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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Pennsylvania considers whether Section 1726-A(a) of the Charter School Law
permits a school district to provide charter-school students with a different form of free transportation
than it provides to students attending district schools. The Court holds that the statute permits different
transportation modes, including public bus passes, and affirms the Commonwealth Court. The opinion
also addresses the statutory history and the relationship between the Charter School Law and the
Public School Code.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Section 1726-A(a) of the Charter School Law requires a school district to provide charter-
school students with the same mode of free transportation provided to students attending the district's
traditional public schools.

2. Whether the phrase "under the same conditions" in Section 1726-A(a) requires identical transportation
methods or instead refers to the distance, student-grade, and nonhazardous-condition limitations in that
sentence.

HOLDINGS

1. Section 1726-A(a) requires a school district to provide qualifying charter-school students with free
transportation during the charter school's regular session, but it does not require the district to provide
charter-school students the same mode of transportation it provides to students attending district schools.

2. Section 1726-A(a) is clear and unambiguous, and the possibility that its policy consequences may appear
undesirable or unreasonable does not make the statute ambiguous.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Consistent with the unambiguous text of the statute, we hold it does. We therefore affirm.” (J-30-2025, at 1)

“That language entitles charter students to “free transportation” to be provided by their school district, but it
does not mandate the district afford the same mode of transportation for all students.” (J-30-2025, at 20)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Before the 2018-2019 school year, Wilkinsburg School District provided school-bus transportation to students
attending Propel charter schools within ten miles of the District's boundaries. After a transportation-cost review,
the District discontinued that service for charter-school students and instead provided free Allegheny County
Port Authority bus passes; Propel separately arranged private bus transportation for its kindergarten-through-
fifth-grade students, while older students generally used the passes or other transportation. Bell and Propel
challenged the arrangement, arguing that Section 1726-A(a) of the Charter School Law required the District to
provide charter-school students the same mode of transportation provided to students attending District schools.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Bell and Propel sued Wilkinsburg School District for declaratory and injunctive relief, challenging the District's
decision to provide public-transit passes rather than school-bus transportation to certain charter-school students.
The Court of Common Pleas ruled for the District. The Commonwealth Court initially reversed on a regulatory
issue, but the Supreme Court of Pennsylvania reversed that determination in Bell II and remanded for
consideration of the remaining statutory issues. On remand, the Commonwealth Court affirmed in an
unpublished en banc memorandum, and the Supreme Court granted allowance of appeal and affirmed.
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