
MINUTES 

MONTANA HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
53rd LEGISLATURE - REGULAR SESSION 

SELECT COKKITTEE ON SCHOOL FUNDING 

Call to Order: By CHAIRMAN JOHN COBB on January 19, 1993, at 
p.m. 

ROLL CALL 

Members Present: 
Rep. John Cobb, Chairman (R) 
Rep. Ray Peck, Vice Chairman (D) 
Rep. Bill Boharski (R) 
Rep. Russell Fagg (R) 
Rep. Mike Kadas (D) 
Rep. Angela Russell (D) 
Rep. Dick Simpkins (R) 
Rep. Dave Wanzenried (D) 

Members Excused: None 

Members Absent: None 

staff Present: Andrea Merrill, Legislative Council 
Eddye McClure, Legislative Council 
Oori Nielson, Office of Public Instruction 
Evy Hendrickson, Committee Secretary 

Please Note: These are summary minutes; testimony and discussion 
are paraphrased and condensed. Dr. Gilchrist's testimony 
and the ensuing discussion are verbatim. 

Committee Business Summary: 
Hearing: None 

Executive Action: None 

CHAIRMAN COBB announced that the meeting would include a 
discussion of REP. WANZENRIED's bill, SEN. TOWE'S bill, the 
Governor's office proposal, and the Office of Public Instruction 
proposal. He said that Dr. Jack Gilchrist would address exhibits 
from the school funding lawsuit later in the meeting. 

REP. DAVE WANZENRIED, House District 7, Kalispell, discussed LC 
337, a draft of a bill to limit the amount of state funding 
school districts can use for administration and to eliminate the 
use of public money at the state and local levels for 
extracurricular activities. He emphasized that the bill remains 
in the drafting stages at this time. 

REP. BOHARSKI said that he has been wrestling with whether 
extracurricular funding should be in or out for state funding 
purposes. People have suggested that another lawsuit could be 
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originated because extracurricular activities are not equalized, 
even though it is a part of education. REP. WANZEHRIED replied 
that he had been getting correspondence both ways on that issue, 
on both administration and extracurricular activities. Many 
districts don't use public funds for extracurricular activities 
right now. 

REP. BOHARSKI and REP. SIMPKINS both supported the bill's concept 
but expressed concern that deleting public funding of 
extracurricular activities could again raise the question of 
equal educational opportunity and could create another lawsuit. 

Nancy Keenan, Superintendent of Public Instruction, presented an 
overview of legislation being submitted by OPI. It includes one 
equalization bill which is still being drafted and a special 
education funding measure. 

superintendent Keenan asked Dori Nielson of her staff to discuss 
the K-12 unification bill (SB 307). Ms. Nielson said the bill 
requires districts to either become K-12 districts, if eligible, 
or to form a joint board for planning. This will allow 
flexibility and efficiency for districts in planning 
transportation together and establishing joint reporting 
vehicles, perhaps even fiscal reporting and requesting special 
education and Chapter 1 and 2 funds in a combined fashion. 

superintendent Keenan cautioned that establishing a joint board 
could be controversial in some districts. She said the bill does 
not mandate consolidation and stressed that this bill is an 
attempt at efficiencies rather than forced consolidation. 
She contends there is no evidence that consolidation for the sake 
of consolidation will save an enormous amount of money. 

Ms. Keenan said she feels that the legislature has three 
alternatives for capital outlay equalization: (1) the OPI 
equalization bill being drafted, (2) Sen. Blaylock's SB 32, 
costing $6.5 million or (3) a special session when bond ratings 
are in trouble. 

REP. KAnAS suggested a fourth alternative: 
Blaylock's bill but make it prospective so 
newly voted bonds and limiting state costs 
million per year. 

to use Sen. 
it only applies to 
to $.5 million to $1 

Superintendent Keenan said that two other major issues are the 
LGST (local government severance tax) bill which will affect 
revenue greatly over the next several years and the 
telecommunications bill which is a joint effort of the Governor, 
the University system and OPI. 

Ms. Keenan asked that, no matter what is done with school 
funding, legislators should consider a delayed effective date. 
The legislature could finish in March or April with major changes 
must be implemented by July 1. This could be confusing for her 
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staff and a disaster for school districts. 

Tape 1, Side 2 

SEN. TOM TOWE, Senate District 46, Billings, presented an 
overview of SB 302. EXHIBIT 1 This bill would create an interim 
legislative committee on school issues and accreditation 
standards relating to administrative costs to determine whether 
they genuinely improve the quality of education; require a 
separate account for extracurricular and athletic activities 
based on a statewide average of expenditures, allowing that those 
higher costs could be funded by a voted levy; and encourage 
consolidation of small districts. 

REP. SIMPKINS asked whether Sen. Towe's bill, by not funding 
extracurricular activities from the foundation program, is 
indicating that extracurricular activities are not part of a 
basic education. Sen~ Towe, while he agreed that the State could 
be making that point in this bill, but he is not dealing with 
that issue. 

Rick Hill, representing Governor Racicot's office, said the 
Governor's proposal includes several revenue elements and several 
cost-saving elements: continuing the allocation of timber 
proceeds to the school equalization account as first begun in the 
1992 June Special Session ($4 million per year); tightening the 
criteria for Coal Board grants ($5 million biennium); PILT 
(Payments in Lieu of Taxes) proposal of the Legislative Auditor 
($3.4 million per year); continuing the current distribution 
foundation program payment schedule for FY 93; a 5% reduction in 
the foundation schedules accompanied by guaranteed tax base aid 
for the voted levy for an equivalent amount ($28 million net 
biennium). 

REP. KAnAS asked whether the Governor's proposal would continue 
the 104% cap and then apply guaranteed tax base (GTB) to the 
reduction of the schedules above the permissive, to which Mr. 
Hill responded affirmatively. Mr. Hill said this should have a 
fairly neutral effect on equalization, depending to what extent 
districts vote back in the reductions. The Board of Public 
Education will be asked to provide some relief on the 
administrative costs resulting from the accreditation standards. 

Mr. Hill said the Governor's office is also looking at a proposal 
with some legislators for county school districts. Pat Melby, 
attorney for plaintiff school districts, asked what that concept 
entailed. REP. PECK said that this concept, which is just in the 
discussion stage, would require all districts, instead of setting 
levies on district taxable valuations, to come through a superior 
agency -- a super board of trustees, the county commissioners or 
both -- with special levy proposals for approval before they 
could go on a county-wide ballot. All special levies would be 
based on county-wide taxable valuation rather than individual 
district valuations. 
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REP. BOHARSKI noted for the committee's information that he has a 
bill which will correct HB 62 of the July 1002 Special Session, 
basically using the language contained in a letter from the u.S. 
Department of Education on the use of PL 874 money. 

The committee recesse~and reconvened at 5:15 p.m. 

(The following discussion is verbatim.) 

CHAIRMAN COBB introduced Dr. Jack Gilchrist, a professor at 
Montana state University and a statistician on both the oriqinal 
and current school fundinq lawsuits. 

Dr. Gilchrist: I wondered whether coming out of court to here I 
was jumping out of the frying pan into the fire or whether I was 
going from the fire back to the frying pan. But you look a lot 
friendlier than court. I have been waiting all day to testify, 
and they got so windy that I didn't get up; so I'm up first thing 
in the morning. 

But I understand my task today in part ••• another quick 
comment. I guess I have to say to you at the onset that I don't 
envy your task. I appreciate how difficult it is. To spend 
several years now and a couple of lawsuits and doing some other 
things, studying this stuff, and secondly, it's hard to even 
think about it and think about what you might do with it without 
quite frankly imposing value judgments which in your terms are 
political considerations. I will just say that I don't envy your 
task. It's a very difficult one and I'm glad I'm playing the 
role I am and that you're playing your role. 

I assume that what I was to do today in part is, you have 
copies of plaintiff's exhibits EXHIBIT 2 that I testified to 
about a week or so ago now, and time is running together on me. 
And so my task is in part to explain these to you, is that 
correct? 

CHAIRMAN COBB: Yes. 

Dr. Gilchrist: I will say up front, I only have about 45 
minutes? That's correct? 

REP. PECK: Yes, we'll ••• well, whatever time you say. Because 
we were just estimating. 

Dr. Gilchrist: You don't want to tell me that. You could be 
here until 10:00 tonight. 

REP. PECK: Oh well, okay, we'll hold to 45 minutes. 

Dr. Gilchrist: Some of these are more important than others. 
And I'll try to be thorough but go quickly over those that I 
think have less relevance to what you need to be doing. I will 
have to say that there are some toward the end that I'd love to 
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show you; I'd love to show you today because they're sort of the 
frost!ng on the cake. But, unfortunately, they aren't introduced 
yet, and I don't feel it appropriate that I discuss them until 
I've testified to them. I don't want to give any secrets away. 

Let's begin just ~ickly by P-17. It's just a statement of 
definitions. I have worked with the elementary and the 
secondary, both budget files and. what are called the trustee 
files, the trustees verifying the expenditures and also the 
revenues which have been somewhat audited. They'll come at the 
end of the school year, as opposed to the budgets which are done 
ahead of time. And the categories that you see there for both 
the elementary and secondary districts, these basically flow from 
the foundation schedules as they are currently defined. And so 
that those breaks that are in the code, over the couple of minor 
exceptions, they're also the categories that were used in 1986 in 
the first lawsuit that involved the schools and subsequent 
publications by Office of Public Instruction and also by others 
have used those same basic definitions. 

All the tables that you see here, unless otherwise specified 
are for 1990-91. You might ask, well why so far back in time? 
The expenditure data, the most current version that I can get my 
hands on for purposes of the trial, was the 1990-91 year. The 
1992 data is just about ready to pop out. I have done some 
things with the 1992 budget data, but most of this in terms of 
examining state experience in spending, etc.; those will all be 
done with respect to the 1990-91 year. There are some earlier 
tables as well, but ••. 

The other critical part, of course, about this is that 
1990-91 represents the first year of the whole use of HB 28. And 
so that's the first year the schools could effectively manage 
with that. All data I've obtained from the Office of Public 
Instruction and any of the 1992 data you see in here is in fact 
from the budget file and not the trustee data. 

The variable names on the left there down, these are simply 
acronyms that I have in my data base system to reference these. 
I formed for the purpose of court some special definitions: 
Above General Fund Mill, and these are the millages that are in 
the categoricals outside of the general fund. ANB, the average 
number belonging, is the pupil count that drives the foundation 
system, drives the guaranteed tax base aid, and that's why it's 
used here. County, of course, is county. The thing called 
GFEANBSP is my spending variable which I have used to examine the 
question of funding disparities, and it is the actual audit 
expenditures for 1991 with allowable cost for special ed removed, 
and then simply divided by the average number belonging. So it 
is an expenditure per pupil definition, if you will. And GFMILL; 
this is a variable I formed which is, includes all of the 
mandatory mills, the base mills, that go with each of the 
districts -- the 40 mills, the general fund permissive and the 
general fund budget. 
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Finally, TAXVALANB .•• 

CHAIRMAN COBB: Rep. Boharski? 

REP. BOHARSRI: Hr. Chairman, could I ask a clarification on 
something? 

Dr. Gilchrist: Sure. 

REP. BOHARSRI: On your average general fund mill, your 
AGFMILL ••• 

Dr. Gilchrist: Okay, that's not an average; that's the above 
general fund, outside the general fund. 

REP. BOHARSRI: You say it's the number of mills levied by a 
school district for non-general fund expenditures: debt service, 
transportation, retirement. Isn't the retirement account ••• 

Dr. Gilchrist: Correct. What I've done there ••• If you were 
to allocate the county's portion out to the school districts so 
that you could see what the real impact for a voter or taxpayer 
in that district was, then I've portioned out the county mills 
that go to the districts. And from the retirement standpoint, 
all of the elementary districts in a single county have the same 
value; all high school districts have the same value if they're 
in a single county. So it's just a way of looking at it so you 
can see the total millage burden for somebody in that county. 

REP. BOHARSRI: Did you portion that on an ANB basis or 
something? 

Dr. Gilchrist: Basically, yes. I used some instructions from ••• 
I went back to the Office of Public Instruction to do that. The 
same thing is done also with the transportation. Debt service, 
of course, is local to a district. 

Finally, that last figure: TAXVALANB is simply a 
computation of what you know as taxable valuation divided by 
pupil. It's the taxable valuation per student. I will note 
something here about that. It's difficult to compare that across 
time pre-HB 28 and post-HB 28 because of the removal of the flat 
tax from the taxable valuation base. So that if you look at 
certain kinds of averages of wealth where your indicator of 
wealth was taxable valuation and you trace that through from, 
say, from 1989 to 1990 to 1991, what you'll see, and what you see 
here especially for high spending districts as a group; is what 
you'd see is the taxable valuation would all of a sudden drop a 
little bit because the average seems to have gone down. Well, 
relative to the meaning of taxable valuation, I guess it has gone 
down. And then those districts were able to SUbstitute GTB 
dollars for the flat tax back in. 

REP. BOHARSRI: Did you include LGST, local government severance 
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Dr. Gilchrist: Not in the taxable valuation. That's just 
taxable valuation. The local government severance tax dollars, 
flat tax dollars and other dollars raised outside of the taxable 
valuation or outside of property, if you will, get, of course, 
included in various parts of the system, but they are not in my 
variable. 

REP. KAnAS: So that this particular variable really understates 
the wealth of a district? 

Dr. Gilchrist: than it did in 1989. 

REP. KAnAS: Do you believe Is this ••• 

Dr. Gilchrist: It's a measure of property wealth, and it has 
importance here for the case because it provides some 
standardization from the last case. 

REP. KAnAS: So you believe it is a reasonable way of indicating 
district wealth? 

Dr. Gilchrist: certainly an important ..• it's certainly 
probably the most important component, but you're not going to be 
able to establish total district wealth by looking simply at that 
factor. I mean, there are some very clear examples of that if I 
might just use one for a moment. And this is not .•• I'm not 
trying to impugn anything here. But if you look at Baker, for 
instance; I knew there was somebody from Baker. 

But Baker's a relatively high spender. Baker does that 
without levying a single permissive mill and without a single 
voted mill. How does Baker do that? Well, Baker is fortunate 
enough to have lots of revenue from the local flat tax and from 
the local government severance tax. 

REP. BOHARSKI: What are you calling a flat tax? 

Dr. Gilchrist: Flat tax is what I'm calling the revenue on the 
new production, the oil and gas production which is in the, 
there's a particular definition within the trustee schedule 
codes, and I can give that to you. It's fund source 1124. As 
opposed to the old production which is basically local government 
severance tax dollars. 

So all I'm saying is that for a lot of purposes the taxable 
valuation per ANB is important. There are certain situations, 
though, where you couldn't understand what was going on unless 
you knew the role of other kinds of revenue outside of the 
property revenue, and they can be critical. 

P-18, a very simple statement of the number of elementary 
and secondary districts as of 1991 and the proportion of students 
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that are in both of those group of districts. Now, I've defined 
here 527 operating districts. This does not include the 
Yellowstone Boys' Center. It's operating districts with some 
ANB, with some average number belonging within that year. In 
1992, for instance, that drops about 26. In 1985-86 that was 
approximately 545 districts. 

P-19A is simply a list of all of the elementary districts 
that basically I worked with here and data values for those 
districts relative to the definitions that I provided on page 13. 
So it's simply a list of data values directly from the data base 
for that group Of districts. And then there's one called, and 
that is the high school, I guess that's P-19B. 

P-20, and I'll make a parenthetical statement here, a note, 
if you will. For your purposes, quite frankly, the plaintiff, 
non-plaintiff drafts are not terribly important. They served a 
role here relative to the trial that is currently taking place to 
address the issue of standards. That is, did plaintiffs have 
standing to bring them, to in fact bring the case? If you want 
to understand why there might be disparities in the Montana 
school system with respect to finances, it's not going to do you 
much good to look at plaintiff/non-plaintiff, because you're not 
going to understand. If you'll let me skip by these, you can 
look at these later if you'd like. I would note only that, as we 
move through them, there's a list of plaintiffs by the way on P-
20C in case you'd like to know who is a plaintiff district. I 
think one plaintiff has actually dropped so that list is they 
probably dropped because they couldn't afford to stay in the 
suit. But who knows? 

I will just note quickly that in 21, plaintiff's, looking at 
the permissive millage, plaintiffs indeed, as a group, relative 
to non-plaintiffs, had to levy about nine more mills than did 
non-plaintiffs, in just the permissive category. Now this table 
doesn't tell you why, and it's not intended to~' Most of the 
reason has to do with size, plaintiffs versus non-plaintiffs. 
But even if you control for size; that is, if you control for the 
size categories on the foundation schedule, what one will find is 
that plaintiffs still have to levy more within the permissive 
area than non-plaintiffs do. Indeed, one would also find that 
plaintiffs don't spend as much per student as non-plaintiffs do. 
One also finds plaintiffs aren't as wealthy as non-plaintiffs. 

But the only function these play here, of course, or played 
in court, is a question of standard. So let's skip by those for 
a moment and get to the heart of the matter. Let's go over to 
24A. This is always very interesting to people. 

Tape 2, side 1 . 

••• (talking about districts with less than 9 students) 
12.36% of the districts in the state and they represent only 
about .28 percent of the students in the state. As you go up to 
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the top there, you see that there are 70 districts that are in 
the over-300 category, and they represent about 19% of the 
districts but they contain approximately 78% of the students. 
The same picture for secondary, again it's just a simple 
description of the number of districts and the number of students 
from low to high in te~s of size. 

P-25A. This, along with maybe one other table or one other 
exhibit, probably the two most important exhibits in the case. 
This table comes closest to laying out not why the problem exists 
but helps to define what is the problem. Starting on the left 
with district size, what we've done for each district size 
category is compute a way, or compute a measure, a basic measure 
of equity in terms of spending. Now, there are a variety of ways 
to measure equity; this is a particular way that has precedence 
because this is what the court focused on and this is what the 
Supreme Court focused on relative to the last suit. 

And I could get into a long discussion about the 
methodological properties of doing it this way versus some other 
way, but I won't do that today. But this particular way is 
important because it's the way the court has, in fact, looked at. 
Again, I have seen between 1986 and now a series of internal 
reports put together by a variety of state offices using this 
kind of concept. And so it's just not one that we chose and in 
fact nobody else uses it. And, it's also one of the nationally 
recognized ways of in fact examining this question. 

Before I go, before we define the disparity ratio column and 
the difference of spending column, let's go over to the number of 
students column first. That just simply tells you that for each 
of those size groupings, this is the same value that we saw on a 
previous table; it simply tells you how many students are in the 
districts that are in those size categories. Now we get to the 
heart of the matter. 

We need to define what I mean here by the 5th and the 95th 
percentile. consider the following. Take any size grouping, 
let's take 101-300, for instance. Suppose I took the districts 
in this size category and I ranked them according to spending 
from low to high with the lowest one here and the next lowest one 
here and etc. up to the highest. Now what we've done here then 
is start with the lowest district and ask how many students are 
present. And if the number of students in that category, that is 
the proportion that are in this first district, you say 2%, then 
we'll leave that district and move up to the next one and add 
those students to the ones down here until we get to the point at 
which we are at a district value for spending that encompasses, 
that 5% of the students are at the bottom up to this point. And 
bingo, when you hit that, we go over and see what the spending 
is; that's the meaning of the 5th percentile. So it's based on a 
per pupil weighted basis meaning not, I do not order districts 
here and ask where 5% of the districts are; but where are 5% of 
the students located? And by the same token, go on up here until 
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we keep adding up the students until we're close to the top and 
we find that the district, that if you had all the students from 
the bottom up to here, 95% of the students are contained, or 5% 
are above it, that's called the 95th percentile. And then we go 
over to the expended list. Well, the ratio that you see in 
column 2 is nothing more than the value of the 95th percentile 
spending divided by the value of the 5th percentile spending. 

And a couple more things about the 5th and the 95th. From a 
purely methodological standpoint, the reason the 5th and the 95th 
is chosen -- I'm not saying this is necessarily correct, 
especially in the bottom here, but this is the rationale -- the 
reason it's chosen is that from a purely statistical standpoint, 
you'd expect that for any district array here from low to high 
that you might make, that well maybe some of the very top are 
unusual, they're very high spenders for atypical reasons compared 
to the rest of the group. Or potentially, that might even be 
true of the bottom, although there are some philosophical 
difficulties there. But what defining the 5th and 95th does is 
move the extremes of the top spenders and the bottom spenders 
from this comparison. 

REP. BOHARSKI: Thus taking most of the time the very high values 
and the very high values away. 

Dr. Gilchrist: Yes. 

REP. BOHARSKI: Mr. Chairman. I think you might have said this 
different. Are you saying that you took the number of students 
until you got to 5%? 

Dr. Gilchrist: Exactly. 

REP. BOHARSKI: It had nothing to do with spending? 

Dr. Gilchrist: No, no, no. Yes, it does. They are first 
ordered by spending, so I'm running from the bottom spender to 
the top. But now I simply ignore the spending and go over and 
start up until I find 5% of the students and then I go over and 
see what the spending was. And then I come up until 95% of the 
students are here to here, 5% are above, and I go over and see 
what the spending is. I don't let the spending first determine 
where I'm making my marks; I let the number of students determine 
that. And so then I pick the spending wherever it happens to 
fall in terms of where the district has, in fact, been chosen. 

REP. KAnAS: Did the original suit do that on the basis of ANB? 

Dr. Gilchrist: It did it on the basis of ANB; you always do it 
on a per pupil weighted list. 

So let's go over then to the second column and these are the 
disparity ratios. This is probably the most important value of 
this whole set. Let's first look at the over-300 category and 
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what is the theme? It says the ratio's 1.41. What does the 1.41 
mean? It means that the district at the 95th percentile was 
spending 1.41 times as much as the district at the 5th 
percentile; and to see what particular values are involved to get 
that 1.41, all you have to do is go over to the right and it's 
$3806.35 divided by $2~05.12. 

For reasons I'll explain here in a minute, I think it's very 
important that, not only do you compute the ratio, but also that 
you ask the question: What's the dollar difference implied by 
that ratio? And it turns out here that the difference here 
between the 95th and the 5th percent district for this larger 
size grouping is $1101.23. 

Now, whether, of course, we ought to be looking at 95th-5th, 
90th-10th, 75-25th, that's a value judgment. This is a 
nationally recognized way to do it; this is the way it was done 
in the first suit. But the implicit value judgment is, that I 
will allow the top 5% and the bottom 5% to be atypical. 

One might ask the question: Why do you throw out the 
bottom? Aren't we more concerned about the top and that maybe 
not everybody's able to get up here or something versus the 
bottom? And if you thought about that for awhile, you might make 
the decision, "Hey, you're being too conservative here; maybe you 
really ought to be comparing the 95th to the bottom, not 95th to 
the 5th. But because of national practice and because it has 
certain nice statistical properties -- it throws out the extremes 
on both ends -- we tend to use the 95th to the 5th. 

Now, why do I think the difference has to be there? Well, 
let me give you a hypothetical example. Suppose the district was 
spending $5 per stUdent -- wouldn't that be nice. And another 
district is spending $2.50 per student. What would the disparity 
ratio be? If they were my 95th and 5th, it would be $5 divided 
by $2.50; it would be 2 to 1 which is even larger than my 1.41 
here, isn't it. But what's the difference between what the 
districts are spending? It's $2.50, and that's trivial. But as 
you go to any educational expert or even bring in some 
superintendents, which I'm sure you've probably heard from, and 
they wouldn't argue a bit about $2.50. But they might argue 
about $1,101. 

NOw, suppose that my district at the 95th was spending 
$50,000 a student, and we don't have any of those. And the 
district at the 25th was spending $25,000; I've still got a ratio 
of 2 to 1. But yet there's a $25,000 difference there. So if I 
don't make a conscious effort to examine the difference that's 
implied by my ratio, I could easily have what looked to be 
similar ratios from situation to situation which doesn't tell me 
the situations are comparable because the scales we originally 
had have changed a lot and that's why I attached the difference 
right next to the ratio so that you can see the dollar 
implications of each of these disparity ratios. Because 
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obviously you have built into the foundation schedule that 
smaller districts receive more dollars per student than larger 
districts. So if I'm comparing groupings of smaller students, 
I'm talking about higher values on the scale at dollars than if 
I'm comparing larger districts. And a ratio of 2 to 1 in one of 
those versus the other-is likely to mean different things in 
terms of that dollar difference. 

Okay. So what this says then is that, beginning with less 
than or equal to nine -- and this is a difficult category -- it 
says the disparity ratio is 2.64 between the 95th and the 5th; 
thus, there's a $4,476 difference between what the 95th is 
spending and what the 5th is spending. 

In the 10 to 17 size category, the ratio is 2.65, but, and 
it looks very similar to the ratio in less than or equal to nine. 
But note, the dollar difference is only $3,201; I say "only" 
there in the parenthetical sense. It's $1200 less than the 
previous one, but the ratio is approximately the same. Thus, 
you've got to pay attention to the dollar figures. 

In fact, if we go down those differences, there isn't a one 
less than a thousand; and, in fact, there's only one that's less 
than $2,000 per student from the 95th to the 5th. Now in a 
nutshell, without knowing why yet, in a nutshell, if you want to 
know, are we in an inequitable situation, you give sUbstantive 
meaning to those dollar differences per student. And what could 
you do with $100 difference per student in terms of programs in 
the school system or $200 or $300 or $400? You're talking here 
at the minimum, even in the best situation, $1,000 difference. 
Now, I'll make some corrections to these maybe at a later date, 
those exhibits that are not in yet. 

But let's go to the second one. Again 1991. All the 
columns mean the same thing; we're just now dealing with the size 
groupings of the secondary districts. For those school 
districts, and that should be less than or equal to 24, instead 
of just less than; it's just mislabeled. The disparity ratio is 
1.50, which looks relatively low compared to the others. But it 
represents a $4,225.56 difference. Now, that's actually not as 
bad, not nearly as bad, as the $4,000 difference of 201 to 300 
category because there's some other considerations. It's a very 
volatile group down there in less than 24. 

But let's go to the second category, 25-40. The ratio is 
1.98 meaning the 95th percentile is spending almost twice as much 
as the 5th percentile. The difference in spending is $6,948.21. 
By the way, I have to hypothetically add here, you might say, 
"Well, did you take into account special ed differences to these 
districts?" The answer is, I have removed allowable costs of 
special ed here from both the spending at the 95th and the 
spending at the 5th. So it's not, at least the allowable cost of 
special ed., that's causing these differences. They can't by 
definition. 
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41-100, $5,172.11, a ratio of 2.08. Again these are per 
student figures. Now 101-200, $3,497.29 difference between the 
95th and the 5th; 201-300, $4,492.72; 301-600, $2,825.07. And 
the over 600 category, which has from sort of a national standard 
a very acceptable disparity ratio -- 1.22, still has a $740 
difference per student· between the 95th percentile district and 
the 5th. So again, only one under $1000; the next lowest one is 
$2,825. This is why the plaintiffs are back to court. 
Basically, these disparity ratios. 

I haven't talked about why they exist yet, and that's 
important. That's very important; that's the next most important 
question obviously. But this is your probably single best 
indicator of: is the system out of whack. 

REP. KADAS: So the plaintiff's problem is the disparity ratios, 
not necessarily the difference in spending per student? 

Dr. Gilchrist: No, and I would say the plaintiff's problem is 
the difference in spending per student, not the disparity ratio. 

It's the fact that these disparity ratios translate into 
thousand dollar differences or two thousand dollar differences 
that makes a real educational difference. It's not the fact that 
the ratio happens to be large or small. But as an indicator, so 
that I might compare this over time, and my next set of tables 
do, is we'll do a comparison of what's happened to these ratios 
generally from 1986 to 1989, 1991 and using budget data from 
1992. And they tell an important story. 

REP. KADAS: Well, if you were going to hold us accountable to a 
particular standard, which would it be? 

Dr. Gilchrist: Good question. If you wanted a crude indicator, 
I'd start with the ratios; but then I'd want to see what kind of 
differences were indeed implied. I'm serious. 

REP. WANZENRIED: If you take that first category and make it 
conform to the federal test, you're still talking about $3500 
difference in spending per student. 

Dr. Gilchrist:. Yes. You're going to have to judge that 
difference according to what kinds of equity you'd like to see. 

REP. KADAS: No, we're going to have to judge that difference 
according to what kind of equity you want to see. 

REP. KADAS: And I'm looking for some kind of goal to at least 
point ourselves in the direction here. 

Dr. Gilchrist: Well, that's a value judgment; and if I had to 
make it personally, then I'd pick something around, probably 
somewhere between 1.25 and 1.50. If I were forced to pick a 
ratio. But until you understand what your system will do to you 
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by its structure, because it's what's possible, you won't know 
the meaning of that. As an example ••• 

REP SIMPKINS: I just want to say, isn't this very similar to the 
Loble decision? 

Dr. Gilchrist: Well, sure. That's exactly why I'm using it. 

REP. SIMPKINS: That's what I'm saying; you haven't deviated from 
the Lable decision? 

Dr. Gilchrist: In fact, that's one of the most important reasons 
for using it, because the court's already taken it as a standard 
to use. Certainly. I'm saying that if I can step outside of 
that context completely, you'd still have to make some decisions 
about how the differences -- not only what they are, but how they 
relate to what school districts can do with those and then how 
they relate logically to the structure of your school finance 
system. 

REP. COBB: So if we just did between ••• we got down to 1.5 
ratios or something, we could still get sued because of the 
disparity of the dollars. 

Dr. Gilchrist: That's a possibility. 

REP. COBB: So if we fix that, you might sue us again, I guess. 

Dr. Gilchrist: I'm not an attorney. All I'm ••• in fact, on the 
other hand, if they looked at the school system and said, "Yeah, 
this is producing ratios like this, but there are some very nice 
properties about it, and we think the variations are in fact 
legitimate; then that would ••• And in fact, if you could show 
that all the variations were in fact legitimate, which you can't 
do here by the way; but if you could, then the ratio probably 
wouldn't be all that important. But you'd have to show the 
differences are justified. 

REP. SIMPKINS: That's the same as saying "educationally relevant 
factors"? 

Dr. Gilchrist: Yes. Exactly. 

And what I'm telling you is that, given the data we've got 
to work with, etc., we can show that these differences are due to 
educationally relevant factors. And here it is, 5 to 6. 

REP. PECK: Haven't you ruled out consideration of educationally 
relevant factors when you, when the court throws out the 
objective test data? How else do you measure subjectively? 

Dr. Gilchrist: Well, if you can show me that it doesn't make any 
difference that I spend $2,000 and $4,000 in terms of the 
opportunities for my children, then I'll buy that. But I've seen 
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REP. PECK: How would you demonstrate that? 

Dr. Gilchrist: You mean, how would I demonstrate whether it does 
or doesn't? 

REP. PECK: Educationally demonstrate, not statistically 
demonstrate. 

Dr. Gilchrist: Come to the next trial. It starts February 22nd. 
That issue probably will be taken up. 

REP. PECK: I know, but I'm asking you as, you know, the 
significant witness here, how you see that can be demonstrated. 

Dr. Gilchrist: I'd have to use (?) some rather interesting 
pieces of research to in fact accomplish that •.•. I ought to 
address that. 

Pat Melby: If I can, Mr. Chairman, I really think that's more a 
legal question than it is a question of Dr. Gilchrist about these 
exhibits. I think what you're asking is why did the court throw 
out the output test. 

REP. PECK: Well, you see Pat, I would disagree with that because 
I think a lawyer's a damn poor judge of what is an educationally 
significant matter. And a judge is a lawyer. 

But the definition of what is an educationally relevant 
factor is a legal definition that the courts use to determine 
whether or not it justifies a difference in per pupil spending, 
is what I'm saying. 

REP. PECK: Yeah, if you set up your own definition, you can 
arrive at anything. And test scores are not educationally 
relevant factors for testing that difference. 

REP. COBB: In other words, the defendant has to show, the 
burden's on him to show relevant educational factors; and you can 
say that isn't one, but you're not going to say what necessarily 
is. But the defendant has to show something. 

I can tell you all kinds of educationally relevant factors -­
special education is educationally relevant but it's not in here. 

REP. KAnAS: I think we have Dr. Gilchrist here for this, and we 
can argue about what's in front of the Supreme Court right now 
endlessly, and I just don't want to waste his time or mine with 
it. He's only got four more minutes. 

CHAIRMAN COBB: Go ahead, Dr. Gilchrist. 

Dr. Gilchrist: Let me draw your attention. Let's go by 26A to 
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28 and over to 29 because everything that's in those previous 
exhibits is better illustrated here in the graphics. Start with 
29A. What this is, is this is looking at those disparity ratios, 
95th to 5th, but it's looking at them for the way they were 
presented in the court in 1986, figures for 1989 from the 
expenditure data, sam~definition here. We've removed the 
allowable cost of special ed. first; 1990-91 and then the 1991-92 
are the budget figures because we don't have the expenditure 
figures yet for that year. 

In 1986, and I've left out the smallest groupings, in 1986 
the ANB grouping from 10-17 the ratio is 2.5; it increased to 
3.12; notice the difference also increased, dropped to 2.65 in 
1990-91. So if you wanted to sort of have a quick assessment, 
compared to what was there before, what did HB 28 do for us in 
the sense of the disparity ratio? It didn't do a lot to this 
particular grouping. In fact, it sort of became worse from 1986 
to 1991 and has improved again in 1992. 

Well, let's look at a little larger grouping, 18-40. Here 
is the pattern of things that we would have liked to have seen 
from HB 28. I mean, HB 28 in many respects produced a system 
that's much better than what was there in 1986. There's no 
question about that. The question here is, where do we need to 
go? 

But starting out with 3.7 in 1986, it dropped to 2.30 and 
dropped down to 2.07 in 1991. We're seeing some of the effects, 
some of the positive effects of HB 28 there. And this shoots 
back up again in 1992. Again, 1992 was budget figures. ANB 
grouping 41-100: plaintiff's exhibit 29C, I believe, yes. 1986 
it was 3.1; dropped to 2.72; but unfortunately went up to 2.82 
and stayed there in 1992. Not the consistent kind of decline 
that we saw in the last grouping. 

In 101-300, 1986 began 2.7, dropped to 2.35, improved again 
to 2.26 and has improved again in 1992 with 1.85. This gives you 
a feeling of what's happening across time. In the over 300 
category, which by anybody's definition is the best category, 
that is, the one most equitable of the Montana system, it was 1.8 
in 1986, it dropped to 1.65; dropped again to 1.41 and now has 
risen slightly to 1.45. Again, that's the kind of general 
decline that one would hope from HB 28. 

If we look at the changes in secondary spending disparity 
ratios across time, beginning with ANB 25-40, plaintiff's exhibit 
29F, 3.0, 2.39, 1.98; it doesn't end up terribly good but look at 
the improvement. And then back out to 2.05. Notice that 1.98 as 
we've seen earlier, still in fact represents about a $7,000 
difference in spending per student. ANB grouping 41-100: 2.9, 
2.39, 2.08, gradual improvement; and starting to go up again in 
1991-92. ANB grouping 101-200: 2.1, 2.11, 1.86 and the 
immediate shift from 2.11 and 1.86 probably due to HB 28 and then 
at 2.91 in 1991-92. 201-300: 2.7, 2.35, 2.23 and continues to 
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improve in 1992 at 1.83 but the 1.83 still represents close to 
$3,000 difference per student. ANB grouping 301-600: 2.6. 2.07, 
1.89, and 2.09. Finally, the over 600 category: somewhat of an 
oddball, if you will. The difference was 1.1 in 1986 and it's 
slowly starting to grow. So the disparities are getting worse 
for that particular g~uping. 

Okay, I don't have a lot of time left ••• 

REP. SIMPKINS: In this particular comparison and analysis, did 
you try to identify the reason for these growths? Is this 104% 
cap the primary reason for this ..• 

Dr. Gilchrist: Let me talk about that a second. Now let me talk 
about what I think is the critical, the most important, causal 
factor here. And there are a couple of others that ought not to 
be discounted, but this is the most important. 

And it is that on the eve of the effect of HB 28, 1991, what 
should districts rationally do, given the law? And to best 
illustrate that, I want you to go over to 33A. 33A is showing 
you the trends for two districts for comparison purposes here. 
We begin with Laurel High School and Colstrip High School in 
1985-86; and what I've done here is put the budget data for you, 
not the expenditures, and there's a reason for that. Because the 
school district's budget is a function of the last year's budget, 
not the last year's expenditures. The law says you can either go 
104% of last year's budget or whatever that happens to be but not 
necessarily 104% of last year's expenditures. So I'm using 
budget here. 

Let's go up to 1989-90 and look at Laurel. Laurel budgeted 
that year $1,814,835; Colstrip budgeted $2,812,829. By the way, 
Colstrip is even smaller than Laurel, but they're in the same 
size grouping according to the foundation schedules, so they 
ought to be getting the same dollars per student there. Okay, 
I'm not begrudging Colstrip here or in fact bemoaning Laurel per 
see But let's see from the standpoint of HB 28 what happened to 
them. 

The budget route options, there are the two options that are 
opened to Laurel in 1991. One of them was to go foundation plus 
35 and, because of the increase in the schedules, which is one of 
the very positive aspects of HB 28, they could increase their 
budget over what it was in 1990 by going foundation plus 35. Or 
they had a choice of going 104% of last year's budget which would 
have given them less money. NOW, if you were a superintendent in 
Laurel, which would be your choice? You'd go the foundation plus 
35. That's a nice example of the positive effects of what HB 28 
did for a large group of districts. 

NOW, let's go over to Colstrip. Colstrip, if they had gone 
foundation plus 35 would have had to cut out about $1.2 million 
from their budget. I can't rationally see them doing that; I 
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wouldn't want to do that if I was the superintendent of Colstrip. 
And so how do they benefit here? Well, of course, they 
rationally do what they ought to do: they do 104% of last year's 
budget. NOw, if the superintendent or board of trustees hadn't 
done that, they'd be fired • 

. 
. Okay. So that in 1991, the resulting budgets are for Laurel 

$1,903,878, very close to that max of the foundation plus 35; 
Colstrip's is right to the penny of the 104%. Now the important 
thing to understand here is now what happens the next year. 

Look at Colstrip, look at Laurel there. Suppose that both 
of these optimize by going 104% because unless one of them either 
has increasing ANB so that it can get more from the schedule or 
lots of money was thrown into the foundation schedule, which was 
not the case for FY 92, the only way Laurel can improve is to go 
104%, and it basically took that route and it had a resulting 
budget of $1,926,648 which was the best it could do. Even if the 
Laurel voters wanted to tax themselves 400 mills by law this was 
the best that Laurel could do. What did Colstrip do? It did 
what it should have done, too. It went 104%. 

Now if you turn the page ••• If you made the assumption, and 
this is a big assumption; but if you made the assumption that 
both Laurel and Colstrip stayed the same size as they were in 
1992 and they all went 104% each year and we'll assume no change 
in the foundation schedule right now, where would they be after 
ten years? Well, the answer is that Laurel is spending 
$2,851,000 a student and Colstrip $4,503,429 a student. NOW, I'm 
not saying that they would do that, so what I'm trying to tell 
you is that they rationally take 104%, the two will never meet. 
They can't possibly meet by definition because of the structure 
of HB 28 relative to those caps. It's not the 104% that's the 
problem per sei it's the fact that the ability to use that after 
1991 was a function of where they were situated in 1990. That 
determines how they got into it and w.hether they're sitting here 
or whether they're sitting here in a relative sense. And now if 
they all increas.e, these two will never meet. 

REP. BOHARSKX: Are you suggesting a different kind of cap for 
schools at different expenditure levels? 

Dr. Gilchrist: There are a variety of options that could be 
done. 

REP. KAnAS: If you did that, do you think that voters are going 
to have an impact on spending? I mean, clearly, what's going to 
happen to Laurel is at 65 mills the voters are going to cut them 
off before they can maximize the 104%. 

Dr. Gilchrist: That's the other part of that exhibit that I 
didn't point out to you. My last part there shows you that, if 
indeed, if you just take the difference between 1992 and 2002, 
the difference over and above the foundation was 35. If they had 
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to raise that with their 1992 taxable valuation, it would have 
taken them 65 mills. If Colstrip had now to raise that 
difference with its taxable valuation, it would take 8.74 mills. 
Obviously, Colstrip's probably going to convince its residents a 
little more easily than Laurel. 

REP. PECK: Dr. Gilchrist, you know, I can't believe this one 
year on secondary spending, the disparity ratio in 101-200, this 
data would indicate it went from 90-91 from 7555 to 12,095 in 91-
92. 

Dr. Gilchrist: That's right. 

REP. PECK: How could that be? 

Dr. Gilchrist: The reason for that from a purely technical 
standpoint is that each year we compute a new (word?). So that 
when you get to 1992, if the district should be reordered 
(words?) and all of a sudden a very high spending district 
happened to have the 5% in it versus what it, I'll say the 
highest out of 1991 or the highest out of 1989, that pushes that 
up. So a reshifting of the ordering of ••• 

REP. PECK: The reordering has done that. 

Dr. Gilchrist: Yes. 

REP. KADAS: Essentially, it depends on where Colstrip falls in 
the 

Dr. Gilchrist: Yes. 

REP. BOHARSKI: You said, also for that year you're using budget 
compared to the other years you're using expenditure, right? 

Dr. Gilchrist: Yes. Budgets are going to be probably higher 
than expenditures, and the high spending districts and the 
difference between the budget and the expenditures are probably 
going to be higher for high spending districts than it would be 
for low spending districts. 

REP. BOHARSKI: Somebody asked you earlier if you took a school 
district for simplicity's sake; had one teacher and one principal 
and they chose to pay the teacher $50,000 a year and pay the 
principal $50,000 a year, however many students they have, we 
don't care. Another district has the exact same number of 
students; their teacher they pay $25,000 a year and the principal 
they pay $25,000 a year, you've basically got a ratio of 2, which 
is horribly unacceptable, but how do we make that decision? 

Dr. Gilchrist: Well, that's an interesting question. That's a 
decision that Judge Sherlock has to make right now. He's faced 
with that head-on. 
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CHAIRMAN COBB: Before you go, is it the two exhibits you're 
talking about is 25A and B and this one you showed 33A and B, are 
those the two ones that are the most important exhibits? 

Dr. Gilchrist: Yeah, because the one shows the disparity ratios, 
and the other really illustrates the dynamic that I think that's 
most important to causing it. 

CHAIRMAN COBB: REP. KADAS, then REP. SIMPKINS. 

REP. KADAS: Well, maybe we should figure out how long we're 
going to be here. 

CHAIRMAN COBB: Well, he has to go. How long do you want to 
stay? Okay, two questions then, and we've got to go. 

REP. KADAS: Okay. I guess one of the issues, maybe you can't 
answer this. One of the issues that we face is, are the existing 
schedules rational; and if they aren't, how ought we to 
reorganize them? 

Dr. Gilchrist: .Your first intuition was correct; I can't answer 
that. Because I have not even studied it. The case in front of 
the court right now doesn't question the proposition: is the 
curve appropriate or not. That's the next case, of which I'm not 
involved in. But the case right now says, "These disparities 
exist within the state-accepted ANB groupings." And it doesn't 
say anything positive or negative about the curve itself. That's 
not an issue in this suit. 

CHAIRMAN COBB: REP. SIMPKINS and then he has to go. 

REP. SIMPKINS: Okay. Guaranteed tax base. I'd like to know 
whether you consider that or you're using the figures in 
guaranteed tax base as a tax equity situation which is equalizing 
the tax base or are you considering funding equalization as well? 

Dr. Gilchrist: I'm more considering the funding equalization 
there. 

REP. SIMPKINS: Utilizing the guaranteed tax base as the whole 
(?) funding equalization funding formula then. 

Dr. Gilchrist: In my opinion that's one of the more positive 
aspects of HB 28. I think the concept probably ought to be 
extended. But I really like that feature of HB 28. 

CHAIRMAN COBB closed the meeting. 
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Towels Proposal to Revise Foundation Schedules 

High School Schedules 

ANB 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
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10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
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42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
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Current 
Law 

143,793.00 
71,896.50 
47,931.00 
35,948.25 
28,758.60 
23,965.50 
20,541.86 
17,974.13 
15,977.00 
14,379.30 
13,072.09 
11,982.75 
11",061.00 
10,270.93 
9,586.20 
8,987.06 
8,458.41 
7,988.50 
7,568.05 
7,189.65 
6,847.29 
6,536.05 
6,251.87 
5,991.38 
5,991.00 
5,958.32 
5,925.64 
5,892.96 
5,860.28 
5,827.60 
5,794.92 
5,762.24 
5,729.56 
5,696.88 
5,664.20 
5,631.52 
5,598.84 
5,566.16 
5,533.48 
5,;:00.00 

5,469.00 
5,436.32 
5,403.64 
5,370.96 
5,338.28 
5,305.60 
5,272.92 

Proposal 
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48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58 
59 
60 
61 

5,240.24-
5,207.56 
5,174.88 
5,142.20 
5,109.52 
5,076.84 
5,044.16 
5,011.48 
4,978.80 
4,946.12 
4,913.44 
4,880.76 
4,848.08 
4,815.40 

4,990.00 
4,990.00 
4,990.00 
4,990.00 
4,990.00 
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DB1INITIOHS 0' IHTBRB8T 

DISTRICT SIZE: 

BLEXEN'rARY 

9 OR LESS· 
10 - J.7 
18 - 40 
41 - 100 
101 - 300 
OVER 300 

8BCONDARY 

24 OR LESS 
25 - 40 
41 - 100 
101 - 200 
201 - 300 
301 - 600 
OVER 600 

1) All tables and graphs are for fiscal year 1990-91, unless 
otherwise specified. 

2) Expenditures per student variables computed with allowable 
cost of special education removed (unless otherwise noted). 

3) All data obtained from OPI, unless otherwise noted. 

4) All spending per student computations for 1991-92 are based on 
1992 budget data. 

AGFMILL: 

ANB: 

COUNTY: 

GFEANBSP: 

GFMILL: 

TAXVALANB: 

Above General FUnd Mill. The numl:ler ot mills 
levied by a school district tor non-General Fund 
expenditures, e.g., debt service, transportation, 
retirement, etc. 

Average Number Belonging. A number which reflects 
the average school membership less full-time 
special education students. ANB is used primarily 
for funding purposes. 

The school district's county ot residence. 

Audited General FUnd Expenditures per ANB with the 
allowable cost of Special Education removed. The 
General Fund expenditures of a school district, on 
a per ANB basis, with the allowable costs of 
special education removed. 

General Fund Mill. The number of mills levied in 
support of a school district's General Fund. 

Taxable Valuation per ANB. A number which reflects 
the taxable valuation of the school district on a 
per ANB basis. 

EXHIBIT NO. P-17 PLAINTIFF'S 
EXHIBIT 

P-/7 
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_ DISTRIBUTION OJ' SCHOOL DISTRICTS AND STUDBNTS 
BY 'l'YPB OJ' SCHOOL, 1990-'1 SCBooL DAR . 

TYPE OF SCHOOL NO. OF PERCENT NO. OF 
DISTRICTS. OF TOTAL STUDENTS 

ELEMENTARY 364 69.07 105593 

SECONDARY 163 30.93 42407 

TOTAL 527 100% 148000 

~¢er~~1v 
~-

EXHIBIT NO. P-18 

PERCENT 
OF TOTAL 

71.35 

28.65 

100% 

PLAINTIFF'S 
EXHIBIT 

P'"'/8 



LIST OF ALL ifiiiNTAii CISTRICTS FOR 1990-91, SHOWING 
ANS, TAXVAWB;-GFib:LL, AGFHILL, GFIANBSP, COUNTY, 

ARRANGED ALPHABETICALLY 

EXHIBIT NO. P-19A 

t.JJ1!BIT __ .;.....~ __ _ 

:JA TE~I.-::- \ q -lj:, 

PLAINTIFF'S 
EXHIBIT 

P-/7A 



lE orST·I~T ANI TAXVALAN) ~FMUL l~FMILL i'~ANI1P ~QY!TY 
0861 AlWOICEE ELEN 212 1&468.60 95.50 23.66 3571.43 STILLWATER 
0576 ALlERTON ILlM 150 12591.01 114.68 42.S1 3291.31 IUIIEIAL 
ooa5 ALlrCl ELEM 11 46937.55 57.00 35.12 2296.51 CAlTEI 
0536 ALDEI ELEN 21 27781.11 63.92 23.46 2625 .41 MAD I SOl 
0096 ALZADA ELEN 16 80111.25 57.00 12.34 2592.96 CAITO 
0376 AM$TEIDAM ELEN 62 31796.24 75.at 19.90 2694.00 GALLATI. 
0236 WcaI)A !LEN 1089 7423.61 116.54 21.41 2711.71 DEEI LODGE 
0366 ANDEISON ELEN 119 5175.33 106.40 11.51 340S.0I GALLATI. 
0474 AILEE £lEN 3'20 4&43.15 76.60 17.03 4514.11 LAG 
1215 ARRCWMEAD ELEN 65 27107.74 15.20 36.22 2801.26 PAIr 
oaoo ASHUJID ELEN 95 13529.39 65.37 4.99 4099.37 ROSa..., 
0498 AUCJWD CAlC ELEN 20 10478.65 57.00 11.26 2230.95 LEVI S & cwr 
0502 AUGUSTA ELEN 103 20500.73 51.44 32.19 3462.42 LEVIS & cwr 
ona AYCII £lEN 33 44915.03 69.21 21.21 2389.14 PO.ELL 
1211 ATEIS ELEN 6 20891.33 57.00 11.21 4191.16 FERGUS 
0714 UIWIlLE ELEN 73 56576.67 57.00 40.24 5212.46 ROOSEVELT 
0243 lWEI !LEN 411 19589.91 57.00 21.7'0 3806~35 FALLCII 
0455 USII ELEN 12 11m9.51 63.25 14.52 3959.16 JEFFERSON 
004a BEll PAW ELEN 17 61583.29 57.00 30.33 2782.25 lLA11E 
0075 BELfRT ELEN 92 14214.41 65.62 34.04 5107.14 CAlION 
0361 BELGlADE ELEM 1126 1421.02 at.10 61.01 2705.12 GALLATI. 
0695 BELLE CREEK EL 13 111501.01 57.00 15.20 7164.95 I'(W)ER RIVEI 
0112 BELT ELVt 231 21827.78 at.83 32.16 3096.37 CASCAOE 
0171 BENTON LAKE EL 4 311133.31 57.56 11.17 a539.41 CHOUTEAU 
Olaa BENZIEN ELEN a 19360.11 .57.00 15.a5 3117.30 GAR'IELD 
0692 BIDOLE ELVt 23 20413.52 82.30 30.21 3101.35 I'(W)ER RIVEI 
0024 BII: BElID ~LEN 5 75666.00 a7.66 19.15 618O.2a IIG HOI. 
0310 II; DRT CREEK ELEM 6 65760.33 57.00 26.17 3255.54 GAR,IELD 
0137 IIG SAMDT ELEN 201 31421.57 80.10 2a.53 3239.11 CHOUTEAU 
0865 II; TIMlER ELVt 344 11n2.Z3 91.24 25.53 2119.76 SWEET GRASS 
0330 II GFOIlIC E L EN 536 14753.21 69.66 79.29 2657.36 FLATHEAD 
0965 IILLIIIGS ELVt 10057 11114.26 93.65 43.12 2862.64 YELLOWSTONE 
0702 IILL1.P ELEN 7 1a732.00 64.31 10.26 3503.37 PQIIEI llVEI 
0789 IIDET ELEN 16 19821.54 83.06 2.59 l68O.at ROSElLO 
0389 BuaFOOT ELEM 6 52912.17 57.00 1a.53 4152.24 GARfIELD 
0215 BLOCMFIELD ELEM 2S 41566.16 57.00 1a.19 24n.aa DAWSOII 

., . .., 0968 ILUE CREEK ELEM 94 17'013.61 57.00 50.64 2455.62 YELLOWSTONE 
1219 BLUE SKY ELVt 121 32555.55 1l.10 22.75 3704.36 HILL 
0590 ICIIEl £lEN 399 1531a.96 104.57 41.78 3152.14 MISSOUlA 
0456 8ClJlDER ELEM 247 11793.29 99.60 30.71 2199.92 JEF'ERSON 
0425 8CIX ELDER ELVt 141 6910.79 11.54 a7.04 '7440.17 HILL 
0070 BOT1) ELEM 19 11S96.16 n.69 22.64 3302.53 CAlION 
0350 BOmWI ELEN 2906 13063.93 93.2a 41.49 2115.65 GALLATIN 
0681 BRADT ELEN 71 43393.73 .106.30 19.91 5052.40 PONDEIA 
0881 BRIDGE ELEM a a5lS6.13 68.59 15.a7 3106.30 MET GRASS 
005a IIIDGER ELEN 174 21031.75 75.91 35.30 3501.14 CAUOM 
0705 BROADUS ELEN 203 15290.98 157.16 23.71 3663.17 I'(W)EI llVEI 
0978 BROADVIEV ELEN 73 108854.32 70.89 21.59 4489.IOTELLOWSTONE 
0782 BI!OIXTON ELEN U 5821.55 164.84 93.73 746S.~ ItQ)S(VELT 
0261 BROeIS ELEN 12 53633.51 61·.99 17.65 3062.06 fERGUS 
0749 BRORSON ELEN 14 74269.21 69.09 33.43 l8S1.74 RICILAJID 
0400 BROWlllNG ELEN 1407 3531.34 80.92 6.a7 .5261.31 GLACIEI 
0840 BUTTE ELEN 3715 10571.07 130.21 21. sa l3I9.16 SILVEI lOW 
0Sa9 Bnut ElEM 27 21392.54 77.46 22.26 2517.34 TETCII 
0813 CAMS PIAIIIE ELEM 11 68211.82' 59.03 39.15 3347.47 SAIIDOS 
0969 CAlTCI CAlC ELEM 190 9599.50 78.73 75.49 3100.20 TELLOWSTOII 
0458 CAJtD\ELL ELEN 42 124959.29 61.61 15.36 2aS7.55 JEf'ERSOM 
0159 CAlTER ELEN 6 251788.36 62.30 10.14 7213.66 CHOUTEAU 
0101 CASCADE ELEN 202 16241.90 95.44 31.02 3121.22 CASCMI 
0317 CAYUSE PIAIRIE ELE 207 5649.00 11.69 32.21 2913.41 FLATHEAD 
0104 CEXTERVILLE EL 229 6115.66 101.04 49.at 3195.34 CASCMI 
1205 CHAlLO ELEN 202 5452.95 65.43 21.60 3211.95 LAX! 
0510 CHESTER ELEN 2.37 27723.44 61.~ 14.55 2904.7'0 LllUTY 
002a CHINOOK ELEM 335 11101.23 57.00 78.12 3116.29 BLAIIIE 
08a3 CHOrEAU ELEM 299 16789.46 94.59 2.3.71 2851.as TETCII 
0547 CIRCLE ElEM 270 11163.21 14.51 29.02 2840.01 MCCONE 
0452 cUlIa ELEM 333 19963.41 106.26 31.74 3144.02 JEffERSOM 
0032 CLMlAND ELEN 10 103379.50 57.00 36.02 4C1.46 SLAIIIE 
0595 CLINTON ELEM 246 9561.22 92.91 43.96 3038.42 MISSOUlA 
0317 COllAGEN ELEN 26 30241.15 57.00 28.42 2153.31 GAR'IELD 
0796 COlSTRIP ELEM 942 176a57.55 64.56 3.79 4334.12 ROSEBUD 
0312 COlUMBIA FALLS ELE 1529 11605.83 96.51 57.16 2163.63 FLATHEAD 

EXHIIIT P-1tl - pege 1 



0844 COLI.I4IUS ILEM 319 12404.09 11.63 41.67 2699.74 STILLWATEI 
0022 cellUIi TT ILP 30 51463.97 64.21 11.37 2559.60 IIG IICIJI 

0674 CONRAD ILiJI 57'9 13051.55 11.29 26.12 2831.50 PCIIDIU 
0617 COOd CI" ILiJI 9 715"'.00 61.10 13.11 3100.61 PAIl 
0730 CQlVALLIS ILP 621 7128.59 105.'9 40.95 3227.78 UVAl.U 
0359 COTTONWOOD IL 13 16619.'" 78.20 26.60 2521.25 "",LATI. 
01&2 COTTONWOOD IL 18 18096.11 64.86 19.13 264&.96 CUSTEI 
0265 COTTONWOOD ILEM I 13714.75 57.00 17.45 21S0.17 ,au 
0445 COTTC»MXI) ELP .1 63810.'9 62.39 27.49 Rl1.42 IILL 
0497 CUIG ELEM 7 149730.71 60.94 25.7'5 5135.60 LEVIS & ewe 
0316 ClESTON ILEN 61 13546.01 1S.11 43.21 3056.21 nATIIIAD 
0777 OULIIITSON ILEM 231 19430.15 65.15 65.73 3417.35 toaIIVILT 
0974 OUSTEI ELP 59 34919.03 101.21 31.50 4172.57 TtLLClWSTCIII 
0402 OUT IAMr £LEJI 705 11127.31 67.21 13.40 3211.03 lUCID 
0739 DAllY ELP 303 12171.74 11.43 29.51 2184.10 UVALU 
0424 DAVEY EUJI I 41662.13 57.00 43.91 3817.04 IIU 
1195 DEI' ClEEr ILEM 15 32953.10 57.40 25.12 3119.17 CA5Co'Dt 
1193 DEEI ClEEK ILEM 3Z 63004.19 57.00 36.12 1m.52 DAWSCII 
0712 DEU LCOGI ILEM 6Z2 10619.35 120.95 34.45 3300.69 PM1.L 
0307 OlEI PAl' ILEM 103 50&3.11 79.07 "'.64 3453.21 nATIIAD 
0264 DEEI'IELD ELEM 16 10&27.63 57.00 17.45 34Z5.65 ,EHIII 
0281 DEIITON ELat 131 21897.36 96.52 27.02 3291.19 ,UGUI 
0592 DESMET SCHOOL a7 32191.78 66.26 32.74 4450.36 JUssaJU 
0005 DILLON ELEM 1010 9237.34 92.78 29.43 277'9.66 WVlIHEAD 
0&43 DIVIDE ELEM 19 25196.37 57.00 11.95 3292.11·SILVII ICW 
0809 DIXON ELEM . 57 11933.72 57.00 22.84 3589.21 SAII)OS 
0647 DCOSON ELEJt 16 11119.67 69.15 30.02 4104.36 PlILLlPS 
0419 ORl.MOlO ELEJt 127 24623.17 83.44 54.20 2199.25 _ITI 
0671 OUPUYEI ELEM 34 19942.35 94.lr 13.97 2497.03 ~ 
oa92 DUTTON ELEM 99 39641.17 92.42 43.56 4Z6O.26 mal 
0404 E GLACIU PAl( ELI 45 25177.10 92.30 0.85 4623.11 lUCID 
0492 E HE LEMA ELEJt 943 8563.32 92.71 51.05 27'91.19 LEVIS , CUK 
0073 EOW ELEM 20 39260.15 86.61 27.61 3992.29 CMICII 
0017 EICAL.U:A ELat 71 2~10.03 81.49 21.62 4905.15 CAITO 
0972 ELOU GaM ELP 191 9234.56 64.7'0 5a.9O 2910.31 mLOWSllIII 
0719 ELLISTON ELIM Z3 33047.04 57.00 20.89 2931.36 PMU 
0911 ELYSIAN ELEM 74 7'9350.20 67.52 42.31 3412.01 mLClWSTCIII 
0545 EIIIIIS ELEJI 240 39567.96 71.34 23.13 3101.33 MDI_ 
0527 EUREKA ELat 518 1437.42 91.01 39.35 2902.31 LlIICIJ.I 
0339 EVUGREEII ELat 733 1088.41 94.53 47.89 2851.19 'UT .. 
0301 FAII'MONT'EGAN ELI 130 1754.49 98.62 40.23 3Z5Q..1O nAT"-
0S90 FAIIFIELD ILEM 218 1455.36 60.91 36.29 27'04.11 mal 
0750 FAIRVIEW ELIM 232 16264.53 65.10 32.35 3261.30 IICIIUIG 
0254 FERTILE PlAIRIE EL 9 293227.44 57.00 24.03 3277.77 'ALLOII 
0153 FISHTAIL ELIM 46 40910.61 67.76 23.34 2251.23 STJUWATII 
0396 ,LA T aEEIe ELEJt 1 34326.00 57.00 13.81 6606.06 cunlLD 
0199 FLAXVILLE ELEM 49 33411.94 12.60 29.01 45D.46 WilLS 
0742 'LOREllee·CAlLTOI. I 464 6861.01 12.64 35.30 2191.16 UVALLI 
07'90 'ORSYTH ELEM 473 14569.00 I2.S1 12.10 2911.61 IOSIILD 
0529 FORTINE ELEM 7'9 16333.71 57.00 42.12 1914.62 UIaU 
0927 FRAZEI ELEJt 110 16126.11 57.00 51.19 n10.49 YMoLIY 
059a FREIICHTOWN ELEM 524 30646.62 73.27 30.95 3242.74 IIlSSCIJU 
07'86 FROID ELEM 7'9 25233.54 90.09 56.46 460Z .51 IlCOIIWL T 
0071 'RCIMIIIII ILlIl 112 9529.65 81.15 31.53 3Z91.45 CAIICII 

0774 'IONTJD ILIJI 154 15a51.51 57.00 72.91 3126.4' IODIEYILT 
0133 FT IUTON EUJI 349 16384.00 98.53 15.73 3152.34 CIIIITUU 
0940 'T Pia ELIJI 31 6574.61 192.00 21.90 2551.74 VMoLIY 
0915 GALATA EUII 24 165174.79 57.00 19.05 3276." TCIU 
0364 GALLATI. IT'" ILEJI 131 12246.&2 n.57 28.23 3211.51 ULLATJI 
0614 GAlDlllEl ELP 164 11431.96 103.15 30.26 3046.14 ,. 

0176 GAllAND ELEM 10 18961.50 57.00 24.53 2530.93 ~ 
0711 GARIISON ELEM 11 93200.00 57.00 ZO.89 4959.66 PMLL 
0153 GERALDIIiE ELEM 107 35739.22 12.24 19.62 3966.13 CllllTUU 
0472 GEYUI ELEJI 67 21152.06 79.13 23.86 3661.61 .IIUTI WI. 
1217 GILD'ORD COLOIIT EL 13 9291.00 77.56 11.63 2251.54 IILL 
0925 GLASGOW ELEM 715 15311.36 133.04 21.73 357'0.21 VAUlT 
0206 GLEIIOIVE ELEM 1171 9823.39 7'9.72 29.49 2140." DMISIII 
0721 GOtJ) aEEIe ELat 19 764a4.26 64.28 33.49 2611.81 PMLL 
0896 GOLDEN .IDGE ELEM 2a 15364.96 &2.54 31.03 2556.'" TITGII 
0003 GItlIlT ELEM 26 32120.54 77.19 32.24 2954.32 IUVllIIIAD 
0261 GUSS UIIG1 IL as 15405.12 60.05 23.01 3106.52 FUGUI 
009S GREAT FALLS EL 8501 1601.72 11.47 42.40 2817.7'0 CASCADI 
0900 GREENFIELD ELEM 7'9 9740.94 14.15 46.21 2821. n mOIl 
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OIn GREYCLIFF EUM 22 38222.14 68.23 17.12 2644.12 MET GUSS 

0418 ~LL ILIM 26 42175.96 19.51 16.42 3086.63 GItAIIITI 
0734 HAMILTOI ILIM sa1 11368.55 94.01 24.21 2854.96 UVALLI 
0071 !WtOID·1GIC ILOII ,. 4W2.56 7'0.21 16.71 3410.21 CAITO 

0023 IWOI. ILIJI 1099 10826.11 71.23 24.9' 3510.50 IIG HOI. 
0030 HARLIJI ELIM 407 6473.51 80.73 64.14 4962.75 lLAI. 
0945 HARLQlTOI ILIJI 205 10337.01 98.49 22.01 3090.86 WMEATLAJID 
OS4Z HARR I SOlI ELIJI 61 22011.91 17.44 17.30 3739.32 MADISCII 
0427 ~VlE ELIM 1741· 9116." 68.99 51.14 zm.91 lULL 
0046 ~TS'LQDGI Jl<X.I EL '" 599.24 109.91 30.11 6222.56 lLA11i 
067'0 HEAlT IUfTI ILIM 141 264.92 91.11 13.26 6329.10 PQIDOA 
0411 HELDA ELIM 4821 9229.00 111.40 39.25 3096.41 LEVIS & CLAIr 
0320 HELENA 'LATS IL - 116 5I41.U 91." 22.91 29]4.19 'LAT_ 
OSI6 IIILLGATE ELIJI 7'99 11919.60 80.73 53.96 Z759.10 IUssau 

0111 HELMVILLE ELIM 21 31918.95 57.00 31.68 3OSI.41 POIlU 
0131 HIAWAT~ ILIJI Z1 31912.33 14.66 29.34 3980.07 SllUJDAII 
01-'5 HIGIMXD ELIJI 104 21166.56 126.46 32.42 4569 .52 ClIQITUU 

0932 HIllSDALE ELIM 65 11941.09 71.7'0 29.68 4717.26 VALLI'f 
0179 HKT'WIII $PI CAlC 1 52011.75 57.00 41.91 3117.64 CUSTU 
0461 HOISCII ELIM 16 36865.Z1 19.63 16.39 4273.10 ADITI IASI. 
0111 HQRW CRIC ELIM 11 16415.91 57.00 17.54 2575 .53 POIIVO II VII 
0114 HOT SPlIIIGS ELIM 138 894&.01 90.64 50.91 3335.61 SAJIDUI 
0982 HUllTl.EY NOJ ELlM 451 15319.09 17.91 42.21 2121.22 TtLLOWSTCMI 
0922 HYSHAM ELEN 1~ 39449.01 11.92 26.11 3525.1' TlEAAIII 
0919 I HDEPEIIDEMT ILat 17'5 9611.10 57.00 91." 2OZO.35 TtLLOWITCIII 
oao 1 IIIGCMAl ELIM 13 57174.54 51.00 1.15 5145.19 IOSI_ 

0501 "'1 ELEN 131 ZI714.64 69.21 1.60 3520.41 LIlli" 
0063 JACXSON ELEN 

" 
10956.41 11.80 41.30 3354.34 wa 

0014 JACXSQII ELIM 22 27006.32 17.11 17.04 3339.81 IlAVII1IIAD 
008l JOMJISTOII ELIM 4 93611.75 51.00 21.94 5614.36 CAITO 
0060 JO&.IET ELIJI 241 ma.54 61.51 75.60 2606.40 wa 
0317 JOIDAII ELEN 172 9752.47 64.as 27.61 2751.11 GAlfllLD 
0941 JU) ITH GAP !LIM 82 21122.91 100.56 15.64 3662.94 WlllATLAJID 
1201 IC'G IUM 79 37111.52 19.95 21.72 4922.53 I'LL 
0310 ICALISl'fLL ILIM 2393 10332.36 94.99 44.99 2111.01 FUT_ 
0489 aSSLE. ELIM 251 14031.60 19.02 63.49 Z773.45 LlVIS & CUll 
0316 ICESTEI ELIJI 4 42901.00 57.00 14.7'0 4140.94 GAlFIILD 
0323 ICILA ELIM 79 17179.22 16.26 26.14 2179.09 FLAf_ 

0272 KING COLONT IL 4 206156.50 51.00 17.45 5592.10 FUGUI 
01,7 ICINSEl ELIM 55 12122.33 71.11 33.29 Z451.49 ImTO 
0173 ICIRCHER fl£M 56 31522.41 57.00 39.44 2151.46 CUSfa 
0161 OIEU ELEN 13 1Z17'50.8O 59.71 14.38 3313.61 QICIItUU 

0367 LA MOTTE ELIM 52 14369.60 83.53 23.60 2985.62 GALLAT •• 
0761 LAMlERT ELEN a7 23aOO.44 7'5.36 37.19 4443.19 RICILAID 
0792 LAME DEER ELEN 266 471.44 101.74 2.59 -5141.31 lOSIU 
0653 UMOUUY ELIM 11 137074.73 ".56 9.54 2551.45 "ILL'" 
097'0 LAUlIL ELIM 1279 127'91.17 57.00 35." 2744.61 TlLLCIWST~ 
0410 LAVINA ELIM 49 l6201.39 11.38 19.49 43G3.44 CIIUIII YALLIY 
0561 LEXNEP ELEJI 12 11l62l.75 57.60 --9.80 2129.12 MIMIB 
0251 LEWISTOWN ELEJI 1OS3 TlZO.76 94.41 32.01 zaaa.17 n ... 
OS21 lIllY ElIM 1491 11665.61 92.67 31.57 2I9l.69 LIICIU 
1224 LIIUTT ElEN SCHOO ;2 1l37'O.17 9.6.30 5.00 2969.55 L1l11n 
0001 LIMA ELIM 90 17613.19 57.00 61.55 2502.1310 .... 
0501 LIIlCOLI ILIM 136 13117.37 7'0.91 31.00 2121.99 LEWIS I CUK 
0216 LIXDSAT ELa 19 7'0111.95 57.00 21.39 2630.02 DAWKa 
0612 LIVIIIGSTOI ELIJI 1013 11538.51 94.51 25.69 2173.21 ,All 

0036 LLOYD ELIM 6 136865.67 57.00 30.63 4315.09 lUI. 
0967 LOCX\IOCD lUll 1111 10746.7'0 83.7'5 39.20 2196.10 TlLLMtGIII 
0025 LCI)GI GRASS ELIM 400- 4250.13 57.00 61.57 5291.54 III ... 
05a LO&.O ELEN 576 5220.76 96. os 64.39 3231.19 IUssau 

0135 LCM ELIM a 172845.12 61.11 11.51 6002.21 CJICIUWU 
0741 LONE Roa ELEN - '12 7721.09 92.04 35.17 267'0.21 UVAUI 

0941 LUSTRE ELIM 59 44415.01 60.54 21.56 3741.31 VALLIY 
0064 LUTHER ELEJI 32 17926.75 76.22 31.61 2411.71 CAIa 

0260 MAIDE. ELat 6 71512.67 79.91 17.90 4141.31 FE ... 

0370 MAUCIOllG ELIM 11 4a012.64 57.00 11.21 3065.14 GW.ATII 

06sa MALT A ELEN 41S 17117.37 93.64 15.01 2912.41 PMILLI,. 
0347 MANHATTAII ELIM 340 6632.!l 96.20 73.49 2851.38 GALLATEI 

0341 MARION ELIM 92 11252.69 67.97 41.16 3579 .24 ,LAnmD 

0530 MCCORNICX ELEN Z3 15093.35 67.11 50.02 2760.35 LIXCIU 

087'5 MCLECG ELEJI 11 43670.45 57.00 11.95 2lO6.19 SWElT GlASS 
082' MEDICtNE LIC EL 173 11717.35 51.00 19.02 3411.42 SHEIJDAI 

0844 MELROSE ELEM 29 5116.91 72.71 19.41 2451.~ SILVII lOW 
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0607 M£lSTOME fLP 61 15719.00 69.97 64.72 4119.75 MUSSELSHELL 

} oaoa M£LVILLE ELP 26 49395.73 67.11 16.27 3167.23 MET GIlASS 

0684 MIMI EUJI 23 11529.96 84.91 I 13.26 2671.11 POIIDIIA 

0112 MILES ClfT ELIJI 1215 6686.4' &3.11 39. SO 2849.09 CUSTa 

05&3 MIS$CIA.A EUII 5654 10926.13 102._ 47.14 2887.89 IU SSCUU 

0852 Id.T fLP 12 61314.7'5 67.3' ,a. '1 4200.01 STILLWATER 

0363 aFClTCII IL 199 9'7'5.50 75.05 31.21 2615.19 GALLATII 

0460 aTMA ClfT ELiJI 175 1693\.64 124.21 51.72 3514.22 JEFFElSON 

0184 IlOOII ClEEI: EL 1\. 77114.21 59.15 11.16 2430.12 CUSTU 
0273 MOCRE ELP 99 20727.36 103.35 30.34 3547.93 FEIU 

0916 MClIN ELIJI 36 50164.50 5a.32 30.41 3271.44 YILLClWSTCIII 

0344 MOUNTAIN IIOOl ELI 36 12765.20 77.32 21.31 2431.71 FLATIIUD 

0600 UULSMELL fLlJl! 11 44351. '1 57.00 30.54 4556.31 MUSSELSMILL 

1216 N KAlLP COLCIIT EL 9 8681.11 101.61 30.11 3514.36 lUI. 

0936 NASHUA ELP 1Z. '6121.14 100.17 43.56 3&45.79 VALLIY 

08 11 IfOXQI ELIJI 1ao 36131.91 63.as 31.42 3211.17 ~ 
0857 IIYE ELEJII 1a 5329'.22 66.71 20.24 3444.43 STILLWATEI 

0342 OUlEY"ISSELL ELEJII 104 13612.14 73.63 44.91 ZII2.54 FUTIIUD 

0934 OPHEIM ELEJII 91 41093.15 84.93 36.32 4132.37 VALLIY 
0375 CPUI ELEJII 41 84734.27 61.06 20.16 3971.93 GALLATII 
0830 CUTLCClC ELP 52 29611.60 133.35 21.67 6355.99 SMUIDAII 
0715 OYAJI)() (LEJII 31 Z3531.45 76.62 35.41 2444.65 PMl.L 
oaoa PAJADISI ELEJI 46 Z0725.76 &3.00 15.10 3173.90 SAIIDOS 
0846 PAll CITY ELEJI 223 8293.96 64.05 40.67 2220.11 STILLWATU 

0362 PASS CREII: ELEJII 16 28233.56 57.00 18.23 1132.71 GALLATIN 
0195 PfElLESS ELEJII 50 24941.74 79 •• ' 33.47 4695 .31 DAIIIRS 

0898 Pfll)lOY ELEJII 11 102411.09 60.91 17.84 3315.33 TETaI 
0415 PHILIPSIUIG EL 159 16441.41 103.26 31.76 3154.39 GUIlT! 
0620 PIIiI CREEl: ELEJII 30 11170.73 57.00 11.71 1UZ.79 ,. 

OlaS PIIII GaOVl ELEJII 9 12850.22 57.00 13." 3501.66 GMflELD 
ooM PIli! MILL·PUIIW Z1 19121.00 57.00 62.43 2390.57 CAITO 
0987 II 10000EI ELEJII as 1OS90.54 51.43 45.&3 2531.47 YELLOWSTall 

O8OZ PU lIS ELEJII 305 10257.31 94.25 31.41 2921." SAIIDOS 
0325 PlEASANT VALLEY EL 10 33525.63 12.01 21.31 3300.61 nAT .. 
oaz7 PlEJITY'olCClD ELEJII 381 14176.57 89.07 31.63 ZI6I.29 SIIOIDAII 
0255 PlEVNA ELEJII 92 32924.50 57.00 19.47 6112.79 FALLOI 

00'2 POUII S ELIM 10 33534.90 a1.1'0 13.25 3260.70 IUWlJIUD 
.' 0477 PQ.saI ELEJII 1027 13412.74 57.00 75.56 2271.62 LAD 

0775 POPUI £LIM 634 12462.90. 57.00 60.36 4164.2IICOIEVILT 
OS89 PCTCNC ELEJII 101 7796.76 11.74 17.91 4157.91 ~lssauLA 
0690 POWDERVILLE EL a 21453.31 57.00 26.67 2731.41 PCM)II IIVII 
0894 PMl ELEJII 107 13810.50 96.14 49.12 3461.16 mCII 
OS51 PtAlllE ELl ELEJII • 101541.31 59.loG 16.25 2m.l2~ 
0021 PlToa ELEM 52 12332.73 96.62 n.19 6921.76 III ... 

084Z WSAT ELEJII 11a 46356.51 12.12 32." 3726.17 SILVII lOW 
085a lA1£LJE ELIM 54 49974.11 57.00 26.23 4115.59 STILLWlTIl 

0754 IWI ElEJII 61 1ao29.4O 91.13 43.63 2.561.73 Ilca.wa 
0471 lATlISFORD ELP 24 22726.71 65.21 20.66 2921.45 .unN USII 

0056 RED LCI)GI ELEJII 391 12136.46 '89.40 44.54 2803.41 c.u-. 
0850 REEDPOINT ELEJII 41 27411.71 100.26 38.49 47'96.51 STILLWATO 

00 1 5 It! 1 CHI,,! ELEJII 2l 20970.74 12.95 61.55 3226.49 1lAvu.AD 
0221 llCHEY ELIM 81 25045.12 111 .22 21.71 5311.07 D .... 
0611 RICHWO ELEJII Z1 34659.31 51.00 17.61 . 2343.94 ,All 
0090 lIDGE ELIM 7 30846 •• 66.12 23.42 4137 .61 CAlTII 
0514 lI.GL1NG ELEJII 4 410369.00 60.43 9.50 9362 .31 IIIAGIB 
006a ItOIElTS ELIJI 14 12114.00 .'.04 70.61 3377.06 aa.. 
0781 JtOa SPllla ELEJII 4 174450.7'5 61.37 4.37 6179.16 IOIIIUD 
1207 RIXX'I' lOY REJII 300 .123.79 ".49 261._ 4737.43 IILL 
1199 ItCIIAII ELEJII 1033 4659.04 78.56 24.14 3430. OZ LAD 
07'94 ItOS(IU) ELEJII M 22705.65 96.09 5.62 4399.61 IOSI .. 
0394 Rass ELEJII 5 1667'5.60 57.00 13." 5432.03 GMflELD 

0605 1tCI.IIDUP E LEJII 46' 10630.59 SO.SO 41.31 28103.65 1USIL.u 
027'9 lOY ELEJII 37 26842.57 95.01 22.17 5561.1a FUGUI 

0406 nEGATE ELEJII 51 66435.M 12.OZ 33.00 4522.27 GOLDII VALI.I'I 

0190 S K-FOSTEI ell ElE 8 94991.7'5 57.00 11.04 3251.54 aJSTII 

0189 S Y ELEJII 9 38999.00 57.00 20.01 2SI5.89 CUSTU 

1203 SAa2 ELIM 97 94206.10 74.03 14.79 6539.1' PlILU" 
0392 SAND SPIIIGS EL 5 &3530.40 57.00 14.09 4l4O.SO GM'11LD 
0147 SAVAGE ElIM 1ZS 10983.69 92.22 29.31 3179.47 IICIIUIID 
0193 SC'08£T ELEJII 241 142&3.33 106.73 34.ao 3234.40 DAIIIILS 

0652 SECOND elK ELEJII 11 34000.45 62.24 13.22 1943.94 ,.ILLl" 
0591 $lELET lAKE ELIM 194 13412.51 96.52 31.41 3016. 40 ~I SSCIJL.A d-
1222 SEVILLE ELEM ZS 5556.08 64.09 0.15 2542.7'5 GLACIO ~:'{'HH;-3rr-

. \~l9 -q~ 
~---
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0947SHJ.WCJTEU,. 19 28M3. 63 57.00 13.20 2191.53 WHEATLAND 
0910 SNELIT ELIM 525 12820.35 113.SO 22.16 2910." TOOLI 
0915 SME''''. IL ... 441 1154.76 10.15 36.33 2111.73 TlLLOWSTOMI 
0537 SIilIIOAl 11. ... 191 1OW.22 51.36 21.42 2335.10 leAD lsat 
1221 SNIELDS VALLET ILl 203 16512.67 57.00 25.39 2579.32 PAlIC 
0145 SIONIT EL~ 116Z 10091.32 119.2S 31.11 3040.52 llCJIUIID 

0324 SMITII VALLET REM 135 5184." &3.91 23.70 3366.17 FLATIIEAD 
0709 SO STACET II.D! 6 2SOOS.33 11.63 1.77 45OZ.31 PCW)EI IrYiI 
0327 SCMElS aLIM m 21182." 92.14 27.31 3065.26 FLATIIW 
0562 SCLITHVIEW ELIM I 822G3.63 70.53 41.17 4025.10 MCCCIII 
0211 S'I'IIG car COLONT 3 32107.33 57.00 17.45 &493.52 FlIGUI 
0635 Sl'IIIIGDALI EI.D! " T.Wl.27 64.00 17.51 2313.60 PAIl: 
0357 S'IIJIGIII.L II. 10 19793.00 57.00 11.23 2927.30 GALLAU. 
0020 SQUIDII. alC 11.1" 11 9"510.00 51.12 '5.13 45'6.26 IIG MDII 
0410 ST IGNATIUS IUM 401 39'1.41 61.89 29.79 3122.56 LUI 
Osal ST IEGII ELaM 141 11564.6Z 104.31 31.55 ]441." IU .. IAL 
046l STAlFCIID ILD! 123 27910.42 76.65 11.29 3313.62 .urTi lAS'. 
0732 STtvEMSVll.LI II. 702 7124.&4 95.56 43.57 2153.25 UVALLI· 
1225 SUN llVEI VALLET 253 7966.&3 106.97 41.13 3149.23 CASCAIII 
0902 SUJlIUIST ELEM 191 29243.17 57.16 19.95 3315.19 TOOC.I 
0594 SUNSET UP 10 42m.50 217.00 21.62 3494.54 IU SSCIU 
0518 UlIIOI ELEM 291 13133.33 116.64 40.60 3421.17IUllEUL 
0314 SUTIIILND-CCULEt IL 9 51961.89 57.00 16.25 5567.33 GAlFJILD 
04a6 SWAM LAICI-SAUtON I 11 63160.09 57.93 11.32 2893.91 LAD 
0309 SWAM II VEl IL 129 11510.52 51.00 31.31 2555.59 FLAT_ 
0596 SWAM VALLET ELEM 61 14350.16 57.00 sa.51 3541.52 "ISSCIIU 
0532 STLVAIITE ELEJI 14 124a5.07 61.10 22.94 3079.12 Llllcau 
0593 TAlGlT WlGI ELEM 415 10804.19 95.12 21.67 2896.35 IUSSCIJU 
0125 TERIT ELIM 116 24174.32 65.41 24.51 27'04.39 PIA'II! 
0804 THOMPSCM FALLS ILl ~ 1S6a1.34 90.04 25.05 2911.91 WIDOS 
0360 TIIIEI fOIlCS EL 241 191aa.09 •• 66 23.10 2987.21 GALLATI. 
0050 TOWNSEND ILEM 496 21977.65 57.00 26.59 2279.49 IIQMIMTU 
0177 TIAIL ClEIIC II. 5 69210.00 57.00 19.47 4734.25 CWTII 
0534 TllGO ILEM 70 136&3.21 61.54 21.00 2607.00 L11CGU1 
0491 TIIMITT ILEM 16 101424.94 n.66 120 •• 3515.10 LlVIS I CUIC 
0107 TROJT alC ELEJt 102 41191.53 76.21 26.35 3427.14 WIllIS 
0519 TIOT lLEJI 476 15688.09 94.a1 36.27 2194.27 L111C1U 
0044 TUlMII ELEJt 74 24742.36 57.00 56.60 41 •• " lUI. 
0539 T\/IM IIIOGIS ELEM 155 26144.47 17.60 25.22 .3470.62 MU" 
01aa TWIll IUTTIS IL 7 45079 .. 29 57.00 17.09 3074.63 CUSTD 
0944 n.o DOT ILEJI a 462523.00 66.02 13.64 4191.63 YfUTUID 
0131 UUI ELEI' 96 7666.51 101.74 23.99 3633.as CASCa 
0211 ~I elACal10X 5 112670.60 57.00 20.09 5096.&4 DAWSaI 
1211 UP'll WEST SHORE I 25 90038.60 57.00 ZO.93 21n.35 LUI 
0679 VALIEI ELEM 118 15963.40 98.39 17.28 2995.35 POIIDEIA 
0413 VALLET VIEW ILEM 15 14369.00 51.00 11.03 2394.00 LAG 
0312 VAl NOIJWI ILEJI 10 40141.50 57.00 33.31 2770.16 GAl'11LD 
0127 VAUGIfJI ELEM 167 7766.71 115.21 66.91 3621.01 CASCADI 
0737 vrC;TOR ILEJI 116 132S1.lZ 79.43 22.92 3079.70 RAVALLI 
0566 VIDA ELEM zo 107201.15 57.00 30.11 3937.67 ~ 
0373 W YELLOWSTONE ILEN 149 21265.17 ' 109. II ·28.15 3631.as GALLATI. 
0144 WAARla ELEJI 5 122455.66 57.00 10.&4 5017 .10 CIICUrUU 
1223 WEST GUtra ILEM 57 . 43517.77 . 13.76 33.12 3352.60 nATIUD 
1114 \,EST VALLIT IL 230 7366.65 95.aa 41.56 3012.45 nATIUD 
0111 \,ESTIT ILDI &3 19110.76 n.44 35.12 5171.92 .. 11M 
0334 WIIITEIISI ILDI 1166 13134.97 76.35 32.01 2461.95 nATIUI 
0453 WIIITIIIAU ILDI 362 9401.25 91.39 21.17 2119.92 .., ..... 
066Z WIIITEWATD na 56 59945.39 18.51 13.45 n7l.04 PlILU" 
0506 WIIITWI EI.DI 6 79267.17 51.11 5.00 48.10 LImn 
01&3 WIIITIIET ClIC II. I 37351.00 51.00 26.6' 3130.16 CUlta 
0569 WIlT SUU'U SPGS I II' 230n.96 91.94 12.92 3607.53 ...... 
0954 WIIAUX ILD! 173 2"51.25 64.34 15.89 3439.44 WI'" 
0354 WILLOW ClIEIC IL 44 30302.77 12.67 11.23 4166.27 GALLAnl 
0290 WINIFRED ILEN 103 11311.61 79.20 27.74 3201.17 FUGUI 
0641 WINNETT ELEM 74 23621.12 92.23 23.35 4154.43 PIT ....... 
0010 WISOCJjJ ELEJI 43 23365.60 57.00 49.05 2509."" lEA ..... 
0007 WIU llVEI ELEM 26 23215.31 17.61 12.14 2n8.08 IEAwa .. 
0495 WOLf ClEEIC ELEJI 10 118324.60 64.Z1 24.13 4350.47 LEVIS & CWX 
0780 \o1OlF POINT ELIM 700 7049.95 74.n 54.52 3437.47 1CDSIWI.1' 
0591 Io1OtX)IWI ELEM 51 15D1.53 51.00 41.21 4067.22 "I SSIIIJl.A 

0026 \/TOU ELIM 75 12522.17 106.23 4I.n 1105.16 IIG IIDItI 

0533 T,uK ELVt 18 14809.61 76.75 25.11 3311.21 LlIICIU 
0034 ZURICII ELEM 55 34a18.60 57.00 60.61 2540.11 lUI. 

EXllllT '-1tl • p.ge 5 



LIST 07 ALL s.lcoiDii~ DISTRICTS POR 1"0-'1, SHOWING 
AD, TA%VALAHI--;-G1XILL, AGJ'XILL, GPEAllS. P , COUH'l'Y, 

ARRANGED ALPBABITICALLY 

., 

!%HIBIT NO. P-l'B 
PLAINTIFF'S 

EXHIBIT 

P-/Cf~ 



LI 21lTatQ AMI TAXVA~.!NI i'"n~ Aif.I~~ iflANIS' ~TT 
0862 AlSAlOlCU • I 130 41154.03 55.52 39.29 4509.1' STILLWATII 
0577 ALJlITOI •• 59 30546.05 14." 34 •• 6Q8O.03 MINEUL 
0217 AJIACCIIID& • • S6l 14659.14 49.65 13.54 3161.51 0111 LODGE 
O4n AlUe • I 141 10991.54 42.50 13.11 "'3.39 L.UI 
0503 AUGUSTA •• 35 66311.51 71.26 12. " 713&.31 LEWII , CLAlC 
0785 IAIMYILLI • I 43 96551.07 lI.OO 21.01 8994.25 lCOSMU 
0244 IAOI • S 17'9 604a9.55 31.00 16.77 7554.1l FAUOI 
0006 WWlMEM CO HI 412 .]1592.72 66.00 16.91 4192.32 IEAVElHEAD 
0076 IELnT • S " 22164.'5 41.09 14.63 n97.45 c:.ut1Cll 
0369 IELGIADI I S 396 ZS08O.9t. 56.50 23.101 3601.99 GALLATlIl 
0113 lEU • S 100 36169 •• as. 96 ZS.az 5544.71 CASCADe 
0138 IIG SANDY I I 103 72970.05 56.17 23.46 5111.10 CMCUTIAU 
0311 IIGfOil • S 2S5 36024.15 54.07 11.45 3641.92 FLATIIIAD 
0966 IILLII" I S 457'9 31aa7.a7 55.61 29.05 3472.05 TILLOWSfOll 
1220 aut srr IIGII 40 98410.53 61.94 12.13 111az.l0 tILL 
0426 101 ELDEI • S 65 15135.34 52.101 sa.64 1904.30 lULL 
0351 IQZEMAI I S 1211 37283.50 66.14 ZO.93 3135.39 GALLATIII 
0612 PADT •• 32 9627'9.14 56.30 10.34 1131.01 I'QI)W 
0059 UIDGU I I 77 4n26.29 lIZ.1l ZO.31 7244.57 CAIICII 
097'9 IICW)VIIV I S 101 149108.29 41.11 13.51 6611.65 TELLOWSTOII 
0055 llOADWA TEl CO NI 217 54334.34 52.14 10.10 4000.n UQADWATEI 
0713 IIOIXTOI • S. " 11359.12 77.80 51.77 12099.55 RQOSIVEU 
0401 IIOWNIIG • I 319 1561S.34 54.Z1 16.53 1142.25 GLACIO 

1212 IUTTI It I 1601 21216.75 76.19 31.19 4129.54 SILVEl lOW 
0097 CAlTER co • I 61 19211.21 31.00 26.63 156Q.6I CAlTEl 
0102 CASCADE • I 151 29175.25 62.99 27.41 4441.61 CASCADE 
0105 CENTElVILLI " S 93 16919.31 64.46 53.29 10192.. CASCADI 
1206 CMAlLO • S 11 21996.52 74.40 16.33 5296.39 LAd 
OS11 ClESTal • I 96 75067.71 61.80 14.49 6633.29 LlIU" 
0029 CHIIIOCIC • • 192 41'93.22 41.14 26.04 10167.15 lLA11II 
0U4 CIIOTIAU • I 161 40029.40 74.14 16.37 5103.01 TITOI 
OS41 ClleU • I 147 53063.94 57.72 21.16 4129.20 MCCCMI 
07'91 COLSTR" • S 459 365935.26 43.45 2.72 5993.64 lOSUD 

0313 COLUMIIA fALLS " I 653 3097'9.11 61.01 21.40 39Z5.4Z FLATIIEAD 
0849 COL~' I 152 11azo.~ 60.73 31.51 4332.71 ITILLWATU 

O6n COMIAD " I 221 35115.41 11.11 21.06 4679.35 PQI)IIA 

0731 corvALLII • S Z5I 11151.36 57.76 23 •• 3765.71 UVALLI 

0178 CUlIElTSCI " S 7'9 49664.99 56.1l 43.54 6710.95 IOOSIVELT 

0192 CUSTER co " S 650 22197.52 70.23 ZO.41 3116.64 CUlTII 
0975 CUSTEI I S 39 521526.23 56.l9 ".49 7066.11 TRLOWSn. 
0403 cur IANC • S 271 47670.49 52.96 22.57 "11.37 GUCIII 
0740 DAllY • S 116 23754.52 55. " 24.19 4011.92 RAVALLI 

OZ07 DAWSCII co " S 535 29640.66 11.22 15.03 4699.1& OAWSOl 

02az DUTCII .. S 45 67595.47 65.08 ZO.11 7220.92 FE ... 
0644 DClDSCII II S 49 62573.16 65.12 23.16 ".39 "'ILL!" 
O4ZO OIUlGlD • I 17 41751.70 .43.14 17.20 4474.45 GIWrlTE 
oa93 DUfTCII • I 42 93439.90 63.11 11.11 9439.71 TIT~ 

OS46 lJIJIlS " I lZO·· 11114.32 47.59 17.49 10156.67 MAD I SCI 

0891 FAllflELD " I 137 Z0721.54 52.02 ZS.01 4492.21 mOl 
0151 FAIlYtEW • S 164 26239.76 31.00 19.95 I0Il3.16 IICl1.Ne 
0259 fER. I I 444 21011l.67 61.74 65.03 3724.00 FEau 
0311 FLATIIlAD I • 2012 239".ZO 54.62 29.11 3319.65 fLATIIIAD· 
0200 fUXYILLI • S 29 56454.66 61.63 26.16 n1Z.91 OAIIIILS 
0743 fLOIIJICI-CAILTCI .. 164 19411.82 63.22 31.01 4467.64 RAVALLI 
0791 fORm •• S 201 36925.14 31.00 12.12 4Z2O.53 I0Il .. 
0921 FIAZU • I 43 102292.49 41.09 ZO.45 14344.35 VALLI'f 
0599 FlIJICHTM 1 S 220 72994.67 72.16 ZS.ZO 5I05.az III SSCIULA 
0717 nolO .. S 39 "114.10 45.sa 23.51 I2S6.GS ItCIOSIWLT 
0072 flOllllGI I 59 27'921.32 6Z.lS 30.36 6641.41 CAI_ 

0134 FT IEIlTCII • S 150 67500.56 60.67 21.73 5911.94 ClCUJUU 
1191 GARDINER. S sa 41610.73 67.60 11.61 61 10.20 ,All: 
0371 WFIILD co .. S 17 60469.ZO 52.00 13.61 5599.50 GAlIIILD 

0154 ClJALDIIE " I 46 99465.65 54.29 19.60 7157.04 aanuu 
0473 CiETSII • • 32 61332.16 41.77 21.34 75n.29 .ADITI IASII 
0926 GLASGOW • S 314 35040.37 99.11 33.19 5103.93 VALLIT 
0416 GIAIITI 1 I 93 33427.42 61." 19.14 5454.99 GIAIIITI 
0269 GlASS lAMGE .. S 31 46283.32 76.ZS 21.11 9319.25 'OM 
0099 GlEAT fALLI M I 3279 22714.7'9 75.56 21.55 4011.21 CASCADI 
0735 HAMILTON II S 422 23733.17 56.00 15.02 3414.65 RAVALLI 
1119 IWDII •.• 401 l4464.ZO 56." 17.47 5511.25 IIG KCII 

0031 MAlLEI' " S 133 28170.91 11.92 41.36 11011.63 lUlU 

0946 MAlLa.lTOI " S 94 67745.33 63.90 15.43 6284.13 \ntEA TLAHD 

EXlIIIT ,-1" - PIlI 1 



OS43 HAlllSOl II • 37 40465.46 51.92 29.21 7000.25 MAD I $(II 

0425 /lAVU II • 712 27714.82 40." 15.7'0 3391.'-1 IIILL 
1213 NAT.·LaDCI Pall • 7'0 1311.33 71.38 23.50 9731.39 lLAI". 
1226 llEAlT IUTTi •• 50 784.16 75.01 9.21 9940.40 PONDEU 
G4aI H!LOA I • ZSOS 24207.71 70.24 20.09 :sa91.Q LEWI. , CLAal: 
0146 HIGNWOCD •• 40 64454.14 67.10 24.26 a5a4.13 CHOUTEAU 
0933 HINSDALE' I 30 19Oal7.10 60.96 19.91 11230.94 VALLIT 
0469 HOISON " I 52 60969.38 69.34 18.25 7121.41 JUDITH 1AS1. 
0815 HOT SPRINGS" S • 60 33097.07 65.31 45.Q 6111.26 WOEI • 
0913 HUNTLEY PROJ H$ 195 35430.30 54.01 20.92 4101.40 TELLOWSTONI 
0923 NTSHM " S 51 56511.14 61.71 12.33 7204.04 TlEA .... 
0508 J·I IIIGH SCHOOl. 40 9aJ.07.65 70.40 9." 9590.34 LlIIITT 
0457 JEf,ElSOl I S 235 59305.09 54.10 39.11 3819.00 JEFFEISCII 
0061 Jcx.IIT " • 96 28200.51 76.47 23.99 5534.14 CAI_ 
0949 JIAU Til W II S 31 45205.26 76.36 25.01 8450.41 WllIATUII) 
1209 C'G NIGH SClIOOL I 31 106039.41 91.34 13.24 12354.19 IILL 
0769 waEIT II • 34 51782.53 73.15 42.34 9972.57 IICHLAJe 
0971 LAUlEL II • 534 30150.64 55.34 21.91 3471.15 TELLOWSTOII 
0411 LAVINA II S 23 77124.7'0 57.90 29.22 1416.52 Gcx.DEJI VALLIT 
0522 LlaaT II • 633 27606.94 65.33 23.72 3881.31 LIIICDUI 
0009 LIMA II • 42 37744.05 :sa. 00 17.34 5115.12 IlAYlllIUD 
0528 LINCOLI CO " S 269 2460S.10 56.91 16.45 3153.09 LlJlCDUI 
1221 LINCOLI IIIGH SCIeO 52 34306.96 44.53 41.12 5987.40 LEWI. , ~ 
1190 LODGI GlASS II S 141 85579.89 :sa. 00 17.39 10263.54 IIG IICU 
0659 MALTA II $ 209 43780.33 64.91 11.22 446S.36 PIIILL!" 
0341 MANNA TT A» II • 141 31426.43 62. '6 36.81 4502.66 GALLAT .. 
0&22 MEDICINE Lr N S n 5144a.69 :sa. co 25.11 7664.05 WilDA» 
060S MELSTONE N $, 52 18439.60 54.17 40.24 7053.21I1JSS1L$HlLL 
0584 MISSOUlA II S 3316 28t9S.45 n.16 30.56 3961.05 MISsauu 
0274 MOOlE II • 52 45a21.73 n.n 18.27 6a6I.26 FElGUS 
0937 IlASIIUA II $ 76 30451.67 69.15 32.24 6595.19 YALLIT 
0112 IIOXOll II • 99 113457.57 40.46 14.61 4761.29 SAJl)US 
0935 OPHEIM II $ 43 93654.16 64.40 21.27 9134.55 YALLEr 
0131 OUTLOCIC II $ 24 64310.13 103.57 27.ZO 11699.25 S1IEIIOM 
0847 PAlr CITT I • 95 17990.55 57.57 '-1.21 4198.15 .TlLLWATD 
0613 PUK II • 466 33016.15 65.07 ZO.81 3119.65 ,Ale 
0196 PEElLES$ II $ 29 43015.07 54.66 32.16 77'6.35 IWIIELI 
0103 PUll' II • 177 2l061.38 57.16 25.49 4162.51 SAJl)IU 
1214 PLENTY COUP1 11$ 41 15641.51 41.64 61.61 13126.31 IIQ Mall 
oaz5 PLENTYWOOD I S 157 34403.03 91.74 35.01 61135.57 _IIDAI 
0256 PLEVNA " S 42 n120.33 :sa. co 13.21 11311.45 FALLCII 
0478 POlsat " $ 427 38036.02 53.56 16.11 3410.92 UXI 
0776 PCPLAa II • m 3a543.ao 50.65 24.39 8141.64 taOIIYILT 
0706 pow)El lVl CO DIST 149 41058.35 :sa. co 14.91 5965.95 PCU)U IIVII 
0713 POWELL CO II S 296 434a9.53 n.25 13.40 4(107.67 PMLL 

089S PMl " $ 41 41001.76 75.11 40.59 7'501.7' TITCII 
0859 RAPELJE II S 23 180610. co 45.19 21.64 9236.01 rrlLLWATD 
0057 UD LODGE. $ 141 41011 •• 63.09 23.53 4577 •• CMa 
cas1 IEEDPOINT • I 20 ' 55465.55 77.36 30.97 1991.00 ITILLWATD 
0225 IICHET II $ 50 54a29.Q .50.74 23.05 7740.34 DAWD 
0069 I08ERTI " I 41 24962.34 47.76 33.17 6627.33 ~ 
1ZOO RONM II S 349 131'90.21 53.52 17.61 5202.73 UXI 
0795 ROSEBl.D • $ 35 75na.26 72.11 10.22 9631.36 ta:SIa» 
0606 RQJII(U • • 205 27'999.20 45.25 35.54 4129.04 UII1.SICI1L 
0280 lOY • I 15 66211.67 39.03 32.39 12642.01 FElGUI 
0401 ITEGATI •• 30 11294G.97 41.01 15.11 a732.29 II:IMI YALLIT . 
0657 IlCO • S 36 221331.22 53.41 15.56 16570.69 ·"ILLI" 
0741 SAVAGE •• 41 36431.10 60.&9 31.76 7'001.65 IICJlLAJe 
0194 SCOIEY •• 99 35780.45 99.01 31.95 6Z6I.54 DUIELI 
0911 SNELIT • • lS9 56556.66 Q.40 19.50 5915.64 TCDLI 
0956 SHE'HElD II S 241 20009.67 56.19 61.04 3909.61 'fILLOWSTCIIII 
053a SHERIDAI 11-$ S5 34456.32 59.16 21.95 4814.30 JW»I_ 
1228 SHIELDS VALL£T I $ 100 30769.14 61.S3 16.35 5066.84 ,Ale 
0746 SIDNET N S 502 28592.38 61.35 16.7'5 4l7'9.14 IICJIWD 
0115 SIMMS " • 164 20199.16 62.&9 20.52 4611.46 CASCAH 
0481 ST IGNATIUS II S 165 9i1a9.16 59.17 19.30 4911.29 LUI 
05az ST REGIS II S 57 54597.19 69.01 21.97 6196.69 MIIIIUI. 
~ STAMFORO " • 57 60227.75 5a.61 11.11 6696.05 JUDITH IASla 
0733 STEVENSVILLE 11$ 351 18256.13 56.49 25.95 3641.05 RAVALLI 
0903 SUNBURST II S 109 63066.66 41.80 19.17 5a71.60 TCXILI 
0579 SUPEIIOl II $ 121 31346.05 ".01 20.14 5537.72 MIIlEUL 
0882 SWEET WSS CO lIS 191 39450.77 77.61 32.30 4730.56 MET GItASS ~ 
0726 TERRT II S 111 38330.45 40.46 1 •• 40 4073.20 PUJIIE ;~, 'I, " -----

~ l=l~ -q~ 
-- - -. --- ... ---

EXlIIIT '-191 - ~ z 



oao5 THOMPSON FALLS II S 193 31"'.17 54.08 19.19 4057.54 SAIIOEIS 
0361 THUI 'OIU II I 130 42"".64 51.26 13.97 4280.93 GALLATJII 
0520 TlOT II I 217 38046.27 62.71 37.52 4226.66 LIIiCOU 
0045 TUlliO II I 29 63135.69 34.00 24.50 9457.72 lLAld 
0540 TVIII IIIOGII II I a1 51'77.69 71.91 22.30 .)410.90 MADISOI 
06a0 VALlO II I 93 37144.37 55.a7 25.92 5695.64 POIIDElA 
0731 VICTOI II I 7'5 32937.67 61.29 1&.14 5765.66 RAVALLI 
0374 V YELLOWSTONI II S 64 49507.91 106.10 23.29 1317.22 GALLATIII 
08'9 WEST I., II S 39 45933.51 51.40 Il.10 14014.99 SHEIIDAI 
0335 WHITEFrSIi II I 511 31564.17 52.56 25.86 3569.71 FLATHEAD 
0454 WHITEHALL II • 179 49799.74 54.39 13.67 4004.49 JIFFElSOl 
0663 WHITE\/ATU II I 29 1157'56.62 57.91 14.70 13162.60 PHILLIPS 
0570 WHT MI ... SHS II 110 72919.1'0 54.60 9.30 5051.97 MUGHO 
0964 VIUUX II I 79 529Q3.51 43.65 16.27 5999.95 vrMUX 
0355 VI LLOW CUR III 1a 65679.&3 57.61 12.96 10657.46 GALLATJI 
0291 WI.IF~ED II • 40 44577.40 50.14 1a.9I 717'5.1l FUGUS 
0642 WIIINETT II I ]I 46000.39 61.20 30.39 7'562.21 '£TlOLM 
0711 WO-F POINT II I 314 234".21 '9.51 29.66 4546.at 1l000000LT 

EXlIIIT '-191 • ~ 3 



CATEGORY 

PLAINTIFFS 

NON-PIAINTIFFS 

TOTAL 

DISTRlIUTIOH 01' ~ DISTRICTS 
A1Q) STUDlftS IY 'UlftII''' STATUS 

NO. OF 
D~STRICTS 

66 

461 

527 

PERCEN'l' 

12.52 

87.48 

loot 

IXHIBIT HO. '-20 

NO. OF 
STUDENTS 

57910 

90090 

148000 

PERCENT 

39.13 

60.87 

loot 

....: ,',\ '"':t"';-
- , :; .... -~ 

PUINTIFF'S 
EXHIBIT 

p-ze 



DISTRIBUTION O~ itiiiH!ili DISTRICTS 
A!f1) 8TUDINT8 ly""l'Lii:irrIj~ STATUS 

CATEGORY NO. OP PERCENT NO. OF 
DISTRICTS STUDENTS 

PLAINTIFFS 36 9.89 39521 

NON-PLAINTIFFS 328 90.11 66072 

TOTAL 364 100% 105593 

EXHIBIT NO. P-20A 

e 
PERCENT 

37.43 

62.57 

100% 

• 

PLAINTIFF'S 
EXHIBIT 

p-JOA 



CATEGORY 

PLAINTIFFS 

NON-PLAINTIFFS 

TOTAL 

DISTRIBUTION OJ' sicoibUf DISTRICTS 
AHJ) 8'rUD.NTS BY:'···PLlIHTIJ'J' 8TATUS 

NO. OF PERCENT NO. OF PERCENT 
DISTRICTS STUDENTS 

30 18.40 18389 43.36 

133 81.60 . 24018 56.64 

163 100% 42401 100' 

).. 
.,~!."'\~ .. ' .'--. ~---- -

EXHIBIT NO. P-20B 

t=-~j?> 

PLAINTIFF'S 
EXHIBIT 

p- .lOll 



LIST OJ' ALL PLAINTIFf DISTRICTS lOR 1990-91 SBOWING 
AD, TAXVALANB, GJ'KILL, AGJ'XILL, GJ'AlIDSP, COUNTY 

ARRAIGID ALPBAlITICALLY 

U 211TIIg AJlI IAXVALMI lif"ILL aif!ILL liFf!!11! pcuMII 
086 1 AlSAIClII UUI 212 18461.60 95.50 23.66 3571.43 STILLWATEI 
0e62 AlSAlCdE II I 130 4la54.03 55.52 39.29 4509.1' STILLWATEI 
0576 ALIEITCli ELUI 150 12591.01 114.61 42.51 3291.31 JUIllIAL 

05 71 ALIEITCli II S 59 lOS46.05 84 •• 34.10 6QIO.03 MIIlIIA&. 

0Z36 WCXIIDA UUI 1019 7423.61 116.56 21.41 2111.71 DlEI LCDGI " 

0237 WCXIIDA II • 563 14659.14 49.61 13.54 3161.57 DIll LCDGI 

0112 liLT ELUI 231 21121.71 19.11 32.16 3096.37 CASCMI 
0113 liLT • I 100 36869.10 as •• 25.12 5544.71 CAICADI 
0165 IIG TIMIEI ILIM 344 11722.23 91.24 25.53 2119.76 MIT GIASI 
096S II LLlIGI rLUI 10051 11184.26 93.61 43.12 2862.64 YlLLMTCIII 
0966 IILLIIIGI II S 457'9 31117.17 55.61 29.05 3472.05 YlLLClWSTCIII 
wn CAITO CD II a 61 89211.21 31.00 26.61 7'560.61 CAITO 
07'30 CClYALLIS ELO 6Z1 7121.59 105.49 40.95 3221.71 IAVALLI 
073t CClYALLlS II S 25. 17158.36 57.76 23.91 3165.7IIAVALLI 
0739 OAiIT ILUI 363 12171.74 11.41 29.51 2814.10 IAVALLI 
0740 OAiIT II S 186 23754.52 55.11 24.79 4OU.92 IAVALLI 
on2 OUI LCDGE ELIM 622 10619.35 120.95 34.45 3300.69 PCMLL 
CK 19 01UlClllD ELIM 121 24623.17 83.44 54.20 2899.25 G,wn T. 
04<0 01UlClllD II S a7 41751.70 43.84 11.20 4414.45 GaMITI 
CK92 E HELEU rUM 943 1563.32 92.n 5I.OS 2791.19 LlVI ... ewe 
0017 ElALAD fLO 18 22510.03 11.49 21.62 4~.a5 CAITO 
0527 MElA ELIM 511 8431.42 91.01 39.35 2902.31 LlJICCl.. 
0339 EVEIGIIEII ELIM 733 aoaa.41 94.53 47.19 2151.19 'UTIIUD 
0311 FUTIIIM II a 2012 23911.20 54.6Z 29.11 3319.61 'UTIIIAD 
0742 FLOIDCI·WLTCII E 464 6161.01 12.64 35.30 2891.16 IAVALLI 
0743 FLOIlICE'WLTCli II '" 19411.12 63.22 31.01 4461." IAVALLI 
0134 NAMILTCII ILIM 

., 11361.55 94.01 24.21 2854.96 IAVALLI 
0735 NAMILTCII II a 422 23733.17 56.00 15.02 3414.61 IAVALLI 
0411 HELEU rUM 4121 9229.00 111.40 39.25 3096.43 LEVIS" CUB • NI HILEU III 2505 24207.71 70.24 20.09 3193.62 LIVIa It a.AK 
0060 JOliET ILIM 241 1771.54 61.51 15.60 2606.40 CAI_ 

0061 JO&.IET " S 96 28200.51 76.47 23.99 5534.14 CA..-
OlIO ICALJSPlLL EUM 2393 103l2.36 94.99 44.99 2111.01 FLAT ... 
0970 I.MJHL EUM 127'9 127'91.17 57.00 35.11 2744.61 YlLLOWITCII 
0911 LAUlIL H S S34 30150.64 55.34 2a.91 3471.75 lILLOWITCII 
0521 LIllY !LIM 1491 11665.61 92.67 31.51 2193.69 UIICGLI 
0522 LIllY" S 633 21606.94 65.33 23.12 3181.31 LlIICGLI 
oooa LIM rUM 90 11613.19 57.00 61." 2502.13 IlAWIJtUD 
0009 LIMA. S 42 37144.05 31.00 17.34 5115.12 IlAVUIIIAD 
0612 LIYII1GSTCII ILIM 1013 11531.51 94.5t 25;69 2I13.21'AIE 
0967 LOQCWDCD IUM 1111 10746.18 11.7'5 39.20 2896.10 YlLLOWIT_ 
0741 LOll lOCK ELIM 182 7121.09 n.CK 35.'7 267'0.25 IAVALLI 
Q341 !WIMATT AI !LIM 340 6632.11 96.20 13.49 2851.31 GALun. 

0341 MAMMA TT AI " S 141 31426.41 6Z.16 36.11 4502.66 &ALun. 
0SI3 MISSOULA ELEM 5651 10926.11 102 •• 41.14 zaa7.19 MJSICIULA 

0514 MI sscu.A " S 3336 28195.45 "12.16 30.56 3961.113 IUSICIULA 
0613 ,All • S 466 33016.15 65.01 20.11 3119.61 ,AlE 
0113 P<MLL CD • S 296 43419.53 12.25 13.40 4001.61 PMLL 
0061 JtQIDTa ILUI 84 12184.00 11.04 7'0.61 3377.06 wa 
0069 IlCIIUTa • a 41 24962.34 41.16 33.17 6621.33 CAIICII 
01,. sa .... a '" 20199.16 6Z •• 20.52 4613.46 CAICMI 
0732 STI'IIIIVILLI IL 702 1124.84 95.56 43.57 2153.25 IAVALLI 
0133 STEYIISYtLLI III lSI 11256.11 56.49 25.95 3641.05 IAVALLI 
1225 SUI IIVEI YALLET 253 7'966.11 " 106.91 41.13 3149.25 CAICMI 
0571 SlRIIOI ELIM 291 13133.33 116.64 40.60 3421.17111N1U1. 
057'9 SlRIIOI II S 121 31346.05 •• 01 20.14 5537.12 1l11li1AL 
oaaz SWElT GlASS co HS 191 39450.71 71.61 32.30 4730.56 MET GlASS 
0519 TICY ELIM 476 15618.09 94.11 36.21 ZIM.21 LlIICXIUI 
0520 TROT II • 211 3a046.21 6Z.n 37.82 4226.66 LlIICOUI 
0731 vtCTc:. ELEM 186 13281.32 7'9.41 22.92 3079.70 IAVALLI 
0131 VICTOI H S 75 l2931.67 61.29 1a.14 5765.66 RAVALLI 
1114 weST VALLEY EL 230 7360.65 95 •• 41.56 3012.45 FLAT ..... 
Q334 IntITEFISH ELat "66 13134.97 16.35 32.01 2461.95 FUTHEAD e 0335 IntITEFISH " S 521 31564.11 52.56 25.86 3569.11 FLATHEAD 
0641 WINNETT ELEM 14 2.3621.82 92.23 23.35 4154.43 PETROLEUM 
0642 WINNETT H S 31 46000.39 61.20 30.39 7'562.21 PlTIO&.M 

PLAINTIFF'S 
EXHIBIT 

EDlin ID. ,.2QC p.-.JO~ 



AVIRAGI GllfBRAL rUND PI1UII88IVB KILLAGI Alm 
HOH-GINIRAL rVKD XILLAGI IY PLAIHTI77 8TATUI 

STATUS 

PLAINTIFFS 

NON-PLAINTIFFS 

OVERALL 

GENERAL FUND 
PERMISSIVE 

MILLAGE 

28.05 

19.85 

23.06 

IXBIBIT NO. '-21 

NON-GENERAL 
FUND 

MILLAGE 

36.29 

33.85 

34.80 

:~~:["ii~JC __ d, __ ---,. 

,~:,:~~~_~~.~~L:J 9 - ~~_ 

PLAINTIFF'S 
EXHIBIT 

P-~L 



STATUS 

AVBRAaB aBNlRAL ~UHD BZPBHDITURI PB. STODBRT 
AHD AVlIltAGB TADBLB nLUATIOar PB. STOOl1ft' 

BY PLAIHTI~~ STATUS 

GENERAL FUND 
... PER STUDENT 

TAXABLE VALUATION 
PER STUDENT 

• 
PLAINTIFFS 

NON-PLAINTIFFS 

3193.14 

3736.71 

16493.67 

23802.13 

OVERALL 3524.02 

B%HIBIT NO. P-22 

20942.45 

PLAINTIFF'S 
EXHIBIT 

P-ZZ 



A VJ:RAGI BLmiriDi GIOUL rmm IDBWITtJU8 Pia STUDIlf'l' 
ANJ)"A VlRAGI TADBLI VALUATION Pia STOI)IJI'lI 

STATUS 

PLAINTIFFS 

NON-PLAINTIFFS 

OVERALL 

BY PLllHTI.. STATUI 

GENERAL FUND 
PER STUDENT .. 

2911.19 

3258.51 

3128.52 

EXHIBIT HO. P-22A 

TAXABLE VALUATION 
PER STUDENT 

10895.11 

16887.28 

14644.55 

PLAJNTlFF'S 
EXHIBIT 

p-..::>.2A 



AVlRAGIS"."COIlDUY GBnRAL J'UlfD B%PINDITUU8 PIR STUDBNT 
Ainf"AVBRAGI TADBLB VALUATIOH Pia STUDINT • 

STATUS 

PLAINTIFFS 

NON-PLAINTIFFS 

OVERALL 

BY PLAIHTIJ'J' STATUI 

GENERAL FUND 
PER STUDENT 

3799.10 

5052.20 

4508.82 

EXHIBIT NO. P-221 

TAXABLE VALUATION 
PER STUDENT 

28525.91 

42824.43 

36624.14 

PLAJNTIFF'S 
EXHIBIT 

1.J/J 



j'LiiiliTui AVlUOI OBnJAL rmm PIRXISSIV'I, VOTID, AlfD 
"-.M....."lfOll~-GllfBlAL rtJ)f]) KILLAGI8 BY PLAI)ITIJ'J' STAT08 

STATUS ' GENERAL FUND GENERAL FUND 
PERMISSIVE ' VOTED 

MILLAGE MILLAGE 

PLAINTIFFS 33.41 6.71 

NON-PLAINTIFFS 22.63 7.17 

OVERALL 26.66 7.00 

BXHIBIT HO. P-23A 

NON-GENERAL 
FUND 

MILLAGE 

40.88 

37.71 

38.89 

d-
'""",,-'''' -

, , ,~':.-~ ,', '0 l -l~L:q 3 

PLAINTIFF'S 
EXHIBIT 

~.2JA 



j~ii'i AVIRAGI GIDRAt. J'UHD J)llUCISSIVB, VOTBD,· AND 
-';Oi=GIDDL ~ XILLAGI8 BY J)LAIlrl'IJ'J' STATOI 

STATUS GENERAL FUND GENERAL FUND 
PERMISSIVE VOTED 

MILLAGE MILLAGE 

PLAINTIFFS 16.52 7.55 . 

NON-PLAINTIFFS 12.15 12.67 

OVERALL 14.04 10.45 

EXKIBI! HO. ~23B 

NON-GENERAL 
FUND 

MILLAGE 

26.41-

23.23 

24.61 

• 

PLAINTIFF'S 
EXHIBIT 

,;tJ8 



DISTRIBUTIOH O~ I~i!ia~ DISTRICTS AXD STUDBHTS 
'''''U itt "I$t' , I P 1 f 

DISTRIcr ANB NO. or PERCENT NO. OP 
DISTRICTS STUDENTS 

<- 9 45 12.36 296 
10 - 17 41 11.26 510 
18 - 40 49 13.46 1223 
41 - 100 72 19.78 5001 
101- 300 87 23.90 15580 
OVER 300 70 19.23 82983 

TOTAL 364 loot 105593 

EXHIBIT HO. P-24A 

PERCENT 

0.28 
0.48 
1.16 
4.74 

14.75 
78.59 

loot 

l -l4 -"l :>:> __ 

PLA.NTIFPS 
EXHIBIT 

p~ ~tjlf 



E%HIBIT NO. P-24B 
PLAINTIFF'S 

EXHIBIT 

~Vd-
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DISTRICT 
SIZE 

<-9 

10-11 

18-40 

41-100 

101-300 

OVER 300 

1'" mili'fiif SPIlmIlfG DISPARITY 
-aiT%'C;:'-dJ) DIJ'J'IRllfCI8 

DISPARITY DIFFERENCE , or 
RATIO IN SPENDING STUDENTS . PER STUDENT 

3.59 5,648.62 251 

3.12 4,042.96 592 

2.30 2,153.90 1415 

2.72 3,316.31 5733 

2.35 2,561.72 14879 

1.65 1, 31L 45 81510 

EXHIBIT NO. P-26A 

5TH 95TH 
PERCENTILE PERCENTILE 

2,182.11 1,830.19 

1,910.42 5,953.38 

1,662.83 3,816.73 

1,929.38 5,245.69 

1,896.61 4,458.39 

2,002.78 3,314.23 

EAMIBn~ ~_. ~ . 

0A rL-~J~J1. --9'1 
• ! ---- ~~- , 

PLAINTIFF'S 
EXHIBIT 

p- 2blr 



1989 

DISTRICT DISPARITY 
SIZE RATIO 

.--

< 24 1.97 

25-40 2.39 

41-100 2.39 

101-200 2.11 

201-300 2.35 

301-600 2.07 

OVER 600 1.22 

liooiDiii aPBKDIXG DISPARITY 
1tX,·iol-rim DI7:rIUXCla . 

DIFFERENCE , or 5TH 
IN SPENDING S'l'UDENTS . PERCENTILE 
PER S'l'ODEN'l' 

6,546.18 175 5,775.89 

6,437.21 757 4,626.63 

5,081.16 3321 3,659.53 

3,422.61 5168 3,070.20 

3,321. 03 4031 2,457.20 

2,637.64 8499 2,466.53 

618.21 22980 2,761.44 

EXHIBIT NO. P-2.B 

. i 

95TH 
PERCENTILE . r~ 

II 

13,322.07 ; 

11,063.84 

~ 
8,740.69 I 
6,492.81 

5,778.23 ~ 
5, 104.17 ;.j 

r~ 
I 3,379.65 



ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY SPENDING DISPARITY RATIOS 
IltENa ItEM. I (1'85-8') 

EXHIBIT P-27 - paq. 1 

PLAINTIFF'S 
EXHIBIT 

P-~7 



, ,. 

TABLE 27A: VARIATIONS IN GENERAL FUND PER ANB FOR ELEMENTARY 
DISTRICTS BY DISTRICT SIZE, 1985-86 

DISTRICT HIGH LOW RATIO C.V. 95TH 
SIZE aiL 

------- ----- -----
ALL 19,959 1,406 14.2 .268 4,020 

<= 8 19,959 2,495 8 .479 7,735 

9-17 5,446 1,724 3.2 .275 4,597 

18-40 5,931 1,406 4.2 .418 5,612 

41-100 7,701 1,597 4.8 .379 5,895 

101-300 6,778 1,815 3.7 .328 5,027 

> 300 5,167 1,702 3 .197 3,435 

----------
Data Source: OPI 

5TH RATIO 
95/5 ----- -----

1,911 2.1 

2,495 3.1 

1,872 2.5 

1,507 3.7 

1,885 3.1 

1,881 2.7 

1,921 1.8 

~ 

J 
__ EXHIBIT 
,-2'1A 

• 



. ./ 

TABLE 27B: VARIATIONS IN GENERAL FUND PER ANB FOR SECONDARY DISTRICTS 
BY DISTRICT SIZE, 1985-86 

DISTRICT HIGH LOW RATIO 
SIZE HIL ------- ----- -----

ALL 20,163. 2,170 9.3 

< 24 18,393 7,728 2.4 

25-40 20,163 5,848 3.4 

41-100 14,889 3,118 4.8 

101-200 14,716 3,119 4.7 

201-300 7,793 2,404 3.2 

301-600 8,806 2,170 4.1 

> 600 3,916 .2,828 1.4 

----------Data Source: OPI 

c.v. 95TH 

-----
.440 6,632 

.316 18,393 

.324 20,163 

.352 9,011 

.459 6,526 

.316 6,513 

.427 5,851 

.057 3,187 

5TH RATIO 
95/5 ----- -----

2,684 2.5 

7,728 2.4 

6,.632 3 

3,138 2.9 

3,142 2.1 

2,404 2.7 

2,219 2.6 

2,828 1.1 

: PLAJNTlFF'S 

'

EXHIBIT 
,).7S 



1992 

DISTRICT DISPARITY 
SIZE RATIO . 

<- 9 2.62 

10-17 2.19 

18-40 2.99 

41-100 2.82 

101-300 1.85 

OVER 300 1. 45 

!I=!& 8~~:~:H~i:l'ARI.TY -
DIFFERENCE t OP 
IN SPENDING S'l't1DENTS 
PER S'l't1DENT 

5,148.41 349 

3,300.03 448 

4,804.63 1292 

5,393.27 4877 

2,331. 09 14658 

1,262.85 84955 

EXHIBIT NO. p-2eA 

5TH 
PERCENTILE 

3,169.34 

2,763.13 

2,409.79 

2,969.11 

2,731.06 

2,778.76 

95TH 
PERCENTILE 

8,317.75 

6,063.16 

7,214.42 

8,362.38 

5,062.15 

4,041.61 

PLAINTIFF'S 
EXHIBIT 

P-2£k 

-~ 



DISTRICT 
SIZE 

< 24 

25-40 

41-100 

101-200 

201-300 

301-600 

OVER 600 

1992 IITCi5iiDift aPIHnIHeJ DIapAlUn 
Uffo1J:-m DIIIIBIICI. . 

DISPARITY DIFFERENCE , or 
RATIO IN SPENDING STUDENTS 

PER STUDENT 

2.96 16,998.63 67 

2.05 7,354.87 943 

2.53 7,688.42 3428 

2.91 7,943.40 5756 

1.83 3,056.89 3454 

2.09 3,773.51 7394 

1.38 1,313.90 20848 

EXHIBIT NO. P-28B 

5TH 95TH 
PERCENTILE PERCENTILE 

8,654.30 25,652.93 

7,005.13 14;360.00 

5,018.47 12,706.89 

4,151.34 12,094.74 

3,690.21 6,747.10 

3,461.13 7,234.64 

3,474.81 4,788.71 

------_ ........ --

PLAINTIFF'S 
EXHIBIT 

{J-281J-



DISPARI!Y RATIOS (GRAPHS) 

EDIBI'1' NO. P-29 

• 

PLAINTIFF'S 
EXHIBIT 

fJ-Zl 

• 
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1991 jLiKij~i TAXABLI VALUATIO. 
DISPUITY"·'lillTIOS AlfJ) DIllBR.BNCII 

DISTRICT DISPARITY DIFFERENCE t OF 5TH 
SIZE RATIO IN TAXABLE STUDENTS PERCENTILE 

VALUATION 
PER STUDENT 

<- 9 24.21 298,283.16 296 12,850.22 

10-17 16.47 167,496.97 '510 10,827.63 

18-40 13.69 83,463.99 1223 6,574.61 

41-100 8.70 74,993.33 5001 9,740.94 

101-300 59.64 35,139.98 15580 599.24 

OVER 300 2.53 9,910.43 82983 6,473.57 

EDIBI'r P-31A 

95TH 
PERCENTILE 

311,133.38 

178,324.60 

90,038.60 

84,734.27 

35,739.22 

16,384.00 

PLAINTIFF'S 
EXHI~IT 

fJ- 31ft' 
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1991 ii"icoiiOOit '1'ADBLB VALtJA'1'IOII . 
DI8PW'iiY-D~I08 All]) DI7J'IUHCI8 . 

DISTRICT- DISPARITY DIFFERENCE , OF 5TH 
SIZE RATIO IN TAXABLE STUDENTS PERCENTILE 

VALUATION 
PER STUDENT 

< 24 3.26 125,214.45 123 55,465.55 

25-40 4.44 147,822.03 825 43,015.07 

41-100 6.54 86,650.98 3656 15,641.51 

101-200 7.38 70,122.78 5194 10,991.54 

201-300 4.25 55,836.31 3562 17,158.36 

301-600 24.96 351,276.12 7799 14,659.14 

OVER 600 1.64 14,568.71 21248 22,714.79 

• ... 

EDIBI'1' P-31B 

95TH 
PERCENTILE 

180,680.00 

190,837.10 

~02,292.49 

81,114.32 

72,994.67 

365,935.26 

37,283.50 

PUINTIFF'S 
EXHIBIT 

"Sf!; 
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1985-86 

1988-89 

1989-90 

LAUREL , COLSTRIP HIGH SCHOOL BUDGBT 
CHANGES, 1986-1992 FOR SBLECTED YBARB 

LAUREL H. S. COLSTRIP H. S •. 
ANB BUDGET ANB BUDGET 

522 1,581,998 433 2,607,194 

553 1,604,729 451 2,321,871 

559 1,814,835 445 2,812,829 

----------------------------------------------------------------------

FOUNDATION + 35% 

104% LAST YR'S BUDGET 

1990-91 534 

1991-92 543 

BUDGET ROUTB OPTIONS 

1,904,032 1,662,676 

1,887,428 2,925,342 

1,903,878 459 2,925,342 

1,926,468 462 3,042,355 

a ---- --- - :.-. -. ---

:JA T.L ..... ~--'-l ---,-\~t - q "> 
',. j 

EXHIBIT P-33A 
PLAINTIFF'S 

EXHIBIT 

~33A 



PROJECTED LAURBL , COLSTRIP HIGB SCHOOL 
BUDGBTS 1992 THROUGB 2002 

LAUREL COLSTRIP DIFFERENCE 

1992 1,92&,467 3,042,355 1,115,887 

1993 2,003,527 3,164,049 1,160,522 

1994 2,083,698 3,290,611 1,206,943 

1995 2,167,015 3,422,236 1,255,221 

1996 2,253,695 3,559,125 1,305,430 

1997 2,343,843 3,701,490 1,357,647 

1998 2,437,597 3,849,550 1,411,953 

1999 2,535,100 4,003,532 1,468,431 

2000 2,636,504 4,163,673 1,527,168 

2001 2,741,965 4,330,220 1,588,255 

2002 2,851,643 4,503,429 1,651,785 

DIFFERENCE 925,175 1,461,074 
2002-1992 

VALUE OF 1 MILL 14,191 167,212 
GIVEN 1992 
VALUATION 

MILLS NEEDED 65.19 8.74 
TO RAISE 
DIFFERENCE 

EXXIBIT P-33B 

~ 

DIFF/AN' 

3037 ~~ 

i 
3159 

3285 ~ 
I 

3417 
;;'''j 

~i 
3553 I 

3695 ~ 

3843 

3997 iii 

4157 

~1 
4323 IiII 

4496

411 

PLA 
EXHIBIT 

f-331l- t1 
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1"91 DISTRIBUTION OJ' DISTRICTS AND STUDENTS 
·Ow:",., .. _ BY OP'X'IHAL BUDGET ROOTB 

BUDGET ROUTE NUMBER 
OF 

DISTRICTS 

104% OF PRIOR YR.- BUDGET 265 

FOUNDATION + 35% 220 

TOTAL 485 

PERCENT , OF 
OF STUDENTS 

. DISTRICTS 

54.64 68428 

45.36 72939 

141367 

EXHIBIT NO. P-3~A 

~-~i_~~~il 
--.- - .-=-

1 
PERCENT I 

OF 
DISTRI<=) 

48.40 I 
51.60 

i 
I 
~ 
~I 
I 

• 
i 
I 
i 
~ 
;~J 
I 



l'j·9'% DIS'l'RIBOTIOH OJ' DIS'l'RI~S* AND S'l'UDBNTS 
·:o:..~A·:~;';*"';« 

BY OPTIMAL BUOGBT ROU'l'1 

BUDGET ROUTE NUMBER 
OF 

DISTRICTS 

104% OF PRIOR YR. BUDGET 323 

FOUNDATION + 35% 86 

TOTAL 409 

PERCENT • OF 
OF STUDENTS 

DISTRICTS 

78.97 100834 

21. 03 16781 

117615 

PERCENT 
OF 

STUDENTS 

85.73 

14.27 

* Table includes only districts that optimized budget route (409 ot 
526). 

fXHIBll ~ t _. 

DATE I-l q - '13 

PLAINTIFF'S 

_ EXH~ 



BUDGET ROUTE 

104% OF PRIOR 
YR. BUDGET 

ELfNZ~y COMPARATIVI AVERAGE SPENDING 
""ANIf"TAXADL3 VALUATION BY BODGET ROUTZ 

TAXABLE VALUATION SPENDING . 
PER STUDENT 

1989 1991 1989 
AVERAGE AVERAGE AVERAGE 

28,207.35 19,325.34 2,999.45 

FOUNDATION + 35% 12,073.35 11,601.79 2,294.12 

EXHIBIT P-35A 

I 
• I 

• 
PER STUDENT 

1991 
AVERAGE 

3,568.25 

2,877.46 

PLAINTIFF' 
EXHIBIT 

f~.?S-A 



BUDGET ROUTE 

104% OF PRIOR 
YR. BUDGET 

FOUNDATION + 35% 

SB"coimAif COKPARATIVB AVIRAGB SPINDING 
"'Ulf"'TAWLB VALUATION BY BUOGBT ROUTI " 

TAXABLE VALUATION SPENDING 
·PER STUDENT 

1989 1991 1989 
AVERAGE AVERAGE AVERAGE 

48,483.95 39,097.47 3,903.59 

29,421.33 29,662.52 3,020.06 

, 
L 

EXHIBI'!' P-35B 

PER STUDENT 

1991 
AVERAGE 

4,809.04 

3,811.62 

PLAINTIFF'S 
EXHIBIT 



1988-89 AND 1990-.91 PBa POPIL SPENDING AVERAGIS 
or MONTANA ILIkB~t SCHOOL DISTRICTS CATBGORIZBD BY 
SIZIGROOP ANl)-19'i·.':., PBa POPIL IXPBNDITt1U QUARTILE 

1988-89 BI,llq1fTARY DISTRICT BXPBNPITUIlI QUABTILI 
LOW~St SECOND THIRD HIGHEst ~ 

SCHOOL DISTRICT 
SIZE GROUP 

NOTE: 

$2,565 
$722 

$1,789 
$1,293 

$1,386 
$1,064 

$1,823 
$1,811 

$1,4261 
$1,057 

$957 
$728 

Districts are categorized 'based on spending per ANB in 
1988-89. For 1990~91, districts are in the same groups as 
they were in 1988-89 so that the same districts are in the 
same quartiles in both years. 

EXHIBIT P-36A 

PLAINTIFF'S 
EXHIBIT 

,a ?C-A 



1990-91 AND 1991-92 PIR PUPIL SPBNDING AVERAGES 
OF MONTANA ILEKEHT.AaY. SCHOOL DISTRICTS CATlGORIZED BY 
SIll GROUP AND"';';"1","90':":1 PIR PUPIL IXPINDITURB QUARTILE: 

1990-91 ELEMENTARY PISTRICT EXPENDITURI QUABTILI 
LOWEST SECOND THIRD HIGHESt ~ 

• 
SCHOOL DISTRICT 

SIZE GROUP 

Smallest 

~:f~:~§f~J4~*[;i~t~~~·~:t~)~tiI;1'11~t:;~}i~M.wil{mr!~~~J'li.f'!'f $2,077 
$618 

Group 2 

:f·~~:~~1:~.;f;:E~f]::~;~~~i@lhl];~H1i~lt:l~~l;~ii:~iI:@]1l~t11iJ.i1f'~f~;'fmtf~'~$1~ $1,677 
$1,4'10 

NOTE: 

$1,316 
$1,623 

$2,116 
$2,269 

$1,279 
$1,061 

$1,056 
$1,192 

Districts are categorized based on spending per ANB in 
1990-91. For 1991-92, districts are in the same qroups as 
they were in 1990-91 so that the same districts are in the 
same quartiles in both years. 

EXHIBIT P-36B 

OHlaJlf~_d...~_ ......... _ 

DATE l-\4 -43 
'1! ,;, '-On _______ ........ 

PLAINTIFF'S 
EXHIBIT t-3'(;-



1988-89 AND 1990-91 PIR PUPIL SPENDING AVBRAGBS 
OF MONTANA SzeOHDARt SCHOOL DISTRICTS CATIGORIZBD BY 
SIZB GROOP Alnf"ol'8s

o
;:a9 PIR POPIL IXPBNDITURB QOARTIL3 

1988-89 SECONDARY PISTRICT EXPBNDITqRB OUABTILI 
LOWESt SECOND ° THIRD HIGHESt ~ 

1 

I 
I 

SCHOOL DISTRICT 
SIZE GROUP 

I 

NOTE: 

I' e 

$2, 458 1;: 

$2,568 '0 

:i:~i; I 
$1,929' 
$1,501 

$1,611 I 
$2,352 

i 
$525 
$516 I 

Districts are categorized based on spending per ANB in I.' 

1988-89. For 1990-91, districts are in the same groups as. 
they were in 1988-89 so that the same districts are in the 
same quartiles in both years. 

EXHIBIT P-36C 
PLAINTIFF' 

EXHIBIT 
/J. ( / '"~ 
r- 510 v I 



1"0-'1 AND 1"1-'2 PEa PUPIL SPENDING AViRAGIS 
or MONTANA .-.c.~~Al~ SCHOOL DISTRICTS CATBGORIZID BY 

SIZB GROOP Alirf''''it90':91 PER PUPIL EXPENDITORB QOARTILB 

1"0-'1 SECONDARY DISTRICT EXPENPITORI OqARTILI 
I.QW;ST SECOND THIRD HIGHESt 12.IU' 

SCHOOL DISTRICT 
SIZE GROUP 

NOTE: 

$2,587 
$2,936 

$1,510 
$1,920 

$2,166 
$3,140 

$2,370 
$2,666 

$576 
$820 

Districts are categorized based on spending per ANB in 
1990-91. For 1991-92, districts are in the same groups as 
they were in 1990-91 so that the same districts are in the 
same quartiles in both years. 

EXHIBIT P-36D 

EXHIBIT. . ~ _. _. .F 

JATL ~ L:~q -'l ~ 

PLAINTIFF'S 
EXHIBIT 

fl-.JG D 

I 



DISTRICT NAME: FLORENce'CARlTON E 
C:l.')jTY: !UVAll r 
LEGAL ENTITY: 0742 

FY91 GENERAL FUND BUDGET: 1243269 

FY91 SPENDING PER STUDENT: .. 
OVERALL 

DATE: 09/03/92 
AVERACE NUMBER BELONGING (AHS): 464 
ACTUAL EHROLLMENT (OCT. 1,1991) 489 

SPENDtNG VARIABLES •................. 
fY90 GENERAL fUND BUDGET: 

EHROLLMENT BASED 

SPEC tAL EO REMOVED 
PLa74 , SP EO REMOVED 

(ANI BASED) 

2680.15 
2680.15 
2680.15 

2543.70 
2543.70 
2543.70 

F~~DATION DOLLARS 

tSClATED: 
SCHEDULE PAYMENT: 
SPECIAL EO PAYMENT: 

PE~ ANB: 

o 
1054785 

o 
. 2273.24 

FY91 SOURCES Of REVENUE ........•....•..........• 

PERMISSIVE DOLLARS 287755 

RAISED BY DISTRICT LEVY: 
NCNLEVY REVENUES APPLIED: 
GUARAHTEED TAX BASE AID: 
FUND SAL REAPPROPRIATED 

80241 
16917 

144711 
4SSS6 

VOTEO DOLLARS 
PLS74 RECEtPTS ANTICIPATED AS 
REVENUE TO GeNERAL FUND: o 

~~NT BUDGETED OVER PERMISSIVE: 
VOTED LEVY AHCCNT: 
NON-LEVY AMOUNTS: 

GESERAl FUND 

PERMISSIVE: 
VOTED: 

TOTAL GENERAL FUND: 
(INCLUDes SASE LEVIES) 

TAXABLE VALUATION peR ANB: 
OPElATIHG FUND REse~VE: 

PERCENT OF BUDGET: 

25.64 
0.00 

82.64 

6861.08 
2392"48 
,19.23 

o 
0.00 

a 

FY91 MILLAGES 

ABOVE GENERAL FUND 

TRANSPOR TA TI ON: 
SUS DE?RECIATION: 
TUITION: 
ADULT ED: 
NONOPERATING: 
DEBT SERVICE: 
SUILDING RESERVE: 

TOTAL ABOVE GENERAL FUND MILLS: 
(INCLUCes COUNTY WIDE ~ 
TRAHSPORTATION & RETIREMENT) 

EXHIBIT p-37A 

17.05 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
4.47 
0.00 

35.30 

979190 

PLAINTIFF'S 
EXHIBIT 

t 374 



DISTRICT NAME: FLORENCE-CARLTON E 
COONTY: RAVALLI 
LEGAL ENTITY: 0742 

. DATE: 12/10/92 
AVERAGE NUMBER BELONGING (ANS): 471 
ACTUAL ENROLLMENT (OCT. 1,1992) 495 

SPENDING VARIABLES 

FY92 GENERAL FUND 8UDGET: 1420804 FY91 GENERAL FUND BUDGET: 1342540 

FY91 SPENDING PER STUDENT: (AHS BASED) ENROLLMENT BASED 

FOONDATION DOLLARS 

ISOLATED: 
SCHEDULE PAYMENT: 
SPECIAL EO PAYMENT: 

PER ANB: 

OVERALL 
SPECIAL ED REMOVED 
PL874 & SP ED REMOVED 

3016.57 . 
3016.57 
3016.57 

FY92 SOURCES OF REVENUE 

PERMISSIVE DOLLARS 

RAISED BY DISTRICT LEVY: 

2870.31 
2870.31 
2870.31 

3T1704 

o 
1043100 

o 
NON LEVY REVENUES APPLIE~: 
GUARANTEED TAX BASE AID: 
FUND BAL REAPPROPRIATED 

2214.65 

133059 
15000 

199803 
29842 

VOTED DOLLARS 
PLa74 RECEIPTS ANTICIPATED AS 
REVENUE TO GENERAL FUND: o 

AMOUNT BUCGETED OVER PERMISSIVE: 
. VOTED LEVY AMOUNT: 

NON-LEVY AMOUNTS: 

GE!4ERAL FUND 

PERMISSIVE: 
VOTED: 

TOTAL GE~ERAL FUND: 
(INCLUDES BASE LEVIES) 

TAXABLE VALUATION PER AHB: 
OPERATING FUND RESERVE: 

PERCENT OF BUDGET: 

38.99 
0.00 

95.99 

n43.S8 
284161..00 

20.00 

o 
o 

o 

FY92 MILLAGES 

ABOVE GENERAL FUND 

TRANSPORTATION: 
BUS DEPRECIATION: 
TUITION: 
ADULT EO: 
NONOPERA T I HG: 
DEar SERVICe: 
BUILDING RESERVE: 

TOTAL ABOVE GENERAL FUND MILU: 
(INCLUDES COUNTY WIDE 
TRANSPORTATION & RETIREMENT) 

5.83 
0.00 
2.64 
0.00 
0.00 

52.61 
0.00 

. 81.62 

PLAINTIFF'S 
EXHIBIT 

ft. r:r11$-



DISTRICT NAME: FLORENCE-CARLTON H 
CClINTY: RAVALLI 
LEGAL ENTITY: 0743 

DATE: 09/03/92 
AVERACE NUMBER BELONCING (ANS): 164 
ACTUAL ENROLLMENT (OCT. 1,1991) 176 

SPENDING VARIASLES •................. 
FY91 GENERAL FUND BUDGET: 807'930 FY90 GENERAL FtnlD BlJ)GCT: 

FY91 SPENDING PER STUOENT: (MS BASED) 

4926.40 
4465.90 
4465.90 

ENROLLMENT BASED 

4590.51 
4161.41 
4.161.41 

FClINOATION DOLLARS 

ISOLATED: 
SCHEDULE PAYMENT: 
SPECIAL ED PAYMENT: 

PER ANB: 

. 
OVERALL 
SPECIAL ED REMOVED 
PL874 , SP ED REMOVED 

FY91 SOURCES OF REVEHUE 

PERMISSIVE DOLLARS 

RAISED BY DISTRICT LEVY: 

213613 

o 
518796 
75522 

NCNLEVY REVENUES APPLIED: 
GUARANTEED TAX BASE AID: 
FUND BAL REAPPROPRIATED 

3163.39 

78956 
19715 

114942 
o 

VOTED DOllARS 
PL874 RECEIPTS ANTICIPATED AS 
REVENUE TO GENERAL FUND: o 

AMOUNT BUDGETED OVE~ PERMISSIVE: 
VOTED LEVY AMOUNT: 
NON-LEVY AMOUNTS: 

GENERAL FUND 

PERMISSIVE: 
VOTED: 

TOTAL CENERAL FUND: 
(INCLUOES BASE LEVIES) 

TAXABLE VALUATION PER AHS: 
OPERAT'NG FUND RESERVE: 

PERCENT OF BUDGET: 

25.22 
0.00 

63.22 

19411.82 
140138 

17.35 

o 
0.00 

o 

FY91 MILLAGES 

ASOVE GENERAL FUND 

TRANSPORTATION: 
SUS DEPRECIATION: 
TUITION: 
ADULT ED: 
NONOPERATING: 
DEBT SERVICE: 
BUILDING RESERVE: 

TOTAL ABOVE GENERAL FUND MILLS: 
(INCLUOES COUNTY YIDE 
TRANS?ORTATIOH & RETIREMENT) . 

15.00 
0.00 
0.00 
1.00 
0.00 
4.47 
0.00 

31.08 

'I 

~ 
7173361 

:1 ;I 

J 

• 

J 

PLAINTIFF'S 
EXHIBIT I 

1- 37( __ • EXHIBIT P-37C 



DISTRICT NAME: FLORENCE-CARLTON H 
C'CUITY: RAVALLI 
LEGAL ENTITY: 0743 

DATE.: 12/10/92 
AVERAGE NUMBER BELONGING (AHS): 180 
ACTUAL ENROLLMENT (OCT. 1,1992) 169 

SPENDING VARIA8LES 
.••.....•..•••.•.. 

FY92 GEHERAL FUND BUDGET: 842492 . FY91 GENERAL FUND BUDGET: 807930 

ENROLLMENT BASED FY91 SPENDING PER STUDENT: (ANS BASED) 

4680.51 
4309.90 
4309.90 

FOUNDATION DOlLARS 

ISOlATED: 
SCHEOULE PAYMENT: 
SPECIAL ED PAYMENT: 

PER ANB: 

OVERALL 
SPECIAL ED REMOVED 
PL874 & SP ED REMOVED 

FY92 SOORCCS Of REVENUE 

PERMISSIYf DOLLARS 

RAISED BY DISTRICT LEVY: 

4985.16 
4590.43 
4590.43 

222125 

o 
553657 
66710 

NONLEVT REVENUES APPLIED: 
GUARANTEED TAX SASE AID: 
FUND BAL REAPPROPRIATED 

3075.87 

80067 
1aooo 

104643 
19415 

vorED DOLLARS 
PL874 RECEIPTS ANTICIPATED AS 
REVENUE TO GENERAL FUND: o 

~~T BUDGETED OVER PERMISSIVE: 
VOTED LEVY AMOUNT: 
NON-LEVY AMOUNTS: 

GENERAL FUND 

pe~MISSIVE: 

VOTED: 

TOTAL GENERAL FUND: 
(INCLUDES BASE LEVIES) 

TAXABLE VALUATION PER ANB: 
OPERATING FUND RESERVE: 

PERCENT OF BUDGET: 

23.47 
0.00 

61.47 

18954.04 
168498.00 

20.00 

o 
o 

o 

FY92 MILLAGES 

ABOVE GENERAL FUND 

TRANSPORTATION: 
BUS OEPRECIATION: 
TUITION: 
ADULT ED: 
NONOPERATING: 
OEBT SERVICE: 
BUILDING RESERYf: 

TOTAL ABOVE GENERAL FUND MILLS: 
(INCLUDES COUNTY ~IDE 
TRAHSPORTATION & RETIREMENT) 

EXHIBIT P-37D 

16.25 
0.00 
0_00 
0.00 
0.00 

4S.n 
0.00 

73.39 

PLAINTIFF'S 
EXHIBIT 

fJ-.YlJ) 



DISTRICT NAME: HAMILTON ELEM 
CruNTY: RAVALLI 
LEGAL ENTITY: 0734 

DATE: 09/03/92 
AVERAGE HUMBER BELONGING (AHS): &81 
ACTUAL ENROLL~ENT (OCT. 1,1991) 806 

SPENDING VARIABLES 

FY91 GENERAL FUND BUDGET: 2662664 FY90 GENERAL FUND BUDGET: 2259667 

FY91 SPENDING PER STUDENT: . (ANS BASED) ENROLLMENT BASED 

MRALL 
SPECIAL ED REMOVED 

. PL874 & SP ED REMOVED 

3022.32 
2870.79 
2870.79 

3303.55 
3137.93 
3137.93 

FOUNDATION DOLLARS 

ISOLATED: 
SCHEDULE PAY~ENT: 
SPECIAL EO PAYMENT: 

PER ANS: 

VOTED DOLLARS 

o 
1838849 
133496 

2087.23 ' 

FY91 SOURCES Of REVENUE •.•..........•........... 

PERJoIISSIVE DOLLARS 690320 

RAISED BY DISTRICT LEVY: 
NONLEVY REVENUES APPLIED: 
GUARANTEED TAX BASE AID: 
FUND BAL ,REAPPROPRIATED 

370835 
63000 

201178 
55307 

PLa74 RECEIPTS ANTICIPATED AS 
REVENUE TO GENERAL FUND: o 

AMOUNT BUDGETED OVE~ PERMISSIVE: o 
VOTED LEVY """a..'NT: 
NON-LEVY AMOUNTS: 

GEHERAL FUND 

PERMISSIVE: 
VOTED: 

TOTAL GENERAL FUND: 
(INCLUDES BASE LEVIES) 

TAXABLE VALUATION PE~ ANS: 
CPE~ATING FUND RESE~VE: 

PERCENT OF BUDCET: 

37.01 
0.00 

94.01 

11368.55 
532533 
20.00 

o 
0.00 

FY91 "'ILLAGES 

ASOVE GEHERAL fUND ---.. -.~ .... -.--.~ 
TRANSPORTATION: 
BUS DEPRECIATION: 
TUITION: 
ADULT ED: 
NONOPERA TI NG: 
DEBT SERVICE: 
BUILDING RESEaVE: 

TOTAL ABOVE GENERAL FUND MILLS: 
(INCLUDES CruNTY WIDe 
TRANSPCRTATION & RETIREMENT) 

EXHIBIT P-38A· 

8.26 
2.24 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

24.28 

PLAINTIFF'S 
. EXHIBIT 

fl-3Q!t 



DISTRICT NAME: HAMILTON ELEM 
CIlJNTY: RAVALLI 
LEGAL ENTITY: 0734 

FY92 GENERAL FUND BUDGET: 2680082 ., 
FY91 SPENDING PER STUDENT: 

OVERALL 

DATE: 12/10/92 
AVERAGE NUMBER BELONGING (ANI): 893 
ACTUAL ENROLLMENT (OCT. 1,1992) 914 

SPENDING VARIABLES 

FY91 GENERAL FUlID BlI)GET:' 2662664' 

ENROLLMENT BASED 

SPECIAL EO REMOVED 
PL874 & SP ED REMOVED 

(ANS BASED) 

3001.21 
2869.21 
2869.21 

2932.26 
2803.29 
2803.29 

FY92 SOURCES OF REVENUE 

FIlJNDATION DOLLARS 

ISOLATED: 
SCHEDULE PAYMENT: 
SPECIAL ED PAYMENT: 

PER AN8: 

VOTED DOLLARS 

o 
18673n 
117874 

2091.12 

AMOONT 8tJ)GETED OVER PERMISSIVE: 
VOTED lEVY AMOUNT: 
NON-LEVY AMOUNTS: 

GENERAL FUND 

PERMISSIVE: 
VOTED: 

TOTAL GENERAL FUND: 
(INCLUDES BASE LEVIES) 

TAXABLE VALUATION PER ANB: 
OPERATING FUND RESERVE: 

PERCENT OF BUDGET: 

31.54 
0.00 

88.54 

11568.15 
536016.00 

20.00 

PERMISSIVE DOLLARS 694836 

RAISED BY DISTRICT LEVY: 
NONLEVY REVENUES APPLIED: 
GUARANTEED TAX BASE AID: 
FUND BAL REAPPROPRIATED 

325762 
63000 

179412 
126662 

PL874 RECEIPTS ANTICIPATED AS 
REVENUE TO GENERAL FUND: a 

o 
o 

o 

FY92 MillAGES 

ABOVE GENERAL FUND 

TRANSPORT A TI ON: 
BUS DEPRECIATION: 
TUITION: 
ADULT ED: 
NONOPERATING: 
DEBT SERVICE: 
BUILDING RESERVE: 

TOTAL ABOVE GENERAL FUND MILLS: 
(INCLUDES COONTY WIDE 
TRANSPORTATION & RETIREMENT) 

11.08 
1.65 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

33.27 

EXHIBIT ___ d-__ _ 
DATE... \--tCf::4 3 

PLAINTiff'S 
EXHIBIT 

" A 



DISTRICT NAME: HAMILTON H $ 
COJNTY: RAVALLI 
LEGAL ENTITY: 0735 

DATE: 09/03/92 
AVERAGE NUMBER BELONGllG (ANI): 422 
ACTUAL ENROLLMENT (OCT. 1,1991) 425 

·SPENDING VARIABLES 

FY91 GENERAL FUND BUDGET: 1535994 FY90 GEHERAL FUND BUOGET: 

FY91 SPENDING PER STUDENT: (AHB BASED) 

3639.80 
3501.16 
3501.16 

ENROLLMENT BASED 

3614.10 
3476.44 
3476.44 

FOUNDATION DOLLARS 

ISOLATED: 
SCHEDULE PAYMENT: 
SPECIAL EO PAYMENT: 

PER AHB: 

ovOALL 
SP£CIAL EO REMOVED 
PLa74 , SP ED REMOVED 

FY91 SOURCES OF REVENUE 

PERMISSIVE DOLLARS 

RAISED BY DISTRICT LEVY: 

383052 

o 
1094436 

58506 
NONLEVY REVEHUES APPLIED: 
GUARANTEED TAX BASE AID: 
FUND BAL REAPPROPRIATED 

2593.45 

180316 
51500 

151236 
o 

-J 
.... 'I • 1457'9871 

: ..... J .. 
~ 

VOTED DOL LARS 
PL874 RECEIPTS AXTICIPATED AS 
REVENUE TO GENERAL FUND: o 

AMOUNT BUDGETED OVER PERMISSIVE: 
VOTED LEVY AMOUNT: 
HON-LEVY AMOUNTS: 

GENERAL FUND 

PERMISSIVE: 
VOTED: 

TOTAL GENERAL FUND: 
(INCLUOES BASE LEVIES) 

TAXABLE VALUATION PER AMI: 
OPERATING FUND RESERVE: 

~ERCENT OF BUDGET: 

18.00 
0.00 

56.00 

23733.87 
263<68 
17.14 

o 
0.00 

o 

FY91 MILLAGES 

ABOVE GENERAL FUND 

TRANSPORTATION: 
BUS DEPRECIATION: 
TUITION: 
ADUlT ED: 
NONOPERATING: 
DEBT SERVIC!: 
au I LD I NG IESERV!: 

TOTAL ABOVE GENERAL FUND MILLS: 
(INCLUDES COUNTY WIDE 
TRANSPORTATION & RETIREMENT) 

3.61 
0.00 
0.00 
0.80 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

15.02 

;.~'I i 

4rj 

EXHIBIT P-38C 
PLAINTIFF'S 

EXHIBIT. 

(J- 3~G 



DISTRICT NAME: HAMILTON H S 
CClJNTY: RAVALLI 
LEGAL ENTITY: 0735 

DATE: 12110/92 
AVERAGE NUMBEIl BELONGING (ANB): 42.3 
ACTUAL ENROLLMENT (OCT. 1,1992) 435 

SPENDING VARIABLES .........•........ 
FY92 GENERAL FUND BUDGET: 1561217 FY91 GENERAL FUND BUOGET: 1535994 

FY91 SPENOING· PER STUDENT: (ANB BASED) ENROLLMENT BASED 

CMRALL 
SPEciAL ED REMOVED 
PL874 & SP EO REMOVED 

3690.82 
3549.78 
3549.78 

3589.00 
3451.86 
3451.86 

FY92 SOURCES OF REVENUE 

FOUNDATION OOLLARS 

ISOLATED: 
SCHEDULE PAYME~T: 
SPECIAL EO PAYMENT: 

PER ANB: 

VOTED DOLLARS 

o 
1096797 

59660 

2592.90 

AMOUNT BUDGETED OVER PERMISSIVE: 
VOTED LEVY AMruNT: 
NON-LEVY AMOUNTS: 

GENERAL FUND 

PERMISSIVE: 17.96 
VOTED: 0.00 

TOTAL GENERAL ruND: 55.96 
(INCLUDES BASE LEVIES) 

TAXABLE VALUATION PER AHB: . 24421.64 
OPERATING FUND RESERVE: 312243.00 

PERCENT OF BUDGET: 20.00 

PERMISSIVE DOLLARS 404760 

RAISED BY OISTRICT LEVY: 
NONLEVY REVENUES APPLIED: 
GUARANTEED TAX BASE AID: 
FUND BAL REAPPROPRIATED 

185511 
46500 

155360 
17389 

PL874 RECEIPTS ANTICIPATED AS 
REVENUE TO GENERAL FUND: o 

o 
o 

o 

FY92 MILLAGES 

ABOVE GENERAl.. FUND 

TRANSPORTATION: 
BUS DEPRECIATION: 
TUITION: 
ADULT eD: 
NONOPERATING: 
DEBT SERVICE: 
BUILDING RESERVE: 

TOTAL ABOVE GENERAL FUND MILLS: 
(INCLUDES CruNTY WIDE 
TRAHSPORTATION & RETIREMENT) 

4.12 
0.00 
0.00 
1.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

16.54 

PLAINTIFF'S 
EXHIBIT 

f-3~D 
- •• -- _____ "n_")01""l 



DISTRIBUTION OP BXPBNDITORB DIFFBRENCBS 
BBTWEBN TOP 20% AND BOTTOM 20% ~!~~. SPBNDBRS 

, 

I 

~ 

;;.. 
~ . 

. ~ 
'" 
-
~ 

. BOTTOM 20% TOP 20% DIFF. IN· 
SPENDERS SPENDERS DOLLARS/ 

PERCEN'J:E 
CONTRI -

PER STUDENT PER STUDENT STUDENT TION 
~XE~HQlTUBE ~A~~~QBI • 

INSTRUCTION 1599 2264 666 r F~ 

37.99 
NON-EDUCATIONAL 41 115 73 4.19 
DEBT SERVICE 7 11 4 
SUPPORT SERV STUDENTS 30 59 29 

0.25 I if 
1.66 

SUPPORT SERV INST STAFF 15 32 17 0.98 
SUPPORT SERV EDUC MEDIA . 48 89 41 
SUPPORT SERV GEN ADMIN 117 260 142 

2.35 I 8.12 ~~ ~ 

SUPPORT SERV SCHOOL ADMIN 140 232 92 5.23 
SUPPORT SERV BUSINESS SERV 29 86 56 
SUPPORT SERV OPER & MAINT PLANT 296 581 285 
SUPPORT SERV STUDENT TRANS 0 1 1 

3.20 

~ 16.27 'y 

,',::' 

0.04 
SUPPORT SERV CENTRAL 3 11 8 0.47 
FACILITIES ACQUISITION 29 246 217 
SPEC PROG SP ED INSTRUCTION 105 230 126 

12.41 ~ 7.16 
:j-.} 

SPEC PROG SP ED SUPP ST SERV 18 21 3 0.18 
SPEC PROG SP ED INST STAFF 3 0 -3 
SPEC PROG SP ED SUPP SCH ADMIN 4 2 -2 
SPEC PROG SP ED STD TRANSP 0 0 0 

-0.15 i -0.12 ~; 
L 

0.00 
SPEC PROG ESEA CHPT 1 INST 4 4 -1 
VOC EDCC PROG INSTRUCTION 18 12 -6 
VOC EDUC PROG ADMIN 0 0 0 

-0.03 __ 
-0.35 

0.00 
SUMMER SCHOOL INSTRUCTION 0 5 . 4 0.25 
SPEC PROG BILINGUA~ INST 0 0 0 
SPEC PROG GIFTED & TALENTED 4 2 -2 

0.00 I i 

-0.14 n 

OVERALL DIFFERENCE == 1752 

J 

EXHIBIT P-39A 
J 

PLAINTIFF' 
EXHIBIT 

-3C1/t 
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DISTRIBUTION O~ BXPEHDITURB DIP~IRBNCIS 
BET1fEBN TOP 20% AND BOTTOM 20% IBCOltDDt SPBNDBRS . ..-,--. 

BOTTOM 20' TOP 20' DIFF. IN 
SPENDERS SPENDERS DOLLARS/ 
PER STUDENT PER STUDENT STUDENT 

EXPENDITURE CATEGORY 

INSTRUCTION 1996 2910 914 
NON-EDUCATIONAL 180 678 498 
DEBT SERVICE 0 9 9 
SUPPORT SERV.STUDENTS 149 105 -44 
SUPPORT SERV INST STAFF 26 49 22 
SUPPORT SERV EDUC MEDIA 103 164 60 
SUPPORT SERV GEN ADMIN 94 515 421 
SUPPORT SERV SCHOOL ADMIN 243 379 136 
SUPPORT SERV BUSINESS SERV 37 ·142 105 
SUPPORT SERV·OPER & KAINT PLANT 425 1071 646 
SUPPORT SERV STUDENT TRANS 0 5 5 
SUPPORT SERV CENTRAL 19 24 5 
FACILITIES ACQUISITION 0 375 375 
SPEC PROG SP EO INSTRUCTION 217 127 -89 
SPEC PROG SP ED SUPP ST SERV 61 13 -48 
SPEC PROG SP EO INST STAFF ·2 0 -2 
SPEC PROG SP EO SUPP SCH ADMIN 13 3 -10 
SPEC PROG SP ED STD TRANSP 2 0 -2 
SPEC PROG ESEA CHPT 1 INST 5 3 -2 
VOC EDUC PROG INSTRUCTION 8.2 448 336 
VOC EDUC PROG ADMIN 0 0 0 
SUMMER SCHOOL INSTRUCTION 1 1 0 
SPEC PROG BILINGUAL INST 0 3 3 
SPEC PROG GIFTED & TALENTED 0 1 1 

OVERALL DIFFERENCE - 3369 

EXHIBIT P-40A 

TIOH 

I 
27.13 
14. 791 
0.26 

-1.30 
0.66

1 1.79 
12.51 

4.05 
3. 13 1. 

19.17 
0.15 
0. 13 1 .. 

11.14 
-2.66 
-1.43

1 -0.05 
-0.30 
-0.07 
-0.05. 
10.8~ 
0.00 

-O.Oll i 
0.09 II . 
0.03 

I 



TABLES SIlOWING ALLOCATION 01' 
EXPEHDITOJUI. DIllERENCES, 5'l'l1 VERSUS 95'1'11 PERCBH'TILB 

-:~~§g 

EXlIIBIT P-41 

.. PLAINTiff'S i EXHIBiT 
1 p-L/I 
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ALLOCATION O~ BXPBNDITURB DIPPBRSNCBS 
5TH VERSUS 95TH PBRCBNTILB 

B1e.entary AND <= 9 

EXPENDITURE CATEGORY· 
(5TH) (95TH) 

INSTRUCTION 2378 4231 
NON-EDUCATIONAL 0 76 
DEBT SERVICE 0 0 
SUPPORT SERV STUDENTS 0 0 
SUPPORT SERV INST STAFF 0 222 
SUPPORT SERV EDUC MEDIA 0 154 
SUPPORT SERV GEN ADMIN 105 287 
SUPPORT SERV SCHOOL ADMIN 0 135 
SUPPORT SERV BUSINESS SERV 254 680 
SUPPORT SERV OPER & MAINT PLANT 0 1428 
SUPPORT SERV STUDENT TRANS 0 O' 
SUPPORT SERV CENTRAL 0 0 
FACILITIES ACQUISITION 0 0 
SPEC PROG SP ED INSTRUCTION 0 0 
SPEC PROG SP ED SUPP ST SERV 0 0 
SPEC PROG SP ED INST STAFF 0 0 
SPEC PROG SP ED SUPP SCH ADMIN 0 0 
SPEC PROG SP ED STD TRANSP 0 0 
SPEC PROG ESEA CHPT 1 INST ·0 0 
VOC EDUC PROG INSTRUCTION 0 0 
VOC EDUC PROG ADMIN 0 0 
SUMMER SCHOOL INSTRUCTION 0 0 
SPEC PROG BILINGUAL INST 0 0 
SPEC PROG GIFTED & TALENTED 0 0 

OVERALL DIFFERENCE - 4476 

EDIBIT P-41A 

DIFFERENCE PERCENT 
IN DOLLARS CONTRI-
PER STUDENT BUTION 

1853 41.39 
76 1.70 

0 0.00 
0 0.00 

222 4.96 
154 3.45 
182 4.07 
135 3.02 
425 9.50 

1428 31.90 
0 0.00 
0 0.00 
0 0.00 
0 0.00 
0 0.00 
0 0.00 
0 0.00 

.. 0 0.00 
0 0.00 
0 0.00 
0 0.00 
0 0.00 
0 0.00 
0 0.00 

p\..A1NTIFF'S 
exHIBIT 

I-l//f} __ 



ALLOCATION OP BXPBNDITURI DIPPERENCBS /Ill 
i 

5TH VERSOS 95TH PERCEHTILI 
Elementary AND 10 - 17 

(5TH) (95TH) 
EXPENDITURE CATEGORY· 

INSTRUcrION 1629 1906 
NON-EDUCATIONAL 0 1182 
DEBT SERVICE 0 0 
SUPPORT SERV STUDENTS 0 0 
SUPPORT SERV INST STAFF 0 0 
SUPPORT SERV EDUC MEDIA 1 0 
SUPPORT SERV GEN ADMIN 132 509 
SUPPORT SERV SCHOOL ADMIN 0 0 
SUPPORT SERV BUSINESS SERV 0 0 
SUPPORT SERV OPER , MAINT PLANT 218 1549 
SUPPORT SERV STUDENT TRANS 0 0 
SUPPORT SERV CENTRAL 0 0 
FACILITIES ACQUISITION 0 0 
SPEC PROG SP ED INSTRUCTION 257 0 
SPEC PROG SP ED SUPP ST SERV 0 0 
SPEC PROG SP ED INST STAFF 0 0 
SPEC PROG SP ED SUPP SCH ADMIN 0 0 
SPEC PROG SP ED STD TRANSP 0 0 
SPEC PROG ESEA CHPT 1 INST 0 0 
VOC EDUC PROG INSTRUCTION 0 0 
VOC EDUC PROG ADMIN 0 0 
SUMMER SCHOOL INSTRUCTION 0 0 
SPEC PROG BILINGUAL INST 0 0 
SPEC PROG GIFTED & TALENTED 0 0 

OVERALL DIFFERENCE - 2909 

EXlIIBIT P-"lB 

i:',' 

II 

DIFFERENCE PERCENTi 
IN DOLLARS CONTRI-I 
PER STUDENT BUTION 

277 
1182 

0 
0 
0 

-1 
377 

0 
0 

1331 
0 
0 
0 

-257 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

9.51 
40.64 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

-0.05 
12.97 
0.00 
0.00 

45.77 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

-8.84 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

PLAINTIFF'S 
EXHIBIT 

i 

II 

iii 

I 

+:! 
II 

iii 

~ 

/I 

• 

/.? I I. /} I 



ALLOCATION or BXPBHDITURI DIFFBRBNCB8 
5TH VERSUS '5TH PERCBNTILI 

Blementary ANB 18 - 40 

(5TH) (95TH) 
EXPENDITURE CATEGORY· 

INSTRUCTION 1314 2720 
NON-EDUCATIONAL 20 368 
DEBT SERVICE 0 0 
SUPPORT SERV STUDENTS 0 0 
SUPPORT SERV INST STAFF 0 0 
SUPPORT SERV EOUC MEDIA 65 0 
SUPPORT SERV GEN ADMIN 155 406 
SUPPORT SERV SCHOOL ADMIN 0 0 
SUPPORT SERV BUSINESS SERV 0 0 
SUPPORT SERV OPER & MAINT PLANT 360 485 
SUPPORT SERV STUDENT TRANS 0 0 
SUPPORT SERV CENTRAL 0 0 
FACILITIES ACQUISITION 0 0 
SPEC PROG SP ED INSTRUCTION 0 0 
SPEC PROG SP ED SUPP ST SERV 0 0 
SPEC PROG SP ED INST STAFF 0 0 
SPEC PROG SP ED SUPP SCH ADMIN 0 0 
SPEC PROG SP ED STD TRANSP 0 0 
SPEC PROG ESEA CHPT 1 INST 0 0 
VOC EDUC PROG INSTRUCTION 1 0 
VOC EDUC PROG ADMIN 0 0 
SUMMER SCHOOL INSTRUCTION 0 0 
SPEC PROG BILINGUAL INST 0 0 
SPEC PROG GIFTED & TALENTED 0 0 

OVERALL DIFFERENCE = 2066 

BDIBIT P-41C 

DIFFERENCE PERCENT 
IN DOLLARS CONTRI-
PER STUDENT BUTION 

1406 
349 

0 
0 
0 

-65 
252 

0 
0 

125 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

-1 
0 
0 
0 
0 

68.06 
16.88 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

-3.13 
12.18 

0.00 
0.00 
6.05 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

-0.04 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

PLAINTIFF'S 
EXHIBIT 

p ... 1.{I~ 



ALLOCATION or EXPENDITORI DIFFERENCBS 
5TH VlRSOS '5TH PERCEHTILB 

Bl ... ntary AND 41 - 100 

(5TH) (95TH) 
EXPENDITURE CATEGORY· 

INSTRUCTION 1922 3765 
NON-EDUCATIONAL 0 129 
DEBT SERVICE 0 43 
SUPPORT SERV STUDENTS 65 84 
SUPPORT SERV INST STAFF 13 29 
SUPPORT SERV EDUC MEDIA 33 43 
SUPPORT SERV GEN ADMIN 76 1203 
SUPPORT SERV SCHOOL ADMIN 25 469 
SUPPORT SERV BUSINESS SERV 59 0 
SUPPORT SERV OPER & MAINT PLANT 221 988 
SUPPORT SERV STUDENT TRANS 0 0 
SUPPORT SERV CENTRAL 0 0 
FACILITIES ACQUISITION 42 0 
SPEC PROG SP ED INSTRUCTION 0 629 
SPEC PROG SP ED SUPP ST SERV 0 0 
SPEC PROG SP ED INST STAFF 0 0 
SPEC PROG SP ED SUPP SCH ADMIN 0 0 
SPEC PROG SP ED STD TRANSP 0 0 
SPEC PROG ESEA CHPT 1 INST 0 91 
VOC EDUC PROG INSTRUCTION 0 0 
VOC EDUC PROG ADMIN 0 0 
SUMMER SCHOOL INSTRUCTION 0 0 
SPEC PROG BILINGUAL INST 0 0 
SPEC PROG GIFTED & TALENTED 0 0 

OVERALL DIFFERENCE = 5016 
...... 

EXHIBIT P-41D 

DIFFERENCE PERCEN~ 
IN DOLLARS CONTRI-i 
PER STUDENT BUTION I 

1843 
129 

43 
19 
15 
10 

1127 
444 
-59 
767 

0 
0 

-42 
629 

0 
0 
0 
0 

91 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

ir!~ 

i 
36.74 
2.58 
0.86 I 0.38 
0.31 
0.19 

22.46 • 8.85 
-1.17 
15.29 I 

0.00 
0.00 

-0.84 . ~<" 

12.54 II 

0.00 
0.00 

h 

;); 

0.00 ~ 
0.00 
1.82 
0.00 j 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 • 

• 
I 

I 

• 

PLAINTIFF'S I 
EXHIBIT 

Pi tiff) j 



ALLOCATION or EXPINDITURB DIPPERBNCIS 
5TH VERSUS 95TH PBRCENTIL3 
Elementary ANI 101 - 300 

(5TH) (95TH) 
EXPENDITURE CATEGORY· 

INSTRUCTION 1578 2844 
NON-EDUCATIONAL 106 187 
DEBT SERVICE 0 0 
SUPPORT SERV STUDENTS 48 0 
SUPPORT SERV INST STAFF 9 131 
SUPPORT SERV EDUC MEDIA 128 136 
SUPPORT SERV GEN ADMIN 225 802 
SUPPORT SERV SCHOOL ADMIN 75 277 
SUPPORT SERV BUSINESS SERV 15 0 
SUPPORT SERV OPER & MAINT PLANT 319 1133 
SUPPORT SERV STUDENT TRANS 0 0 
SUPPORT SERV CENTRAL 0 0 
FACILITIES ACQUISITION 0 200 
SPEC PROG SP ED INSTRUCTION 219 303 
SPEC PROG SP ED SUPP ST SERV 0 0 
SPEC PROG SP ED INST STAFF 0 0 
SPEC PROG SP ED SUPP SCH ADMIN 0 0 
SPEC PROG SP ED STD TRANSP 0 0 
SPEC PROG ESEA CHPT 1 INST 15 0 
VOC EDUC PROG INSTRUCTION 61 0 
VOC EDUC PROG ADMIN 0 0 
SUMMER SCHOOL INSTRUCTION 0 0 
SPEC PROG BILINGUAL INST 0 0 
SPEC PROG GIFTED & TALENTED 0 0 

OVERALL DIFFERENCE = 3214 

EXHIBIT P-.&lB 

DIFFERENCE PERCENT 
IN DOLLARS CONTRI-
PER STUDENT BUTION 

1265 
81 

0 
-48 
122 

8 
576 
201 
-15 
814 

0 
0 

200 
84 

0 
0 
0 
0 

-15 
-61 

0 
0 
0 
0 

39.37 
2.54 
0.00 

-1.48 
3.80 
0.25 

17.93 
6.27 

-0.46 
25.32 

0.00 
0.00 
6.21 
2.62 
0.00 
0 .. 00 
0.00 
0.00 

-0.46 
-1.90 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

PLAINTIFF'S 
EXHIBIT 

fJ-LfI_£ _ 



I 
.., 
,'7, 

ALLOCATION or BXPBNDITURB DIllBRBNCBS 
5TH VERSUS 95TH P!RCBNTILI 

B1ementary AND >300 
i , 

I 
: -~-~ 

-;" 

I 
(5TH) (95TH) 

EXPENDITURE CATEGOR~ 

INSTRUCTION 1628 2612 
NON-EDUCATIONAL 89 125 
DEBT SERVICE 0 0 
SUPPORT SERV STUDENTS 6 40 
SUPPORT SERV INST STAFF 75 0 
SUPPORT SERV EDUC MEDIA 0 35 
SUPPORT SERV GEN ADMIN 112 159 
SUPPORT SERV SCHOOL ADMIN 204 280 
SUPPORT SERV BUSINESS SERV 33 58 
SUPPORT SERV OPER & MAINT PLANT 479 460 
SUPPORT SERV STUDENT TRANS 0 0 
SUPPORT SERV CENTRAL 0 0 
FACILITIES ACQUISITION 0 34 
SPEC PROG SP ED INSTRUCTION 198 111 
SPEC PROG SP ED SUPP ST SERV 0 57 
SPEC PROG SP ED INST STAFF 48 0 
SPEC PROG SP ED SUPP SCH ADMIN 23 0 
SPEC PROG SP ED STD TRANSP 0 0 
SPEC PROG ESEA CHPT 1 INST 0 0 
VOC EDUC PROG INSTRUCTION 1 0 
VOC EDUC PROG ADMIN 0 0 
SUMMER SCHOOL INSTRUCTION 0 0 
SPEC PROG BILINGUAL INST 0 0 
SPEC PROG GIFTED & TALENTED 4 0 

OVERALL DIFFERENCE = 1070 

BXliIBIT P-411 

DIFFERENCE PERCENj 
IN DOLLARS CONTRI 
PER STUDENT BUTION 

984 
36 

0 
33 

-75 
35 
47 
76 
25 

-19 
0 
0 

34 
-87 

.57 
-48 
-23 

0 
0 

-1 
0 
0 
0 

-4 

92.01 
3.34 
0.00 
3.13 

-7.01 
3.24 
4.43 
7.09 
2.35 

-1.77 
0.00 
0.00 
3.17 

-8.15 
5.32 

-4.49 
-2.17 ; 

0.00 
0.00 

-0.10 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

-0.40 

PLAINTIFF'S 
EXHIBIT 

fJ-l//t::-

!!~ 

;~ 
I 

"" 
II 

1\ 

I 

r14 

~~~ 
Ii 

(-:: 

; 

" ~"~ 

i 

• 
!Yl 

~ 
I 

i 

I 

i~ 



TABLES SHOWING ALLOCATION OJ' 
EXPENDITURI DIFFERENCES: 5TH VERSOS 95TH PERCBNTILB 

'iS2~P!!~ 

EXHIBIT P-42 

~ 

.~;,c. \ -\<1 -~3 

PLAINTIFF'S 
EXHIBIT 

y-~2... =--



ALLOCATION OP BXPBNDITURB DIPPERSNCBS 
5TH VERSUS 95TH PERCBNTILI 
Secon4ary AND 24 or Le •• 

'I 
I , 

(5TH) (95TH) 
EXPENDITURE CATEGORY 

INSTRUCTION 4706 6164 
NON-EDUCATIONAL 838 1251 
DEBT SERVICE 0 0 
SUPPORT SERV STUDENTS 65 0 
SUPPORT SERV INST STAFF 0 260 
SUPPORT SERV EDUC MEDIA 192 0 
SUPPORT SERV GEN ADMIN 903 2294 
SUPPORT SERV SCHOOL ADMIN 524 0 
SUPPORT SERV BUSINESS SERV 0 0 
SUPPORT SERV OPER & MAINT PLANT 1188 2673 
SUPPORT SERV STUDENT TRANS 0 0 
SUPPORT SERV CENTRAL 0 0 
FACILITIES ACQUISITION 0 0 
SPEC PROG SP ED INSTRUCTION 0 0 
SPEC PROG SP EO SUPP ST SERV 0 0 
SPEC PROG SP ED INST STAFF 0 0 
SPEC PROG SP ED SUPP SCH ADMIN 0 0 
SPEC PROG SP ED STD TRANSP 0 0 
SPEC PROG ESEA CHPT 1 INST 0 0 
VOC EDUC PROG INSTRUCTION 0 0 
VOC EDUC PROG ADMIN 0 0 
SUMMER SCHOOL INSTRUCTION 0 0 
SPEC PROG BILINGUAL INST 0 0 
SPEC PROG GIFTED & TALENTED 0 0 

OVERALL DIFFERENCE - 4226 

EXlIIBIT P-42A 

DIFFERENCE PERCEI 
IN DOLLARS CONTR 
PER STUDENT BUTION 

1457 
413 

0 
-65 
260 

-192 
1391 
-524 

0 
1485 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

34.49 I 
9.77 
0.00 I ~' 

-1.54 
."!' 

6.16 
-4.55 I 32.92 i<;: 

-12.40 
0.00 

I 35.14 <'" 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 i ,:~" 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 • 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 I b, 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 I 0.00 

I r' 

~ (£ 
i 

;"~ J 

PLAINTIFF'S 
EXHIBIT '1 

lJib .. 



ALLOCATION or BXPBNDITURB DIrrERENCBS 
5TH VERSUS 95TH PERCBN'l'ILI 
Secon4ary AHB 2~ or Le.s 

(5TH) (95TH) 
EXPENDITURE CATEGORY 

INSTRUCTION 4706 6164 
NON-EDUCATIONAL 838 1251 
DEBT SERVICE 0 0 
SUPPORT SERV STUDENTS 65 0 
SUPPORT SERV INST STAFF 0 260 
SUPPORT SERV EDUC MEDIA 192 0 
SUPPORT SERV GEN ADMIN 903 2294 
SUPPORT SERV SCHOOL ADMIN 524 0 
SUPPORT SERV BUSINESS SERV 0 0 
SUPPORT SERV OPER & MAINT PLANT 1188 2673 
SUPPORT SERV STUDENT TRANS 0 0 
SUPPORT SERV CENTRAL 0 0 
FACILITIES ACQUISITION 0 0 
SPEC PROG SP ED INSTRUCTION 0 0 
SPEC PROG SP ED SUPP ST SERV 0 0 
SPEC FROG SP EO INST STAFF 0 0 
SPEC PROG SP EO SUPP SCH ADMIN 0 0 
SPEC PROG SP EO STD TRANSP 0 0 
SPEC PROG ESEA CHPT 1 INST 0 0 
VOC EDUC PROG INSTRUCTION 0 0 
VOC EDUC PROG ADMIN 0 0 
SUMMER SCHOOL INSTRUCTION 0 0 
SPEC PROG BILINGUAL INST 0 0 
SPEC PROG GIFTED & TALENTED 0 0 

OVERALL DIFFERENCE - 4226 

EXHIBIT P-~2A 

DIFFERENCE PERCENT 
IN DOLLARS CONTRI-
PER STUDENT BUTION 

1457 
413 

0 
-65 
260 

-192 
1391 
-524 

0 
1485 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

34.49 
9.77 
0.00 

-1.54 
6.16 

-4.55 
32.92 

-12.40 
0.00 

35.14 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 • 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

PLAINTIFF'S 
EXHIBIT 

P_ liiU 



ALLOCATION or EXPENDITURB DIFrERENCES 
5TH VERSUS 95TH PERCENTILB 
Secondary AND 24 or Le •• 

EXPENDITURE CATEGORt 
(5TH) (95TH) 

INSTRUCTION 4706 6164 
NON-EDUCATIONAL 838 1251 
DEBT SERVICE 0 0 
SUPPORT SERV STUDENTS 65 0 
SUPPORT SERV INST STAFF 0 260 
SUPPORT SERV EDUC MEDIA 192 0 
SUPPORT SERV GEN ADMIN 903 2294 
SUPPORT SERV SCHOOL ADMIN 524 0 
SUPPORT SERV BUSINESS SERV 0 0 
SUPPORT SERV OPER & MAINT PLANT 1188 2673 
SUPPORT SERV STUDENT TRANS 0 0 
SUPPORT SERV CENTRAL 0 0 
FACILITIES ACQUISITION 0 0 
SPEC PROG SP ED INSTRUCTION 0 0 
SPEC PROG SP ED SUPP ST SERV 0 0 
SPEC FROG SP ED INST STAFF 0 0 
SPEC PROG SP ED SUPP SCH ADMIN 0 0 
SPEC PROG SP ED STD TRANSP 0 0 
SPEC PROG ESEA CHPT 1 INST 0 0 
VOC EDUC PROG INSTRUCTION 0 0 
VOC EDUC PROG ADMIN 0 0 
SUMMER SCHOOL INSTRUCTION 0 0 
SPEC PROG BILINGUAL INST 0 0 
SPEC PROG GIFTED & TALENTED 0 0 

OVERALL DIFFERENCE - 4226 

EXlrIBIT P-42A 

DIFFERENCE PERCE~ 
IN DOLLARS CONTR~I 
PER STUDENT BUTION 

1457 34.49 ~ :::c 

413 9.77 
0 0.00 

~ -65 -1.54 ~;/ 

260 6.16 
-192 -4.55 

J 1391 32.92 
-524 -12.40 

0 0.00 
1485 35.14 J ,,' 

0 0.00 
0 0.00 
0 0.00 J 0 0.00 
0 0.00 
0 0.00 

~ 0 0.00 
0 0.00 
0 0.00 
0 0.00 i 0 0.00 :'" 

0 0.00 
0 0.00 

~ 0 0.00 ~?: 

i 
j 

J 
J 
~F ~ 

PLAINTIFF'S 
EXHIBIT ') 

- 11:;/1 .. 



ALLOCATION OF EXPENDITURE DIFFBRENCBS 
5TH VERSUS '5TH PBRCBNTILB 

Secondary ANB 41 - 100 

(5TH) (95TH) 
EXPENDITURE CATEGORY· 

INSTRUCTION 2978 3665 
NON-EDUCATIONAL 677 1478 
DEBT SERVICE 0 0 
SUPPORT SERV STUDENTS 24 166 
SUPPORT SERV INST STAFF 10 0 
SUPPORT SERV EDUC MEDIA 102 220 
SUPPORT SERV GEN ADMIN 246 780 
SUPPORT SERV SCHOOL ADMIN 233 1083 
SUPPORT SERV BUSINESS SERV 117 211 
SUPPORT SERV OPER & MAINT PLANT 499 1556 
SUPPORT SERV STUDENT TRANS 0 0 
SUPPORT SERV CENTRAL 3 0 
FACILITIES ACQUISITION 0 25 
SPEC PROG SP ED INSTRUCTION 0 0 
SPEC PROG SP ED SUPP ST SERV 0 0 
SPEC PROG SP ED INST STAFF 0 26 
SPEC PROG SP ED SUPP SCH ADMIN 0 0 
SPEC PROG SP ED STD TRANSP 0 0 
SPEC PROG ESEA CHPT 1 INST 0 0 
VOC EDUC PROG INSTRUCTION 0 730 
voe EDUC PROG ADMIN 0 0 
SUMMER SCHOOL INSTRUCTION 0 0 
SPEC PROG BILINGUAL INST 0 0 
SPEC PROG GIFTED & TALENTED 0 0 

OVERALL DIFFERENCE = 5051 

BXHIBIT P-42C 

.. 
; 
., 

DIFFERENCE PERCENT 
IN DOLLARS CONTRI-
PER STUDENT BUTION 

687 
801 

0 
142 
-10 
117 
535 
849 

94 
1057 

0 
-3 
25 

0 
0 

26 
0 
0 
0 

730 
0 
0 
0 
0 

13.60 
15.87 

0.00 
2.80 

-0.20 
2.32 

10.58 
16.82 

1.87 
20.94 

0.00 
-0.07 
0.50 
0.00 
0.00 
0.51 
0.00 

,1"- .• "" 

0.00 -
0.00 

14.46 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

PLAINTIFF'S 
EXHIBIT 

C 



ALLOCATION or E%PENDITORB DIFFERENCBS 
5TH VERSUS '5TH PBRCBNTILB 

Secondary AND 41 - 100 

(5TH) (95TH) 
EXPENDITURE CATEGORr 

INSTRUcrION 2978 3665 
NON-EDUCATIONAL 677 1478 
DEBT SERVICE 0 0 
SUPPORT SERV STUDENTS 24 166 
SUPPORT SERV INST STAFF 10 0 
SUPPORT SERV EDUC MEDIA 102 220 
SUPPORT SERV GEN ADMIN 246 780 
SUPPORT SERV SCHOOL ADMIN 233 1083 
SUPPORT SERV BUSINESS SERV 117 211 
SUPPORT SERV OPER & MAINT PLANT 499 1556 
SUPPORT SERV STUDENT TRANS 0 0 
SUPPORT SERV CENTRAL 3 0 
FACILITIES ACQUISITION 0 25 
SPEC PROG SP ED INSTRUCTION 0 0 
SPEC PROG SP ED SUPP ST SERV 0 0 
SPEC PROG SP ED INST STAFF 0 26 
SPEC PROG SP ED SUPP SCH ADMIN 0 0 
SPEC PROG SP ED STD TRANSP 0 0 
SPEC PROG ESEA CHPT 1 INST 0 0 
VOC EDUC PROG INSTRUCTION 0 730 
VOC EDUC PROG ADMIN 0 0 
SUMMER SCHOOL INSTRUCTION 0 0 
SPEC PROG BILINGUAL INST 0 0 
SPEC PROG GIFTED & TALENTED 0 0 

OVERALL DIFFERENCE = 5051 

EXlI:IBI'l' P-42C 

DIFFERENCE PERCENt,i. 
IN DOLLARS CONTRI .. 
PER STUDENT BUTION 

687 13.60 ~ 
801 15.87 

0 0.00 J 142 2.80 
-10 -0.20 
117 2.32 
535 10.58 J " 

849 16.82 
94 1.87 

1057 20.94 J 0 0.00 
-3 -0.07 
25 0.50 "" a 0 0.00 ... 

0 0.00 
26 0.51 

0 0.00 ' "]:I; 

d 0 
0 

730 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0.00 
0.00 

14.46 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

PLAINTIFF' 
EXHIBIT 

p- L(lC 

" 

~ ,,< 

'~ 

~ " 

i'~ 

" I 
.~ 

'~ .. 
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iiiI .. 
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ALLOCATION O~ BXPBHDITORB DIFFERENCES 
5TH VBRBtJ8 95TH PERCBN'rILB 

Secondary AND 101 - 200 

EXPENDITURE CATEGORY· 
(5TH) (95TH) 

INSTRUCTION 2231 3702 
NON-EDUCATIONAL 412 726 
DEBT SERVICE 0 0 
SUPPORT SERV STUDENTS 0 63 
SUPPORT SERV INST STAFF 137 105 
SUPPORT SERV EDUC MEDIA 0 0 
SUPPORT SERV GEN ADMIN 198 327 
SUPPORT SERV SCHOOL ADMIN 228 481 
SUPPORT SERV BUSINESS SERV 104 121 
SUPPORT SERV OPER & MAINT PLANT 652 1069 
SUPPORT SERV STUDENT TRANS 0 0 
SUPPORT SERV CENTRAL 0 0 
FACILITIES ACQUISITION 86 27 
SPEC PROG SP ED INSTRUCTION 0 91 
SPEC PROG SP ED SUPP ST SERV 0 66 
SPEC PROG SP ED INST STAFF 0 0 
SPEC PROG SP ED SUPP SCH ADMIN 0 0 
SPEC PROG SP ED STD TRANSP 0 0 
SPEC PROG ESEA CHPT 1 INST 0 0 
VOC EDUC PROG INSTRUCTION 0 919 
VOC EDUC PROG ADMIN 0 0 
SUMMER SCHOOL INSTRUCTION 0 0 
SPEC PROG BILINGUAL INST 0 0 
SPEC PROG GIFTED & TALENTED 0 0 

OVERALL DIFFERENCE - 3651 

EXlIIBIT P-42D 

DIFFERENCE PERCENT 
IN DOLLARS CONTRI-
PER STUDENT BUTION 

1472 40.30 
315 8.62 

0 0.00 
63 1.72 

-32 -0.89 
0 0.00 

128 3.52 
254 6.95 

17 0.47 
417 11.43 

0 0.00 
0 0.00 

-59 -1.61 
91 2.50 
66 1.80 

0 0.00 
0 0.00 
0 0.00 
0 0.00 

919 25.18 
0 0.00 
0 0.00 
0 0.00 
0 0.00 

PLAINTIFF'S 
EXHIBIT 

P -cao 



ALLOCATION or BXPBNDITURB DIrrBRBNCBS 
5TH VERSUS '5TH PERCBHTILII 

Secondary AND 201 - 300 

(5TH) (95TH) 
EXPENDITURE CATEGORY 

INSTRUCTION 1514 2336 
NON-EDUCATIONAL 323 494 
DEBT SERVICE 0 0 
SUPPORT SERV STUDENTS 110 226 
SUPPORT SERV INST STAFF 0 0 
SUPPORT SERV EDUC MEDIA 145 150 
SUPPORT SERV GEN ADMIN 130 269 
SUPPORT SERV SCHOOL ADMIN 220 667 
SUPPORT SERV BUSINESS SERV 59 26 
SUPPORT SERV OPER & MAINT PLANT 715 1159 
SUPPORT SERV STUDENT TRANS 0 0 
SUPPORT SERV CENTRAL 0 0 
FACILITIES ACQUISITION 0 1369 
SPEC PROG SP ED INSTRUCTION 0 336 
SPEC PROG SP ED SUPP ST SERV 0 0 
SPEC PROG SP ED INST STAFF 153 0 
SPEC PROG SP ED SUPP SCH ADMIN 0 0 
SPEC PROG SP ED STD TRANSP 0 0 
SPEC PROG ESEA CHPT 1 INST 4 0 
VOC EDUC PROG INSTRUCTION 417 888 
VOC EDUC PROG ADMIN 0 0 
SUMMER SCHOOL INSTRUCTION 0 0 
SPEC PROG BILINGUAL INST 0 0 
SPEC PROG GIFTED & TALENTED 0 0 

OVERALL DIFFERENCE = 4131 

EXRIBIT P-42E 

DIFFERENCE PERCENTI~ 
IN DOLLARS CONTRI­
PER STUDENT BUTION 

822 19.89 
170 4.13 

0 0.00 
116 2.81 

0 0.00 
5 0.13 

139 3.36 
447 10.83 
-34 -0.81 
445 10.77 

0 0.00 
0 0.00 

1369 33.15 
336 8.13 

0 0.00 
-153 -3.70 

0 0.00 
0 0.00 

-4 -0.10 
471 11.41 

0 0.00 
0 0.00 
0 0.00 
0 0.00 

PLAINTIFF'S 
EXHIBIT 
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ALLOCATION OF BXPIKDITURB DI77BRBNCBS 
5TH VERSOS t 5TH PBRCBH'TILB 

Secon4ary ANI >600 

EXPENDITURE CATEGORY • 
(5TH) (95TH) 

INSTRUCTION 2232 2237 
NON-EDUCATIONAL 128 202 
DEBT SERVICE 0 0 
SUPPORT SERV STUDENTS 118 55 
SUPPORT SERV INST STAFF 8 23 
SUPPORT SERV EDUC MEDIA 125 100 
SUPPORT SERV GEN ADMIN 62 161 
SUPPORT SERV SCHOOL ADMIN 214 260 
SUPPORT SERV BUSINESS SERV 49 110 
SUPPORT SERV OPER & MAINT PLANT 445 522 
SUPPORT SERV STUDENT TRANS 0 0 
SUPPORT SERV CENTRAL 0 12 
FACILITIES ACQUISITION 0 92 
SPEC PROG SP ED INSTRUCTION 79 389 
SPEC PROG SP ED SUPP ST SERV 18 84 
SPEC PROG SP ED INST STAFF 0 0 
SPEC PROG SP ED SUPP SCH ADMIN 14 33 
SPEC PROG SP ED STD TRANSP 0 0 
SPEC PROG ESEA CHPT 1 INST 0 0 
VOC EDUC PROG INSTRUCTION 0 183 
VOC EDUC PROG ADMIN 0 0 
SUMMER SCHOOL INSTRUCTION 0 0 
SPEC PROG BILINGUAL INST 0 0 
SPEC PROG GIFTED & TALENTED 0 0 

OVERALL DIFFERENCE :=r 970 

EXKIBIT P-42G 

DIFFERENCE PERCENT 
IN DOLLARS CONTRI-
PER STUDENT BUTION 

4 
74 

0 
-62 

15 
-25 

99 
46 
61 
78 

0 
12 
92 

310 
66 

0 
19 

0 
0 

183 . 
0 
0 
·0 
0 

0.42 
7.59 
0.00 

-6.43 
1.57 

-2.57 
10.18 
4.72 
6.26 
8.01 
0.00 
1.26 
9.51 

31.91 
6.78 
0.00 
1.95 
0.00 
0.00 

18.85 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

PLAINTIFF'S 
EXHIBIT 

Po' lIl6 



ALLOCATION OP IXPIXDITURB DIPPIRlNCBS 
5TH VlUUS '5'fJ1 PBRCBNTILII 

secondary AND >'00 

(5TH) (95TH) 
EXPENDITURE CATEGORY· 

INSTRUCTION 2232 2237 
NON-EDUCATIONAL 128 202 
DEBT SERVICE 0 0 
SUPPORT SERV STUDENTS 118 55 
SUPPORT SERV INST STAFF 8 23 
SUPPORT SERV EDUC MEDIA 125 100 
SUPPORT SERV GEN ADMIN 62 161 
SUPPORT SERV SCHOOL ADMIN 214 260 
SUPPORT SERV BUSINESS SERV 49 110 
SUPPORT SERV OPER & MAINT PLANT 445 522 
SUPPORT SERV STUDENT TRANS 0 0 
SUPPORT SERV CENTRAL 0 12 
FACILITIES ACQUISITION 0 92 
SPEC PROG SP ED INSTRUCTION 79 389 
SPEC PROG SP ED SUPP ST SERV 18 84 
SPEC PROG SP EO INST STAFF 0 0 
SPEC PROG SP ED SUPP SCH ADMIN 14 33 
SPEC PROG SP ED STD TRANSP 0 0 
SPEC PROG ESEA CHPT 1 INST 0 0 
VOC EDUC PROG INSTRUCTION 0 183 
VOC EDUC PROG ADMIN 0 0 
SUMMER SCHOOL INSTRUCTION 0 0 
SPEC PROG BILINGUAL INST 0 0 
SPEC PROG GIFTED & TALENTED 0 0 

OVERALL DIFFERENCE =- 970 

EXHIBIT P-42G 

DIFFERENCE PERCENT 
IN DOLLARS CONTRI-
PER STUDENT BUTION 

4 
74 

0 
-62 

15 
-25 

99 
46 
61 
78 

0 
12 
92 

310 
66 

0 
19 

0 
0 

183 . 
0 
0 
·0 
0 

0.42 
7.59 
0.00 

-6.43 
1.57 

-2.57 
10.18 
4.72 
6.26 
8.01 
0.00 
1.26 
9.51 

31.91 
6.78 
0.00 
1.95 
0.00 
0.00 

18.85 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

PLAINTIFF'S 
EXHIBIT 

'16 



DISTRICT NAME: BAKER ELEM 
CClJNTY: fALLON 
LEGAL ENTITY: 0243 

FY91 GENERAL FUND BUDGET: 

FY91 SPENDING PER STUDENT:-

OVERALL 

1678098 

DATE: 12/10/92 
AVE~'GE NUMBER IEL~~ING (ANI): 418 
ACTUAL ENROLLMENT (OCT. 1,1991) 445 

SPENDING VARIABLES 

FY90 GENERAL FUND BUDGET: 1613556 

SPECIAL ED REMOVED 
PL874 , SP ED REMOVeD 

(ANI lASED) 

4014.59 
3850.71 
3850.71 

ENROLLMENT BASED 

3771.01 
3617.07 
3617.07 

FY91 SOURCES OF REVENUE 

FOUNDATION DOLLARS 

ISCLUED: 
SCHEDULE PAYMENT: 
SPEC!AL ED·PAYMENT: 

PER AHS: 

VOTED DOlWS 

o 
859707 
60503 

20s.).n 

AMOUNT BUDGETED OVE~ PERMISSIVE: 
VOTEO LEVY ~~~r: 
~ON·lEYl ~NTS: 

PERMISSi~: 

VOTED: 

rCiAL GENERAL FUND: 
(iNCLUDES BASE LEVIES) 

TAXAQLE VALUATlQI PER Al'S: 
OPERATING FUND RESERVE: 

PERCENT OF BUDGET: 

0.00 
0.00 

5;.00 

19589.91 
379877 

22.64 

PERMISSIVE DOl'-ARS 324874 

RAISED IY DISTRICT LEVY: 
NONlEVY ReVENL~S APPLIED: 
GUARANTEED TAX BASE AID: 
FUND B~L R~~PROPRIAiED 

o 
611297 

o 
189167 

PLe74 RE~IPTS ANTICIPAY~D AS 
REVEHUE iO GENERAL FUND: o 

o 
425014.00 

425014 

FY91 MILLAGES 

ASM GEMERAL FUND 

TWSPOItTATlON: 
BUS DePRE~IATION: 
TUITION: 
ADUlT ED: 
NatOPERATING: 
DEiT SERVICE: 
BUILDING RESERVE: 

TOTAL ABOVE GEftElAL FUND MILLS: 
(INCLUDES COUNTY WIDE 
T~SFORrATION , RETIREMENT) 

:!.24 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
C.OO 
0.00 

21.70 

DH/8iL __ d-__ _ 

OAn: l-\'1 -9"3 __ 

EXHIBIT P-43A PLAINTIFF'S 
EXHIBIT 

f- '-fJ~A-_ 



DISTRICT HAME: 8A~ER ElEM 
CClJNTY: FALLeN 
lEGA~ ENTITY: 0243 

DATE: 12/10/92 
AVERAGE NUMBER-BELONGING (ANB): 418 
ACTUAL ENROLLMENT (OCT. 1,1992) 427 

SPENDING VARIA8LES 

FY92 GENERAL FUND BUCGET: 1745222 FY91 GENERAL FUND BUDGET: 1678098 

FY91 SPENDING PER ST~~ENT: -(ANB BASED) ENROLLMENT BASED 

FClJNDATIOH DOLLARS 

ISOLATED: 
SCHEDULE FA'Il'IEHT: 
SPECIAL EO PAYMENT: 

PER ANB: 

. 
OveRAll 
SPECIAL ED REMOVED 
Pl874 & SP ED REMOVED 

417'5.17 
4041.61 
404 t .61 

FY92 SOURCES OF REVENUE 

4087.17 
3~6.42 
3~6.42 

PER14ISSI\'E OOLLAAS 320438 

o 
859707 
55e30 

2056.n 

RAIseD BY DISTRICT LEVY: 
NONLEVY REVENUES APPLIED: 
~JARAHTEED TAX BASE AID: 
FU~D BAL KEAPPRO~RIATED 

o 
680421 

o --
149::64 

VOi~O COllARS 
Pta;4 RECe!PTS A~TICIP~TeD AS 
REVENUE TO ~~NERAL FUND: o 

AMOUNT 9UCG~TEO OVER ~ERHISSIve: 
VOiED LEVY A~OUNi: 
NCN-LE\~ ~MOU~TS: 

PERMISSIVE: 
VOTED: 

TOTAL GENElU.!. FUND: 
(INClUDES SASE LEVIES) 

TAXABLE VALUATION PER ANB: 
OPERATING FUND RESERVE: 

PERCENT Of BUDGET: 

0.00 
0.00 

57.00 

13225.07 
334820.55 

19.18 

509247 
o 

50?247 

FY92 MILLAGES 

TRANSPORTATION: 
BUS DEPRECIATION: 
TUITION: 
ADULT ED: 
NCNOPERATING: 
DEBT SERVICE: 
BUILDING RESERVE: 

TOTAL ABOve GENERAL FUND MIllS: 
(INCLUOes COUNTY WIDE 
TR~NSPORTAT!ON & RETIREMENi) 

0.23 
0.00 
0.45 
0.00 
0.00 
0.29 
0.00 

29.06 

. 
I 

EX:~I3IT p- ~ 33 
PLAINTIFF'S 

EXHIBIT 
p_ if? ~ 



DISTRICT NAME: BAKER H S 
CClJNTY: FALLON 
LEGAL ENTITY: 0244 

FY91 GENERAL FUND BUDGET: 

FY91 SPENDING PER STUDENT: 

OVERALL 

1379876 

DATE: 12/10/92 
AveRAGE NlJIi4BER BELONGING (ANB): 17'9 
ACTUAL ENROLLMENT (OCT. 1,1991) 165 

SPENDING VARIABLES 

FY90 GENERAL FUND BUDGET: 1415494 

SPECIAL ED REMOVED 
PLa74 & SP ED REMOveD 

(ANI BASED) 

7708.80 
7565.11 
7565.11 

ENROLLMENT BASED 

8362.88 
8207.00 
8201.00 

FY91 SClJRCfS OF REVENUE 

FClJNDATION DOLLARS 

ISOLATED: 
SCHEDULE PAYMENT: 
SPECIAL ED PAYMENT: 

PER ANB: 

VOTED DOLLARS 

o 
551560 
25721 

3081.34 

AMOUNT BUDGETED OVER PERMISSIVE: 
VOTED LEVY AMOUNT: 
NON-LEVY AMOUNTS: 

GENERAL FUND 

PERMISSIVE: 
VOTED: 

TOTAL GENERAL FUND: 
(INCLUOES BASE LEVIES) 

TAXABLE VALUATION PER AHB: 
OPERATING FUND RESERVE: 

PERCENT OF BUDGET: 

0.00 
0.00 

38.00 

60489.55 
402262 
29.15 

PERMISSIVE DOLLARS 202048 

RAISED BY DISTRICT LEVY: 
NONLEVY REVENUES APPLIED: 
GlIAAAHTEED TAX BASE AID: 
FUND BAL REAPPROPRIATED 

o 
616948 

o 
128641 

PL874 RECEIPTS ANTICIPATED AS 
REVENue TO GENERAL FUND: o 

o 
6a0547.00 

6a0547 

FY91 MILLAGeS 

ABOVE GENERAL FUND 

TRANSPORTATION: 
BUS DEPRECIATION: 
TUITION: 
ADULT ED: 
NONOPERATING: 
DEBT SERVIa: 
BUILDING RESERVE: 

TOTAL ABOVE GENERAL FUND MILLS: 
(INCLUDES COUNTY WIDE 
TRANSPORTATION & RETIREMENT) 

3.49 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

16.77 

PLAINTIFF'S 
EXHIBIT 

p., t.{]C 



01 STR t CT :'4A1tc: eA\~\ !t S 
COONTY: F"LL.:· ... 
LEGAL ENTITY~ ~:~ 

FY92 GENERAL ~U"'O 8lIDGei': • '''35071 

FYy1 SPE~DIM~ PER STUCENT: 

OV~R'.LL 

DATE: 12/10/92 
~VE~~~E ~~SE~ RELONGING (AHB)~ 174 
ACT.JA~ E~R(~LLIo\En (OCT. 1,1992) 152 

FY91 GEMElle.L FUND BUDGET: 1379a76 

(ANS BASEO} EHRO:.LMCHT BASED 

SPEC UL EO RE>40~E\i 
~L874 & SP EO R~HOVED 

824;.53 
d'23.1Yt 
81~J.~ 

9441.26 
9299.60 
9299.66 

I S,,)LA TEe: 
S';:;F.:'t;L: P .... ·::Wfr~ 
;-;?~::,,!. £:: ~'-·:;,£~i ~ 

\'C:TE~ DCt.\J..RS 

310B.o'1 

Ar.!.:t.'Ni ~G:'i~~ CVEil ~ER!oi:::·;m~~ 

v,~n:o I.EV'! .""~ 'ST: 
N:j!:· :'E"'~ .... ~h r~: 

;:E~:J!~Sl'JI:: 0.00 
'ICTEO: O.OC 

TOTAL GEME1AL ~~~D: 38.00 
(INCLUOes SASE LeVIeS) 

TAY~Bl~ VALUATI~ PER ANS: 42593.62 
CFe~ATI~a FU~O ~EtE?VE: 375741.1n 

PERC~NT OF SCDGET: 2~.1g 

Fi~M!SSIVe O~L~A~S 19ea52 

:U!S~l) 8Y !HSTRICr LEVY: 
tiCIl!.E'i'f ~I:Vr.:r.;i~ A~r:.! cO: 
~;.~,'.it\~·i::::~ :010_'1 ~ •• S<: .A: t~: 

S:~i~\) ;:,,~ ~;:M·;"~-:P::!,lT~\) 

o 
7mt.~ 

I) 

9:l~?4 

~te!~ ~~~I~TS ~~TiCI'~T~e ~S 
?~\~NU~ i~ ~NeRAl ;UWD: o 

~ 
6·TS:~·j 

T:tt.M~XlR·f Ai! OJ! ~ 
BUS O~j:'RECi.';IC~:: 
ruiT 10::: 
"OIJl! ED: 
~ER..\Ti~G: 
Oc!T SelVIC!: 
BUt~Ol~G RES~R.!: 

TCTAL ABCVE GenERAL FUHD MIL~S: 
(iNCL~~€S COUHTY WIDe 
ir.A:jS~CRi;\;IOH & RETl~Ei'!EMT) 

C.!; 
'l.CO 
O.QO 
0.00 
0.00 
0.04 
0.00 

18.64 

EX718!': ?-43 D 

PLAINTIFF'S 
EXHIBIT 

p- ttlJJ 



COUNTY 

BEAVERHEAD 
BIG HORN 
BLAINE 
BROADWATER 
CARBON 
CARTER 
CASCADE 
CHOUTEAU 
CUSTER 
DANIELS 
DAWSON 
DEER LODGE 
FALLON 
FERGUS 
FLATHEAD 
GALLATIN 
GARFIELD 
GLACIER 
GOLDEN VALLEY 
GRANITE 
HILL 
JEFFERSON 
JUDITH BASIN 
LAKE 
LEWIS & CLARK 
LIBERTY 
LINCOLN 
MADISON 
McCONE 
MEAGHER 
MINERAL 
MISSOULA 
MUSSELSHELL 
PARK 
PETROLEUM 
PHILLIPS 
PONDERA 
POWDER RIVER 
POWELL 
PRAIRIE 
RAVALLI 
RICHLAND 
ROOSEVELT 
ROSEBUD 
SANDERS 
SHERIDAN 
SILVER BOW 

1991 RETIREMENT HILLAGES BY cotnrrY 

MILLS 

15.40 
21.63 
49.00 
16.21 
34.18 
17.77 
26.54 
17.71 
23.07 
35.73 
27.51 
19.05 
30.59 
26.93 
30.19 
26.95 
17.43 

5.81 
21.83 
27.01 
26.16 
18.41 
18.19 
26.57 
27.11 
8.15 

32.07 
21. 28 
17.97 
15.50 
32.96 
32.79 
53.81 
19.57 
22.97 
16.02 
20.96 
14.88 
29.31 
23.57 
21.31 
26.47 
56.90 

4.06 
24.61 
36.42 
29.54 

EXHIBIT P-~~A - page 1 

EXHIBiT_ ?. ="_ 

OAiF . \-\0) -9~ 

PLAINTIFF'S 
EXHIBIT 

P- Wit' 



STILLWATER 32.86 
SWEET GRASS 25.97 

27.41 
: 

TETON 
TOOLE 30.43 
TREASURE 18.66 
VALLEY 35.99 
WHEATLAND 23.94 
WIBAUX 20.13 
YELLOWSTONE 26.88 

AVBRAGB 2'.35 

EXHIBIT P-44A - paqe 2 



1992 RETlREMEN"l' MILLAGES .BY COUNTY 

COUNTY 

BEAVERHEAD 
BIG HORN 
BLAINE 
BROADWATER 
CARBON 
CARTER 
CASCADE 
CHOUTEAU 
CUSTER 
DANIELS 
DAWSON 
DEER LODGE 
FALLON 
FERGUS 
FLATHEAD 
GALLATIN 
GARFIELD 
GLACIER 
GOLDEN VALLEY 
GRANITE 
HILL 
JEFFERSON 
JUDITH BASIN 
LAKE 
LEWIS & CLARl< 
LIBERTY 
LINCOLN 
MADISON 
MCCONE 
MEAGHER 
MINERAL 
MISSOULA 
MUSSELSHELL 
PARK 
PETROLEUM 
PHILLIPS 
PONDERA 
POWDER RIVER 
POWELL 
PRAIRIE 
RAVALLI 
RICHLAND 
ROOSEVELT 
ROSEBUD 
SANDERS 

MILLS 

30.31 
20.64 
21.75 
19.51 
31.48 
14.23 
31.60 
16.82 
31.36 
39.50 
26.84 
29.62 
38.74 
34.40 
29.57 
27.07 
23.27 
0.00 

20.78 
31.37 
28.25 
20.63 
21.92 
32.85 
31.98 
21.35 
15.11 
14.77 
22.63 
14.19 
31.11 
32.58 
11.28 
30.73 
38.40 
10.74 
28.80 
22.71 
33.52 
17.46 
24.28 
0.04 

17.53 
7.14 

19.23 

EXHISIT ~ 

JA'1"E.. ! -/9 -1~---
'.------~ 

PLAINTIFF'S 
EXHIBIT 

f- LfV~ 



SHERIDAN 21.96 
SILVER BOW 33.32 . I 

STILLWATER 21.79 
SWEET GRASS 25.71 
TETON 27.82 
TOOLE 5.99 
TREASURE 15.63 
VALLEY 34.16 
WHEATLAND 26.19 
WIBAUX 9.70 
YELLOWSTONE 31.93 

AVERAGB 24.78 

EXHIBIT P-44B - paqa 2 



~tah\ of lHl1lthtl1a 2500 Broadway 
Helena, Montana 59620·0601 

(406) 444·6576 

tllloarh of Juhlir ~nuratiott 

BOARD MEMBERS 

APPOINTED MEMBERS: January 11, 1993 
Bill Thomas 
Great Falls 

John Kinna 
Helena 

Ronald Fernelius 
Missoula 

Anita Johnson 
Lewistown 

Sarah Listerud 
Wolf Point 

Wilbur Anderson 
Dillon 

Representative John Cobb, Chair 
House Select Education Committee 
House of Representatives 
State Capitol Building 
Helena, Montana 59620 

Dear Chairman Cobb: 

Tom Thompson Chairman Bill Thomas has asked me to extend an invitation to you and 
Heart Butte your committee to meet with the Board of Public Education and the 
EX OFFICIO MEMBERS: Senate and House Education Committees on Thursday, January 21, 1993 
Stan Stephens Governor at 4:30 p.m. in one of the Capitol committee rooms to be confirmed 
N 

' later. The purpose of the meeting is to exchange views and to seek your 
ancy Keenan 1 b f . . f' h Le . 1 h Superintende~t of counse on anum er 0 pertment Issues acmg t egIs ature, t e 

Public Instruction Board, and education generally. A partial list of discussion topics might 
John Hutchinson, include, but would not necessarily be limited to: 
Commissioner of 
Higher Education 

EXECUTIVE SECRETARY: 

Wayne Buchanan 

(1) The appropriate role of the Board in modifying existing 
accreditatIOn standards should pending legislation become law; 

(2) The Board's definition of a basic system of elementary and 
secondary schools; 

(3) The constitutional role of the Board as defined by the recent 
lawsuit; 

(4) Development of permanent lines of communication between the 
Legislature and the Board. 

Chairman Thomas suggested that Chairman Hanson and Chairman 
Blaylock of the Senate Education Committee act as co-chairs of this 
meeting. I very much hope that you and the other committee members 
will be able to take the time from your very busy schedules to attend. 

Sincerely, 

w~ 
Wayne Buchanan 

cc Superintendent Nancy Keenan 




