Dear School Board Members,
We appreciate the thoughtful comments and suggestions several of you voiced  at Monday’s work session on the RFP for the transportation consultant. 
Here are our comments:
We recognize that the scope of work may be more clearly defined in meetings and negotiations with selected bidders.  As such, it is critical to include SLEEP representatives in these negotiations as well as one or two School Board members who are committed to achieving later school start times.  
We would ask to serve as a participant on the Selection Advisory Committee and as an advocate for SLEEP members throughout the performance of the contract.
Nonetheless, it is still important for the RFP to clearly define the purpose of this contract to ensure that our expenditure of $150,000 moves us toward our end goal, later start times for secondary students.  The School Board and the public need a written record of instructions to bidders.  Neither bidders nor the public should have to rely on contract negotiations to learn what is expected. We urge you to make the RFP more specific and clearly define its goal. 
To succeed, FCPS must change its basic presumptions and not just re-examine the issue using the same parameters.  We must identify alternatives to the current “start-time window” (7:15 to 9:15 a.m.) that provide appropriate bell schedules for all students K-12th grade and are, therefore, politically viable.  
To find politically viable alternatives, the contractor will need to bring fresh, creative ideas to the table.  
The RFP should require that the successful bidder will:

· Identify the best way to compress the two-hour window.

· Determine actual transportation costs.
· Propose cost savings to offset cost increases.

· Examine actual bus routes.
Compress the Two-hour Window

The problem we face is two-fold.  First, we require our teenagers to get up too early in the morning.  Second, the current, two-hour window is an obstacle to change.  If FCPS is tied to a two-hour window, what two hours will it be?  A 7:30-9:30 schedule simply shifts the early-morning problem to another student population.  A 8:00-10:00 schedule? Is that politically viable?

Unless you can decide up front on a two-hour window that the School Board can promote, then you must direct the consultant to compress the schedule.  An 8 AM to 9:30 AM bell schedule would be politically acceptable (or perhaps 5 or 10 minutes in one direction or another).  Since FCPS needs a more compressed schedule, make it clear in the RFP.

There is evidence (see page 2 and 3 of the Executive Summary of the DMG Report) that we can compress the schedule at an acceptable cost. For the vast majority of students, the schedule could be easily compressed.  What prevents this now is the “very lengthy, lightly loaded runs”  for outside school boundary programs (Nov. 8 work session documents).  
For example, in the Stuart HS pyramid, 19 of 22 buses complete their routes in 8 to 33 minutes.  The other three buses add 47 minutes to the transit time.  FCPS can compress the schedule at this school from 1 hour/10 minutes down to 33 minutes by changing the way we transport a small number of students at 13 of 138 bus stops.
Determine Actual Transportation Costs 

Again on Monday we heard some Board members refer to the mythical $40 million estimate to fix the problem.  Dean Tistadt has repeatedly disavowed this figure, along with all other estimates we’ve seen.  We need a real figure based on actual rerouting. 

We also need to know how much FCPS pays to transport students within each of the “out-of-base-school boundary programs”  (enumerated in Nov. 8 work session agenda) in transit time as well as dollars.  
The Transportation Consultant should separate the costs that FCPS will incur to transport students to new schools such as South County as well as other increases that will occur even without a bell change.  These additional costs should not be considered part of the cost of changing the bell schedule.  We would also like to know the current per-student cost for actual riders, since many students eligible for transport do not ride the bus.

Propose Cost Savings To Offset Cost Increases

Ask the consultant to identify ways to decrease our transportation costs, including cost savings that could be provided by changing the following parameters of our system, in exchange for reasonable start times for all students K-12:
1. Develop new routes for secondary school students using express stops.  (Consolidate the number of stops for secondary school students within a neighborhood to decrease the number of stops and the transit time).

2. Charge students on a sliding fee scale for transportation that is not required by law to various “out-of-base-school boundary programs.”
Examine Actual Bus Routes
We agree with Dean Tistadt that to be useful, the study must analyze and find efficiencies in specific routes and/or with specific changes in policies such as outlined above.  A general computer analysis of the system alone would not answer this question. 
It may not be possible to complete this time-consuming task by the end of summer—especially since consultants would not have the opportunity to observe actual bus runs during summer months.  If that is the case, it is important to allow them sufficient time to propose viable, cost-effective solutions. 
In 2000, DMG Maximus described a transportation system “that has reached its limits in trying to overcome the constraints of a growing student enrollment, increasing traffic, and more extensive educational programs.”  Five years ago this report said that the transportation system needed “restructuring, strategic logistical planning, and additional fleet resources.”  It’s time to follow through on the findings of both the 1998 Task Force and the Maximus study. 
