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[bookmark: _Toc207590905]Purpose
This document was prepared to provide a warehouse or comprehensive account of the Jerome School District’s 2025 transportation crisis. Its purpose is to compile records, analyze decisions, and frame the legal, ethical, and moral questions that arise from the district’s actions.
The report integrates district communications, board minutes, levy documents, media coverage, statutory requirements, and published commentary into a unified record. By tracing the chain of decisions leading to the collapse—beginning with the 2024 levy, the creation of a Transportation Director position, termination of the long-standing North Side contract, adoption of new technology, reduction of the walking halo, and culminating in the August 20–22 school closures—it establishes both context and accountability.
The objectives of this document are fourfold:
1. Documentation: To preserve a verifiable timeline of events, official communications, and board actions for public reference.
2. Analysis: To assess decisions against Idaho Code, administrative rules, and ethical standards, particularly regarding reimbursement eligibility, safety busing, conflicts of interest, and stewardship of levy funds.
3. Accountability: To identify where responsibility lies—within district leadership, the Board of Trustees, and the Idaho Department of Education—and to map the formal pathways for oversight, audit, and enforcement.
4. Public Transparency: To provide parents, community members, policymakers, and oversight bodies with the tools necessary to understand what happened, why it happened, and what remedies are available.
This is not a polemic but a fact-based investigation. Its findings are intended to support transparency, informed decision-making, and accountability in public education governance
[bookmark: _Toc207590906]09/01/2025 Gaps in the document
Board oversight failure –expand on trustee obligations under Idaho Code § 33-512 and minutes showing approval of bus routes (e.g., Binder6). That locks down where trustees fell short.
Financial trail –reimbursement calculations and potential inflation of claims (safety busing vs. voluntary halo shrinkage) fleshed out with DOE reimbursement forms, not just illustrative scenarios.
Comparative context – A section comparing Jerome’s collapse with other Idaho districts that expanded busing (or didn’t) 
Post-crisis aftermath doesn’t yet integrate what happened in September: corrections promised for Sept. 5, consultant hire, community fallout, legislative or DOE response..
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[bookmark: _Toc207590907]Introduction
In August 2025, the Jerome School District in Idaho experienced a transportation crisis that disrupted the start of the school year, closed classrooms, and raised questions about safety, accountability, and state oversight. The district’s decision to drastically expand student ridership, reduce the walking halo from the state standard of 1.5 miles to near zero, and implement new technology without adequate preparation led to widespread failures.
This paper traces the timeline of transportation and levy-related events from 2024 through 2025, analyzes the role of Superintendent Brent Johnson and Transportation Director Tim Hicks, and examines the legal and ethical implications under the Idaho Ethics in Government Act. It concludes with findings, annexes of interrogatories and counterpoints, and formal records requests for greater transparency.

[bookmark: _Toc207590908]Timeline: Simplified Transportation and Levy Events
· September 2024 – The Jerome Board of Trustees created and approved the position of Transportation Director. Tim Hicks was hired soon after to oversee the transition to district-owned busing.
· November 6, 2024 – Jerome voters passed a two-year $3.5 million supplemental levy with 54 percent approval. Approximately $500,000 was earmarked for bus purchases and related transportation expenses.
· November 28, 2024 – The Times-News reported that Jerome would end its 53-year contract with North Side Bus Company effective August 2025. Hicks explained that district-owned fleets received more state reimbursement than contracted services, which would provide taxpayer savings.
· July 15, 2025 – The Times-News profiled Jerome as “getting into the business of busing,” featuring new district-owned buses, GPS tracking, and RFID tags. Hicks promoted Jerome as a high-tech example for the state.
· August 18, 2025 – The district released preliminary routes in Bus Compass. Families were told routes would use community stops, not exact addresses. Parents were asked to report errors to Transportation.
· August 20, 2025 – The first day of school produced severe routing errors, overcrowding, and unaccounted students. Superintendent Brent Johnson, who began his role before the 2025–26 school year, announced that schools would be closed on August 21–22 for safety.
· August 21–22, 2025 – The district issued apologies and listed causes: reduced halo, unregistered riders, overcrowding, inadequate signage, and lack of preparation. State staff and community volunteers were brought in to assist.
· August 24, 2025 – Parents were told to submit all transportation changes via Google forms rather than phone calls.
· August 26, 2025 – KMVT reported Johnson calling the situation a “catastrophic failure” in routing software. Nearly 400 addresses were reverified. BusTags were introduced to improve accountability.
· August 27, 2025 – At a school board meeting covered by KMVT, parents described safety risks and communication failures. Hicks acknowledged district errors but also suggested parent data contributed to the problems, which some perceived as deflection of responsibility.
· August 29, 2025 – The district reported over 700 correction requests, announced the hiring of an additional consultant, and promised updated routes by September 5. Activity buses were subcontracted.

[bookmark: _Toc207590909]Duty of Care: The Central Issue
At the heart of the Jerome transportation collapse lies the principle of duty of care. In law, ethics, and morality, this duty is the obligation of public officials and institutions to act in ways that reasonably protect the safety and well-being of those they serve. For schools, the duty of care is heightened: when parents entrust their children to a district, the district assumes direct responsibility for their safety.
[bookmark: _Toc207590910]Legal Dimension
Under Idaho Code § 33-512(4), school boards are charged with protecting the health and safety of students. Transportation rules (Idaho Code § 33-1501; IDAPA 08.02.02.190) are built on this foundation, requiring districts to provide safe transport and to designate routes where walking presents hazards. Legally, duty of care is breached when foreseeable risks are ignored—such as overcrowding buses, failing to account for riders, or assigning unsafe routes without proper documentation.
[bookmark: _Toc207590911]Ethical Dimension
Ethically, duty of care goes beyond compliance. It demands foresight, honesty, and accountability. In this case:
· Superintendent Brent Johnson failed to delay school opening despite warnings that data was unreliable and riders unaccounted for. His emails cited “repairs and safety” while avoiding acknowledgment of planning failures, leaving families with incomplete information.
· Transportation Director Tim Hicks advanced technology and reimbursement advantages but did not ensure systems were tested or routes were safe. His statement that “it’s our fault, it’s the parents’ fault” shifted blame instead of owning the responsibility inherent in his role.
· DOE official Ali Stolzman had a legal and ethical obligation to avoid conflicts of interest that could undermine impartial oversight of reimbursement decisions tied to student transportation. Failure to fully recuse could compromise the Department’s duty to ensure uniform safety and compliance across districts.
[bookmark: _Toc207590912]Moral Dimension
Morally, duty of care is the most fundamental standard: children must not be placed at preventable risk. When students were left unaccounted for on buses, stranded at stops, or forced onto overcrowded vehicles, that duty was broken. The closure of schools on August 21–22 was a reactive measure that confirmed district leaders understood the danger but only after it had already materialized. Preventive caution—delaying school until routes were safe—would have been the moral fulfillment of duty of care.
[bookmark: _Toc207590913]Centrality to Accountability
While financial stewardship, transparency, and conflict-of-interest rules are vital, they all orbit this core question: Did leaders meet their duty of care to children? In Jerome’s case, the answer is no. The evidence shows foreseeable risks, inadequate planning, misleading messaging, and shifting of blame—all while children bore the consequences.
Restoring trust and ensuring accountability requires re-centering every decision on duty of care. Laws, ethics codes, and moral arguments converge here: protecting students must remain the irreducible core of educational leadership.

[bookmark: _Toc207590914]Transparency: Messaging, Truth, and Public Trust
Transparency is a cornerstone of public accountability. For a school district, it means communicating decisions, risks, and failures honestly to parents, staff, and the wider community. When transparency is compromised, public trust erodes, and corrective action becomes harder to achieve.
[bookmark: _Toc207590915]District Messaging During the Crisis
When Jerome’s transportation system collapsed on August 20, 2025, the district announced school closures for “repairs and safety.” This language implied mechanical breakdowns, diverting attention from the true causes: untested routing data, overcrowded buses, unregistered riders, and the reduction of the walking halo. By choosing vague phrasing, Superintendent Brent Johnson framed the closures as a technical issue rather than a failure of planning and leadership.
Emails to families across August 20–22 repeatedly used neutral or deflective language, focusing on “repairs,” “corrections,” and “adjustments.” Only later, under pressure, did communications acknowledge that unregistered riders and policy changes were central to the problem. The ethical issue is clear: withholding the real causes deprived families of the ability to make informed judgments about the safety of their children.
[bookmark: _Toc207590916]Statements from Leadership
· Brent Johnson emphasized “logistical” rather than budgetary drivers in public remarks, but avoided directly stating that halo reduction was voluntary and financially risky. His apologies did not fully acknowledge the foreseeability of the crisis.
· Tim Hicks promoted Jerome as a “state-first” high-tech example, tying it to reimbursement benefits. When failure came, his board meeting remark that “it’s our fault, it’s the parents’ fault” attempted to diffuse blame rather than accept full accountability.
· DOE Official Ali Stolzman has no documented public statements, but DOE’s limited communication and lack of conflict-of-interest transparency undermined confidence in state oversight. Silence in the face of conflict can itself be a transparency failure.
[bookmark: _Toc207590917]Broader Ethical Standard
Transparency requires more than minimal disclosure; it requires candor. Acknowledging foreseeable risks, clearly stating when data is unreliable, and admitting when planning falls short are all part of a leader’s duty to the public. By contrast, vague excuses and selective framing erode trust.
[bookmark: _Toc207590918]Consequences of Transparency Failures
· Parents received misleading explanations and sent children into unsafe conditions.
· The community’s trust in levy stewardship was damaged. Future levy efforts may face voter resistance.
· DOE’s perceived neutrality was compromised by lack of disclosure around conflicts and a failure to issue clear, statewide guidance in the aftermath.
[bookmark: _Toc207590919]Rebuilding Trust
Transparency must be the baseline for any reform. Going forward, this requires:
· Full disclosure of halo policies, safety busing designations, and reimbursement assumptions.
· Immediate public access to minutes, emails, and planning documents.
· Honest messaging that acknowledges risks, not just after failures occur but during planning stages.
· Clear conflict-of-interest disclosures, with recusal documented and communicated publicly.
[bookmark: _Toc207590920]The Role of Ali Stolzman
As a transportation official in the Department of Education, Ali Stolzman was positioned to provide technical assistance and oversight regarding reimbursement and halo policies. At the same time, her spouse was employed by the Jerome School District, with salary support tied to state transportation reimbursements. Because reimbursement was a central justification for Jerome’s transition to in-house busing, her role presented a direct household conflict.
Disclosure alone would not have satisfied Idaho Code § 74-404. The proper response would have been full recusal, documented and enforced by DOE, to ensure impartiality. Without such a firewall, even routine advice from Stolzman or her subordinates would have crossed into participation in decisions that affected her household finances. The legal issue is whether this constitutes a violation of state ethics law; the ethical issue is whether DOE safeguarded its oversight role from bias.
[bookmark: _Toc207590921]The Role of Brent Johnson
As Superintendent, Brent Johnson became the public face of the levy campaign, the termination of the North Side Bus Company contract, and the rollout of the new system. He presented the changes as “logistical, not budget-driven” and frequently emphasized growth pressures rather than acknowledging the voluntary halo reduction.
When the system collapsed, Johnson sent district-wide emails that characterized school closures as necessary for “repairs and safety.” This framing omitted the real causes: inadequate planning, untested routes, and inflated ridership numbers. The ethical concern is transparency. While public officials often seek to manage crises with cautious messaging, Johnson’s framing crossed into misleading territory by suggesting mechanical issues when the failures were logistical and managerial.
Legally, Johnson’s responsibility is tied to stewardship of levy funds under Idaho Code § 33-802. Misallocation of voter-approved funds or misrepresentation of their purpose could present compliance questions. Ethically and morally, his obligation was to confirm student safety and operational readiness before the first day of school. His decision not to delay opening, despite warnings from principals and parents, raises questions of judgment and duty of care.
[bookmark: _Toc207590922]The Role of Tim Hicks
As Transportation Director, Tim Hicks emphasized reimbursement advantages and promoted Jerome as a “first in the state high-tech example.” His public statements tied district-owned fleets to savings through state reimbursements and presented technology (Bus Compass, RFID tags, GPS routing) as solutions to safety and accountability.
When the system collapsed, Hicks acknowledged district fault but also stated, “it’s our fault, it’s the parents’ fault.” This public statement deflected responsibility, framing the collapse as partly the result of parents’ registration errors. The ethical concern is accountability. As the official responsible for planning and testing the system, Hicks bore the professional duty to ensure accuracy before launch. Deflecting blame undermined transparency and eroded trust.
Legally, Hicks’ accountability lies in compliance with IDAPA 08.02.02.190 regarding reimbursable riders. If under-halo riders were knowingly added without safety justification, reimbursement claims may have been inflated. Operationally, his duty was to confirm route readiness, driver training, and data integrity. The failure to do so exposed students to overcrowding, confusion, and safety risks.
[bookmark: _Toc207590923]Systemic Breakdown
Together, the actions and inactions of Ali Stolzman, Brent Johnson, and Tim Hicks reveal a systemic breakdown in legal compliance, ethical transparency, and moral responsibility.
· Stolzman’s household conflict of interest raises unresolved questions about DOE neutrality, disclosure, and recusal under Idaho Code § 74-404. Even the appearance of bias undermines confidence in state oversight.
· Johnson’s crisis messaging, which framed closures as “repairs and safety,” failed to provide candor to parents and concealed the real causes. His refusal to delay school opening despite warnings highlighted a disregard for the district’s duty of care.
· Hicks’ promotional framing, positioning Jerome as a reimbursement and technology “state-first,” glossed over preparation failures. His public deflection of blame onto parents exposed accountability gaps and raised concerns about the accuracy of reimbursement-related representations.
At every level—state oversight, district leadership, and operational management—the system failed to meet the standards of law, ethics, and moral duty. The collapse was not the result of unforeseeable errors, but of foreseeable risks ignored.
[bookmark: _Toc207590924]Initial Findings
The record demonstrates the following:
· Jerome’s expansion of ridership was voluntary, not required by state law or demographic necessity.
· The walking halo was reduced from the 1.5-mile standard to nearly zero, dramatically inflating ridership counts.
· Overcrowding, route errors, and unaccounted children occurred immediately upon launch, confirming inadequate preparation.
· The district had new leadership, levy funding, and nearly a year to prepare for the transition, yet entered the school year unready.
· Principals and staff may have given advance warnings of safety risks, but leadership proceeded regardless.
· Schools closed on August 21–22, 2025, not because of mechanical failures but as a direct consequence of these leadership decisions.

[bookmark: _Toc207590925]Conclusion
The Jerome School District’s transportation collapse was the culmination of a deliberate policy trajectory: the November 2024 levy approval, termination of the North Side Bus Company contract, purchase of buses, rollout of untested technology, and reduction of the walking halo. Each step was presented as a modernization effort, but in reality created compounding risks.
The decision to tie transportation reform to reimbursement advantages was strategic, not incidental. Leadership sought to maximize state funding while expanding service beyond safe and reimbursable limits. Responsibility rests with district leadership, including Superintendent Brent Johnson and Transportation Director Tim Hicks, and with state oversight if DOE officials provided assurances or approvals while conflicted.
This crisis underscores the necessity of:
· Conflict-of-interest firewalls to preserve state-level neutrality.
· Transparent reimbursement audits to prevent inflated claims and restore public confidence.
· Rigorous safety planning and testing before implementing new technology or policy changes.
Ultimately, the central lesson is that duty of care to children cannot be subordinated to financial strategies, reputational goals, or administrative convenience.




[bookmark: _Toc207590926]Annex: Detailed Timeline with Statutory Notes

July 1, 2021 – Tim Hicks begins role as Jerome School District Transportation Director.
 Note: As Transportation Director, Hicks is responsible for compliance with IDAPA reimbursement rules and local implementation of safety busing.
2021–2022 School Year – Jerome operates with a traditional 1.5-mile walking zone; limited use of safety busing for hazardous crossings (Lincoln and Main).
 Note: Idaho Code § 33-1501 authorizes boards to approve safety routes if hazardous conditions exist.
August 25, 2020 – Jerome voters approve a $1.6M supplemental levy for maintenance and operations (two years).
 Note: Though not bus-specific, this levy set the pattern of using voter-approved levies to fund operations.
July 1, 2024 – Brent Johnson hired as Superintendent following ISBA-led national search.
 Note: Johnson assumed responsibility for levy execution and transportation transition from contracted to in-house system.
August 7, 2023 – Board of Trustees approves Safety Bus Routes 1–7 for the 2023–24 school year.
 Note: Formal invocation of Idaho Code § 33-1501 authority to designate hazardous routes for reimbursement eligibility.
August 22, 2023 – Board approves North Side Bus Company contract renewal and bus driver list for 2023–24.
 Note: This was the last year Jerome contracted with North Side before terminating the agreement in 2024.
January 2024 – Teacher protest forces one-day district-wide closure after Board rejects four-day school week.
 Note: Not directly transportation-related; no statutory link.
May 2024 – Valley School District #262 fails $300,000 levy by narrow margin; separate district in Jerome County.
 Note: Demonstrates context of local levy dependence in Jerome County districts.
July 2024 – Superintendent Johnson begins tenure just prior to August transportation collapse.
 Note: Leadership transition tied to levy implementation and the North Side contract wind-down.
August 20–22, 2025 – Transportation crisis: unregistered riders and poor data overwhelm routes; district cancels two days of school. District temporarily reduces halo to 0.25 miles, except for safety busing across Lincoln and Main.
 Note: By shrinking the halo, Jerome expanded ridership beyond statutory reimbursement limits. Only riders crossing Lincoln and Main qualified as safety busing under Idaho Code § 33-1501.
November 5, 2024 – Jerome voters approve $1.75M levy:
 – $1.25M renewal for staff, transportation, licenses.
 – $500,000 new funds for purchase of buses (in-house fleet).
 Note: This levy provided direct funding for the transition to district-owned buses, justified partly by state reimbursement rules (85% allowable cost coverage).
August 22, 2025 – District reinstates 0.25-mile halo exemption; acknowledges safety busing requirement across Lincoln and Main.
 Note: Explicit use of safety busing language confirms recognition of statutory hazardous crossing exemption for reimbursement.




[bookmark: _Toc207590927]Annex: Detailed Media and Email Timeline (2024–2025)
October 30, 2024 – District Press Release
· Announcement of two-year, $1.75M supplemental levy.
· $500,000 earmarked for bus purchases and transportation services.
November 6, 2024 – Times-News Report
· Coverage of levy passage with 54% voter approval.
· Noted levy allocations for staffing, transportation, and bus purchases.
November 28, 2024 – Times-News Report
· Report that Jerome would end its 53-year contract with North Side Bus Company.
· Hicks cited savings and reimbursement benefits from in-house fleet.
July 15, 2025 – Times-News Feature
· Profiled Jerome “getting into the business of busing.”
· Highlighted GPS tracking, RFID tags, and technology-driven fleet management.
August 17, 2025 – KMVT Coverage
· Preview of the school year.
· Reported new software systems for substitutes and transportation.
August 18, 2025 – District Email (Families)
· Released preliminary routes in Bus Compass.
· Noted community stops instead of door-to-door pickup.
· Invited parents to report errors to Transportation.
August 20, 2025 – District Email (Families)
· Superintendent Brent Johnson apologized for severe delays and routing errors on Day 1.
· Stated “hundreds of corrections” had been made overnight.
· Announced closure of all schools on August 21–22 due to safety concerns.
August 21, 2025 – District Email (Families)
· Issued detailed apology.
· Cited halo reduction, unregistered riders, overcrowding, poor signage, and insufficient preparation as causes.
· Announced immediate corrective actions, including help from the Department of Education and community volunteers.
August 22, 2025 – District Email (Families)
· Outlined new safety and operational adjustments.
· Reinstated 0.25-mile halo with safety busing exception.
· Froze new additions for one week.
· Introduced bus tags and coordination with Jerome Police for traffic control.
August 22, 2025 – KMVT Report
· Covered school closures.
· District cited “repairs and safety” as reasons.
August 24, 2025 – District Email (Families)
· Directed families to submit all transportation changes through Google forms.
· Reiterated community stop model.
August 26, 2025 – KMVT Report
· Johnson described failure as “pretty catastrophic.”
· Reported 400+ address corrections.
· BusTags emphasized as a solution.
August 26, 2025 – District Email (Families)
· “Important Update” explained Bus Compass errors due to halo conflicts and Google Maps mismatches.
· Promised weekly updates and reassured families that “No” for transportation was not permanent.
August 27, 2025 – KMVT Board Meeting Coverage
· Parents testified to safety risks and poor communication.
· Tim Hicks stated “it’s our fault, it’s the parents’ fault,” perceived as blame-shifting.
August 29, 2025 – District Email (Families)
· Reported more than 700 correction requests.
· Hired external consultant.
· Promised revised routes by September 5.
· Subcontracted activity bus trips.

This annex captures the parallel track of emails and media reporting, showing how messaging shifted:
· Pre-crisis (2024–July 2025): Levy and high-tech framing.
· Crisis (Aug 20–22, 2025): Safety/emergency closure narrative.
· Aftermath (Aug 24–29, 2025): Process corrections, consultant engagement, and reputation defense.


[bookmark: _Toc207590928]Annex: Detailed Pre-Crisis Decision Timeline
Summary:
This decision chain shows the collapse was not a sudden failure but the result of a deliberate sequence: board-approved leadership change → levy-funded bus acquisition → contract termination → high-tech rollout → aggressive halo reduction → predictable overload → district-wide shutdown.

September 2024 – Creation of Transportation Director Role
· The Jerome Board of Trustees created and approved a new Transportation Director position.
· Tim Hicks was hired to lead the transition from outsourced to district-run transportation.
· Responsibility: design, plan, and implement a district-owned fleet and routing system.
November 5, 2024 – Supplemental Levy Approval
· Voters passed a two-year $3.5 million supplemental levy with 54% approval.
· Allocation: $1.25M for staff and licenses, $500,000 specifically earmarked for new and used buses.
· Framing: Levy justified as necessary for in-house transportation and long-term savings.
November 28, 2024 – Termination of North Side Bus Company Contract
· After 53 years of service, Jerome announced the end of its contract with North Side Bus Company, effective August 2025.
· Hicks cited safety improvements and taxpayer savings.
· Central claim: district-owned fleets qualify for greater state reimbursement than contracted services.
July 15, 2025 – Technology Rollout
· Times-News featured Jerome’s “business of busing” initiative.
· Highlighted new GPS routing (Bus Compass/Transportant), RFID tags, and high-tech monitoring systems.
· Hicks promoted Jerome as a “first in the state” model for technology-driven busing.
August 2025 – Halo Reduction
· Walking zone reduced from the state standard 1.5 miles to nearly zero.
· Effect: ridership jumped from ~950 to ~1,300, a 40% increase.
· Many new riders were ineligible for reimbursement under Idaho law (IDAPA 08.02.02.190), except where safety busing applied (Lincoln/Main crossings).
August 18, 2025 – Initial Rollout
· Preliminary routes released via Bus Compass.
· Parents told to report errors; system relied on community stops.
August 20, 2025 – Collapse
August 21–22, 2025 – Formal Apology and Safety Acknowledgment



[bookmark: _Toc207590929]Annex: Crisis Timeline (August 18–29, 2025)
This annex shows the crisis unfolding in three phases:
1. Initiation (Aug 18–20): flawed rollout, mass errors, emergency closures.
2. Crisis Response (Aug 21–22): apologies, halo adjustments, volunteer and DOE intervention.
3. Aftermath (Aug 24–29): process changes, consultant engagement, and defensive messaging to reassure families.

August 18, 2025 – District Email (Families)
· Preliminary bus routes released in Bus Compass.
· Parents informed that routes would use community stops, not home addresses.
· Families invited to report errors to the Transportation Department.

August 20, 2025 – District Email (Families)
· First day of school marked by severe delays, overcrowding, and unaccounted riders.
· Superintendent Brent Johnson apologized, noting “hundreds of corrections” made overnight.
· Announcement: all schools closed August 21–22 for “repairs and safety.”
August 20, 2025 – Media Reports
· KMVT and KEZJ covered closure; district cited “safety concerns regarding student transportation.”

August 21, 2025 – District Email (Families)
· Detailed apology issued.
· Causes identified: reduced halo, unregistered riders, overcrowding, poor signage, insufficient preparation.
· Corrective steps announced: assistance from State Department of Education staff, community volunteers, clearer signage, bus ID, and planned rollout of BusTags.

August 22, 2025 – District Email (Families)
· Operational update: reinstated 0.25-mile halo with safety exceptions (Lincoln and Main).
· Freeze on new riders for one week.
· Coordination with Jerome Police for traffic control.
· Activity buses subcontracted.
August 22, 2025 – Media Reports
· KMVT reported that the district continued citing “repairs and safety” as the reason for closures.

August 24, 2025 – District Email (Families)
· Families directed to submit all transportation changes via Google form.
· Reaffirmed community bus stop model.
· Promised improved accuracy for routes.

August 26, 2025 – District Email (Families)
· “Important Update” explained Bus Compass errors: halo conflicts and mismatches in Google Maps addresses.
· Promised weekly updates and reassured families that “No” for transportation was not permanent.
August 26, 2025 – KMVT Report
· Superintendent Johnson described the failure as a “pretty catastrophic” collapse.
· Nearly 400 student addresses had to be re-verified.
· BusTags touted as accountability solution.

August 27, 2025 – KMVT Coverage of Board Meeting
· Parents testified about safety risks and lack of communication.
· Transportation Director Tim Hicks stated “it’s our fault, it’s the parents’ fault,” which parents perceived as deflection.

August 29, 2025 – District Email (Families)
· Reported more than 700 correction requests logged.
· External consultant hired.
· Announced new routes to be published September 5 for rollout the following week.
· Confirmed subcontracting of activity trips to outside carriers.

	Date
	District Communications
	Media Reports

	Aug 18, 2025
	Email: Preliminary Bus Compass routes released. Parents informed about community stops and asked to report errors.
	—

	Aug 20, 2025
	Email: Apology for severe delays and unaccounted riders. “Hundreds of corrections” made. Schools canceled Aug 21–22.
	KMVT and KEZJ: District cited “safety concerns regarding student transportation.”

	Aug 21, 2025
	Email: Detailed apology. Identified causes — halo reduction, unregistered riders, overcrowding, poor signage. DOE and volunteers assisting.
	—

	Aug 22, 2025
	Email: Operational update. 0.25-mile halo reinstated with safety exceptions (Lincoln/Main). Rider freeze for one week. BusTags planned. Jerome Police assisting.
	KMVT: District continued citing “repairs and safety” as closure reason.

	Aug 24, 2025
	Email: Families directed to submit all changes via Google form. Reaffirmed community stop model.
	—

	Aug 26, 2025
	Email: Explained Bus Compass errors (halo conflicts, Google Maps mismatches). Promised weekly updates.
	KMVT: Johnson called it a “catastrophic” failure. 400+ addresses reverified. BusTags promoted as accountability solution.

	Aug 27, 2025
	—
	KMVT: School board meeting coverage. Parents testified about safety risks and poor communication. Hicks: “It’s our fault, it’s the parents’ fault.”

	Aug 28, 2025
	—
	KMVT: Parents described children stranded and app glitches. Criticized lack of communication and accountability.

	Aug 29, 2025
	Email: 700+ correction requests logged. External consultant hired. New routes promised by Sept 5. Activity trips subcontracted.
	—



[bookmark: _Toc207590930]Annex: Profiles
[bookmark: _Toc207590931]Comprehensive Profile: Brent Johnson (Superintendent)
[bookmark: _Toc207590932]Employment & Background
· Hired as Superintendent of Jerome School District in summer 2024 after a national search managed by the Idaho School Boards Association.
· Officially in place by the start of the 2025–26 school year; presided over the transportation collapse of August 2025.
[bookmark: _Toc207590933]Documented Roles and Actions
· Presented the November 2024 supplemental levy campaign ($3.5M, with $500k earmarked for buses).
· July 2024: Assured the public that transportation changes were “logistical, not budget-driven.”
· August 20–22, 2025: Sent district-wide emails announcing closures, citing “repairs and safety.”
· Public apologies framed the crisis as a mechanical issue rather than a planning failure.
[bookmark: _Toc207590934]Known Relationships
· Works directly with Transportation Director Tim Hicks, responsible for busing overhaul.
· Accountable to the Board of Trustees who authorized levy and bus transition.
· Depended on DOE guidance and oversight, where Ali Stolzman was potentially conflicted.
[bookmark: _Toc207590935]Concerns and Issues
· Transparency: Emails characterized closures as “repairs” when real cause was policy and planning failure.
· Planning: Did not delay school start despite warnings of bad data, overcrowding, and safety risks.
· Safety: Failed to confirm rider readiness and account for all children on Day 1.
· Levy stewardship: Promoted levy for buses but underplayed reimbursement risks, creating cost exposure.
· Ethics/Moral Duty: Shifted explanations toward generic “growth” pressures, masking deliberate policy choices.

	Category
	Brent Johnson (Superintendent)
	Tim Hicks (Transportation Director)
	Ali Stolzman (DOE Official)

	Known Facts
	Hired summer 2024. 
Led Nov 2024 levy ($500k for buses). 
Declared changes “logistical, not budget-driven.” 
Sent Aug 20–22, 2025 closure/apology emails.
	Hired Sept 2024. 
Planned in-house fleet after ending 53-year North Side contract. 
Promoted GPS, RFID, Bus Compass as “state-first” tech.
 Blamed parents and district at Aug 27 meeting.
	DOE transportation staff, 2024–25. 
Married to Jerome employee. 
Role included technical assistance on reimbursement/halo. 
DOE sent staff during crisis.

	Unknowns / Suspect Areas
	What he knew of reimbursement risks. 
Why daily rider additions were allowed after Aug 20. 
Extent he minimized safety warnings.
	If reimbursement projections considered ineligible riders. 
Whether safety routes (Lincoln/Main) were formally designated before launch. 
His control over unregistered rider policy.
	Whether she filed conflict disclosure. 
If she gave reimbursement assurances. 
Whether DOE firewalled her from Jerome matters.

	Legal Issues
	Idaho Code § 33-802: levy funds must be used as voters approved. 
Liability for closures without planning.
	IDAPA 08.02.02.190: eligible vs. ineligible riders. 
Procurement rules for software/vendor contracts.
	Idaho Code § 74-404: Ethics in Government Act prohibits actions benefitting household. Recusal required.

	Ethical Issues
	Emails framed closure as “repairs” rather than policy failure. Failed to delay school until data validated.
	Deflected blame to parents. 
Promoted untested tech as safe. Ignored phased rollout.
	Conflict of interest from household tie. 
Questionable impartiality in DOE oversight. 
Weak safeguards.

	Moral Issues
	Duty of care for students. 
Obligation to confirm safety before launch. Stewardship of levy funds.
	Duty to protect children from haos/overcrowding. 
Moral obligation to warn leadership. 
Responsibility to confirm safety.
	Duty to avoid even appearance of impropriety. 
Obligation to ensure DOE guidance supported safe planning. 
Risk of lost public trust.

	Transparency & Excuses
	Emails cited “repairs and safety” instead of policy errors. 
Shifted narrative to “growth pressures.”
	At board meeting: “our fault, parents’ fault.” 
Positioned crisis as parent data failure.
	No clear disclosure of conflict. 
Silence or lack of records leaves public uncertain about her role.




[bookmark: _Toc207590936]Comprehensive Profile: Tim Hicks (Transportation Director)
[bookmark: _Toc207590937]Employment & Background
· Position created and approved in September 2024.
· Hired to lead transition from 53-year contract with North Side Bus Company to in-house fleet beginning August 2025.
[bookmark: _Toc207590938]Documented Roles and Actions
· Promoted Jerome as a “first in the state high-tech example” with GPS, RFID tags, and Bus Compass routing.
· Publicly stated district-owned fleets brought more state reimbursement than contracts.
· Directed routing rollout, halo reduction, and day-to-day busing logistics.
· August 27, 2025 board meeting: Said “it’s our fault, it’s the parents’ fault,” interpreted as shifting blame.
[bookmark: _Toc207590939]Known Relationships
· Directly accountable to Superintendent Johnson and the Board.
· Liaised with DOE transportation staff, potentially including Stolzman and Jiminez.
· Promoted vendor relationships with Transportant (Bus Compass) and RFID suppliers.
[bookmark: _Toc207590940]Concerns and Issues
· Transparency: Promoted technology as a safety upgrade while failing to acknowledge readiness risks.
· Excuses: At board meeting, attempted to blame parents’ registration errors for system collapse.
· Planning: Did not phase rollout or test data before first day; routes proved dangerously flawed.
· Safety: Allowed overcrowding and unregistered riders; children were unaccounted for.
· Financial: Misrepresented reimbursement benefits; halo reduction added ineligible riders and cost exposure.
· Moral Duty: Failed to prioritize children’s safety over “pilot program” ambitions.



[bookmark: _Toc207590941]Comprehensive Profile: Ali Stolzman (DOE Official)
[bookmark: _Toc207590942]Employment & Background
· State Department of Education official in transportation oversight.
· Active during Jerome’s 2024–2025 bus transition.
· Married to a Jerome School District employee, creating a household financial connection.
[bookmark: _Toc207590943]Documented Roles and Actions
· Position placed her in a role to provide technical assistance on reimbursement and safety busing.
· No direct records confirm her communications with Jerome, but DOE acknowledged sending staff support during the crisis.
· Possible involvement in advising on reimbursement eligibility.
[bookmark: _Toc207590944]Known Relationships
· Household link: spouse employed by Jerome School District, salary tied to state reimbursements.
· Part of DOE transportation office, working alongside specialist Jitter Jiminez.
· In chain of oversight for Jerome reimbursement claims.
[bookmark: _Toc207590945]Concerns and Issues
· Conflict of Interest: Idaho Code § 74-404 prohibits actions producing pecuniary benefit for household members; recusal required.
· Transparency: Unknown if she disclosed conflict or was walled off from Jerome matters.
· Planning: DOE role in halo and reimbursement guidance remains unclear — failure to clarify may have enabled risky expansion.
· Safety: DOE duty to ensure safety busing definitions applied correctly (Lincoln and Main crossings).
· Trust: Even appearance of bias undermines public confidence in DOE oversight.
[bookmark: _Toc207590946]Annex: Verified Findings 
Q1. How many students did Jerome transport before the 2025 expansion?
Approximately 950 students. (District communications, Aug 21, 2025)
Q2. How many students did Jerome attempt to transport at the start of the 2025 school year?
About 1,300 students. (District apology letter, Aug 21, 2025)
Q3. What change in policy caused this increase?
The walking halo was reduced from the state standard of 1.5 miles to nearly zero. (District communication, Aug 21, 2025)
Q4. Was the reduction in the halo required by law?
No. It was a district decision. Idaho rules set 1.5 miles as the standard unless hazardous conditions exist (IDAPA 08.02.02.190).
Q5. Did the district acknowledge unregistered riders boarding buses?
Yes. Jerome allowed students without confirmed registration to ride, which led to unaccounted children.
Q6. Did overcrowding occur on buses?
Yes. Some buses were overpacked while others ran nearly empty.
Q7. Was Jerome’s transportation collapse caused by mechanical bus failures?
No. The district stated the issue was routing errors and unaccounted ridership, not broken buses.
Q8. What software did Jerome use for routing?
Bus Compass, provided by Transportant LLC.
Q9. Did the district consult the State Department of Education during the crisis?
Yes. The district confirmed “staff from the State of Idaho Transportation Department” were onsite.
Q10. Did the district receive volunteers from the community to help?
Yes. Logistical volunteers assisted after the failure.
Q11. Did Jerome purchase new buses in connection with a levy?
Yes. A supplemental levy passed in Nov 2024 earmarked $500,000 for bus purchases.
Q12. Did the district acknowledge insufficient preparation time?
Yes. They admitted not having enough time to test routes and registration data.
Q13. What corrective action did Jerome take immediately after the collapse?
Reinstated a 0.25-mile halo, froze new ridership additions, and issued bus tags for tracking.
Q14. Were parents and principals aware of the problems beforehand?
Yes. Internal testimony and parent reports confirm warnings of safety risks.
Q15. Did the district communicate clearly with parents during the crisis?
No. Emails acknowledged confusion and inaccurate information in the Bus Compass app.
Q16. Did Jerome use community stops rather than home pickup?
Yes. The district confirmed reliance on community stops.
Q17. Were state reimbursements explicitly tied to halo adjustments?
By law, no. State reimbursement applies only to riders outside 1.5 miles unless hazardous conditions exist. Jerome’s choice to reduce the halo was voluntary.
Q18. Did the district close schools as a result of transportation failures?
Yes. Schools were closed Aug 21–22, 2025, citing safety concerns.
Q19. Did Jerome’s leadership take responsibility?
Yes. The district issued a formal apology on Aug 21, 2025.
Q20. Has Jerome promised structural reforms going forward?
Yes. They pledged earlier enrollment data cleanup, clearer signage, and better communication systems.
Q21. Did Jerome blame budget cuts for the 2025 transportation collapse?
No. The superintendent clarified that the changes were not budget-related but logistical.
Q22. Did Jerome acknowledge its levy was partly about transportation?
Yes. The Oct 2024 levy notice earmarked funds for buses and transportation services.
Q23. Did the district cite community growth as justification for changes?
Yes. Superintendent Johnson cited “rapid growth” as part of the strain on busing.
Q24. Was that growth purely demographic?
No. Much of it was manufactured by reducing the halo and including riders who were not previously eligible.
Q25. Did Jerome admit to adding riders daily after the school year began?
Yes. They stated that new riders were added daily, worsening inconsistency.
Q26. Did the district admit students were unaccounted for on day one?
Yes. The district said unregistered riders created unaccounted-for students.
Q27. Did the district close schools in response to a bus fleet mechanical crisis?
No. District emails confirm buses were functional; the problem was routing and ridership management.
Q28. Did Jerome acknowledge inadequate signage and transfer procedures?
Yes. The district admitted transfers were poorly marked and confusing.
Q29. Did Jerome issue formal apologies to families?
Yes. Several apology statements were sent on Aug 20–21, 2025.
Q30. Did Jerome say they intended to use bus tags all along?
Yes. They admitted the tagging system was planned but delayed until routes stabilized.
Q31. Did the district involve police for traffic control after the collapse?
Yes. Jerome Police assisted with traffic around Summit and Middle School.
Q32. Did the district commit to freezing new rider additions after the collapse?
Yes. They froze new additions for the first week after reopening.
Q33. Did Jerome acknowledge problems with Bus Compass accuracy?
Yes. They admitted the app was not reliable during startup.
Q34. Did Jerome state that secretaries and administrators could edit bus data?
Yes. They gave secretaries and administrators access to enter routing information.
Q35. Did Jerome openly compare itself to other districts on levy costs?
Yes. The levy flyer compared Jerome’s rate to Twin Falls, Hansen, and Gooding.
Q36. Did the district acknowledge insufficient timeline for data cleanup?
Yes. They admitted registration cleanup happened too late.
Q37. Did Jerome state hazardous routes justified busing some under-halo riders?
Yes. They cited major roads like Main and Lincoln as examples.
Q38. Did Jerome confirm schools had to manually call parents about bus errors?
Yes. District communications said schools contacted parents directly to confirm ridership.
Q39. Did Jerome admit that technology alone did not solve the problem?
Yes. They said reliance on software and lack of preparation created errors despite new systems.
Q40. Did Jerome state they “take stewardship seriously” after the collapse?
Yes. The closing apology emphasized their duty to the community.


[bookmark: _Toc207590947]Annex: Legal, Ethical, and Moral Issues in Question
[bookmark: _Toc207590948]Section A: Legal Issues
1. Reimbursement Eligibility
· Issue: Were students bused within the 1.5-mile halo counted as reimbursable when they were not safety-eligible?
· Law: Idaho Code § 33-1006(4)(a) and IDAPA 08.02.02.190 establish that only students outside 1.5 miles, or within designated “safety busing” zones, are eligible for state reimbursement.
2. Safety Busing Definition
· Issue: Did Jerome properly apply safety busing standards to riders crossing Lincoln and Main, and were those routes formally designated by the board?
· Law: Idaho Code § 33-1501 grants boards authority to approve safety routes when walking presents hazards; reimbursement depends on formal approval.
3. Conflict of Interest in Reimbursement Oversight
· Issue: Did Ali Stolzman, a Department of Education employee with a spouse employed by Jerome, participate in any advice or approvals affecting Jerome’s reimbursement?
· Law: Idaho Ethics in Government Act, Idaho Code § 74-404(1), prohibits officials from actions creating a direct pecuniary benefit to themselves or household members.
4. Contract Transition
· Issue: Did termination of the North Side Bus Co. contract comply with procurement and notice requirements?
· Law: Idaho Code § 33-1510 sets standards for school bus contracts; termination after 53 years may have required specific notice and compliance steps.
5. Use of Levy Funds
· Issue: Were the $500,000 earmarked for buses under the November 2024 levy spent in compliance with voter authorization?
· Law: Idaho Code § 33-802 governs supplemental levies and restricts use of proceeds to voter-approved purposes.

[bookmark: _Toc207590949]Section B: Ethical Issues
6. Duty of Disclosure
· Issue: Did Stolzman adequately disclose her conflict of interest to supervisors, and was she recused from all Jerome matters?
· Law/Ethics: Idaho Code § 74-404 requires disclosure and recusal; ethical best practice demands full firewalling to preserve public trust.
7. Use of Innovation vs. Student Safety
· Issue: Was it ethical to prioritize being a “state pilot” with GPS and RFID tags without first ensuring reliability and safety of routes?
· Standard: Ethical leadership in education requires prioritizing child safety over institutional reputation or innovation goals.
8. Shifting Blame to Parents
· Issue: At the Aug 27, 2025 board meeting, Transportation Director Hicks suggested the failure was partly parents’ fault.
· Ethical Question: Is it appropriate for an official to deflect accountability when parents’ concerns about safety were valid and later confirmed?
9. Transparency in Communications
· Issue: District emails framed the closure as a “repairs and safety” issue, when in fact it stemmed from data and routing failures.
· Ethical Question: Was this a transparent representation of facts, or a misleading narrative that undermined public trust?

[bookmark: _Toc207590950]Section C: Moral Issues
10. Duty of Care to Children
· Question: Did district leaders meet their moral obligation to ensure children were accounted for, safe, and not placed in overcrowded buses?
· Moral Standard: The principle of “duty of care” extends beyond compliance; knowingly exposing students to preventable risks is a moral failure.
11. Stewardship of Public Funds
· Question: Did leaders honor their moral duty to use levy funds responsibly, rather than pursuing growth in ridership that added costs without reimbursement?
· Moral Standard: Stewardship requires aligning spending with both legal constraints and the trust of voters who approved the levy.
12. Accountability to the Community
· Question: Did leaders accept full responsibility for errors, or attempt to minimize blame through apologies without substantive corrective action?
· Moral Standard: Moral accountability means owning mistakes, addressing root causes, and preventing recurrence, not deflection.
13. Fairness vs. Legality
· Question: Was reducing the halo defended on grounds of fairness, while creating unfunded costs that strained district resources?
· Moral Standard: True equity balances fairness with sustainability; expanding service beyond what can be safely or lawfully provided undermines both.

[bookmark: _Toc207590951]Synthesis
· Legally, the key questions revolve around reimbursement eligibility, safety route designations, conflict of interest, levy use, and contract termination.
· Ethically, the concerns are conflict disclosures, transparency, prioritization of safety, and accountability.
· Morally, the issues concern the district’s duty of care to children, stewardship of funds, and the integrity of leadership in responding to crisis.


[bookmark: _Toc207590952]Annex: Point–Counterpoints Exercise
[bookmark: _Toc207590953]Section A: Ridership and Policy
Point 1: Expanding ridership served families and improved access.
Counterpoint: State rules set 1.5 miles as the reimbursement standard. Voluntary under-halo expansion increased costs without guaranteed reimbursement.
Point 2: Growth forced the changes.
Counterpoint: Records show much of the “growth” was manufactured by reducing the halo, not by demographics.
Point 3: Reducing the halo was about fairness.
Counterpoint: Fairness arguments do not override statutory limits; the decision created more potentially ineligible riders and local cost exposure.
Point 4: Other districts also face rapid growth.
Counterpoint: Few districts voluntarily reduced their halo below 1.5 miles; Jerome’s choice was unusual and risky.
Point 5: More buses and routes meant more safety.
Counterpoint: Poor planning led to overcrowding and confusion, undermining actual safety.

[bookmark: _Toc207590954]Section B: Technology and Innovation
Point 6: High-tech tools like GPS and Bus Compass improved safety.
Counterpoint: Without adequate data hygiene and testing, they contributed to system failure and safety risks.
Point 7: Jerome was being innovative and forward-looking.
Counterpoint: Innovation is valuable, but not at the expense of student safety and compliance with reimbursement rules.
Point 8: Bus tags would have solved accountability problems immediately.
Counterpoint: Tags were not deployed until after the collapse, showing reliance on technology without implementation readiness.
Point 9: The crisis was due to software glitches, not policy.
Counterpoint: Software problems revealed underlying policy choices—halo reduction and untested tech rollout—that caused systemic vulnerability.
Point 10: Being a pilot district raised Jerome’s reputation.
Counterpoint: A failed pilot undermines trust and creates liability; reputation depends on success, not experimentation alone.

[bookmark: _Toc207590955]Section C: Ethics and Oversight
Point 11: The Department of Education gave only neutral technical assistance.
Counterpoint: Assurances about reimbursement would be case-specific participation, not neutral guidance.
Point 12: Disclosure by Ali Stolzman was enough.
Counterpoint: Direct household benefit requires recusal and firewalling under Idaho Code § 74-404.
Point 13: There was no intent to benefit Stolzman’s household.
Counterpoint: Intent is not required; outcome governs under the statute.
Point 14: Subordinates acted independently of Stolzman.
Counterpoint: Supervisory accountability attaches absent a documented firewall or recusal.
Point 15: This was purely a local failure.
Counterpoint: State guidance and reimbursement expectations shaped local decisions and financial planning.

[bookmark: _Toc207590956]Section D: Community and Communication
Point 16: Parents overreacted online.
Counterpoint: Parents flagged safety failures that the district itself later acknowledged in official apologies and corrective measures.
Point 17: Community volunteers show the district responded well.
Counterpoint: Volunteers were necessary only because leadership had failed; community help cannot excuse official responsibility.
Point 18: Closing schools for two days showed caution.
Counterpoint: Preventive caution would have meant delaying the launch until routes and data were validated; the closure was forced, not chosen.
Point 19: Apologies demonstrate accountability.
Counterpoint: Apologies were reactive. Real accountability requires structural reforms, not just statements.
Point 20: The problem was unforeseeable.
Counterpoint: With a year of preparation, new buses, and clear statutory limits, the risks were foreseeable and avoidable.
[bookmark: _Toc207590957]
Annex: Documents to be Reviewed or Collected
[bookmark: _Toc207590958]Section A: District and Board Records
1. Board of Trustees meeting minutes from July 2023 through September 2025, with attachments.
2. Special meeting minutes approving safety bus routes (Aug 7, 2023).
3. Superintendent reports and board packets related to transportation policy, halo adjustments, and North Side Bus Company contract termination.
4. All board resolutions and levy ballot language for November 2024 supplemental levy
5. Transportation Director memoranda and planning documents (Sept 2024–Aug 2025).
6. All internal district emails concerning halo reductions, Bus Compass rollout, and student ridership counts (July 2024–Sept 2025).
7. District-issued parent communications: August 18–29, 2025 emails and apologies
8. Contracts and invoices for Bus Compass/Transportant LLC and RFID tag vendors.
9. Contracts, bids, and purchase orders for new and used buses bought with levy funds.
10. Driver rosters and route assignments for August 2025, including substitute coverage.
[bookmark: _Toc207590959]Section B: Department of Education Records
11. All DOE communications with Jerome staff concerning transportation, halo policy, and reimbursement (July 2024–Sept 2025).
12. Conflict-of-interest disclosures and recusals filed by Ali Stolzman and DOE transportation staff.
13. DOE reimbursement approval records for Jerome 2024–25 and 2025–26.
14. DOE audit reports on Jerome transportation claims.
15. DOE policy documents defining safety busing and reimbursement eligibility under IDAPA 08.02.02.190.
16. DOE training materials on ethics and conflict of interest under Idaho Code § 74-404.
[bookmark: _Toc207590960]Section C: Financial and Audit Materials
17. Jerome transportation budget reports 2023–24, 2024–25, and 2025–26.
18. State reimbursement submissions and audit adjustments for Jerome during this period.
19. Cost-per-rider calculations (audited) for Jerome and comparable Idaho districts.
20. Documentation of levy fund expenditures, including receipts for buses, software, and operations.
[bookmark: _Toc207590961]Section D: Media and Public Statements
21. District press releases related to the November 2024 levy.
22. District website postings about transportation changes (July 2024–Aug 2025).
23. KMVT coverage of August 20–29, 2025 crisis.
24. Times-News articles on levy approval, North Side contract termination, and high-tech busing rollout.
25. KEZJ, MagicValley.com, and KTVB reports on the Aug 20–22, 2025 closure.
[bookmark: _Toc207590962]Section E: Safety and Compliance
26. Official maps of approved safety bus routes, 2023–24 and 2024–25.
27. Hazard assessments for Lincoln (north–south) and Main (east–west) crossings.
28. Accident or incident reports involving students walking or being bused in Jerome, 2023–25.
29. Law enforcement and Jerome Police records of traffic control or involvement during the Aug 2025 crisis.
30. Insurance or liability communications relating to transportation safety.


[bookmark: _Toc207590963]Annex: Questions for the Department of Education 
[bookmark: _Toc207590964]Section A: Guidance and Policy
1. What written guidance did the Department provide to Jerome School District regarding halo distance and rider eligibility under IDAPA rules?
2. Did any Department official, including Ali Stolzman, provide assurances to Jerome that reducing the halo or expanding ridership would be reimbursable?
3. How many other Idaho districts reduced their walking halos below 1.5 miles in 2024–2025, and what documented justifications were used?
4. What formal policy documents exist defining “safety busing” and how are they applied consistently across districts?
5. Has the Department issued guidance to districts on distinguishing between reimbursable safety busing and non-reimbursable under-halo busing?

[bookmark: _Toc207590965]Section B: Oversight and Reimbursement
6.  Was the Department aware, before school opened in August 2025, that Jerome’s ridership expansion would increase student transportation counts by roughly 40 percent?
7.  Did the Department review Jerome’s ridership data before approving reimbursement claims in 2024–2025, and if so, on what dates?
8.  What audit procedures does the Department use to verify that district reimbursement claims exclude ineligible riders?
9. Has the Department ever withheld or clawed back reimbursement funds due to improper halo reductions?
10. How does the Department calculate average allowable cost per rider, and what was Jerome’s figure in 2024–2025 compared to the state average?

[bookmark: _Toc207590966]Section C: Ethics and Conflict of Interest
11. What safeguards or procedures does the Department have to prevent staff with household conflicts from participating in reimbursement approvals or technical assistance?
12. Did Ali Stolzman or any other employee file a formal conflict-of-interest disclosure concerning Jerome?
13. Has the Department ever disciplined an employee under the Idaho Ethics in Government Act for conflicts tied to transportation reimbursements?
14. How does the Department train staff on the requirements of Idaho Code § 74-404 (Ethics in Government Act) as it applies to reimbursement decisions?
15. Were any DOE subordinates instructed to handle Jerome-specific tasks to avoid Stolzman’s conflict, and if so, was that firewall documented?

[bookmark: _Toc207590967]Section D: Technology and Communication
16. What role, if any, did Department staff play in evaluating or supporting Jerome’s adoption of Transportant/Bus Compass technology?
17. Did the Department provide input or review related to Jerome’s November 2024 supplemental levy campaign, particularly where levy funds were earmarked for bus purchases?
18. What records exist of Department communications with Tim Hicks between September 2024 and August 2025 concerning reimbursements and technology adoption?
19. Did Department staff provide any written or verbal assurances to Jerome about the eligibility of RFID tags, GPS tracking, or new technology costs for reimbursement?
20. What corrective guidance has the Department issued to all districts after the Jerome transportation collapse, specifically concerning halo policies, safety busing, and reimbursement compliance?


[bookmark: _Toc207590968]Annex: Questions for the Superintendent 
[bookmark: _Toc207590969]Section A: Policy and Planning
21. Why was the decision made to reduce the walking halo below the state standard of 1.5 miles?
22. How was the increase in ridership from approximately 950 to 1,300 justified?
23. What analysis was conducted to determine whether the new riders would be eligible for state reimbursement?
24. Did you or your office consult with the Department of Education before reducing the halo?
25. What risk assessments were performed before launching the new routing plan in August 2025?
[bookmark: _Toc207590970]Section B: Levy and Funding
6. How were levy funds earmarked for transportation allocated after the November 2024 vote?
7. Did you tie levy messaging to safety or reimbursement assurances?
8. How much of the levy’s $500,000 for buses was spent by August 2025?
9. What was the projected reimbursement increase from ending the North Side contract?
10. Did you communicate reimbursement expectations to the board or public?
[bookmark: _Toc207590971]Section C: Crisis Management
11. What specific reports did you receive about overcrowding and unregistered riders before school opened?
12. Why was school not delayed until routes were validated?
13. Who decided to close schools on August 21–22, 2025?
14. Did you notify law enforcement or safety officials before making that decision?
15. How were parents and principals informed during the collapse?
[bookmark: _Toc207590972]Section D: Oversight and Accountability
16. What directives did you give to Tim Hicks during the transition?
17. What role did DOE staff play in advising you during the crisis?
18. How did you respond to parent warnings about safety risks?
19. What corrective actions did you implement after the collapse?
20. What lessons have you identified to prevent recurrence?



[bookmark: _Toc207590973]Annex: Questions for the Board of Trustees 
[bookmark: _Toc207590974]Section A: Policy Oversight
1. Why did the board approve a Transportation Director position in 2024?
2. What oversight did you exercise over the decision to end the North Side contract?
3. Did you review the halo reduction plan before it was implemented?
4. Were you aware that ridership would increase by roughly 40 percent?
5. Did you request reimbursement eligibility projections before approval?
[bookmark: _Toc207590975]Section B: Levy and Funding
6. How was transportation framed to voters during the November 2024 levy campaign?
7. Did you review how the $500,000 earmarked for buses would be spent?
8. What role did state reimbursement promises play in your levy messaging?
9. Did you consider tying levy funding to audited reimbursement results?
10. What contingency planning did you require for levy-funded bus purchases?
[bookmark: _Toc207590976]Section C: Safety and Compliance
11. What board discussions addressed safety busing under Idaho Code § 33-1501?
12. Did you formally designate safety routes for 2024–25 and 2025–26?
13. How did you evaluate the risk of children crossing Lincoln and Main?
14. Did you review compliance with IDAPA reimbursement rules?
15. Were you informed of DOE guidance on halo reductions?
[bookmark: _Toc207590977]Section D: Accountability
16. What reports did you request from Superintendent Johnson before the collapse?
17. Did you hold hearings on transportation readiness before August 2025?
18. What corrective measures have you required since the collapse?
19. Have you reviewed the role of DOE staff and potential conflicts of interest?
20. What steps will you take to ensure future transparency in transportation decisions?
[bookmark: _Toc207590978]Annex: Questions for the Director of Transportation (20)
[bookmark: _Toc207590979]Section A: Planning and Policy
Q1. When did you first propose the reduction of the walking halo, and what data supported that proposal?
Q2. How many additional riders did you project would result from reducing the halo?
Q3. Did you conduct an analysis of which added riders would be eligible for state reimbursement?
Q4. What safety studies were performed on routes involving crossings of Lincoln and Main?
Q5. Did you advise the Superintendent or Board that reducing the halo could create non-reimbursable costs?

[bookmark: _Toc207590980]Section B: Levy and Funding
Q6. What role did you play in framing the November 2024 levy campaign as it related to buses and transportation?
Q7. Did you present the reimbursement advantage of district-owned buses to the Board or the public?
Q8. How were the $500,000 earmarked for buses allocated, and did you control those purchases?
Q9. What assumptions did you make about increased reimbursement from ending the North Side contract?
Q10. Did you provide any written estimates of long-term savings tied to state reimbursement?

[bookmark: _Toc207590981]Section C: Technology and Operations
Q11. Who recommended the adoption of Transportant/Bus Compass software, and what was your role?
Q12. What testing was conducted on the routing software before August 2025?
Q13. Did you plan the rollout of RFID bus tags, and why were they not deployed before school started?
Q14. How did you train staff, drivers, and secretaries on entering and managing route data?
Q15. Did you seek Department of Education advice on reimbursability of technology-related costs?

[bookmark: _Toc207590982]Section D: Crisis and Accountability
Q16. What warnings did you receive before August 20, 2025 about unregistered riders or overcrowding?
Q17. Why were new riders added daily after the start of school despite unresolved problems?
Q18. At the August 27, 2025 board meeting, you said the failure was both the district’s and the parents’ fault. What did you mean, and do you stand by that statement?
Q19. What corrective actions did you personally oversee between August 21–29, 2025?
Q20. Looking forward, what measures will you implement to ensure compliance with halo rules, safety busing, and reimbursement eligibility?


[bookmark: _Toc207590983]Annex: Potential Longer-Term Implications
[bookmark: _Toc207590984]Summary
The Jerome transportation crisis is not just a local failure but a test case with statewide implications. Inflated reimbursement claims, stricter audits, legislative reforms, public trust erosion, and policy precedents could ripple across Idaho if accountability is not established.
[bookmark: _Toc207590985]1. Inflated Reimbursement Claims
· Risk: If Jerome submits reimbursement counts that include ineligible riders (under-halo, not safety-bused), the state may initially pay inflated amounts.
· Consequence:
· Discovery in audit could result in clawbacks, repayment demands, or withholding of future funds.
· Creates exposure for the district’s general fund if reimbursements are later ruled improper.
· Potential violation of state rules (IDAPA 08.02.02.190) and Idaho Code § 33-1006.
[bookmark: _Toc207590986]2. State Audit Findings
· Risk: State Department of Education and legislative auditors may target Jerome for special review.
· Consequence:
· Could lead to negative audit reports, damaging public trust.
· May result in mandatory corrective action plans.
· Future audits across Idaho could become stricter, increasing administrative burdens for all districts.
[bookmark: _Toc207590987]3. Legislative Reforms
· Risk: Jerome’s collapse may prompt lawmakers to tighten halo, safety busing, and reimbursement definitions.
· Consequence:
· Legislature may amend IDAPA rules or Idaho Code to require clearer definitions of “eligible riders” and “safety busing.”
· Could reassign reimbursement oversight from DOE to a more independent auditor.
· May impose reporting or public-transparency requirements on school boards.
[bookmark: _Toc207590988]4. Public Trust and Community Confidence
· Risk: Continued perception of evasive communication (e.g., citing “repairs and safety” instead of policy errors) undermines trust.
· Consequence:
· Erodes voter confidence in future levies.
· Could fuel broader skepticism of district leadership, affecting teacher retention, parental cooperation, and community support.
[bookmark: _Toc207590989]5. Policy Precedent for Other Districts
· Risk: Other Idaho districts may point to Jerome’s temporary halo reduction as justification to shrink their own walking zones, seeking to boost ridership.
· Consequence:
· Expansion of under-halo riders statewide could inflate costs without matching reimbursement.
· Creates uneven application of law across districts, undermining statewide equity and compliance.
· May accelerate calls for legislative intervention.
[bookmark: _Toc207590990]6. Broader Statewide Impact
· Risk: If Jerome is perceived as a pilot “high-tech example” that failed, it may shape statewide skepticism toward innovation.
· Consequence:
· Other districts may resist adopting technology solutions, even where beneficial.
· Vendors may face heightened scrutiny, delaying or deterring modernization efforts across Idaho.



[bookmark: _Toc207590991]Annex: Safety Busing – Sample Calculations (Unofficial)
These calculations were developed working forward and backward from reported information and Idaho Code and may not be accurate.
[bookmark: _Toc207590992]Assumptions you can overwrite with audited figures:
1. Reimbursement rate on allowable costs: 85%
2. Allowable cost per eligible rider per year: $1,000 (a placeholder, actual # unknown)
3. Riders before halo change: 950
4. Riders after halo change: 1,300
5. Added riders: 350
6. A portion of the 350 may qualify as “safety busing” (eligible); the rest are under-halo and ineligible
[bookmark: _Toc207590993]Key formulas:
· State reimbursement ≈ reimbursement_rate × allowable_cost_per_eligible_rider × eligible_riders
· Local share for eligible riders ≈ (1 − reimbursement_rate) × allowable_cost_per_eligible_rider × eligible_riders
· Local cost for ineligible riders ≈ 100% × allowable_cost_per_ineligible_rider × ineligible_riders
· If you don’t have a per-rider cost for ineligible riders, use the same $1,000 as a planning proxy (or switch to your audited marginal cost).
[bookmark: _Toc207590994]A. Pre-change baseline (illustrative)
· Eligible riders (baseline): assume 950 are mostly eligible (outside 1.5 miles or safety).
· State reimbursement ≈ 0.85 × 1,000 × 950 = $807,500
· Local share on those riders ≈ 0.15 × 1,000 × 950 = $142,500
[bookmark: _Toc207590995]B. Post-change scenarios for the +350 riders
Let x = number of added riders who meet safety busing or outside-1.5-mile eligibility.
Then 350 − x = added ineligible (under-halo, not safety).
[bookmark: _Toc207590996]Scenario 1: Minimal safety eligibility
· Assume 10% of the 350 qualify as safety busing → x = 35 eligible, 315 ineligible
· Added state reimbursement ≈ 0.85 × 1,000 × 35 = $29,750
· Added local share on eligible ≈ 0.15 × 1,000 × 35 = $5,250
· Added local cost for ineligible ≈ 1.00 × 1,000 × 315 = $315,000
· Net local impact (eligible + ineligible) ≈ $5,250 + $315,000 = $320,250
· Observation: big local exposure; small state offset
[bookmark: _Toc207590997]Scenario 2: Moderate safety eligibility
· Assume 40% of the 350 qualify as safety busing → x = 140 eligible, 210 ineligible
· Added state reimbursement ≈ 0.85 × 1,000 × 140 = $119,000
· Added local share on eligible ≈ 0.15 × 1,000 × 140 = $21,000
· Added local cost for ineligible ≈ 1.00 × 1,000 × 210 = $210,000
· Net local impact ≈ $21,000 + $210,000 = $231,000
· Observation: still substantial local cost; better state offset
[bookmark: _Toc207590998]Scenario 3: High safety eligibility
· Assume 75% of the 350 qualify as safety busing → x = 263 eligible, 87 ineligible
· Added state reimbursement ≈ 0.85 × 1,000 × 263 ≈ $223,550
· Added local share on eligible ≈ 0.15 × 1,000 × 263 ≈ $39,450
· Added local cost for ineligible ≈ 1.00 × 1,000 × 87 = $87,000
· Net local impact ≈ $39,450 + $87,000 = $126,450
· Observation: state picks up more; local exposure drops but is still material
[bookmark: _Toc207590999]C. Sensitivity slider (swap in your audited figures)
· If allowable cost per rider is $800, multiply all reimbursement and cost figures by 0.8.
· If allowable cost per rider is $1,200, multiply by 1.2.
· If you have a marginal cost estimate for ineligible riders (e.g., $600 instead of $1,000), replace 1,000 with 600 in the ineligible line.
[bookmark: _Toc207591000]D. Concrete “Lincoln/Main” safety example
· Suppose 120 of the 350 new riders live within 1.5 miles but must cross Lincoln or Main (documented as hazardous), so they are safety-eligible.
· Eligible added riders = 120; ineligible added riders = 230
· Added state reimbursement ≈ 0.85 × 1,000 × 120 = $102,000
· Added local share on those 120 ≈ 0.15 × 1,000 × 120 = $18,000
· Added local cost for 230 ineligible ≈ 1.00 × 1,000 × 230 = $230,000
· Net local impact ≈ $18,000 + $230,000 = $248,000
· Readout: the documented safety subset is reimbursable, but most halo-driven riders remain local cost exposure
[bookmark: _Toc207591001]E. Per-route framing (helps with operations planning)
If a new route serves 50 riders (mixed eligibility):
· If 20 riders are safety-eligible and 30 are ineligible
· State reimbursement ≈ 0.85 × 1,000 × 20 = $17,000
· Local share on 20 eligible ≈ 0.15 × 1,000 × 20 = $3,000
· Local cost on 30 ineligible ≈ 1.00 × 1,000 × 30 = $30,000
· Net local ≈ $3,000 + $30,000 = $33,000 per route
· Use this pattern to test each proposed route’s mix of safety vs. under-halo riders
F. Takeaways for policy decisions
1. Expanding under-halo ridership without safety designation adds large local costs with little or no reimbursement.
2. Properly documented safety busing for Lincoln and Main crossings is reimbursable and should be separated in planning and reporting.
3. When projecting budgets, break riders into three buckets: outside 1.5 miles, safety-eligible inside 1.5 miles, and ineligible under-halo; apply the formulas separately and sum.


[bookmark: _Toc207591002]Annex: Accountability Pathways
[bookmark: _Toc207591003]1. State Board of Education Authority
· Scope: Oversees compliance with IDAPA 08.02.02.190 (student transportation reimbursement rules).
· Relevance:
· Can review whether Jerome improperly counted ineligible riders for reimbursement.
· Has authority to clarify and tighten definitions of “safety busing.”
· May issue corrective guidance to all districts following the Jerome collapse.
· Accountability Mechanism: Administrative review, directives to local boards, potential withholding of funds pending audit corrections.
[bookmark: _Toc207591004]2. Legislative Audit and Oversight
· Scope: The Legislature, through the Office of Performance Evaluations (OPE) and Joint Finance-Appropriations Committee (JFAC), reviews financial compliance.
· Relevance:
· Can investigate whether levy funds were used as voters approved (Idaho Code § 33-802).
· Can examine reimbursement practices and halo reduction decisions.
· Can consider statutory changes to close gaps exposed by Jerome’s collapse.
· Accountability Mechanism: Performance audit, public hearings, potential legislative amendments to reimbursement law.
[bookmark: _Toc207591005]3. Attorney General – Ethics Enforcement
· Scope: Idaho Ethics in Government Act (Idaho Code § 74-404). Prohibits officials from actions that benefit their household financially.
· Relevance:
· Applies to DOE official Ali Stolzman if she participated in Jerome reimbursement guidance or approvals while her spouse worked for the district.
· Covers disclosure, recusal, and potential conflict violations.
· Accountability Mechanism: Investigation, findings of violation, sanctions, or referral to court for enforcement.
[bookmark: _Toc207591006]4. Civil Liability for Negligence
· Scope: Tort law and liability for foreseeable harm to students.
· Relevance:
· Parents may argue negligence if children were endangered by overcrowding, unaccounted ridership, or unsafe routes.
· Closures (Aug 21–22, 2025) may raise claims of financial loss or lost instructional opportunity.
· Accountability Mechanism: Civil litigation against district leadership or board; insurance claims; potential settlements.
[bookmark: _Toc207591007]5. Local School Board Oversight
· Scope: Direct responsibility for approving safety routes, contracts, and levy expenditures.
· Relevance:
· Approved creation of Transportation Director role (Sept 2024).
· Approved levy language promising funds for buses.
· Bears direct governance responsibility for policy decisions leading to collapse.
· Accountability Mechanism: Public hearings, trustee elections or recalls, corrective policy changes, public transparency measures.
[bookmark: _Toc207591008]6. Public and Media Accountability
· Scope: Transparency and civic pressure.
· Relevance:
· District communications framed the crisis as “repairs and safety,” which diverged from actual causes.
· Parent testimony at the Aug 27 board meeting documented communication failures.
· Accountability Mechanism: Community advocacy, investigative journalism, electoral change, pressure for reform.
[bookmark: _Toc207591009]Summary
Accountability for the Jerome transportation collapse is multi-layered:
· State Board of Education can regulate and audit.
· Legislature can investigate and reform policy.
· Attorney General can enforce ethics law.
· Courts can adjudicate negligence claims.
· Local Board must accept governance responsibility.
· Community and media play watchdog roles.


[bookmark: _Toc207591010]Annex: Public Records Request – Jerome School District
Your Name]
[Your Address]
[City, State ZIP]
[Email Address]
[Phone Number]
Date: [Insert Date]
To: Public Records Custodian
Jerome School District
125 4th Avenue West
Jerome, Idaho 83338

Re: Public Records Request under Idaho Code §§ 74-101 et seq.
Dear Records Custodian,
Pursuant to the Idaho Public Records Act, Idaho Code §§ 74-101 et seq., I am formally requesting access to and copies of all records related to student transportation and levy-funded bus operations from July 1, 2023 through September 30, 2025.
Scope of Request
Individuals Covered
This request applies to records involving or generated by the following:
· Superintendent Brent Johnson
· Transportation Director Tim Hicks
· Members of the Jerome Board of Trustees (all current and serving during the period)
· School Principals and Vice Principals (2023–2025)
· District Secretaries and staff assigned to student transportation registration or routing
· Levy campaign staff and consultants engaged by the District
Communication Formats
This request covers all forms of communication, including but not limited to:
· Emails (district accounts and any personal accounts used for district business)
· Text messages, instant messages, and chat logs (WhatsApp, Signal, Teams, Slack, etc.)
· Voicemail and phone logs
· Calendars and meeting notes
· Internal memoranda and reports
· Public statements, press releases, newsletters, and social media postings
· Drafts of documents and attachments (Word, PDF, Excel, PowerPoint, Google Docs, etc.)
Categories of Records Requested
1. All communications concerning the reduction of the walking halo, ridership expansion, and safety busing designations as well as the number of students affected.
2. All records related to safety bus routes, including approvals, hazard assessments (Lincoln and Main), and maps.
3. All communications regarding the purchase of buses with levy funds, including contracts, invoices, and purchase orders.
4. All communications regarding Bus Compass/Transportant software, RFID tag implementation, and related contracts.
5. All records submitted to the Idaho State Department of Education regarding reimbursement claims, eligibility counts, and audits.
6. All communications between district officials and community volunteers regarding assistance during the August 2025 transportation crisis.
7. All communications between the Superintendent, Transportation Director, and the Board concerning levy messaging and reimbursement expectations.
8. All district responses to parent complaints, safety concerns, or reports of unregistered riders.
9. All records concerning law enforcement assistance for traffic control or safety during August 2025.
10. All formal apologies, drafts, or messaging prepared for families regarding transportation failures.
11. All communications and records related to the costs associated with canceling school on August 21–22, 2025, including internal estimates of financial losses and lost opportunities.
12. All communications and records related to methods and amounts of funds or reimbursements used or proposed to cover the transportation department’s costs, including state reimbursements, internal reallocations, or other sources.
Fee Waiver Request
I respectfully request that all search, redaction, and copying fees be waived under Idaho Code § 74-102(10). This request is made for non-commercial purposes. The records will be used to inform the public, ensure accountability, and will be shared broadly without charge through community and public transparency channels. Disclosure is in the public interest as it concerns student safety, the use of public funds, and compliance with state law.
Format of Records
To minimize costs and improve accessibility, I request that all records be provided in electronic form (PDF, Word, Excel, or email export files) delivered via email or secure file transfer.

Please confirm receipt of this request within the timeframe required by law, and advise me of the expected date of production.
Thank you for your cooperation and for your service to the public.
Respectfully,
[Your Signature]
[Your Printed Name]


[bookmark: _Toc207591011]Annex: Public Records Request – Jerome School District
[Your Name]
[Your Address]
[City, State ZIP]
[Email Address]
[Phone Number]
Date: [Insert Date]
To: Public Records Custodian
Idaho State Department of Education
650 West State Street
Boise, Idaho 83702

Re: Public Records Request under Idaho Code §§ 74-101 et seq.
Dear Records Custodian,
Pursuant to the Idaho Public Records Act, Idaho Code §§ 74-101 et seq., I am formally requesting access to and copies of all records related to student transportation, halo policies, reimbursement, and conflict-of-interest matters involving the Jerome School District from July 1, 2023 through September 30, 2025.
Scope of Request
Individuals Covered
This request applies to records involving or generated by the following:
· Ali Stolzman, State Department of Education official
· Jitter Jiminez, DOE transportation specialist
· Other DOE transportation staff assigned to Jerome during 2023–2025
· Supervisors of the above, including any DOE officials providing policy guidance or reimbursement approvals
Communication Formats
This request covers all forms of communication, including but not limited to:
· Emails (state accounts and any personal accounts used for DOE business)
· Text messages, instant messages, and chat logs (WhatsApp, Signal, Teams, Slack, etc.)
· Voicemail and phone logs
· Calendars and meeting notes
· Internal memoranda and reports
· Public statements, press releases, and newsletters
· Drafts of documents and attachments (Word, PDF, Excel, PowerPoint, Google Docs, etc.)
Categories of Records Requested
1. All communications between DOE staff and Jerome School District concerning halo reductions, ridership expansion, or safety busing designations.
2. All records concerning DOE advice to Jerome on reimbursement eligibility for riders inside 1.5 miles.
3. All communications between Ali Stolzman and Jerome staff regarding reimbursement, transportation, or levy planning.
4. All communications between Jitter Jiminez and Jerome staff regarding reimbursement, transportation, or technology adoption.
5. All conflict-of-interest disclosures, recusals, or determinations filed by Ali Stolzman or other DOE employees concerning Jerome.
6. All DOE reimbursement approval records for Jerome for 2024–25 and 2025–26, including audits and adjustments.
7. All DOE policy documents and guidance provided to Jerome on safety busing under Idaho Code § 33-1501 and IDAPA 08.02.02.190.
8. All DOE communications regarding Bus Compass/Transportant software or RFID tag eligibility for reimbursement.
9. All communications concerning the financial impact of Jerome’s August 21–22, 2025 school cancellations, including discussions of lost instructional opportunities or associated costs.
10. All communications and records related to methods and amounts of reimbursement or state funding used or proposed to cover Jerome’s transportation department costs.
11. All DOE internal communications regarding Jerome’s levy funds and their link to state reimbursement.
12. Any DOE corrective guidance issued to districts after the Jerome collapse concerning halo policy, safety busing, or reimbursement compliance.
Fee Waiver Request
I respectfully request that all search, redaction, and copying fees be waived under Idaho Code § 74-102(10). This request is made for non-commercial purposes. The records will be used to inform the public, ensure accountability, and will be shared broadly without charge through community and public transparency channels. Disclosure is in the public interest as it concerns student safety, use of public funds, and compliance with state law.
Format of Records
To minimize costs and improve accessibility, I request that all records be provided in electronic form (PDF, Word, Excel, or email export files) delivered via email or secure file transfer.

Please confirm receipt of this request within the timeframe required by law, and advise me of the expected date of production.
Thank you for your cooperation and your service to the public.
Respectfully,
[Your Signature]
[Your Printed Name]
[bookmark: _Toc207591012]
Article: When the Wheels Fall Off The Bus
Can Trust Be Rebuilt?
By Jeff Pierson, MVLA Contributor, Aug. 24, 2025 (updated Aug. 28, 2025)

The Public Story
On August 20, 2025, the Jerome School District abruptly announced a two-day closure of all schools. The official reason was framed as “repairs and safety.” That night, Superintendent Brent Johnson told families that the district had identified issues with the bus fleet and would make repairs to guarantee safety (Jerome School District, 2025a; KMVT, 2025).
The problem was not broken buses. The problem was broken leadership.
The closure announcement was carried by multiple outlets. KMVT reported that the district had identified “several repairs” to its bus fleet and would make operational adjustments “to guarantee safety” (KMVT, 2025). KEZJ echoed the message, noting that the district cited “safety concerns regarding student transportation” (KEZJ, 2025). Magic Valley and KTVB also picked up the closure story, relaying the same framing that schools would be canceled until Monday for safety reasons (Magic Valley, 2025; KTVB, 2025).
For families already frantic, with children left behind, routed incorrectly, or unaccounted for until late evening, the notion that this was a matter of mechanical fixes sounded incomplete at best and misleading at worst.

From Repairs to System Failure
Within twenty-four hours, the district abandoned the “repairs” explanation. In an August 21 email titled Improving Our Student Transportation System: Accountability and Apology, published on the district’s official website, administrators listed the real causes. These included elimination of the 1.5-mile walking zone that nearly doubled ridership, allowing unregistered riders that left children unaccounted for, lack of signage and procedures for bus transfers, overcrowding on some routes and empty buses on others, and incomplete data cleanup with insufficient practice before launch (Jerome School District, 2025b).
What had been presented as a matter of fixing equipment was now admitted as a collapse of planning and operational oversight.
On August 18, the day before some students were scheduled to start classes, the Jerome School District was still rolling out an untested transportation system (Johnson, 2025a).
By August 22, the district’s website and Facebook page shifted to corrective measures: RFID bus tags, “no registration, no ride” rules, frozen routing, and police-assisted traffic control at key schools (Jerome School District, 2025c). That same afternoon, at 3:54 p.m., Superintendent Brent Johnson sent an email announcing the official start of the new school year on Monday, August 25 (Johnson, 2025b).
On one hand, leadership deserves credit for pausing operations and attempting a controlled relaunch. On the other hand, the tone and language of the district’s messaging read less like accountability and more like a whitewash, an effort to move past failure and avoid deeper scrutiny.

Why the Narrative Shifted
Several plausible motives explain why the district’s messaging changed so quickly. Leading with “repairs” minimized panic and presented the crisis as temporary and technical. Idaho Code § 6-904B shields discretionary policy decisions but not negligent operations, so framing the closure as mechanical may have been an attempt to avoid language that suggested negligence. Once parents shared their stories publicly, including reports of police calls to locate children, the “repairs” narrative collapsed under pressure and transparency became unavoidable. By the weekend, the district had pivoted to highlighting solutions, attempting to turn failure into a story of reform. This mirrors past district patterns such as leveraging the 2024 levy campaign (Magic Valley, 2024).

Confirmation of Negligence
The clearest picture emerged at the August 26 school board meeting. Parents had already endured a week of confusion, and the district’s messaging had shifted from “repairs” to “system failure” to promises of a clean relaunch. What the meeting revealed, however, was more damning than technical glitches or poor communication.
One bus driver shared details of their daily routine and frustrations, describing how routes were incomplete and changing, data was inaccurate, and communication was inconsistent.
That testimony confirmed what many parents already suspected: the district was not prepared for the first day of school. Transportation Director Tim Hicks then stood before the board and shifted the blame onto parents and what he called “bad data” supplied by the schools.
That admission stripped away the district’s defense. Leadership knew they did not have accurate routing, knew students would be unaccounted for, and still pressed forward. This was not an unforeseen accident. It was a choice. The district had options, such as delaying the start of school for a few days until systems were ready but chose instead to proceed. In doing so, they placed children at risk, left families frantic, and forced law enforcement to stop buses and search for children.
By any moral or ethical standard, that decision constituted negligence: a duty of care was owed, the risk was known, harm was caused, and the district’s reputation continued to deteriorate.

Call to Action
Like the old nursery rhyme, once Humpty Dumpty fell, the pieces could not be put back together again. Public trust in Jerome’s leadership has suffered the same fate. A series of failures, including the apparent conflict of interest between the Department of Education’s Transportation Director and the local district’s Transportation Director, has left confidence further fractured. Rebuilding that trust may not be possible under the current leadership team.
If Humpty is to be put back together in Jerome, it will not be through the district’s messaging, good intentions, or continued apologies. It will be through citizens demanding the truth and refusing to let negligence pass without consequence.
To begin repairing what was broken, citizens can:
· File written complaints with the Jerome School Board and demand public answers at board meetings. 
· Chairman Staci Leavitt – staci.leavitt@jeromeschools.org
· Send formal concerns to the Idaho Department of Education’s transportation office, requesting records and explanations. 
· Email – disputeresolution@sde.idaho.gov 
· Or fill out the complaint form: https://www.sde.idaho.gov/sped/sped-forms/files/dispute-resolution/State-Complaint-Form-Printable.pdf
· Submit a complaint or referral to the Idaho Attorney General asking for an investigation into conflicts of interest and negligence. 
· Email – AGLabrador@ag.idaho.gov
· Contact local legislators and insist they introduce bills clarifying conflict-of-interest standards and reclaiming legislative authority over bussing rules and audits.
· Sen. Ron Taylor — RTaylor@senate.idaho.gov. 
· Rep. Mike J. Pohanka (Seat A) — MPohanka@house.idaho.gov. 
· Rep. Jack Nelsen (Seat B) — JNelsen@house.idaho.gov
· Use Idaho’s public records law to request transportation records, contracts, and safety audits from both the district and the state 
https://agri.idaho.gov/wp-content/uploads/directors-office/PublicRecordsLaw.pdf.
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[bookmark: _Toc207591013]Analysis: Jerome School District – August 20, 2025, Transportation Crisis Response Analysis
3rd Party, Unsolicited (draft)
Summary from the original document

[bookmark: _Toc206788819][bookmark: _Toc207591014]Analysis
[bookmark: _Toc207591015]What Went Wrong and Who’s Responsible

The school closures in the Jerome School District on August 21 and 22 were not caused by “bus repairs.” They followed a staggered opening of the school year, with partial classes beginning on August 19 and a full return on August 20. The closures occurred because the district’s new transportation system collapsed. The failure was not mechanical but systemic, involving planning, personnel, routing processes, communication, and data management. As a result, children were placed at risk, families were left without answers, and several parents turned to the police for help. On the evening of August 20, the author of this report contacted the Jerome Police Department and was informed that multiple families had reported missing children (personal communication, 2025).
The warning signs were clear. On August 19, staff working in the early start classes recognized that the system was already breaking down. By midday on August 20, district leaders held a call to discuss what several participants recognized as an impending crisis if corrective action was not taken. During that discussion, at least one person objected to the idea of placing all children on buses and hoping the routes would sort themselves out. Several staff members have since stated that the problems of August 19 and 20 were obvious and could have been prevented.
But who ultimately was responsible?
[bookmark: _Toc207591016]Superintendent and Central Office*
The superintendent made the key decisions that caused this crisis: cutting walking distances so more kids needed buses, letting unregistered students ride without an adequate system in place to track them, and launching brand-new routes without proper testing, violations of IDAPA / state transportation rules. (Jerome School District, 2025a, 2025b). Those choices directly created the chaos.
Transportation Department*
The staff in charge of planning routes and transfers did not finish cleaning up student data, failed to set up clear transfer procedures, and did not freeze new riders until after the breakdown. That lack of preparation turned the first day into a disaster (Jerome School District, 2025a; Policy Review, 2025).
School Board
The board approved the move to an in-house bus system and the levy to pay for it but did not require a phased rollout or a trial run before the school year.  They failed to ensure all data systems were 100% operational and that staff were available to answer calls in the weeks leading up to the start of school. (Policy Review, 2025).
Not Responsible
Bus drivers, principals, teachers, and parents were left to deal with a system that never should have been launched in the first place. They did not cause this failure.
* Multiple school employees and parents have reported additional information that should focus greater scrutiny on the Superintendent and Director of Transportation, however details are not going to be reported here.

[bookmark: _Toc206788820][bookmark: _Toc207591017]How Serious Was the Safety Issue?
This was not just a scheduling problem. Students were left unaccounted for, some were placed on the wrong buses, and others went missing long enough that parents had to call the police for help (Personal communication, 2025). Overcrowded buses, confused transfers, and untracked riders created real risks of injury, abduction, or children simply being stranded with no supervision.
The district’s own apology admitted that unregistered riders were allowed to board without confirmation, meaning staff did not know for certain which children were on which bus (Jerome School District, 2025a). In any other context—daycare, field trip, or after-school program—losing track of children would be considered a major safety breach. For a public school system, it is unacceptable.

[bookmark: _Toc206788821][bookmark: _Toc207591018]What Should Have Been Done Before Launch
Phased Rollout or Pilot Test
Instead of turning over the entire district to a brand-new routing system on day one, the district should have piloted the routes during summer school or with a limited group of families. This would have exposed data errors and overloads before the full launch (Policy Review, 2025). Note: Some have reported these issues were identified before August 19th, but not addressed. 
Freeze on Unregistered Riders
Allowing unregistered students to board “to help families” was one of the most dangerous mistakes. The district should have enforced confirmed registrations only, with clear communication that no exceptions would be made until the system stabilized (Jerome School District, 2025c).
Adequate Data Cleanup and Dry Runs
Student information should have been verified weeks before school began, with multiple trial runs of bus routes using drivers and test groups. Instead, cleanup happened after school was already in session, creating chaos (Jerome School District, 2025c).
Board Oversight of Readiness
Trustees should have required proof of operational readiness before school opened such as a written certification that routes were tested and all drivers trained. No such requirement appears in board actions.  It should be noted that bus routes were not in place until 08/23/2025, four days after the start of school. (Policy Review, 2025).  It was reported by a community member that the company that previously operated the buses, offered to consult early on, but that offer was rejected soundly.

[bookmark: _Toc206788822][bookmark: _Toc207591019]Best Practices: What Can Be Done Going Forward
Enforce Mandatory Registration and Tracking
Every student riding a bus must be pre-registered, confirmed, and logged in the system. No exceptions. Technology (bus tags, apps) can work, but only if the human process is rigidly enforced (Jerome School District, 2025d).
Independent Safety Audit
Bring in the Idaho Department of Education’s transportation auditors or, preferably, a third-party consultant to conduct an independent review of the system, including route capacity, safety policies, and communication protocols.  
Communication Protocols with Parents
Families must be given clear updates and a hotline staffed with live operators during the first weeks of school. Automated messages are not enough when children are missing.
Board-Level Accountability Framework
Require quarterly reports from the superintendent on transportation metrics: on-time performance, ridership counts, missed pickups, and safety incidents. This prevents another surprise collapse and forces the issue onto every board agenda.
Contingency & Crisis Plan
Every school should have a written dismissal and transportation contingency plan covering lost children, police notification thresholds, and backup parent communication protocols.

[bookmark: _Toc206788823][bookmark: _Toc207591020]Legal Implications
The August 2025 crisis must also be understood in the context of Idaho law.
IDAPA 08.02.02.190 – Pupil Transportation Program Standards
Incorporates by reference the Standards for Idaho School Buses and Operations (2018). Jerome’s unregistered ridership and lack of transfer procedures appear to conflict with these standards.  Note: these standards are not currently available on the State Department of Education website or any other website.  Archived copies and summaries were used for reference.
Idaho Code § 33-1501 – Transportation Authorized
Authorizes districts to provide transportation, creating a duty to ensure safety. By running its own system, Jerome assumed this duty and failed to meet it.
Idaho Code § 33-1506 – Bus Standards
Sets standards for construction, inspection, and operation. Overcrowding likely violated capacity provisions.
Idaho Code § 6-904B – Exceptions to Governmental Liability
Provides immunity for discretionary decisions, but not for operational negligence. Jerome’s failures may fall outside immunity if harm occurred.
Legal Bottom Line
These were not only management mistakes but failures against state standards and statutory duties.

[bookmark: _Toc206788824][bookmark: _Toc207591021]Forward-Looking Bottom Line
This was a leadership failure at the top. The superintendent and his team made decisions that overwhelmed the system, and the board allowed it to happen without proper oversight. Families deserve honesty, accountability, and guarantees this will not happen again (Jerome School District, 2025a; Policy Review, 2025).
A phased rollout, strict registration rules, and clear board oversight could have prevented it. Going forward, the district needs outside review, strict accountability, and no exceptions when it comes to safety and tracking. Parents and trustees should demand these measures in writing before the next school year.
[bookmark: _Toc206788827][bookmark: _Toc207591022]Conflicting Explanations and Community Reactions (part of document annex)
The official narrative evolved from citing urgent “repairs” and safety concerns (Jerome School District, 2025c; KMVT, 2025a) to later admitting systemic planning failures (Jerome School District, 2025d). The early framing led many parents to believe the buses themselves were unsafe or broken, when in fact the issue was administrative unpreparedness, data system failures, and what appeared to be a disregard for student safety.
Community voices on social media quickly pointed out the gap. Parents argued that the administration “parents stated the district had ‘messed up’” by launching a new system without preparation and compared the chaos unfavorably to earlier years when buses ran smoothly (Community Commentary, 2025a; Community Commentary, 2025b). Others criticized that taxpayers had funded new buses and systems only to see them fail on day one (Community Commentary, 2025c).
By August 21, Johnson’s candid admission that “we’ve learned from some of our mistakes” (KMVT, 2025b) confirmed what parents already suspected: the closure was not really about bus repairs but about a leadership and systems failure.
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