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.ABSÎRACT

the prrpse of this study r.¡as to exami¡re the costs jncurred by

schools in the provi:rce of $fanitoba for the provision of exbra-se¡rrice

transportatione to determjvre the exbent to which school boards subsidize

these expenditures and to determine the average per p;píI expend'itures

for these services in the six school divisions" Also en estimate was to

be made of the affect of placÍng the entire cost for exLra-serr¡l-ce

fransportation on the school board, Ä siniilar estimate was to be made of

the costs of hav5ng the provlncial authorities provÍde the funding for

the extra-sery1ce transportation prþgrams.

The six school divisions were chosen so as to reflect as many of

the d:ifferent circumstances that affect transportation costs as possible"

Síxty seven schools were involved i¡ the sanpl s,

Five research questÍons were proposed for the study a¡d two

questionnaires rvere designed to collect the required data" Gre question-

naire was sent to each principal and one to the secretary-treasurer j¡ each

of the school divisions involved,

ït was found that the exLent to r^¡h:ich school boards provide fundirg

for extra-senrice transporbatj-on depends on four factorsu

Flrst the propnrti-on of the student population ín a school division

that can be classed as transported pup:lIs and for which the school divlsion

receíves a grant determjnes the size of the total transp't'r:tation budget and

therefore the amow¡t of money availabl-e for exfra-serv'ice transportation*

Secondì-yu j¡r school divisions that are situated j:r more prosperous

areas and therefore have higher assessments are abl-e to raise money for

e¡tra-service transpovtatlon by means of the loca1 tax levy more easily than

other d:irnisions in l:ss p¡usÞeious âreâso

iv



School board attitude toward exLra-service transporLatj"on appeared

Èo be an important factor"

Iast1y the sophj-stication of the operation of the school division

was a very notfceable factor" School divisions that had definitive policies

on er$ra-serwice transportatíon had accurate records of erçenditures as

well as consistent expenditures across the schools" Schools wÍth no policies

had poor or no records of expenditures as well as l¡consistent expenditures

åcross the schools.
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CHAPTER I

T}IE PROBLEI\I

TNTRODUCTlON

rn recent J/ears, the formation of unitary school d.ivisions and the

consol'idation of schools in Manitoba have enabled- school board.s to pr.ovid-e

a more varied- and comprehensive cui:riculum to the students tha.n had been

possible before. l¡li-th the ì-arger and improved- facilities an¿ larger school

populations resulting from this consolid-ation, schools have been able to
introduce fndustrial Vocational, Business Ed.ucation, Home Eoonomics,

Tndustria.l Äris as well as numerous options in the regula.r progra.mo Also

this consolidation of school-s has mea.nt that the transportation system for
stu-dents has become an important part of the administra.tion of the school

divisionsr affairs as r,^¡ell as a substa.ntial part of the oper.a,uing bud.get,

I^'lorldv;ide transportation and. communication systems have become

increasingly efficient and sophisticated. d,uring this same period. of time a:id.

bece'use of the increased al^¡areness of the public of wha.t other communities

and areas have to offer, ed-ucators, stud.ents, and. ratepayers have become

more appreci-ative of the va.lue of utilizing community resources in instruc-
tion" The resul-t has been an j-nc:rea-sing d.emand on schools to pa-r.ticipate

in sports programs a.nd- to util-ize the talents and resorJrces ava1lable at

Commrmity Coì,1eges u Universi.ties, theatre centres, research stations,

larger corÞorations, ,ìLaw cou-t't s, zoos , museurns, etc. There is increasing

rec'lgnition that because of the tremendous grovith of knot¡fed.ge schools can

no-i dup1ic¡.te this type of lea,rning experience in the cfassrooûrc

Ðvid.ence of this attitude r.res shov¡n in the resul-ts of a sr-rrvey

cond.u.cted- in I)'16 in a. Iilanitoba school division r,¡hich shol.¡ed. that B6 per cent
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of the parent respondents approved. of field. trips as a valuabLe educational

experience" The results for teachers and. pupil respondents in the same

Burvey were higher. l

Other examples of the increasing positive attitud.e toward. the

vaLue of, non-home-school-home or extra-service transportation in instruction
are avai-IabLe" îhe State of New Mexico states specifically in its pupil

transportati.on criteria that schooL boards are to trencourage schools to

broad'er¡ and' extend. the school programs through the use of school busesorr2

J" H' Parsons (fgZ6)u when given the.task of developing a system

of regi-onal transportation for the schools in the State of 0hio listed. one

of tbe z'esponsibilities of the transportation coo¡d.inat or as n#6 Assist

in estað-lishing and. maintaining proper relations between the operation of
school Èransportation and. the total ed.ucational program . " . School trans-
portatàon is an integral part of the ed.ucational program and. has a d.irect

bearing on the quality of ed.ucation"ur3

In 1965r E. G" Featherston and. Do Po Culp recognizing the potential

of the scbool bus ae an ed.ucational tool strongly recommend.ed, its use âs âF¡,

extension of the cLassroom.

Presently the fund.ing for pupil transportation in the province of

Manitoba is provid.ed. by the provincial Department of &h:cation r+"ith the

1'Surnnary of Resultg of Goals and.
Porta.ge La Prairie School lrivision #2d,
Canad.a c L976 - unpublished. report,

2-St o1- I or_u 
_ !e wf Jr H " Pup:ljrats¡> ofleti on r__gþn4i¡gjp_ Fi "*!g e

nAtJ9ati-o"u Vol. III, Chapter t (Gainsville, nfoii¿as ¡tationaf -p¿ucation
Finance Projectu 19?0) pp, 358u 9, citing r¡proposal for FÍnancing schoor
llransportation in New Ì'lexicort, Department of Ed-ucation, State of Nel,¡ lrlexicou
L964"

3Parsonse J. l{Ín rr0hiors System of Regional Coord.ination for Fupil
fransportationrt, National Ed.ucational Associationu Washingtonu D,C. June, 1967,

Objectives Survey conducted in
Portage la Prairieu Manitobau
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Ëchoo1 divÍsions receiving a grant of $2{0,00 per transported. pupi} of the

aotual cost of the transportation pr"ogram, whichever is the lesser#n

Schoo1 d.ivisions t¡hich are unable to operate v¡ithin the financial linite

of the grant are required. to raise the extra finding by includ.ing it in

their tax levy which is usì¡all.y referued to as the ilspecial }erryot"

Since school d.ivisions in the province vary consid.erably in sizeu

population d.ensitye geog?aphical- terrain, climactic cond.itionsu assess-

nent and road cond.itions, the costs of operating the transportation prog?ams

a).so vary. ït wou1d. appear that those school d.ivisions which have the 
/

advantages of high assesÊment, compact size, high population ri.ensity and.

good road.s and. which are situated. in the southern portion of the province

would. find it easier to operate v¡ithin or close to the grant than those

d.ivisions not having these same circru¡stanoes. ft would. also appear that

these same d.ivisions would be able to fi¡¡rd extra-service transportation for

field. trips or sports progr,eJns much more easily than others" EVen if a

d.ivision had to raise such extra fu¡d.s through the special tax lev¡¡u this

extra tax would. not be as punitive to the ratepayer in a more heavily

populated. and. highly assessed. school d.ivision"

Consequeni;Iy if less advantaged. school d.ivisions v¡i sh to provid.e

their students with the same extra-se¡'vice transportation that is avail-abLe

in other d.ivisions the local rateperyer must bear the burclen. ïf this is not

possible or expedient then usually students and their parents have to raise

the necessary firnd.s"

xThe d.ata solicited" from the school d.ivisions in the study reLated
to expenditures incumed d.r:ring the calendar year 1$J6 when the grant was
$190,00 per transported. pupil" This figure was revised upward to $225.00
in I9?? a.nd. to S240"qO in 1978"
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The resuLt is an inoonsistency of opportunity for stud.ents with

so¡ne school-s hawing a d.ecid.ed. ad.vantage over othe¡s. This inconsistency

suggests tliat an examination should be urd.ertaken of the amount of monies

expended on extra-service transportation in l,{anitoba school d.ivisions to

determine the extent to which these expend.itr:res d.o vary from one division

to another" lt also suggests that an alternate procedure for funding be

d.eveloped. so that all d.ivisions could. provid.e a more uniform program of

extra-service transportation.

STÁ,TEdENT OF THE PROBLIM

The purpose of this stud.y h,-as to examine the ccste incurred. by

schools in six selected. school d.ivisions in l{anitoba for the provision of

extra-service transportationu to d.etermine the extent to which schooL

board.s subsidize these expend.itures and. to determine the average per-

pppil erpend.itr:r'es for these services in the six school divísions.

In partícular this stuQr set out to answer the following research

questions'

1u What are the expend.ituree for extra-service transportation

in tbe schools in the six selected. school d.ivisions in l{anitoba?

2. l{hat a,re the sources of fund.s required. for this transportation?

3. þIhat is the per-pupil erxpend.iture for extra-sez.vice trans-

portation in each of the school divisions?

4, Ì,trhat would. be the financial burd.en on the local ratepayers of

the school d.ivisions j.f total fund.ing of extra-service transportation rvere

provid.ed.?

5" t{hat wor-.1d. be the ad.d.itíonal financial burd.en on the provincial

Department of Education if total funding of extra-service transportation

b¡ere provid.ed. by the province'.



SIG}IIFICANCE OF. TI]E STIIDY

The For:nrlaiion Program that r¡ras established, in 1!68 with the

formation of the Uni-tary school- d.ivision was to help equa1ize the oppor-

t'¿nities given to students in a11 parts of the province" The progz'am of

fund,ing stud.ent tra.nsportation on a fLat glant per transported. prrpil

basis r'ras part of ihe Foundation Prosram a.nd this stud.y is intend.ed to

determine some of the conseguences of funding student transportation on

that basis.

One factor determining the d.egree to which school d.ir¡isions can

und,err.rrite the costs fcrr extra-:-.ervice transpor.tation would. depend on

the fimd-s left sulplus from the regular transportation program" As u.as

mentioned earfier in this chapter, this amount r,¡oul-d vary from one division

to another.

Ïf a school d.ivision has a high proportion of transported. pupils

as compared to its total enrolment then it would be in a more ad,vantaaeous

financial position to fund. the extra-service transportation program

because it is receiving transportation grants for such a larger proportion

of students than another d-ivir;ion might be"

Some school divisions arç,' able to maintain a l-ower per-pupil-mile

cost for the regul-ar transnortation program than cthers are because of

some Bp(3c-i-a.l- circumstances of that division. A d.ivision may have 6çood.

roadsr high population density and short routes that all.ov¡ for a verl¡

efficient transportation system. Another d.ivision having the opposite

circumstances woul-d have higher per-pupil-mile costs ancì- therefore less

surplus with r.rhich to fund extra-service transportation.
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Another consequence of funding al1 pupiì. transportation on the per

transported pupil basis lies in the proportion that transported. pupils are

of the entire pupil population. The cost of extra-service transportaticn
is a fi:¡ction of the total enrolment within a schooì d.ivision¡ however

school divisions are required to provide fund.ing from a source of revenue

that is a function only of the nurnber of transported_ pupil s" when one

considers that less than 2\ per cent of the pupiis enrolled in I{anitoba

schools in I)1 6 r^¡ere cl-assed as rriransported pupi1s,,3 for grant pr.rrposes

there a¡ises a question a.s to rn'hether there shourd be an ar-terna.tive

funding scheme specifically for r:xtra_service transportation.

Another concern j r; ilre effect of the local special levy on the

ratepayer" Some of the school d.ivisions having difficulty prorrid_ing

fund'ing for extra-service transportation from the regular ,uransporta.iion

budget would probably have lor'¡ assessments as weI1" Therefore the extra
costs r.¡oul-d. have a greater effect on the ratepayer than if the same

amount of money had. to be raised- in a higher assessed_, more heavily
populated- school. division.

A need' for reconsideration of the present fund.ing scheme may be

justified in another areao Ccsts for extra-service transportation have

had a.dded growth because of a reluctance on the part of teachers and

parents to volunteer their t:Lme and. vehicles" This reluctance is d,ue to
the growing number of litigation cases invol-ving education in malpr.actice

suits and there is an increasing consciousness on the part of teachers an¿

ad'mÍnisirators to avoid. situations that could result in an accusation cf
negligence 

"

ì-Department of Education Annual Report rg76" provÍnce of Manitoba



'l

Fina.lly the extent to v¡hich a schooÌ board. will fund. extra-service

transportation will depend" largely upon the attitude of the school bcard.

members tov¡ards field trips and extra-ou¡ricula.r sports programso

Revising the current fu:rding scheme or developing a fornrula for f¿nding

extra-serrrioe transpcrtation would. remove inequities resulting from the

variance of school board attitudes.

DET,TITIÏTATIONS

This study was restricted to the schools within six rural school

divisions in Manitoba. These divisions were chosen tc reflect as many of'

the d.ifferent factors that affect transportation costs as possible such

as sizer population density an<i. aroximity to a larger u¡ban centre. The

sample consisted- of schooL divj-sions which had ei-bher operated. cl-ose to

flne 1)16 transportation grant or had. overexpend.ed- their 1!16 grant" Since

most of the schr.rol- d.ivisions in Manitoba had. operated- overgrant an effort

was made to choose d-ivisions in such a manner that the d.egree of over-expen-

d.iture varied"

It was observed, that some of the school- cLivisions had. a number of

Hutterite schools" Because these schools are ¡ot normi*taê 'hr¡ d.octrine to

embark on field. trips, ca.r'e had to be r:xercised. to attempt to o.el-ete their
statistics from the study"

LTMTTATTONS

There a.re several factors which make it difficult to generalize

about the find.ings of the stud.y and. one can only assume that the conclusions

as they apply to the ,rix school divisions may also apply to the rest of

the province"
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Firstly the study is restricted- to a small fraction of the school

divisions in the province of lvlaniioba and even though these d.ivisions were

chosen to refl-ect as many variables as possible the sample was not

exhaustive in this regard.

Secondly, it was observed. that sorne school d.ivisions hacl definitive
policies governing extra-service transportation and therefore the schools

as well as the secre'uary-treasurer had- quite accuf.aie record-s of expendi-

tures. fn other school ,livisions where there were no apparant controlling
policies school records of exnend-itures were frequently aopr"orima.tions

and occasionall_y incomplete.

The third. factor was the budget year. Because school divj-sionst

budgets operate on'i;he calendar year and. because ind.ividuaL school-s may

have records based on the calerrdar year and. the aaad.emic year, it r,^ra.s

impossible to exactl-y reconcile the school returns with those from the

secreta,ry-tr ea suler . 
"

A fourth limita.tion lies j-n the completeness of the school- record.s.

Some school d.ivisions are not able to provid-e buses for all extra-se¡vice

transportation. Consequently schools may hire more expensirre cha.rter

buses and these expenses would. not appear on d-ivision led.gcrs. If these

bus costs are pa.id in cash coilected. fr"om stucì-ents, the.n the expend.iture

would not appear on any ledger.

A fifth limitation is the variance of schcol board, a.i;titudes" A

sigrrificant factor in the extent of school- division financial suÞpo::t for

extra-service transportation is the attitud-e of the school board. members

toward the program. The assumption must be mad.e that the collective

attitudes of the schc:l boa:rds of the six schoot Civisions in the study

are typical for the province,
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çttf@: The transport of pupils on fiercl- trins or

study trips v¡here the excu-rsions are a.n extension of the cl-assroom

cu¡riculum"

Þt"a-ctr"icul-" tr : The transport of pupils on excurrsions

not directly related. to the c1a-ssroom curriculum such as to theatre-

centres, a.thletic events, musicals, etc.

-f"t""'-s"."i." : The orogram of transporting pupils for field.

tT-'l psr athletic events, etc" or for any purpose otbe: than for home-school-

home purposes. This term is used. when referring to curricul-ar ancL extra-

curricula.r transportation.

Per Pupil Gra.nt: The grant paid. by the Department of Ed.ucation to school

d.ivisions for transportation purposes based. on the nu¡lber. of pupils

eligible for that grant as set ou.t in the Publ-ic Schools Act. Thj.s E-rant

is paid. to school divisions onì-y in respect to rtra.nsported. pupilsrr.

,neguta" lr"nspolt : The transport of pupils from their homes

or:resid-ences to school for the nìr¡Ðose of ¡*lending classes and. ilre

return trip.

lgecial_-Ta.x Ler,|,r¡: The orooerty tax fe.¡y imposed by a school d.ivisioïL on

its ov¡n ratepayers to ra-ise money to defray the costs of operating the

school division that a.re in excess of the amou-nts co-¡ered by';he gt,p-nts

received from the provincial authoriÌ;ies.
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TransPort-ed Student: Any student for whom the school d.ivision receives a

grant for transportation from the Department of Education. public Schools

Act Sec " 2BT (2) rrvrhere a sohool- d.istrict is required to provide trans-
portation, the board of trustees sharL make and. carry out suitable

arrangements for transporting to and. from school, once a d.ay, all resid.ent

pupils of the district v¡ho r,vould. have more than one mil-e to walk in ord.er

to reach school .rt
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REVTEW OF TTNC tTfÐRATiJRE

ÏNTRODUCTTON

Â' search of the literatt¡¡e ¡evealed. thatu although school trans-
portation has been extensi-vely stud.ied.u the area of extra-service trans-
portation fi:nd.ing had. not been stud.ied. previously" The task has been

therefore to search out some of the d.ifferent firnd.ing schemes being usedu

and' of the changing publio attitud.es tol,rard.s extra-service transportation.

llumerous stud.ies have been carried. out over the years and.

d.otermine the most valid predictors of transportation costsu These will
be su¡n¡narized. and compared. with some of the formulae that have been used.

or are in use in Cana.d.a now. Finally some of the argumsnts for and

against the use of buses for cunicular purposes as sunnarized. by

Featherston and. Culp will be presented."

l,0cAL vs, srATE (rnorrncrffi) rrrNANcrNG oF Ð(TRA-sEB\{tcE TRANSroRTATTSN

In searching the Literatu¡e it is d.ifficult to determine the erüent

to which extra-service t¡ansportation is funded" by the state or province

cr indeed. if it is funded., It is more difficuLt to d.etermine the extent

to which school. d.ivisions subsid.ize this form of transportation.

Budget guidel-ines for the province of New Bru¡sw-ick for LgTr-.L976

sho¡+ an aLlocation of a bud.get number for schoot distrícts or d.ivisions to

record expend.itr:res for extra-service transportation. It aIso sta-res

specifical}y that alL costs in that category are io be coverei. by the gsere

lBackground- Paper on Financing Public Ed.ucation in New Brunsrnrick"
Government Publication"

11
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fn his study I'¡. E. Lavery found that the school systems in the

three provinces Alberta, Saskatchewan and. I{anitoba tended to soend.

approximately four per cent of their transportation budgets on extra-
servj-ce prog?ams. The urban systems in Álberta and. I,iianitoba were

exceptions in that they tendec to spend. up to eight per cent of their
transportation budgets on such pr"Oo="="2

In a stud-y cond.ucted. for the Ontario fnstitute for Stud.ies in
Education, Bryan c. Erwood. commented- on the phenomenoL growth of pupil

transportation services in ontario, saying, nEnrichment and excursion

prograrns have radically i.ncrease:d-, The new emphasis on equalizing

ed.uca.tional opportunlty entails more transporta_tion as wel_l a.s more
I

schools.rr- Er'wood.ts suggested. procedures for estimating the cost of
extra-'service transporta.tion programs l^¡ould. srlqgest that tirese pr.ogra,ms

have provincial support to some d.egree.

J" L" McGee includ-ed- in his proposed- formula for the a.1l-ocation

of funds for the Educational- found-ation program in the State of Fl_ori¿a a

cate6çory - tt$ for Non-Home-School-Horne Transportationrt ind-icating a start
in the funding of extra-service transportation in that state.4

The trend toward schr-'ol division support for extra-service trans-
portatiorì. lras summarized by Featherston and Culp; ffToda¡. such use (extra_

servi<:e transportation) has become quite common. There are some states in

2-Lavery, Ïf. E" -{ Survey of prr'lriÌ Tr.anscortgJron in the pr.airie
PJovinces, Masters Thesis, llniversity of irt""itoU"ffi

I

-ElwOOd R¡¡rnn /l q+'..ì ^r DlJarI ,,. ¿@ - Co]noaring, A-lternative
Uet-h-oas of provi¿i" , OISE - I9TO.

/1-McGee, James L. Reformglation of th" Mi"i** p.qgfr*.!.I
{lle93lt:I-gfi orat rhesisu
Fl-orida State University, I972,
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r,¡hich transportation costs in lvhich the state l.¡ill share may includ.e some

transportation for Ínstructiona.l purposes. Many l-ocal units novr pay the

costs for a la.rge part of the transportation for instr.uctional purposes,

and. many of them are beginning to render this service as a well-planned.

and well-organized basis . ". there is little d-oubt that we wil-l see

school buses utilized to promote the educational progams rnuch more then
Ã,

r.¡e have in the past.tt'

CHANGIIVG PIIBLIC ATTITUDES TOI¡IARDS EXTRA-SERVICE TRÂNSPORTATION

As the previous quotation indicates, Featherston and. Cufp could

see in l-965 that the use of school buses for extra-service transÞortation

r'ras going to be more read-ily accepted by the public" In recent years

f,here has been an increasing concerin over the quality of E,lucation being

provi-d.eC in the school-s. The value of student invol-vement in field. trips

and. in extra"-curricular sports trips has become more appreciated. by

educators, parents and- students" The realization that there a.re out-of-

school ed.ucationaL resources available that are difficult if not impossible

to duplicate v¡ithin the classroom or school ha.s nade ratepayers more

wí11ing to a.ccept the costs invoLved. in extra-service transportation.

.l\s early as I)61, school policies v¡ere being written that encour-

a¿çedthe use of buses in ther instructional programs. J" M" parsons (1961)

listing the responsibilities of the transoortation coorclinators for the

Sta.te of Ohio gave one responsibility as: "7f6 Assist in establishing and

ma:-ntaining Ðroper relations betr.¡een the operation of school -bransportation

-Featherston, 11. G. a.nd- Culo, D" P", Prloll- Trensppr-Le,bion - Slatg
.r:¡Ê-_I¿o c q] _ P-r qgü.q_s, Ner¡ York: Harper and. Rorv, 196r, p, 10"
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and. the total ed.ucational program . . . . schoor transportation i-s an

integz'al pari of the ed-ucational prog?am ancl- has a direct bearing on the

quality of ed-ucation,"6

The State of Nev¡ Mexico states specifically in its pupil transpoi.-

tation criteria that Boards a.re to rrencourage schools to b¡.oa.den and.

extenrl the school proÉçrams through the use of school buses.,,7

A survey conducted and reported in the American School Board.

Journal ín I)6J inclicated that, although there r¡ras some negative feeling

toward the amount of money spent on extra-curricul-ar sports, 6J per cent

of the responcì.ents felt that the expenditure wa.s r¡orth it provid,ed- an

appropria.te a.mount was also expended for the benefit of the non-athletic
a

stuclent ""

A &lanitoba school division conducting a goals and objectives

survey in 1p'f6 found. that 86 per cent of the parent respondents approved-

of fiend tríps as an ed.ucational experiencec The results for stud.ents

and, for teachers were higher.

An interesting corolla,r'y to their results j.s that while a very

high percentage of all of the respondents approved of field trips as an

educational experience a re1rtively lorv percentage of the respondents

inclicaied. a concern about hor"¡ the educati.ona.l dollar l^ras eïpeltded "

ttPu-"=orr", J. IT. rtOhiors Systern of Re,gional. Coordinatois for. Pupil
Transport¿tionfr, Nat:ional Education Associaf,ion, t,lashington, Ð.C. June , 1967 

"
.7

'Stol1or, Ðewey H., P,rl*]*3""r.¡p""Þtlg, Pfjanninfl to Fl4e.rLce
Educ¡tioOr llol. Tf T, Cha.nter 9 (G"insvi11e, Florì.rl-a: Naticne.l llducation
!a': ¡:¡nne P¡n'ioni - 'l cì71 I t-,.'- l5B ^ q IERTC E:to525l 5\ ni ti nr, rp-nnagg¿] f6¡¡ !\rJvvu? L./lt,/ b/_vo J-tJ1 7 \lrL¿v DJ\J)L)L)Jt vLvLtL{- ravl

Financing School Transpo;"tation in New I'{exicor', Ðepartment of Edrrcation,
State of IIe"¡ l{exico , 1964.

q,
"1,1h-1!_¿¡g_If1_g-"þi¿]g$f9-_1p"."t" ne.t1:¡ Çqstir Amer"ican

School Eoarcl Journa.l, Jr.me, 7975, Þ" 19"
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TRANSPORTATÏON GRANTS

The extent to which school d.istricts and. divisions provid.e funding

for cufficular and extra-curricu,lar transportation is d.epend.ent to a ì-arge

extent on the formula that is in use in 'uhat province o¡ state to f¿nd the

regular transportation programa fnvestigation into'the policies in
various provinces and. states reveals that a variety of formulae are in

use or have been in use and, that none of these formula are similar to that

cumently in use in Manitoba.

In the province of Manitoba, school- d.ivisions ¡eceir¡e fr-om the

provi-ncial funding authorities a flat grant of $240"00 per tr¿nsporteC

pupil - a transported. pupil being defined as any pupil who fits intc any

one of the specified criteria for pupils resuiring transportation to and

from school.

Saskatchev¡an in I)'12 was al-so using a flat grant scheme; howe'reru

the grant was based. on total. route mileage. School boards in Al.berta. were

receiving from their provincial finance board grants amounting to !O per

cent of the recognized expend.itr,rres for pupil transportation.

Alberta has changed. its funding scheme several times sj.nce 1950;

hor,¡ever a stud.y conducted. in that province concfud.ed that route milea.ge

is the most important fa.ctor in d-etermining transportation ro=t",9

Ïn the prortince of ltlova Scotia the a.mcunt of r"or¡ernmpn* suhsidw for

pupil transportation varies according to the tax assessment strength cf the

school' district and coul-d range from 25 per cent cf the costs in urban

centres to Bl per cent in some rura1 ar.easo

^'Progress Re¡crt on A Stucly of Rural School Transportation,
Province of Al-berta - unpublished- report.
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School boards in Ner,¡foundland are reimbursed- 95 per cent of the

cost of transporta.tion for all pupils v;ho live more than one mile fr.om a

schooL 
"

Both British Columbia and Ontario have fund-ing schemes based. on

pupil distance from school.

It appears that the fund.ing schemes for provi-d.ing grants for

pu-pil transportation in the provinces investigated, are based on either

total route mileage or total transportation costs. Manitoba is the

exception v¡ith the per-transported--pupil grant.

STIIDTES ON TRANSPORTATTON COSTS

A number of studies have been conducted. ovei'the years to d.etermine

which factors can be regard.ed. as the-mcst valid predictors of' transportation

COST S O

Ïn his strrdy on school transportation in Âlberta in 1t60 and 1!61,

Skuba for::rd. tha.t the following rpere the four best pred-ictors of pupil

transportation costs" ïn order of importance they are:

1 . pupil di strict rl-i stance

2u bus miles per statutory transported. pupil

. 3. bus miles per transported pupil

4, statutory transported. pupils per squa.re *i1ul0

Mr. Skuba set up a formula using these predictors and found that

only 2 schoo] d.ivisions of the 59 in the stud,y were sufficiently out of

loskobo, 
M.

-A,l-bertafr, Ðoctoral
1965,

rrPopulation Density anC Pupil Tra.nsportation Costs
Thesis, University of Al-berta, L.bhbridge, Alberta,

1n
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range of th.e formula so that they would. have had to impose a mi1l rate in
excess of ! mills to cover remaining expend.itu¡es.

Aron Sav¡atslqr conductecl- a study of factors related. to transportation

costs in school Ci'¡isions i.n Maniioba in 1!68 and- fo'.rnd that the follor^ring

were the four best pred.ictors of pupll transportation costs:

1" pupil-average distance

2" number of transported pupils por sque.re mile

3" ¿ì.ssessed" valuation per transported pupil

4" bus mileage per sguare mile of or.ganized 
""".11

Mr" SawaJsþ al.so deri''¡eC an equation that could be used. as a

predictcr of transportation costs.

James J. Doglio in his cost analysis of pupil transportation in

Ïllinois found. that costs varied with the number of stud.ent and with the

density of school population.

He found that a.s the number of stud.ents increased. the costs per

pupii decreased and, as the density of school population increaserl the costs

per pupil d..c"""=.d.12

C" l{. Bernd- was given the task of d-eveloping a state-aid. plan for

firnd.ing pupil transportation:r-n Oolorado a.nd. he concl.rrdecl tha.t only one

of the fl,ve pl-ans he had sturd.ied, shoul-d be considered.-the pupil mile plan"13

l1*-se.r.ratsþ, A,ron, "An rnterpreti-ve stud.y of Factors Related. to
Transpo:rtation Costs in The School Divisions of Flanitoba.tr I{astert s
Thesis, University of Manitoba, 1968.

12-*Dogliou J'n J. ItIllinois Pr-rli1 Transportation Cost Anal-ysistr,
ED,n" ïilinois State Universityu I974 - abstracr.

1ì*-Bernd., C" M. rrA Str_rdy of State Aided. pupil Transportation
Programs for colora.d.o", Doc'boral Thesis, university of coloraco, 19750
Abstract 

"



1B

None of the foregoing studies ha<L found that ihe flat grant per

transported. pupil had any significance as a pred.ictor of pupil transpor-

tation costs. In fa.ct, another study by K. W. Palmer, who had stud.ied

the d-istribution of transportation funds in Utah, found. that the flat

g:rant schedule failed. every text of equity that she put to it and she

also found that some divisions lvere enjoying a.n unwarranted, adva.niage

over others r^iith the flat grant rnonies 
""""i¡rud-.14

Ernest Farmer suggested that any formula for fund.ing stud.ent

transportation should be based on the actual'costs of operation. UnLess

it d-id, he said. it could. not be equit".ble.15

Ït may be conclr:,ried tha'{, *ho na¡-*rrnc¡e¡f,sci-pupil formufa. has

not found. to be a. valid pred.ictor of pupiì- t:-ansportation costs and- that

{;he use of this formula for providin¿ç fundíng to school di."'isions

resul-ts in inequities that could be avoicied- with the use of a d-ifferent

formula" These inequities are carried- over into the extra-service

transportation program and have become more noticeable in that area.

ARGUMENTS FCR A}TD AGATNST EXTRA-SERVTCE TR{NSPORTATION

The practice of funcl:ng r:xtra-service transoortation has had. its

opponents a.nd. althou¡.lh these oppon-ents appee-r to be d,eclining in number

the follorving argryments agil:lnst extra-service transportation as compiled

by Fea.therston and. Culp are stil.l" used. They are as follor^¡s:

14P"1*"", Kay 'l'1., A Plan for the Eouitable Distribution of Pupil
T"anspq"t-"!.io" $un4s 1ru, University of Utah, Doctoral Thesis, 1969t
Abstract.

th*'Farmer, E, M., Egpil Tlafisno.rtqtiogi-Tþe Ussentiats of pro

Þg"lltjs-, Dunvilleo Il-linois, The lnterstate Publisherso 1!ll, p. 57.
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1. school buses hrere originally provi-ded by the Americanpublic to make education ava,ilable tã boys and girrs v¡ho lived.
beyoncì. a reasonabLe walking distance from school,

2' Field trips generarly, and school bus trips specificarly,are friLls and a.re not legitimatery a part of the hard work ofed.ucation.

3" The limited fj_nancial support given
does not permit the use of school buses for.
ptlrpûseso

4" The use of school buses for i_nstructional
represents unfair competition for commercial bus

5. The use of school buses for instru-ctiona.l
conflicts r^¡ith their regrrlarly sched.uled. use forpupils to a.nd fronn school . &

most public schools
instructional

purposes
I ine s.

purposes
transpor.ting

6. SchooL bus trips art,. actually ineffective as instructionaLactivi tie s.

7, The use of school buses for ínstruction purposes,
even if effective, is limited. to relatir¡ely few cfass groupsfor special projects, and- is consequently discriminating
and therefore unworLhy of approval.

B" other med-ia such as rad.io, television, and films can
and should be used to supplement vicarious learning when
necessary, at less cost than school bus operation and. withgreater coordination with classroom activities,

opponents of these arguments put their case as foll_ows:

f. The fact thai school buses were origina.lly provided- to
make ed-ucational opportunities ava.ilable to pupirs argues
not against but for the use of schoor buses for instrùction
enrichment.

2" The a.rgument tirat schoor bus trips are rrfad,s and. frill-srr:ls part of a gener'l c:onviction that lea.rning is a.cheived only
through constant, a,rduous study; that the best learning isleast pleas;ant; that understanding evolves from stoicisn; andthat strength springs from endura.nce of adversity.

3. The limitation of f'nds for i:ublic school support is
a goorJ, rea.son for seekin,S effective tea.ching tools, rather
than an argrment against instructiona-l use of buses.

4. The argrment that instructiona.l_ use of school buses
is unfair connpetition for commercia] bus operations is inappi_i-
cable,
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5. The a.rgument that i'str.uctional use of school busesconflict r.¡ith theii use to tra.nsport chifdren to and fromschool is rejected- beca.use the regular scheduie for busservice to and fron schoor uses brrt a smalr fraction of tlie
uoJ c

6. ff school bus tríps are ineffective
and. result j-n mere entertainment, the fault
teacher and administrator and not with thethe bus use.

in instruction
lies v¡ith the

n¡'i -¡ì ^l ^ ^fur rr¡v.L}JIg uI

7 " The argr:ment
use of school buses
because many school
for all students.

B. The argument
and. films should" be
does not invalidate

that there is discrimination in the
for instructional pu-rpgses is invalid
activities do not provide participation

that such media as radio, tel-evision,
the means to provide concrete experj.erÌcs- z
the use of buses as instructionai to_.,1 s"10

CONCI,USION

very 1ittle literat're appears availa.bre deal-ing with extra*
service transportation fr:nding schemes; hovrever the¡e is sufficient
literature and- evidence of studies to conclud.e that curricular a.nd- extra.-

curricular transportation pï'cgrams a.Ì'e rega.rd.ed as valuable educa.tlona1

experiences ancl that these programs have the a.pproval of the majority of
the taxpa.yers. There are al so a nu-mber of stud-ies that inoiicate which

factors are the nnost val-id in predicting transportation co:ts so that
extra'-service transportation funds as well as regular transportation
funds can be more equitably d.isper_.ed"

16Fu"th""ston, E. G. and. Culp, D. p" r op. cit" pp, 30 - 32.



CHAPTER TTT

RESEARCIÌ PROCEDURES

II{TRODUCTTO}T

Rlve research questions vJere prepared. for tbe study" The d.ata to

answÊr these questions were collected by send.ing q'uestionnaires to aI1 of

the principals and. to the secretary-treasurer ia each of the six selected.

scbool. d.ivisions in Manitoba,

SEI,MTTO$ OF SITRVET SAEÎPÍ,E

The sir school d.iwisions in the study were selected. on the basis

of proxinity and. special circumstancee ?ü-ithin each d.ivision.

.&l-l- of the schooL d.ivisionË ûtere r.¡ithin commuting d.istance of the

writeru Because the information required wae factual in natureu the

orÍgina1 intent was to visit all of the schools and eaoh of the secretary-

treaeu¡ers to ensure as co¡nplete a return of d.ata as possi-bIe. .å.11 of

the schools were r+ithin a tO nile rad.ius of the writerl s resid.ence,

A second. advantage to choosing school d.ivisione within commuting

d.Íetance ¡ras that the special circumstances of geograp\ru assessmentu

fi:nrling proced.ures, condition of roads were knovm, Some of these special

circumstances are sunmarized. as foLlowse

Ðivision Â - was sitr:ated- in a prosperous agricultural area with
bigh assessnent and. good road.s" It v¡as the only school d.ivision in
the sample to operate its transportation prog?am trat grant¡t in 1!J6"

Division B - had. the same ad.vantages as.A,; however opr-'rated. consid.-
erably over-grant wÍth respect to transportation in 197é. This
division was also knovnr to have a fund.ing formula for extr.a-gervice
transportation"

Division C - similar to A and. B in terms of' economic sitr:a,tionu
but severely overspent its transportation bu,l6et in 1976" This
division was also l¡¡rown to harie a funding formu).a for extra-
service transportation"

2L
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Division D - r.¡as farther from the urban centres than A, B,or C, had. a. lor+er a.ssessment and r.¡as situated. in a poorer
agri.cultural area. This division overspent its transportation
budget to a greater degree than B in 1!J6.

Di'ision E - ad-jacent to D; hor,verrer a, more economicalry
advanta.ged area" This dir¡ision i+as kno.wn to have a f,nrling
formula for extra-service transportation" This school division
or¡erspent its transportation budget consid.erably in Lg76.

Division F - had the lor.¡est proportion of transported- pupirs,
the hi-ghest assessment and the largest enrolment. This <iivision
was knor^¡n to have a funding formula for extra_service tra.ns_portati.on and. had only slightly overspent its transportation
budget in I)15.

TT{E QUESTTONNAIRES

ïn ord.er to ansr^¡er the research guestions properly it was deemed.

necessa.ry to construct a questionnaire that would. solicit d.ata specificall-v

from schoor principu.l=1 and. another. questionnaire to collect data

specifically from secretery-t""rnu.e"=. 2

There was information required. that would. be reaclj.Iy available

only at the office of the secretary-treasurer of each school d.ivision,

This would includ.e total school d.ivision enrolments, transportation

budget, numbers of transported- stud.ents and. assessments.

There was ¿.r.lso information tha,t would only be available at each

school such as expenditures for exti:a-service transportation for whit:h

funding r+a.s not provided. by the school board as wel] as the use of

volunteer vehicles and drivers" Schcols, it r^¡as hoped, r.loul.d be eble

to break-dovrn the extra-service transportation costs into clrricul-ar costs

and- extra-curricular costso

1.¡.pcenol_x

2.
Jq.ppend lx
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Some of the informa.tion, Ít r.ras fe1t, could- have been avaiLable

at either source: hor.,'ever', the ouestionnaires r^¡ere set up in such a

nanner to assure as complete results as possibl-e even if it mean.b a

certain d.egree of dupì_ication in some cases.

The last portion of each of the questionnai::es sought opinions

a.nd attitucies tot";ards extra-service transportation fundi-ng by asking for
problems encountered- with the program in that d-ivision.

Before actual solicitation of d.ata could. proceed a letter of
I

introd.r¡.ction- l'¡as sent to the Superintendent'of Schools in each of the

six selected. school d.ir¡isions. The letter set out the problem that was

to be StUd.ied ¿nrl remrac*orì non¡¡ission to visit the schools in that schoof

division to collect the data. Also perrnission to v'isit the secretar-y-

1;reasurer I^Ias requested. Copies of both the ouestionnaires r^¡ere attached-

to the l-etter.

Permission to proceed ha.¡ing been granted., letters of introd.uction4

v¡ere sent to a.ll nr *ha n¡inni^al s in the school d.ivisions as well a.s to

each d.ivisional secretary-treasurer.5 Th"=" letters also set oui the

problem to be studied and includecL a. copy of the a.ppropriate questionnaire

and a self-a-ddresserì return envelope. The principals and. secrerary-

treasurers r^rere informed. that they could complete the form at their
preasrre ¿¿nd. return it rather than rvait for a vÍsitation.

3Appendix 
C

4Append,i.x 
D

5Apnendix 
E



À11 superintend.entsu secretary-treasr-ire¡s and- principals were

assured- that the id-entity of school divisions an,f of sohool-s would be

d,isguised. so a.s to maintain anonymity,

RESPONSES TO THE O.IIESTTONNAIRES

TABT,E Ï - TI{E D]STJIIBUTION A.ND RETIAN OF TTIE QTIESTIO}TNATRES

Over eight¡r per cent of the respondents chose to cor,ple-be the

questionnaire a.nd return it immediatel¡'. After one round- of teilephone

rerninders the respcnse rate r{â.s â.s shovm on Tabl.e I" All of the secretary-

treasurers returned their questionnaires and. five out of six school

d.ivisions had a one hundred, per cent response rate" The response r.ate

for the sixth school d.ivision wa¡ 86 "67 per cent with thírteen out of

fifteen retu::ning thei:^ questionnaires" The net response rate fo¡ all

of the schools ttas)l uîl per cent.

Questionnaires Sent To ItIu-mber Sent Number Returned Percent Reiurned.

Seoretary-Treasurer o 6 lOO /"

Principal s:

Schooi Division

B

D

ñ
-EJ

F

151t3
I11111
I1011o
ilolrc
I818

13 1 ,,

86 "í;t/,

loo f,

loo %

lOO /"

lOO /"

1ôn 6î.
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The tlvo schools v¡hich did. not respond. were knor.m to be small rural
schools i+ith one or ì;',.¡o classrîoorns and. since the other respondents in that
divj-sion had indicated thai; records of expenditures vrere kept only at the

divj-sion office, it was concl.ucled that the information required. wou1d. be

contained in ihe questionna.ire from the secretary-treasu_rero

Tt appea,red that the response rate lvas the highest in those

divisions r*'hich used accurate and. efficient accounting nrocedures in the

schools and. which had. policies on extra-service transportation.

SUMMARY

All of the data ¡ecruired for the stud¡. v¡ere obtained by mailing

a one-page questionna.ire to ea*ch school principal and- another one-page

questionnaire to the secretary-treasurer in each of the si:r school

d.ivisions selected. for the stud.y.

The response rate was suffici€ntly high so that a telephone

follor'r-up was all that ivas rec¡rired. to bring the response rate up to l-OO

per cent for the secreta.ry-treasurers as well as for the schools in five
out of six of the divisions. The response rate for the sixth school

clivision v¡as 86.67 oer cent and the total lîespcnse rate for all of the

schools hresj 97.01 per cent.



CHAPTER T1/

DATA PRE,SEMi'ATTON A}ID ANALYSTS

ÏNTRODUCTTON

The data collected using the questionna.ires and. the analysis of
that d'ata l'¡ill be presented- and organized, in subsections, each subsection

dealing vrith one of the research questÍons.

SUTfrlARY OF' EXPENDTTURES F-OR EXTRA-SERVTCE TRANSPORTATION

The first research c¡uestion dealt with d.etermining the expend.it¿res

in each of the six school d.ivisions for extra-service transportatio¡ in
L976" The d-ata d-isplayed in each of Tables II to VfI deals with the

enrolments and expend-itures for extra-service tra.nsportation in a school

division as well- as r+ith the degree to rvhich each school in that d.ivision

utilized' the services of volunteer d.rivers and, vehicles. The expendit¡res

for the extra-sr:rvice transportation ere fur"i;her broken down into tr¡¡o

categoríes - cr¡.rricular referring to field. tri-ps and. extra-ci:.rrj-cul-ar

transportation referring to trips not directly related, to course curricula
such as athletic events, thea.tre centre, musicals, etc, Table VfIl wil1

summarize the totals for the divisions anrl compare them rvitìr th.e totals as

¡ann¡* aÀ }l\r +1".urrc s€crêtary-treastlllers ê

School Division A - Table II - pa,se 2? . Compierted. question-

naires indicated that asid.e from the high sc:hool. (¡ytZ) there d.id.n?t seem to
be a pc1icy for ext:-a-service tr.¡r-nsportation for the dir¡ision. For eram_ole

a school r,¡ith e.n enrolnnent of 1Ç{) students (/fl) ha¿ spent !N600"00 on ext¡a-
sez'vice t:ra.nsportation and hacL not used. r¡olunteersu Three other schools

(#4r 6 and 13) also h-.d. not used volunteers and- had. spent l-esser amounts

per stud-ent on transporta{,;ion. Tr¡o schools hor.¡ever ({/r= Z anò- )) used

vol-unteers exclusiveiy" 
26
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Five of the thirteen schooì-s spent most of their flincs on

curuiculal' type trips and four schools spent their funCs exclusively
on extra-curricular trips"

All of the schools except the high schocl (#tZ) indicated that
every stud.ent was given a field irip every J¡ear" yet the high school

spent almost 72 pet cent of al-l the moneJr spent on extra-service trans-
portation in that division on less tha.n 28 oer cent of the students.

All of the schools inclicated that they d.id. not keep accr.¡rate

records of expend-itures in the schools and. this is the reason for the

question marks (z) on the data table. Some of the schools hrere able to
approxima.te costs; others had. no id_eas of the costs,

l'Ihen asked about problems within the division r,rith regard to extra-
service transportation, ihe schoolrs replies incLicated- a fa.ck of common

practiceu One school (#¿) in¿ica.ted. that money and, transportation v¡ere

no problem" Anoiher (/lz) inaicated that buses T¡rere avail¿rble only d-r:ring

school- hours on v¡eek d.ays and. on Saturdays. Anoth.er (#fO) said that the

cost of trips was a burd.en on the school bud.get and- that they used volunteers

as much as possi-bIe" This school said- that stud.ents pay for most of the

¡.ctivit ie s.

School Division B - Table ïTf - page _2!. This school division
ì s a cont::ast to d.ivision A in that all of the schools (except #:1 ) had

definite siatistics l.ii"th regard to expenrì.itures and. all of the schools

ind"icated" that the¡r have a bud"get for extra.-service transpor.ta.Lion. One

school (#4) said tha.t the school clivj.sion rLicl har¡e a policy in its .

admi.nistratir¡e ha.nd.book tha.t dealt ."¡ith extra-service transporta.tion"

This l+ou-l.d accoirn* fnr' -Lhe nnn=¡9¡{ consistency of þookkeeping proced.r:-res
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as r^rell a.s the proportionate expend.itures from sohool to school.

Schools in this division are either Kind-erEarten to Grad-e six

schools or grad-es J through l-2 school"s" It is interestinfl to note tha.t

all of the K to 6 schools spent their entire bud.eet allocation on

curricu,lar trips and the senior schoofs spent at l-east one-half of their

bucì,get on extra-curricular rather tha-n curuicular. transr:orta,tion"

Most of the schools in this division said_ that the bud.eet

allocation l{as sufficient. Three schools (#8, ! and. ro) indicated- that

additional fi:nd.ing came from within the school 
"

It appeared to be general that schools in this division had to

make field tri.ps r^rithin the confines of the schedules of the rem;lar

transoortation Ðrogr e.m"

School- Division C - Table TV - page 31 . Alt of the schools

in this d.ivision reported. that expenditw'es v¡ere estima.tes or vrere not

available. They indicated that the school division hada policy r^rhereby

schools were allocated transportation for fie--l-d. trips as uell- as for

extra-curricular trips on a ouota of one tlip fcr every eight stud.ents

enrolled in the school. Schools ind.icated that if thet¡ exceed.ed" the cruota

than the ad"ditional fund-ing hari to come from the school. Hov¡ever, if a

school Cid. not use up its quota.u the surplus couÌd be {'loaned-r¡ to another

scirool- or carried. fo::ward, to the next budget year,

Schoo1 Divisiorr D - Tabl-e 1,r - page ].,Z'" There d-id.n?t appear to

be any policy in this school division that governed extra-service trans-

portation. Expenditures rvere not propcrtionate with enrofrnents pa: tiæilarly

at the elementary level-" Also the high schoots (#'s ! ancl 10) monopolized-

the expenditr:¡es by spend.ing ol.rer 76 ner cent of thr; total spent in the
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d-ivision on l.ess than {O per cent of the students. Of the school-,q not

enroling high school students, all but one (il8) spent practically all of
their funds on cu¡:'icula.r trips. Od"dly this school spent all of its money

on extra-cumicular trips.

Two schoot-s (#3 and 8) indica.ted that the transportation bgdget

was too restrictive. Tv¡o schoots (#4 and- B) said that they were not able

io provi-de a freld. trip for every süud-ent every year.

Other incc,nsistencies rvere shown in the comments from the schools.

Trvo schoo1s ind.icated. that buses r¡ere not alwa-vs a.vailabl-e l,¡hereas two

other schools saj-d this was no problem. Some schools made considera.bl_e

use of volunteer' d.::ivers and vehicles r^¡hile others made no use of volunteers

and íncurreci cornparatively high costs '¡¡ith the use of buses.

There is a d-iscrepanrrlr in ihe d.ivision enrolment as repor.terl bv

the secretar;r-tr-ea.surer and the sum of school reporied enrolraents" The

fact that the clivision has t'¡¡o Hutte::ite schools and. that one schcol could.

not prorride data. may explain this.

Also since one schcol could. not provid-e Cata, perhaps the

indivi.d.ual. school records are not as acclrrate as they could be.

school Division E - Ta.ble vr - page l{. A1l of the schools in

this school division replied promptly and all guestionnaires indicated

tltat they had been given serious and. erfficient consideration. Resoonses

indicated tha-t there is a definite poli-c.v in this divj-sion with respecr

to extra*service tra.nsportation,,

Four of ihe eight schoc'.I-s made no distinction betl"reen exnencli-

t'.lres for curricufar and extra.-curricular trips. The high schools, as in

the previcus di'¡isi:ns, spent the Largest arnounts. Othen¡ise the repor"terL
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expenditu-Tes rrere proportionate l^rith student popuì-ati_on"

This r.¡as the onl;' division l.¡here cLata frorn the schools seemed.

to have more cred-ability tha.n those of the secretary-treasurer" The

Latter had- been less p'ompt and had. indicated. that.the questionna.ire nas

compì.eted by a thircl party.

All but t¡,ro of the schools incLicated that money and availability
of buses rdere e p::obrem. only trvo schooLs indicated. that everJr student

in the school was given a field trip every yeaï,o

Schools indica-ted. that the d-ivision policy r.ra.s to prorrid.e a

sum of money to each school, presu.mably on a per-plrpil basis, and that

schOolS r'Iere required to cover A.yìv eynêndi-trrr.oq over and above the schOol

board. contribution provid.ed- the school d.id not exceed the schoo]- boar:d

fi¡¡:re- Tl^i s rr¡gffl aOCOUnt fOr. the h.ìc"ìr flerrï,ee of ennsi s*er,.'.rr¿¡ajur va rr-r\) y¡Uqru Gúvvultu r(j-!- ,-.- --_a-- ln

expencì.iture from oire school to the next as r+e1l a.s the annnrent efficiency

of bookkeeping r+ithin the schools"

Sch.ool livision F - Table VfI - page 36. Tiris was the largest

d.ivision in the sarnple in te::ms of enrolment a.nci it had the lor^¡est

pelcentage of tra.,.nsported stud.ents as it vras mixed- urban-mral .

Responses ind.ica.ted- that there r.Jas a d.ivisiona.l policy on exïra-

service transporiation. Resnonses also ind-icated- that al-thoush the

school bo¿rri. made a definite coniribr-rtion to each school for the pu'rnoses

of extra.-service transportation this amor:rnt rva.s not sr:fficient as th.e

schoc¡l s raised over J0 per cent of the necessa.ry fi1nd,s" This is al-so

shor'¡n in the nnnber of l;r.ìns mrrfs by r¡61,¡1¿eer clrivers. àohools in this
d.i-vision macle use of volunteers for over 2OO tri-ps-more than all of the

other fil'e di-'¡i.sions in totaL"
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l{hereas all schools showed that they spent a considerable sum of

money on extra-serrrice transportatÍon, expend'itures vrere not propo¡"tíonat,e

with student enrolment, &re school (#) !ù-ith an enrolment of 226 pupil_s

spent $1g70O"OO on cu¡rlcu-l-ar Èransportation onì-y whereas another school

in the same category (#2) spent $le5oo,oo on 493 students, two-third.s of

that a¡nount beilg spent on e>úra-currj-cu1ar travel" Also this school (#Z)

used volunteers fov 62 trips or one-third of aII of the volunteer trips in
the divÍsion"

Schools said that buses were frequentì-y difficuLt to obtai¡ when

neerjed and a large mgnber hrere concerned about the use of voh:nteer dri,vers

and the problem of liability"

There appeared to be a high degree of efficiency in accounting

proeedures i¡r the schools as well as at the secretary-treasurer¡s office"
Tttís was the only school divÍsion lvhere the secret,ary-treasurer

volunteered a corunent about the problems of e;*ra-se¡r¡ice transportation,

He explained that the costs of exLra-senrice transporbation had to be

covered by funds left over from the regu)-ar transpor'üation costs, He added

that grants hrere not coverilg ùhe regular program anci that extra-serwiee

:\mding had to come through the special 1ery. He d.id say that the degree

to trhich extra-serrrice transporbation is subsid'ized depends largely on

schcol board attitude,

The reported enrolments shourr on

dåscrepanci-es betl+een the schoo't reports

reported for three divisÍons - A, B and

TabLe üIII page J8 have large

and what the secretary-treasÌlrer

Dr
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TÅBIE VIII - SMßURY OF SCHOOL BÁ,SÐ TOTALS

A$D SECRFTARY-TRF,ASUREN TOTÂLS FÐR

DTVTSTON M{ROI,T,ÍH{IT'S AI,TD ÐCPENDTTI.IRES

FOR EXTRA-STRVTCE TRANSFORTATIO¡{

SchooI
Division

Scbso-I__Lo_elÈ lota1s Secretary-Treasu¡er Total
Er¡rolment Expend.iture En¡olment Expend.iture

Aå

B

c

Ð

E

F

L9TO

LB62

L767

T23T

187o

4130

sL2,735" o0

1Or236"OO

?

6 e7O1,OO

T s7B2"OO

ur269,o0

2113

2038

1768

1785

1B3g

42go

4 s 334"60

Bu5oo,oo

L0e296.00

5 s 20O"0O

2 s 053' oo

5 eooo,oo

rn the case of divigion Ä, this can be attributed" to the two

schoors that d.id. not respond. and. possibry some error i.n reporting by

other school-s" In each of d.Ívisions B and. D, one school d.id. not report

enrolments for 1976, ALso d.ivision 3 has one Hutterite school. and. d.ivision

7J has two" The enrolments in Hutterite schools r¡oufd. have been includ.ed.

in the secretary-treasurer totals"

The expend-itures for school division C were estimated. by the

secretary-treasu¡er to be $1O?296.00. Because of the nature of tho pol.icy

of this particular d.ivision whereby each school is allotted. a nr:nber of

tripsu it is impcssible and. unnecessary for schools to keep rscord.s. .ft
woul"d be also not necessary that the secretary-treasurer to keep accr¡rate

account of expend.itures for extra-service transportation"



39

Tabl-e VIII page 38 also shows that'all of the school board.s mad.e

sone contribution toward extra-serrrice transportation, Bov¡ever the

proportion of the total extra-senrice costs covered. by the school boards

vary from very high to fairly small in the case of d.ivision F"

TIIE SOURCES OF TTJN-OS TSR Ð(TRA-SERWCE TRANSrcRTATTON

I$ TTTE STX SCHOOL DItrTSIONS

The second' research question d.eaLt w'ith d.eterrnining the sources

of I'unds used. for extra-serwice transportation in each of the school

divisions"

This d.ata is d.isplayed. in Table rx page {o so as to indicate

the d¿visionar totars for each category of firnd. source as l,relr as

percentages that these totals are of the totaL expend.itures for extra-

service transportation in that d_ivision"

Table IX on page {0 shows the d.ivisional totats of ex¡:enditr¡res

to be d.ifferent from those shown in Tables II to VfI" Tbese d.ifferences

aros€, because of the d.ifference between the school reported. contribution

from the school board. and. the figure given by the secretar¡r-treasure::"

The very large discrepancies for d.ivisions ¿ ($¡1000 approrimatel;y) and.

Ð ($70O approximatefy) are d.ue to the fact that schools ind.icated that

they d.id. not have complete records and. that they were estimating"

The sources of fu¡d.s were d.iuid.ed. into six categories - Schoo1'

Boardr Stud.ent Councils Ind.ivid"ual stud.entsu Stud.ent feee Voh:nteers and.
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F\rnd raising. A distinction was ma.rle betvieen the sources rtlnd.ir¡id.ua1

Strrd-entsil and 'fstudent f'eer'" Some schools assess an activit;r fee on

stuclents at the beginning of the school- Jr€;ìrr these fees being d.esirnated.

for va.rious stuilent actirrities throughout the year. The soul.ce

rrïndÍvid-ua.l- stucentsfr refers to money coll-ec'ced from stud.ents r¡rho are

participating irr a. particular. trin"

With reference to Tabl_e IX, school divisions B, C, D, and. E

rnad,e significant contributions tor'¡ard. the ex'bra-serr¡ice transportation

pïog?ams in theil d.ivisi-ons in I)16. School dir¡ision A made up over one-

]rra]-f (55"1! per cent) of the amount expended.. The school boar.l in d-ivision

F mad.e the least commiitment Lrith 29"44 per cent of th.¿ total exnend-ed- in

that division,

Taking into consideration the percentage of transnorted pupils

of total d.ivision enrolment and cornparing these figures v¡ith the inrlivi-
(-

d.ual school board contributions, i-t appears that the divisions that have

the lov¡est school board. coniribution (A and F) also hawe the lor.¡est

percentage of transported students.

TABT,E X - CC},IPARTSO}tr OF SCHOOL BOARÐ CONTRIBITII()IÍ AIID
PROPORTION Otr TRA}ISPOR'IED PUPILS'I,I]TT{II{ D]V]SIO}]

Schcol- Divi sion Schoo] Board Cor,trj-bution (4) jj Transoor..bed p,:pil" (/")

ö

B

D

E

F

39.gg

75 "81

7r.32

o)"¿[

75.69

5¿. ¿O

qq lq

75.81

91.80

86"r9

68 "24

29 "44
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These were the school divisions in r¡hich schools relied hea.vily

on student councils and indir¡id.ual stud.ents for fund.s - A - 34.67 per cent

and þ - 50,12 per cen-ûo

ïn school dir¡ision E schools raised money through the stuclent

councils to cover 27.48 per cent; hor.rever in this division it r^¡as policy

to have stud.ent councils contribute to the costs of extra-ser-vice

transporta.t ion "

fn. school d.ivisions B, C a.nd D the school boards alnnost

exclusively covered. the cost of extra-service tre.nspor.tation rvith

d-ivísion C being the highest a.t 91"80 per cent of the total costs of the

extra-service program for that year.

PER PUPIL EXPEIIDITURES FÐR EXTRA-SERITTCE TP.A.NSPORTATTOII

The third. research question dealt rvith calculating and. examini.ng

the per pupil costs for extra-service transnortation in each of the school

d-ivi sion s,

Tr^¡o calculations rvere mad-e - one to d.eiermine the costs ner

transported pupil in the division ancì. one to d.etermine the cost per enroLled

pupil in the d.ir¡ision"

The costs .Ðer rr,ransportecl pulril for extra-service transportation

varied considerably, from a low of i$5.81 per trans:ported pupil (livision C)

+^ ^ tì^L ^s dl'ì.juu d rr-L6rr .' p.2.2'l per +r,râllsoolted pu-píl- (Di'rision F)" The costs per

enrolled stuclent varied less fronr dir.rision to clivision vrith dj-vision j)

being the lorvest at $3.38 to a high of $6.1{. for- division C"

In school d.ir¡isions B, C, D and. E there rvas not a great deal of

difference betlveen tì-,: cost per transported. pripil and the cost per enrolled

" 
' '' 

'l :- ' --::i:-**

,.'';"" 
': ' t't ' :;i'il\

¡¡tå
fl ìq

1\ ùl;;i i,ì.r,,1..;;Ìå jâ
\iÅ!'t'. ¿, '4--..rt=i,,*'= 

;;r,;' ,t'
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pupil because of the high oroportion of transpo¡ted. pupils in each of the

d-ivisi-ons" There l^Ias hoL¡everî e very 1a.r5çe d.iffer-ence betrveen the tl.¡o

cost'figures for each of d.rvisions A and. F because of the 1or^¡ or.oportj.on

of transported. pupil-s in those divisions, The average cost per enrol1ed-

pupil for extra.-service transporta.tion across a.11 six divisions l.¡as $4.54.

TIfi EFFECT OF TOTAI, DTV]STON SUPPOÌìT ¡ÐR EXTRA-SEiIV]CE TRAI,TSPORTATTON

The fourth research c¡uestion dealt rvith the financial consecruence

of tota] school d-ivision support for extæa-service transnortation, This

t¡as calculated- in tr^¡o wayso

First the effect of total cost of extra-ser.vi.ce transportation

on the mill- ra.te of ee.ch d"ivision rilar: cal-cula.ted. Seconrll-y the effect of

ad.d-ing the costs of extra-serv:i ce tra.nsoortation over and above the schooL

board contribution ues d-etelmined,

The f:-rst calculation had more consistency tha,.n the second. The

effect on the mi1l rate of at]d.inø on the fnrrt cost of the extra._serr¡ice

transnortation ranged. from a loru of .lJ mi1ls for school d.ir¡isions B and. F

to a high of "44 mills for d.ivision D" The rea.d.er r^¡ill- note tha.t school

cLivisions B and F had. the highest a.ssessments and division Ð the lowesi"

Ca.1cu-'ì-ation of the average e]'fect â.oross al-l- six school. divisions

)¡ielcls .{O mills" In simpler terms this uou1C- nnean that a. school division

that is an avelra,,3e of the six stir.d.ied coul.rl probabl¡¡ provid-e free extra-

service transporta.tion by increasing the snecial 1e't¡y by .zlo mill.s, To

ihe taxpa..lrer this r,"iould mean a $4..00 increa.se in the tax bill on a home

assessed at $10r000"00 fcr taxation purposes.

The seconcL ':¿Llculation prorred to be ineffective in terms of

yielding a. precÌic'borthat cni;ld be applied. to an ttAveragert school d-ivisicn,
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It d-ido hot+ever, prorrid,e some information as to lr,'hat each of the ind.ivid.ual

school dir¡isions wou-ld. have to d.o to provrde free exira-servi-ce transpor-

tation"

School d.ivision C for all intents and. purposes covered the

costs of extra-service transportation in 1976 a.s the adcl-itional $q!O"OO

represents â:20 per cent of the tota.l expenced. for that Ður'Ðc eè

Ïn fact school dir¡isions C and D were both operating their

regula.r tra.nsportation system at levels so far. above gz.ant (zg.¡o per cent

anù 2J"{O per cent respectively) that the additional amounts reorrired.

(l.ess than $Ë1,OOO"OO)'ras mj.nimal.

' School divisions B a-nd E r¡rould have had. to increase'bhei-r

tra.nsportatj-on budgets by Íïe1747.00 and {,i2Õ6T"oo respec-bivel}r bu_t again

both d.ir¡isions r+ere already o..rer-,çrant by much more than tha.i amognt.

School division F r,vould ha.ve had to increase its transpor.ta,tion

brrd.get by a la-rge amount $111983.00, but to cover this i+orrl-d ha¡¡e had. to

increase i-ts sireciaì- lev;u by on1y.26 mil1s" The effect is minimized.

considerabiy by the large assess¡rent"

School division A v¡a.s the only rlirrision of the six to be oneratin¿1

ìts transportation s;rstem at grant in 1976" Had the d.ivision board electerL

to a.d-c1 the e>:tra #3.5Z4.OO to the tr.ansportation budgei, fcr all intents

and p,.¡1'p6nn", ihe school d.ivision l^¡ould have stil'l 'l'rpan rt o-nan.f,"

TI{ll FT}IA}ICIA]. CO}TSIIQIJET,ICE OF TOTAI, PROVT}ICI,1T, FIINDING
FÐR EXTR \-Sr'IRVICE TRII,ISiPORTATION

The last research cruestion to be d.ealt lvith is to consid"" ti,"

burd.en that wou-10ì. be placed on the pro.rincial a.utho:rities if the firnding

of extra-service transoortation r.¡ere to become e resporrsjlri.l.ity of the

Department of Eciucation.
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Table xr on p.ge 4J shows the range of costs per enrolled.

stuiieni for each of the school divisions studied" Ca1culating the average

of'these costs yields a va.lue of f!4"54 per student. rn other'or.d.s, in
the six school dir¡isions an average of $4.54 ru"as expend.ed. on each enrol-led.

student for the pr.rpose of extra-service transportation.

If one were to assume that this figrre v¡ould be applicable

across the i:rovince of Manitoba then a possible expenditure of $ruo36,B3r.58

is obtained by simple multiplication of $4. JQ and the total school enrolment
1for the orovince in I)'16.-

This figrrre is 8"4 per cent of the total fund.s gi-ven for
!)

transportation grants thal; yea.r"' However this figure is d-eceptive because

of the fact that transportation gra.nts are issued on a per transported

¡rupil ba.sis and- that the transporte.J students onl-y mad.e up 27.J8 per cent

of the total student population in l{anitoba in t976.3

Á'Iso it must be remembered that most of the school d,ivisions in

I{anii;oba }rere opera.ting considerably over-grant in the a.rea of transt:or-

tation ín I)16 and. that the expend-itures for extra-service transportation

was reaLly only an averafîe of J.6 per cent of the total transportation

bud.gets in the six school d.ir,isions stud-ied"

Finally it must also be remembered. that these fund.s ({}1ro36r8¡f.59)

ãÞô .,ìrì^n¿:-*'ì.r Ìraìne cnan* '.'i+}.in the SChOOIS Cliv.ì SliOns b.¡ ihe ra.tena.wer so-vvr¡ u r¡¿ Uf trit UIIç DrJtlVVa Þ \I_

a.nd- students in diife:ning nrooortions. Placing tite r.esponsibility for those

ftrnds a-t the provincial level would be snreading the costs of extre,.-service

transnortation programs more evenly throughout the province.

lD"p".rt*ent of Ed.ucation Annual Report - Province of l,Íanitoba, t976.
2_- ..I O1ct.

3rbid.



CHAPTER V

SUNß{,ARY AND COI'TCLUSIONS

TIIE PROBLM.I

The purpose of this stud.y was to examine the costs incrrrred by

schools in six selected- school divisions in Manitoba for extra-servÍce

transportation, to deiermine the extent to which school board,s subsid.ize

these expend-itures as v¡e1"l as to d.etermine the a.velage per pupil costs

for these purposes across all six school d.ivisions. Usine these statistics
another puÌpose was to d.etermine the financial conseûLlence of r;if,þs¡ total
d-ivision support or totar provincial suppor-b fo:: all extra-service

transportati on 
"

TITE DESIGN OF T}IE STIIDY

FÍve research guestions i.rere prepared. to stud-y the p::oblem, Tr.¡o

questionnaires rvere desigrred. to gather the statistica.l information Ceemed,

necessary to ansr,¡er these questions. One questionnaire wa's mailed to

each school ancl the other to each secretary-trea.surer in each of the six

school d.ivisions selected. for the stud;r" These d.ívision-s ,n¡ere chosen so

as to reflect a variety of circumstances that affect tr-ansoortation cos-ts

such as size, populâtion, geographical l_ocation, topography, etc.

A reviel of the reler¡ant literature r^rs-s carried. out. There hras no

evj,dence of any previor-rs study ill this particula_r area,

48



49

&{AJOR trfNDTNGS

These concl-usions will be presented. as they appl.y to each of the
research questionsu

The reader is remind.ed that these conclusions are based. on the find.ings

in a smalL sample of Manitoba school d.ivisions" Atthough the school d.ivisions
were chosen so as to reflect aE¡ nar\y d.ifferent circu¡nstances as possibleu they
were not exhaustive in this regard. and. ii r*ould. be d.ifficult to expect these

oonclusions to apprJ¡ to a1l of the school d.ivisions in the provinceo

llhe first research question d.ealt ¡rith assessing the total costs

for extra-service transportation in each of the six school d.ivisíons" This

figure r'ras d-etermined. by simple sr¡mmation of all d.ata fro¡n the ind.ivid-ual

schools" In those casesr+hæe information was not available at the school,

i.nformation from the question¡aire completed by the secretary-treasurer rras

used.n shis information is displayed on Table xrrr on pa€e 50.

Expend.i-Lures varied considerably from a r.ow of $6eo34,0o to a high

of $L6¡983'oo; however, these figures have very little meaning unless they

are êssessed- in context with the enrolment of the school d.ivision and. number

of transported. pupils.

Thene d-idn0t appear to be any consistency from d.ivision to d.ivision

in terms of *he policies govelning extr,a-serlrice transportation" Two of the

d'lvisions d'id. not appear to have any' policies and. the othe¡, four had. poì.icies

that varied. in natu.re' Expend.itures were seen to be more pred.ictable in
d'ivisions where sõhools had largez' enrolments and. r+bere there vrere policies"

There d.idnst seem to be any consiutency of expenditure from school to school

in those divisions where there tüas no policy,

In all six seh.ool di'uisions high schools tended. to be the largest

consumer of extra-ser',rice transportation fi¡nds"
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Á'ccounting proced.rrres practiced. in schools varied. in sophistication

from Lot¡ in some schools to high in others" .frgain, if there rlas a d.ivision

policy on extra-service transportation, then there was evid.ence of good.

bookkeeping in the schools"

The second research question d.ealt with examining the sources of

fi¡nds for extra.-service transportation in the six school d.ivisions.

In five of the six school d.ivisions school board.s contributed.

over !0 per cent of the fund.s reguired.u the remaind.er having to come

from stud.ent cowtcils or ind.ivid.ual stud.ents. Iu one ùivision the school

board.?s contribution lras pI"B per cent of the total expend.ed. for extra-

serrrice transportation. In the sixth division the school boar(.1. contributed.

only Zi"{Q per cent of the totale with ind.ivid.ual stu,Lents having to pay

for 4O"O2 per cent of the total@

School divisi.ons having the highest proportion of transported.

pupils for traneportation grant purposes appear to be better able to fi:nd.

the extra-servi-ce transportation prog?am than are d.ivisions with low

proportions of transported pupils"

Ïn d.ealing nith Research question #3 the per pupil expenditure for

ertra-service transportation r.¡as d.etermined. for each school d-ivÍsion. This

figure varied from the lor"¡est of S3"38 per pupil in diwision Ð to $6"34 per

pupiL in d.irision C.

TJ.BT,E XÏV - PER PI'PTL Ð(PENDIfI.NES TSR MTRA-SffiVTCE TRANSPORTATTON

School Division
kpend.itr:re/pupil $3,96

Howeveru

division C has a

these extreme

high assessrnent

values are not without

and. high propcrtion of

reason@ School

transported.

$3"72
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puplLso It also fund.s over pI per cent of all extra-service transportation.

SchooL d.ivision D has low assessment and a lower proportion of transported.

pupirs and no apparent policy on extra-service transportation.

fhe average cost per pupiJ" for extra-service transportation in

aLl six schooL d.lvisions in L9T6 r"¡as $4"540

The for¡¡ih research question examined. the financial br¡rd.en

resulting fron total d.ivision support for alL extra-service transportation"

TASLE ]fiT - MITL RÂTE I}ÍCREASES RESULTING FROI{ TOT¡,T DTVISIOTI FT]ÎIDING

Schoo1 Ðivision A B c D E F

Mil-ls on Special Levy "39 ,37 "42 .M "42 | .37

These figures represent the increase that would. have had. to be

placed on the local school d.ivision ffspecial lerrytu to raise the total

amount on money that was spent on extra-service transportation in that

division in 1976,

llhe variation in projected. mi1I rate increases between d.ivisions

that was so obvious in Table XII is not as pronounc€¿ on Table XV, There is

onLy a d.ifference of .OJ mills bei;ween the highest rnill rate increase and.

the lowes'L" These d.ifferences betr.¡een Tables XIV and. XV are d.rre mainly

to the variation in assegsments"

For example school d-ivision D had. the lowest per pupil expend.itrrre

in Table XTV9 yet because of the lov¡ assessment in that d.ivision the projected

mill rate increase is the highest" School d.ivisions B and" F had. the lowest

mill rates because of the high assessment in each of the d.ivisions.



53

It should be remembered that the calculations involved. in Table XV

ignored- the fact that for most of the divisions a]a.r,rre n.onor,{isn of the

exira-service transportation funding rnras already on the special lery.
school division C for example:, alread¡r contributing pl per cent of the

extra-service buclget wou-ld have only to add. ¡/roo of a mill to its
special levy to cover the entire programo

The last research cluestion d_ealt v¡ith determinins the financial

ramifications of total provincial support for extra-service transportation

in the province"

The figure of i$lr036,B31"lB vras determined by muliipr¡ring the

averaéTe cost per pupil for extra-service tra.nsportation in all six school

divisions by the tota.l- number of nrrnil s enrolled. in Manitoba schooLs

ín 7)16"

Ït rrust be remembered- tha+. thì s firrrìTê FeÞresents frnd.s alrea¿y

being spent wj thin the school division of I'ianitoba but as r¡ras shor^m

earlier these expend.itures are not cumently evenly d.istributed throqgh-

out the province"

CONCLUSION

The amount of money spent on extra-service transporta-tion is not

the same across the school divisions :ln Manitcba and. it is apparent from

the study that schocl divisions do not share a common a.ttitride tov¡ard this

senzice" The varieties in school board nol.icies and. financial contri-

bution to extra-service transporta.tion are evid.ences of this"

School divisions r.rith the highest proportion of transported

pupils appea.r bette- ab1e to provide fir.nding for extra-service rrans-

porta.tion; houerler, tlie a-ctual allocation of fi:¡ds seems to be more a
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firnction of school board. attitud.e,

Soue schools are very nuch altare of horl much money they are spend.ing

on extra-service transportationu whiLe others have very little id.ea. Book-

keeping oould. be more unifor¡n across the prowince than they are nowu

It is apparent that with a range fron $3.38 to S6"34 per pupíl

expenditl:res for extra-serrrice transportation ín the six school d.ivisions

and with the schooL board. contribution for these purposes ranging from

29.M per cent to p1"80 per cent that cr¡rricular and. extra-curricular

transportation services are not being equitably provid.ed. throughout the

prorrinoe. To have the total cost of extra-service transportation mad.e a

responsibility of the school board. would. also not be eguitable as the

ad.ded. expend.iture ruould vary consid.erably" For e-rampicu the effect of

having d.ivision C cover the entire cost of extra-serwice transpor'r,atiou

over ,and. above the Board. allocation ín 1976 v¡ould, have been .o3 mill on the

tax rate" The effect in d.ivision F would. have been over eight times as

great or "26 miIls.

It wouLd seem log'ica1 to suggest that if the provincial fwrd.ing

authority were to provid.e grants specifically for extra-service transpor-

tation then schooL d.ivisions currently provS-d.ing only a mininn:m of f¡.r¡d"s for

these purposes wou1d. be able to increase their budget aLlocation. If school

d.ivisions then +¡ished. to provid.e the service at less or no cost to the schools

than it could. do so v¡"ith a ninimal effect o¡r the mill rate,

It raay be argued. that some of the school C.ivisions in Manitoba are

vsry generous in terms of extra-service transportation; howeveru tho

situation also exists that some sohool divisions cou1d. pro'ride more assis-

tance to their schooLs" A provincial per-e¡¡ro1led.-student grant that would
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provid.e fund.ing to a naximt¡st of !O per cent of what p¡as d.etermined. to be

provincial per-stud.ent total expenditure r+ould. help remove sone of the

inequities that cumently exist"

RMO}MÍMTDATIONS

tlhile the purpose of this study r^¡as to examine extra-servj.ce

transportation fund.ing in Hanitoba schoolsu the flrrvey rqas 1inïited. to the

sohool-s in six school d.ivisions and. therefore the conclusions related. to

ftutd-ing can only be applied to these particular d.ivisions. It is therefore

ad.vi,sable that firrther studies be conducted. so that less tentative conclusions

may be made for the province.

lhere are alsou however, two areas to which school board.s and. the

provincial Department of Ed.ucation may ad.dress themselves wi'bhout further

stud¡r.

RECO}4}{MüDATTO$S FOR TURTITER SIIjDY

I' This stud"y founil that there were rrarying d.egrees of efficiency

of record keeping in d.ifferent schools and, in d-ifferent school d.ivisions,

Some schools appeared. to be very efficient in tbe manner in rrhich ttrey

kept record.s; rrrhile others ind.icated. that record.s were minimal"

It nay prove useful to the school d.ivisions in lrfanitoba to assess

the method.s being used now across the province rrith a view to sr:ggesting

a system that can be used. thror:ghout the prowince"

2. [his stud.y found. that the average per pupil expend.iture for

extra-service transportation in the six selected. school d.ivisions ?Ías

94"54" It is suggested. that an exhaustive stud.y b; d.one to d-etermine the
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per pupil expend.itule for the sarne ipuf,'poses in the whole province. That

figure could' then be used to recommend. a fund.ing sche¡ne for extra-service

transportation on the provincial 1evel.

3" îhis study al-so found. that some school d.ivisions appear to

have developed. elaborate policies to control school d.ivision operation

while others d.o not appear to have d.one so. .å.n assessment coul_d. be

rad'e of the exten'i; to r¿hich this condition exists so that provincial

authorities may provid.e some lead.ership to assist schooL d.ivisions in
estabLishing good. comprehensive policies.

NECOMMETTÐ.4,TIONS FÐR PRÁ.CTTCE

3." It woul.d. appear that those school d.ivisions which have the

advantages of high assessmentu conpact size, high populatiorr d.ensity an¿ good.

road.s and. which are sitr:¡,ted in the southern portion of the province would.

finiL it easier to operate r.¡ithin or cLose to the grant than those d.ivisions

not having these same circumstances" It r¡ou1d. also appear that these same

divisions would be able to fi:nd extra-service transportation for fietcl trips
or sports programs mueh more easily than others,

Ï* is the:.'efore recommend.ed. that the provincial ari'¿horitiee g:ive

serious consid.eration to provid.ing a specific grant for the purposes of

extra-service transportation so as {;o hr:lp alleviate the ineq[ities caused.

by the present firnd-ing scheme.

2" There is clear evidence from this stu{y that policies governing

extra-service transportation vary across the school d.ivisions and. in some

cases are non-existant. It is reconmend.ed. therefore that school divisions

that do not havo poJ.iuies d.evelop d.efinitive policies so that schools are
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gåven some d.irection in the provision of extra-service transportation

to their stud.ents" It is also recommend.ed that school board.s establish a

proceilure for the period.ic assessment of the effectiveness of these policies.
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59ïNTEITVIEU SCHEDULE f'Arl

A. #'fnformation in this section will be kept confid.ential and wiLl-
onry be used. for reporting to the respondent and. fo¡ ensurins

.cornplete and_ und-uplicated. resultso
Name of School

Address
Phone No.

School Division No.

Name of Princi¡ra1 Phone No"

BO

1) Enrolments by gra.d.es for 1976 - z7 (from December reports)
Grades K-3 

--- 
4-6 T-9 tO-12

2) what was the total expenditure in your school in 1916-ll forz
a) Curi-cular TraveL (niefu Trips)? $
b) Extra-Cu¡ricu1¿,;- Trave1?

3) lrlhat r,,ras the source of the fu¡d,s for:
a) Cunicrrla.r b) Extra.-C¡rrricular* '/ -'i;;;;i- "' 

ö.lo"r
i) SchooÌ Board $ $

ii ) Stud.ent; Co.¿ncil
.'.\r.ir ) Indivirj.ual Stud ent s g $

in) Student Fee ftötP .ID

v) Other (please specify) $

"\4) Ho\^I many trips v¡ere mad-e last yea.r by volunteer drivers using lheir
own vehicles for:
a) Curricular Travel
b) llxtra-Curuicular TraveL Approx. cost
xBased. on a cost of 15lt per mile tra.¡elled."

5) Does eveny strrdent in your school ha.ve the ooportr:nity of a field.
trip each year? rf not u what would be the approximate
cost of such a program? $

C" Please list any problems you as an administrator enccunter or your
schcol encoun+r,ers in providing transportation for curricul-ar and

extra-cu-i'ricrrl ar act iviti e s "

Approx. cost
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ÏTfTERVTEI^I SCIIEDULE TIBI'

A" 
.*fnformation 

in this section uri'll he l<ent .:onfid.entia.I and wil1 be

used only for reporting to the respondent and for ensuring cornplete

and. undr:.plicated data.

Name of School Division

Address

Phone No"

lfa,me of Respond.ent

m.i J-1 ^A ¿ UIç

1" Total Assessment of SchooL Division

2. Total T:ranspor.tation Budget for I)16

3. Total number of transported. stud.ents for l)16

4. Total Transportation Grant for 1!J6

5" Total- Cost of Curuicular (l'ieta Trips and.
E'xtra-Cumicul-ar Tra.nsportation Ior I)16

ft

ft

dà
JD

dt+

dl
{}

6" Total number of students in Division (December, 1976) $

Co P1ease list any problerns you feel that occrrr in rrroviding funds

for curricular and extra-curricular transÐortation"
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September 14, 1-977

The Superintend.ent
Each School Division

Dear Superintend-ent:

ï am cond,ucting, uncl,er the supervision of the Department of
Ed.ucational Administration, Facr-rlty of Education, a stud.y in the
area of school transpor:tation t,:¡ furfiLl the requirements for
Masters of Ed-ucairon.

The problem I have become interested in is to assess the
extent to r^-hich schools particiFate in curricúIar (rieta trips)
a.nd. extra-curricul-ar (sports, etc.) travel and. to determine if
there is a relationship between the extent of this travel prog?am
and the sizê of the grants received- by the Division for regurar
transportation of pupils.

ï hope to cond.uct this stud.y in six school d-ivisions in
Manitoba and request that I be granted permission to visit your
schoor and Division office to obtain the information r require.

ï assure you that any information obtained in the six
divisions involved, '.vi11 be treated with professional ethics in
mind and the'i.d,entity of the six d-ivisions will be held in strict
confidence "

ï enclose copies of intervierv sched.ules, - rrÂer for schools,
rrBrf for central- aclrninistration, for ¡rour information. I am a.l so
enclosing a self-ad,dressed envelope for yor:r reply a.t your convenience.

ïours very truly,

G" Ray Johnson

Enclosures (3)
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September 19, 1977

fhe Principal
Ea,ch Schoo1

Dear Sir:

.I am conducting, und.er the supervision of the lepartment of
Educatj-onal Ad.ministration, Faculty of Ed.ucation, a stucl.y in the a.rea
of school transportation to fulfi11 the recruirements for Master of
Ed.ucation"

The problem I have become interested. in is to asses.s the extent
to which schools participate in curuicul-ar (tieta trips) and extra-
cu¡ricula,r (sports, etc.) travel and to determine if there is a.

rela.tionship betr^reen the extent of this iravel prcgrem and the size
of the grants : e,cË:i..'ed by the Ðivision for regular transportation of
pupil s"

I am endeavouring to cond-uct this study in six school divisions
in llanitoba. I have contacted your superintendent and he is agreeable
to my visiting yo',rr school"

Because the questj.onnaire is so brief ï have enclosed. a copy of
it in the event that you may prefer to complete it at your
convenience and. return by mail in the encfosed- envelope.

I assure you that any information obtained. will be treatecl rvith
professional ethics in mind and" the identity of ali schools and
d.ivisions will be held in strict confidence.

Thank you in advance for your coopt:ration"

Yours truly,

G" Ray Johnson

Enclosure (2)
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September 19, 1977

The Secreta.ry-Treasurer
Any School Division

Dear Sir:

ï am cond.ucting, u-ncler the supervision of the Derartment of
Educa.tional Administra.tion, Faculty of Ed.uca.tion, a study ín the area
of schoo] tra,nspo:r^tation to fulfill the resuirements f'or Maste.c of
Education,

The problem I have become interested in is to assess the extent
to vrhich schools pa.rticipa.te in curricura.r (tieta trios) and. extra.-
cumicul-ar (soorts, etc") travel arrd to d.etermine if there is a
::elationship bettreen the exten-i: of this travel- prog?am and. the si_ze
of the grants recei-ved. by the Division for regular transportation of
pupil s.

ï am end.ear,'cr:ring to conduct this stud.y in six school_ d.ivisions
in lilanitoba. f have contacted your superintendent and- he is agreea..ble
to mY '¡isiting Your office.

Because the questionnaire is so brief I have enclosecl a cop¡r of
it in the event that you may prefer to comoLete it at yo¡r convenience
and. return by mail in the enclosed. envel_oneo

Ï assure you that any information obtainecl l^¡i1l be trc¡ated r¡ith
professional ethics in mind and the identity of all schools ancl- divisions
r¡iII be held in strict confirlence"

Thank you in acLvance for yorrr <:oooeration.

Yours truly,

Enclosure (2)

G. Ra¡r Johnson
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