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INTRODUCTION 
In July, 1973 the Joint Legislative Committee to Study Public 

Education in South Carolina initiated a study of the State's 
system of transportation for public school children. The decision 
to conduct the study resulted from recommendations of the 
Codification Task Force Committee, requests from a number 
of legislators and parents, an unusually large number of pro
posed amendments to current legislation, and the fact that cur
rent legislation had not been significantly updated in twenty years. 

The Committee's major goal was to update current legislation 
so that it would be compatible with Federal recommendations 
included in the Highway Safety Act and so that the transporta
tion system could better serve the children attending the State's 
public schools. The recommendations of the Committee have been 
made within this framework and within the political and financial 
constraints of the State. The objective of the Committee was 
as follows: 

By January 15, 197 4 the Committee will develop a report 
which will include ( 1) the current status of public school trans
portation, ( 2) data on the h·ansportation system in other states, 
( 3) relative sections of the Federal Highway Safety Standards 
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and ( 4) recommendations relative to changes in current legisla
tion if appropriate. A report will be presented to the Governor 
\,and members of the General Assembly in February, 1974. 

In carrying out its study, the Committee conducted the fol
lowing activities: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

" 
12. 

On August 1, 1973 Dr. Ralph Durham, Deputy Superintendent, 
Division of Finance and Operations, and Mr. Ralph Hendrix, 
Director, Office of Transportation, South Carolina Depart
ment of Education, appeared before the Committee to discuss 
the State's system of school bus transportation. 
On September 4, 1973 Mr. Hardwick Stuart, Assistant Attor
ney General, appeared before the Committee to discuss school 
bus insurance and liability. 
On September 5, 1973 the Committee met in Moncks Corner 
with six school district transportation supervisors to discuss 
problems related to school bus transportation and to receive 
recommendations designed to improve the system. 
On September 5, 1973 a public hearing on school bus trans
portation was held in Moncks Corner. 
In October, 1973 the Committee met to study statistical data 
on the State's school bus system that had been provided by 
the State Department of Education. 
On November 1, 1973 the Committee met in Greenville with 
ten school district transportation supervisors to discuss prob
lems related to school bus transportation and to receive 
recommendations designed to improve the system. 
On November 1, 1973 a public hearing on school bus trans
portation was held in Greenville. 
On November 7, 1973 a sub-committee met with the State 
Director of Transportation from twelve states to discuss 
different systems of school bus transportation. 
On November 19, 1973 the Committee met in Columbia with 
six school district transportation supervisors to discuss prob
lems related to school bus transportation and to receive recom
mendations designed to improve the system . 
On November 19, 1973 a public hearing on school bus trans
portation was held in Columbia. 
In November 1973 the Committee met to review all available 
data and to prepare its first recommendation. 
On December 11, 1973 the Committee met to review and 
approve recommendations to be included in its report to 
the Governor and members of the General Assembly. 
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The major areas that were investigated and included in this 
report are listed below: 

1. School Bus Liability 
2. School Bus Safety 
3. Distance - Eligibility Requirements 
4. Standees on School Buses 
5. School Bus Drivers 
6. Training Programs 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
Prior to the 1951-52 school year, school bus transportation in 

South Carolina was the responsibility of local school districts. At 
that point in time, some districts maintained a fairly adequate 
pupil transportation program while other districts provided no 
transportation. 

In 1951, the General Assembly enacted laws placing the 
finance, management and control of all school bus transportation 
in the State with the State Educational Finance Commission. 

21.33. Control by State Educational Finance Commission. -
The control and management of all school bus transportation in 
the State shall be vested in the State Educational Finance Com
mission. ( 1952 Code Section 21-833; 1951 ( 47) 546.) 

In 1966, the General Assembly, by law, transferred all powers 
and duties of the State Educational Finance Commission to the 
State Board of Education. 

21-48. Powers and duties of State Educational Finance Com
mission and State Schoolbook Commission devolved upon State 
Board of Education. - All powers and duties provided by law 
for the State Educational Finance Commission and the State 
Schoolbook Commission are hereby devolved upon the State 
Board of Education. 

Prior to the 1951-52 school year, all school buses were owned 
by local districts or contractors. As a first step in the implemen
tation of the State system of school bus transportation, the State 
purchased all usable buses from the districts and contractors. The 
total number of buses on regular routes in the school year 1951-52 
was 2,410 and these buses transported 178,598 students for ap
proximately 1,800 school districts. In the school year 1971-72, 
there were 5,347 buses on regular routes and these transported 
389,549 pupils for the 94 consolidated school districts. 

• 
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In addition to the transportation of children to and from 
school, additional transportation is now being provided for voca
tional schools, kindergarten programs and summer programs. 

There has been a gradual increase over the past five years 
in the number of students h·ansported and the number of school 
buses in operation as shown in Table I. 

Year 

T ABLE I 

Number of Students 
Transported 

1967 -68 ------------------------------------ 352,064 
1968-69 ------------------------------------ 352,205 
1969-70 ------------------------------------ 351,832 
1970-71 ---------------------- 368,538 
1971-72 ------------------------------------ 389,549 

PART I 

Number of School 
Buses in Operation 

5,129 
5,151 
5,184 
5,189 
5,347 

SCHOOL BUS LIABILITY0 

In view of the 1,032 school bus accidents reported in the 
1971-72 school year, the question of liability is a real one, especial
ly since 324 accidents resulted in injuries exceeding $20. A study 
of liability surrounding school bus accidents leads to a considera
tion of the liability of the school district itself, its employees ( more 
specifically bus drivers) and third parties. Special interest is also 
directed to the students, especially with compulsory attendance 
already adopted in a majority of the districts. 

As a subdivision of the State, a school district enjoys the 
same sovereign immunity as the State. In regard to school bus 
transportation this immunity has been waived to a limited degree 
by Sections 21-840 et. seq., Code of Laws of South Carolina as 
amended, which are as follows: 

21-840. Contracts of insurance on State-owned buses to be 
procured; benefits and coverage. - ( 1) The Director of the 
Sinking Funds and Property Division of the State Budget and 
Control Board shall procure, by advertising for bids or by negoti
ation, one or more insurance contracts which shall give insurance 
coverage on all State-owned school buses which are operated 
under the authority of, and which are being used for the purposes 
of, article 4 of this chapter. The insurance contracts shall provide 
the following benefits: 
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( a) for the lawful occupant of any such sch6ol bus who 
suffers personal injuries or death, a death benefit of two thousand 
dollars and an amount sufficient to defray the cost of hospitaliza
tion, surgery, dentistry, medicine and all other medical expenses 
up to three thousand dollars, but not more than one hundred and 
fifty dollars for dentistry; and dismemberment and loss of sight .. 
benefits as follows: 

( i) for loss of both hands or both feet or sight of both eyes, 
two thousand dollars, 

(ii) for loss of one hand and one foot, two thousand dollars, 
(iii) for loss of either hand or foot and sight of one eye, 

two thousand dollars and 
(iv) for loss of either hand or foot or sight of one eye, one 

thousand dollars, 
( b) for any person, other than a person riding on a school 

bus, or a person who qualifies for benefits under paragraph (a), 
who suffers personal injuries or death because of the negligent 
operation of any such school bus, an amount not exceeding five 
thousand dollars for any one person nor more than twenty-five 
thousand dollars for any one accident, and 

( c) for any person, other than a person who qualifies for 
benefits under paragraph (a), whose property is damaged be
cause of the negligent operation of any such school bus, an amount 
not exceeding five thousand dollars. 

( 2) The benefits provided for in paragraph (a) of subsec
tion ( 1) shall exist without regard to fault or negligence. The 
insurance shall cover any accident which occurs 

(a) while getting on a school bus, 
( b) while riding within a school bus, 
( c) by being thrown from within a school bus, 
( d) while getting off a school bus, 
( e) by being run down, struck or run over by a school bus, 
( f) by being run down, struck or run over while crossing a 

public highway while approaching or leaving a school bus at the 
point of loading or unloading or 

( g) by being run down, struck or run over by any moving 
vehicle while en route between home and the point of loading 
or en route between the point of unloading and home. 

( 3) The benefits provided for in paragraphs ( b) and ( c) of 
subsection ( 1) shall be limited to actual damages. 

21-840.2. Counties, etc., not to provide supplemental benefits 
on State-owned buses. - No county or other political subdivision 
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shall supplement the benefits provided in this article by the 
procuring of insurance or by any other means on State-owned 
buses. 

21-840.3. Insurance on county and district-owned and con
tract buses. - County and district boards of education owning 
school buses are directed to provide the same insurance coverage 
for the lawful occupants of a county or district-owned bus as is 
provided for the lawful occupants of a State-owned school bus 
under Section 21-840. County and district boards of education 
are further directed to see that this same insurance coverage is 
provided for all lawful occupants of any contract vehicle operated 
under contract with such county and district boards of education. 

21-840.4. How and where action brought; parties. - Any 
action brought under the provisions of Section 21-840 shall be 
brought directly against the insurance carrier and shall be brought 
in the county where the accident occurred. Neither the State nor 
any agency or political subdivision thereof shall be made a party 
to any such action. 

21-840.5. Waiver of claim against bus driver. - The accept
ance of any payment or the bringing of any action authorized 
by this article shall constitute a waiver of any liability that might 
otherwise exist on the part of the driver of any State-owned school 
bus operated under the authority of article 4 of this chapter. 

21-840.6. State's immunity not waived. - Nothing in this 
article shall be construed as a waiver of the State's general im
munity from liability and suit. 

It is significant that the coverage for occupants of a school 
bus is a no-fault coverage. Also noteworthy are the facts that the 
aforementioned benefits shall not be supplemented by political 
subdivisions, that actions shall be brought directly against the 
respective insurance carriers and that the acceptance of any 
payment or the bringing of any action authorized by this legisla
tion shall be a waiver of any liability of the bus driver. Further
more, the Governmental Motor Vehicle Cost Claims Act specifically 
excludes school buses ( Section 10-2625 - 1971 Cumulative Supple
ment). Also, a state statute provides that a school bus is not 
to be considered as an uninsured motor vehicle. 

" A review of motor vehicle liability laws in other states 
shows that a variety of statutory plans exist for waiving immunity 
and/ or indemnifying employees varying in degree and delega-
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tion of responsibility. Despite this variety a developing trend 
appears to be towards increasing governmental liability and/ or 
indemnifying employees. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
1. The Committee recommends that certain benefits provided in 

Section 21-840 ( 1) (a) ( 1) (II) (III) and (IV) be increased 
as follows: 
Death benefit - increased from $2,000 to $10,000. 
Dentistry - increased from $150 to $300. 
Loss of both hands or both feet or sight of both eyes - in
creased from $2,000 to $5,000. 
Loss of either hand or foot and sight of one eye - increased 
from $2,000 to $5,000. 
Loss of either hand or foot or sight of one eye - increased 
from $1,000 to $5,000. 
All of the above shall be subject to the right of subrogation 
on each claim. 

2. The Committee recommends that the State establish a fund 
($25,000) to provide major medical benefits for personal in
juries when the cost exceeds the benefits provided for in Sec
tion 21-840 ( l-a-1, II, III, IV). Claims against this fund shall 
be subject to the right of subrogation on each claim. The 
maximum claim shall be limited to $10,000 on one person per 
accident. The fund will be administered by the Industrial Com
mission who will establish necessary rules, regulations, and 
maximum benefits for its operation. 

PART II 

SCHOOL BUS SAFETY 
A study of school bus accidents in other states reveals that 

reliable statistics on accidents and injuries are not available on a 
national basis. The Committee found that very few states main
tained accident information which reflected accurately the acci
dent rate for the state. In the studies reviewed, the data were 
estimates and subject to questioning. In these studies, the number 
and types of accidents were obtained by extending to the entire 
country the same rates found in those few states in which com-

"Adopted from a report prepared by Mr. Hardwick Stuart, Jr., Assistant 
Attorney General. 

.. 
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plete reporting of school bus accidents takes place. However, 
South Carolina does maintain comprehensive and reliable data 
on school bus accidents. 

A study of the accident rate for the past three years reveals 
a significant increase in the number of accidents per mile driven 
as shown in Table II. It should be pointed out that the number 
of registered vehicles in South Carolina have increased from 
1,349,176 in 1970 to 1,480,882 in 1972. 

1969-1970 

1 accident 
per 82,724 miles 

TABLE II 

1970-1971 

1 accident 
per 78,172 miles 

1971-1972 

1 accident 
per 69,156 miles 

The number of accidents by type and driver responsible for 
a three-year period are shown in Table III. ( Includes accidents 
where property damage or personal injury exceed $100.) 

TABLE III 

1969-70 TOT AL ( 522) 

School Bus Driver Responsible 
for Accident 

Improper Backing 84 
F-T-Y-R-O-W"' 66 
Improper Turn 47 
Bus Ran into Rear of Bus 41 
Too Fast for Conditions 33 
Bus Running off Road 25 
Bus Ran into Rear of Vehicle 23 
Driving Left of Center 15 
Bus Struck Stationary Object 12 
Improper Passing 9 
Other 6 
Reckless Driving 1 

Driver of Other Vehicle Respon
sible for Accident 

Too Fast for Conditions 
F-T-Y-R-O-W"' 
Improper Passing 
Driving Left of Center 
Improper Backing 
Reckless Driving 
Improper Turn 
Improper Parking 
Other 

62 
46 
14 
14 
9 
3 
3 
1 
8 

"'F-T-Y-R-O-W - Failure to Yield Right-of-way 

I 

' 
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TABLE III (Continued) 

1970-71 TOTAL (555) 

School Bus Driver Responsible 
for Accident 

Improper Backing 96 
F-T-Y-R-0-W"' 79 
Improper Turn 60 
Bus Running Off Road 51 
Bus Struck Rear of Bus 49 
Bus Struck Rear of Vehicle 31 
Too Fast for Conditions 11 
Bus Struck Stationary Object 11 
Other 11 
Driving Left of Center 1 
Improper Passing 5 

1971-72 TOTAL (641) 

School Bus Driver Responsible 
for Accident 

F-T-Y-R-O-W"' 104 
Improper Backing 102 
Improper Turn 56 
Bus Struck Rear of Bus 53 
Bus Struck Rear of Vehicle 46 
Bus Running Off Road 44 
Driving Left of Center 20 
Too Fast for Conditions 9 
Other 9 
Bus Struck Stationary Object 6 
Improper Passing 5 

Driver of Other Vehicle Respon
sible for Accident 

To Fast for Conditions 
F-T-Y-R-O-W"' 
Improper Passing 
Improper Turn 
Driving Left of Center 
Other 
Improper Backing 
Improper Parking 

59 
36 
18 
8 
8 
6 
5 
4 

Driver of Other Vehicle Respon
sible for Accident 

Too Fast for Conditions 
F-T-Y-R-O-W"' 
Improper Passing 
Driving Left of Center 
Improper Turn 
Improper Backing 
Other 
Improper Parking 

73 
52 
21 
16 
10 
9 
5 
1 

A review of the types of accidents reveals a consistent pattern 
in that the ranking of causes varies very little from year to year. 

Data on school bus accidents by counties for the 1971-72 school 
year is found in Table IV. 

"F-T-Y-R-0-W - Failure to Yield Right-of-Way 

.. 
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Abbeville 4 
Aiken 31 
Allendale 6 
Anderson 26 
Bamberlf 4 
Barnwe 2 
Beaufort 16 
Berkeley 29 
Calhoun 5 
Charleston 60 
Cherokee 16 
Chester 15 
Chesterfield 17 
Clarendon 5 
Colleton 21 
Darlington 9 
Dillon 15 
Dorchester 9 
Edgefield 7 
Fairfield 9 
Florence 44 
Georgetown 11 
Greenville 82 
Greenwood 36 
Hampton 5 
Horry 26 
Jasper 5 
Kershaw 21 
Lancaster 36 
Laurens 14 
Lee 10 
Lexington 39 
McCormick 3 
Marion 24 
Marlboro 12 
Newberry 10 
Oconee 14 
Orangeburg 19 
Pickens 31 
Richland 91 
Saluda 6 
Spartanburg 63 
Sumter 27 
Union 26 
Williamsburg 12 
York 59 

TOTAL 1,032 
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TABLE IV 

SCHOOL BUS ACCIDENTS 
September - May 1971 - 1972 

RESPONSIBILITY 

p; Cl) 

i:il ~ 
p::; > ~ i:il iil :>-< > Q p:; ...:i ..... Q p:; p:; z 
Q i:il ::c: 0 
Cl) ::c: t, Cl) 

;:, r< ;:, 
i:i::i 0 i:i::i i:i::i 

3 1 0 2 
21 8 2 1 
3 3 0 3 

19 6 1 4 
2 2 0 0 
2 0 0 0 

12 4 0 2 
17 12 0 1 
4 1 0 1 

42 14 4 2 
13 3 0 1 
9 5 1 1 

15 2 0 1 
4 1 0 3 

15 5 1 2 
4 5 0 0 

11 4 0 1 
7 1 1 1 
5 2 0 1 
7 2 0 2 

29 14 1 4 
7 3 1 0 

61 19 2 5' 
27 8 1 0 

4 1 0 2 
16 10 0 0 
4 0 1 1 

16 5 0 3 
27 8 1 2 
10 4 0 0 

6 2 2 0 
25 12 2 4 

1 2 0 0 
16 5 3 1 
9 2 1 0 
8 2 0 0 
9 2 3 0 
9 9 1 1 

23 6 2 6 
76 15 0 4 

3 3 0 0 
42 21 0 7 
20 7 0 1 
21 5 0 1 

6 4 2 2 
45 14 0 6 

735 264 33 79 

ACCIDENT 
INVOLVED 

i:il 

c3 ..... 
::c: C/) 

~ ~ 
ui ui 
> > 
C/) C/) 
;:, ~ i:i::i 

2 0 
28 2 

3 0 
21 1 

4 0 
1 1 

10 4 
24 4 

4 0 
57 1 
15 0 
12 2 
12 4 
2 0 

18 1 
8 1 

12 2 
8 0 
5 1 
7 0 

35 5 
11 0 
71 6 
31 5 

2 1 
26 0 
3 1 

14 4 
33 1 
13 1 

8 2 
35 0 

3 0 
22 1 

9 3 
10 0 
13 1 
16 2 
24 1 
81 6 
5 1 

48 8 
20 6 
24 1 

8 2 
53 0 

871 82 

NOTE: This report includes all accidents in which state-owned school buses 
were involved, including those involving property damage and those 
involving personal injury. 
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There has been a significant increase in the number of children 
injured in school bus accidents over the past four years as in
dicated in Table V. 

TABLE V 

YEAR 

NO. OF CHILDREN 
INJURED 

(Injury Exceeded $20) 

1968-1969 ------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 110 
1969-1970 ------------------------------------------------------------------- 292 
197 0-1971 ------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 269 
1971-1972 --------------------------------- - --- - - ------- 324 

Approximately 95% of the injuries occurred while students were 
being transported by school bus. The remaining 5% occurred while 
children were walking to and from bus stops or while waiting to 
board a school bus. 

There has also been an increase in the number of accidental 
deaths related to school bus transportation over the past five years; 
however, it should be noted that the increase was caused by other 
vehicles rather than by the school bus as shown in Table VI. 

TABLE VI 

1967-68 1968-69 1969-70 1970-71 1971-72 

1- by bus 4 - by bus 5- by bus 1 - by bus 12 - by other 
1 - falling 4 - by other 2 - falling vehicle 

from bus vehicle out of 0 - by bus 
1 - by other while entrance 

vehicle waiting door 
for bus 5 - by other 

vehicle 
while 
waiting 
for bus 

Although South Carolina's school bus accident rate appears 
to be good, the Committee concurs with the views of parents and 
school district personnel that something must be done to eliminate 
accidental death and to reduce significantly the number of bus 
accidents. 

• 
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
1. Prior to the opening of school, each school district superintend

ent shall cause the road condition of all designated bus routes 
to be inspected and all conditions deemed to be hazardous shall 
be reported, in writing, to the State-employed county trans
portation supervisor. 
The county transportation supervisor will verify the hazardous 
conditions and shall report such, in writing, to the proper 
municipal, county, or State official who shall be responsible 
for taking corrective action. It is further recommended that 
during the school year, each school bus driver will report, in 
writing, hazardous road conditions to the proper school official 
who shall forward such reports to the county transportation 
supervisor. 
All other procedures shall be the same as cited in the above 
paragraph. 

2. Annually, the State Department of Education shall provide 
in-service training for all district transportation supervisors. The 
training programs shall include among others: 
a. laws, rules and regulations 
b. safety standards and procedures 
c. effective administrative practices and procedures 

3. All new buses purchased after June 30, 1975 be equipped with: 
a. automatic transmission 
b. power steering 
c. eight-light system 

4. It is further recommended that by January, 1976 all school 
buses be equipped with: 
a. crossover mirrors 
b. seat belts for drivers 

5. In view of the steady increase in accidents and the consistency 
• in the ranking of accidents, the Committee recommends that 

the Department of Education develop an action plan designed 
to reduce significantly the number of accidents involving bus 
students. The plan should focus on the leading causes of ac
cidents and should include an examination of the current bus 
driver training program. 
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PART III 

DISTANCE - ELIGIBILITY REGULATIONS 
The present system of transportation does not provide trans

portation of any child to or from school who lives within one and 
one-half miles of the school he attends and who lives within one 
mile of an established bus route. 

21-834. Extent of transportation to be provided. - It is hereby 
declared to be the policy of the State, acting through the State 
Educational Finance Commission, to assume no obligation to 
transport any child to or from school who lives within one and 
one-half miles of the school he attends, nor to provide transporta
tion services extending within a one-mile radius of the residence 
of any child, nor to furnish transportation for any child who 
attends a grade in a school outside the pupil's district when the 
same grade is taught in an appropriate school that is located within 
the school district in which the pupil lives. 

The estimated annual cost to the State to reduce the one and 
one-half mile limitation to one mile or one-half mile is indicated. 

Limitation Reduced to One Mile 
School Enrollment - ( 10 Day) 1972-73 ________ 643,124 
No. Now Being Transported (Average 

Daily Attendance) ------------------------------------- 347,572 
No. Eligible for Transportation ( Route 

Enrollment) ----------------------------------------------- 389,549 
No. Estimated Living Between One Mile 

and One and One-Half Miles _______ _____________ 85,000 
Estimated Number of Buses Required to 

Transport Additional 85,000 - ( Each Bus 
Making Two Trips - Average of 
100 Pupils Each) ----------------------------------------- 850 

Capital Required for Buses ( 850 X $6,600 Each) ________ $5,610,000 
Annual Operating Cost ( 850 X $2,000 Per Bus) ________ $1,700,000 

Total $7,310,000 

Limitation Reduced to One-Half Mile 
Estimated No. of Students Living Between 

One-Half Mile and One and One-Half 
Miles of School --------------------------------------------- 168,000 

Estimated No. of Buses Required to Transport 
Additional 168,000 - ( Each Bus Making 
Two Trips - Average of 100 Pupils 
Each) -------------------------------------------------------------- 1,680 

.. 
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Capital Outlay Required for Buses 
(1,680 X $6,600 Each) ------------------·----------------- $11,088,000 

Annual Operating Cost (1,680 X $2,000 Each) _______ $ 3,360,000 

Total $14,448,000 
The estimated annual cost to the State to reduce the one mile 

from bus route limitation to a one-half mile limitation is as follows: 
Capital Outlay - 200 Buses @ $6,600 Each ____________ $ 1,320,000 
Annual Operating Cost - ( 200 X $2,000 Per Bus) ____ $ 400,000 

Total $ 1,720,000 
Additional Cost to Eliminate Standees: 
Capital Outlay - 250 Buses @ $6,600 Each ______________ $ 1,650,000 
Annual Operating Cost ( 250 X $2,000 Per Bus) _______ $ 500,000 

Total $ 2,150,000 

Table VII presents a comparison of the Southeastern States in 
terms of the Distance-Eligibility requirements. In comparison to 
these states, South Carolina's one and one-half mile provision for 
distance-eligibility criteria is the same or lower than seven states, 
with only two states having lower distance-eligibility requirements. 

STATES 

TABLE VII 

DIST ANGE - ELIGIBILITY 
REQUIREMENT 

Alabama ------------------------------------------------------------------ 2 miles 
Arkansas ------------------------------------------------------------------ 2 miles 
Florida -------------------------------------------------------- 2 miles 
Georgia -------------------------------------------------------------------- 1.5 miles 

~~~:s~ipi------------------------------------------------------------- ---- i :!~: 
North Carolina ------------------------------------------------------- 1.5 miles 
Oklahoma -----------------------------------------______________________ 1.5 miles 
Tennessee ---------------------------------------------------------------- 1.5 miles 
South Carolina -------------------------------------------- 1.5 miles 

In many states, school districts are permitted to transpo1t stu
dents regardless of the distance from home to school. In these 
states, however, the reimbursement criterion for bus transportation 
far exceeds South Carolina's distance - eligibility requirements . 
For example, Nebraska State law permits the transportation of any 
child enrolled in a public school. However, the State will re
imburse the district only for transported ( 1) high school students 
who reside four miles from school, ( 2) junior high students who 
res"ide three miles from school and ( 3) elementary students who 
reside two miles from school. Students not meeting these re
quirements are transported at the district's expense. 
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
1. At this point in time, South Carolina's distance-eligibility re

quirement appears to be lower than the requirement in most 
states and in view of the extremely large expense required 
to lower the distance-eligibility requirement, the Committee 
recommends no changes at this time. .. 

2. The Committee recommends that the State Department of Edu
cation initiate a study to determine the desirability and eco
nomical feasibility of establishing a system to transport students 
who do not meet the distance-eligibility requirement but who 
are required to walk to school under extreme hazardous con
ditions. 

3. The Committee recognizes that, throughout the State, extremely 
hazardous walking conditions exist within the one and one-half 
mile limit imposed by law. Since only approximately 60% of 
the children enrolled in the public schools are transported by 
school buses, it is the position of the Committee that the State 
is obligated to provide safe walking conditions for children 
who are not eligible for school bus transportation. Safe walk
ing conditions as viewed by the Committee include paved 
walkways, crossover walkways, appropriate signal lights and 
signs, and other safety devices which would tend to assure 
safe walking to and from school. 

The Committee recommends that the State Highway Depart
ment assume the responsibility for providing ( 1) paved walk
ways along heavily traveled arteries, ( 2) crossover walks where 
children must cross heavily traveled thoroughfares, ( 3) ap
propriate traffic signals for motorists at grade crossings near 
public schools, and ( 4) appropriate signs along roads used by 
school children. 

PART IV 

STANDEES ON SCHOOL BUS 
Current State law provides that the number of pupils trans

ported on a school bus may exceed the seating capacity by 25% 
of such buses. 

21-799. Seating space; aisle; seats; number and location of 
pupils. - Sufficient seating space shall be provided so far as 
practicable for each passenger transported inside each school bus, 
no aisle in the school bus shall be less than twelve inches in width 
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and all seats shall be securely fastened to the floor or body 
of the vehicle. All pupils must be within the body of the bus 
at all times while the bus is in motion. They shall not be permitted 
to ride on the running boards or in any other place outside of the 
bus, nor shall they be permitted to ride with heads or arms protrud
ing through open windows. In no case shall the number of pupils 
exceed the seating capacity by more than twenty-five per cent 
on such buses. 

Data provided by the State Department of Education indicates 
that of the approximate 389,000 children transported during 1971-
72 approximately 34,000 were required to stand while being trans
ported. Based on monthly reports submitted by schools to the 
State Department of Education and on a survey conducted by the 
State Department of Education, it is estimated that 250 additional 
school buses would be required to eliminate all standees. This 
study showed that the maximum number of students on any bus 
is 10% of the manufacturer's rated seating capacity. The approxi
mate annual State cost to eliminate all standees is given below: 

Capital Outlay - 250 Buses - $6,600.00 Each ________ $1,650,000.00 
Annual Operating Cost ( 250 X $2,000.00 Per Bus) __ $ 500,000.00 

TOTAL $2,150,000.00 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
1. The Committee recommends that by the School Year 1974-75, 

the number of pupils transported on a school bus not exceed 
the manufacturer's rated seating capacity of such bus by more 
than 10%; provided that by the school year 1975-76, seating 
space shall be provided for each passenger transported; how
ever, a limited number of standees may be permitted for a 
reasonable period of time until bus routes can be adjusted to 
accommodate the overload. This period may not exceed 
twenty school days . 

PART V 

SCHOOL BUS DRIVERS 

. During the 1971-72 school year, the State spent approximate
ly · $4,400,000 for the salaries of 5,347 school bus drivers. The 
hourly rate for bus drivers is the minimum wage scale of $1.65. 
The average annual wage of bus drivers in South Carolina is $817. 
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The salaries of a small number of bus drivers are supplemented 
by local school districts. 

Approximately 95% of all bus drivers are high school students. 
This percent has remained farly constant over the past five years. 
A majority of the adult drivers are female. 

Bus driver salaries in South Carolina are below those in 
Georgia and North Carolina; and, in many sections of the State, 
salaries are below the minimum wages of business and industry. 
In urban areas where students and adults are finding jobs with 
salaries exceeding the minimum wage, school district personnel 
have a major problem securing an adequate number of well 
qualified drivers. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Committee recommends that the hourly wage for bus 

drivers be increased from $1.65 to $2.00. 

PART VI 

DRIVER TRAINING 
The State's school bus driver training program is managed 

and operated by the State Department of Education. 
To be certified to drive a school bus, an individual must 

possess a current South Carolina Drivers License and must com
plete twelve hours of classroom instruction and a minimum of 
six hours behind-the-wheel operation time. He must demonstrate 
that he can satisfactorily handle a bus and follow all rules and 
regulations over a prescribed route. 

The number of drivers trained over the past five years as 
compared to the number of school buses in operation are shown 
in Table VIII. 

TABLE VIII 
1967-68 1968-69 

5,151 
7,418 

Buses in 02eration ____ 5,129 
Drivers Trained ________ 6,437 

1969-70 

5,184 
6,008 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

1970-71 

5,189 
6,826 

1971-72 

5,347 
6,451 

In view of the critical need for an adequate number of well
trained bus drivers, the Committee recommends that the State De
partment of Education develop an action plan designed to assist 
school districts in recruiting and holding qualified drivers. 

• 



.. 

20 

A CONCLUDING STATEMENT 

The Joint Legislative Committee To Study Public Education 
In South Carolina is pleased to have presented this Eighth Report 
to the General Assembly and to the Governor of the State of 
South Carolina. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Harold D. Bt'eazeale, Cha:irnan 

Correspondence should be addressed to SIDNEY B. COOPER, 
JR., Consultant, The Joint Legislative Committee To Study Public 
Education In South Carolina, Room 211, Rutledge Building, Co
lumbia, South Carolina 29201. 




