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PREFACE 

This is one of ten bulletins in the fourth series of Infonnation 
Bulletins produced by the Transportation Task Force of the Urban Con
sortium for Technology Initiatives. Each bulletin in this series 
addresses a priority transportation need identified by member jurisdic
tions of the Urban Consortium. The bulletins are prepared for the 
Transportation Task Force by the staff of Public Technology, Inc. and 
its consultants. In 1980, Transportation of Hazardous Materials was 
identified as a priority need by both the Transportation and the Fire 
Safety and Disaster Preparedness Task Forces of the Urban Consortium. 
The Information Bulletin addressing that need was prepared under their 
joint direction. 

Nine newly identified transportation needs are covered in this 
fourth series of Information Bulletins: 

• Economic Impacts of Transportation Restrictions 

• Parking and Traffic Enforcement 

• Pedestrian Traffic Safety 

• School Bus Use for Non-School Transportation 

• Street Management Information Systems 

• Taxicabs as Public Transit 

• Transportation Construction Management 

• Transportation of Hazardous Materials 

• Transportation System Management, Air Quality, and Energy 
Conservation 

One Infonnation Bulletin covering a need identified in 1979 is 
being updated and expanded: 

• Transportation Energy Contingency Planning 

The needs highlighted by Information Bulletins are selected in an 
annual process of needs identification used by the Urban Consortium. By 
focusing on the priority needs of member jurisdictions, the Consortium 
assures that resultant research and development efforts are responsive 
to local government problems. 



Each bulletin provides a nontechnical overview, from the local 
government perspective, of issues and problems associated with each 
need. Current research efforts and approaches to the problem are 
identified. The bulletins are not an in-depth review of the state-of
the art or the state-of-the-practice. Rather, they serve to identify 
and raise issues and as an information base from which the Transporta
tion Task Force selects topics that require a more substantial research 
effort. 

The Infonnation Bulletins are also useful to those, such as elected 
officials, for whom transportation is but one of many areas of concern. 

The needs selection process used by the Urban Consortium is effec
tive. Priority needs selections have been addressed by subsequent 
Transportation Task Force projects: 

• Five Transit Actions regional meetings were held between 
January 1979 and May 1979 to address the need for Transit 
System Productivity. The product of these meetings is a 
Transit Actions Workbook that features techniques currently 
being used to imp rove transit system performance and 
productivity. 

• To facilitate the pr,ovision of Transportation for Elderly 
and Handicapped Persons, five documents were developed: 
one on local government approaches, a planning checklist, 
an information sourcebook, a series of case studies, and a 
chief executive's summary. 

• To help improve Center City Circulation, two new projects 
have been completed. Center City Environment and Circula
tion: Transportation Innovations in Five European Cities 
Tsthe second of three volumes showing how cities use 
transportation and pedestrian improvements to help downtown 
revitalization. Another project, addressing the coordina
tion of public transportation investments with real estate 
development culminated in a national conference--the second 
Joint Development Marketplace in Washington, D.C., in June 
1980. The Marketplace was attended by over 500 persons, 
including exhibitors from cities and counties around the 
country and representatives of private development and 
financial organizations. 

t A series of documents relating to the need for Transporta
tion Planning and Impact Forecasting Tools has been prepared: 
(1) a management-1 eve 1 document for l oca 1 officials descri b
ing manual and computer transportation planning tools avail
able from the U.S. Department of Transportation, (2) a series 
of case studies of local government and transit agency appli
cations of these tools, and (3) a guide describing ways local 
governments can gain access to these tools. Additional docu
ments are being prepared on how local governments can use U.S. 
Census information more effectively through these U.S. Depart
ment of Transportation computer tools . 
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• To help meet the need to Accelerate Implementation Proce
dures, a conference on the Federal-Aid Urban System (FAUS) 
was held in Baltimore, Maryland, in May 1980, for Federal 
Highway Region 3. The conference was aimed at developing 
coITIDJnication between local, State, and Federal officials 
to improve implementation of and clear up misunderstand
ings about the FAUS program. 

• To meet the need to promote use of Transportation System 
Management (TSM) measures, a series of five regional 
meetings are being held in 1980 to provide local, State, 
and Federal officials, and representatives of transit 
agencies and the business community with the opportunity 
to exchange information about low-cost TSM projects to 
improve existing transportation systems. 

t To facilitate the dissemination of information on local 
experiences in Parking Management, a technical report 
describing the state-of-the-art is being prepared. 

• A National Transit Pricing Forum was held at Virginia 
Beach, Virgini a, in March 1979 to address the need for 
more information on Innovative Fares. Much of the Forum 
was directed to technical advances in areas of pricing 
research and practice. The proceedings of this conference 
are available. 

• Two projects were undertaken to pursue the need for Taxi
cabs for Public Transportation. A handbook, Taxicabs 
and Federal Pro~rams, was prepared, and five regional meet
ings were held 1n March and April of 1980. In May 1980 
the Transportation Task Force sponsored the National 
Conference on Taxicab Innovations: Service and Regulations. 

Ongoing Tas~ Force Information Dissemination and Technology Sharing 
needs are currently addressed by a series of SMD Briefs. These one-page 
reports provide up-to-date information about on-going UMTA Offi ce of 
Service and Methods Demonstrations projects. In addition, the SMD HOST 
Program allows transportation officials from selected jurisdictions to 
visit one of these projects for on-site training. 

Additional Technology Sharing occurs through the National Coopera
tive Transit Research Program (NCTRP) which was organized jointly by 
Public Technology, Inc., the American Public Transit Association, the 
Urban Mass Transportation Administration, and the Transportation 
Research Board to address problems relating to public transportation 
identified by local and state government and transit administrators. 

The support of the U.S. Department of Transportation's Technology 
Sharing Division in the Office of the Secretary, Federal Highway Admini
stration, National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, and Urban Mass 
Transportation Administration has been invaluable in the work of the 
Transportation Task Force of the Urban Consortium and the Public Tech
nology, Inc. staff. The guidance offered by the Task Force members will 
continue to ensure that t he work of the staff will meet the urgent needs 
identified by members of the Urban Consortium for Technology Initia
tives. 

ii i 



The members of the Transportation Task Force are: 

• George Simpson (Chairperson) 
Assistant Director 
Department of Engineering 

and Development 
City of San Diego 
San Diego, California 

• Ron Borowski 
Head, Transportation Planning 
Denver Planning Office 
City of Denver 
Denver, Colorado 

t Gerald R. Cichy 
Director of Transportation 
Montgomery County 
Rockville, Maryland 

t James E. Clark III 
Assistant Director 
D.C. Department of Transportation 
Washington, D.C. 

• Kent Dewell 
Deputy Director, Public Works 

Department/Transportation 
Di vision 

City of San Jose 
San Jose, California 

• David Gurin 
Deputy Co1T1T1issioner 
New York City Department of 

Transportation 
New York, New York 

1 Edward M. Hall (Vice Chairperson) 
Street Transportation 

Administrator 
City of Phoenix 
Phoenix, Arizona 

• William K. Hellmann 
Chief, Interstate Division 

for Ba ltirnore City 
Baltimore, Maryland 

iv 

• Robert Hicks 
Admi ni st rat or 
Planning and Traffic 

Engineering Division 
Department of Transportation 
City of Detroit 
Detroit, Michigan 

t Rod Kelly 
Director, Office of 

Transportation 
C it y of Da 11 a s 
Dallas, Texas 

t Frank Kiolbassa 
Director of Public Works 
City of San Antonio 
San Antonio, Texas 

• Alan Lubliner 
Center City Circulation 

Project Manager 
Department of City Planning 
City of San Francisco 
San Francisco, California 

• Edward A. Mueller 
Executive Director 
Jacksonville Transportation 

Authority 
Jacksonville, Florida 

• Jim Parsons 
Chief Transportation Planner 
Office of Policy and Evaluation 
City of Seattle 
Seattle, Washington 

• Julie Sgarzi 
Director of Research 
Mayor's Office 
City of Los Angeles 
Los Angeles, California 

• Stephen Villavaso 
Chief Planner, Transportation 

Policy Development 
Mayor's Office 
City of New Orleans 
New Orleans, Louisiana 



Project Sponsors 

• Jim Bautz 
Chief, Paratransit and Special 

User Group Division, UPM-3O 
Urban Mass Transportation 

Admi ni st rat ion 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
Washington, D.C. 

• Milton Criswell 
Chief, Implementation Division, 

HDV-2O 
Federal Highway Administration 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
Washington, D.C. 

• Brian Cudahy 
Director, Office of Transit 

Management, UPM-4O 
Urban Mass Transportation 

Administration 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
Washington, D.C. 

• Robert Di al 
Director, Office of Planning 

Methods and Support, UPM-2O 
Urban Mass Transportation 

Administration 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
Washington, D.C. 

• Barry Fel rice 
Associate Administrator, Office 

of Plans and Programs 
National Highway Traffic Safety 

Administration, NPP-2O 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
Washington, D.C. 

• Ronald J. Fisher 
Director, Office of Service and 

Methods Demonstrations, UPM-3O 
Urban Mass Transportation 

Administration 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
Washington, D.C. 

• Charles Graves 
Director, Office of Planning 

Assistance, UPM-1O 
Urban Mass Transportation 

Administration 
U. S. Department of Transportation 
Washington, D.C. 

V 

• Phil Hughes 
Director, Office of Policy 

Research, UPP-3O 
Urban Mass Transportation 

Administration 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
Washington, D.C. 

• Robert J. Kreklau 
Office of Engineering, Special 

Procedures Branch, HNG-11 
Federal Highway Administration 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
Washington, D.C. 

• Alfonso B. Linhares 
Director, Office of Technology 

Sharing, I-25 
Office of the Assistant Secretary 

for Governmental Affairs 
U. S. Department of Transportation 
Washington, D.C. 

• Henry Nej ako 
Acting Associate Administrator 
Office of Technology Development 

and Deployment, UTD-5 
Urban Mass Transportation 

Administration 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
Washington, D.C. 

• Norm Paulhus 
Office of Technology Sharing, I-25 
Office of the Assistant Secretary 

for Governmental Affairs 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
Washington, D.C. 

• James Yu 
Office of Policy Research, UPP-3O 
Urban Mass Transportation 

Admi ni st rat ion 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
Washington, D.C. 





Chapter 

1 

2 

3 

Table of Contents 

ISSUES AND PROBLEMS 
School Bus Availability 
Regulatory Environment--Federal and State 
Local Support 
Insurance 
Safety 
Design and Comfort 
Added Maintenance 
Labor 
Administration--Coordination and Financing 

CONTACTS AND CURRENT PROGRAMS 
Contacts 

u. s. Department of Transportation 
U.S. Department of Health and Human 

Services 
Community Services Administration 
U.S. Department of Agriculture 
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 

Development 
U.S. Department of Labor 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
National Association for Pupil 

Transportation 
National School Transportation 

Association 
Current Programs 

ANNOTATED BIBLIOGRAPHY 
General 
Elderly and Handicapped Transportation 
Emergency Transportation 
Feasibility Studies 
Insurance 
Rural and Exurban Transportation 

Page 

1 
5 
6 

11 
13 
15 
15 
18 
18 
20 

29 
29 
29 

30 
32 
32 

32 
32 
33 

33 

33 
34 

51 
51 
53 
54 
54 
55 
56 

APPENDIX 59 
Crisis-Related Use Supplementing Regular 

Transit: Dade County 59 
Non-Crisis Related Use for Special User 

Groups: Johnson County, Kansas, and 
Rhode Island 61 

Non-Crisis, Publicly-Operated Service 
for Special Users: Arlington County, 
Virginia 62 

Non-Emergency, Regular Use, No Existing 
Transit: Klamath Falls, Oregon, and 
Morehead, Kentucky 63 

Employer Sponsored, Regular Transit: 
In 1 and St ee 1 Corporation 66 



CHAPTER 1 

Table 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

CHAPTER 2 

Table 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

LIST OF TABLES 

Comparison of School Buses and Transit 
Buses 

Sc~ool and Commuter Travel Peak Period 
Overlaps 

Sunmary of State Legislation Governing 
Non-Pupil Use of Publicly Owned School 
Buses Under Normal Conditions 

States Primarily Served by Privately Owned 
School Bus Fleets 

Local Support Elements 

A Comparison of School Bus and Transit Bus 
Physical Specifications 

Possible State Funding Sources for School 
Bus Transportation Programs 

Possible Local Funding Sources for Non-School 
School Bus Transportation Programs 

State Contacts For Sections 16{b){2) and 
18 Public Transportation Programs 

UMTA Field Offices 

Public Health Service--Regional Health 
Administrators 

Community Services Administration--Regional 
Di rector 

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 
Development Field Offices 

State Directors of Pupil Transportation 

2 

6 

9 

10 

12 

16 

26 

27 

37 

41 

42 

43 

44 

47 



CHAPTER l 

ISSUES AND PROBLEMS 

At a time when the reliability of our energy supply is uncertain, 
when the emissions from too many automobiles threaten to endanger our 
environment, and when inflation makes the cost of supplying new forms of 
mass transit prohibitive, making better, more efficient use of what we 
already have seems a logical ethic to live by. In light of this logic 
and Federal support in recent years of using Transportation System Man
agement (TSM) measures rather than costly experimental technology or 
heavy capital investment to alleviate our transportation needs, school 
buses appear to be a reasonable source of auxiliary transportation. 

1 1980 figures show that more than 80% of all U.S. registered 
buses are either privately-or publicly-owned school buses (see 
Tablel). 

• School buses are an on-hand resource and can represent an irrme
diate solution to some of our most pressing transportation 
needs. 

• School buses are often idle during the day, night, holidays, 
school vacations, weekends, and the surrmer months. 

• Of all buses, school buses have the greatest efficiency of route 
planning and, according to a Rural Pennsylvania Feasibility 
Study, are one of the least expensive , modes of alternative 
transportation in a rura l area when compared with other forms of 
public transit on a total cost per seat-mile basis~ 

In certain instances, then, school buses appear to offer extra 
transportation services at minimal financial, energy, and planning 
expense. 

School buses can be used for other-than-school transportation in a 
number of ways: 

• by the general public when buses are not being used for school 
service, either for special trips or regular transit service 
(i.e., to grocery stores, shopping malls, etc.). 

• by special user groups, such as elderly, handicapped, young peo
ple, or poor peopl e, to specific destinations, such as the gro
cery store, or employment, medical, or recreational centers. 

• by commuters, either simultaneously with school children on 
regular school bus routes, or separately in school buses 
specifically set aside for feeder service to park-and-ride lots 
or already existing transit lines. 

lGovernor's Task Force on Rural Transportation, Rural Transportation 
in Pennsylvania, Problems and Prospects, p. 127. 
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Number of vehicles 

Daily riders (1 way) 

Locations 

Miles per year 

Ga 11 ons of fuel 

Cost 

Table 1 

COMPARISON OF SCHOOL BUSES AND 
TRANSIT BUSES 

SCHOOL BUSES TRANS IT BUSES 

391,000 54,000 

23,000,000 15,000,000 

16,000 900 (one third 
of these with 
populations in 
excess of 50,000) 

3 bi 11 ion 1-6 billion 

401,000,000 403,000,000 (diesel 
primarily) 

$3 bi 11 ion $4.5 billion 

Source: Bud Giangrande, Chief, Technology Sharing Office, U.S. Department 
of Transportation, Transportation Systems Center, Carrbridge: 1980. 
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This Information Bulletin discusses the fundamental issues involved 
in using school buses for non-school transportation in either a crisis 
or non-crisis situation. The degree to which the issues that will be 
discussed represent obstacles to school bus use varies from state to 
state and from county to county. It also varies depending upon the con
text in which the need emerges to implement such use. Broadly speaking, 
there are five pairs of contexts, the former in each pair listed below 
being the easier scenario in which to implement a school bus use pro
gram. 

• Energy cr1s1s or other 
emergency condition vs. 

• Service is needed for 
elderly and handicapped vs. 
or other special user 
group. 

• School buses are owned and vs. 
operated by a private com
pany. 

• The need for transporta- vs. 
tion arises in a rural area. 

• Service is needed for vs. 
offpeak periods. 

Non-crisis situation 

Regular, fixed-route or 
feeder service is needed for 
commuters or general public. 

School buses are owned and 
operated by the public 
sector. 

The need arises in a suburban 
or an urban area. 

Service is needed during the 
peak periods. 

The difference in the set of circumstances in each pair changes the 
perspective with which the need is viewed by those who would be respon
sible for initiating and implementing such programs. The problems and 
obstacles are generally accentuated in the latter scenario in each 
case. 

• In a cr1s1s, regulations restricting school bus use generally 
can be easily relaxed. In some cases, contingency plans exist 
that provide for the use of school buses in a crisis even if re
gulations forbid it during non-crisis periods. In others, a 
declaration of a state of emergency by the governor or other 
official is enough to waive prohibitive or restrictive regula
tions impacting non-school use of school buses. 

• Elderly, handicapped, young, and low-income persons have mobil
ity needs that are often not met by regular transit service. A 
more customized, less expensive, and less intimidating service 
provider may be more attractive to them. In addition, their 
transportation needs could more easily be accommodated at mid
day, when school buses are generally idle.2 Commuters and the 
general public, on the other hand, may be reluctant to use 
uncomfortable, bright, yellow school buses, and the times of day 
when they need transportation conflict almost directly with the 
times when school buses are in use for transporting children. 

2However, elderly and handicapped accessibility is as much a problem 
with school buses as it is with regular transit buses. 
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• Private owners have more flexible and complete control over how 
their buses are used when they are not in use for school chil
dren than public sector operators, and the profit motive acts as 
an incentive in many cases for them to find as many uses of 
their school buses as possible. School districts, however. are 
not profit-minded; their sole concern is to provide safe trans
portation for school children. In addition, public ownership 
implies that there will be more regulations with which to con
tend. Finally, school districts will probably be unwilling to 
cede some of their authority to outside groups wishing to get 
greater use out of the school buses, especially since these dis
tricts and their respective school boards must work with PTAs 
that often link the use of schol buses by non-school groups with 
a reduction in the emphasis on maintaining their safety for 
school children. 

• The lack of public transportat ion resources appears to be more 
critical in isolated, rural areas than in suburban areas where 
the likelihood that some other mode of transportation exists, 
whether public transit or ridesharing, is greater.3 In addi
tion, traffic conditions in a rural area are likely to be less 
congested and therefore not as debilitating to the life of a 
school bus as traffic conditions are in an urban or suburban 
area. Finally, a draft' memorandum by Multi systems, Inc. notes 
that school bus driver wage rates in a~ urban area tend to be 
higher than those in a more rural area, thus making expanded 
school bus use in the latter a somewhat less costly proposi
tion. 

• Off-peak period use of school buses does not generally conflict 
with school transportation; peak period use does, and presents 
an additional disincentive for school boards to adopt such an 
idea.-

3It is important to note. though, that school buses may be too large 
to be used efficiently in rural areas, depending upon the service 
offered. According to a report on rural passenger transportation pre
pared by the Transportation Systems Center in 1976, "in many low density 
areas no more than 5 or 10 passengers can be expected on any route. 
This results in higher operating expenses per passenger which may more 
than offset any savings from using the school bus." (TSC, Rural Pas
senger Transportation - State of the Art, p.14.) On the other hand, a 
subscript ion bus service using school buses in suburban St. Louis car
ries McDonnell Douglas employees to and from work along low density 
routes . It operates at capacity and is financially self-supporting. 
(Kirby, et.al., Paratransit, pp. 236-237.) 

4Multisystems, Inc., "Factors Impacting Non-Pupil School Bus Use.'' 
p. 24. 

4 



These are only some of the concerns that deter widespread accep
tance of the idea of using school buses for non-school transportation. In 
this Information Bulletin, the following issues and problems will be dis
cussed: 

• School Bus Availability. 

• The Regulatory Environment. 

• Local Support. 

• Insurance. 

• Safety. 

• Design and Comfort . 

1 Added Maintenance. 

• Labor. 

• Administration - Coordination and Financing. 

The discussion of these issues will be highlighted by a brief look 
at the experiences of several jurisdictions which have tried using school 
buses for non-school transportation. 

SCHOOL BUS AVAILABILITY 

Are school buses as readily available or as underutilized as we 
think? In many cases, they are not. In the past, school buses were 
used two to three hours a day to transport children to and from school. 
Now they are used for a multitude of other purposes: to transport dif
ferent shifts of chi ldren, mostly for kindergarten classes; to make extra, 
late afternoon runs for children who must stay after school; and for 
extracurricular activities. In addition, some States' maintenance stan
dards require that buses be used on a staggered basis, so that thorough 
inspections may be made regularly on the unused buses. Other regulations 
mandate that a certain number of buses be available at all times as backup 
buses. With all this taken into consideration, studies have estimated 
that school buses are used an av5rage of 6 to 10 hours a day excluding 
holidays, weekends, and summers. 

A major limitation on availability is the fact that corrmuter travel 
times conflict with school travel times, especially during the morning 
peak period (see Table 2) . 

5wilbur Smith and Associates, Bus Utilization for Non-Pupil 
Transportation Programs, p. 15. 
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Table 2 

SCHOOL AND C0f1.1UTER TRAVEL PEAK 
PERIOD OVERLAPS 

School travel 
peaks 

Corrrnuter travel 
peaks 

A.M. 

7:00-9:00 

6:00-9:00 

P.M. 

2:30-5:30 

3:00-6:00 

Source: W.C. Gilman and Co., The School Bus. pp. 13-14. 

In order to reconcile these peak period conflicts, school districts or 
employers would have to adopt new or flexible hours, or operators would 
have to consolidate bus routes to make pickup and delivery even more 
efficient than it currently is, thereby freeing more buses for additional 
routes or more frequent service. It is likely that under normal circum
stances, the option in which school hours would be made flexible would 
meet with either legal or parental opposition. One jurisdiction consi
dered delaying school one to two hours in an emergency situation as a way 
of circumventing the peak conflict more expeditiously than changing busi
ness hours. However, parents did not support the idea because it meant 
leaving their children alone in the house after they had left for work. 

Finally, if school bus utilization is assessed in terms of miles tra
veled, school buses really aren't being underutilized at all. A school 
bus will only travel a limited number of miles. The number of years it 
takes to reach that limit becomes insignificant. However, what may be 
significant is that more frequent and vigorous use could reduce apprecia
bly the life of the bus and necessitate purchasing new school buses more 
often. 

Once the school buses are secured, is there any guarantee that there 
will be enough gasoline to fuel them? In part, there is. During an en
ergy emergency, the U.S. Department of Energy's Special Rule #9 guarantees 
100% of the diesel fuel requirements for surface passenger mass transpor
tation, including school buses used for school or non-school transporta
tion. Generally speaking, public and school transportation services 
receive high priority during an energy .shortage among State energy 
offices, which have a reserve energy supply for such times, as well. How
ever, the red tape involved in getting to this fuel can sometimes offset 
the advantage of being first in line for it. 

REGULATORY ENVIRONMENT - - FEDERAL AND STATE. 

Non-school use of school buses is only negligibly restricted by Fed
eral regulations. It is largely the responsibility of the States to 
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administer and regulate school bus use as they see fit, either by delega
ting the power to control such use to the individual localit i es or by re
taining it themselves at the State level.6 However, there are three 
Federal regulations that apply to school buses and school bus transporta
tion.7 

• The National Highway Traffic Safety Administration's Highway Safe
ty Program Standard No. 17 makes certain specifications as to the 
identification, operation, and maintenance of school buses, train
ing of personnel, and administration of school transportation pro
grams. Specifically, all school buses rrust 

have "SCHOOL BUS" painted on the front and rear of buses in 
letters eight inches or taller. 

be painted "National School Bus Yellow". 

have the 8-light warning signal system. 

have a mirror configuration that allows the driver to see 
clearly all around the bus. 

These regulations do not apply as rigidly to those school buses, 
either publicly or privately operated, used primarily to serve the 
non-school publ1c. When school buses are used only to serve the 
non-school public, none of these regulations applies, and the 
buses rrust be painted a color other than school bus yellow.8 

• Interstate Commerce Commission (ICC) regulations require operators 
in a "for hire" situation to obtain an interstate "certificate of 
convenience and necessity" from the ICC and to meet additional re
quirements concerning safety, licensed bus drivers, fare levels, 
etc. when transporting passengers across state lines or corrmercial 
zones. 

6NHTSA's Highway Safety Program Standard No. 17, February, 1973. 

7some public transportation programs using school buses (any subsidized 
by Federal operating assistance money) may eventually have to comply with 
other Federal regulations, such as the section 504 regulation that re
quires accessibility to public transit systems for elderly and handicapped 
persons and the 13(c) labor clause that restricts the worsening of transit 
workers' positions due t o new service in the same service area. 

8see "Design and Comfort", p. 15, for the impact of Federal Highway 
Safety Standard No. 17 school bus design stipulations on the non-school 
use of school buses. 
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These regulations do not apply in a city, county, or intra
state situation. In these instances, the operator would apply 
for local public utility commission rights when necessary. In 
some States, just purchasing corrvnercial plates and using them in 
lieu of school plates is sufficient. 

• A 10% Federal excise tax used to apply to school bus contractors 
who provided both school and non-school transportation, or just 
the latter. Before November 1978, these contractors could be 
exempted from this tax by signing an affidavit stating that 
buses being purchased would only be used for school transporta
tion during the period of the initial contract between the con
tractor and the school district. Subsequently, the law was 
changed to exempt all school bus purchases from the excise tax. 
However, since the bill was not retroactive, affidavits signed 
before the effective date of the legal change cannot be waived 
until the initial contracts to provide school transportation ex
pire.9 This does not affect many buses, and none has any 
obligation beyond 1981. 

State Laws 

Aside from the fact that most States share the cost of pupil trans
portation with the local areas, thereby giving the former a certain de
gree of inherent control over school bus uses, State regulations per
taining to publicly-owned school buses vary widely from restrictive to 
permissive. Some allow non-school use, some leave the decision up to 
the local school districts, some impose a set of condit i ons for such use 
(e.g., only for the elderly and handicapped, only if no other available 
transportation exists, only if such use won't interfere with existing 
carriers or regular school transportation), and some directly prohibit 
it (see Table 3). Within the parameters set by these categories of 
State regulations, the permissiveness or restrictiveness may vary 
additionally, depending upon--

• how narrowly or broadly the laws are interpreted in each State. 

• whether, as is likely, the State, either through specific legis
lation, gubernatorial declaration, or informal abrogation, will 
waive some or all of the restrictions during emergency. 

In addition, in some states, the regulations don't have a noticeable 
effect one way or the other b~cause the majority of school transporta
tion is provided by private operators (see Table 4) who escape many 

9Multisystems, "Factors Impacting Non-Pupil Use," p. 4. 
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Table 3 

SUMMARY OF STATE LEGISLATION GOVERNING NON-PUPIL USE OF 
PUBLICLY OWNED SCHOOL BUSES UNDER NORMAL CONDITIONS 

STATUS OF LEGISLATION NUMBER STATES 

Allow non-pupil use of school buses 10 DE, DC, HI, MA, 
MT, NY , OR, RI, 

Delegate use decision to local education 
authorities: 

• Publicly owned buses are school 3 AL, AR, TN 
property to be used as school 
district desires. 

• Absence of governing legislation. 2 CA, ND 

• Local educational authority has 9 AK, AZ, OT, MD, 
option to decide use. UT, TX, VT, WY 

Allow restricted non-pupil 'use of school 
buses: 

• Use by elderly-sometimes limited 8 co, ID, IN, KS, 
by area, destination, or purpose. NY, WA, WV 

• Contracts with governmental agencies 8 ME, NM, VA, FL, 
and/or non-profit organizations to IA, MI, NJ' KY* 
transport elderly and handicapped 
and/or other persons. 

Prohibit non-pupil use of school buses: 

• Explicitly prohibited by legislation. 3 MO, OH, SC 

MN, 
SD 

NH, 

NE, 

GA, 

• Narrow interpretation of legislation. 5 IL, NC, OK, PA, WI 
• Absence of governing legislation 2 LA, MS 

disallows unspecified use. 

Source: Multi systems, "Factors Impacting Non-Pupil Use," p. 4. 

*The Kentucky DOT is authorized to sponsor projects demonstrating the 
general non-pupil use of school buses. See Appendix, p. 64, "Morehead, 
Kentucky." 
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Table 4 

STATES PRIMARILY SERVED* BY PRIVATELY OWNED SCHOOL BUS FLEETS 

(1977-1978) 

NUMBER OF SCHOOL BUSES 

STATE PUBLICLY OWNED PRIVATELY OWNED** 

ALASKA llO 495 

CONNECT! CUT 420 3784 

DELAWARE 176 884 

HAWAII 15 664 

MASSACHUSETTS 422 80ll 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 360 1448 

NEW MEXICO 259 1774 

RHODE ISLAND 72 1317 

TOTAL 

(;i05 

4204 

1060 

679 

8433 

1808 

2033 

13R9 

*When privately owned school bus fleet represents at 1 east 80% of 
statewide school bus apply. 

**Excludes school buses owned by private and parochial schools. 

Source: School Bus Fleet: Fact Book, Volume 24 Number 6, p. 64, as 
reprinted in Multisystems, "Factors Impacting Non-Pupil Use," p. 8. 
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restrictions regarding non-school use by virtue of their private sta
tus.10 

Beyond this regulatory framework, a number of other types of 
restrictions may apply. 

• Most St ates require that the "SCHOOL BUS 11 signs and other mark
ings be covered and that flashing warning lights be deactivated 
when school buses are being used for non-school transportation. 

• Some States, although not many, impose safety and design speci
fications above and beyond those required in Highway Safety Pro-
gram Standard No. 17. · 

• Where public transportation is being provided by school buses 
some states require operators to meet regular transit regula
tions. Depending upon the type of services being offered by the 
school buses and the means of financing these services, this may 
mean acquiring additional bus licensing and Public Utilities 
Col11llission authorization, and meeting additional passenger car
rier regulations. In most cases, the latter will alrefdY have 
been met in complying with pupil carrier regulations. 1 

This imposing array of regulations may discourage the development 
of programs using school buses for non-school transportation. 

It is important to note that there is some feeling among school bus 
operators and organizations like the National School Transportation 
Association that the regulatory atmosphere may be relaxing in light of 
recent concerns about our limited energy supply and the need to make 
better use of our existing transportation resources. However, there 
seems to be more evidence of this relaxation in cases where special 
users are involved12 than there is in regulations pertaining to 
regular fixed-route service for the general public. 

LOCAL SUPPORT 

Though in most cases no formalized local government policies exist 
with respect to using school buses for non-school transportation 
(though they have the authority to develop such policies), the infor
mal support of local officials (school board members, city councils, 
etc.) is a crucial element in implementing and sustaining a successful 
program. 

lOsome States do prohibit however, the prov1s1on of school trans
portation by private operators, thereby limiting the number of private 
school bus operators the State is likely to have. 

llu. s . Department of Transportation, Energy Contingency Strate
gies: Use of School Buses, p. 25. 

121n view of the recent upholding of the Section 504 regulation, 
public officials may begin to see expanded use of school buses for 
elderly and handicapped transportation as a way of meeting interim 504 
full accessibility requirement s. 
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At least one project failed for lack of this type of support (see 
Appendix, p. 63, "Klamath Falls"). Table 5 notes some general ele
ments of local support. The favorableness or unfavorableness of any 
one of these elements could, depending upon the degree, impact the 
facility with which a school bus program is implemented and sustained. 
These apply more to programs using public rather than private school 
buses. 

FORMAL 

Table 5 

LOCAL SUPPORT ELEMENTS 

• Local policies and regulations 

• Local financing or subsidy 

• School board or district policies {where school board or 
district has formally been granted the ·power by the State 
to decide such policies--13 States have done this). 

INFORMAL • PTA or school board or district disposition {where they 
don 1 t have the State delegated authority to regulate 
school bus use) 

• Conmunity ridership 

Informal local opposition is not to be underestimated. It can be 
as intransigent as statutory opposition because it is fed by parental 
and school board concern for the safety of the children and the prece
dence of their needs. There is an unspoken concern that, despite 
agreements to the contrary, the control of the school board over the 
use of the buses will gradually erode, and the needs of the school 
children will gradually become secondary, as more and more non-school 
users get into the act. 

In order to soften school board and conmunity opposition, it is 
necessary to: 

• stress the potential financial gains to school districts and the 
tax-paying public through additional fare-revenues. 

• stress the potential financial savings inherent in areas where 
no transit exists to test the market and conmunity need for 
transit services before investing in transit buses, which cost 
approximately $80,000 to $100,000.13 

• show that funds for school travel will not be used for non
school travel. 

13Lawrence C. Cooper, The Use of School Buses for Public Trans
portation, p. 1-3. 
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• explain that school buses can be used to complement existing 
transit services, rather than to compete with them. 

• utilize good public relations and marketing techniques.14 

• insure that all additional costs will be reimbursed. 

INSURANCE 

As long as school buses are used only to transport school children 
for school-related activities, insurance premiums are relatively low 
for a number of reasons. 

• School bus safety records are generally good due to the Federal 
and State regulations with which any bus transporting school 
children rrust comply. 

• Fixed routes and schedules for school buse! keep them more 
removed from commuter traffic and hazards. 5 

t People driving in the vicinity of school buses are required to 
exercise more caution. 

• Damage claims involving children do not cause loss of 
i ncome. 16 

Insurance rates for buses used exclusively for school transporta
tion normally amount to 2 1/2 to 3 percent of the school bus operator's 
gross revenues.17 When school buses are used for non-school trans
portation, however, this rate can climb to as much as seven times the 
regular school bus premi urns 18 ( See Appendix, p. 59, "Dade County"). 

In 1979, the White House and the National Governor's Association 
co-hosted a conference to initiate cooperative efforts between the 
States, the insurance industry, and the Federal government to ease the 
financially and institutionally inhibiting restrictions relating to ob
taining insurance for social service and public transportation. At the 
root of these restrictions, the conference found, were 

141bid., p. II I-20. 

15l bid., p. I II-8. 

16u.s. Department of Transportation, Energy Contingency Strategies: 
Use of School Buses, p. 15. 

l7Gilman, The School Bus, p. 43. 

18rhe Institute of Public Administration, Planning Handbook, Trans
portation Service for the Elderly, p. IX-12. 
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••. State laws and regulatory practices which were written 
before the emergence in the last 10-15 years of a wide 
variety of new institutions and approaches for providing 
social service and public transportation--institutions and 
approaches which cannot be fitted under the traditional 
classification of "for-hire" or private carriage," and 
\'1hich do not enjoy the kinds of immunities from regula
tory and common law Qnce enjoyed by governments and charit
able organizations.19 

As a result of that conference and subsequent actions that have been 
or are being taken to bring about regulatory relaxation, State regulations 
are becoming more flexible regarding school buses (and other potential 
social service and public transportation providers), and insurance companies 
are easing the once prohibitive costs of additional premiums for non-school 
use. Some of the actions include: 

1 developing legislation that recognizes the new forms of social ser
vice and publ ic transportation. 

• developing legislation to compensate for gaps and deficiencies in 
passenger coverage, brought about by existing laws and regulations 
(e.g. when another vehicle is at fault or for passenger assistance 
outside the vehicles). , 

• developing a new classification scheme for new forms of social ser
vice and public transportation programs, to remove some of the un
certainty about rates and the consequent unwillingness of the local 
agent to write insurance. 

• modifying the traditional vehicle use classification to expedite 
the sharing of vehicles by different programs and agencies. 

• developing an alternative rate basis to facilitate the multiple use 
of vehicles.20 

Until the practical application of these policies begins to take 
shape, non-school use of school bus policies will generally be resolved, 
as they have heen in the past, on a case-by-case basis in one of the fol
lowing ways: 

1 Include a non-school use clause in the school bus premium. 

1 Attach a rider to the school bus premium. 

I Require a separate general passenger service premium for non
school use.Zl 

l9william W. Dotterweich, The University of Tennessee, Proceedings, 
White House Workshop on Transportat ion Insurance, p. 1. 

20ibid., pp . 2-3 . 

21cooper, The Use of School Buses, p. III-9. 
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In addition, the National School Transportation Association (NSTA}, 
the association for private school bus operators, now has its own national 
insurance plan that insures up to 10% of other-than-school-related tri ps 
at the same rate as that for providing school service only. NSTA also 
provides additional coverage for non-school use at the same basic rate. 

Ultimately, officials hope premiums for school buses engaged in non
school transportation will settle around those required for airport 
limousines, city sight-seeing buses, and other similar services.l2 

SAFETY 

Concern for safety regarding non-school use of school buses is partly 
a perceptual problem and partly a real one. The perceptual problem in
volves the concern that any corrmercialization taking place where school 
buses are involved will undermine the integrity of the buses in terms of 
their ability to transport children safely to and from school. While using 
school buses for other-than school-related transportation would not cause a 
reduction in safety standards, it would involve an increase in exposure and 
risks. The real safety problem lies in using school buses for purposes 
other than those for which they were intended. School buses were not 
designed to handle stop-and-start traffic, normal traffic speeds, quick 
accelerations and decelerations, complicated maneuvering, or constant use. 
A great deal more money is spent on regular transit buses for more durable 
materials and parts so that they can be made to withstand these normal 
traffic conditions. To the extent that proposed expanded use of school 
buses would involve driving in these conditions, though, the overall safety 
of the school bus might be appreciably affected. 

A second legitimate safety concern is that once school buses start 
being used for non-school transportation, other drivers' perceptions of 
them will change. Forty-six states have laws requiring that school bus 
signs be covered and flashing lights deactivated when buses are being 
used for on-school transportation in order to distinguish their appearance 
from those times when they're transporting chi l dren. However, the most 
distinguishing school bus characteristic is its color, which can't be 
changed when it is in use for non-school purposes. The concern is that the 
identifiability and uniqueness--the alarm the color is supposed to create 
in other drivers--will be diluted once school buses become a fixture of the 
traffic system. 

DESIGN AND COMFORT 

Standard design features of the school bus may themselves restrict 
the uses of school buses for non-pupil transportation. School buses are 
designed for agile youngsters, who are more amenable to maneuvering in 
cramped, uncomfortable conditions and who do not need handrails or other 
special accommodations. In addition, the nature of school trips necessi
tates only one door, whereas regular transit service needs two for 
simultaneous loading and unloading. Ceiling heights, seat spacing, aisle 
widths, step heights, and the absence of handrails, an extra door, and 
other equipment make it impracticable, if not unsafe, for some people, 
especially the elderly and handicapped, to use school buses, and 

22The Institute of Public Administration, Planning Handbook, p. IX-13. 
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extremely uncomfortable and unappealing for others. Table 6 compares 
school bus and transit bus specifications and is illustrative of the de
sign differential that would have to be accepted by potential adult school 
bus passengers. In addition, the bright yellow color of the bus, required 
by Highway Safety Program Standard No. 17, may severely affect the appeal 
of using school buses and may be part of an overall stigma under which the 
non-school public associ~tes school bus transportat ion with some sort of 
"poor people's transit". 3 This, of course, would not be the case 
during periods of severe energy shortages. 

Table 6 

A COMPARISON OF SCHOOL BUS AND TRANSIT BUS 
PHYSICAL SPECIFICATIONS 

MINIMUM SPECIFICATIONS 
SCHOOL BUS TRANSIT BUS FOR ELDERLY & HANDICAPPED 

Aisle width 12" 18-20" 

Seat 1 ength 39" 36" 
(two abreast seating) 

Seat pitch (width) 28" 30" 

Headroom 72-74" 78" 

Step height 12-16" 12-14" 

Door arrangement front front, 

Seat capacity 66 45-50 
children adults 

rear 

1911 (32 11 for wheel-chairs) 

40" 

27" 

72" 

7" 

front, rear 

not specified 

Source: Cooper, The Use of School Buses, p. III-13, and Multisystems, 
"Factors Impacting Non-School Use," p. 12. 

23Montgomery County, Maryl and DOT, "Department Memorandum," p. 1. 
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Remedying these inadequacies, aside from being costly, would, in the 
minds of some, create new hazards for children. For example, creating more 
legroom between seats might affect the perceived safety feature that closer 
seats provide in being able to rebound children in the event of an abrupt 
stop or crash.24 On the other hand, adding design and comfort features 
to accorrmodate and appeal to adults could enhance, or at least leave unaf
fected, the safety of the bus for children. Certainly this would be the 
case if more seat padding were added to school bus seats. 

The school bus industry is also considering making some changes stan
dard for school bus design that would better meet adult needs. One of 
these, which would increase headroom from 76 to 78 inches, would have no 
effect on children 1 s safety. Another would allow more space between seats. 
Sled tests recently completed by the National Highway Traffic Safety Admin
istration revealed that spreading seat distances two to four inches--enough 
to accormlodate adult passengers--does not caus2 any appreciable difference 
in impacts and still meets force requirements. 5 If the 28 inch rule 
is waived as a result of these tests, one significant barrier to non-school 
use of school buses will be removed. 

Anothe·r design impediment is the limited steering and maneuveri ny capa
bility of the traditional (not the van-type) school bus, which is built on a 
truck chassis. Much of the apparent non-school need for school buses in
volves transporting elderly and handicapped persons who require door-to
door service. This necessitates traveling to tiny residential streets 
where school buses will have a difficult time negotiating tight turns. 

Other design and comfort drawbacks relate to the lack of equipment on 
school buses that is standard on regular transit buses. Adding a second 
door in the rear of the bus to facilitate passenger loading and unloading, 
a device for signaling when a passenger wants to get ~ff a bus, air condi
tioning, two-way radios, and a fare collection system 6 would add con
siderable expense to the cost of a school bus, although some school bus 
operators have said this would still be under the cost of a regular transit 

24This theory is called compartmentalization. Twenty-eight inches was 
thought to be the optimal spacing for rebounding a child safely. 

25u.s. Department of Transportation, National Highway Traffic Safety 
Administration, School Bus Passenger Seat and Lap Belt Sled Tests, p. I-54. 

26some of these equipment inadequacies could be circumvented by non
capital means. The Multisystems, Inc. memo referenced throughout this Bul
letin, notes four ways, for example, of collecting fares without investing 
in expensive equipment: (l) prepaid transit passes, (2) prepaid transit 
coupons, (3) exact fare to the driver in exchange for a receipt, or (4) 
exact fare into a bucket which is then transferred to another vehicle, a 
system that Dade County used during its emergency (see Appendix, p. 59, 
11 Dade County11

). 
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bus. It is important to note that although extra costs may be incurred 
by making design and comfort changes for adult passengers, these costs 
may be partially or wholly compensated by the savings realized in energy 
gained and new passenger revenue. There is also a need to communicate 
the fact that school buses need not be exactly like regular transit 
buses but can be suppl ied with different equipment as demand--and need-
dictates. 

ADDED MAINTENANCE 

Inevitably, if school buses are going to be used more, they are 
going to need maintenance more often. In addition, a change in the type 
of service school buses provide will take a greater toll on a bus's life 
than school transportation does, resulting in a need for more frequent 
vehicle replacement. Although this would not be the case so much with 
buses used by elderly and handicapped riders, it is significantly pro
blematic if buses are being considered for regular transit service; 
some feel school buses aren't capable of withstanding the substantially 
greater wear and tear induced over a period of years by t raveling in 
stop-and-go traffic. 

The question of who should pay for extra maintenance also needs to 
be resolved. How can bus operators determine what percentage of main
tenance needed was caused by non-school use and what percentage was 
caused by regular school transportation? This question has generally 
been resolved by including estimated maintenance costs in he leasing 
contracts, or by having the leasing organization provide its own main
tenance directly. 

Finally, expanded use of school buses implies the need for more 
maintenance resources in the form of maintenance personnel and supplies. 
If overtime work is needed to accomrnorlate more frequent use during the 
day, wage payments will increase. If the operator cannot afford to pay 
overtime or hire extra mechanics, then more buses will be tied up during 
regular hours for extra maintenance and safety checks, precluding their 
use for non- school transportation. Often the length of service inter
ruption for added maintenance and repairs due to expanded service is 
more directly related to the l ength of time it takes to obtain replace
ment parts, regardl ess of the availability of personnel to perform the 
maintenance. 

Even if the additional maintenance costs incurred could be covered 
by user revenues, the administrative reshuffling that would have to take 
place to provide for the extra maintenance might not be worth the effort 
to some operators. 

LABOR 

Most school bus drivers are hired part-time. They are usually 
housewives or people with part-time jobs wh o can afford to put i n one or 
two hours a day driving a bus. Expanding the use of school buses pre
sents a number of l abor-related problems rooted in the need to hire more 
drivers. First, who should provide, train, and pay any additional dri
vers (see section on ADMINISTRATION, p. 20)? Second, should part-time 
or full-time drivers be employed? Th e more informal and customized the 
new service, t he more the need will be to hire more part-time drivers, 
creating the problems of frequent labor turnover and perennially un-
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trained new drivers. The more regular the service--i.e., for public 
transportation--the more the need will be to hire full-time drivers, 
which creates a set of problems all its own. 

Currently, most school boards negotiate independently with their 
own bus drivers. The flexibility and convenience in terms of working 
hours offered by a job driving a school bus allows school boards to hire 
drivers more cheaply than any other transportation system can. Hiring 
new full-time drivers or shifting part- time drivers to a full-time basis 
would require--

• offering wage incentives to make school bus driving their full
time job. 

, paying them on a per-hour basis rather than on the basis of the 
number of runs and the length of each run made. 27 

, guaranteeing a minimum pay and granting other benefits akin to 
those of unionized transit drivers. 

, finding some way to compensate extra drivers during the slower 
summer months when school i~ out. 

One feasibility study portrayed the labor obstacle in a multi-staged 
scenario: 

(l)A contract operator continually promotes contract 
commuter hauling, midday shopping, etc., successfully 
[resulting] in full fleet utilization for an 8 to 10 hour 
period of each weekday; (2) the original corps of 
drivers- -all part-time--experience growing difficulty 
working the hours required by the owner; (3) the owner 
experiences more difficulty in hiring, training, and 
managing 2 to 3 sets of "part-ti me" drivers; ( 4) [the 
owner decides] to employ a corps of full-time drivers; (5) 
existing part-time drivers are offered full-time jobs ••• ; 
(6) in order to hire well-qua l ified, reliable drivers on a 
new full time basis, the owner must also raise his hourly 
wages to correspond to local industrial wage rate scales; 
(7) several months into full-time operation, the employees 
become interested in the benefits associated with 
unionization; (8) sometime after being unioni zed, the 
employees demand an increase in hourly wages, increased 
medica~ insurance benefits, a life insurance program, 
etc ••• 8 

27u.s. Department of Transportation, Energy Contingency Strategies: 
Use of School Buses, p. 19. 

28Gilman, The School Bus, p. 42. 
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In most cases, or at least in those so far, the uses of school buses for 
non-school transportation will be fairly limited in scope, making it 
difficult to imagine any labor situation heing carried to this extreme. 

In addition, providing public transit service with school buses and 
non-unionized school bus drivers could be opposed by regu l ar, unionized 
transit drivers, who might invoke 13(c)-type complaints re l ating to a 
potential worsening of their positions resulting from new competition 
for their traditional market. Actual compliance with the 13(c) labor 
clause need only be achieved where Federal operating money is involved, 
however. 

Finally, part of the attractiveness of part-time drivers is the fact 
that in most cases they are housewives or others who are perceived as 
having a nice way with children. Certainly the idea of some full-time 
transit driver (who is accustomed to dealing with adults) driving their 
children to school is not as appealing to parents. 

It appears as if the advantages of a small school bus operation, 
that is, inexpensive labor costs and relatively minor labor entangle
ments, would not be enjoyed as the operation expands. Where the need to 
hire full-time drivers arises, the labor costs and complications could 
conceivably increase to the level of those of a regular transit system. 

ADMINISTRATION--COORDINATION AND FINANCING 

Two questions of an administrative nature need to be resolved be
fore the non-school use of school bus picture is complete: 

• Who should coordinate non-school transportation programs using 
school buses? 

1 How should such programs be financed? 

Coordination 

If the school district owns the school buses, it wil l probably be 
the most expedient body for operating a non-school use program (where 
State law permits such programs) as well, since the school district's 
transportation office performs the planning, hiring, scheduling, rout
ing, dispatching, operating, and maintenance functions for the school 
district already. 

If a private operator owns and operates the school buses for local 
school districts, the same princ iple applies: he or she will probably 
be the appropriate person to coordi nate non-school use programs. In 
fact, most private operators, when queried about problems encountered in 
providing non-school as well as school transportation, react unthinkingly. 
They generally see it as a natura l extens ion of their capabilities to 
provide non- school as well as school transportation, and not as some
thing requiring a great deal of thought or effort. 
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As a third alternative, an outside agency may contract with school 
districts or private operators for the use of their buses. That agency 
is then responsible (aside from the general scheduling of bus availabi
lity done by the school district or contractor) for coordinating the 
service. Experience has revealed the following possible outside lea
sees or coordinators of school bus transportation programs: 

• City, county, or other local government bodies. 

1 Transit properties. 

1 For-profit companies. 

• Private, non-profit social service organizations. 

• Neighborhood or community associations. 

• Employers (see Appendix, p. 66, "Inland Steel Corporation"). 

Financing 

Throughout this Information Bulletin, the question of money has 
been the unspoken bottom line issue. Where can an organization operat
ing a school bus transportation program get the money for extral fuel, 
insurance, safety, design and comfort modifications, maintenance, labor, 
and administration, to say nothing of extra school buses needed to re
place the old ones that are deteriorating more rapidly from more fre
quent use? Clearly, the money is not available from school transporta
tion coffers. 

As has been noted, even though the 1n1t1a1 capital purchase of a 
44-passenger school bus is substantially less than that of a 40-passen
ger regular transit bus (there is a difference in price of about 
$75,000), the attractiveness of this price differential is diminished 
when one looks at the differences in life expectancies. The average 
life of a school bus is 10 years, with some of them traveling 10,000 
miles per year and others 25,000. Newer school bus models claim a life 
expectancy of 20 to 30 years. However, some States mandate a limit on 
the number of years school buses can be used for school trasnportation. 
On the other hand, the life expectancy of transit buses should be about 
20 years, although poor transit industry maintenance often sharply re
duces the actual useful life. The money saved in a school bus purchase 
is additionally negated by the costs incurred in trying to get the 
school bus to begin to do what the transit bus was built to do in the 
first place, and the school transportation providers to perform the 
functions of a transit property. Even so, a school bus transportation 
system will generally be less enticing to most of the non-school public 
than a regular transit system in jurisdictions where the latter exists. 
While regular transit systems have established funding sources, school 
districts, private contractors, counties, cities, social service agenc
ies, and other possible school bus transportation program coordinators 
often do not have money specifically set aside for transportation and 
must therefore piece together funds from a variety of sources. 
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The most obvious source of financial support is from t~e users 
themselves, either through direct fa res or membership dues. 9 How
ever, user revenue often does not cover a very significant portion of 
operating costs, especially when the users are elderly, handicapped, or 
low-income persons who are often exempt from paying for transportation 
services. In those cases, funds can be obtained from pri vate, Federal, 
State, and local sources. 

Private Sources 

Social service agencies or pri vate organizations can subsidize 
non-school school bus transportation in one of two ways. 

• They can contract directly with school bus owners (public or 
private) for the use of a certain number of buses at certain 
times (charter service). All costs for the service would be 
paid by the leasee as stipulated in the contract. (The leasee 
in turn may be supported by other funding sources, whether lar
ger private organizations or the State or Federal governments
see below). 

• Sponsoring organizations may be billed for the transportation of 
their clients. In this case the service is not chartered. 
Rather, the service may be fixed-route, regularly scheduled, or 
advanced reservation, used individually by riders with mobility 
needs. 

Typical of the private organizations that directly or indirectly 
subsidize this type of transportation service are the American Cancer 
Society, the American Red Cross, United Cerebral Pa lsy, th~ Easter Sea l 
Society, national or local religious groups, or employers. 0 

Federal Sources 

None of the Federal funding sources that follow constitutes a gold 
mine. In most cases, the amount of money available for non-school 
school bus use programs is minimal. However, often substantial financ
ing can be amassed by combining some of these sources. A program in 
Cape May County, New Jersey, which uses publicly owned school buses (not 
used for transporting school children) to transport the elderly and 
handicapped to a variety of social service programs, has pieced together 
funding from the following: 

• The county 

• Section 18 of the Urban Mass Transportat ion Act, as amended 

29Multisystems, "Factors Impacting Non-Pupil Use," p. 26. 

30The Insti tute of Public Administration, Transgortation for Older 
Americans: State-of-the-Art Report, pp. 232-23. 
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, Titles XIX and XX and the Social Security Act of 1935 

t Titles III and VII of the Older Americans Act 

• Th e Vocational Rehabiliation Act of 1973 

• Title II of the Domestic Volunteer Service Act of 1973, Sections 
201 and 211: ACT ION'S Retired Senior Volunteer and Foster 
Grandparent Programs 

• Title XVIII of the Social Security Act of 1973. 

The following provides a brief overview of the primary Federal 
funding sources. 

• Department of Health and Human Services 

-- The Older Americans Act 

(1) Title III - graPts to public or non profit agencies 
sponsoring social service programs that provide 
transportation to their elderly clientele. 

{2) Title IV - transportation programs and demonstration 
projects. 31 

(3) Title VII - a formula grant program through the 
states for transportation of the elderly to 
nutrition programs. 

(4) Title IX - administered by the Department of Labor 
to provide transportation for the elderly to 
pa rt-ti me work • 

-- The Public Hea lth Service Act 

(1) Title III, section 314{e) - transportation to 
conmunity health centers. 

{2) Title XII - funds ava ilabl e for planning emergency 
medica l transportation service. 

-- The Social Security Act of 1935 

(1) Title XIX - transportation for Medicaid recipients 
to medical service. 

(2) Title XX - a Federal-State fonnula grant program 
providing transportation to individuals and families 
meeting income requirements. 

31Multi systems, "Factors Impacti ng Non-Pupil Use," p. 28. 
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The Vocational Rehabil i tation Act of 1973 - provides 
transportation for beneficiaries of skil ls-training 
and medical therapy programs. 

• Department of Transportation 

The Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964, as amended 

(1) Section 3 - capital grants to States or local 
public agencies within a State for purchase of land 
as well as vehicles and supporting facilities in an 
urban area. 

(2) Section 5 - capi tal and operating assistance 
formula grants . 

(3) Section 6 - for transportation demonstrations. 

(4) Section 8 - for transportation planning and 
technical studies. 

(5) Section 16(b)(2 ) - discretionary capital assistance 
grants and loans to private, non-profit organiza
tions for the purchase of equipment necessary to 
transport elderly and handicapped persons. 

{6) Section 18 - capital and operating formula grants 
for transportation in other-than-urbanized areas. 

Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1973 

(1) Section 147 - for rural transportation 
demonstrations.32 

Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1978 

(1) Section 146 - for ridesharing projects. 

• Department of Agriculture 

Title III of the Agricultural Act of 1972, section 360(a)
provides l oans for essential community facilities 
(including transportat i on) in rural areas . 

• Department of Labor 

Title III of the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act 
of 1973 - reimburses chronically unemployed, older workers 
for transportation expenses related to work duties. 

32program money for this has run out. All new rural transportation 
programs will fall under Section 18 of the Urban Mass Transportation Act 
of 1964 as amended. 
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• Conmun1ty Services Administration 

Title II of the Conmunity Services Act of 1974 

• Other acts 

(1) Sections 212 and 221 - support transportation 
services to the poor in conjunction with other 
Federal programs. 

(2) Section 222(a)(7) - supports transportation of 
persons 61 years or older in conjunction with 
existing health, work and volunteer, and recre
ational services. 

Title II of the Domestic Volunteer Service Act of 1973 -
provides reimbursement for transportation of Senior 
Volunteers and Foster Grandparents. 

Title I of the Department of Housing and Urban Development's 
Housing and Conmunity Development Act of 1974. Capital 
and operating assistance {where none is available from other 
Federal sources) for the provision of transportation to 
persons of low or moderate income as part of an effort to 
develop viable urban communities.33 

State and Local Sources 

Many of the Federal funds noted above are distributed through States 
and local government bodies, and require their involvement in planning or 
grant applications. Other State and local funding sources are included in 
Tables 7 and 8, respectively. 

33source for the above: Institute of Public Administration, Planning 
Handbook, pp. VIII-9 - VIII-17. 
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TYPE OF 
FUNDING 

Direct Budget 
Allocation 

Special fund s 

Bond issues 

Special 
taxation 

Sales tax 

Utilities 
t ax 

Tax relief 

Lottery 

Table 7 

POSSIBLE STATE FUNDING SOURCES FOR SCHOOL BUS 
TRANSPORTATION PROGRAMS 

EXAMPLES OF 
STATES WHERE 
SUCH FUNDING DESCRIPTION 
EXISTS 

All states Funds for social services as part 
of general funding 

Illinois State authorizes grants for mass 
transit facilities 

Massachusetts State pays 90% of yearly debt service 
on bonds authorized to finance mass 
transit equipment 

Michi gan States make monies available from 
Massachusetts motor fuel increases and cigarette 

taxation, respectively, to support 
public t ransit 

Florida States make mon ies availabl e from 
Ca lifornia gasoline sales tax for the support 

of local transportation systems 

16 states 
27 states 

Pennsylvania 
New Jersey 

States could make monies available 
from a tax on utilities for support 
of local transportation systems 

Motor fuel exemptions or refunds 
Property, income, and/or Bond exemp
tions 

Lottery revenues used to support 
local transportation systems 

Source: Institute of Public Administration, Planning Handbook, p. VIII-19. 
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Table 8 

POSSIBLE LOCAL FUNDING SOURCES FOR NON-SCHOOL 
SCHOOL BUS TRANSPORTATION PROGRAMS 

(Tax sources expressly authori zed for Transit Support) 

TYPE OF TAX STATES AUTHORIZING THE LOCAL TAX 

Property tax AZ, co, IL, IN, IA, KS, MA, MI, 
NB, ND, OH, OR, UT, WA 

Motor vehicle tax AK, CA, HI, WA 

Tax on gross receipts CA, IL 
of parking lots 

Gasoline sales tax CA, HI, IL, FL, MI, MD 

Transaction (Sales) CA, WA, OR, GA, MO 
and Use tax 

Highway and Fund IN, MA 
Allocations 

Ci garette Tax Fund IN, MA 

Ad Va l orem tax OR, CA, KS 

Business License tax OR, WA 

New Income tax OR 

Public Utilities tax WA 

Payroll or wage tax OR, PA 

Special Transit District CA, FL(Pinellas County) 

Income tax PA 
deductible contrihutions 

Source: Institute of Public Administration, Transportation for Older 
Americans: State-of-the-Art Report, pp. 232-234. 
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Chapter 2 

CONTACTS ANO CURRENT PROGRAMS 

CONTACTS 

Responsibility for Federal programs that could indirectly provide 
for the use of school buses for non-school transportation is shared by a 
number of agencies and departments. It should be noted that few of 
these contacts or programs address transportation needs directly. 
Instead, transportation is viewed as one of many services that could be 
provided for as part of an overall program. In addition, though school 
buses are not mentioned in many of these contacts and programs, it is 
implied that by the nature of the programs and their respective 
beneficiaries, school buses would be a viable--and likely--source of 
transportation. 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

The code following each name is for identification purposes and 
should be included in all written correspondence. 

Federal Highway Administration 

• Office of Highway Planning, Public Transportation 
Management Division 

Concerned with public transportation, particularly in non
urbanized areas. Administers UMTA Section 18 funds for 
transportation in non-urbanized areas. For State contacts, see 
Table 1. 
Contact: S.G. Strickland 

Rural and Smal l Urban Public Transportation 
Branch, HHP-31 

Room 3303 
400 7th Street, S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20590 
(202) 426-0153 

• Transportation System Management Branch 
Contact: Gary Maring, HHP-32 

Room 3303 
400 7th Street, s.w. 
Washington, D.C. 20590 
(202) 425-0210 

Urban Mass Transportation Administration 

• Office of Planning Assistance. Administers planning 
assistance programs . Most questions regarding these 
should be directed to the regional representatives 
(see Table 2). For further assistance: 
Contact: Robert F. Kirkland 

Chief, Planning Assistance Division, UPM-11 
Room 6417 
400 Seventh Street, S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20590 
(202) 426-4991 
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• Office of Service and Methods Demonstrations 
Sponsors projects demonstrat i ng innovative transportation 
service techniques . 
Contact: James Bautz 

Paratransit and Special User Groups, UPM-31 
Room 6418 
400 7th Street, S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20590 
(202) 426-4984 

• Office of Transit Assistance 
Administers capital anct operating assistance programs. 
Contact: UMTA Regional Representative (see Table 2). 

Administers the "16(b)(2) program", which provides capital 
assistance to private, non-profit groups that operate 
transportation programs for elderly and handicapped persons. 
For State contacts, see Table 1. 
Contact: Catherine Regan 

Office of Program Guidance, UTA-12 
Room 9306 
400 7th Street, S.W . 
Washington, D.C . 20590 
(202) 472-7037 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES 

• Administration on Aging 
Administers programs under the Older Americans Act, several 
titles of which many indirectly offer assistance for transporta
tion of older Americans to essential conmunity services. Ques
tions should be addressed to area Agencies on Aging. For fur
ther information: 
Contact: Willis Atwell 

Associate Commissioner for Program Development 
Administration on Aging 
Department of Health and Human Services 
330 Independence Avenue, S.W. 
Room 4754 - HEW North 
Washington, D.C. 20201 
( 202) 245-0724 

• Public Health Servi ce 
Administers programs under the Public Health Service Act, 
which may provide funds indirectly for transportation to 
community health services and emergency rredical services. 
Questions should be addressed to regional offices (see 
Table 3). For further information: 
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Contact: Harold Dame 
Public Health Service 
Health Services Administration 
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services 
5600 Fishers Lane 
Rockville, MD 
(303) 443-1360 

• Rehabilitation Services Administration 
Administers programs under the Vocational Rehabilitation Act of 
1973, as amended. Directors of Vocational Rehabilitation at the 
State level should be contacted to find out what resources are 
available for transportation under this act. For more general 
questions concerning programs under this act: 
Contact: Kathleen Arneson 

Director, Legislation and Congressional Relations 
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services 
330 C Street, S.W. 
Room 3014 
Washington, D.C. 20201 
(202) 245-0771 

• Medicaid Bureau 
For any question regarding resources available for transporta
tion for medicaid recipients, contact State Medicaid Agency or 
local welfare office. For other questions: 
Contact: Karen Williams 

Special Assistant 
Bureau of Program Policy 
Medicaid Bureau 
305 H. Humphrey Building 
300 Independence Avenue, S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 
(202) 245-8036 

• Office of Human Develorment Services 
Administers programs under Title XX of the Social Security Act 
of 1935, which provide services, such as transportation, to 
individuals and families meeting income requirements. For 
specific information about what services are available, contact 
the State Title XX agency, which will usually be the public 
welfare agency housed in a Department of Human Services, or 
consult the Comprehensive Annual Services Plan, published by each 
State, which provides a description of all the services available 
under Title XX and where they are provided. 
For further assistance: 
Contact: Mrs. Johnnie Brooks 

Office of Policy Control 
Administration for Public Services 
Office of Human Development Services 
Department of Health and Human Services 
Room 2225, South Building 
Washington, D.C. 20201 
(202) 245-9415 
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COMMUNITY SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 

• Adminsters programs under the Conmunity Services Act, portions 
of which may make available limited funds for transportat ion of 
poor or elderly persons to conmunity services sponsored by this 
act. Contact regional offices (see Table 4). For further 
information: 
Contact : John Macomber 

Corrvnunity Services Administration 
1200 19th Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20506 
(202) 254-5840 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

• Farmers Home Administration 
Makes loans available through the States for prov1s1on of com
munity facilities, such as transportation, in rural areas. All 
information on these loans can be obtained through local Farmers 
Home Administration offices, of which there are 1800 at the 
county level all over the country. For general questions about 
programs in the Farmers Home Administration: 
Contact: John Bowles 

Director, ConmJnity Facilities Program 
14th and Independence Avenues, S.W. 
Washington, O.C. 20250 
(202) 447-7667 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT 

• Office of Block Grant Assistance 
Administers programs under Title 1 of the Housing and ConTTUnity 
Development Act of 1974, which is concerned with providing 
capital and operating assistance for the provision of services, 
such as transportation, to persons of low or moderate income as 
part of an effort to develop viable urban corrmunities. 
Contact: Regional Offices (see Table 5) or 

James Brougham 
Director, Entitlement Cities Division 
Office of Block Grant Assistance 
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 
Room 7282 
451 7th Street, S. W. 
Washington, D.C. 20410 
(202) 755-9267 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 

• Under the Comprehensive Employment Training Act ,(CETA), trans
portation to and from CETA programs, either training programs or 
subsidized work programs, may be covered as a supportive service 
where transportation is a necessary part of an individual 1s 
involvement in such programs. Officials interested in l earning 
more should contact the office of the chief elected official in 
their city (such as the mayor 1 s office) to find out t he name of 
the CETA prime sponsor in their area, or 
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Contact: Mr. Jess C. Raymaker 
Director, Office of Corrmunity Employment 

Programs 
Department of Labor 
601 D Street, N.W. 
Room 5402 
Washington, D.C. 20213 
(202) 376-6366 

U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

t Office of Transportation and Land Use Policy 
Encourages the use of transportation alternatives as a way of 
reducing air pollution from mobile sources. Makes money avail
able to metropolitan planning organizations or regional councils 
of government for transportation and air quality planning, and 
has produced a number of documents encouraging the use of trans
portation alternatives. 
Contact: Bill Houck 

Office of Transportation and Land Use Policy, 
ANR - 445 
Environmental Protection Agency 
401 M Street, S.W. 
Room 727 
Washington, D.C. 20460 
(202) 755-0853 

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION FOR PUPIL TRANSPORTATION 

t Represents public school transportation operators. 
Contact: Carlisle Beasley, NAPT President 

Metropolitan Public Schools 
336 Woodycrest Avenue 
Nashville, TN 37211 
(615) 259-5254 

NATIONAL SCHOOL TRANSPORTATION ASSOCIATION 

t Represents private school bus owners and operators. 
Contact: Ms. Billie Reynolds 

Executive Director 
National School Transportation 

Association 
P.O. 324 
Fairfax, VA 22030 
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CURRENT PROGRAMS 

At the Federal level, very few programs exist that relate directly to 
investigating the uses of school buses for public transportation. 

t A study, sponsored by the Office of Environment and Safety in the 
Office of the Secretary of the U.S. Department of Transportation, has 
just been completed by Shaw University in Raleigh, North Carolina. 
The purpose of the feasibility study was to look at possible uses of 
school buses as a means of transportation for elderly and handicapped 
non-wheelchair users. The study was done in two parts: various 
agencies, ~uch as Departments of Education and Transportation, and 
Public Utilities Commissions, were surveyed in all States with 
respect to their policies regarding such use of school buses. The 
findings were compiled and used as the basis for the second part of 
the study, which developed a manual for jurisdictions considering 
using school buses for transporting elderly and handicapped non
wheelchair users during non-peak hours. The final report of the 
study is still being reviewed at the Federal level, and has not yet 
been released. For further information, 
Contact: Ira Laster 

Environmental Coordination 
Division, P-23, Room 9422g 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
400 7th Street, S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20590 
(202) 426-4380 

• The Office of Service and Methods Demonstrations is sponsoring a 
study to examine the current and potential role of school buses in 
urban, suburban, and rural public transportation. The study, which 
is being conducted by Multisystems, Inc. in Cambridge, Massachusetts, 
is looking at the uses of school buses for non-school transportation 
as well as the uses of transit buses for school transportation and at 
the potential for coordinating the two systems. The documentation 
will include: 

a review of existing literature on this su~ject 
an inventory of constraints and regulations 
an inventory of programs in which school buses have 
been used or are still being used for public transportation 
an inventory of the institutional and physical barriers 
of public use of school buses 
suggestions for possible demonstrations using school 
buses for public transportation 

Multi systems, Inc. has completed several draft memoranda on the work . 
in progress (see Chapter 3). For more information, 
Contact: Joseph Goodman 

Office of Service and Met hods Demonstrations, UPM-32 
Room 6418 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
400 7th Street, S.W. 
Washington, O.C. 20590 
(202) 426-4984 
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At the local level, many of the programs that currently exist using 
school buses for non-school transportation are discussed or noted in the 
Appendix. The following list provides contacts only for those programs that 
are still in operation. 

• Arlington County, Virginia 
Ken Hook 
Public Works Planning Supervisor 
Arlington County Courthouse 
Room 221 
1400 N. Courthouse Road 
Arlington, VA 22201 
(703) 558-2941 

George A 11 in 
Director of Auxiliary Services 
1426 N. Quincy Street 
Arlington, VA 22207 
(703) 558-2588 

• Inland Steel Operation 
James Grunewald 
Staff Methods Engineer 
Administrative Services, 

l✓age and Salary, 8225 
Inland Steel Corporation 
3210 Watling 
East Chicago, IN 46312 
(219) 392-5437 

• Latah County, Idaho 
Joan Gosse 
Supportive Service Coordinator 
Area Agency on Aging 
1032 Bryden Avenue 
Lewiston, ID 83501 
(208) 746-3351 

• Johnson County, Kansas 
Jim Meyers 
General Manager 
A. T. Meyers and Sons, Inc. 
6420 Carter Street 
Merriam, Kansas 66203 
(913) 722-4076 

• Morehead, Kentucky 
Bruce S. Siria 
Assistant Director, Division of 

Urban and Regional Planning 
Kentucky Department of Transportation 
State National Building, Fifth Floor 
Frankfurt, Kentucky 40622 
(502) 464-7700 
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Dave Evans 
City Administrator, City of Morehead 
168 E. Main 
Morehead, Kentucky 40351 
{606) 784-8505 

• Rhode Island 
John Murphy 
United Truck and Bus Service Co. 
325 Melrose Street 
Providence, Rhode Island 02907 
(401) 467-8844 

• Ryegate, Montana 
Sarah Coleman 
Project Director, Golden Valley County 
Box 23 
Ryegate, MT 
(406) 568-2206 

Other examples exist in which school buses have been used for para
transit services. However, in those cases that are not noted, the 
school buses generally have been purchased and remodeled by private 
parties. They are used only for non-school transportation, and there
fore are not subject to the i'nstitutional conflicts discussed in this 
paper that uniquely impinge upon the idea of using school buses for 
regular paratransit operations. These cases include a subscription bus 
service sponsored by McDonnell Douglas Corporation operated privately 
for transporting McDonnell Douglas employees to and from their homes in 
suburban St. Louis to the McDonnell Douglas plant (on trip-lengths as 
long as 52 miles one way in low density areas), and Aspen, Colorado, 
which operates a year-round fixed route transit service and also pro- . 
vides a skier's shuttle during the winter season, with school buses pur
chased expressly for these purposes. These examples and others illus
trate how various individual issues discussed above, such as part time 
labor, financing, administration, and design and comfort, can be handled 
effectively where school buses are concerned. But they are not illus
trative of how the total institutional environment can be dealt with in 
cases where the operator also provides school transportation. 
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ALABAMA 

ALASKA 

AP.IZONA 

ARKANSAS 

CALIFORNIA 

COLORADO 

CONNECT ICUT 

DELAWARE 

FLOR!OA 

GEJRGIA 

I 
I 

I 
I 
i 

Table l 

STATE CONTACTS FOR SECTIONS l6( b)(2) AND 18 
PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION PROGRAMS 

SECT:O:l 161 bH 2 · l.UNTACT I Jt::1 !O~: :B CO~TAC7 

Bob Jackson Charles Simpson, Bureau of Urban ?lanning, 
Alabama Corrmis;ion on Aging Alabama Hig~way Department 
740 Madison Avenue 11 South Uni on Street 
Montgomery AL 36104 205/832 -6640 Montgcmery Al 36104 205/832-,345 

I 

I 
De~nis ~ooley, Director I Same as Section :6(b) (2) 
Transportat ion Planning I Alaska Departmen t of Transportation 

I 
and Publi c Facilities 

?O Box Z 
Juneau AK 9961)1 907/465-3900 

I 

Bob Thake, Program Manager Rona l d Ross, Section ,~ana,;;er, Transit 
Department of Transportation Department of Transportaticn 
206 S. 17th Avenue 206 s. 17th A·,enue 
Phoenix AZ 85007 502/261-7434 

I 
Phoenix AZ B5007 602/ 261 -8333 

Ma ry Wilson I Jim Head, State Transit Administr,tor 
State ~ighway Department 

I Highway & Transportation Department 
PO Box 2261 PO Box 2261 
LI ttl e Rock AR 72203 501/569-2286 ! little Rock AR 72203 501/569-2286 

Charles Davis ! ~on Hol,is , Chief 
California Oepa~t~ent of Fi nanci a 1 Progra~s & Analysis 

:nnsportation I Division of Mass 'Transportation 
PO Box 1499 - 11 20 ti Street Department of Transportation 
Sacramento CA 95807 916/322-5480 I PO Box 14g9 I Sacramento CA 95807 916/445-4229 

I 
I 

aichard A. Evans, Director, 
Oivision of Planni ng 
4201 E. Arkansas Avenue 

I Same as Section 16(b)(2) 

Denver CO 80222 303/757-9266 

Len lacsis, Manager i James Sanders, Transportation Flan~er 
Mass Transportat ion Planning I Hass Transportation Planning 91vi~ion 

Division Department of Trar.sport3tion 
·Connecticut DOT 24 \./olcott Hill Road 
24 Wolcott Hi ;l Road PO Drawer A Wethersfield CT 06109 203/560-~675 
I-Jet hers fie 1 d Ci 06109 203/ 566-3961 

I \-ii 11 iam Osborn'.! , Di rector of Trans. John Ricnter, Chief of Surface Transit 
Authority for Soecial ized Tran5. I Department of Transportation 
221 s. Dupont ~ighi.ay I PO Box 778 
Newcastle DE 19720 302/571-2995 Dover DE ,9901 302/678-4593 

Oa'le ~uffy Richard Ros;ell, Pro~ra~ ~anager 
:livisic'I of Ma ss Tra.1sit Bureau of Surfa:e 7ransit 
Oepartment of Transoortation Oe~artment of Transpgrtaticn 
605 Suwannee Street 605 Suwannee Str·~et 
Tallahassee FL 32j04 9()4/488-7390 . Ta 11 ;~as see FL 32304 :).)4/488-1506 

l 
Wayne Jackson, Chief 
Proj~ct Oe,·el o;irnent Branch 

SaITTe as Section 16(b)(2) 

Bureau of g3ss Transoortat ion 
Depart~~nt of Transportation 
2 C3pitol Square 
Atlanta GA 30334 404/655-6000 
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HAWAII 

IDAHO 

ILL!rlOIS 

INOI ANA 

IOWA 

KANSAS 

KENTUCKY 

Oa vi d Kai;asak i 
Statewide Trans. Planning Office 
Department of Transportation 
869 Punchbowl Street 
Honolul~ HI 96813 808/5,e- ,334 

Stuart Gwin 
Pub Ii c Transportat ion Superd sor 
Transportation Department 
3483 Rickenbacker Street 
Boise ID 83705 208/334-3183 

Enid ~agidson 
Div. of Public Transportat ion 
Cepartment of Transoortat ion 
.300 Morth State Street 
Chicago IL 60610 312/793-2111 

John Niemi, Transportation Coard . 
Indiana Co1T111i ssion on A91nq 
, 15 IL Senate Avenue 
Indianapolis, Ill 46202 317/ 633-594~ 

Kate Hoagland 
?ublic Transit Division 
Dept. of Puol ic Transportat ion 
Mun ic i pal Airport Office Bldg . 
Des Moines IA 50321 505/281 -4298 

Ron Stansbury 
Department of Transportation 
State Off1ce Building 
Topeka KS 66612 913/296-3841 

Thomas R. Layman , Director 
Division of Uroan & ;!.eg ional 

Planning 
Department of Transpor tation 
High Street 
Fcankfort KY 40601 502/564-7700 

~t~ I IU~ l!S wNUcf 

An Leong ~am, 7r3nsoort.>t io.n Pl anner 
Department of Transportation 
869 Punchbowl Street 
Honolulu HI 96813 308/548-6526 

Sair.e as Section 16(b)(2) 

Same as Secticn 16(b )(2) 

~ohn Parsons, .\dr,inistra:or 
Pl anning Serv i ces ~~ency 
Civision o:' Pub l ic :ransoortat ion 
143 •· Mar~~t - Suite 300 
[ndianapolis r:1 46203 317/232- 1470 

;rank She r~o•,1, Cepu t ;1 ~i r!ctor 
Public Trans it Qi-lision 
Deot. of Pu~l l c ,ransporta~ion 
5268 Northwest Second ,\venue 
Des Moines, [A 50313 515/231 -4299 

Verne Craig, Department Head 
Planning & Deve lopmen~ 
Department of Transoortation 
State Office Bu i l.:l1 ng 
Topeka KS 60612 9i3ii:<;6- 354l 

Same as SectiJn l6(bj(2) 

I 

' I 
I 

1-------'-----------------+----------------j 
LOUISIA.~A C~.arles Lazare Harry Reed, Puolic Transit Associ ate 1

1 Department of Trans. & Deve lopment Office of ?ubl ic Tr!ns i t 

MAINE 

MARYLAND 

MASSACHUSETTS 

MlCHIGAtl 

MINNESOTA 

PO Box 44245 PO Box 44245 I 
Baton Rouge LA 70804 504/339-6621 Baton Rouge LA 70804 504/342-7793 

Linwood Wright , Bure~u of Planning 
Depart:r.ent of Transportation 
Transportaticn Building 
Capitol Street 
Augusta ME 04333 207 /289-2841 

Uorbert Wagner, Di rector 
P~blic Trans. Devel. Div. 
Planni ng & Program Develop.,en t 
:-,ass Transit Administrat1on 
109 E. Redwood Stree t 
Ba 1 t imore MO 21202 301 /383-5409 

Adrianne Marvin 
Executi ve Office of Trans. & Const. 
1 Ashburton Pl ace, 16th Floor 
Boston MA 02108 617 /727 -8955 

Les Sinclair 
Dept. of Highways & Transporta tion 
PO Drawer K 
Lansing Ml 48904 517/374-9;a3 

Robert Works, Ci rector 
Office of Transit Administration 
Department of Trar,s?ortation 
419 Transportation 3~ilding 
St . Paul MN 55155 612/296-2533 

38 

~i11 i am Fernald, ~irector 
Bureau of Publ ic Transportation 
Oe?artment of ~ransportation 
State Office Bu ildi ng 
Augusta ME 0~333 207/289-2481 

Same as Secticn 16(b)(2) 

Mike Snaraff, Senior !r3nsi t Planning Engineer 
E,2cutive Off i ce of ,rans. & Const. 
l Asnburton Place, 16th Floor 
Boston MA 02108 617/727-2373 

11i ke ?eterson, ?u~l i c ,rans. Spec i alist 
Bes T•ansportJt1011 ;)1':ision 
Department of TransJortation 
?O Box 30500 
Lansing Ml 48909 517/374-9180 

Same as Sect ior. 16ibl(2) 

- - -- - -- - - --------



MISSISSIPPI 

MISSOURI 

l'ONTMA 

I 

tlEBRASKA I 
I 

i I 
I 

I 

I NE'/AOA 

I 
I 

' NEW HAMPSHIRE 
j 

I 
! 
I 
I 

I 

I 
NEW JERSEY 

I 

IIEW MEXICO 

' 
NEW YORK 

NORTH CAROLINA 

NORTH DAKOTA 

OHIO 

OKLAH0:.11\ 

OREGON 

SEC[ IUN lb\OJ \l) cu1ll ,\\. 

Vi ck i Runyan 
Mississippi Council on A9ing 
510 George Street , Suite 3~0 
Jackson MS 39216 601/354-6590 

Scott ~illiams 
Division of Transit 
Department of Transportation 
PO aox 1250 
Jefferson Ci ty :,IQ 65102 314/751-4522 

Patric i a Saindon, Program :-lanager 
Depa rtment of Community Affa i r s 
Ca pi tol Station 
He lena MT 59601 406/ 449-3757 

Do l yce Rannou 
Department of Roads 
PO Sox 94 759 
Linco ln NB 68509 402/4i3-4694 

Ivan Laird 
Depart ment of Highways 
1263 South Stewart Street 
Carson Ci t y NV 89701 702/885- 5610 

Pau l Wenger, Publi c Trans. Oi rector 
Transportation Authority 
~orton Bldg., S5 Loudon Road 
Concord NH 03301 603/2 71 -2564 

Joseph Hu9gl er 
Department of Transpor t ation 
1035 Pa rk·aay Avenue 
Trenton NJ 08625 

Ron Forte, Planner 
Highway Depa rtment 
PO Box 1149 
Sdn ta Fe NM 87503 

Ri chard Perry 

509/292-3540 

SC5/983-0500 

Motor Carri er Operations Assista!'lce 
Section 

Building 4 , State Campus 
Al bany NY 12232 51 S/457-7245 

David Robinson 
Mass Trans i t Divis ion 
Dept. of Trans. & Hignway Safety 
PO Box 25201 
Ral eigh NC 2761 1 919/733-4713 

llil 1 i am ,ieimer 
Transportation Services Div ision 
Highway Department Suilding 
Si smark NO 58505 701 /2 24-2512 

R. Scot t Elias , Grant Administrator 
Bureau of Public Transpo r tati on 
Department of Transportation 
25 Fr ont St reet 
Col umbus OH 43215 6i 4/ 466-8955 

Roy Keene 
State Unit on Aging 
Department of Institutions 
PO Box 25352 
Oklahoma Ci ty OK 73125 405/521-2281 

Vicki Gates 
Department of Trans portation 
Public Transit Oi vis ion 
304 Transpor tation 6u i l ding 
Salem OR 97310 503/378-8200 
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Peter Walley , Director 
Office of Energy 
Governor I s Office 
PO Box 105d6 
Jackson )1S 39209 601 / 961-5099 

I Phi l Richardson , Director 

I Div i s i on of Transit 
Departr:,ent of Transportat ion 
PO Box 1250 
Jeffe rson City 1'0 65102 314/7 : 1-2523 

Same as Section 16( b)(2 ) 

I 
I Deral d S. Kohles, Engineer 
I Planning Di v. , Cept. of Roads 

I PO Sox 94759 

I Lincoln NB 68509 402/473-~519 

I 
I 

I 
Same as Sec~ion 16(b)(2) 

I 
I 

I Same as Section 16(b)(2) 

' 

Te r ry Boyle, Project ~oeci a lis t 

I 
I 

Oeoartment of TransportJt ion 
Office of Specia l Programs 

I 1035 Parkway Avenue 
I Trenton r:J 08€25 so9n84- 7965 

Same as Section 16(b)(2 ) 

I 
I 

Jere Fiedl er, As soc . Mo tor Carri er 
Transportati on Specialist 

Depa rtment of Tr anspo rtat ion 
Build ing 4, StJte Camous 
Albany NY 12232 518/457-i245 

i 

Ri ch Garr i ty , P.ural Prog<am Coordi nator l Deoartment of Transpor ta tion 
PO Box 25201 

I Ra leigh NC 27611 919/733-471 3 

I 

I Same as Section 16(b )(2) 

I 
I 
I 

I Same as Sec t i on 16(b)(2) 

I 
I 
I 
; 

I Robert W. Jaffo rn , Engineer 
Publ ic Trans . Pl anning Di vis ion 

I Department of Tr~nsport at i on 

I 
200 N. E. 21s t Street 
Ok l ahvma City OK 73105 405/ 521 -2584 

I Cennis Moore 
Public i ra nspor tation Divi sion 
Cer artmen t of Transportaticn 

I 1220 Tran sportati on 3uilding 

I 
Sa lem OR 97310 503/378-8201 
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IIASH:tlGi CN I 

I 
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I WEST VIRGrnIA l 
I 

I 

I 
I 

I 
I 

WISCONSIN 

WYOMIUG 

Sh.I lUI• 

Joe Dab ersa 
Sure au of Mass Transit 
Oepartm 
1215 T 
Harrisb 

ent of Transportation 
& S Build ing 
urg PA 17120 717/737-7540 

Edwin Cuebas, Director 
Dept. of Transportation & 

c Works P~bl i 
Sox 821 8 
San Ju an PR OC910 809/726-4095 

John J. Oona ldson 
~ss T ransit Coordinator 

tment of Transpor tation 
ate Office Building 

Oepar 
245 St 
Prov id ence RI 02903 401 /277-2694 

Ca rroll McDuffie 
Sud get & Control Board 
Divisi on of Motor Vehicle Management 

r val s Street 300 Ge 
Col umb i a SC 29201 803/758-7816 

W i 11 i am H. Morris , :-lanager , Ru ra 1 & 
lnterci ty Publ 1c Transportation 
aepartment of Transportation 
1215 T & S Buildi ng . 
Har dsburg PA 17120 717/783-3990 

Same as Sect ion 16(b)(2) 

1 Same as Section 16(b)-{2) 

Joseph Lee, Oi rector 
Gover nor 's Office, Div. Econ. Oev. 
Edgar A. Brown 21dg , Room 308 
1205 Pendleton Street 
Columbia SC 29201 803/758-3306 

S Trans . 
I 

I 
i -----------,-----------------7 

Frank 
Oepar 

Cournoyer, Progr~~ Engineer 
tment of irans,orta~ion 
ortation auilding Transp 

P1 erre so 57501 6051773-3155 

Don K. Davis 
)epart; 
417 Tr 

ment of Trar.sportat ion 
ansportation Buil ding 

Nashvi lle TM 37219 615/741 -2781 

Margo !-lassey 
Dept. of Highways and Pub 1 i c 

sportation Tran 
PO aox 5051 
Austin TX 78763 512/J75 -7466 

L0>1ell Elmer, Sys te:n Plan~ i ng Oi v. 
ment of i ransport1tion Depart 

405 So uth :iain Street 
Salt L ake City UT 8411 4 
801/53 3-5987 

Lange o~ Cummi~~s 
Agenc 
133 S 

y for Transportation 
tate Street 
e l ier VT 05602 802/828-2636 Montp 

George Connor 
of Hi ghways & Transportation 
ast Broad Street 

Oept . 
1401 E 
Richmo nd VA 22219 804/786- 1C58 

Gordon Kirkemo 
Depar tmen t of Transporta t ion 

y Administra!ion BldG. High•,1a 
~lymoi a w~ 98504 206/753-3407 

Rod J 
Oepa r 

enkins , Oire~tor 
tment of Finance & 
i ni stration Acrn 

Pub 1 i c Transpor,ation Divis;on 
Washington St., Room A- 863 1900 I 

Char l es ton \IV 25305 304/348-0428 

Frank 
Plann 

E. Potts 
ing Division 

Depar tr.ent of Transportation 
X 7913 PO Bo 

Madis on WI 53702 6C8/266-1 650 

Jack NcClintle, Di rector 
ing Division Plann 

Highw ay Department 
PO Bo X 1708 
Cneye nne WY 82001 307/177-7552 

Sa:ne as Section 16(b)(2 ) 

Mal colm aaird, Director 
Bureau of !-lass Trans i t 
Depar tment of Transportation 
812 Highway Building . 
Nashv ille TM 37219 6i 5/741-3227 

Cale Steitle, Manager 
?ub11c Transportation Grants 
Cept. of Highways & Pub 1 ic Transporta ti en 
PO Box 5051 
Aus tin TX 78763 512.'475 - 7460 

Same as Section 15(b)(2) 

Sarre as Se c. ion 16(b)(2) 

Charles Badger, Asst. Division Head 
Public Transoor!ation Divi si on 
Oeoartment of Highways & Transportation 
1221 East Sroad Street 
Richmond 'IA ,3219 804/786-1154 

Garry L. Cowan, :-1gr. 7rans it Branch 
Ceputrnent of 7ransoortation 

' Highway Acininist ration Bldg., KFO l 
Oly:,pia :,~ 98504 206/753 -340i 

Same as Section 16(b)(2) 

John Hartz, P.ct ing Di rector 
Bureau of Transit 
Department of Transportation 
PO Box 7913 
Madison Ill 53707 608/260-0658 

Same as Section 16( b)(2) 

I 

l 



Region I 

Region II 

Region III 

Region IV 

Region V 

Region VI 

Region VII 

Region VIII 

Region IX 

Region X 

TTC 

Table 2 

UMTA FIELD OFFICES 

Peter N. Stowell, Regional Director, Transportation 
Systems Center, Kendall Square, 55 Broadway, Suite 904 
Cambridge, MA. 02142, Tel: (617) 494-2055; FTS 837-2055. 

Hiram Walker, Regional Director, Suite 14-130, 26 Federal 
Plaza, New York, NY . Tel : (212) 264-8162; FTS 264-8162. 

Franz K. Ginmler, Regional Director, Suite 1010 
434 Wa lnut Street, Philadelphia, PA. 19106 
Tel: (215) 597-8098; FTS 597-8098. 

Carl B. Richardson, Acting Regional Director, Suite 400, 
1720 Peachtree Road, N.W., Atlanta, GA, 30309; 

Theodore Weigle, Regional Director, Suite 1740, 
300 S. Wacker Drive, Chicago IL 60606, 
Tel: (312) 353-2789; FTS 353-2789. 

Glen Ford, Regional Director, Suite 9A32, 
819 Taylor Street, Fort Worth, TX 76102, 
Tel: (817) 334-3787; FTS 334-3787. 

Lee Waddleton, Reg ional Director, Suite 100, 
6301 Rock Hill Road, Kansas City, MO 64131 
Tel: {816) 926-5053; FTS 926-5053. 

Lou Mraz, Regional Director, Suite 1822, 
Prudential Plaza, 1050 17th Street, Denver, CO 80265 
Tel: (303) 837-3242; FTS 327-3242. 

Dee Jacobs, Regional Director, Suite 620 
Two Embarcadero Center, San Francisco, CA 94111 
Tel: (415) 556-2884; FTS 556-2884. 

Terry Ebersole, Acting Regiona l Director, Suite 3142 
Federal Building, 915 Second Avenue, Seatt le, WA 98174, 
Tel: (206) 442-4210; FTS 399-4210. 

Transportation Test Center, Gunars Spons, UMTA Programs 
Director, Pueblo, CO 81001, Tel: (303) 545-5660; 
FTS 326-9111 
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Table 3 

PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE--REGIONAL HEALTH ADMINISTRATORS 

Edward J. Montminy 
Region I 
John F. Kennedy Federal Building 
Boston, Massachusetts 02203 
(617) 223-6827 

Karst J. Besteman 
Region II 
26 Federal Plaza 
New York, New York 10007 

H. McDonald Rimple, M. D., M.P.H. 
Region III 
P.O. Box 13716 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19101 
(215) 596-6637 

George A. Reich, M.D. 
Region IV 
101 Marietta Tower, Suite 1007 
Atlanta, Georgia 30323 
(404) 221-2316 

E. Frank Ellis, M.D. 
Region V 
300 South Wacker Drive 
Chicago, Illinois 60606 
(312) 353-1385 
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Acting Regional Health Administrator 
Region VI 
1200 Main Tower Building 
Dallas, Texas 75202 
{214) 767-3879 

Youn Bock Rhee 
Region VI I 
601 East 12th Street 
Kansas City, Missouri 64106 
(816) 374-3291 

Hilary H. Conner, M.D . 
Region VIII 
19th and Stout Streets 
Denver, Colorado 80294 
{303) 837-4461 

Sheridan L. Weinstein, M.D. 
Region IX 
50 United Nations Plaza 
San Francisco, California 94102 
{415) 556-5810 

Dorothy H. Mann 
Region X 
1321 Second Avenue 
Arcade Plaza Bldg. 
Seattle, Washington 98101 
(206) 442-0430 



Region I 

Region II 

Region III 

Region IV 

Region V 

Region VI 

Region VII 

Region VIII 

Region IX 

Region X 

Table 4 

COMMUNITY SERVICES ADMINISTRATIO N--REGIONAL DIRECTORS 

Ivan R. Ashley, Regional Director, Community Services 
Administration, E-400 John F. Kennedy Federal Bldg., 
Boston, Massachusetts 02203, Tel: (617) 223-4080. 

Josephine Nieves, Regional Director, Conmunity Services 
Administration, 26 Federal Plaza, 32nd floor, New York, 
New York 10007. Tel: (212) 264-1900. 

W. Astor Kirk, Regional Director, Comnunity Services 
Administration, P.O. Box 160, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
19105, Tel: (215) 597-1139. 

Wil l iam L. (Sonny) Walker, Regional Director, Community 
Services Administration, 101 Marietta St., N.W., 
Atlanta, Georgia 30323, Tel: (404) 221- 2717. 

Glenwood A. Johnson, Regional Director, Community Services 
Administration, 300 South Wacker Drive, 24th floor, 
Chicago, Illinois 60606, Tel: (313) 353-5562. 

Ben T. Haney, Regional Director, Community Services 
Administraticn, 1200 Main Street, Dallas, Texas 75202 
Tel: (214) 729-6125. 

Wayne C. Thomas, Regional Director, Comrrunity Services 
Administration, Old Federal Office Building, 
911 Walnut Street, Kansas City, Missouri 64106 
Tel: (816) 374-3761. 

David E. Vanderburgh, Regional Director, Comnunity Services 
Administration, Tremont Center Bldg., 333 West Colfax 
Avenue, Denver, Colorado 80204, Tel: (303) 837-4767. 

Alphonse Rodriquez, Regional Director, Community Services 
Administration, 450 Gol den Gate Avenue, Box 36008, 
San Franci sco, Californi a 94102, Tel: (415) 556-5400. 

N. Dean Morgan, Regional Director, Community Services 
Administrat ion, 1321 2nd Avenue, Seattle, Washington 98101, 
Tel: (206) 442-4910. 
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Region I 

Region II 

Region III 

Region IV 

Table 5 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT 
FIELD OFFICES 

Boston, MA, Area Office, Bulfinch Building, 15 New Chardon 
Street , 9oston, MA 02114 (617-223-4111). 

Hartford, CT, Area Office, 1 Financial Plaza, Hartford, CT 
06103 (203-244-3638). 

Buffalo, NY, Area Office, Statler Building, Suite 800, 107 
Delaware Avenue, Buffalo, NY 14202 (716-855-5755). 

Newark, NJ, Area Office, Gateway 1 Building, Raymond Plaza, 
Newark, NJ 07102 (201-645-3010). 

New York, NY, Area Office, 666 Fifth Avenue, New York, NY 
10019 (212-399-5290). 

San Juan, PR, Caribbean Area Office, Frederico Degetau 
Federal Building, U.S. Courthouse, Room 428, Carlos E. 
Chardon Avenue, Hato Rey, PR 00918 (809-753-4201). 

Pittsburgh, PA, Area Office, Two Allegheny Center, 
Pittsburgh, PA 15212 (412-644-2802). 

Washington, D.C., Area Office, Universal North Building, 
1875 Connecticut Avenue, N.W., Washington, O.C. 20009 
(202-673-5837). 

Baltimore, MD, Area Office, Two Hopkins Plaza, Baltimore, 
MD 21203 (301-962-2121). 

Philarlelphia, PA, Area Office, Curtis Building, 625 Walnut 
Street, Philadelphia, PA 19106 (215-597-2645). 

Richmond, VA, Area Office, 701 East Franklin Street, 
Richmond, VA 23219 (804-782-2721). 

Atlanta, GA, Area Office, 230 Peachtree Street, N.W., 
Atlanta, GA 30303 (404-221-4576). 

Birmingham, AL, Area Office, Daniel Building, 15 South 20th 
Street, Birmingham, AL 35233 (205-245-1617). 

Louisville, KY, Area Office, Children's Hospital Foundation 
Building, 601 South Floyd Street, Louisville, KY 40201 
(502-582-5251). 

Jackson, MS, Area Office, 101c Third Floor, Jackson Mall, 
Avenue West, Jackson, MS 39213 (601-969-4703). 

Greensboro, NC, Area Office, 415 North Edgeworth Street, 
Greensboro, NC 27401 (919- 378-5363). 
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Region V 

Region VI 

Region VII 

Columbia, SC, Area Office, 1801 Main Street, Jefferson 
Square, Columbia, SC 29201 {803-765-5591). 

Knoxville, TN, Area Office, One Northshore Building, 1111 
Northshore Drive, Knoxville, TN 37919 (615-637-9300) . 

Jacksonville, FL, Area Office, Peninsular Plaza, 661 
Riverside Avenue, Jacksonville, FL 32204 (904-791-2626). 

Detroit, MI, Area Office, Patrick V. McNamara Federal 
Building, 477 Michigan Avenue, Detroit, MI 48226 
(313-226-7900). 

Chicago, IL, Area Office, 1 North Dearborn Street, Chicago, 
IL 60602 (312-353-7660). 

Indianpolis, IN, Area Office, 151 North Delaware Street, 
Indianapolis, IN 46207 (317-269-6303). 

Minneapolis-St. Paul, MN, Area Office, 6400 France Avenue, 
South Minneapolis, MN 55435 (612-725-4701). 

Columbus, OH, Area Office, 200 North High Street, Columbus, 
OH 43215 (614-469-7345). 

Milwaukee, WI, Area Office, 744 North Fourth Street, 
Milwaukee, WI 53203 (414-291-1493). 

Dallas, TX, Area Office, 2001 Bryan Tower, Fourth Floor, 
Dallas, TX 75201 (214-749-1601). 

San Antonio, TX, Area Office, 410 South Main Avenue, San 
Antonio, TX 78285 (512-229-6800). 

Little Rock, AR, Area Office, 1 Union National Plaza, Suite 
1400, Little Rock, AR 72201 (501-378-5401). 

New Orleans, LA, Area Office, Plaza Tower, 1001 Howard 
Avenue, New Orleans, LA 70113 (504-589-2063). 

Oklahoma City, OK, Area Office, 200 N.W. 5th Street, 
Oklahoma City, OK 73102 (405-231-4891). 

Kansas City, KS, Area Office, 2 Gateway Center, Fourth and 
State Streets, Kansas City, KS 66117 (816-374-4355). 

Omaha, NB, Area Office, Univac Building, 7100 West Center 
Road, Omaha, NB 68106 (402-221-9301). 

St. Louis, MO, Area Office, 210 North 12th Street, St. 
Louis, MO 63101 (314-425-4761). 
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Region VIII 

Region IX 

(Colorado, Montana, North Dakota, South Dakota, Utah, 
Wyoming), - Executive Towers, 1405 Curt is Street, Denver, 
co 80202 (303-837-4513). 

Honolulu, HI, Area Office, 300 Ala Moana Boulevard, Room 
3318, Honolulu, HI 96850 (808-546-2136). 

San Francisco, CA, Area Office, 1 Embarcadero Center, Suite 
1600, San Francisco, CA 94111 (415-556-2238). 

Los Angeles, CA, Area Office, 2500 Wilshire Boulevard, Los 
Angeles, CA 90057 (213-688-5973). · 
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Table 6 

STATE DIRECTORS OF PUPIL TRANSPORTATION 

Norman N. Loper, Coordinator 
Pupil Transportation 
State Office Building-Room 515 
Montgomery, AL 36130 
(205) 832-3984 

Greg S. Thies 
Pupil Transportation Officer 
State Department of Education 
Pouch F 
Juneau, AK 99811 
(907)465-2890 

Gene Larson, Manager 
Pupil Transportation 
Office of Highway Safety 
1655 West Jackson Street 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 
(602) 261-7592 

Jim Bohannon, Supervisor 
School Transportation 
State Department of Education 
Little Rock, AR 72201 
(501)371-1560 

Jack P. Lieberman, Chief 
Bureau of Management Services 
State Department of Education 
721 Capitol Mall 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
(916) 445-9466 

August Cambell, Consultant 
State Department of Education 
State Office Building 
201 E. Colfax 
Denver, CO 80203 
(303) 839-2214 

John L. O'Connell 
Pupil Transportation 

Admi ni st rat or 
Department of Motor Vehicles 
60 State Street 
Wethersfield, CT 06109 
(203) 566-4511 

Leon Hart, Supervisor 
Pupil Transportation 
Department of Public 

Instruction 
Townsend Building 
Dover, DE 19901 
(302) 678-4697 
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William C. French 
Transportation Officer 
D.C. Public Schools 
2115 5th Street, N.E. 
Washington, D.C. 20002 
(202) 832-3786 

Earl H. Wright, Administrator 
School Transportation 
Department of Education 
Knott Building, Room 377 
Tallahassee, FL 32304 
(904) 488-4405 

Al F. King, Administrator 
Pupil Transportation Section 
State Department of Education 
156 Trinity Avenue, S.W. 
Atlanta, GA 30303 
(404) 656-2467 

Henry Imanaka, Administrator 
Pupil Transportation Safety 
1037 S. Beretania St. 
State Department of Education 
Honolulu, HI 96818 
( 808) 548-2364 

D.L. Hicks, Supervisor 
Pupil Transportation 
L.B. Jordan Building 
650 West State Street 
Boise, IO 83720 
(208) 384-3225 

Ted B. Randall, Coordinator 
Program Planning and Development 
Illinois Office of Education 
100 N. First Street 
Springfield, IL 62701 
(217) 782-7484 

Richard E. Pea, Director 
Division of School Traffic Safety 
Department of Public Instruction 
120 West Market Street-16th Floor 
Indianapolis, IN 46204 
(317) 633-4694 

Dwight R. Carlson, Director 
School Transportation and Safety 

Education 
Department of Public Instruction 
Grimes State Office Building 
Des Moines, IA 50319 
(515) 281-5811 



Dennis R. Newton, Supervisor 
School Transportation 
Safety Department Kansas DOT 
State Office Building, 10th Floor 
Topeka, KS 66612 
(913) 296-3551 

Paul E. Jones, Director 
Division of Pupil Transportation 
State Department of Education 
Capital Plaza Tower 
Frankfort, KY 40601 
(502) 564-4718 

Glen Bowman, Director 
School Transportation 
State Department of Education 
P.O. Box 44064 
Baton Rouge, LA 70804 
{504) 342-3606 

Fred Cole, Director 
Pupil Transportation 
Department of Education and 

Cultural Service 
State Office Complex 
Augusta, ME 04333 
{207) 289-2061 

Robert w. Gaddis, Coordinator 
Safety and Transportation 
State Department of Education 
P.O. Box 8717, BWI Airport 
Baltimore, MD 21240 
(301) 796-8300 ext. 241 

Leo Toro, Director 
Bureau of Management Services 
State Department of Education 
31 St. J arnes Street 
Boston, MA 02111 
{617) 727-5790 

Phillip J. O'Leary 
Supervisor 
Safety and Traffic Programs 
State Department of Education 
P.O. Box 30008 
Lansing, MI 48909 
(517) 373-3314 

Gerald Pavek, Director 
Pupil Transportation 
State Department of Education 
Capitol Square Building-Room 810 
550 Cedar Street 
St. Paul, MN 55101 
(612) 296-2839 
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Leonard Cain, Director 
School Transportation 
State Department of Education 
P.O. Box 771 
Jackson, MS 39205 
(601) 354-6921 

W.E. "Bill" Haynes, Director 
Pupi l Transportation 
State Department of Education 
Jefferson Building P.O. Box 480 
Jefferson City , MO 65102 
{314) 751-2626 

Terry Brown, Consultant or 
Robert W. Stockton , Director 
Financial Aid and Transportation 
Office of Public Instruction 
State Capitol 
Helena, MT 59601 
{406) 449-3167 

Pete Soderquist 
Transportation Specialist 
State Department of Education 
301 Centennial Mall South 
P.O. Box 94987 
Lincoln, NE 68509 
(402) 471-2452 

Jim Menath, Assistant Director 
Office of Technical Assistance 
State Department of Education 
400 West King Street 
Carson City, NV 89710 
( 702) 885-5700 

Robert F. McConnell 
Administrator 
Pupil Transportation Safety 
Department of Safety 
Division of Motor Vehicles 
James H. Hayes Building, Hazen Dr. 
Concord, NH 03301 
(603) 271-3484 

John J. Giesguth, Director 
Bureau of Pupil Transportation 
1676 N. Olden Avenue 
Trenton, NJ 08638 
(609) 292-8534 

Bill Loshbough, Director 
School Transportation 
State Department of Education 
Education Building 
Santa Fe, NM 87503 
{505) 827-2617 



Ri chard Ahola, Supervisor 
Bur eau Special Education Management 

Services 
State Department of Education 
99 Washington Avenue 
Room 1711 Twin Towers 
Al bany, NY 12230 
(518) 474-3384 

Will iam Tillett, Director 
Di vision of Transportation 
St ate Board of Education 
Room 132, Education Building 
Ral eigh, NC 21611 
( 919) 733-3071 

Rol l and J. Larson, Director 
Pupil Transportation 
Department of Public Instruction 
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Chapter 3 

ANNOTATED BIBLIOGRAPHY 

The preceding information was gleaned from telephone conversations 
with school bus transportation project managers, operators, school bus 
manufacturers, city and county personnel involved with non-school trans
portation using school buses (see Chapter 2: "Contacts and Current Pro
grams"), and the fo llowing documentation. 

GENERAL 

Cooper, Lawrence C. The Use of School Buses for Public Transportation, 
Prepared for the North Central Texas Council of Governments. 
Arlington, Te xas: 1978. 

Examines the current and potential use of school buses to provide non
pupil transportation. The report looks at experiences invol ving the 
use of school buses for nonpupil transportation in various areas of the 
United States and at feasibility studies that have considered public 
use of school buses. The report concludes that the potential for puhlic 
use is there, although hindered by physical and institutional problems. 

Government Accounting Office. Hindrances to Coordinating Transportation 
of People Participating in Federally Funded Grant Programs, Volume I. 
Washington, D.C.: GAO, 1977. 

Identifies 114 Federal programs that prov i de financial assistance for 
the transportation of people, including one or two programs in which 
school buses are used, and discusses the barriers to coordination among 
program activities. The most significant barrier appears to be confu
sion at all government levels about the extent of transportation coordi
nation possibl e under existing legislation. GAO recommends that the 
Congress reduce the confusion by endorsing transportation coordination 
when feasible, providing there is appropriate cost sharing and service 
accountabi 1 i ty. 

Kirby, Ronald F., Bhatt, Kiran V., Kemp, Michael A., McGillivray, Robert 
G., and Wohl, Martin. Para-Transit, Neglected Options for Urban 
Mobi lity. Prepared for t he U.S. Department of Transportat ion , Urban 
Mass Transportati on Administration and Federal Hig hway Administration. 
Washington, D.C.: Urban Land Institute, 1976. 

Assesses the potentia l of paratransit modes for serving urban travel 
demands and recommends ways in which paratransit can be applied more 
fully and systematically in supplying those services. This is followed 
by a review of paratransit operating experiences. 

Multisystems, Inc. "Factors Impacting Non- Pupil Use of School Buses." 
Draft memorandum. Cambridge: 1980. 

Identifies, discusses, and classifies factors impacting non-pupil use 
of school buses. This suppl ements the "Literature Review and Data 
Assembly" memorandum annotated be low (see also Chapter 2, "Contacts 
and Current Programs," of this Information Bulletin). 

51 



Mult isystems, Inc. "Literature Review and Data Assembly." Draft memoran
dum, Cambridge: 1980. 

Thi s is part of the UMTA-sponsored project discussed in Chapter 2, "Con
tacts and Current Programs." Details the status (through February 1980) 
of the literature review, identifies the data still to be obtained, and 
descri bes the approach to assembling the outstanding data in two areas: 
the current pupil transportation environment and nonpupil school bus 
use . This memorandum discusses the literature and data available and 
to be obtained on using regular transit buses for pupil transportation 
as well as using school buses for public transportation. 

Northwest Regional Education Laboratory. The Need for a Puhil Transporta
tion Research and Technical Assist ance Center in t he Nort west. 
Concept paper. Portland: 1979. 

Discusses the need, as a result of the increasing costs of fuel, person
nel, and parts and equipment, for making school transportation systems 
even more efficient than they already are, and examines potential areas 
of monetary savings: fuel conservation, routing, scheduling and rider
ship management, maintenance and operations, training and safety, 
personnel costs, fleet size and management, admini stration and superv i 
sion, and multiple uses of school buses. To help school administrators 
learn how to make school transportation more efficient, the Laboratory 
reconmends the establishment of a Research and Technical Assistance 
Center. 

School Bus Fleet: Fact Book, Volume 24, Number 6. Redondo Beach, 
California: Bobit Publishing Company, 1979. 

School Bus Fleet is published six times a year. The Fact Book is a 
special edition of the publication describing the 1980 bus models and 
listing school bus dist r ibutors and manufacturers, pupil transportation 
official s, school bus chassis specificati ons, and industry statistics 
relating to the number of pupils transported , accidents, fatalities, 
factory sales, and the growth of school transportation from 1954 through 
1978. 

U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, Office 
of Highway Planning. Energy Contingency St rategies: Use of School Buses . 
Washington, D.C.: 1980. 

Discusses the uses of school buses for publ ic transportation in both 
emergency and non-emergency situations, with an emphasis on the former, 
and identifies the major issues confronting t he use of school buses for 
non-school use. The report concludes that although there is an untapped 
transportation resource available in our country's school bus f l eet, 
putting this resource to work is substantially easier in an emergency 
than in normal conditions. Even so, the peak period conflict is a 
significant impediment when school bus use is being considered as a way 
t o augment regular transit during an emergency. The report also makes 
a few reconmendations with respect to compensating for some of the bar
riers to non-school use of school buses di scussed throughout the report. 

U. S. Department of Transportation, National Highway Traffic Safety Admin
istration. School Bus Passenger Seat and Lap Belt Sled Tests. Final 
report. Washington, D.C.: 1978. 
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Provides statistical results, analysis, and evaluation of extensive 
testing performed to determine the response of dunmies in simulated 
frontal collisions with and without lap belts on two different types 
of school bus seats and the effect of increased passenger se~t spacing 
on occupant protection. The report concludes, among other things, 
that spreading seat spacing appears to have only a negligible effect 
on the response characteristics of the adult and child dummies. 

ELDERLY AND HANDICAPPED TRANSPORTATION 

Institute of Public Administration. Planning Handbook: Transportation 
Services for the Elderly. Preparedrorthe Administration on Aging. 
Washington, D.C.: 1975. 

Provides guidance and assistance in the designing, implementing, and 
operating of special transportation services. This includes informa
tion on how to build a data base on the transportation needs of pro
spective passengers, how to select the vehicles, what some of the pro
blems are with different vehicles, how to prepare a budget for the 
service, how to monitor and evaluate it, and how to finance it. The 
document also includes sample survey forms for building a data base, a 
list of vehicle suppliers, and a sample layout for operating expenses 
analysis. 

Institute for Public Administration. Transportation for Older 
Americans-The State of the Art. Prepared for the Administration on 
Aging. Washington, D.C.: 1975. 

Provides information relating to problems with transporting the 
elderly, transportation needs of the elderly, the present urban and 
rural transport delivery system for the elderly, present program fund
ing and funding prospects, institutional problems and constraints 
involved in providing transportation for the elderly, and future 
directions for programs and research. This text is supplemented by a 
set of technical annexes that supplies much of the detailed informa
tion on which the report is based, i.e., case studies, a bibliography, 
State school bus and driver licensing laws, and a summary of charac
teristics of 24 transportation projects for elderly persons. 

Public Technology, Inc. Elderly and Handicapped Transportation: 
Information Sourcebook. Washington, D.C.: 1979. 

Represents a compendium of information sources for transportation of 
elderly and handicapped persons, including Federal agency and interest 
group contacts and vehicle manufacturers. It also includes an anno
tated bibliography and capsule descriptions of selected approaches to 
providing transportation for elderly and handicapped persons. 

Transportation Systems Center, U.S. Department of Transportation. 
Transportation and the Elderly and Handicapped - A Literature Capsule. 
Cambridge: 1977. 
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Provides a review of much of the literature on elderly and handicapped 
transportation. The document provides summaries of five selected 
documents and an annotated bibliography for others, categorizing the 
latter into five subheadings: Overview, Needs, Programs, Planning and 
Policy. This document provides a source of information on ways to 
acco1T111odate elderly and handicapped transportation needs. Using 
school buses may be one of these ways, but it is referred to only 
briefly in this literature capsule. 

EMERGENCY TRANSPORTATION 

La Plant, Suzanne J. "Using School Buses for Mass Transit: Miami's 
Energy Emergency." Prepared for the Metropolitan Dade County Transit 
Agency. Miami: December 1979. 

Describes Dade County's 3 1/2-day experience using school buses for 
public transportation during a severe gas shortage brought on by a 
trucker's strike. The report concludes that the program could not 
have lasted longer than a maximum of ten days in view of the numerous 
complications that were temporarily overlooked due to the emergency. 

North Central Texas Council of Governments. A Metropolitan Transporta
tion Plan for National Energy Contingencies. Arlington, Texas: 
1977. 

Provides a plan by which the workers of the North Central Texas region 
would still have access to transportation in the event of a fuel 
shortage. The report considers the use of school buses as a transpor
tation alternative for a suburban area, and concludes that obtaining 
drivers, maintaining the vehicles, and providing fuel, to say nothing 
of the complications involved in altering the structure and purpose of 
the public school transportation system, are the greatest obstacles to 
implementing such an alternative. 

FEASIBILITY STUDIES 

Green International of Ohio. Use of School Buses for Public Transpor
tation, A Feasibility Study.- Prepared for the Ohio Mid-Eastern 
Governments Association. Martins Ferry, Ohio: 1978. 

A feasibility study examining the use of school buses in Belmont 
County, Ohio. The study determines the extent to which school board
owned transportation equipment can be used to provide public transpor
tation either in areas where none is available or service coverage is 
thin. This study discusses the general issues surrounding the concept 
of using school buses for public transportation, highlighting these 
with rural transportation case studies from comparable jurisdictions, 
assesses the demand for public transportation in Belmont County as 
indicated by results of extensive surveying, and makes recolTl1lenda
tions for implementing a public transportation program using school 
buses. · 

Montgomery County Government, Department of Transportation. •'Potential 
[School Bus] Use in Montgomery County." Department memorandum. 
Rockville, Maryland: 1978. 
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Lists potential non-school uses of school buses as well as hindrances 
to their use in Montgomery County . The memorandum also describes 
briefly four local programs in which school buses are or were in use. 

w. C. Gilman and Company. The School Bus : A Transportation Resource 
for Northeastern Illinois. Prepared for the Northeastern Il l inois 
Planning Conmission. Evanston, Illinois: 1975. 

Explores the prospects of more extensive use of school buses in North
eastern Illinois. The study is presented in four parts: (1) putting 
the school bus resource in the six-county area into perspective; (2) 
examining the potential market for additiona l transit service; (3) 
identifying the principal constraints in using school buses for non
student transportation purposes; and (4) developing conclusions 
regarding areas of opportunity for the broader use of school bus 
equipment . The study concludes that in order to make better use of 
the school buses in the region, a sense of entrepreneurship must be 
created among the area's school bus contractors. 

Wilbur Smith and Associates. Feasibility Study: School Bus Utiltzation 
for Non-Pupil Transportati on Programs . Prepared for Arlington County, 
Virginia. Richmond, Virginia: 1974. 

Determines how school buses can best be used to serve ~~ditional 
transportation needs throughout Arlington County, Virginia, in view of 
certain site-specific and non-site-specific issues and constraints. 
The report was based on field surveys conducted to determine the 
status of the existing school bus transportation system. Included in 
these field surveys were an inventory of the existing bus fleet and an 
evaluation of the maintenance capabilities of the school bus shops. 
Current administration of the bus prog ram was also reviewed. The 
results of this study indicated the feasibility of using school buses 
hy various departments and agencies of Arlington County. An adminis
trative program that details recormiended procedures for program 
implementation is presented. 

INSURANCE 

Davis, Frank W. Jr. National Work Plan to Resolve the Transportation 
Insurance Problems. Prepared for U.S. Department of Health, Education 
and Welfare, Office of Human Development Services. University of 
Tennessee, Transportation Center, Knoxville: 1979. 

Highlights the issues in volved in obtaining insurance for social ser
vice and public transportation programs and identifi es the goals and 
objectives of a cooperative effort between States, the insurance 
industry, and the Federal government to resolve the problems facing 
t hese transportation programs . 

Davis, Frank W. Jr., and Burkhalter, David A. New Insurance Programs 
For Human Service Transportation Providers, Technical Advisory No. 1. 
Prepared for U.S. Department of Health, Education and t,Jelfare , Office 
of Human Devel opment Services, Administration for Public Services . 
University of Tennessee , Knoxvi lle: 1979. 
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Describes the components of two insurance programs filed in 47 States in 
1979 by the Insurance Services Office (ISO) of New York that provide a 
new classification scheme to facilitate rate setting for new forms of 
social service and public transportation programs. 

Davis, Frank W. Jr., Burkhalter David A., Dotterweich, William W., and 
Cleary, Tim. The Social Service Insurance Dilemma: Problems, 

Analysis, and Proposed Solutions. Prepared for the U.S. Department of 
Transportation, Office of University Research. University of Tennes
see, Transportation Center, Knoxville: 1978. 

Investigates insurance as a major barrier to the efficient operation of 
transportation programs for social service agencies, charitable institu
tions, and volunteers. The report also makes six recommendations for 
improving the plight of these transportation programs, and concludes 
that changing State laws and insurance practices will result in greater 
involvement by the private sector and the reduced need for government 
funding and ownership of transportation since more efficient use of 
existing equipment could be made. 

Dotterweich, William W., Editor. Proceedinfis, White House Workshop on 
Transportation Insurance. Prepared forte U.S. Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare, Office of Human Development Services, Adminis
tration for Public Services~ University of Tennessee, Knoxville: 
1979. 

Highlights the proceedings of the January 23, 1979, joint \~hite House -
National Governors' Association conference to define and find solutions 
to insurance problems confronting the providers of social service and 
public transportation. The report looks at how three States have dealt 
with the insurance problem, some of the evolving Federal and State 
objectives for transportation programs, some legislative approaches 
towards dealing with the insurance problem, and ways in which the 
insurance industry and State governments can work together to respond to 
evolving transportation needs by easing the insurance burden. 

RURAL AND EXURBAN TRANSPORTATION 

Governor's Task Force on Rural Transportation. Rural Transportation in 
Pennsylvania: Problems and Prospects, Vol. II. Harrisburg, Pennsyl
vania: 1974. 

Looks at the paucity of transportation services provided in rural areas 
of Pennsylvania and the possible - though few - transportation alterna
tives for rural Pennsylvania residents. The study includes an examina
tion of existing conditions and facilities, relevant legislation and 
regulations, and possible funding sources, and also discusses some of 
the problems involved in trying to implement rural transportation pro
grams. One of the main alternatives given consideration in the report 
is the use of school buses. 
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Siria, Bruce S., Smith, David E., and Smith, William A. II. "Morehead 
Kentucky, School Bus Demonstration Project." Transportation Research 
Board 696 - Rural Public Transportation. Washington, D.C. : 
Transportation Research Board, 1978. 

Describes the background components and some of the results of the 
Morehead, Kentucky, demonstration using school buses for public 
transportation. The article describes service characteristics, 
ridership trends, costs and revenue, and community reactions to the 
program. 

Transportation Systems Center, U.S. Department of Transportation. Rural 
Passenger Transportation: State-of-the-Art Overview. Cambridge: 
1976. 

Presents an overview of rural passenger transportation, including the 
modes currently used and the transportation needs of the rural trans
portation disadvantaged. The report places special emphasis on the 
issues and considerations associated with improving the mobility of 
the rural disadvantaged and looks at several small, specialized rural 
passenger transportation systems. Using school buses is discussed as 
one means of improving rural resident mobility, and the Klamath Falls, 
Oregon, demonstration is used as an example. The document also pro
vides supplementary material that serves as a source for further 
information and is helpful in presenting an overall picture in which 
rural transportation programs exist or may be implemented. 
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APPENDIX 

The experiences of a number of jurisdictions in which school buses 
have been used for non-school transportation are illustrative of the 
ki nds of issues that emerge and that have been discussed in the preced
ing pages . 

CRISIS-RELATED USE SUPP LEMENTING REGULAR TRANSIT: DADE COUNTY 

In one day in the surrmer of 1979, ridership on Metrobus, Dade 
County's transit system, jumped from a 200,000 weekday average to 
265,092 passengers. A severe gas shortage brought on by a truckers' 
blockade of the port receiving and storing gasoline, and the subsequent 
overload it caused on the transit system, provided the impetus for the 
Met ropolitan Dade County Transit Agency 's {MTA's) consideration of using 
school buses to augment the regular bus fleet. 

To expedite the implementation of emergency measures, the Governor 
and county manager, each within a few days of the other, declared a 
state of emergency to be in effect. In this framework, negotiating an 
agreement for school bus use was made much easier, and a number of 
potentially insurmountable rroblems \'Jere roomentarily overlooked. For 
example--

• State statues allow non-school use of school buses only for 
elderly and handica pped persons and only if such use does not 
interfere with school transportation. 

• Public Utilities Corrmission approval would have had to have 
been obtained for charging an outside agency {the MTA) for using 
t he school buses. 

• Under normal circumstances, the Metrobus drivers' and school bus 
drivers' unions would have had to have given their approval. 
Even so, both un ions were reluctant to waive their objections 
and eventually relented only in view of the emergency. 

The agreement ultimately reached between the MTA and the school 
board stipulated that--

• school buses could only be used when no Metrobuses were avail
able. 

• only school bus drivers could drive school buses. 

1 the MTA pay 

$6.85 per hour per driver to the school board for 
admini strat ive and overhead costs as well as the 
driver's salary. 1 

1Metrobus drivers made less th an $6.85 an hour. The higher wage paid 
school bus drivers for the same job presented a problem until it was 
carefully explained that the $6.85 paid for roore than j ust salary. 
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-- $.50 per vehicle-mile rental. 
-- for any extra insurance coverage needed. 

• school bus drivers have a four-hour m1n1mum work day. as opposed 
to the two-hour minimum guaranteed Metrobus drivers. 

Obtaining and paying for extra insurance coverage was the most 
troublesome-- and expensive-- part of this agreement. The State of 
Florida requires that school board insurance levels be set at $100,000 
for all claims resulting from the same accident. Because Metrobus was 
self-insured, and therefore without an insurance company. it had to 
negotiate with the school board's insurance company for a special binder 
of $150,000 in excess of the $100,000 existing coverage. The agreement 
required that 

t the school board be held harmless for everything. 

t Metrobus pay a $4,500 premium with a weekly (or portion of a 
week) rate of $1,500 and a minimum earned premium of $3,000. 

For the 3 1/2 days of school bus use, the amount Metrobus paid for 
insurance coverage alone was $7,500. 

Operations 

School buses were used only on certain severely crowded express 
routes. Fares were collected at a designated stop before going closed
door to various destinations. Metrobus officials used a can with the 
fare schedule painted on th~ outside for fare collection. At the 
designated stop. a Metrobus supervisor would board the bus with the can, 
collect the fares, get off the bus. and take the money to a locked 
farebox in a minibus parked nearby. 

All school bus drivers were given Metrobus maps. but were instruc
ted to follow regular Metrobuses during the peak periods. If the Metro
bus did not show up for its scheduled run, the school bus drivers were 
instructed to go ahead and do the best they could with maps. landmarks, 
and passenger assistance. 

Public Reaction 

The attitude of the public towards using school buses was one of 
gratitude for having a way to get home, but amenable only. according to 
Metrobus officials, because of the widely believed impermanence of the 
situation. Some patrons did object to having to pay the full bus fare 
when riding a school bus. 

As a result of their 3 1/2 days' experience with school buses, MTA 
officials have for the most part abandoned the idea of incorporating 
their use into any kind of regular program for a number of reasons: 

• labor problems 

1 insurance 

• driver availability 
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• wear and tear on school buses not built for heavy use 

• conflict with school hours 

• fare collection equipment 

• general lack of long-term acceptance by Metrobus riders. 2 

Other similar programs: 

• Boston, Massachusetts {February, 1978) - privately owned buses 
were used to augment regular commuter transit during a bliz
zard. 

• Lake Placid , New York {February, 1980) - publicly owned buses 
were used for shutjlirtg spectators to and from parking lots at 
the 1980 Olympics . 

• Wilkes Barre, Pennsylvania {June, 1973) - fixed route transpor
tation was provided to augment regular transit buses after a 
flood. 

NON-CRISIS RELATED USE FOR SPECIAL USER GROUPS: JOHNSON COUNTY, KANSAS, 
AND RHODE ISLAND 

In Merriam, Kansas, school buses used for non-school transportation 
are owned by a private operator and are used to transport elderly, 
underprivileged, and mentally hancticapped groups to and from workshops 
and employment centers. This same contractor operates about one-half of 
the school district's buses. 

The contractor is not heITJTied in by numerous regulations restricting 
non-school use of school buses by virtue of his private status. He need 
only apply to the Kansas Corporation Commission, which regulates intra
state coITJTierce, and pay an annual fee of $10 per vehicle used for non
school transportation outs ide a fixed area. All costs incurred, includ
ing maintenance, the permit fee, insurance, and driver salaries, are 
covered in the contracts negotiated with the social service agencies 
requesting service on behalf of their elderly, underprivileged, or 
mentally handicapped clients. 

Currently, two buses operate, under KCC permit, for these special 
users. The other buses may be used without a permit for school trans
portation and non-school transportation within a 25 mile radius. Both 
non-union pa rt-time and non-union full-time drivers are employed. 

2 Suzanne J. LaPlant, "Using School Buses for Mass Transit: Miami's 
Energy Emergency," pp. 9-10. 

3 Multisystems, Inc., "Literature and Data Assemb ly," Exhibit 3. 
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A similar program is in effect in- Rhode Island. There, most school 
children get to school via privately owned and operated school buses. 
One major contractor in the State corrmands a fleet of between 300 and 
400 school buses that are used, in addition to transporting school 
children, to provide for the shopping, medical, and recreational needs 
of special users, primarily elderly groups, and to transport workers to 
a factory located in an outlying area. ·The number of buses available 
allows for non-school use even during regular school hours. 

When transporting non-school persons, the operator covers the 
school bus markings and pays an additional registration fee. School bus 
registration for buses used only to transport school children is $3 per 
year; for non-school use, it is $66 per year. For handicapped riders, 
the operator uses the srecially equipped school buses used for handicap
ped school children. 

Though insurance rates have been extremely high for the non-school 
service, the operator is able to cover most of the extra cost in the 
contract agreements made with leasing organizations. Contract fees 
range from $18.00 to $25.00 per hour, depending upon the size of the 
vehicle and the driver 1 s salary, which ranges from $3.50 to $4.00 per 
hour. In addition, a $.30 per mile operating fee is charged. 

In neither the Merriam nor the Rhode Island cases must the private 
operators comply with State school transportation regulations when the 
buses are not in school use or obtain school board approval. The pri
vate status affords more freedom to use the school buses as needs for 
mobility arise. 

Other similar existing programs: 

• Ryegate, Montana (1972- ) - privately owned school buses 
operate on contract to a local organization of elderly persons 
for transportation to a nearby town where banking, medical, and 
other services are available.~ 

NON-CRISIS, PUBLICLY-OPERATED SERVICE FOR SPECIAL USERS: ARLINGTON 
COUNTY, VIRGINIA 

In 1974, legislation was passed in the State of Virginia authoriz
ing the neighboring counties of Arlington and Fairfax to use s5hool 
buses for local county or city agency and department purposes. 

Currently, about twenty buses are available for a variety of pur
poses during non-school use hours (9:30 AM to 2:00 PM) in Arlington 
County. Three of those buses transport 40 senior citizens to and from 
three nutrition centers daily. The agency sponsoring the nutrition bus 
service pays $8.14 per hour plus $.48 per mile, which covers drivers' 
wages, depreciation, and operating costs.6 

4 Ibid. 

5 Two years later, legislation extended this aut horization to all 
counties in Virginia. 

6 This rate is the same rate paid by all agencies leas ing the bus 
service. Part of it is set aside in a fund that i s eventually used to 
help finance new buses. 
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Other county agencies in need of bus service request it through the 
county office one week in advance. The county office then determines 
the availability of buses at the time and for the period requested and 
dispatches them accordingly. 

Obtaining insurance coverage for this program, which has been in 
effect since 1974, was simply a matter of shopping around for an insur
ance company that would include a clause in the contract allowing for 
non-school use of the school buses. A maJor design impediment -- the 
high step at the entrance of the bus -- is compensated for by the use of 
a wooden step placed beneath the bus step. Also, agencies leasing the 
buses must supply aides to assist the elderly and handicapped in getting 
on and off the buses. In cases where persons in wheelchairs are using 
the service, lift-equipped vans are used. 

Fairfax County had a similar program using school buses to trans
port senior citizens to and from nutrition centers. However, the agency 
in charge of the nutrition program has subsequently replaced the school 
buses with vans funded by the Older Americans Act because of the increa
singly exorbitant costs charged by Fairfax County for using the school 
buses.7 The county also had a fixed route school bus service for the 
general purpose transportation needs of the county's elderly persons. 
This service was replaced with door-to-door, advanced reservation service 
using vans and taxis. Officials felt the fixed-route feature was un
attractive to elderly patrons. 

Other similar existing programs 

• Latah County, Idaho (1975- ) - publicly owned school buses 
operate on contract to an area agency on aging to transport 
elderly and handicapped persons to corrmunity services. 

NON-EMERGENCY, REGULAR USE, NO EXISTING TRANSIT: KLAMATH FALLS, OREGON, 
AND MOREHEAD, KENTUCKY 

Kl ama th Fa 11 s 

The Klamath Falls, Oregon, and Morehead, Kentucky, demonstrations 
using school buses for regular transit are two of the few instances in 
which school buses have been used this way during a non-emergency. 
Though the situations in which each program took place appear to be simi
lar, one was successful, and one was not. 

Klamath Falls is an area (population 36,000) without existing tran
sit service. The demonstration, which took place over a 13-month period 
in 1972 and 1973, was partly intended to test the feasibility of using 
school buses as a preliminary public transit service to assess the need 
and support for a permanent expanded service in the Klamath Falls commu
nity, and partly to test the workability of using school buses during 
non-school-use hours.9 

7 The Fairfax County School Board passed a rule that prevents if from 
subsidizing non-school use of its school buses by charging less than what 
it actually costs to operate the buses for such use. 

8 Multi systems, Inc., "Literature Review and Data Assembly," Exhibit 3. 

9 The project was jointly funded by the Urban Mass Transportation 
Administration and the State Mass Transit Division. 
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Klamath Area Transit (KART) was formed to c9nduct the demonstra
tion. Using a school bus leased from a local school district, it oper
ated fixed-route, regularly scheduled service from 9:00 AM to 1:30 PM 
and 4:30 PM to 6:30 PM during the first 9 1/2 months of the demonstra
tion. The second phase of operation involved using two buses and pro
vided service from 7:00 AM to 7:00 PM. Ridership initially averaged 33 
riders a day and then rose to 110 a day when service was expanded in the 
latter 3 1/2 months of the demonstration. 

A $.25 fare was charged throughout the demonstration. KART leased 
the buses by paying $.40 per mile, which exceeded the actual costs of 
operation by $.07 to $.13 and allowed the school district to profit from 
the operation. 

Despite this, and despite the fact that ridership levels appeared 
to be steady, KART was forced to discontinue the program when the demon
stration terminated in 1973 for two reasons: 

• Although the city agreed to provide half the funding for contin
ued service, the county would not agree to fund the other half. 

• The local school districts were uncooperative in allowing more 
than a very limited number of buses to be used in the program. 
Limited buses meant limited ridership, and officials could make 
no favorable prognos~s for system growth.lo 

Morehead 

In 1977, the Kentucky State Department of Transportation (KYOOT) 
began looking for a place in Kentucky in which a demonstration using 
school buses for regular transit could be staged. Three stipulations 
prevailed in deciding on the site. 

• The services provided by the program could not be restricted to 
a certain market segment. 

• Since the KYDOT does not provide public transportation operating 
assistance, the site selected would have to be one that could 
share 25% of the demonstration costs, in increasing increments 
over the course of the demonstration, and would also be prepared 
to provide local funding for the service after the demonstration 
expired. In addition, to insure that the grant was not mistaken 
for operating assistance, the length of the demonstration was 
set at twelve months. 

t Since KYDOT can not assume ownership of any school district 
equipment, any school buses used in the program would still be 
owned by the school district. That body's strong endorsement of 
the project would therefore be necessary.11 

10 Lawrence C. Cooper, Uses of School Buses for Public Transit, pp. 
II-2 - II-3. 

11 The local school superintendent was the staunchest supporter of 
the idea and, in fact, contacted KYDOT before KYDOT had even started 
considering Morehead. 
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Aside from complying with the above requirements, Morehead was 
chosen for two other reasons: need ("a study identified an unsatisfied 
daily demand ••• of about 40 trips per day, a level that could potentially 
strain the capabilities of the single local taxi operator ~ut could 
hardly justify large expenditures on capital equipment ••• " 2) and 
the lack of dissension from the taxi operator on the issue. 

After a city bus certificate was obtained, service began December 
1, 1977. KYDOT, the Rowan County Board of Education, and the City of 
Morehead shared management responsibilities: the school board was pri
marily responsible for day-to-day operations, KYDOT contributed techni
cal planning and transit management assistance, and the city planning 
aide was responsible for engendering and sustaining support in the com
munity. A new, 36-passenger schoolbus, set aside by the school district 
for extracurricular transportation needs, was used along a 7.5 mile cir
cuitous, highly rural route from 7:30 AM to 4:30 PM on weekdays and from 
9:30 AM to 2:30 PM on Saturdays . This bus, which operated at one-hour 
headways, connected the central business district, various housing pro
jects, the hospital, and Morehead State University. One way fares were 
$.25. 

Ridership was very low at first, about 36 passengers weekly. Dur
ing the ensuing winter, ridership climbed to an average of 300 weekly 
passengers. Officials credit the unusually severe weather and the suc
cess of promotional activities for the increase in ridership. Ridership 
dropped off somewhat as the weather got warmer, but remained well above 
the pre-winter level. 

Conmunity reaction to the project was very favorable, despite the 
fact that ridership figures never reached the level predicted by KYDOT 
before the demonstration began. 13 City and school board support for. 
the project, both as a substantive issue and a financial one, was stead
fast. As evidence of that support, as of May 8, 1980, the service con
tinues without demonstration funding. Though still only one bus is 
being used, service has been expanded to a new suburban shopping center 
and ridership has slowly but steadily increased to a strong, 50-passen
ger-a-day average. The fare is still $.25, with some variations for 
senior citizens and monthly bus passes. Officials are now applying for 
Section 18 funds to expand the program further, help defer some of the 
operating deficit and administrative costs, and possibly to buy a new 
bus. 

It is easy to see that the missing link in Klamath Falls was the 
lack of community, city, and school board support. To explain why the 
support was strong in one case and absent in the other, however, is a 
bit more difficult. The answer probably lies in three areas: 

12 Bruce Siria, et.al., "Morehead, Kentucky School Bus Demonstra
ion Project," in Transportation Research Record 696, p. 74. 

13 Local Morehead officials felt the predicted l evel was too high 
an estimate. 
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• the predilections of local officials. In Klamath Falls, the 
force behind the project was the Federal government. When its 
involvement ended, the motivation and enthusiasm needed to con
tinue the project were not there. In contrast, the motivating 
force in Morehead was Morehead itself. 

t the existence of local funding ability. Klamath Falls' project 
was financed by the State and Federal governments with little or 
no consideration of the local ability to provide funding when 
Federal and State funds ran out or diminished. On the other 
hand, Morehead's ability to provide local funding was a prere
quisite to its being selected as the site for the demonstra
tion. 

1 the "luck" of the severe winter weather. Because of the wea
ther, Morehead citizens were forced, for a time, to ride the 
school bus. Having tried it, they seemed to have found their 
original negative perceptions wrong, and began using the bus on 
a regular basis. 

At the beginning of the project, there ~-,ere 
several perceived problems with the use of 
school buses as transit vehicles. These percep
tions were based on both intuitive feelings and 
reported prior experiences and 1t1ere concerned 
with the physical limitations of the vehicles, 
e.g., high steps, rough ride, and the absence 
of air-conditioning. 

Consumer research conducted during the early 
phases of the demonstration period showed 
that these initial perceptions of potential 
problems were essentia lly unfounded. Actual 
problems with the use of school buses have been 
more a matter of psychological rather than 
physical l imitations.14 

EMPLO YER SPONSORED, REGULAR TRANSIT: INLAND STEEL CORPORATION 

Inland Steel Corporation in East Chicago, Indiana, provides regu
larly-scheduled, fixed-route transportation services for its employees 
with thirteen school buses leased from a private operator. 

The school buses pick up between 700 and 950 Inland Steel employees 
(more when the weather is bad) from a parking facility located conve
niently off a main artery and transport them to the plant eight miles 
away and back to the lot at night. Buses run at five-minute headways 

14siria, "Morehead, Kentucky School Bus Demonstration Project," p. 76. 
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from 5:15 AM to 7:45 AM and 2:15 PM to 4:45 PM every weekday, with an 
extra bus available until midnight to transport employees who must work 
late. 

Coordination of the services, including routing and scheduling, is 
done by Inland Steel. Start-up consultation was provided by the school 
bus contractor, and traffic control expertise (how to insure a free lane 
on the ,freeway for the buses, how drivers could negotiate some difficult 
turns) was contributed by one or two Inlann Steel engineers. 

Drivers are, of course, provided by the contractor. One of the 
drivers acts as a coordinator and supervisor of the other drivers and is 
responsible for ensuring that they know route and schedule changes when 
they are made and for the late night bus service. The entire program is 
financed by Inland Steel, which pays approximately $1.00 per vehicle 
mile in operating costs to the contractor. 

The service has, according to Inland Steel personnel, in the year 
it has been operating, noticeably alleviated traffic congestion on the 
major arterial route leading to the plant. Inland Steel employees are 
all too happy to park their cars in a secure lot and travel to work and 
back cost- and trouble-free. 

o U.S. GOVERNMENT PAINTING OFFICE: 1981-341-428/485 
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