mountain Heights 701.99 2,152,292 701.99 2,213,941 61,649 61,649
Jefferson Academy 594.41 1,819,805 594.41 1,870,988 51,183 51,183
Vista at Entrada 1,047.43 3,205,509 1,047.43 3,295,228 89,719 89,719
Bear River CS 2411 653,069 2411 670,576 17,507 17,507
Maria Montessori 726.80 2,224.977 726.80 2,287,503 62,526 62,526
Canyon Grove Academy 437.48 1,337,434 437.48 1,374,367 36,933 36,933
Weilenmann School 661.80 2,031,398 661.80 2,090,410 59,012 59,012
Summit Academy HS 813.35 2,490,401 813.35 2,560,561 70,160 70,160
Good Foundations 537.97 1,647,697 531.97 1,694,280 46,583 46,583
Utah Connections 1,363.53 4,173,324 1,363.53 4,290,295 116,971 116,971
Endeavor Hall 712.88 2,179,885 712.88 2,240,272 60,387 60,387
Aristotle Academy 164.34 497,559 164.34 509,577 12,018 12,018
HighMark CS 772.16 2,369,481 772.16 2,438,082 68,601 68,601
Promontory School 511.93 1,572,037 511.93 1,617,936 45,899 45,899
Pacific Heritage Acad. 430.80 1,320,638 430.80 1,358,399 37,761 37,761
Valley Academy 423.20 1,296,208 423.20 1,332,865 36,657 36,657
Pioneer High School 389.91 1,191,161 389.91 1,223,749 32,588 32,588
UT International HS 287.26 877,857 287.26 901,984 24,127 2,127
Esperanza Elementary 492.74 1,513,168 492.74 1,557,374 44,206 44,206
Leadership Learning 583.31 1,788,505 583.31 1,839,766 51,261 51,261
Mana Academy 502.57 1,544,355 502.57 1,589,822 45,467 45,467
Voyage Academy 571.06 1,751,794 571.06 1,802,296 50,502 50,502
WSU Charter School 32.29 98,765 3229 102,511 2,746 2,746
Winter Sports 149.70 461,339 149.70 475,393 14,054 14,054
Utah Career Path 254.03 773,859 254.03 794,250 20391 20,391
Am Intl School of Utah 1,606.49 4,930,481 1,606.49 5,073,478 142997 142,997
Ascent Academies of UT 2,455.37 7517514 2,455.37 7,729,066 211,552 211,552
Dixie Montessori Academy 430.03 1,319,159 430.03 1,357,196 38,037 38,037
Kairos Academy 74.23 226,169 74.23 232,148 5979 5979
Mountain West Montessori Aca 525.71 1,613,314 525.71 1,660,059 46,745 46,745
Scholar Academy 566.75 1,740,575 566.75 1,791,467 50,892 50,892
Greenwood 470.23 1,442,718 470.23 1,484,396 41,678 41,678
Terra Academy 78.23 2,403,498 783.23 2,473,100 69,602 69,602
Lumen Scholar Institute 682.64 2,093,570 682.64 2,153,752 60,182 60,182
Vanguard Academy 519.19 1,590,086 519.19 1,635,013 44,927 44927
Utah Military Academy 765.83 2,351,769 765.83 2,420,455 68,686 68,686
Roots Charter HS 252.71 775,846 252.71 798433 22,587 22,587
Athenian eAcademy 668.30 2,051,515 668.30 2,111,169 59,654 59,654
Wasatch Waldorf Academy 611.66 1,877,473 611.66 1,932,009 54,536 54,536
Franklin Discovery Academy 530.46 1,627,436 530.46 1,674,423 46,987 46,987
Wallace Stegner Academy 640.35 1,965,423 640.35 2,022,472 57,049 57,049
American Academy of Innovation 468.36 1,438,998 468.36 1,481,280 42,282 42,282
St. George Academy 434.12 1487974 484.12 1,531,896 43922 43922
Athlos Academy 928.56 2,849,902 928.56 2,932,575 82,673 82,673
Charter Totals: 91,33242 | $ 279,120,564 91,332.42 | § 286,794,769 $ 7,674,205 $ 7,674,205
Statewide Totals: 845,317.56 | $  2,586,166,787 845,317.56 | $  2,658,266,732 $72,009,945 | | $ 72,099,945 | §
usbs $3,730,255
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Total Appropriation $75,830,200
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