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Executive Summary

Pursuant to Proviso 72.72 of the 1996-1997 Appropriations Act of the General Assembly,
the State Budget and Control Board in consultation with the State Department of

Education formed a study group to study the most efficient means of transporting students

‘in South Carolina.

In order to more fully understand the system and to determine the potential offered by
various alternatives, the current system of providing these services was examined in
detail. This was done through information supplied by the State Department of Education
(DOE) which provided a detailed breakdown of all costs, both direct and indirect,
incurred by the State in providing the current level of State mandated transportation
services. Current information quantifying contributions from the local school districts
was not available, but data from a 1992 survey conducted by the DOE was included. The
information was packaged and provided to the six largest private contractors in the
United States who provide student transportation services, along with an invitation to
assess the information and address the group to provide information on their comparative
services and costs. Information was also sought from the Beaufort County School District
concerning the cost structure and service delivery obtained under the contract which that
district currently has with Laidlaw Transit, Incorporated for routing and driving services.
It was apparent based on the analysis of the information obtained on the publicly operated
system and on the Beaufort County School District system, the vendor presentations, and
voluminous information obtained from other states and transportation entities that the
privatization alternative appears to present the greatest potential for achieving further cost

efficiencies and improvements in service delivery.



Additionally, the group sought input from those associations and organizations who are
affiliated with public education in South Carolina and who have an interest in the
transportation of students. These groups were invited to address the study group and to
present their views in writing to be included in this report. In conjunction with this effort,
the State Superintendent of Education was invited to submit comments in writing to be

included in the final report.

After examining the information and input in detail, it was apparent that while there
appears to be a definite potential for increased efficiencies and improved service delivery
through some form of association with private sector providers of student transportation
services, there is not enough firm cost information currently from the private sector to
determine the actual savings or improvements which might be possible. Additionally, it
was apparent from the input provided by the various associations and organizations that
there is a high level of local concern and apprehension surrounding the issue of
privatization and that this concern and apprehension extends to actions which might be
initiated at the State level and which would affect local districts. Based on this assessment
the group arrived at a set of recommendations which are designed to provide this
information in much greater detail, and address the concerns at the local level, while not
committing the State to an irreversible or costly course of action. These recommendations

can be summarized as follows:

1. That the General Assembly take the necessary actions including statutory
changes and funding allocations to facilitate three pilot projects lasting at least
two years which would be designed to determine the actual savings and service

enhancements possible in different contracting situations, and;

2. That the State Department of Education be empowered as necessary to structure
these pilot projects in order to obtain the desired information, assess the results,

and report to the General Assembly on these pilot projects.



II

South Carolina Budget and Control Board
Report to the General Assembly
on

School Transportation Efficiency

Introduction

In July 1996, a study group initiated by the Budget and Control Board and the Department
of Education began meetings to study the most efficient means of providing school
transportation services in the State of South Carolina. This effort was undertaken in

compliance with Proviso 72.72 of the 1996 - 1997 Appropriations Act which provides:

72.72 (GP: BCB - Division of Operations: School District Private
Contracting Solicitation). By December 1, 1996 the Division of
Operations of the Budget and Control Board, in consultation with the
Department of Education, will conduct a feasibility study as to the most
efficient means of providing school transportation services. The
Department of Education shall not proceed with solicitations for proposals

without prior approval by the General Assembly.



The proviso’s focus was on examining the feasibility of alternate means of providing
transportation services prior to soliciting proposals from the private sector to contract for
these services. The trend in recent years toward achieving more competitive service
delivery in government, and the successful privatization in many areas of the United
States of functions formerly performed by government in-house operations, has led to an
increasing interest in involving the private sector in delivering government services more
_effectively and efficiently. Additionally, recent efforts by some school districts in South
Carolina to initiate contracts with the private sector for the delivery of school
transportation services have generated both interest in this alternative, and concern that -
the process achieve its maximum potential. The apparently successful establishment in
FY 1996 of a contract between Beaufort County School District and Laidlaw Transit,
Incorporated, and the current efforts of Charleston School District to seek a similar

arrangement with the private sector have intensified this interest and concemn.

In responding to the intent of the proviso, the study group focused it’s efforts on the

question of the feasibility of privatization of any or all aspects of school transportation

services in South Carolina.



Background and Historic Context

Beginning in the 1950’s and progressing from there, the school transportation function
within the State of South Carolina has undergone a constant process of growth and
transition. The number of buses has grown from a fleet of slightly over 2,400 buses
transporting 178,598 students in 1951-52, to the fleet of over 5000 buses that transported
424,662 students to and from school on a daily basis in 1995-96. From 1951 until 1988
the school transportation system used student drivers. The transition to an all adult work

force, while solving some problems, created different challenges in the transportation

system.

As the State has continued to grow and progress, other factors have also had a significant
impact on the school transportation system. Lean budget years created stress on the
system’s ability to replace and maintain a fleet of buses while growing to meet the ever
increasing demands of a growing population. Federal mandates in such areas as employee
compensation, special needs student transportation, and safety, have continued to drive
costs upward. In more recent years, the advent of publicly provided kindergarten and

other moves toward improving the overall quality of the education system have placed

even more demands on the system.

The South Carolina School Transporté"t'ion System is the third largest consolidated school
bus fleet in the United States and is unique among the fifty states. Only Laidlaw Transit,
Incorporated, and Ryder Student Transportation Services, both private contractors
providing services to governments across the U. S., operate larger fleets of school buses

under one management structure. South Carolina is the only state in the United States



where the state owns and maintains the entire school bus fleet, while routing and driving
services are the responsibility of the local school districts. This unique structure has
provided an economy of scale that has allowed South Carolina to provide school
transportation services at one of the lowest costs anywhere in the United States (see
Appendix J). This is not to say however, that the potential does not exist to either
decrease the costs further, or increase the level of service delivery at a comparable cost, or

provide a better system to meet the constantly increasing demands for this service.

" This study and the recommendations made herein are intended to provide an initial look

at the potential for bringing some alternate approaches to a system which, while currently
cost effective, faces ever growing challenges that place increasing financial and resource

demands on state and local school officials.



The Study Process

In approaching the study a wide range of reports and published studies were collected
from a variety of sources. These came from other states and school districts outside the
State, private sector service providers, and media publications. A list of those items
obtained and examined is included at Appendix F. As a major part of this information
gathering stage, detailed information was assimilated on the current system to fully
understand all aspects of the process and the attendant costs. Total cost information was
able to be determined reliably from the Department of Education, but current information
quantifying the contributions by local school districts was not extant. Local districts make
their own direct and indirect contributions to providing transportation services in their
districts. Local district direct contributions range from providing incentives for drivers
such as salary supplements above the amount provided by DOE, to more indirect
contributions like providing additional employment within the school, as well
management and supervisory functions provided by district personnel. The only existing
information available quantifying the amount of local contributions was a survey
conducted by the DOE in 1992 which showed the local contribution to be approximately
$20 million. The current cost information was provided to the six (6) largest private
vendors who provide school transportation services to other states and school districts
and who operate on a national level, along with an invitation to assess the information
and address the study group. Specifically the vendors were asked to address a number of
questions and to provide input to the group about their company’s abilities to provide
their service in this environment. A list of those vendors along with the invitation

containing the specific areas that they were asked to address is included at Appendix E.



Additionally representatives from the Associations interested in school transportation
services were invited to address the group with concerns and suggestions concerning this
issue. Written comments from those parties desiring to provide their comments in writing
are included as an appendix to this report as well as a list of all the associations and their
representatives who were invited to submit comments (Appendix D). In addition,
comments were also provided by the State Superintendent of Education and those

comments are included as Appendix C.

"+ The information gathered from these sources was the primary data considered in reaching

the recommendations included herein. Appendix L contains a list of those members

serving on the study group.



The Current System

Introduction:

" The South Carolina public school transportation system is delivered as a coordinated
effort between the State Department of Education and the State’s ninety-one (91) school
districts. The State is generally responsible for the funding of the total pupil
transportation program; however, districts do contribute varying amounts of bus driver
salary supplements, and supervisory and clerical support. The State provides school
districts with funding for a base level of bus driver salaries and fringe benefit costs, and
for aides and contract services for transportation of special needs students. The State also
provides districts with school buses and continuously maintains and services these buses.
Working collaboratively with DOE, the districts provide the staff and supervision for

daily operation of the school buses.

The current basic service delivery data under this joint arrangement is as follows:

Total State Funds $66.37 million
Estimated District Funds (1992 survey) $19.90 million
Total students transported per day 424,662
Annual Route Miles 70 .9 million
Route buses in daily operation 5,044

State maintenance facilities 45
Available School Bus Drivers (estimated) 5,100



Operational Functions:

The State Department of Education owns, manages, and maintains the school bus fleet for
all South Carolina public schools. The Department also allocates State funds to the

State’s 91 school districts to support the daily operation of the school transportation

system.

" School districts provide the daily delivery of pupil transportation services to school
students. The districts conduct the 'regular routing and scheduling adjustments to pupil
transportation routes. The districts recruit, employ, train, and supervise school bus
drivers. Depending on the size and fiscal resources of the district, recruiting, training and
supervisory and other extra services may be done by full time employees, or by part time
staff and/or district staff with other principle job functions. Many districts also
supplement driving hours with other duties such as janitorial or food service jobs in order

to enable drivers to earn full benefits, thus enhancing driver retention.

Reporting and Administration:

" The State Department of Education operates a comprehensive management information
system in all of its maintenance operations. This information system is a Microsoft
Windows based ACCESS program referred to as the Bus Shop Management Information
System (BSMIS). This system is required to be maintained and updated constantly.
Districts are also required to report a variety of operational and financial data to the State.
This data supports funding requests and helps the State monitor service efficiency and

effectiveness. District informational requirements may also be submitted to the State on
an ACCESS based format.
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Detailed Service and Resource Information:

Information on the annual funding and use of the school transportation system, and the
available capital resources to support the delivery of student transportation services are
presented in Appendix A. Organizational and service responsibilities are presented in

Appendix B which contains tables providing the following information:

1. Table 1: School District Data School district data, sorted by district,
' including ~ maintenance facility
coverage, number of schools, number
of bus routes, number of buses

assigned, and number of students.

2. Table2: BusData Bus data sorted by area and capacity.

3. Table 3: Fleet Status Showing mileage range by year model.

4. Table 4: Maint. Facilities Sorted by area (includes service vehicle
data).

5. Table 5: Maint. Personnel Sorted by area, facility assigned, and
job title.

6. Table 6: Maint. Cost per Mile Sorted by year model and cost category.

7. Table 7: Operations cost per Mile Sorted by year model and cost category.

8. Table 8: Maint. Facility Expenses Sorted by cost category.

9. Table 9: Drivers Salary Report Sorted by school district (shows State
contribution only).

10. Table 10: Hazardous Trans. Costs Sorted by district.

11. Table 11: Handicapped Sorted by district.

Reimbursement Costs

12. Table 12: Aides Allocations Sorted by district.

13. Table 13: District Costs 1992 survey of district contributions.

14. Attachments 1 through 8 Additional system data.

11



This information reveals that while the State currently operates at a cost much lower than
the average costs nationwide (as shown in Appendix J) that inefficiencies in the current
system will require expensive correction in the near future. An analysis of the current
fleet data in Table 3 indicates that of the 5,044 assigned route buses (Table 1) 3,625
(60.16%) have over 100,000 miles or are over 10 years old. To continue to operate the
current system efficiently would require the purchase of 1,800 new buses in the upcoming
fiscal year at an estimated cost of over $100 million (based on 1996 contract price) with
an additional $230 million (approx.) over the ensuing 20 years, or $15.76 million in

' depreciation annually (Appendix K).
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The Beaufort Contract

The Beaufort County School District is the only district within the State which is not
consistent with the information on the current system shown above. Beginning with the
FY 1996 school year, student transportation services in Beaufort County were provided
through a contract between the Beaufort County School District and Laidlaw Transit, Inc.

with the State Department of Education agreeing to the terms of the contract.

Under the terms of the contract, Laidlaw Transit, Inc., is responsible for the day-to-day
delivery of student transportation services. This involves the recruiting, training, and
supervision of drivers including all associated salary and benefit issues, route scheduling
and adjustments, handling of and response to customer complaints, safety training and
monitoring, and response to district needs in times of crisis or disaster. The contract does
not include ownership or maintenance of the buses, except as noted below, fuel for the
buses, or insurance for the buses. The District is still responsible for addressing citizen
complaints concerning the performance of the contractor. Additionally, the contract
allowed for drivers who were formerly employed by the district and who desired to retain
their positions with the district to do so while operating under the supervision and control
of the contractor, or to choose to be employed by the contractor. Currently, approximately
85% of those drivers have chosen to become employees of the contractor, rather than
retain their positions as district employees. As part of their performance under the
contract, and in order to meet their contractual obligations, the contractor has brought in
fifteen (15) contractor owned buses. They were required to bring these buses up to the
State standard for buses of the same year/model prior to putting them in service.
However, fuel for these buses is not exempt from the state fuel tax as is fuel for the buses

owned by the State.
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As part of the information gathering process, information was sought from the Beaufort
County Superintendent of Schools about the success of this contract. The letter requested
specific information about both the levels of funding, the actual costs prior to and after
the inception of the contract, the average annual rate of increase in costs for the years
prior to the contract, the increase in costs from the first year to the second year of the
contract, and about the changes in service delivery attributable to the performance of the
contractor. Based on the response provided by the Beaufort County School District to that
" letter, it appears that while the costs have increased somewhat since the inception of the
contract, some if not all of the increased costs may be attributable to increased
requirements placed on the contractor for additional routes and schedules. It also appears
from that response that the quality of service delivery provided by the contractor is
significantly highef than that achieved when the service was provided in-house by the

district. The written request and response is included at Appendix G.
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Discussion

The information assimilated in conducting the study reveals that the issue of the most
efficient system for providing school transportation in South Carolina is complex and
may not be answered the same way for each of the 91 school districts. While there
appears to be some potential for either obtaining services at a lesser cost or obtaining a
higher level of services at or near the same cost under a private contract, this result may
not be reached in school districts which are currently operating efficiently or which have
different demographics or geographical characteristics. As well, there are certain

efficiencies that could be realized regardless of who is providing the services.

Current System Efficiencies:

Within the current system there appear to be a number of areas where greater efficiencies

could be achieved.

e Computerized Routing and Scheduling: A computerized routing and scheduling
system may assist large districts where scheduling personnel do not have the detailed
knowledge of the district or where the district is experiencing rapid growth or change.
A number of such systems are available in the market, and have been used with
varying degrees of success by other States and districts. However, based on the
information provided, such systems are fairly expensive to acquire, and require

constant updating by trained personnel to operate at optimum efficiency.
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Driver Retention: A system for retaining qualified drivers to reduce the turnover and
the costs associated with recruiting and training replacements could also create greater
efficiencies. Currently, some districts have experienced high turnover rates due to the
marketability of the Commercial Drivers License. The establishment of a Commercial
Drivers License category specific to school bus drivers could partially alleviate this
problem. Additionally, many districts find it necessary to supplement the State wage

rate or provide additional hours and duties for drivers in order to retain them.

Fleet Replacements: Another area where the current system seems to have problems
is the area of bus fleet replacement. The establishment of a depreciation reserve
account which would allow a regular schedule of fleet replacements would eliminate
the need to replace large segments of the fleet at one time and the resultant debt
service costs associated with this scenario. Even if the transition to privatization were
to begin immediately, it will be necessary to continue to replace some elements of the
fleet pending a complete transition. These replacements could be accomplished
through direct acquisition or in conjunction with contracts established with private

vendors. A schedule showing required fleet replacements based on the current fleet

and system is included as Appendix K.

General Management Practices: Additional marginal efficiencies may also be
possible in some districts through better management and control of such things as
school bell times, and multiple routing. In some districts using site based
management, échool bell times are set concurrently at each of the different schools,
thus limiting the use of buses for running consecutive routes and requiring the

assignment of additional buses to the district.

Other Alternative Approaches: While this study focused primarily on a comparison
of the current system and on the potential for achieving greater efficiencies through
privatization of all or part of that system, there were a number of other approaches

which were suggested but not explored due to time constraints and the non-

16



availability of any relevant data for examination. These included such ideas as
moving the student transportation function from the Department of Education to
another existing agency of State government where transportation rather than
education is the primary function of the agency, or forming a separate agency with the
sole function of providing student transportation. Either of these changes could
conceivably offer greater efficiencies by encouraging greater sharing of existing
resources. The use of a multi-jurisdictional public entity was also discussed as an
alternative approach. Such a public entity would host the merger of the pupil
transportation services of several contiguous school districts under a single public
entity. California, has over the past twenty years, used their Joint Powers Act

legislation to create and operate similar public entities to consolidate pupil

transportation services.

These improvements could be made either through making incremental changes in the

current system or through a private sector provider. The question then becomes whether

the private sector can provide the services more cost effectively and at a quality and

safety level that meets or exceeds that of the current system.

Vendor Capabilities:

The information received from the vendors presented a wide range of options that would

cover the full scope of services currently being provided, with some offering only full

service options where ownership and maintenance of the buses would be required. The

following information was gleaned from the vendor presentations.

Scope of Services Available: Each of the vendors made presentations which
emphasized their current market strengths. It was apparent however, that there is a

complete range of services available from the private sector and that there is no

17



service provided by the current system which could not be obtained from the private

sector at some cost.

Capacity for Additional Service: The abilities of the contractors to undertake
contracts varied significantly. The largest single conversion from a public sector to a
private sector provider undertaken anywhere in the United States to date appears to be
Little Rock, Arkansas with approximately 600 buses. However the contractors
indicated that they have the ability to undertake the conversion of approximately 150
‘buses per year by the smaller contractors, to approximately 1000 buses per year by the
largest contractor. Therefore in order to maximize competition, Requests for
Proposals should be structured so that no potential contract would encompass more
than 150 buses. Based on this information, it appears that it would take several years

to transition the entire system to the private sector.

Timeframe for Transitioning: Within the parameters above, the optimum schedule
for converting a contract would require that the contract be awarded as early as
possible in a calendar year with the actual transition to occur during the summer
months and service by the private contractor to begin with the start of the next school
term. While the vendors did not rule out a faster transition, the vendors ability to

provide optimum service could be impacted by shortened time frames.

Contracting Techniques: A number of different contracting scenarios were
presented by the vendors. These ranged from single year, one contractor operations
providing limited service to multi-year contracts covering the entire spectrum of
services needed, to multiple contractors serving a single district divided into zones,
with subsequent years of the contract awarded based on the contractors relative
performance. It appeared that the use of multiple contractors would enhance both

competition among contractors and a districts ability to survive the failure of any one

contractor or portion of a contract.
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Personnel Transitioning: Each of the vendors indicated that the first place they
would look for staffing a new contract would be the existing workforce. Within the
existing Beaufort County contract, the district employees were given the opportunity
to choose whether they would remain district employees and operate under the control
of the contractor, or become contractor employees. Currently approximately 85 % of

the employees have chosen to work for the contractor.

Discipline Issues: Each of the contractors indicated that student discipline for
misbehavior on buses would continue to be administered by the school district based

on reports provided by bus drivers. This is similar to the current structure.

Ownership of Buses: All of the vendors expressed a willingness to negotiate a wide
range of contractual setups requiring different levels of vendor participation. Each of
the vendors indicated that some contractual arrangement could be reached which
would result in the vendor either buying the existing fleet from the State and replacing
it as needed, or operating the State owned fleet and providing vendor owned
replacements as the State owned buses reached the end of their lifecycles, or some
amalgamation between these two extremes. Also, all of the vendors agreed that
minimum specifications for buses from whatever source could be included in the

terms of the contract.

School Activities: All of the vendors indicated that the entire gamut of school

activities and extracurricular activities could be included in any contract.

Costs: None of the vendors was prepared to offer any specific cost information based
on the information available to them at the time. Each of the vendors indicated that it
would be necessary to prepare a Request for Proposal based on a specific set of
circumstances and containing an explicit Statement of Services before actual costs
could be determined. However, one of the vendors, Laidlaw Transit, Inc., indicated

that based on the information provided, it appeared that up to $250 million dollars in
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savings could be achieved by the state over a ten year period through privatization. Of
this $250 million, $119 million would come from the sale of the existing bus fleet to
the contractor and an additional $75 million would come from the return on
investment (calculated at 5% on this $119 million). Thus the actual calculated savings
in operating costs based on the vendor’s assumptions are approximately $56 million
over a ten year period. Under this scenario, the State would still be obligated for the
current debt service, independent of these figures, so this level of expected savings is
unrealistic. The assumptions used and the projected savings under different service
scenarios are contained in the presentation materials provided by Laidlaw Transit,

Inc., included in Appendix E.

Local Concerns

There was a wide range of concerns expressed by the Associations who made
presentations to the study group. Many, if not all of these concerns are due to a fear of the
unknown, and a feeling that the needs of the local community will not be considered first

in any move toward privatization. All of these concerns can be summarized as follows:

e Loss of Local Control: The Associations seemed particularly concerned that the
local community would lose control over the transportation process, either to the State
government or to a contractor. They felt that the local school officials are closest to

the community, and from this position, are best able to respond to changing

community needs.

e Funding Levels: During the presentations, it was apparent that there is a significant
concern at the local level about the State relinquishing responsibility for
transportation services. The current level of funding provided by the State for meeting

the transportation needs of the districts is often insufficient, requiring significant
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supplementation from some districts. They perceive that there is no cost savings

generated in the current Beaufort County contract.

Unfunded Mandates: Additionally, there was concern expressed that future funding
provided by the State would be based on the current or initial terms of any contract,
and that future mandates requiring additional transportation services would not be

funded by the State.

Current Employees: As in any discussion involving privatization, there is a high
level of concern about how current employees might be adversely affected by any
conversion to private sector service providers. This concern included those involved
at all levels in the district’s transportation operations, but was centered mostly on bus

drivers and maintenance personnel.

Students: Another area of great concern was how student records such as videos
made by bus cameras would be protected and remain private, how student discipline
would be handled, and how the question of liability in case of injury would be dealt

with in any contractual agreement.

Loss of Infrastructure: These Associations also expressed strong concerns about
how they would be able to respond and begin providing transportation services in-
house should a contractor fail or otherwise be unable to perform to meet the needs of

the district once the infrastructure had been dismantled or sold.
Safety: All of the Associations expressed that the safety of children was their major

area of concern, and that no private contractor operating to make a profit would be as

diligent about safety as would the local district.
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Statutory Changes

Finally, the group spent some time discussing the current statutory structure and
Legislative changes which would be required for either the State or any district to
privatize without the concurrence of the other. The current amalgamated structure with
the State owning, fueling, and maintaining the buses and the districts employing the
drivers and operating the system is an impediment to either entity acting autonomously.

Suggested areas which the General Assembly might address are attached as Appendix H

"and I.
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Recommendations

Based on this discussion and the information which the study group reviewed, the group

arrived at the following recommendations.

1. That the General Assembly adopt statutory language directing that at least
three pilot projects be initiated to determine the actual potential for achieving

savings and service delivery improvements through privatization, and;

2. That these pilot projects be structured to cover a wide range of possible
contracting scenarios including one in a large rural district, one in an urban
district, and one in an area encompassing multiple districts and utilizing several

contractors, and;

3. That the General Assembly consider providing incentives such as those

contained in Appendix I, to those districts involved in the pilot projects, and;

4. That authorization be provided to obtain financial information from the
districts involved in these pilot projects to determine the level of student
transportation financing currently provided by these districts and that the
contribution by the districts be continued and become part of the funding

available for the pilot projects, and;

5. That the General Assembly include the necessary provisions in the upcoming

General Appropriations Act to ensure the success of these pilot projects, including
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the necessary funding for depreciation of school buses involved in the pilot

projects, and;

6. That assistance be provided to the pilot districts identified in preparing
Requests for Proposals from qualified vendors to provide privatized turn-key
student transportation services including the provision of the buses, maintenance,

routing, and driving services in these pilot areas, and;

7. That the Request for Proposals set forth total costs incurred by the Department
of Education and the local school districts involved for providing school
transportation services in each of the pilot areas, and that contracts be awarded for
those pilot areas where prices bid by the private contractors will produce a cost
savings in providing this service; however the right should be reserved to
determine whether to provide additional funding to allow the pilot contracts to be

awarded, and;

8. That these pilot projects be continued for at least two years, and that a report
be provided to the General Assembly on the results of these pilot projects with an
interim report at the end of the first year and a final report at the end of the second
year; however, that in the interest of obtaining the lowest possible cost structure
available from the private vendors, contracts may be let for a period exceeding the

two year period of the pilot projects, and;
9. That the General Assembly consider those statutory changes outlined in

Appendix H to allow greater flexibility in moving to a more efficient student

transportation system from whatever source.
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Appendix A
“+ate Fu istrict i a
Number of Schools Served By District by grade level See Tuble ¥1

2. Number of Students Per District (Regular & Special Needs)

(424,662 students transported per day divided by 15,233 daily routes)
(Includes all Special Needs, Mid-day Kindergarten, Vocational & Other Routes)

See Table #1
3. State School Bus Maintenance Shops and Area service designations by school district See Table #1
4. Number of Students Transported Daily FY 4 FY 1995 FY 1996
Regular Students 338,700 337,120 358,535
Hazardous Students 13,157 11,357 14,039
Mid-Day Kindergarten 23,881 22,033 21,573
Special Needs Students 10,085 10,117 10,222
' SubTotal 385,823 380,627 404,369
Vocational Classes 15,700 14,872 14,954
Gifted & Talented 3,242 2,489 2,478
Other Program 3.760 3.179 2,861
Subtotal 22,702 20,540 20,293
GRAND TOTAL 408,525 401,167 424,662
5. Maximum Days Of Service Annually 180 school days
~ Total Operating Miles FY 1994 FY 1995 FY 1996
Regular Students 46,157,311 45,863,591 44,312,940
Hazardous Students 382,387 402,300 403,920
Mid-Day Kindergarten 6,315,065 6,382,620 6,918,300
Special Needs Students 11,628,433 1 030 13,277,700
SubTotal 64,483,196 64,511,541 64,912,860
- Vocational Classes 1,566,624 1,738,800 1,751,220
Gifted & Talented 390,483 382,500 416,880
Other Program 654,197 784,080 802,080
Extra-Curricular/Summer Programs * 1,507,875 1,713,457 1,540,498
Adult Drivers Returning Home 746.461 1,567,440 1,441.80
Subtotal 5.865.640 6,186,277 5.952.478
GRAND TOTAL 70,348,836 70,697,818 70,865,338
* Non-State Funded miles
7. Average Number of Students Per Route Bus Per Day 84.19
(424,662 students transported per day divided by 5,044 route buses)
8. Average Number of Students Per Route Per Day 27.88



Nistrict / Stud S . Conti i

School Bus Routes Per District

See Table £1

2. Number of Regular Route Buses Per District See Table 1

3. Special Needs Route Buses Per District See Table #1

4. Number Of Lift Equipped Buses and Wheelchair Positions Per District See Table #1

5. Service Dependability Rating . 99.53 %
(FY 1996 12,810 Mechanical Service Calls divided by 2,741,940 Routes Operated)

(Routes operated equals 15,233 daily routes multiplies by 180 school days equals 2,741,940)

Fleet Data

1. Bus Volume & Capacity by School Bus Maintenance Shop See Table #2

2. Summary of School Bus Fleet Status By Type & Fuel See Table #3

3. Summary of Service Vehicles By Shop and Type See Table #4
(All vehicles listed in this table support pupil transportation purposes)

Naintenance Personnel and Facili ata
1. Number and Location of Maintenance Facilities See Attachment 1
(Directory/Map)

s

Description and Mission of Special Maintenance Facilities

Central Rebuild Facility: A single facility is used to provide all major component overhaul
services in support of the 44 School Bus Maintenance Shops. This facility is staffed with a
Supervisor, a Clerk, two Technician II’s and six Technician III’s. The facility is located on the
same property that houses the Richland School Bus Maintenance Shop facility. The Central
Rebuild Facility overhauls or purchases replacement School Bus and Service Vehicle Engines,
Transmissions, and Differentials. When special manufacturer’s safety recalls are ordered for
major components, the Facility provides assistance to the School Bus Maintenance Shops in thc
repairing of involved components, such as Steering Gear Boxes. This facility also provides
scheduled pick-up and delivery services for all shops.

Body Repair Facilities: Two facilities provide all major in-house body repair for school buses
and service vehicles that are damaged in accidents. These facilities are located on the same
property as the Chester School Bus Maintenance Shop and the Colleton School Bus Maintenance
Shop. The Chester program is staffed with one Technician II and one Technician III. The
Colleton program is staffed with two Technician II’s. The supervision and parts procurement for
these facilities is provided by the associated shop Supervisor, Foreman, and Clerk.

3. Maintenance Personnel Volume By Shop See Table #5
Also See Attachment #3
4. Job Position Descriptions for Maintenance Positions Attachment #2



~qst Data FY 1996

1. State Funded Average Cost Per Student Per Year S 211.37

($89.761 million State funds divided by 424,662 students transported per day)
(Includes depreciation and all other State costs)

2. State Cost Per Route Bus Per Year, Including Depreciation . S 17,795.60
(889.761 million FY 1997 cost divided by 5,044 total route buses)

3. State Cost of Maintenance See Table ¥ 6

4. State Cost of Operations ' See Table #7

5. State Cost of Total IMaintenance Service See T able #8

(Costs do not include Bus Driver or other district costs)

FY 1997 Budget
1. State Aide To Districts - Appropriations
Driver Salaries & Fringe $34,049,413.00
See Table #9
Hazardous Transportation S 427,931.14
See Table #10
Handicapped Contract (Awarded to Districts on Request) S 644,303.00
FY 1996 State Funded District Expenses See Table 11
Aides For Handicapped School Buses § 159,670.00
See Table £12
Workers Compensation Ins. - Bus Drivers A $ 1,511,927.00
Total » $36,793,244.14

2. State Department of Education Administrative Cost
Department Administrative Support
Indirect Costs

$ 200,000.00
(Personnel, Finance, Purchasing & Data Processing
Pupil Transportation Central Office Administration
Operations $ 220,270.00
Personnel  (see Attachment #3) . § 351,312.00

Pupil Transportation Area Administration

Operations S  86,600.00
3



Personnel (see Attachment #3) S 1,009,211.00

School Bus Maintenance Shops

Maintenance Services $ 8,761,375.00
Fuel S 7,500,000.00
Personnel  (See Attachment #3) $11,351,154.52
Also See Table #8
Total $29,479,922.52
3. State Highway Patrol has two Troopers assigned to the Deparﬁnent of Education, at the direction of
the General Assembly to administer a statewide Pupil Transportation Safety Program.
FY 1997 Appropriation S 102,703.00
4. Total All State Funding FY 1997 $66,375,869.66
5. State Capital Asset Depreciation Rate
State Owned Maintenance Facilities and Grounds S .02 per mile
State Owned School Buses and Service Vehicles S .31 per mile
Depreciation Asset Valuation per Year $23,385,561.54 .
(8 .33 Depreciation per miles times 70,865,338)
6. Total FY 1997 State Pupil Transportation Costs $89,761,431.20
(Includes Depreciation and all other State costs listed above)
7. Estimated District Support Funding (all student transportation services) $19,892,663.00

(Most Recent Data - FY 1992 Survey Data) See Table #13



Appendix B
Operating Information

1. List of Functions Provided by State Department of Education and By the 91 School Districts

State Department of Education Responsibilities School District Responsibilities
Provide Districts with School Buses (Regular and Special Manage the Daily Operation of Pupil Transportation Services
Needs)
Provide Districts with School Bus Maintenance and Repair Hire Certified Bus Drivers
Provide Districts with School Bus Fueling Supervise District Pupil Transportation Personnel
Provide Districts with School Bus Vehicle Liability Insurance | Conduct Routing and Scheduling of School Buses
Provide School Bus Service Vehicles Manage Student Discipline on School Buses and at Stops
Oversight and Management of Pupil Transportation State Delivery of Student and Driver Safety Programs (some districts)

Laws and Regulations
Lease/Permit School Buses to Districts for Non-State Funded | District Funding of Supervisory Salaries and Fringe

Use

Allocation and monitoring of State Funding for School Bus Funding of District Share (30%) of Bus Driver Fringe Benefits .
Driver Salary and Fringes Costs.(some districts, must work more than 30 hours per

(See Guideline Scale Attachment #6) week)

Manage School Bus Driver and Maintenance Competition School Bus Driver Salary Supplement (most districts)

Provide Tort Liability Insurance For School Transportation Fund Pupil Transportation Programs That are Non-State funded
Services Services

Allocation and Monitoring of State Funding for Hazardous Aides on Special Needs Buses Supplement

Transportation Services
location and Monitoring of State Funding for Handicapped | Coordinate with and Enforce the Results of the Monthly Drivers

Contract Services -License Check

Allocation and Monitoring of State Funding for Aides on Continuously Training of Bus Drivers (some districts)
Special Needs School Buses )

Funding of School Bus Driver Workers Compensation Manage the Hazardous Transportation Program
Insurance

Processing Workers Compensation Claims Investigate Accidents to Improve Safety

Manage the Statewide Monthly Drivers License Check Manage the Federal Drug Testing Program for All Drivers

~ Program

Fund Pupil Injury Insurance Coverage of All Student Riders Maintain School Bus Parking Facilities (hard surfaced and flat)

Investigate Vehicle Accidents and Incidents : Report Hazardous Road Conditions

Provide Districts Routing and Scheduling Technical Provision of School Activity Buses (some districts)
Assistance

Provide Student and Driver Safety Presentations and Safety Manage District Transportation Response to Emergency
Materials Preparedness Services

Provide School Bus Driver Training and Certification

Maintain Vehicle Maintenance Facilities and Grounds

Provide Technical Training for Department Employees

Manage the Statewide Emergency Response

2. The Department also provides transportation technical support for the delivery of pupil

transportation services by the Department of Juvenile Justice, the 92nd. school district in South
Carolina.



rating Informati tinued

3. Organizational/Management Chart of South Carolina School Transportation Program
South Carolina Department of Education, Office of Transportation See Attachment #3

Typical School District See Attachment #4

4. Unique South Carolina School Transportation Requirements

Fleet Fueling -- The School Bus Maintenance Shops fuel school buses at the school parking facility.

Maintenance Services -- Many preventive maintenance services are provided at the school bus parking

facility (grease, oil changes, minor repair, tire replacement, and safety inspections)

Bell Time Control -- School Bell times are controlled by the school district and may be controlled by
the school principal.

Fringe Qualification -- A school bus driver must work 30 hours per week to qualify for fringe
coverage, the State pays 70% and the District pays 30% of the qualifying costs.

Other Maintenance Services -- School Bus Maintenance Shops may sale fuel and maintenance
services to district and Head Start agencies operating school buses.

State Fuel Tax -- State Fuel tax, by statute, is only exempt for State owned school buses. By act of FY
1997 Appropriations Proviso (Part I. 19.34) school buses operated by school districts and Head
Start agencies are also exempt from the State fuel tax. School buses operated by private
contractors that are not State owned are not exempt from state fuel taxes.

Extra-Curricular Use Of State School Buses -- Districts are encouraged to use State school buses for
all student transportation purposes. The State charges $ .80 per mile for this use which covers
all costs except for driver and other district costs.

180 School Days -- The State only funds the transportation of students for 180 school days. A twelve
month school program may create extra district costs if students are transported more than 180
days or if student enrollment is not coordinated with transportation zones.

Non-State Funded Programs -- As a general rule Magnet, Alternative, Charter and other such choice
programs, that need to transport students across school zone lines, are 100% district funded.
Student transportation that occurs during school hours, other than programs for the Vocational,

~ and gifted and talented, are not State funded.
" Federal or State Court Order -- Court Order may require that the State be fully responsible for any
- ordered student transportation service.
" School Bus Drivers Certification & Licensing -- School Bus Drivers must have a Class B CDL with
a Passenger and Air Brake endorsement, and a State Department of Education School Bus
Drivers Certification. The Certification requires 13 1/2 hours of classroom training, 6 hours
skills training, a classroom and skills test and medical exam authorization by a physician
(similar to DOT medical certification).

Maximum Ride Time Limitation Guideline -- Approval of routes and schedules by the Department
of Education staff is based on a Department guideline that student ride times not be greater than
one hour and fifteen minutes. Longer ride times may be approved in unusual geographic and
low density population areas. The State Department of Education and the State Board of
Education requested the General Assembly in FY 1993 to make this guideline a statutory
requirement. No action has been taken by the General Assembly. The average ride time in
South Carolina is under forty-five minutes.

School Transportation Programs Funded with State Funds See Attachment #5

What is a School Bus -- State law defines the requirements of a “school bus”, this definition exceeds
Federal requirements. For detail information see Attachment #7.

6



eratine Information Continued

School Bus Specifications -- The State of South Carolina has developed special school bus
specifications to promote safety and enhance vehicle effeciency. The safety specification will
remain as a minimum vehicle requirement. The existing specifications require a rear engine
diesel School Bus. A complete copy of these specifications are available on request.

5. Issues of Typical District Concern

Driver Recruitment and Retention -- The State estimates that districts experience a 20 to 30%
turnover rate each year.

Districts Use School Bus Drivers & Aides for Other Job Duties -- To qualify bus drivers for fringe
benefits, to help with recruitment, many districts employee the drivers to perform other district
jobs. A school bus driver is unlikely to drive a school bus on State funded routes for more than
20 hours per week. To qualify for fringe benefits the bus driver must work at least 30 hours per
week. To reach 30 hours many districts have bus drivers work hours as classroom aides,
maintenance workers, food service assistants or custodians.

Service Distance Rules -- State law does not allow students that live within 1.5 miles of their zoned
school or who live less than .5 miles off the approved route to be transported at State expense.
State law also requires school buses to stop no more often than every .2 of a mile. Exceptions to
these requirements are made for special needs students, half-day kindergarten students
transported mid-day, and students that are subject, when walking these above distances, to a
highway hazards. The designation of highway hazard is the responsibility of the district but must
relate to highway or rail traffic. There is never enough State Hazard funding to respond to all
needs, therefore, most district are forced to prioritize an exclude service to some students.

Driver Certification and Licensure -- This process requires two different processes, tests and licenses
or certifications, therefore, it usually takes a driver a minimum of three weeks to complete the
process.

District’s Use of State School Buses For Expanded Pupil Transportation Services -- A number of
non-state funded student transportation programs are operated by districts during and after the
school day, and on weekends. These services are usually delivered using State school buses.
Several districts permit State school buses 100% of the time to operate special transportation
programs. The Greenville County School District is the only district that owns its own fleet to
deliver special services. This fleet of 9 buses is supplemented by 100% permitted State school
buses.

District Use of District Owned School Buses -- In addition to the regular route buses operated by the
Greenville County School District, most districts own activity buses. Districts use these buses
for athletic and other extra-curricula programs. They are not typically used for route services.

6. Driver Salary Schedule Guideline See Attachment #6

7. State Appropriations are Final, no additional funds are available, funds can be reduced by the
General Assembly during the fiscal year.



ate Sc 1 Tran rtation Statutes and ulations

1. Pupil Transportation Statutes and Regulations See Attachment #7

»>

2. State Fuel Tax Exemption Statute (not in Attachment #7)
“Section 12-27-270. Exemption of Gasoline used in State-owned school buses and other
pupil transportation vehicles. -- Gasoline purchased for and used in State-owned school buses
and in State-owned administrative and service vehicles used in the pupil transportation program
shall be exempt from State gasoline taxes. The State Board of Education, together with the State
Highway Department, and the Tax Commission, shall determine the method and procedure for
the administration of this section.”

School District 1997 Schedule

1. Summary of School District Calendars See Attachment #8



Table 1
Miscellaneous Data By School District

Berkeley is served by Berkeley and Summerville Shops
Charleston is served by Charleston, Summerville, Georgetown and Colleton Shops.
Colleton is served by Colleton and Brunson Shops

Greenville is served by Greenville and Taylors Shops

Richland #1 is served by Richland and Lower Richland Shops

Williamsburg is served by Williamsburg and Clarendon Shops
York #3 is served by York and Chester Shops

Page 1 of 2
School District SDE Service Number Of Schools In District Total Assigned Special Needs Buses Student Riders
Shop Area | Elementary |Middle &] Vocational| High | Total | Routes Regular | Number| Number | Number | Regular | Special
Maintenance | Staff & Primary | Jr.High|] & Other |Schools Operated | Route WILIfts | Wichair | Route | Needs
Coverage | Service Buses Positions
Abbeville Abbeville Area | 5 1 1 3 10 96 33 2 2 4 1615 25
Aiken Note #1 Area IV 19 10 1 7 37 559 163 20 17 42 11808 288
Allendale Brunson Area IV 3 1 0 1 5 68 25 3 2 4 1728 67
Anderson #1 Anderson Area | 8 3 1 2 14 151 38 6 5 12 2773 94
Anderson #2 Anderson Areal 4 2 0 1 7 70 19 4 4 7 1115 50
Anderson #3 Abbeville Area | 2 1 0 1 4 82 26 3 2 4 1667 26
Anderson #4 Anderson Area | 3 2 0 1 6 65 21 3 2 4 1360 37
Anderson #5 Anderson Areal 10 3 0 2 15 257 62 16 13 26 5129 204
Bamberg #1 Blackville Area IV 3 1 0 1 5 41 15 2 1 2 838 29
Bamberg #2 Blackville Area IV 2 1 0 1 4 62 15 2 1 2 1031 20
Barnwell #19 Blackville Area IV 1 1 1 1 4 31 9 1 1 2 " 606 11
Barnwell #29 Blackville Area IV 1 1 0 1 3 33 9 1 1 2 497 7
Barnwell #45 Blackville Area IV 1 1 0 1 3 74 22 2 1 2 1367 23
Beaufort Beaufort Area IV 13 3 2 3 21 438 102 15 10 20 9824 268
Berkeley Note #1 Area lll 19 9 2 6 36 693 177 25 21 49 16475 387
Cathoun Cathoun Area IV 3 1 0 1 5 73 27 4 3 8 1679 29
Charieston Note #1 Area lll 44 16 0 12 72 803 222 77 52 133] 22013 886
Cherokee Cherokee Areall 14 2 1 2 19 208 42 8 6 12 4154 84
Chester Chester Areal 4 2 1 3 10 162 53 6 7 16 3787 85
Chesterfield Chesterfield Areall 8 3 0 4 15 210 77 8 7 14 4573 79
Clarendon #1 |Clarendon Area lll 2 1 0 1 4 40 17 2 2 5 1317 10
Clarendon #2 |Clarendon Area lll 3 1 1 1 6 82 33 3 3 6 2295 33
Clarendon #3  |Clarendon Area il 1 1 0 1 3 36 16 1 1 4 865 15
Colleton Note #1 Area IV 9 3 1 2 15 258 87 13 5 10 4962 190
Darlington Darlington Area Il 15 3 0 4 22 291 89 19 15 39 5472 286
Dillon #1 Latta Areall 1 1 0 1 3 35 12 2 1 2 698 15
Dillon #2 Latta Area Il 4 1 1 1 7 94 21 4 3 9 2048 47
Dillon #3 Latta Areall 1 1 0 1 3 22 11 1 1 2 610 9
Dorchester#2 {Summerville | Area IV 10 3 0 2 15 560 106 15 15 34 11179 192
Dorchester #4 |Dorchester Area IV 3 1 1 2 7 88 36 3 3 6 2023 31
Edgefield Johnston Area IV 4 2 1 1 8 141 41 3 1 2 2800 77
Fairfield Fairfield Area Il 5 1 1 1 8 75 38 3 3 6 3048 65
Florence #1 Florence Area ll 13 3 1 3 20 454 63 17 15 34 6521 321
Florence #2 Florence Area ll 1 1 0 1 3 40 13 2 1 2 851 4
Florence #3 Williamsburg | Area lil 6 1 , 0 1 8 70 37 4 3 6 2649 53
Florence #4 Florence Areall 1 1 0 1 3 84 11 2 1 2 756 18
Florence #5 Florence Areall 1 1 0 1 3 48 10 1 1 2 817 12
Georgetown Georgetown Area [l S 3 0 5 17 180 85 9 8 16 6951 102
Greenville Note #1 Areal 55 16 7 14 92 1,119 201 87 59 138] 38036 1030
Greenwood #50 |Greenwood Areal 9 3 1 2 15 287 52 9 9 18 3874 174
Greenwood #51 |Greenwood Area | 2 0 0 1 3 32 10 1 1 2 419 11
Greenwood #52 |Greenwood Area | 1 1 0 1 3 44 9 1 1 2 474 8
Hampton #1 Brunson Area IV 5 1 0 1 7 64 24 2 1 2 1665 26
IHampton #2 Brunson Area IV 1 1 0 1 3 58 20 2 1 2 1142 22
Horry Horry Area lll 21 7 3 7 38 360 229 25 19 47 17032 326
Jasper Beaufort Area IV 2 1 0 1 4 137 43 5 3 7 2874 35
Kershaw Kershaw Areall 10 2 1 4 17 236 76 10 7 17 4580 173
Lancaster Lancaster Area ll 9 4 1 4 18 291 70 8 7 14 6010 128
Laurens #55 Laurens Area | 7 1 0 1 9 67 44 7 5 10 2916 90
Laurens #56 Laurens Area | 4 2 0 1 7 38 25 4 3 6 1702 7"
Lee Lee Area ll 3 2 1 2 8 132 44 4 2 4 2684 57
Lexington #1 Lexington Area IV 9 3 1 3 16 318 91 17 13 32 7308 188
Lexington #2 Lexington Area IV 9 4 0 2 15 156 47 14 11 24 3937 202
Lexington #3 Johnston Area IV 2 1 0 1 4 73 19 1 1 2 1379 17
Lexington #4 Calhoun Area IV 2 1 0 1 4 63 21 2 2 4 1303 23
Lexington #5 Note #1 Area Il 8 3 0 3 14 183 55 1 9 21 5107 137
Note #1s Aiken is served by Aiken and Johnston Shops Lexington #5 is served by Newberry and Fairfield Shops




Table 1
Miscellaneous Data By School District

Lexington #5 is served by Newberry and Fairfield Shops
Berkeley is served by Berkeley and Summerville Shops Richland #1 is served by Richland and Lower Richland Shops
Charleston is served by Charleston, Summerville, Georgetown and Colleton Shops.

Colleton is served by Colleton and Brunson Shops Williamsburg is served by Williamsburg and Clarendon Shops
Greenville is served by Greenville and Taylors Shops York #3 is served by York and Chester Shops

Page 2 of 2
School District SDE Service Number Of Schools In District Total Assigned Special Needs Buses Student Riders

Shop Area | Elementary |Middle &] Vocational| High | Total | Routes Regular | Number| Number | Number | Regular | Special

Maintenance | Staff | & Primary | Jr.High| & Other |Schools Operated | Route WILifts | Wichair | Route | Needs

Coverage | Service Buses Positions
McCormick Abbeville Area | 1 1 0 1 3 49 21 2 2 4 945 16
Marion #1 Latta Area ll 2 1 1 1 5 102 19 3 2 6 2021 44
Marion #2 Latta Area ll 3 1 0 1 5 78 17 2 1 3 1457 51
IMarion #3 Latta Area Il 1 0 0 1 2 24 8 1 1 2 545 0
Marion #4 Latta Area ll 1 0 0 1 2 22 5 0 0 0 357 0
Mariboro Marlboro Area ll 6 1 0 1 8 92 51 6 5 12 4154 88
Newberry Newberry Area | 10 2 1 3 16 167 58 7 5 10 3110 124
Oconee Oconee Area | 10 5 1 4 20 193 77 11 12 24 4393 151
Orangeburg #1 |Orangeburg Area IV [+] 0 0 1 1 34 13 1 1 2 616 10
Orangeburg #2 |Orangeburg Area IV 1 0 0 1 2 30 11 1 1 2 633 7
Orangeburg #3 |Dorchester Area IV 3 1 0 1 5 104 45 2 2 5 3016 24
Orangeburg #4 |Orangeburg | Area IV 2 1 1 1 5 72 30 2 2 4 1615 17
Orangeburg #5 |Orangeburg Area IV 6 3 1 1 1 238 40 1 7 2 2551 142
Orangeburg #6 |Calhoun Area IV 1 0 0 1 2 18 9 2 2 [3 464 8
Orangeburg #7 |Calhoun Area IV 1 0 0 1 2 31 12 1 1 2 833 12
Orangeburg #8 |Orangeburg Area IV 1 0 [ 1 2 20 6 1 1 2 L218) 6
Pickens Pickens Areal 15 5 1 4 25 356 82 15 13 27 9518 259
Richland #1 Note #1 Area ll 30 8 4 7 49 634 135 45 32 93] 13405 757
Richland #2 Richland Area ll 10 4 0 3 17 286 62 10 9 24 7452 216
Saluda Johnston Area IV 2 1 0 1 4 85 22 2 1 2 1249 0
Spartanburg #1 |Spartanburg Area | 5 2 1 2 10 66 24 2 2 4 1277 27
Spartanburg #2 |Converse Area | 6 3 0 2 11 79 36 2 1 2 4381 17
Spartanburg #3 |Cherokee Area | 4 2 0 1 7 79 19 3 2 4 1444 46
Spartanburg #4 JUnion Area | 2 1 0 1 4 . 42 19 1 1 2 1067 4
Spartanburg #5 |Spartanburg Area | 6 1 0 1 8 69 22 1 1 2 1693 7
.|Spartanburg #6 |Spartanburg Area | 8 3 1 1 13 112 33 4 3 6 2625 60
Spartanburg #7 |Converse Area | 9 3 2 1 15 184 36 38 34 73 3752 456
Sumter #2 Sumter Area ll 1 4 0 2 17 358 34 9 7 14 6516 124
Sumter #17 Sumter Area ll 7 2 1 1 11 204 101 10 6 13 4055 176
Union Union Area | 5 2 0 3 10 81 36 8 8 16 2711 126
Willlamsburg  Williamsburg | Area Il 8 2 1 3 14 151 88 7 6 12 5115 73
York #1 York Area | 4 1 1 1 7 136 40 5 3 9 2551 68
York #2 York Area | 4 2 0 1 7 100 28 3 3 9 2103 29
York #3 Note #1 Areal 14 3 1 2 20 426 68 13]. 1 32 6365 154
York #4 Lancaster Area ll 3 1 0 1 5 79 18 2 2 4 2083 26
Total 617 212 50 193] 1,072 15,233 4,289 755 584 1,338 | 358,535 | 10,222
Total All Route Buses 5,044
Note #1s Aiken is served by Aiken and Johnston Shops




Table 2
South Carolina Department of Education, Transportation
FY 95-96
Route and Spare Buses Sorted by Capacity

Rated Passenger Capacity
Lift Equipped Non-Lift Equipped
Shop 16-19 35 19-36 54 60 66 72-78

Abbeville 5 3 2 35 25 0 30
Anderson 19 8 5 17 63 18 60
Cherokee 4 4 3 21 35 0 35
Chester 5 2 0 53 21 0 51
Converse 24 13 6 0 32 3 28
Greenville 17 9 22 0 64 4 43
Greenwood 9 3 1 7 49 0 32
Laurens 5 4 3 9 36 5 28
Newberry 4 2 2 12 45 0 32<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>