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	RE: Agenda Item 08-3-4 School Bus Program
To Chair Mary D. Nichols
The School Transportation Coalition is comprised primarily of school districts, county offices of education, and education organizations that are concerned about adequate school transportation funding, safety, and air quality.

In regards to the staff proposal, we have the following four recommendations for your consideration:
· Eliminate the required school district match of $25,000.  ARB has no legislative authority for requiring a district match.  ARB should have asked for such authority in the enabling legislation SB 88 (Statutes of 2007, Chapter 181).
· ARB should either 1) eliminate the $140,000 cost cap, 2 increase the cost cap for a diesel school bus to $155,000 and  increase the cost cap for a CNG school bus to $185,000, or 3) let the local air quality district determine if a cost cap is necessary and the appropriate levels based on their school districts.
· ARB should not recommend how much should be spent for traps or for school buses.  SB 88 was very clear that air quality districts would make that determination. 
· ARB staff is proposing that $2.4 million of state bond funds be given to air quality districts for public outreach for the traps.  We do not it is appropriate or wise to use bond funds for outreach.
ARB staff is ignoring two very important factors:

· The current transportation crisis in our school districts

· The current fiscal crisis facing our schools

We have attached to this testimony key transportation facts from the recent State Auditor Report and other studies.  In the last 20 years, school transportation aid has increased at 1/3 the rate of educational expenditures and 1/3 the rate of state expenditures.  Consequently, we have had a 40% decline in the percentage of children that ride school buses.  California is dead last in the percentage of children that ride school buses.  Our national ranking is a disgrace.  We only transport 16% of our children in school buses.  The national average is 54%
The state reimburses school districts less than 50% of the cost of transporting a student to and from school.  For the three major school 


districts in Sacramento County – Sacramento City Unified, San Juan Unified, and Elk Grove Unified – the state reimbursement is less than 30%.  School districts have to transfer classroom funds to pay for transportation.  Many school districts have eliminated their transportation program.

As you know, school buses are the safest form of transportation – safer than walking, cars or transit buses.  All new school buses have seat belts.  Using school buses means less congestion, improved air quality and less dependency on foreign oil.  Yet, many of us in the school transportation community are struggling to stay alive.  

ARB staff has also ignored the current fiscal crisis that is facing our schools.  Under the Governor’s proposed budget, school districts will have a reduction from this year’s level of funding of 1) 2.4% in general purpose revenues, 2) 6.5% in categorical funding, which includes special education and transportation funding, and 3) a decrease in federal funding.  School districts will have to make massive reductions.  The staff’s proposed $25,000 district match along with the cost cap will result in increased cuts for school districts and fewer school buses being replaced.
The last allocation of school bus funds from the ARB contained no match requirement and no limit of the cost of the school bus.  There was no mention of a school district match in Proposition 1B or in SB 88.  If ARB wants to impose a match requirement, they should have gotten legislative approval in SB 88.  The current ARB process is not a regulatory process.  We question if ARB even has the legal authority to impose a fee or a match requirement on school districts.
We have recommended to staff that if they must insist on a district match, they should require the local air quality districts to come up with the funds through their AB 923 and other fund sources.  The match would be a very appropriate use of their AB 923 funds.
ARB staff is proposing a cap of $140,000 for a new school bus.  The proposed cost cap of $140,000 means that school districts outside of the South Coast air quality district will have every incentive to get a diesel school bus at $165,000 ($140,000 state funds and $25,000 district match).  There will a disincentive to purchase a CNG school bus because the district contribution will be between $30,000 to $45,000.  The ARB staff document states that a 2008 diesel-fueled school bus is estimated to cost $140,000.  A 2007 model year CNG-fueled school bus is estimated to cost approximately $160,000.  The cost of such options as air-conditioning will increase the cost by an additional $20,000 to $25,000.  Air-conditioning is a requirement in most parts of the state.  The actual cost of a new diesel bus is more like $155,000 and the cost of a CNG bus is more like $180,000.  We do not believe cost caps are necessary.  If used, the cost caps should reflect the actual average cost of the schoolbuses purchased in the prior year increased by an appropriate inflation factor.  Local air quality districts are in a much better position to determine the appropriate cost caps.
The actual district cost of a CNG bus under the staff’s recommendation may be greater because of the increased infrastructure needs.  The staff is recommending an additional $14,000 per bus for the cost of a CNG refueling site.   This may not cover the full cost of the CNG refueling site.  Finally, hybrid-electric school buses currently cost over $200,000.  The cost cap of $140,000 will prohibit those school buses and other experimental alternative fueled buses from being purchased by school districts.

The new seat belt requirement will make things drastically worse for some school districts.  If a school district sits three students per seat, the new requirement will reduce the seating capacity by a third because with seat belts you can only sit two students per seat.  Those school districts will need three new school buses to replace two old school buses.  This causes a drastic increase in cost because of the cost of new drivers, maintenance and less efficient routes.  If a school district replaces two school buses, they will need to purchase a third bus with their own funds to transport the same number of children.  The district will have to pay for an additional bus and driver.  Those two items alone will cost the district $190,000 or $80,000 per replacement bus.  Because of the new seat belt requirement, the district must “match” each new replacement bus with $80,000.
The ARB staff report does recognized that the new seat belt requirement does reduce seating capacity, but then the section concludes by stating that this will not be a problem because school districts will replace their buses because that action will better protect their student’s health.  The condescending nature of that remark hits a raw note with the school transportation community.  If we do not replace our old buses, it is not because we do not care about the health of our students.  Every one of us wants a modern fleet.  However, because of the state’s fiscal condition, we are going to have to make very painful cuts.  ARB also has a responsibility.  ARB should not impose major hurdles like the $25,000 match that makes it difficult for school districts to replace their old school buses.  

$200 million was funded in Proposition 1B for new school buses and traps.  Traps are emission control devices designed to reduce diesel toxic particulate matter (PM) emissions in schools buses that are built after 1992.  The ARB is proposing that the $200 million of funds be allocated as follows:
· $7 million for bond expenditures

· $1.6 million for ARB

· $3.8 million for local air quality agencies

· $2.3 million for local air quality agency for outreach for the traps

· $46.3 to local air quality districts for traps – 25% of the remaining funds

· $138.9 to local air quality districts for new school bus replacements – 75% of the remaining funds

ARB staff is recommending that 25% of the allocation be used for traps.  SB 88 was very clear that local air quality districts should decide the allocation between school bus replacements and traps.  ARB should not make any recommendation on this issue.  That is the decision of the local air quality districts.  We do have to question the $2.3 million for outreach for the traps.  Local air quality districts should use their own funds for outreach.  The Proposition 1B funds should be used for the purchase of traps and the replacement of school buses.  We do not think it is appropriate or wise to use state bond funds for outreach.
We have never complained about school bus funds being used for administration.  School districts and school transportation will take cuts next year – major cuts from this year’s funding level.  The ARB and the local air quality districts will be using $5.4 million (it is actually $7.7 million if one counts the funds for outreach) of the school bus funds to cover their administration cost, which will help them to avoid cuts.  We understand the realities, but it still does not seem fair.
We do have major important differences with the staff’s recommendations and conclusions.  However, we have always found the staff to be extremely professional and straightforward.  We appreciate and respect them and their work.  Thank you.
Sincerely yours,

Stephen Rhoads
Stephen Rhoads

Attachment A
“State Auditor Report” and Other Studies
School Transportation Facts
· California is dead last in the percentage of children that ride school buses – 16%.  The national average is 54%.  In 1985, 23% of our children rode school buses.  In 20 years, we have had 40% decline in the percentage of children that ride school buses.

· Our National Ranking is a Disgrace.  Every other state has a greater percentage of children that ride school buses.  School buses are the safest form of transportation for all children – safer than walking, cars or transit buses.  All new school buses will have seat belts.

· Using school buses means less congestion, improved air quality, and less dependency on foreign oil.  This is especially  true with alternative fueled buses.

· School transportation has been severely underfunded.  In the last 20 years, transportation aid has grown by 40%, inflation by 90%, and k-12 expenditures per pupil by 130%.


· The state pays less than 50% of the cost of transportation.
· The state pays 0% for any increase in transportation service or cost due to 1) increase in the cost of fuel, 2) school bus replacement, 3) increase in the number of students served, or 4) providing transportation services for those students who are at risk of failing or not passing the exit exam and who are taking supplemental instructional services after school or in the summer months.
· The current formula is extremely inequitable.
· Disproportionately high percentages of students in rural and urban California live in low-wealth communities.

· Inadequate funding and poverty is a major problem for districts that want to offer quality remediation and summer school programs for students in need.

· Unfortunately, a large number of eligible needy students cannot attend after school programs because of lack of transportation.

· School transportation is both a rural and urban school district problem.  Attachment A contains a list of just a few school districts that are underfunded and are having to take funds from their classrooms in order to fund school transportation.

· Rural counties must bus more students for longer distances. The following are a few examples: Kern County (32% of their students) Nevada (49%), Inyo (54%), Trinity (57%), Mariposa (74%), and Amador (77%).
· It is an unequal burden especially for rural counties.  In Kern County, schools in 2005 spent $34 million for transportation but only received $14 million from the state.  The deficit was $124 per student.  The state only funds 41% of the cost of transportation.  The deficit in Kern was $154 per child.  These districts must transport 50% of their children.

· Because of the new seat belt requirement, districts will have to buy 3 new buses in order to replace 2 old buses.

· Fuel and labor cost will increase by 33%.

· Total cost may increase by as much as 50%!

· As far back as 1988, the LAO recommended that the formula needed revision because:

· It resulted in an inequitable distribution of state aid.
· It does not relate reimbursement to actual cost.
· It does not provide an incentive for schools to be efficient and use economies of scale.
· There is no mechanism for new LEAs or LEAs that want to start up a transportation program to receive reimbursements.
· This year the State Auditor conducted a major evaluation of the school transportation system. The following are their key findings:

1. Funding Inequities – The current system prevents some school districts from receiving funds.
2. Funding Inequities – The increases are not consistent with population growth
3. Urban school districts receive lower state aid per student for regular home-to-school transportation than rural school districts ($559 versus $609).  Urban districts incur higher overall cost ($1,387 versus $907)
4. Rural school districts incur higher cost to transport a special education child ($5,315 versus $4,728)
5. The funding formula should be modified to be more equitable.

· The State Auditor made the following two recommendations for the California Department of Education:

· Allow funding for all school districts that provide transportation services!

· Ensure that the funding is flexible to account for changes that affect transportation programs such as increases in enrollment!

· The State PTA supports increased transportation funding (April 2005):

· One of the purposes of the PTA is to “secure adequate laws for the care and protection of children and youth”.

· A new pupil transportation funding formula needs to be developed and implemented that will provide equitable transportation funding throughout California.

· The California State PTA has been advocating for seat belts in school buses since the 1980s, yet most school districts are not prepared to handle this added fee for safety without state funding.
· The Coalition for Clean Air, the Union for Concerned Scientists, and the American Lung Association all agree that:

· California needs a major increase in funding to upgrade its aging bus fleet in order to protect the health and safety of its school children

· California schools should not have to choose between books and buses.
 Attachment A

Sample of School Districts

Regular Home-to-School Transportation

	District
	County
	2005-06 Approved Cost
	2005-06 % Approved Cost

	
West Contra Costa Unified
	Contra Costa
	$3,742,274
	11.5%

	
San Ramon Valley Unified
	
	$1,492,129
	3.2%

	
Calexico Unified
	Imperial
	$732,377
	26.0%

	
Central Union High
	
	$837,688
	19.6%

	
Baldwin Park Unified
	Los Angeles
	$1,296,375
	8.4%

	
Bellflower Unified
	
	$1,975,083
	10.0%

	
Burbank Unified
	
	$250,834
	0.0%

	
Covina Valley Unified
	
	$846,803
	34.4%

	
El Rancho Unified
	
	$1,167,237
	12.9%

	
Glendale Unified
	
	$706,530
	10.7%

	
Inglewood Unified
	
	$800,107
	1.8%

	             Los Angeles Unified
	
	$76,836,276
	53.0%

	
Montebello Unified
	
	$3,917,216
	28.1%

	
Montebello Unified
	
	$3,917,216
	28.1%

	
Norwalk-La Mirada Unified
	
	$1,875,391
	35.0%

	
Palmdale Elementary
	
	$2,020,658
	3.2%

	
Pomona Unified
	
	$1,604,626
	33.1%

	
South Pasadena Unified
	
	$135,223
	28.6%

	
Atwater Elementary
	Merced
	$675,342
	34.4%

	
Merced Union High
	
	$1,697,476
	34.8%

	
Salinas Union High
	Monterey
	$1,757,258
	26.0%

	
Anaheim Elementary
	Orange
	$4,113,004
	16.3%

	
Anaheim Union High
	
	$2,963,342
	1.1%

	
Capistrano Unified
	
	$5,440,328
	14.2%

	
Fullerton Jt. Union High
	
	$1,189,749
	17.3%

	
Garden Grove Unified
	
	$7,012,027
	34.0%

	
Placentia-Yorba Linda
	
	$1,537,932
	22.4%

	
Santa Ana Unified
	
	$4,467,419
	22.9%

	
Tustin Unified
	
	$2,999,760
	13.3%

	
Eureka Union
	Placer
	$1,205,972
	38.2%

	
Roseville City Elementary
	
	$993,711
	13.7%

	
Roseville Jt. Union High
	
	$1,203,225
	20.6%

	
Rocklin Unified
	
	$2,057,161
	11.9%

	
Corona-Norco Unified
	Riverside
	$4,361,674
	25.2%

	
Moreno Valley Unified 
	
	$5,269,197
	11.4%

	
Perris Union High
	
	$1,424,787
	38.2%

	
Riverside Unified
	
	$5,269,197
	11.4%

	
Murrieta Valley Unified
	
	$1,725,190
	5.6%

	
Elk Grove Unified
	Sacramento
	$6,118,294
	27.4%

	
Sacramento City Unified
	
	$3,738,386
	37.1%

	
San Juan Unified
	
	$8,946,188
	31.9%

	
Chaffey Joint Union High
	San Bernardino
	$1,875,340
	24.3%

	
Chino Valley Unified
	
	$2,433,271
	24.7%


	District
	County
	2005-06 Approved Cost
	2005-06 % Approved Cost

	
	
	
	

	
Redlands Unified
	
	$3,308,969
	29.5%

	
Rialto Unified
	
	$2,554,445
	26.0%

	
San Bernardino City Unif
	
	$8,109,902
	10.1%

	
Victor Elementary
	
	$1,549,923
	15.4%

	
Chula Vista Elementary
	San Diego
	$3,583,536
	14.6%

	
Fallbrook Union Elem
	
	$1,875,231
	32.6%

	
Grossmont Union High
	
	$2,799,447
	24.0%

	
Poway Unified
	
	$5,171,316
	27.9%

	
San Diego Unified
	
	$6,480,070
	42.0%

	
Santee Elementary
	
	$835,443
	30.4%

	
San Jose Unified
	Santa Clara
	$5,453,730
	30.8%

	
Fairfield-Suisun Unified
	Solano
	$2,074,211
	26.4%

	
Travis Unified
	
	$934,452
	23.5%

	
Ceres Unified
	Stanislaus
	$1,263,866
	39.4%

	
Oakdale Joint Unified
	
	$1,472,280
	30.4%

	
Turlock Unified
	
	$1,914,982
	25.7%

	
Washington Unified
	Yolo
	$1,914,982
	25.7%
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State transportation aid per pupil 40%
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