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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This study analyzed Pennsylvania Department of Education data from 2013-14 to 2017-18 to examine changes
in school enrollment, transportation ridership, and transportation finances at the state level and by rural and urban
location. It quantified changes in the number of service providers to learn more about the current school
transportation structure in Pennsylvania. The research also analyzed crash data published by the Pennsylvania
Department of Transportation between 2013 and 2018 to evaluate the safety of public school transportation in

Pennsylvania.

Key Findings

e Declines in school enrollment were relatively gradual in urban school districts but more severe in rural
school districts.

e On average, 95.8 percent of rural public school students relied on public school transportation between
2013-14 and 2017-18.

e Transporting fewer students over large areas or longer distances drives up the cost per student transported
in rural school districts.

e More school districts were seeking independent contractors for all or some of their transportation services
during the study period.

e The continued decline in the number of transportation service providers in the “contracted service with
contractor” category (vs. contracted service with a parent/individual or another Local Education Agency)

may lead to an increased market share for some larger contractors.

Introduction

This study analyzed Pennsylvania Department of Education data from 2013-14 to 2017-18 to examine changes
in school enrollment, transportation ridership, and transportation finances at the state, rural, and urban levels. It
quantified changes in the number of service providers to learn more about the current school transportation
structure in Pennsylvania. The research also analyzed crash data published by the Pennsylvania Department of
Transportation between 2013 and 2018 to evaluate the safety of public school transportation in Pennsylvania.

These analyses provide an overview of Pennsylvania public school transportation over a 5 year period.
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From 2013-14 to 2017-18, school enrollment and transportation ridership decreased by 4.6 percent and 5.0
percent, respectively, in rural school districts. Urban school districts saw a 1.3 percent decline in enrollment, and
a 1.4 percent increase in transportation ridership. As a result of inequivalent changes between rural and urban
school districts, Pennsylvania experienced a 2.2 percent decrease in school enrollment, and a 0.4 percent decrease
in transportation ridership. The enrollment decline was relatively gradual in urban districts but more severe in
rural districts.

A downward trend in nonpublic school ridership and an upward trend in charter school ridership co-existed at
the state, rural, and urban levels. Rural school enrollment was lower than total pupils transported during the study
period because of nonpublic and charter school ridership. On average, nonpublic and charter school students
accounted for 5.3 percent of total pupils transported in rural school districts and 16.9 percent in urban school
districts. More importantly, on average, 95.8 percent of rural public school students relied on public school
transportation during the study period.

The continuous decline in enrollment and the steady rise in transportation costs, unsurprisingly, caused a
statewide increase of 10.7 percent in costs per student transported during the study period. From 2013-14 to 2017-18,
the statewide, rural, and urban average costs per pupil transported were about $953, $984, and $941, respectively. On
average, rural school districts received 39.5 percent of the total state transportation subsidy over the study period.
However, 59.1 percent of rural transportation costs were subsidized by the state. Transporting fewer students over
large areas or longer distances drives up the cost per student transported in rural school districts.

Noticeable changes in the structure of school transportation service providers were identified over the 5 year
study period. First, contracted transportation service with another Local Education Agency (LEA) increased by
292.3 percent. Second, the number of school districts that provide LEA-owned transportation services decreased
by 8.3 percent. These two changes indicate that more school districts were seeking independent contractors for all
or some of their transportation services during the study period. Third, contracted transportation services with
parents or other individuals decreased by 11.3 percent. The continuous decline in the number of service providers
in the contracted service with a contractor category may lead to an increased market share for some larger

contractors.
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Finally, the results from the school transportation safety analysis revealed that school bus crashes were
concentrated in urban school districts but scattered among rural school districts. During the study period, among
all school-bus-crash-induced fatalities, one was a school bus driver, and one was a school-age pedestrian. The

total number of school bus crashes fluctuated between 2013 and 2018, with an overall downward trend.
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INTRODUCTION

According to the Pennsylvania Department of Education (PDE), Pennsylvania’s 500 school districts
range in size from 200 students to more than 140,000 students. Except for charter school students,
Pennsylvania law does not require a school district to provide transportation to its students. However, if a
school district provides transportation to its students, it shall also provide transportation to nonpublic
pupils (Public School Code of 1949 Act 14, Section 1361"). Pennsylvania Public School Code of 1949
Section 1726-A% mandates school districts to provide transportation to charter school students, including
transportation based on the charter school’s operating schedule, and up to 10 miles outside of the district’s
boundary. Although school districts are eligible to receive reimbursements from the state, with public
school financial resources usually running low or short already, this “10-Mile Law” stresses many school
districts in Pennsylvania (Peterson, 2013).

A school district that provides transportation to one or more students is entitled to receive
reimbursement from the state (Public School Code of 1949, Section 25413). The reimbursement amount,
or the state subsidy, is determined by a series of calculations. The process of requesting reimbursement
from the state involves a tremendous amount of paperwork. First, each school district needs to calculate
the total reimbursable cost with the formula presented below. Notice the vehicle cost deduction is only

calculated for Local Educational Agency (LEA) owned vehicles.

Total Reimbursable Cost = Total Allowance x Cost Index — Vehicle Cost Deduction

The cost index is an annual number used by PDE to adjust for inflation. This annual adjustment is
determined in the calendar year based on fluctuations in consumer price index published by the U.S.
Department of Labor (22 Pa. Code § 23.39). The total allowances are calculated as the sum of vehicle
allowance, mileage allowance, utilized passenger capacity mileage allowance, and excess hours

allowance. Second, school districts need to multiply the total reimbursable cost by the market value aid

!'Section 1361 amended May 11, 1979, P.L.26, No.7
2 Section 1726-A amended July 9, 2008, P.L.846, No.61
3 Section 2541 amended Nov. 20, 1979, P.L.465, No.97
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ratio to calculate a draft pupil transportation subsidy. The market value aid ratio varies from one school
district to another. It is an index used by PDE to differentiate the relative wealth of a region where a
school district resides. If a school district’s market value aid ratio is less than 0.5, then the calculation of
the pupil transportation subsidy follows a different set of equations. For simplicity reasons, if a school
district’s aid ratio is less than 0.5, the calculation of the pupil transportation subsidy is separated into three
parts — nonpublic subsidy, hazardous subsidy, and public non-hazardous subsidy. Third, school districts
need to apply applicable adjustments, such as depreciation and/or excess transportation costs, to finalize
the pupil transportation subsidy. Finally, a school district receives an additional subsidy, $385 per pupil
(Public School Code of 1949, Section 2509.34), for transporting eligible nonpublic and charter school
students.

Public school transportation is a complex and expensive problem for many school districts. From 2006-
07 to 2015-16, the national average cost per pupil transported (in unadjusted dollars) increased by 19.4
percent (Digest of Education Statistics, 2018). The Pennsylvania Department of the Auditor General’s
office issued a report in May 2016 and stated that 19 Pennsylvania school districts spent $54.8 million
more than state transportation reimbursement provided (Pennsylvania Department of the Auditor General,
2016). The rising cost of public school transportation catches attention from parents, researchers, school
districts, government officials, and many more across the nation.

To cope with the rising cost of public school transportation, the Pennsylvania Auditor General’s office
suggested certain practices such as contract bidding and regular auditing (Pennsylvania Department of the
Audit General, 2016, 2019). Many researchers also suggest streamlining the operations of public school
transportation by using centralized transfer stations (Park and Kim, 2009), optimizing schools’ start times
(Bertsimas et al., 2019), and implementing school bus routing optimization (William et al., 2015).
Although these suggestions proved to be effective, research on public school transportation in rural school

districts across the nation deserves more attention. Moreover, there is a lack of research that adopts a

4 Section 2509.3 amended June 29, 2002, P.L.524, No.88.
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systematic approach to review public school transportation to assist in policy making/changing or
referencing. This research aims to fill the gap and provide an overview of public school transportation in

Pennsylvania.

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES
The purpose of this study was to provide an overview of public school transportation in Pennsylvania
over the last 5 years (2013-14 to 2017-18) to achieve the following goals. Each goal was further expressed
as specific objectives.
Goal 1. Identify changes and trends in school enrollment and transportation ridership at state, urban and
rural levels.
Goal 2. Examine transportation finances at state, urban, and rural levels.
o Identify total transportation costs for each school district;
e Identify total transportation subsidies for each school district;
o Identify percent of school transportation covered by the state subsidies for each school district;
e (Calculate expense per student transported for each school district;
e Aggregate transportation finances at state, urban, and rural levels to identify changes in total
transportation costs and total transportation subsidies over the last 5 years; and
e Report on cost per student transported at state, urban and rural levels.
Goal 3. Evaluate the safety of public school transportation over the last 5 years.
e Collect data from the Pennsylvania Department of Transportation (PennDOT) to report school
bus crash injuries and school bus crashes.
Goal 4. ldentify transportation service providers to gain knowledge about the current school
transportation structure in Pennsylvania.
e Identify total number of public school transportation service providers and stratify by numbers

into types defined by PDE; and
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e Compute percentage changes in each type of service provider over the last 5 years and identify
relevant trends associated with service providers.
Goal 5. Comparison of rural and urban public school transportation.
e Report on the differences between urban and rural public school transportation based on
enrollment, school district geographic size, and local wealth.
o Evaluate trends and challenges to determine their impacts on rural as well as urban school

districts.

METHODOLOGY

This study included a literature review, data collection and processing, quantitative analysis of public
school transportation, and visualization of changes and trends that occurred among school districts in
Pennsylvania from 2013-14 to 2017-18. Qualitative and quantitative methods were used in concert to
accomplish the study goals.

The purpose of the literature review was to obtain recent and relevant information about public school
transportation in Pennsylvania. Data published by PDE was collected to perform the following analyses.

e Analysis of changes and trends in school enrollment and transportation ridership;

e Analysis of transportation finances that are categorized into: total transportation cost’, total
transportation subsidies® (state), percent of school transportation covered by the state subsidies,
and cost per student transported’;

o Inferential statistical analysis of cost per pupil transported by status (rural vs. urban), by school
district geographic size, and by local wealth; and

¢ Quantification of the number of school transportation service providers categorized into three types

defined by PDE.

3 Function 2700 reported in the Annual Financial Report published by PDE.

¢ Total transportation subsidies are the sum of pupil transportation subsidy and nonpublic and charter school pupil
transportation subsidy.

" Cost per student transported is calculated as total transportation cost divided by total students transported.
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Based on the Center for Rural Pennsylvania’s definition, 235 school districts are rural. In this study, a
charter school (or a nonpublic school) was defined as rural/urban if its student transportation was
provided by a rural/urban school district.

Data were first processed at the school district level, then aggregated at the rural, urban, and state
levels, with descriptive analyses to identify changes and trends in public school transportation in
Pennsylvania. Inferential analyses were performed at the aggregated levels to evaluate the differences in
cost per student transported between rural and urban school districts based on geographic size,
enrollment, and local wealth.

To quantify the number of transportation service providers in each category, the researcher processed
14,640 records to eliminate variations in the reported names of service providers. The number of distinct
service providers in each category was generated. Descriptive analyses were performed to assess changes
in the number of service providers in each category over the study period.

Crash data published by PennDOT between the calendar year 2013 and 2018 were collected to assess
public school transportation safety. A map indicator with the location of school bus crashes from 2013 to
2018 was provided to visualize the tendency of school bus crashes. Furthermore, data related to school
bus crash fatalities and school bus crash injuries between 2013 and 2018 were examined and tabulated to

evaluate the safety of public school transportation during the study period.

RESULTS
Analysis of School Enrollment and Transportation Ridership

From 2013-14 to 2017-18, Pennsylvania experienced a 2.2 percent decrease in school enrollment and a
0.4 percent decrease in transportation ridership (as shown in Table 1). The enrollment decline was
relatively gradual in urban school districts but more severe in rural school districts. The public school
transportation ridership increased in urban school districts but decreased in rural school districts. During
the study period, rural school districts underwent a reduction in both school enrollment and transportation

ridership, 4.6 percent and 5.0 percent, respectively. In addition, because of nonpublic and charter school
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transportation, rural school enrollment was lower than total pupils transported over the study period.

Table 1. Changes in School Enrollment and Ridership

School School Enrollment Total Pupils Transported

Year Rural Urban State Rural Urban State
2013-14 412,677 | 1,192,615 | 1,605,292 | 417,417 | 1,073,816 | 1,491,233
2014-15 405,877 | 1,183,563 | 1,589,440 | 411,463 1,077,052 | 1,488,515
2015-16 401,722 1,180,535 | 1,582,257 | 407,009 1,078,984 | 1,485,993
2016-17 398,607 | 1,179,852 | 1,578,459 | 403,114 | 1,080,635 | 1,483,749
2017-18 393,528 1,176,533 | 1,570,061 396,624 | 1,088,815 [ 1,485,439
Change -4.6% -1.3% -2.2% -5.0% 1.4% -0.4%

Source: Pennsylvania Department of Education, 2013-14 to 2017-18

Except for charter school students, Pennsylvania law does not require a school district to provide
transportation to its students. However, if a school district provides transportation to its students, it shall
also provide transportation to nonpublic pupils (Public School Code of 1949 Act 14, Section 1361%). To
evaluate the transportation needs among students enrolled in public schools, the research compared total
public school pupils transported as the percentage of school enrollment at state, rural and urban levels
between 2013-14 and 2017-18 (See Table 2). On average, 95.8 percent of rural public school students

relied on public school transportation during the study period.

Table 2. Total Public Pupils Transported as Percent of School Enrollment

School Year Rural Urban State
2013-14 95.9% 74.6% 80.1%
2014-15 96.1% 75.5% 80.7%
2015-16 96.0% 76.0% 81.1%
2016-17 95.7% 76.1% 81.1%
2017-18 95.4% T7.2% 81.8%

5-Year Average 95.8% 75.9% 81.0%
Change -0.5% 3.6% 2.2%

Source: Pennsylvania Department of Education, 2013-14 to 2017-18

81361 amended May 11, 1979, P.L.26, No.7
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Analysis of Nonpublic and Charter School Ridership

Changes in nonpublic and charter school ridership between 2013-14 and 2017-18 were examined (See
Table 3). Information derived from Table 1 and Table 3 indicates that, on average, nonpublic and charter
school students accounted for 5.3 percent of total pupils transported in rural school districts and 16.9
percent in urban school districts. From 2013-14 to 2017-18, statewide nonpublic ridership decreased by
9.9 percent, but charter school ridership increased by 16.4 percent. Table 3 shows that a downward trend
in nonpublic ridership and an upward trend in charter school ridership existed in both rural and urban

school districts during the study period.

Table 3. Changes in Nonpublic and Charter School Ridership

2chool Total NonPuklic Pupils Total Charter School Pupils
Vear Transported Transported

Rural Urban State Rural Urban State
2013-14 19,533 127,283 146,816 2,256 57,021 59,277
2014-15 19,313 122,898 142,211 2,212 60,726 62,938
2015-16 19,265 119,104 138,369 2,220 62,346 b4,566
2016-17 19,229 118,525 137,754 2,273 63,833 06,106
2017-18 18,899 113,349 132,248 2,342 66,072 69,014
Change -3.2% -10.9% -9.9% 3.8% 16.9% 16.4%

Source: Pennsylvania Department of Education, 2013-14 to 2017-18

The results from the correlation analysis® reveal that, at the state level, as school enrollment decreases,
total pupils transported decreases, nonpublic ridership decreases, but charter school ridership increases.
Similar trends were found at the rural level. However, the relationship between rural enrollment and rural
charter school ridership is not statistically significant. At the urban level, as school enrollment decreases,
total pupils transported increases, total nonpublic ridership decreases, and total charter school ridership
increases.

The continuous increase in charter school ridership may have fiscal impacts on school districts with

% See Appendix A for details about the correlation analysis performed.
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higher proportions of charter school enrollment (Nordan, 2017, Ladd and Singleton, 2018). Appendix B

shows the number of charter schools by county in Pennsylvania.

Analysis of Transportation Finances

Transportation expenditures published by PDE in the Annual Financial Report are unadjusted dollar
amounts. However, the formulas used by PDE to calculate transportation subsidies include an annual cost
index to adjust for inflation. For consistency reasons, cost figures in this study were not adjusted.
Total Transportation Costs and Total Transportation Subsidies

Figure 1 illustrates changes in total transportation costs and Figure 2 shows the allocation of total state
transportation subsidies between 2013-14 and 2017-18. On average, rural school districts received 39.5
percent of the total state transportation subsidy over the study period. Notice the $10.7 million increase in
total transportation subsidy between 2016-17 and 2017-18 was caused by the increase in total

transportation cost during that time.

Figure 1. Comparison of Total Transportation Cost

TOTAL TRANSPORTATION COST

e U] Urban s State
. Sl,EDD 1 3806 14127 14467 14205
= 1,351.7 1,380.6 LA —ah
=] ' -
= 51,200 e 46 £ 1,075.5
- 959.1 984.9 1,014.9 1,046.6
51,000
S800
5600 3026 395.8 307.8 2001 2151
5400 & o e > .
5200
50
2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18

Source: Pennsylvania Department of Education, 2013-14 to 2017-18
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Figure 2. Allocation of State Public School Transportation Subsidy

ALLOCATION OF STATE TRANSPORTATION SUBSIDY

Urban, 60.5%

5-Year Average( 2013-14 to 2017-18)

School Year Total Transportation Subsidy

Rural Urban State
2013-14 52315 M 5351.9 M 5583.4 M
2014-15 82343 M 5358.0 M 8592.3 M
2015-16 5235.7 M 5366.0 M S601.7 M
2016-17 5236.1 M 5367.6 M 5603.7 M
2017-18 5244.4 M 5370.0 M 5614.4 M

Change 5.6% 5.2% 5.3%
5-Year Average $236.4 M $362.7 M 45001 M

Source: Pennsylvania Department of Education, 2013-14 to 2017-18

Cost per Pupil Transported

From 2013-14 to 2017-18, the statewide, rural, and urban average costs per pupil transported were
about $953, $984, and $941, respectively. The results from the statistical analysis'® suggest that there is a
statistically significant difference in the cost per pupil transported between rural and urban school

districts. Figure 3 illustrates the average cost per pupil transported in Pennsylvania between 2013-14 and

2017-18.

10°See Appendix C, Part 1 for details about the statistical analysis performed.
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Figure 3. 5-Year Average Cost per Pupil Transported (2013-14 to 2017-18)

Statewide Rate = $952.6 per Pupil Transported
| <$800 per pupil

3 300 to; 3450 pex puDll Data source: Pennsylvania Department of Education
- $1,000+ per pupil Prepared by the Center for Rural Pennsylvania

Although rural school districts need to transport fewer students than urban school districts, rural student
populations are much less concentrated and live farther from the schools in which they are enrolled. The
average student population density in urban school districts was 15.6 times greater than that in rural
school districts for the study period (as shown in Table 4). To evaluate the impact of geographic size on
cost per student transported, 78 rural school districts were ranked as large (162.7< land square miles
<961.8), 79 rural school districts were ranked as medium (92.2< land square miles <159.2), and 78 rural
school districts were ranked as small (25.1< land square miles <90.9) in this study based on their
geographic size!!. Table 5 compares the average cost per student transported by geographic size within

rural school districts between 2013-14 and 2017-18.

' School district land square miles based on 2010 Census, U.S. Census Bureau.
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Table 4. Comparison of Average Number of Students per School District Square Mile

Average Students per School District Square Miles
School Year

Rural Urban

2013-14 14.9 2285
2014-15 14.7 227.4
2015-16 14.5 227.0
2016-17 14.4 227.1
2017-18 14.2 2265
Change -4.4% -0.9%
5-Year Average 146 227.3

Source 1: 2010 Census, U5, Census Bureau
Source 2: Pennsylvania Department of Education, 2013-14 to 2017-18

Table 5. Average Cost per Pupil Transported in Rural School Districts

Average Cost per Pupil Transported by Geographic Size
School Year

Large Medium Small
2013-14 51,048.1 $920.4 $902.4
2014-15 51,076.4 $937.5 $904.4
2015-16 51,097.7 5968.8 $899.9
2016-17 51,122.8 $992.0 $930.1
2017-18 51,148.0 51,038.3 $982.3
Change 9.5% 12.8% 8.9%
5-Year Average $1,098.6 $971.4 $923.8

Source: Pennsylvania Department of Education, 2013-14 to 2017-18

The results from the statistical analysis'? indicated that there is a significant difference in cost per pupil
transported between large and medium rural school districts. The cost difference is also statistically
significant between large and small rural school districts. However, the cost difference between medium

and small rural school districts is not statistically significant.

12 See Appendix C, Part 2 for details about the statistical analysis performed
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Each year, PDE assigns a recalculated market value aid ratio (MVAR) to each school district. Because
the MV AR differentiates the relative wealth of a region where a school district resides, the calculation of
a school district’s transportation subsidy follows a different set of formulas if its assigned MV AR is less
than 0.5. In the interests of coherence, this study adopted the MV AR approach to assess the impact
associated with local wealth on cost per pupil transported. A school district’s local wealth was defined as
less affluent if its assigned MV AR equals or is greater than 0.5 or affluent if its assigned MV AR is less
than 0.5. The results from the statistical analysis'® imply that the difference in cost per pupil transported
between less affluent and affluent areas is only statistically significant in 2013-14, and that the cost

difference is not statistically significant from 2014-15 to 2017-18.

Assessment of Public School Transportation Safety

As transportation safety is a paramount concern for society at large, PennDOT publishes crash facts
and statistics annually. Derived from these annual reports, Figure 4 illustrates the location of school bus
crashes, Table 6 categorizes school bus crash fatalities, and Table 7 summarizes school bus crash injuries
between 2013 and 2018. During this period, school bus crashes were concentrated in urban school

districts but scattered among rural school districts.

13 See Appendix C, Part 3 for details about the statistical analysis performed.
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Figure 4. Location of School Bus Crashes 2013 - 2018

| @l 3 \ 7 /
Urban School Districts ¢ School Bus Crash
Rural School Districts ® School Bus Crash with Fatalities or Major Injuries

Data source: PennDOT
Prepared by the Center for Rural Pennsylvania

Table 6. School Bus Crash Fatalities by Category 2013 — 2018

School Bush Crash Fatalities (2013-2018)
Vear School Bus | School Bus | School-Age Other Pas[;:::r:r of Other/ Total
Drivers Passengers | Pedestrians | Pedestrians . Unknown Fatalities
Other Vehicle
2013 0 0 0 3 2 1] 5
2014 0 0 0 1 2 0 3
2015 0 0 1 0 5 4] B
2016 0 0 0 1 4 0 5
2017 1 0 0 0 3 4] 4
2018 0 0 0 1 0 1] 1

Source: Pennsylvania Department of Transportation, 2013-2018
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Table 7. School Bus Crash Injuries by Category 2013 — 2018

School Bus Crash Injuries (2013-2018)

Dri
School Bus | School Bus | School-Age Other river/ Other/f Total
Year i ) . Passenger of Lo

Drivers Passengers | Pedestrians | Pedestrians . Unknown Injuries
Other Vehicle

2013 38 198 5 8 142 ] 397
2014 36 266 3 5 170 5 485
2015 29 128 0 3 126 10 296
2016 44 204 8 5 156 32 449
2017 35 212 3 5 113 3 371
2018 34 168 2 5 115 9 333

Source: Pennsylvania Department of Transportation, 2013-2018

From 2013 to 2018, among all school bus crash induced fatalities, one was a school bus driver, and one

was a school-age pedestrian. Total school bus crash fatalities peaked in 2015, and fell continuously in

2016, 2017, and 2018. Because the severity of each crash differs and many factors can contribute to a

crash, the total number of school bus crash injuries and the total number of school bus crashes fluctuated

between 2013 and 2018. However, as shown in Figure 5, the total number of school bus crashes exhibited

an overall declining tendency in the study period.

Source: Pennsylvania Department of Transportation, 2013-2018
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Figure 5. Total Number of School Bus Crashes 2013 — 2018
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Analysis of Public School Transportation Service Providers

PDE defines three types of service provided for pupil transportation, namely LEA-owned service,
contracted service, and fare-based service. Contracted service is further divided into contract with a
contractor, contract with a parent or other individual, and contract with another LEA.

A school district may use all three types of transportation services and a contractor may provide
transportation services to multiple school districts. When recording data in the eTran'4, personal
preferences led to numerous variations in contractor names. For example, the service provider E and B
Transportation has seven alternative names reported in the eTran. Table 8 reveals the number of distinct
service providers in each category and is the result from examining and cleaning more than 14,600
records.

The number of fare-based service providers fluctuated during the study period. Contracted
transportation services with a parent or other individual fell continuously between 2013-14 and 2016-17
but increased in 2017-18. Meanwhile, 38 more school districts, a 292.3 percent increase, contracted
transportation services with another LEA. However, from 2013-14 to 2017-18, the number of school
districts that provide LEA-owned transportation services decreased by 8.3 percent. Last but not least, the
number of service providers in contracted service with a contractor declined continuously over the study
period, which may lead to an increased market share for some large contractors. The results show in
Table 8 indicate that more school districts were seeking independent contractors for all or some of their

transportation services during the period of study.

14 eTran is a data reporting system adopted by PDE.
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Table 8. Number of School Transportation Service Providers by Category

Contracted Service

School Fare Based |LEA Owned

with Another with with Parent or . .

Year Service Service
LEA Contractor |Other Individual

2013-14 13 1134 709 20 156
2014-15 a 1088 643 24 148
2015-16 15 1065 591 26 147
2016-17 36 1027 5g4 26 144
2017-18 51 987 629 22 143
Change 202,3% -13.0% -11.3% 10.0% -8.3%

Source: Pennsylvania Department of Education, 2013-14 to 2017-18

CONCLUSIONS

From 2013-14 to 2017-18, rural school districts underwent a reduction in both school enrollment and
transportation ridership, 4.6 percent and 5.0 percent, respectively. Meanwhile, urban school districts
experienced a 1.3 percent decrease in enrollment but a 1.4 percent increase in transportation ridership.
Pennsylvania, overall, experienced a 2.19 percent decrease in school enrollment and a 0.39 percent
decrease in transportation ridership. However, the enrollment decline was relatively gradual in urban
school districts but more severe in rural school districts. From 2013-14 to 2017-18, Pennsylvania spent
10.3 percent more (in unadjusted dollars) on public school transportation. The increase was mainly driven
by the transportation costs occurred in urban school districts. In rural school districts, the increase in
transportation costs was less than 1.0 percent in 2014-15, 2015-16, and 2016-17, and increased 3.8
percent in 2017-18.

The continuous decline in enrollment and the steady rise in transportation cost, unsurprisingly, caused a
statewide increase, 10.7 percent, in cost per student transported during the period of study. Transporting
fewer students over large areas/longer distances left rural school districts with a higher cost-per-student

transported. The combination of sharper enrollment declines, higher costs per student transported, and
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inability to raise local revenues produces tremendous and unique challenges for rural school
transportation.

Noticeable changes in the structure of school transportation service providers were identified between
2013-14 and 2017-18. First, contracted transportation service with another LEA increased by 292.3
percent. Secondly, the number of school districts that provide LEA-owned transportation services
decreased by 8.3 percent. These statistics suggest that more school districts were seeking independent
contractors for all or some of their transportation services during the study period. Third, contracted
transportation service with a parent or other individual decreased by 11.3 percent. Last but not least, the
continuous decline in the number of service providers in contracted service with contractor may lead to an
increased market share for some big players.

Finally, the analyses of school transportation safety revealed that school bus crashes were concentrated
in urban school districts but scattered among rural school districts. During the study period, among all
school bus crash induced fatalities, one was a school bus driver, and one was a school-age pedestrian. The

total number of school bus crashes fluctuated between 2013 and 2018, with an overall downward trend.
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APPENDIX A: Correlation Analysis of Enrollment and Ridership

State Level Correlation Analysis 1
The CORR Procedure

TotalEnrolled totaltransportedcount totalnonpubliccount totalescount
[4 Variables:

1605292 Total Enrolled
5 1486986 2925 7434929 1483749 1491233 Total Transported
5 138480 5427 697398 132248 146816 Total Non-FPublic Transported

5 64380 3627 321901 59277 69014 Total Charter School
Transported
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Correlation Analysis of Enrollment and Ridership — Continued

Rural School Districts Correlation Analysis 2
The CORR Procedure

- TotalEnrolled totaltransportedcount totalnonpubliccount totalcscount

5 402482 1267 2012411 412677 Total Enrolled
5 40725 7923 2035627 396624 417417 Total Transported

5 19248 22798070 96239 18899 19533 Total Non-Public
Transported

5 2261 5198346 11303 212 2342 Total Charter School
Transported
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Correlation Analysis of Enrollment and Ridership — Continued

Urban School Districts Correlation Analysis 3
The CORR Procedure

TotalFnrolled totaltransportedcount totalnonpubliccount totalescount
[4 Variales:_

5 1182620 6121 5913098 1176533 1192615 Total Enrolled
5 1079860 5612 1073816 1088815 Total Transported
5 120232 5205 601159 113349 127283 Total Non-Public Transported

5 62120 3593 310598 57021 66672 Total Charter School
Transported
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APPENDIX B: Number of Charter Schools by County

County Status 2013-14 | 2014-15 | 2015-16 | 2016-17 | 2017-18
Adams Rural 2 2 2 2 2
Allegheny Urban 19 20 21 22 23
Armstrong Rural 0 0 0 0 0
Beaver Urban 4 4 3 3 3
Bedford Rural 1 1 1 1 1
Berks Urban 1 1 1 1 1
Blair Rural 1 1 1 1 1
Bradford Rural 0 0 0 0 0
Bucks Urban 3 3 3 3 3
Butler Rural 0 0 0 0 0
Cambria Rural 0 0 0 0 0
Cameron Rural 0 0 0 0 0
Carbon Rural 0 0 0 0 0
Centre Rural 4 4 4 4 4
Chester Urban 9 9 9 8 8
Clarion Rural 0 0 0 0 0
Clearfield Rural 0 0 0 0 0
Clinton Rural 1 1 1 1 1
Columbia Rural 1 1 1 1 1
Crawford Rural 0 0 0 0 0
Cumberland Urban 0 0 0 0 0
Dauphin Urban 5 5 5 6 6
Delaware Urban 3 3 4 4 4
Elk Rural 0 0 0 0 0
Erie Urban 4 4 4 4 4
Fayette Rural 0 0 0 0 0
Forest Rural 0 0 0 0 0
Franklin Rural 0 0 0 0 0
Fulton Rural 0 0 0 0 0
Greene Rural 0 0 0 0 0
Huntingdon Rural 2 2 2 2 2
Indiana Rural 0 0 0 0 0
Jefferson Rural 0 0 0 0 0
Juniata Rural 0 0 0 0 0
Lackawanna Urban 2 2 2 2 2
Lancaster Urban 1 1 1 1 1
Lawrence Rural 0 0 0 0 0
Lebanon Urban 0 0 0 0 0
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Number of Charter Schools by County — Continued

County Status 2013-14 | 2014-15 | 2015-16 | 2016-17 | 2017-18
Lehigh Urban 6 8 9 9 8
Luzerne Urban 1 1 1 1 1
Lycoming Rural 0 0 0 0 0
McKean Rural 0 0 0 0 0
Mercer Rural 1 1 1 1 1
Mifflin Rural 0 0 0 0 0
Monroe Rural 2 1 1 1 1
Montgomery Urban 2 2 2 2 3
Montour Rural 0 0 0 0 0
Northampton Urban 3 3 3 3 4
Northumberland | Rural 0 0 0 0 0
Perry Rural 0 0 0 0 0
Philadelphia Urban 90 89 86 89 87
Pike Rural 0 0 0 0 0
Potter Rural 0 0 0 0 0
Schuylkill Rural 1 1 1 1 1
Snyder Rural 0 0 0 0 0
Somerset Rural 0 0 0 0 0
Sullivan Rural 0 0 0 0 0
Susquehanna Rural 0 0 0 0 0
Tioga Rural 0 0 0 0 0
Union Rural 0 0 0 0 0
Venango Rural 0 0 0 0 0
Warren Rural 1 1 1 1 1
Washington Rural 0 0 0 0 0
Wayne Rural 0 0 0 0 0
Westmoreland Urban 1 1 1 1 1
Wyoming Rural 0 0 0 0 0
York Urban 5 4 4 4 4
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APPENDIX C: Statistical Analysis of Cost per Pupil Transported
The normality test results suggest that the cost per pupil transported is not normally distributed, hence, the
Wilcoxon-Mann-Whitney test was selected to perform the following statistical analyses.
Part 1. Statistical Analysis of cost per pupil transported by Status
Part 2 Statistical Analysis of Cost per Pupil Transported by Geographic Size

Part 3 Statistical Analysis of Cost per Pupil Transported by Local Wealth
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School Year 2013-14 to 2017-18

The NPARIWAY Procedure

s u_Sha SEES wen i
R

An Overview of Pennsylvania Public School Transportation

35



An Overview of Pennsylvania Public School Transportation

36



An Overview of Pennsylvania Public School Transportation

37



An Overview of Pennsylvania Public School Transportation

38



An Overview of Pennsylvania Public School Transportation

39



An Overview of Pennsylvania Public School Transportation

40



An Overview of Pennsylvania Public School Transportation

41



An Overview of Pennsylvania Public School Transportation

42



An Overview of Pennsylvania Public School Transportation

43



An Overview of Pennsylvania Public School Transportation

44



An Overview of Pennsylvania Public School Transportation

45



An Overview of Pennsylvania Public School Transportation

46



An Overview of Pennsylvania Public School Transportation 47



An Overview of Pennsylvania Public School Transportation

48



An Overview of Pennsylvania Public School Transportation

49



An Overview of Pennsylvania Public School Transportation

50



An Overview of Pennsylvania Public School Transportation

51



An Overview of Pennsylvania Public School Transportation

52



An Overview of Pennsylvania Public School Transportation

53



An Overview of Pennsylvania Public School Transportation

54



An Overview of Pennsylvania Public School Transportation

55






Center for Rural Pennsylvania Board of Directors

Chairman
Senator Gene Yaw

Vice Chairman
Representative Eddie Day Pashinski

Secretary
Dr. Nancy Falvo
Clarion University of Pennsylvania

Treasurer
Stephen M. Brame
Governor’s Representative

Senator Katie J. Muth
Representative Dan Moul

Dr. Timothy Kelsey
Pennsylvania State University

Dr. Catherine Koverola
University of Pittsburgh

Shannon M. Munro
Pennsylvania College of Technology

Dr. Joseph T. Nairn
Northern Pennsylvania Regional College

Dr. Charles Patterson
Mansfield University of Pennsylvania

Darrin Youker
Governor’s Representative

Center for Rural Pennsylvania Staff

Dr. Kyle C. Kopko, Director
Jonathan Johnson, Senior Policy Analyst
Christine Caldara Piatos, Communications Manager
Pam Frontino, Program Manager for Grants
Linda Hinson, Office Manager

625 Forster St., Room 902, Harrisburg, PA 17120

(717) 787-9555 www.rural.pa.gov
0421

An Overview of Pennsylvania Public School Transportation

56



	INTRODUCTION
	GOALS AND OBJECTIVES
	METHODOLOGY
	RESULTS
	Analysis of School Enrollment and Transportation Ridership
	Analysis of Nonpublic and Charter School Ridership

	Analysis of Transportation Finances
	Total Transportation Costs and Total Transportation Subsidies
	Cost per Pupil Transported
	Assessment of Public School Transportation Safety
	Analysis of Public School Transportation Service Providers

	CONCLUSIONS
	REFERENCES
	APPENDIX A: Correlation Analysis of Enrollment and Ridership
	APPENDIX B: Number of Charter Schools by County
	APPENDIX C:  Statistical Analysis of Cost per Pupil Transported
	Blank Page



