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CEIFA TRANSPORTATION STUDY GROU?P
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

: Inearly spnng 1999 Govemor Wtutman and the legxslatwe leaders}up agreed to bnng together a -
group of ﬁeld practtttoners during the summer months, for the purpose of studying the impact of the CEIFA"%
legi slatton on local school commumtles i'As a part of this effort, the CEIFA 'I'ransportatton Study Group was . .
_'establ:shed and began ‘meeting on }’une 22, 1999.% The transportation study group. continued to meet”
“throughout; the summer, mciudxng a sesston in which they received public comments on the xmpact of CEIFA

_' ;on school transporfation. The transportatxon study group mcluded the followmg members .g -

a-,'.,

_Mchael] R:tacco Supenntendent Toms RlverRegmnal Chalrperson R _
John Calavano, Business Administrator, Board Secretary, Frankhn Township .
. Paul Harren, Supermtendent Washington Township =7 PR U SRR
: Wayne Ho!hday, Board Secretary/Busmess Adxmmstrator Mom'oe Townsh; p '
s Richard Kaplan, Supermtendent Boonton Public Schools - -
- - Thomas Rende, Assistant Supenntendent Lenape Regional High School Dtstnct

‘ Lmda Wells Director Office of Pupt! Transportatton, Department of Educatlon

Dunng the “course of their meetmgs the transportatton study group dtscussed the CEIFA
transpo:tatwn aid formula and possxble changes to that calculation; the school transportation efficiency plan

contatned wrthm CEIFA; the busing of children for safety reasons who live less than remote from thexr:

school and noneublxc schooi transportat:on issues. " In addztlon, ‘the group thought it xmportant to rewew_.,;__ .

L state. law, govermng ‘the; retx{ement of achool vehicles, possxble amendments to_the sebscrtptlon busmg Iaw
] d portation con r

dj “'i_;t_enttai Ieglslatton wh:ch W :
rcent cap mcrea s in the co

The: constant" factors contained in the CEIFA state transportation aid formula ‘should be re-
evaluated to take into consideration the size of school districts, enablmg “like dtstrtct groupmg

j,factors to piay a rote in the d:stnbutxon of state transportatxon a1d

afety reasons who hve Iess than remote from thezr schools
f school transportation efficiency. - ;

o fﬂ‘--_-.,"i’he prowsmn of busmg students for's
. .- should be factored mto the calcuiatten 0

sought to amend the aid in lieu of transportatton ‘amount paxd to""

equal the’ armount ‘of state, aid paxd to school districts for these
pay aid in heu of transportatzon “when™

been arranged shoutd also be mcluded

Législative change should be

:-nonpubhc 'school’ parents to
students. 2 A" provxston to eliminate the requuement 10

applxcatxons are recewed after transportatm services have

The Department of Educatton shou!d support legi
ont cts beyond the current thlrty pereent limit thh.m the CPI B

egislative | change should be sought to'expand ‘the exjstmg subsenptzon busmg‘;(parental' a

payment) law to mclude other forms of non—mandated semces at lecal dtscretzon

.‘.. o -_"

i ® _.."__:,The Depamnent of Edu ation should conszder pIacmg the purchase of school buses outsxde the
%_ffdistﬁct budget cap, as well as, the cost of transportmg charter school students.
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CEIFA TRAN SPORTATION STUDY GROU’P
.- FINAL REPORT

: The CEIFA study group, estabhshed for the purpose of studymg ‘the 1mpact of the CEIFA "~ *- ",
on local school commumtxes began meeting on June 22, 1999.. The trarisportation study group - . |
continued to ‘meet throughout the summer, including 2 sessxon in which they recezved pubhc A
fjcomments on CEIFA’ 1mpact on school transportatlon ‘ L

Dzscussxon Topxcs

of thou‘ rneetmgs the tra.nsportauon study g;roup dzscussed a number of U
f school transportation operations. These issues were ‘grouped -

funding and matters of pnmary importance to local |
for their students '

R Durmg the course
issues affecting the efficiency o

“into those matters directly related to state
boards of education as they seek to prov:de safe and efficient transportatlon

:-.'f.“’rhe {‘EIFA State Transoortat:on Ald Formula k ‘_ | o f

of the CEIIFA traxlsportatton a1d fonnu!a were dlscussed the
it e efﬁmency rating calculation. A suggestlon was made that the ,
Depar’érheoeof Education’ should, analyze data submitted, by local boards;of education, sncmdm
AnSpor e Costs> 107 det rmine if: Aike district: groupmg factor ould: play. a‘role in. th

i S5F, statevmd Inj addztlon;?there;‘, 45+ some; d:scusszo_ tha! _aldfshoul& “f011
That is7 districts. acceptmg students transfemng from anothe \
be"r 157 student: counts are, faken: for state: “aid,; should reeewe ‘the’ 'ci:"'gerierated.byith
trg_msf'er “stident. Fmally, dascussxons ‘were. ‘held” concermng the" effect ‘of !onger distances
il generally traveled along foutes servicing nonpubho and charter school ‘students on 4 dxstncts' U

-3 fiscal resources and their ability to meet the state efficiency ‘standard. This transportatlon may - c
" wairrant the development of separate factors to reflect the added cost of transportmg nonpubhc s

and charter school students

Two pnmary aspects
ormula’ cost coefﬁczents and th

School Transoortatxon Bfﬁcxencv Plan o

ency plan was < 2l dlseussed ’m great t'ieteﬂ.‘ The study""” EE

10 p.was in general agreement that students transported for safety reasons  should be included in;
the” school transportatzon efficiency | calculatxon ‘and costs should be factored into each ‘school®
d:stnct s transportation ‘efficiency rating. Asa part of this effort, a method ‘'should be developed _
by the Department ‘of Education for the determination of per pupxl costs for transportation In
addmon, sonie members questioned whether all transporfation services,

athletic runs, should also be, factored mto a dlstnct s efﬁcxenoy rating.-:

The schooi transportanon eﬁ'tcx

mcludmg ﬁeid tnps and o







CEIFA Trznsportatron Study Group Report

-_g_fje_tx_._Bums
. The study group dascu

: ssed the busmg“ of children who live less than remote from theu'f o
chools. ;- Study “group members first expiored ‘the idea of reducing the current mileage
sportataon, requiring transportation for safety reasons of students -

requxrements for mandated tran
or transportation under current faw. - Transportation aid could then be

_who'are not eligible f

‘caiculated accordmg to mileage, with transportation for students living shorter distances from -~

;theu“ schools_ having differént cost factors than those transported further distances. " Again, the = "
¢ that most districts transport students who'do not meet the

study gioup was in gencrai agreemen
current mileage requarements for safety reasons, not as a courtesy, and should be included i in the
" school transportation efficiency calculation. This should be the case whether or not the distance

requuemcnts are changed in the !aw

o Nonoub!:c and Charter School Transnorta

?Issues affectmgt the tra,nsportatlon of students attendmg nonpubhc schools were also s
d at some le ' bers described the difficulties of transporting small groups ¢
sYoffen ong'dmtance 't their. pnvate schools;:zThe ‘difficulties’;of; hcoordmatm‘., .
-hot p mrted ab:hty to alter. school calendars”"nd‘ school: hours, as
mpact of thjs,tmnsportatton on district transporatlon “efficiency, . were also dlscussed |
e A T

‘group: focused 1 oni- the fiscal: 1rnpac_t ‘ori: Jocal: distnct budgets of the

: "nonpubhc school expendlture and’ payilg

g ' “aid in lidi" of transportatron '~
'Many felt that the nonpubhc school aid in liew of transportahon amount shou!d equal__th,e amount
:'dxstnct Teceives in state aid for these students. In most cases, the statutory amotint to be paid as
‘aid in] lleu ‘of transporfation for ‘each student ‘exceeds the ‘arhount that 4 board of education ",
receives in state aid for that student’s transportatron Furthermore, aid i in lieu of transportatron
’ :_'ff"should be denied when applications are submitted to the board of education after transportation
.. services have been arranged. The savings realized from changmg the law to equalize the aid in
“lieu of transportatlon amount to the state aid amount could be more pmdent!y used to fund safety
: bnsrng y which is cun'ently a local expense. " Another a!tematwe of ¢ course, would be to mcrease .
“the state aid for nonpu T

, schoo! students to the maxrmum expendrture

l—-l

Similar concerns. were expressed related to the tran5portatton of Charter Schoo! “students.
& new. mandate 1mposed on boards of education is not adeqisately funded. Districts located
within the region. of residence” of 2 charter school are particularly harmed. because no timitis

P !éced on the cost of transportang these students. . As with nonpublic school transportatlon, the

i Ioca_l ‘board of educatxon has no ability to coordinate calendars or school times. The study group
eeks elief from this mandate by piacmg the cost of transportmg charter school students and .

horce'stﬁdents outsrde the budget cap..






[

: CEIFATransportatzonSmdyGTOUPRCPW - | e

slatwe 1ssues were dxscussed because they directly impact the ﬁnanc;al
ffecting efficiency. Firs st, study group I  members expressed
- '; concerns about the statutory requzrement for the retirement of school buses after twelve years,
" and explored the possibility of proposing amendments to the current state law to extend the life
7T of these vehicles. Sirice the time the retirement law was enacted, many safety and manufacturer . ..
' désign improvements have been made in the construction of school buses that warrant sipport ~*-f
for this proposal In addition, most other states do not set limits on the number ‘of years a school
bus may be in service. It was also pomted out that the cost of replacmg ve}ucles since the
" enactment of the law, has sxgmﬁcanﬂy ‘increased draining district budgets. " In some cases, the
replacement of buses is outside a board's resources which makes them unable to maintain their
" existing fleet size. This concern could be addressed by extending the life of well-maintained
vehzcles and placing bus purchases outside the budget cap. Some members expressed interest in

‘ 'a s/tate contract for the purchase of school buses. Sucha contract would enable even the smallest |

échool dlstncts ‘to take: advantage of the Iower pnces usually made ava:lable “only " through

.....

: The following legl
: decisions facing boards of educatxon 2

ut dfammg schodI budgets .
dmg nonpubhc schoois

located more than twenty

the group members seek Department of Education support - for proposed
he renewal of transpoﬁatxon contracts beyond the current t}m‘ty
d to mcreases m the consumer price i mdex (CPD. | ‘

~ Finally,
legtslatlon that would permit t
- percent cap, hmmng these renewals mstea







5 CEIPA Tra,nsportatlon Study Group Repoﬂ
‘-'Paget%_ X ,

The, CEIFA transportauon study group ackriowledges the fiscal burden that certain
L7 suggestions ‘would place on state funding, such as ‘mandated safety busing.” We, therefore,
"7 limited our recommendanons regarding state aid to realistic solutions to the concerns expressed .

by the group. Recommendations are also being made to promote Jong term relief from outdated

mandates and to promote xmproved efficiency. The group : seeks Department of Education
‘support for the recommendations being ‘madé, which, over time, should produce savings on both ™
* the state and local level. These savmgs should then be dxrected to, Iocai board; of educatxon as

§rewards for efﬁcxent pract:ces S

It shou!d be noted that the comments which were received
: comzmttees vww regardxng safety busmg

from thé publ-ic, mirrored the

Recommendatwns N

factors contained in the CEIFA state transportatxon a1d'fon'nula should :

.The ' constant"
evaluated o, take mto conaderanqn the sw.e of school dastncts enablmg hke :
5 e in i iofi aid,

[ e Mo gp
c v ,

- Legislative change should-be sought to'amend the a1d in A lieu of transponatxon amount
* paid to nonpublic school parents to equal the amount of state aid paid to school -
districts for these students. A provision to eliminate the requuement to pay aid in lieu

' -of transponatlon when apphcatxons are recewed a:&cr transportatxon semces have

| ‘been arranged should also be mcluded

I_l}g_ Department of | 'Educataon should support Iegtslauon to permit the renewal of g
transportation contracts beyond the current thu'ty percent l:mtt'w thin the CPI :

expand the exzstmg'subscnptzon busxng

Legislatxve ‘change should be sought to
forms of non-mandated semces at local

(parenta{ payment) !aw to mclude other

on51der placxng the purchase of schoo§ buses
harter school Lo

'I’he Department' of Educatxon shou!d ¢
outslde the dnstnct budget cap, as well as, the cost of transportmg c

%WREEA ﬁ%nspo&gﬁon st}zdy grouy  final report
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