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. Chairman Kelsch opened the rne.eting on HB 1033.
Anita Johnson, ND Legislative Council, provided a summary of HB 1033.
Tom Decker, director of school finance and organization with the Department of Public
Instruction, testified in support of HB 1033. (Testimony attached.) Dr. Decker summarized
the DEA (Data Envelopment Analysis) ‘prepared by Dr. Ken Nygard of NDSU.
Dr. Ken Nygard, professor and chair of the department of Computer Science at North
Dakota State University, presented the DEA (Data Envelopment Analysis) prepared by NDSU
using a slide presentation and the attached paper. The DEA goal was to develop a quantative
formula that rewards efficiency and recognizes differences in site characteristics among school
districts. These site characteristics are the uncontrollable factors, like density of students,
availability of roads, etc. The study found tremendous differences in efficiency among school

.' districts. Cost psr (per student ride) range from a high of $10 to a low of $2.  Districts were not
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compared statewide but rather in peer groups to allow flexibility. The study also looked at the
ability of the school districts to raise funds locally based on taxable valuation.

Transportation system standards were applied to the study: (1) a maximum of sixty-minute ride
time, (2) keep the average ride time as small as possible, and (3) assure the equipment is
up-to-date and meet standards of safety.

The peer groups were established by grouping districts that were similar in terms of their site
characteristics. Peer groups range ﬁdm 5 to 15 districts. The next step was to perform the DEA
within peer groups allowing each district flexibility and that in itself is geared toward
maximizing efficiency scores allowing an individual district to look as good as they possibly can
with regard to the factors that make up the efficiency calculation.

In terms of the sites characteristics these are the factors that influence transportation but are
outside of the control of management and the efficiency measures must be adjusted to account
for those differences and we did analysis of a great many possibilities for which site
characteristics might be important and it came down to three being the relevant ones in
descending order: (1) Student density is the most important of all. If students are highly dense
it’s easier to be efficient, if students are spread out, it’s more difficult to be efficient. (2)
Availability and density of useable roads in the district. Data was gleaned from the Department
of Transportation which categorizés roads as paved, graveled, unusable, etc. (3) Geographical
size or land area. If there is a large area it is more difficult to be efficient.

Other factors were not in the study at this time because they were much less significant in

comparison.
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Alternatives to the three-year phase in could be to stick with the block grant with a percentage of
the allocation and reserve a percentage of the available funding to reallocate using the DEA.
That would over a period of years gradually nudge the system toward efficiency a small piece at a -
time without impacting any district vefy mugch.

The second alternative would be to look at the ability of individqal districts to pay by looking
factors like taxable valuation of property or the percentage of transportation funding currently
provided as a way of getting a handle districts that are able to pick up some share of the cost of
transportation on their own.  These factors could be incorporated into the allocation formula.
Dr. Nygard does not personally support these alternatives but they are available if there is any
sentiment to do something along these lines.

There are ways that a district that is rated inefficient to look at those districts rated 100% efficient
to learn management efficiencies, €.g., routing analysis, contracting,

Rep. Mueller:  We have schools that are listed at 100% efficiency but they are on the long side
of the ledger a case in point is Hope. They are 100% efficient and they lose $13,524. I'm
curious as to how that can happen. |

Dr. Nygard: You are going to things like that happen. The assumption here is that the
unadjusted district allotments would be used for proportioning out and you will get districts like
Hope that are 100% efficient that will be getting less. You also see larger districts where their
efficiency score is pretty low and yet they would receive more. This happens because the
nuances of the old formula. The old formula was structured differently for the larger districts in
that they received fewer dollars per mile than did the more rural districts. It’s a characteristic of

the changeover. There were a lot of differences in the old formula and there has been a
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recognition that the old formula was jnappropriate inalot of ways. That’s how it tends to
happen. |

Rep. Hunskor: Going along with Rep. Mueller’s thoughts, I look at Lewis and Clark, 100%
efficient losing $39,000, I look Parshall 98% efficient, gaining $25,000. Would it be true if
Lewis and Clark be put in a different peer group, say with Parshall, instead of losing money, they
would gain money.

Dr. Nygard: That could happen.

Rep. Hunskor: If a school is 100% efﬁéient like Lewis and Clark how do they improve to not
lose so much money.

Dr. Nygard: If they’re 100% efficient relative to their peers, they’re operating quite well.
They’ve got good practices and they are getting plenty of money from the state and when you
stack they up efficiency wise, the old formula gave them more within their peer group than they
really should have gotten if you were base everything on the efficiency analysis. Obviously
there will be a number of issues in transition.

Rep. Sitte: Is there a variance due to declining enrollments. Some of these districts have lost a
lot of students since this was developed on the 2001 statistics.

Dr. Nygard: That could explain part of it. If they lost significant enrollment and are able to
operate more cheaply because thére are now fewer students to transport and the appropriation
dates back three years there could be some of that in there too.

Rep. Sitte: I'm curious when you know some of these students have transferred into a district

they took an unfair hit. Just as we have different districts pay tuition to another district, would it

r
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be possible that transportation payments of some sort should follow those students from one
district to another?

Dr. Nygard: Something like that could be possible. Those transfers are not factored into the
student density figures. 1 don’t know if there would bel any wﬁy to incorporate that. You would
be opening up something that would be controversial. I suppose there could be a direction there
in which to proceed.

Rep. Herbel: Other than looking at peer groups to get to a greater efficiency in their district,
what other recommendations or assistance would be made available for these superintendents?
Dr. Nygard: My recommendation is lthat the first place they should turn is looking within their
peer group. The other thing that could be done is a quantitative study of the routing to see if
they are incurring excessive mileage or running more buses than they really need to. In some
cases they may be able to eliminate a bus. They would be able to contract to have that service
done.

Rep. Herbel: You provide a service for these school districts to do that?

Dr. Nygard: There are places like the Transportation Institute at NDSU that provides services
like that, Back when I used to do those analysis, the typical savings used to be 10% of mileage
and a bus or two.

Chairman Kelsch asked Dr. Nygard to provide a copy of the power point presentation to the full
committee.

Rep. Mueller: You pointed out that the single biggest issue having to do with efficiency is the
density of the student population. Certainly there have to be some districts that have a far-flung

group of students. How do we treat that particular district fairly vs. the metro school district?
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Dr. Nygard: What you’re gettiné at is the core reason why these peer groups are used. When
the analysis is done the compariéon is not made statewide but in the peer group. Student
densities in the peer group are similar, they are not being compared to districts that are drastically
different then themselves.

Dr. M Douglas Johnson, assistant executive director of ND Council of Educational Leaders
testified in opposition to HB 1033. (Testimony attﬁched.) The preference of his organization
is to go back to the 2001 funding Vformula..

Rep. Sitte: Did you take a vote of your members or how did you determine this
recommendation.

Dr. Johnson: We have a representative assembly where we meet to review resolutions and we
took a vote on this. The results were unanimous.

Chairman Kelsch: One of the concerns we have, and that was why we commissioned this
study, was it seemed we were gettiﬁg inaccurate data from some of the school districts and there
wasn’t the efficiency out there that we thought should be. So if we decide not to go this route,
what do you suggest we do to get efﬁciency in those school districts?

Dr. Johnson: 1don’t think there’s an administrator in our organization that doesn’t look at how
to make that bus system as efficient as it possibly can. I do think if this bill was defeated, it
would be valuable to use this information for peer groups get together and talk. The analysis
process has not gone waste. It is good information that we can share amongst those peer groups
and would be good information we couldkuse as part of conferences for those kinds of discussion.
I do think administrators try to be as efficient as they can because it’s for their benefit and the

benefit of their school district.
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Rep. Hawkens: When you talk about going back Rep. Hanson and I find the block grant was
not fair to the larger districts. Why would we want to return to that kind of process when we
knew that was terribly inefﬁcient and unfair?

Dr. Johnson: Iunderstand the situation for the larger districts. There can be some tweaking to
the formula to take some of those issues into consideration. It would probably increase the
amount of money that you have to put into transportation.

Rep. Hawken: The block grant was a problem for the larger district.

Dr. Johnson: We have not talked specifically about the block grant. I could it could be
workable as long as there are some additional funds for it. The problem could be in districts that
have to add Vadditional buses for special education.

Rep. Hawken: No foundation grants have ever been made. There are always problems.

Dr. Johnson: I agree with you, we need to look at special education transportation

Rep. Haas: You do kn.ow we are putting almost $17 million a year into transportation payments.
What would happen at the district level if we took all that ﬁoney and put it into per pupil
payment and let the district be responsible for their own transportation? What kind of incentive
would that provide to achieve maximum efficiency rather quickly?

Dr. Johnson: It may increase eﬂ";ciency as long as they know they are going to have to cover
the cost of transportation. The ND Supreme Court has ruled that transportation is not part of
that process.

Brian Johnson, Supt., Lewis & Clark School District testified in opposition. (Testimony
attached.) He pointed out that the data from NDSU was for when his district was ﬁuee separate

districts. He pointed out that you need to budget for replacement buses.
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Rep. Hanson: How big are the buses you run?

B. Johnson: They vary. Our routes are not very big, but our buses are, yet we are considered
100% efficient. I know our routes- are not very efficient, but yet we are 100% efficient. With 6
students on one route graduating n.ext year we will néed to make more changes. Fifty-four
passenger busses are not really that unless you get three to a seat and that seldom works.

Rep. Hunskor: Which funding program would work best for your school district?

B. Johnson: I like the old formula and if the issue is the $.67, make it equitable. If you don’t
do the old formula, I would like to see block grants back. I do not want to see the DPI proposal.
Warren Larson, Supt. of Schools foerilliston Public School District #1, testified in
opposition to the bill. (Testimony Attathed.)

Rep. Meier: Does Williston ﬁave in—city bussing? -

W, Larson: No, we did probably 15 years ago, but the reimbursement rate killed us. If we
would get $2.50 reimbursement, it would cost Rep. Meier $30-$40. We were not an organized
school district so we were able to drop it.

Debbie Marshal, Supt. of TGU Towner and TGU Granville Schools, testified in‘opposition
to the bill. Her districts cover 1043 square miles. With the DEA we would lose $41,846.
There are 13 routes in her district. Her shortest route is 38 fninutes, longest 65 miles, and the
average is 58 miles. (See attached.) We are 68% funded, according to what you have presented
here today, we will go to 53%.

Charles Brickner, Supt., Carrington School District testified in opposition to the bill (See

attached.) There district has largely self-funded their transportation costs and asked that they
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not be penalized by withdrawal of state funds. The DEA formula is based on 2001 which has
inequities in it. We need a solid bas¢ to build on. |

Rep. Haas:  How many open enrolled students do yoﬁ have.

Dr. Brickner: Forty-six. We also have some going out. We also pay about $6,000 in family
transportation expenses. |

Wayne Stanley, Supt., Stanley School, testified in opposition to the bill. They are a district of
840 square miles rated at 100% efficiency, but would lose $55,000 using the DEA formula.
Their routes average only 15 studenis per route. Some routes pick up at 7 a.m., and the fourth
pickup is 8:05, so there really is no way of becoming more efficient. If they have an option they
would like to go back to the 2001 formula and make modifications.

Myron Schwitzer, Supt., Mott-Regent Public Schools. Most of the information I had
prepared has already been presented; So much emphasis on this efficiency factor is based on
cost per ride. Our district is 8§80 square miles, we are a reorganized district. We are the second
most efficient district in our peer gr(;tip but there are flaws in the way the peer groups were
determined. The 100% efficient district in our peer group does not do door-to-door pickup.

Our cost is $225,000. From the block grant we recei\_/e $167,000, it is costing us roughly
$50,000 additional dollars from the local level to help pay for our transportation. I think we are
doing everything possible to bring these costs down. We cut three bus routes in the last two
years since we reorganized. Ride time for some of our students is three hours per day. This
adds to the efficiency factor but try telling that to parents of first and second graders. Last
session there was a bill put forward to provide more money to the in-city, bigger population

school districts.
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Doyle Johannes, from Underwood, on behalf of the School Board, testified in opposition to
HB 1033. They are in the unique position of gaining from the DEA formula. There are
concerns like the stability to be able to project what tile income will be. Future enroliments are
not built into the formula. The block grants made them more efficient by providing limited
funds, but the knew what they would get.

Rep. Mueller: How much in local ﬁnding do you contribute?

Mr. Johannes: $45,000

Rep. Mueller: Would it not be fair to state: “We are all spending our own money and we’re
not getting it all from Uncle State.” Are we talking about an efficiency factor already being built
in because you are spending your own money in addition to your own dollars. Is that a fair
statement?

Mr. Johannes: You 5et! That’s exactly right. It’s in our ov;m best interests to bé efficient. In
our case about 50%.

Chairman Kelsch recessed the hearing to approximately 2:30 p.m. at the Call of the Chair.
Chairman Kelsch called the House Education Committee back to order at 2:45 p.m.
Michael Seiverson, Supt., Fiasher, | testified in oppositioﬁ to the measure. Their district covers
about 630 square miles, enrollment is approximately 230 students, they bring open enrollment
students from Ft. Yates, Selfridge, Solen, Carson, and the St. Anthony/Mandan area. The
longest route is about 102 miles one way. More than half of that route is on gravel road. His
district loses the most money. They currently spend $167,000 and with tlﬁs proposal will lose

$82,000. Our salaries for bus drivers is $87,000. Where do they save? where does it end? how
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are we going to get these kids to schdol‘? ‘Local is putting in another $25,000, if you decrease by
$82,000, we need to increase to $1(57.,000 locally. 1 d;)n’t perceive our budget can handle that.
Rep. Hanson: How many opm—emollﬁent students do you have? |

Mr. Sefverson: About 23-25, about 10%, they travel about 50 miles from their house to our
school.

Gordon Galis, Supt., New Salem, testified in opposition to HB 1033. An allusion to
contracting buses as a possible remedy. We went away from contracted bussing about nine
years ago. We were paying about $150,000 to contractors and we were concermed about the age
and the condition of their buses. At the end of the year we had nothing to show for our
$150,000. By owning our buses we hgve them available for acti\.ritics and more flexibility to use
them. After the block grant was instituted we co-op with an elementary district. I personally
favor the block grant. Back in the 60s when we reorganized schools, door-to-door busing was
promised. Two possii)le solﬁtions: (1) The state provide transportation as they do in WY, ID,
and Washington. The state provides school buses. (2) Some modification to the current block
grant.

Rep. Haas: How many open-enrolled students do you have?

Mr. Galis: About 18, we also hzlive about 20 tuitione;d in for high school from the elementary
district, so it’s about a wash. |

Rep. Haas: How many open-enrolled students leave your district? Any? Where do they go?
Mr. Galis: Bismarck, Mandan, Center, Almont, Glen Ullin, depending on where they live.

About 15-16.
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Sandy Clark, ND Farm Bureau, testified in opposition to HB 1033. School Transportation is
obviously a major issue for rurai fafnilies in ND. One,. concern is that as this kind of system
evolves through the years, there is a concern among our fnembersthat the state could be
mandating bulk bus routes to local school districts. We are sﬁpportive of local control and think
local administrators are best equipped to make decisions on bus routes and equipment.
Chairman Kelsch closed the hearing on HB 1033 and put the bill to a subcommittee

consisting of Reps. Hawken, Haws, and Hanson. Rep. Hawken will chair the subcommittee.
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Chairman Kelsch opened discussion of HB 1033. This is the transportation bill.

Rep. Haas: I move a Do Not Pass

Rep. Mueller: I second.

Rep. Hawken: Since we already moved the transportation to the other HB 1154, this bill is not
necessary.

The question was called.

A roll call vote was taken.

Yes: 14 No: 0 Absent: 0 The Do Not Pass motion passed.

Rep. Hawken will carry the bill.



FISCAL NOTE

Requested by Legislative Council
12/17/2004

Bill’/Resolution No.: HB 1033

1A. State fiscal effect: Identify the state fiscal effect and the Fiscal effect on agency
appropriations compared to funding levels and appropriations anticipated under current law.
2003-2005 Biennium  2005-2007 Biennium  2007-2009 Biennium

General Other General Other General Other

Fund Funds Fund Funds Fund Funds
Revenhues 50 50 50 50 S0 S0
Expenditures 50 S0 534,800,000 S0 $34,800,000 50
Appropriatio S0 50 50 S0 S0 50

ns

1B. County, city, and school district fiscal effect: Identify the fiscal effect on the appropriate

political subdivision.
2003-2005 Biennium 2005-2007 Biennium 2007-2009 Biennium
school school School
Counties | Cities | Districts Counties| Cities | Districts Counties| Cities | Districts
S S S0 S S0 $34,800,00 S ) 834,800,08
0

2. Narrative: Identify the aspects of the measure which cause fiscal impact and include any
comments relevant to your analysis.

This bill proposes a new method to allocate transportation funding to school districts.

3. State fiscal effect detail: For information shown under state fiscal effect in 1A, please:
A. Revenues: ECxplain the revenue amounts. Provide detail, when appropriate, for each
revenue type and fund affected and any amounts included in the executive budget.

B. Expenditures: Explain the expenditure amounts. Provide detail, when appropriate, for
each agency, line item, and fund affected and the number of FTE positions affected.

Expenditure amounts are contained in the foundation aid line of the executive budget.

C. Appropriations: Explain the appropriation amounts. Provide detail, when appropriate,
of the effect on the biennial appropriation for each agency and fund affected and any
amounts included in the executive budget. Indicate the relationship between the amounts
shown for expenditures and appropriations.

Does not require any change from the executive budget recommendation.

Phone Number: 328-2267 ate 12/22/2004

Name: Tom Decker gency: Public Instruction
D
Prepared:
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REPORT OF STANDING COMMITTEE
HB 1033: Education Committee (Rep. R. Kelsch, Chairman) recommends DO NOT PASS
(14 YEAS, 0 NAYS, 0 ABSENT AND NOT VOTING). HB 1033 was placed on the
Eleventh order on the calendar.
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TESTIMONY ON HB #1033
HOUSE EDUCATION COMMITTEE
1/5/05
by Tom Decker, Director

School Finance & Organization
328-2267

Department of Public Instruction : '

Madam Chairman and members of the committee:

My name is Tom Decker and I am the Director of School Finance &
Organization for the Department of Public Instruction. I am here to speak in
favor of House Bill 1033 regarding applying data envelopment analysis as a
basis for school transportation payments.

The last legislative session provided a $50,000 grant to the Department -
of Public Instruction to complete development of a transportation payment
proposal based on data envelopment analysis.

Data envelopment analysis (DEA) is a cost analysis process which
could be used in a variety of applications in both the public sector and private
sector. '

DEA determines the key inputs into a process, identifies the desired
outcomes, and then uses mathematical calculations to determine which of the
input factors have the most impact on the cost of the final product.

Dr. Ken Nygard of North Dakota State University will expand on the
definition of DEA as he presents his information shortly.

We had done some preliminary work on development of a data
envelopment analysis payment system in the late 90s in conjunction with a

~ grant provided to-develop a school district map system. However, there was

inadequate time and resources to complete development of a transportation
payment system.

Data envelopment analysis has been used for at least 10 years in North
Carolina and has been adopted in some other form in several other states
including Texas.

‘ School transportation payments during this biennium were on a flat
grant basis. Grants were based on the payments made to districts in the 2001 -
2003 biennium. Each year this biennium districts receive 50% of the amount
that they received for transportation over the preceding two years.

In 2001-2003 the transportation payment that was in place is outlined
briefly below. (See chart, last page ) It was based on miles traveled and
students transported.



i

There has been, I believe, a growing concern among legislators over
several recent legislative sessions abott the transportation payment systern n
the sense that it does not promote efficiency in transportation. .

The pre-2000 payment system was replaced last session by a block
grant systern, primarily, I believe, because legislators wanted to move in the
direction of a system that did promote efficiency.in school transportation.

DEA has potential to move districts in the direction of more efficient
transportation systems and to reward districts for becoming more efficient in
their transportation programs.

In addition, the Department and North Dakota State Un1vers1ty who
helped us develop the current payment system will be in a position to help

districts determine what it is about their transportation system that contributes

to inefficiency. We can help them become more efficient in their operation.
The US Supreme Court, in a case out of Dickinson, North Dakota, has
determined that transportation is not a necessary component of a free public
education. When we face strong pressure to increase education funding,
including an educational adequacy lawsuit, an argument can be made for

putting transportation aid into the foundation aid pool. However we believe

strongly that maintaining a school transportation system is essential for North
Dakota.  If we are to continue to use the considerable amount of resources we
now commit to transportation for that purpose, its payment system needs to be
fair and equitable and it needs to promote efficiency in transportation.

Because we have limited time today, I am going to stop at this point and
turn the presentation to Dr. Ken Nygard to give you an overview of DEA as a
basis for a transportation payment system. :

Dr. Nygard is Chairman of Computer Science at North Dakota State
University.

T ransponatién 50% of 2001-03 payments 50% of 20001-03 payments
TRANSPORTATION AID PAYMENTS 2001-2002 2002-2903
Rural Vehicles (Less than 10) $ 0.25 per mile § 0.25 per mile
Rural Vehicles (10 or more) , $ 0.67 per mile £ 0.67 per mile
Rural Pupils Transported (10 or more) $ 0.40 per pupil day " §£0.40 per pupil day
In-city Vehicles {Less than 10) $ 0.25 per mile 5025 per mile
in-city Vehicles (10 or more) ' § 0.35 per mile $0.35 per mile
In-city Rides $ 0.20 per ride 5 0.20 per ride
Family Transportation {one way per day) $ 0.40 per mile ' $ 0.40 per mile

Nate: Transportation payments will be capped at $0% of the current transpoertation operating <ost plus the eight year average oftmnspnrtanon equipment.
Summer school payments will be capped at 1.5% of the per student and transportation appropriation.

}

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION : 1/28/02 rate0203.xls



Transportation Payments Based on DEA

ND Deparﬁneht of Public Instruction

Presentéd to House Education Committee
January 5, 2005
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Appendix ~ Field Names and ﬁeScr’iptions

~ Efficiency 7 The efficiency of the school district as determined by the DEA procedure
CSR : The cost per student ride in dollars (CSR Transp Exp / Total Annual
o Rides)
Transp Exp Total annual expenditures for school transportation excluding special
' education : :

. UDA . The Unadjusted District Allotment. The annual. dollars needed for efflment
transportation (UDA = CSR Projected Rides * Efficiency) :

Current Funding Current transportation block grant for district provided by the state
DEA Funding . State funding as determined by the DEA procedure

DEA Funding Change Thé change from current funding to DEA funding

Current Perc Funding The percentage of transportation expenditures covered by the current block
grant '

~ DEA Perc Funding The percentage of transportation expenditures that would be covered by
the DEA funding '

DEA - Current Perc DEA Perc Funding minus Current Perc Funding

UDA Perc Funding . The percentage of the dollars needed for efficient transportatlon (UDA)
covered by DEA funding

K-12 Enr Enroliment for K-12

Rides / student / day The number of rides per enrolled student per day (Rides / student / day =
Total annual rides / K thru 12 Enrollment / 173 days per year)



geL vy %EQ
820 L2} %ES
160 . 05 %Eg
Y80 99 %Eg
el S0¢ %Ee8
. 162 9zl . '%ER
60°L 125 %EB
vE0 - DE0L %es
g 96¥ %Eg
. 0L T ELY %ER
g0 GE8  %E8
_ 002 L1 %Eg
og't 961 %Ed
192 ol %Eg
W 002 Lob - %ER
, FANN £6 %Eg
| ¥G'1 1A %ER
870 668'L. %ER
T 090 061 %Ee
20t 9LE %Ee
80z GGl %Eg
¥6°0 £0¢ %Eg
89'G zet %Eg
ZLl 801 %EQ
9E'} £0% %EB
08'tL 001 %ER
Z6'0 108 %8
vLT £5T %E08
660 009 %Eg
¥8°1 880 %Eg
TM} 8z %E8
002 152 %c8
Lol ‘it %ce
60 GEL %8
fra)) 96 %es .
vl v6¥'L %Es
96°0 osT'e %Eg
v2'0 ZiE'G %8
ZAl 9z - A
002 g %ER -
650 9ce %ER
Keppua Ju3zz)-M  Buipung
(IETELT T a13d van

%01

%04
" %01

%Ll
%Lt
%bL
%l
%Tt
%k
%Tl
%EL
%EL
%EL
%t
%t
%Sl
%S|
%9l
%91
%8l
%61
%0Z
%02
%le
%eT
%22
%2
%vZ
%be
%SZ
%SZ
%82
%0t
%0E
%LE
%CE
%YE
%SE
%9E
%G
b YA

- alad

jualng

*vid

%ER . %EL ve6'st £25' €L 665'12) L9Z'991L LvZ'9gt - 591 000} BAIOA 100SZ .
%6E %6¢ GGe'og 0szZ'Zre ¥68'95Z gLL'cLy 680'vee 10y 89F0 - unoaiag 2000
%Cl %29 0rL's AN EBG'YE ¥ri'ar ¥£6'GS 602 148°0 Owiely/as0IPIM L GOES
%L %09 GBE'ZL 69E°LLL 7/6'66 8/8'itL 969°'G91 9Ll 9880 uogs|t 64048
%E8 %lL “€12'0Z LI¥'2SL 869°LEL LE2°v8L LET'¥BI 16°L ooo; jeiuag Juables guoly
%ER %el G6.'6 LE2'TL 9EF'Z9 PiE'ig rie'ig 09°t 000°L afieq pp0s
%E9 %0G 90g'L e 0EB'EL) £zZ¥'Z6 L2LLED E96'ER) L8°) 6vL'0 1BIBAED 900VE
%0p %8Z 9zZ6'Ly) 9.6'c8y 059°'LEE ¥26'08G gi1'atz'L G1'e £8%°0 yurewsig 1008
%89 %e5 ora'es Gea'gll FrO'GYL 6€2'9LT 6¥5'LL2 Zl'e 6440 eary uopbBuen £zool
%EY - %0L ZrS'Se 019'€01 g90'ee 9¥z'szl Sl TAN L 000°) 1BA Wed gl004
%E8 . %0L §E8'sT £68'0L1 650'SHI 645'00Z 625'002 6E7L 000°)L sseg |eluad 2106
%¢E8 %04 * 662’8 005'es L0Z2'Gy 219'P9 Zi9'v9 09°L 000t . U 61001
%E8 - %04 065°El Sel'or PPL'EL L¥B'YOL Ly8'v0L ore 000°1L §paa7 900€
" %29 %6 STA A Z52'18 £ZE'LL ZLI6'0LE 056'0% 1 202 SGL°0 u30g £O0EY
%iLd %E9 8.¥'0€ 101991 £29'Sel 292'002 9EY'GLE GE'L ZEB'0 SSED WBYIION 606
%E8 %89 ¥86'Z1 ZS0'tL 890'09 L0E'88 20£'88 64°E 000’ aiowp3 zZpo9e
%E8 %89 | 162'0Z L18°0L} 0Z25°06 LGG'EEL LGE'EEL L't 000°}+ unquald) 9zoee
%EB %L9 £:8'88 0L LOF iz8'eLe 211'g85 Lh1'ass I8 0004 $3104 puUBID) LO0BL
%99 %56t 102'6 T 620°LE 8.8°22 Zeg'vy | 885’95 - IBE 26470 wableg N e00LY
% %E9 L08'61 18E'.8 ¥.5'29 229°604 L€6°204 £L°4 64670 WNQusem v0082
%ER . %E9 1e'ee S51'28 YreE'vL Ery'LLL ErvLLL L2 0001 ueuelong eaibuid 010LY
%Eg %E9 £09'8C 8re'sLL SPZ'LG GLg'vrL SL8'v¥L 2] e 8660 slepusiia OroLL
ﬁx_m\.. %ES 800’61 +¥¥9'e9 L1G'6p 6.8'z8 0gr'ee 9¥'e 888’0 jueses|d WN #000%
%8 %29 orZ'6l LBR'9. FAZ WX 9E6'Z6 OE6'Z6 ey 000'L uoIgsH €100E
%E8 %9 ZeL'ee YOE'9CL 126'26 829'251 8:9'ZG1 19} 000t 13ap|Hy 910€1L
%EB %19 SI6'PL 96%'8% LBS' LY ¥6Z'89 Y6289 £9°¢ 16670 Jayiesmiels 09t
%28 %09 50862 9%0's6 L¥Z'69 e8I 902’914 FASr4 696°0 leysieq £00L¢
%Ee ;T 195'6Z G058 ¥r6'l9 8L1'G0L glL'G0L’ 880 000°L ' S50IpaN +001LS
%EB %8G 69Z'otr 6EE' 51 0L0'L 4 ¥6L'06) ¥61'061 ¥6°1 000} 90 Hod ABW ¢LO6Y °
%E8 %8G BL6'09 $28°'602 996'v¥1 1.8'8¥E 2i8'8¥2 vLE 0001 " paipupt Zoo6 -
%64 %4S . TOZ'0H ZE6'ZE 08l'ze 608'6€ 9Ly ey 956°0 [BRUBY Japiog #LOOL
%E8 %48 6018 SGLELL ore'ss 605" LEL 605'LE1 8S5°1L 0001 efoll GLOES
%E8 %ES B £e9'.9 6EE /B4 914614 65¥'9ge 65¥'9ce 0L 0001 umo| man LOOLE
%E] %ES 800'g ¥5L'El pi'g £29'91 £29'9) 9L 0004 SEWwoY4 15 erope
%EQ %G 911’y L1921 PRz L5Z'S) LGZ'GL 6EE 000’ :oﬂw,_am_a 2006°
%Z8 %08 06186 00Z'052 01025k Lv¥'zoe 818'00¢ S0t 9860 uolsdyeA LE0BE
%64 %S £26'€0C veg' 18y 129222 +91'Z85 892’809 1L 95670 . Uepuepy 1000E
%ER %8t 069'GLZ  0ZG'H1§ OER'SBE LEE'BL9 LEEBIG £6°0 000 L oble 1590 9006
%EB %lt £85'eL 00e'es oLL've 059't6 059'v6 96°L 000t PooMmIBpUn B00BZ
%ed %88 28r'c T 18%'9 666'2 e’ Lya'L £2°2 000°L uosuGoy y10zZ
%8 %It lee'zB 1GE'6EL 000'zs LG¥'30L 1S¥'891 6y 0004 Yoeag £00.4L
Sujpung Bupung - sbBueyn Buipung Bugpuny van dxgdsuesy HSo Aosuapiyg ! BWEN JoS10 qal
2184 ¥aqQ oted Bupung vag uaungy
juaung viaa ’ !




o't
L'

T

50'L
650
ozl
990
00e
IEE
8G'¥

089
LO'h
£L0
LE'L
601
S0
6L’z
69°¢
A

o2

ooz
L
¥Ze
8c'tL
190
56t
L6k
o't
S6°0
L'k
¥8'0
060
ES'Y
80°)
SE'D
eLt
Pyt
Pr'e
0t
620
a8t

Aepaus Ju3 zi-y
pRIs/sapiy

o8

gLt
SEl
9y
SEL

EGEZ-

1]

9L

SiE
8EL
998°L
84z
£ve
¥0E
62

‘581

9z
9

g9z
sc

19
128
585
€1z
opl
662
lze
zog
152
61
o€z
ZrLLL
el -
orL
118
g€z
£62'9
vz

SE8

%E8
%tEe
%Eg
%ER
%E8
%E8
%E8
%0
%0
%0
%0
%8
%€£8
%ES
%Eg
%E£8
%E8
%ES
%ER
%E8
%E8
%E8
%ES8
%ER
%ER
%Ee
%E8
%ER . '
%EB
%E]
%¢E®R
%ESR
%ER

%Eg
%EB
%ER
%€E8
%ER
%EB
%E8
Buipung
Alad van

% -
%ol
Yot~
%1
%0
%0
%0
%0
%0
%0
%0
%0
%1
%}
Y%t
%l
%Z
%e
%L
%t
%E
Y%t
%t
%¥
%y
%S
%S
%S
%9
%9
%9
%L
Yol

%l

%L
%8
%8
%6
%6
%6
%6

auad
jus.ung

“¥aa

%EL-
%E8
%p9
%8¢
%ET
%EL
%ES
%0
%0
%0
%0
%19
%9T
%b9
%99
%G5G
%ES
%Eg
%9
%59
%EE
%65 -
%e9
%GG
%02
%Z9
%99
%EQ
%L
%95
%66
%ES
%E8
%08
%08
%EB
%Eg
%EL
%8
%¥9
%406

%bL
%E8
%9
%BE
%EY
%EL

%HES

%0

%0

%0-

%0

%19
%9Z -
%¥9
%P9
%S
%18
%18
%19
%29
%02
%95
%88
%1
%59
%45
%19
%L
%S9
%6
%ES
%92
%92
%ZL
%62T
%GL
%¥L
%S9
%L
%GS
%ty

Bupungd Bujpungy
ajad Buipung

2a8d ¥aQ

i}

i

waung

(909
(gee)
(209}
(e18)
{595)
{s1)

(ze)

A4

£8¢2 '
100y
208"}
800'2
6611
9EL')

-9E9'Z

L¥S'S
1 7
BOS'S
LE6.
BEV'L
G62'0
Gog'Le
£92'9
806'E
058'LL
ZEY'S
'L
2£8'0
FEF'L
£86'4
88£'66
TiL'8
EVE'8
oL1'g
gza's
868'¥E
SeL'Gh
afiueyn

viada

GiZ'LG
E9F'EBY
16¥'iL
v0v'49
687’
6€9'2¥
BOY¥'SZ

255°001
902'Z1
£0L'1L0E
58028
05224
621'Z6
£L8'EY
155'09
ove'eZl
106'G .
9z.'88
L6L'¥L
ZeL'el
¥9 201
¥£6'682
OLG'E6
950'69
LiP'EEL
159'05
+50'E51
9E2'GE
LBY L)
115'68
L¥S'28Y
65.'68
68.'48
yZ0'ES
gor'ce
£9.L'6%2
£18'o8

Bupung

vaa

128'28
86.'6%
POL'ZL
812'89
$50'Y6
£59'2%
6EV'ST

EEE'00L
EZ6'L}
z01'462
B12'ce
ZrL'sL
0£6'06
LEL'TY
S16'E9
SOR'EZL
8aL's
8lLZ'eq
PSZ'EL
£68'01
6r8'001
695'¥92
FAFR ]
81’19
129'lz
§ZZ°05
log'egt
868'8L
v0'atL
¥65'18
£GL'B8E
186'08
ar6'8L
¥58'9¥
FANYENY]
998'viZ
BBO'LL
Bujpung
jaunn

£91'69
Z61'65
Frade:]
08y'18
LIO'ELE
£86°48
ELL0E

955'LZ1L
cal'rl
086'c9E
042501
986't6
£60°CL1
¥EO'ES
6¥¥'08
95L'951
ovl'L
¥GZ'201
¥GL'LL
091'zz
ZZL'0EL
£¥9'S¥E

T LEO'ELL

[R25: 7]
EYE'LDL
88¥'89
5Lo'e8)
BEG'CO}

LELME

z82'801
0GE'68S
£05'801
Lzi'eot
960°'t9

9.6'ZL)
616'10¢
Z¥6'vot

van

a1g'es
262'65
080°CLE
880'8.L4
268°212
mm.o.mw
€L9'Ly
FA WS
6996
290'v82
968'eE
690601
Log'sr
¥50'89¢F
219'2EL
8L0'LPL
£E60'ZEL
¥E0'ES
L&¥'r0L
125'002
Lo0'eZ
959’671
z88'ze
08¥'EE
PV ¥GE
Z280°'L9%
B6L'LYL
He'8L
BOE'RE}
168'L0}
b¥8'ese
6£9'C0}
tELLZ
9eL'zLl
Gev'ape'y
E0S5'801
LZL'aok
ore'zL
946°C1L
GLG'E6E
269°'vL1 '
dx3 dsueip

05°€
99'
BLE
0£2
86
A
SLb
69'L2
BEE
ZL'y
¥5'L
75z
£0'GH
Ll
982
8’y
66'0
vl
197
6T
Z5'Zl
9z
9ez
0EZ
85z
ez
o'z
£22
va'e
152
¥z
85'C
vl
€92
612
292
6T
08°0
89°C
gt
952

Hgo Afouatoy3

0880
aaotL
LLL0
85¢°0
61570
§88°0
§¥9°0
LIV
§12°0
18140
90v°0
98l 0
SiEd
8LL°0
£62°0
9990
000"}
000't
0LL0
08£70
SLZ0
L1220
052°0
299'0
E¥8°0
0520
1080
000°L
1680
TLO0
SLLO
0004
o0t

0960

BEY'O
000+
0001
988°0
000°L
1920
L0g'0

papun Bingman +50g

uoreys Asjurd 6109¢

SNy L00E2

0Joqgs|IIH 6006¢

uszeH t006¢

uolleH L006t
sllagmog ¢10L

poompds 9zo4
Me3 gLo.L

¥
Z

0D sBulmg 100V

anng supmog G102
uoi] 9e0s

Z
1

euiquRd 100vE
e sjiaad L009€

uosme() 2|a31$ 9Z0Z
Aepebp3 £00€
PUEIYOIY 405
BIIAPIOL- 6200
ajaloy 6200
Kajep aide 006
¥93ITy BSIOH ZE0/
_IaLupuhps Z¥06
HeaH s v000
[ESusy 6102

. SBYROD L¥0L

00 2ZUdMIN L00L
HOOPPEIN BO0E
sdoyISap, 2105
Auned apwma 1002
poomiaBpry 8206
yeneq /zo6
#ausim 6109
uasousp £E08
1Yo 6008

obies Lo06

@1e1q 1505

HHOW UOjIBzZEeH 900G
_ ieg 010l
voajoden Zo¥

[4
[4
£
S
¥

Z
£
£
¥
3
Z

I
£

z

[4

£

[4
i
G
(4

. 1ou 100LG

POIMIBAA BZOE
aweN 1aLys1q

)

ail



0€’L
T BLL
¥£'0
¥2't
oLz
95’0 .
8L}
Wy -
90
£6°0
621
201
€0
| vEY .
| 120
7 0L}
| 62’1l
| 69't
| T .
oF'y
10t
85°4
694
BL'Z
191
102
60F
£Z'}
81z
91z
$0'}
L6'E
ve'h
e
860 -
05
(A
£9'L
950
ge'l
ez

Kepaua Ju3 zi-y . Buipungy
n..__._wn_ van

pnIs/SapLy

16
€61
G0z’

85

gzZe

see
5p
bGE
206
£LL
59
Le
¥l
6
gey
882
z9

i

01
Stk
ove
¢ii
z09

‘o9z

k-
2ez
vOL
¥al
V51
86%
zez
gz
b
£9e
GhL
152
HIE
&t
LiV'E
FAYA
0L

%E8
%Eg
%ER
%ER
%te
%E8

%Eg

%E8
%£8
%£9
%£8
%¢€8
%£8
%E8
%E8
%E8
%ER
%ER
%ES
%EB
%E8
%R
%0
%58
%£8
%E8
%58
%E8
%EQ
%£g
%E8
%ER
%ER
%E
%ES
%ER
%E8
%ER
%EB
%EB
%eg

%l -
%bt-
Yoll-
Yot 1-
%il-
%01-
%01
%01~
o6
o 6-
%6-
%6~
%6~
%8-
oLg-
%8~
%8~
%8-
Y%l
%9~
%9
%9~
%9-
%G
%tv-
%b-
Yt
u\o.v...
Q\DVI
O\O.V..
%E-
%t~
he-
%E-
%
%Z-

%l .

%e-
%e-
%l
Yal-

uauny

%95

%G5
%lv
%09
%Ee
%9
%t
%9t
%9
%05
%04
%56
%6E
%lS
%6¥
%19
%ES
%CS
%&P
%8¥
%ES
%B5
%ER
%99
%¢E8
%8
%E8
%04
%v9
%ES

%09

%l
%GL
%E8
%19
%05
%EB
%06
it
%0L
%65

Bujpung Bujpung
dled vad

%L9
%99
%85

%L

%EG
%ed
%ES
%95
%SS

| %B6G

%6L
%¥9
%8t
%6
%L
%S84

%16

%09

%ZG’

%ES
%69
%&9
%69
%0L
%18
%L8
%i8
%tl
%89
%.G
%t9
%SL
%82
%58
%E9
%25
%58
%45
%EY
%L
%09

(evs'e)

(G22'Z1)
(661'61)
LTSN
{Lev'eD)
(zvv'sL)
(raa'e)

(rse's1)

{Gev'1}’

{g18'01)
{822'2)
{oBp'LL)
(512'c)
{ree'l)
{Ly0'®)
{£r0'81)
(1es't)
(009'51)
(660'9)
{(6zz'c)
{geo's)
{(11'))
(vaz'or)
(s08'01)
(zze)
(6¥1'2)
(z00'2)
{ves'or)
{5z0'¥)
{v28'9)
{rro'e)
{950'4)
(6£2°'2)
{(r65°5)
(¥EL°1L}
(918°'¢)
(910'1)

{i1g8)

(rp2's)
(e2¢'L}

- (go¥'t)
aBueysn
218d Bulpungy

jualng vaa

99F'vr
S6Z'¥9
6¥L'e8
6£E'8L
cog'sel
9BR'ELL
192'94
$29'¥6
198'L5

'£02'6G

9L LY

(OPP'EL

G+9'vL
FAY I A
SEB'LY
viZ6vL
Z19'0¢
G0.'Z0L
Z.1'sg
L09'eT
0zZ1'el
026'18
BOS'EYL
059'671
g10'9
Z8L'EY
YA A
gér'ooe
LE2'68
LLO'LOL
0zZE'9s
B8L8'VE
908'4S -
268981
200'8¥
GZ)1'i6
POy
£6r'vE
06s'Le}
Li6'L8
168'88

~

Bugpung
v3aa

60Z'€5
120'2L
g+6'20)
809l
9£2'602
geEL'EL]
s¥1'0Z
BLE'ELL
Zre's9
zzs'0L
#50'02
0Z6've
098'£1
956°'C)
186'5S
11€291
2055
voc'eLt
LIZ'E9
LEB'OZ
851'08
189'06
Z60'vG1
65¥'091
gee'y
oce'sy
0E9'v¥
b2Z'41E
gs2'es
6G6'201
¥9£°65
SE6'5E
$¥0'09
LG+'Z61
bel'6Y
Tv6'00L
099'6¥ -
YOV GE
SE8'8L
¥BE'CH
GZE'06

Bujpung
Juaung

VGL'ES
Zzi'lL
Ze2'101
691°'2C
G09'vZT
089°L€1L
259'61
¥oE'FLL
LS6'69
01'eL
881z
9..'88
Y02'LL
SH5'vL
¥¥6'LG
arp' 08l
£5Z°49
vZe'vzZL
$69'99
Bes'ee
EEV'P6
180'66
8ER'CLL
006'081
el
661'25
¥25°15
99E'ZVT
889'tg
9LZEL
18089
$20'08
12869
128's22
2£0'85
L0v'LLL
L96'EG
8¥9'L¥
015612
910'66
ZLE' 201

van - dx3 dsueay -

Z¥5'6L
9:9'411
g08'LLL
9£9'0€

- 609'vZZ

9z1'081
zi6'gE
Z89'v02
029'sZlL
GEB'8L L
0zZs'sz
££9'ZEL
00§'LE
06Y'eZ
£0£'86
185'222
£62'19
81’861
ge9'zet
¥Z6'0G
Z08'vel
686'8€1
BES'ELL

.926'222

Ziz's
661'2G
¥ES' LG
522582
005'201
876'681
650'v6
Yey've
20542
ii8'6ee

.Gav'gs

rIg'e6tL
L96'€S
96’19
08L'EEY
SI6'9LL
667671

06°€

267¢

18’z
gy'e
06'L
6E'G
Zge
g9e’c
v
ot'¥
9Lt
oe'z
L9
GE'E
8l
£9¢
v’y
8L
69°¢
oF'y
oLz
S6°¢C
88’0
e
oL'e
G9'0
L0
e84

. 8871

721
bz
\z'z
sze
88T
oY
16°C.
160
Y’y
88l
5e2
€6

uso Aouaidy3

9/9°0
099°0
6950
vZLo
000'L
ovL0
#05°0
6550
15570
£09'0
Zve'0
6990
Lo
619°0
685°0
(WL
000'L
9z9°0
P50
095°0
1520
ELL0
000°}
¥6.'0
000'}
000'L
000'L
058°0
8.4°0
£v9°0
vZL'0
v18°0
Z06°0
000'4
ovL'0
909'0
000'}
z19°0
1060
9v8'0
BLLO

[eNjUsY) @INE GEDL
Bingsens 51061
A Aetien zooz
upuey 62005
ouleld BB L00ZE
JaBunier £101
uosagqo 910c
UOSLIBS) G082
- UOYEID £000S
UosSsaN ZO0Es
pue|aaz $009Z
pooMULON 6Z181
8yoaN SGOPE
wa|g [egua) zeory
“uosdwoy} 19081
wobay-now 10042
Bloualsy 660ES
12)230G-20eD 9G0F2
Xep 06082
auogiiad L1022
. upepul ZZ0E
As|usy 60092
pajun 20015
J0lAR |-pIeYolY $E0ST
ypelwlew L0ty
8|y B3 900ES
- Opesw3 /7181
neauog 100
suwerd g 02015
Aempiy gz181
ol 02005
wosuey 14 900.¢€
Asmoow 6LoZY
Asjueis zoole
anen slemod 120/
BIOYET 9G0ZE
JoupN-Z00L Y
SiNn). 0Z0ZZ
UMDISBWER |00LY
uNIn U89 8rO0E
. eBpuyag gooey
sweNjumslg . @l



99°}
Z9't
45°1
GF'L
121
BO'Z
Finrd
TN
JN
bLL
ZZ't
ZZ'1
Z8'0
G
£Z°)
z0'l
VL
167
8.1
150
641
o
250
S1l
vi0
€02
8Z'0
R
662
gl
L'
gL't
980
okl
ar'l
0
560
€L
ozl
80t
680

Aeppua au3z Zp-y
pris/sepiy

"¥61

S8
85
g5t

LB

€L
112

0g1 .

(32
el

S0}

05z
5zZ
£v9
9t

ori
62€
vav
LE

6PE
051
962
g8z

zZEed

98¢t

0zz

1Z¥
SBE
b

8El
061
89

185
£1€
zZvZ
652
901
G4
Gee
LG
06¥

%EQ

- %E8

%E8
%ER
%Ee8
%E8
%ES8
%ER’
%Eg
%ER

%ER

%ER
%E8
%ER
%£8
%ED
%EY
%EB
%ER
%E8
%E8
%EB
%ER.
%E8
“%ER
%E8
%E8
%ER
%ER
%E8
%ER
%EB
%E8
%ER
%€8
%EB
%E8
%E8
%EQ
%EQ
%E8

. Bujpuny

suad van

%eT-

%zT-
%he-
%0Z-
%02-
%02-
%64
%64-
%B4-
%al-
G\Um Fl
%84
%81~

%81~

%81-
%LL-
%oll-
%l
%21~
Yol -
%41~
%9l
%91-
%91~
%S 1-
%G1
%G1
% l-
Yot -
Yeti-
Y%t
%¥ -
n\nv_.l
%
%EL-
%Z L

%Zl-

p AN
%ll-
%t~
%tl-

%E9-
%cy
%8S
%8S

Y44

alad

waung

Vaa

%EB
%ZS
%19
%ZL
%E8 -
%9%
%09
%9G
%8t
%ER
%8t
%95
%E8
%6S
%65
%9G
%8¢t
%8
%6E
%0y
%ES
%ES
%65
%LS
%¥9
%vL
%99
%t
%09 °
%46
%8S
%ES
%tE
%iG
%69
%19
Buypun 4
2lad vaq

%8

"%¥9
C%9L

%G1,
%v9
%ZOL

Ykl

%08
%16
%10}
Y%l
%8/
%l
%99
%001
%09
%EL
%00}
CA-T I
%94
%zl

- %S8S

%59
%8G
%G4S
%89
%89
%EL
%99
%8L
%88
%08
%8G
%EL
%04
%01
%G9
%9t
%29
%04
%L
Buipung
'a10d
waung

(Lyo'et)
{8e8'0L)
(iv0'12}
(zse'1E)
(€11'61)
(658'02)
(ovz1e)
(6918}

(1¥9'at)
(z6a'B)

(z20'22)
(1£8'v2)
(zv6'6e)
(oec'o)

(0226)

(s6E'81)
(880°Z2)
(¥01'2)

(061'82)
(czg'ol)
(869'62)
(geg'se)
(cat's)

(eeg'zl)
(ovg'9e)
(6z2've)
(z64'v1)
(9v8'L¥)
(crg's)

{£19'8)

(ocz'st)
{scz'6)

(6522}
{g62'ce}
{B¥L'ze)
(9g1'2)

(roi's)

(cov'12)
{652'12)
{8vi'6L)

-{6Z1'02)

eBueyn
Buipung
v3ia

bZLE
92502
¥Sv'9s
z89'vg
LSLZY
¥6¢'89
G16'eR
£19'ST
G9G6'E9
962'0¥
990'02
681'Z8
L91'sZ1
£6G'2E
69z
vit'LG
0SL'EL
6BE'0L
156'16
FrAN:
162001
£0z'es
ZBE'YZ
968'0¢
89E'69
0Z9'6L1
659'25
Zov'691L
26E'vE
Ziv'ey
999'086
226'Y
.0°0FL
L5001
¥Gi'00L
219°vE

- 269'72

6¥6'29
599'v6
BEG'SOL
V2L

Bujpung

vaa

zoL'08
L pal'ie
LOS' 2L
S EO0'OLL
y98'1L9
$GE'60L -
1zZg'vit
. T8L'Ee
90Z'08
881'6¥
gel'z6
9zZ0'L0L
£01'59)
6ZL'vZ
YLL'ZE
Z/8'69
BEZ'GH
£6Y'Z1
1'9Z)
0596
Ger'0eL
[¥2'91L
1216'ZE
8ZS'CY
?12'98
6¥E'VS1
L5t 29
808412
IEZ'LE
980'cS
YO6'PLL
Z81'v5 .
1688281
1¥8'0EL
r0g'zZ
£08'L ¥
99822
1S6'E8
¥ZH'9LL
985621
orB'LE}
Bupung.
jualmng

£L8'vY
z18've
£pe'e9 -
G9£'zZ0!
BL9°1S
F26'901
gzZO'LOL
ZuB'0e
6£8'0s
Lha'sy
869'v8

"16£'66

26Z'151
29212
01G°ZE
£22'29
GZr'en
BGGTL
cLP'gL
£L¥'12
op'1zZi
445001
Gy'BZ
BYE'LE
$aa'cq
009'F¥L
GG9'E9
6v8'v0Z
G52
89625
558'01L1
80E'¢G
622'691
S0%'62Z1
690' 121
gLy
IEV'IZ
LL9'GL
£EF'PLL
66424
150'GEL

van dx3 dsuerg

¥98'6S
168'8F
919'z0l
PPP'GSL
661'L6
¥16'901
150191
gee'zy
1£5'88
L8y
150'SZL
Gi0'L€EL
691222
GG9'9E
0:8'z¢
62901
£SL'OEL
gss'zy
612'291
281'00¢

-28v'ogl

LES'21E
82405
0LL'6L
VEE'WLL
1£2'922
121'66
912'682
VL' Ly
£86'20
9.8'0€!
890'89
zee'ole
8EE'6LL
vOE'sLL
902'6G
BZL'EY
¥92'184
orz'28t

or'gsL

852'z8|

3

61Z
0E
8T
9z'e
8e'9
L0}
z9c
re€
88°E
Zr'e
8EZT
68'2
28T
£0°E
60°)
¥8'
e}
e
182
62°€
68°€
E0'6
EV'Z
€0°E
g€
6T
98y
10°E
0€Z
£6'1
IS€
z6'y
1o'e
€57
£8'T
o€
e
61T
69'C
€8’
EP'T
uso

05L0
1050
5990
6G9°0
ZES'0
000'+
{290
ZeL0
8980
0007}
1190
GZL0
189°0
0850
000°t
£89°0
6190
000°L
80.L°0
ELLO
§29°0
Zovr'0
G860
69+°0
180
B6£9°0
Zro0
80.°0
8190
€440
£68°0
B6L0
G800
el 0
16970
0020
9£9'0
SL¥0
a0
FAYA]
L0
Aouapig

1

swepy 9z10s
PIOHOM L00SE
1D uopa|quip 2802
Dl 9YET BIUNY ZL08Z
sweyy 109
Aajiep [eAUaD £006Y
. [BUBD N 6902
Yoppoos) g10Zy
J|8neso0y gL061
uadde) 8z0ze
Isua] gLOLE -
uopmog-uspuassa4 GZ02e
uoibuied 01091
aBpoq 800¢1
Pl2Iys iU G808Z
UOSUPUBH 8006E
uiIesung Lo00Y
lopejuely GOOBE
LOLB-BIIIALDINT 9¥0Z
aInowey gooEe
EJONPIW /0002
alellusy gzZoLs
piaIea £L0SY
18Ameg 91016
PIOpOOY MBN 100F L
M3N 800ES
uewmag 1009
N9L 09052
BUOISMO|IDA V1042
Binguipg 90106
pueibuz maN 60012
lapuexsly z004Z
AgBny coose
wajeg mapN LODDE
Bizdia meN-uiBi3 65v061
uiaynog gooay
junouute4 gLo6e
[2AUBW GZLGL
[enuad 0 s86us 8100z
SI0WILET 41081
Aantey geozs
aweN JaLgsig a

L



Log
¥6'0
691
00'9
56'Z
0z}
60°0
19}

C 2571

zL0
15

P60

BGL
9670
aco
6174
OLe
96+
14"
eVeE
00¢
89°)
AL
05}
L5874
8’
e
88’
120
et
G6'L
¥a'h
oLt

Aeppua au3x zZ1-M
pMs/Sapy

1£9'66

9 %ER %L %bG
ve %¢e8 %66~ %eT .
e %EQ %PS- . %06 -
¥ %E8 %bG- %IE
1z %Eeg %EGe . %0f
19 %E] %ES- %€
¥02'Z %Eg %S - - %2
zz . %eg %EYy %P
901 %E8 %It %L
681, %ED % %85
16 %EB  %Op- %Lz
i %ES %0p- %PE
562 %EQ %BE- %G
G6E %EQ %.E- %BG
102 %ER %EE- %8E
69 %ER %EE- %Eg
PE %ER oLEe- %66
sy oLEg %lE- %EQ
zt %EQ %€ %BE
2 %ER %1E- %ER
v %EQ %08- %G5
05 %Eg %0¢g- %EE
Gg %EQ %82- %BE
06 %E8 %8z %08
66 . %E8 %8Z- %8BT
LGL - %ER - % 42" %ER
- %ER %92- %Eg
851 %ER %92- %ip
€€ %ER %92- %G
0.9'C %ED %¥Z- %5E
1GZ %ER %pE- %EY
2z %e8 %ZZ- AR
arl %eg %zz- %ER
£91 %Eg %zZE- %¥S
mt:.uc_:m dlad mc__u_.:._m
aed vdn juaung 2idd ¥v3q
-v3a

%BT)
%8L
%¥0l
%8
%66
%06
%88
%4.8
%68
%0014
%49
%L
%Z6
%16
%Ll
%GLL
%Z6

147"

%69
%P
%G8
%29
%L9
%801
%99S
%601
%60t
%0L
%Ll
%68
%99
%¢E9
%G0i1
%94
Burpung
2184
yuaxng

0
(raLol)
(186'15)
{L1g8'v1)
{oga'g)
(pig'61)
(9g1'ze)
(r09'69)
(9e5'za)
(8zz'vp}
(968°'21)
(665'2Y)
(229'8)
{l0¥'zE)
(8zz's6D)

S el'ee)

(z12'8)

(P9'L1)
(6GE"L1)
(er'si)
(Ze¥°))

(rze'ol)
{6£Z'G1)
{z50'v2)
(G911}
(sge'og)
(se0'z1)
(spa'se)
{(£gz'i¢€)
{z02'9}

{942'vl)
(6811}
(6£9'02)
{res'cl)

- (B06'6T) -

affiueyn
Buipung
vaa

£¥1'Z28'91

Z6v'L
£16'C1
219'¢L
960’
¥EL'El
062
£16'6
g.2's8
L¥8'6Y
s0g'sz
9z0'6Z’
6S€'L
100'9¥
vIE'DY
85122
51902
690°1Z
£26'6Z
91Z'8t
rog8'e
19Z'64
ZeL'9L
¥96'2E
062'1S
EOE"E
B8P L
048'v21
6gZ'z9
ZL0'CL
686'601
60L'¥2
gz5'8¢e
12015
£gL'es

Bujpuny4

v3aqa

£rl'zea'ol
21971
$96'py
8z7'8T
Ze0'vL
895'8Z
929'vG
118'62
v18'291
GLL'tv6
LOL'EP
vZO' 1L

ge0'at

8ov'gL
zvs'el
056'09
26892
zgl'ee
ze2'vy
gze'ee
ive's
285'62
0.6'1¢
glo'28
550'69 .
889°19
615'6¥
G1L'p91L
8t5'66
v11'61
§92'v81

. 868'G1LL

L0265

SvS'vo

Z69'€0}
Bupung
EP...:U

096'FPEE'0Z  PI9'ELE'SE
150'6 . BLE'E)
z8o'slh PAYAI:
Lov'ot i8e'22
091L'9 S69'91
8V58'GH 8ve'ez
98}'42 0v8'09
£86'H1 0ET'9E}
980°€01 166'261
8.£'09 112'901
89v'0¢g 91'ep
£BO'SE RGE'201
958'8 15212
109'6G £9/'G8
g86'GS £E0'BL
628'2E 050'T2
£66'42 £66'vZ
gor'se BOY'GE
LZb'9E L2L'OE
pz0'ze Zsk'ay
865y 865

£82'ET 5Z6'PE
92Z'02 251§
1¥8'6€ 1ze'se
L00'29 £06'E9
org'ze LEQ'0LL
91g'sy 9IE'SH
9b6'05 1 9v6'0G1
Z6Z'Se SOL'EVE
Z08'GH LE8'SZ
1S6'ZEL \ZZ'eLe
OLE'0B vZ0'SLL
viG'oy £/9'C6
628'19 §9'L9
16468 | LEZ'9EL

van

dx3 dsuesy;

6h'c
EV'OL
¢L'e
20’y
69°¢
Sr'e
[A
ot

C6E

'z
SE'Y
i8¢
80'L
611
£9°G
Ly
882
e
6E'E
Lt
Sz
eLE
FATE 4
9L'e

e

670
Eg'l
o'y
344
G9'E
80t
LEL
6571
LEY

dso Aouainy3

§69'0
2Lz
£09°0
69E0
£95°0
Lv¥0
8800
¥E£S0
8950
9010
LZ2E°0
L0¥°0
8v9'0
FAY N
95+°0
000°tL
S0
000}
LG1°0
0001
2990
£E6E0
L9y0
0460
ZrPe0
000+
000t
9250
2190
AR
9160
L6¥°0
000°L
8590

Iayyeg 010s1
. AepieH GLOEL
plojsueT GEOS
ueluny zL061
Aayen jueses|d 5e0zs
QSCoLleUY #10GZ
UOISINAA LOOES
Jayseld 6EOOE
_poomuisys zZo08e
uoiAeIQ 610PE
auusiays Ziopk
uojuel§ ZZ0RZ
uyoris £onoy
Kaung LyolLg
QIOHIUOW LOORT
[BJUBD N 8Z08F
SWIS 8000¢
8311 8UOT 9OOL L
SaNAS BEOZS
51984S ¥L0bY
BUDIBA | LOEZ
Aslep, uap|o9 0Z06Z
puejaBiz saqsig zoogry
Buip gzo8
12adiow vL0LY
As|eA Z1OVE
HEIDESIMET L9LLS
BUIDBY £00.P
uopeyS ZooLE
uosulIg 1005
~ Me3H § 6006¥
usnoy 1y 0£0E
adoy 0L09p
CDEm._uw ££09
SWeN s Q)



. Data Notes

The following' districts have been excluded from the transportation analysis due to incompleté or suspect.

data:

District Name ID
Apple Creek
Baldwin
Eureka

Ft Yates
Grand Fks AB
Mandaree
Manning
Minnewaukan
Minot AFB
Nash
Naughton
Steriing
Sweet Briar
Twin Buttes
Walhalla

- The foliowing school districts have been reported to have zero funding from the. state for the current year:

. District Name 1D
_ Billings Co .

Bowline Butte
Earl )
Spiritwood

8039
8029

51018

43004

- 18140

27036
8045
3005

- 511860

50031
8025
8035

30017

13037

34027

4001
27019
27018
47026
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DEA Perc Funding
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Testimony on HB 1033 ""7‘*" s

Dr. M. Douglas Johnson, Assistant Executive Director—NDCEL

Madam Chairman and members of the Committee, my name is Doug Johnson and I

. represent the school administrators of North Dakota. I am here to testify in opposition to HB

1033.

‘There are several reasons why the NDCEL opposes this bill but ﬁrst, I must comment
on the methodology by which the transportation formula computes a district’s efficiency. The
NDDPI contracted with Dr. Kendall Nygaard, Chairman, Department of Computer Science,
NDSU to develop a “quantitative foundation for a school transportation formula that rewards
efficiency and recognizes differences in site characteristics among school districts.” This
“foundation” proposed transportation plans operated by districts must meet minimum quality
standards, mcluding maximum standard ride time, average standard ride time, and updated
equipment requirements through process called the Date Envelopment Analysis (DEA). This

“linear programming approach” was designed to encourage operational efficiency while,

- according to 1ts developer, still considers resources and environmental factors necessary to

provide safe, sufficient and reliable transportation service.

The DEA process cbnsiders a variety of inputs, in determining efﬁ;:iency but the most
important are: 1) population density of a district, 2) us;bility of roads based on NDDOT’s
road ciatabasé, 3) total square miles of the school district and 4) the cost of operating the
system (calculated as the cost/student ride (CSR). Recognizing that these inputs vary widely
across the state aﬁd significantly impact a district’s CSR, the DEA formula placed districts in
to similar “peér groups” and then ranked each diétrict within that peer group, with only one

of the districts getting a efficiency of 100% and the remaining falling below 100% efficiency.
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This methodology created many discrepancies among distficts in the first calculations
computed in early October of 2004. Below is an example of four districts that have similar
efficiency ratings but with very different DEA funding results. Several things are oevious
from this example. First, a district can have a very high efficiency rating and a fairly low
cost per student ride (see districts A e_lnd B). However, the new formula, as a NDDPI official,
said has “leveled out the payment received — small districts don’t get an extra ‘kick’- so the
appropriation is distributed evenly.” This causes district A to get $33,332 more and district
B to get $39,845 less using the DEA formula than they would ender the current
transportation funding.. Districts C and D are also similar in efficiency and CSR but because
of the “leveling effect” of the formula, the difference between distriet_ C’s Current Funding

and DEA Funding is only a loss of $565 where district D would lose $41,189.

Trans Current DEA Funding : Yo %o K-12 Student/

District Efficiency CSR Exp UDA Funding Funding Change Funding  Funding Enr Day
A 1.00 1.61 152,678 152,678 92,971 126,304 33,332 61% 83% 403 1.30
B 1.00 1.83 150,946 150,946 164,715 124,870  (39,845) 109% 83% - -
C 519 - 298 217,898 113,011 94,054 93,489 (565) 43% 43% 253 1.20
D 516 3.08 175024 90,310 115,898 74,709 (41,189) 66% 43% 251 1.31

(From data for all 213 school districts provided to the Interim Education Cornmittee by NDDPI on October 4, 2004)

A major problem with the DEA formula is that in level_ing the payment received,
districts which have very large areas in which they must provide transportation regardless of
distance or student numbers are going to receive less payment because they jwilI ﬁot be as
efficient as other members of their peer group. Further, -if only one district is allowed to reach
100% efficiency within a peer group, the remaining peers will ha\\fe to be ranked below the
100% rating and never will be ablle to a full transportation payment. A second problem is

that districts that added new equipment during the year of calculation appear to be “gigged”



in their CSR because the purchase of a new bus was added to their efficiency rating. A thirq
problem is that the formula does not account for opeh enrolled students who are provided
bussing. Many districts \send buses considerable distances to provide these students
transportation. These students and the land area from 'which they come are not included in
formula and again cause a reduction in é district’s efficiency.
Finally, thf; formula that was presentcd to the Interim Educatio_n Committee did not
“have cﬁrrent and totally accurate data. The finance numbers fof 2003-04 were not part of the
formula and rides per student per day numbers varied greatly from district to district. This J
briﬁgs to question the accuracy of the reports used to gencrate the DEA _funding. It is our
hope that the hearing on Hl?;1033 will resolve these questions through a comblete and.
accurate report of the DEA formula during the hearing procesg. In the mean time, our
members believe that this formula is not one that.should be adopted and we urge thé
committee to return to the 2001 transportation funding formula.
Thank you for your attention and I encourage you to give HB 1033 a Do Not Pass

recommendation. I will be happy to answer any questions that you might have regarding this

testimony.
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The Lewis and Clark Public School District has 10 bus routes and 1 shuttle route. Ty A

. Jd T

1 Lynne Hennessy  Blue Bird 2003 32,722 66 miles 29 students
Karen Hennessy  Blue Bird 1998 141,863 57 miles 33 students
Delano Mollerud  Blue Bird 2001 55,375 62 miles 29 students
Kevin Yale Blue Bird 1998 | 126,415 67 miles 37 students
Lonnie Bergeson  Blue Bird 1992 242,783 103 miles 18 students
Karen Ringeon Blue Bird '.?}2005 5,555 74/52miles 31 students
Barb Dyke Blue Bird %002 17,632 50 miles 18 students
Mike Slind Blue Bird 1990 308,000 59 miles 25 students
Marvin Franklin Blue Bird 2002 18,269 60 miles 12 students
Greg Landon Blue Bird 1892 183,685 66 miles 26 students
Mary Entorf Ford 1993 221,828 60 miles

. Activity Bus(Ber)  Blue Bird 1994 98,996 /7
Activity Bus(Ber) Blue Bird 1989 153,294 % %50
Activity Bus(NS)  Blue Bird 1996 96,588 D"‘\)j/
Spare Bus(NS) Ford 1988 235,188 ‘ﬁ H. D®® ¥
Spare Bus (NS)  Ford 1985 199,100 |2 (/\&T '
Spare Bus (Pla) ~ Ward 1983 303,064 6
"5 P (Pla) - U’/‘A
q(\ Currently, we bus 258 students out of 398 students which is 65% of our students. We

drive 1,426 miles per day. We will drive 246,698 miles per school year. This is excluding
a4 any extra-curricular events. The average miles on our buses are 143,550 miles. The
aveﬁlge ye?r of our buses %re 1994. We pay our drivers 0.39 per mile. The expenses of
our busing for 2003-04 are $250,591
° I164,715.0°

ot
o3
Ol facensls - Block Grants —7

Ruea| gebicted (legg fhailo) 0,25

Burat vehuies (s or poce) 0. 67 246 697 m A #“55’, 287, 60
Poad ‘Trqr\sfw‘h’;cl ( 1G o Wo-L Nr».\) \ Lr@ "i"Z}O - R-'IMQJf’ M—
Py velncles [less 16) .25 7 12 0% o
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. Chairperson Kelsch and representatives:

I am Warren Larson, Superintendent of Schools for the
Williston Public School District # 1. I am here today to testify
against the passage of HB 1033, the restructuring of the
transportation reimbursement proposed by the DPI study. I
am not against the creation of a grass roots committee of
stakeholders to study the reimbursement process, as the old
process had some inherent flaws. But until that committee of
stakeholders can be developed, meet, and make some concrete
realistic recommendations, I would suggest that we revert back
to the 2001 method of reimbursement. In the development of
this new DPI plan, the stakeholders, or the school districts had
little or no input. We were shown the plan, but were not a
part of the development of it. I feel that a more in depth study
needs to take place, and am confident that a cooperative
committee comprised of members of the organizations such as
the NDCEL and NDSBA could deal with the issues in a much
less complex manner.

The Williston Public Schools are not able to financially provide
transportation service to all children. The in-city
reimbursement system afforded us too great a loss of revenue
for in-city busing. However, we do have to bus many of our
special education students. We are told that the proposed
system is based on efficiency. Since the Williston Public
Schools currently receive a payment of $79,000 and under the
new proposal we would be cut $69,000, it appears that we are
grossly inefficient. If we were transporting regular education
students, perhaps our system could be more efficient.
However, each special education child that we transport has
special and unique needs, which no graph or binomial
distribution can factor. When transporting wheelchair
students, your costs will be higher than when transporting
regular education students. It takes much more time, more

specialized equipment, and more space in the bus.
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Additionally we cannot mix many of our special education
students. We are not able to transport both our ED, or
emotionally disturbed children, in the same bus that we are
transporting our SMH or severely mentally handicapped
children. The disruptive nature of the ED children would be
catastrophic for the SMH children. '

Therefore, my suggestion is to go back to the system of 2001,
and allow a committee of stakeholders, members of the key
associations, to work on and develop some resolution to the
reimbursement process. I can assure you that we may not have
in depth graphs or binomial distributions, but we would work
hard at coming up with a very fair and equitable plan.

- Thank you for allowing me the privilege of addressing you on

this critical issue for the public schools of our State.

I will answer any questio t you may have for me...
[

Warrel.lmﬁ.'f;rson
Supt. of Schools
Williston Public School Dist. # 1
PO Box 1407

Williston, ND 58802-1407
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TGU SCHOOL DISTRICT #60 =7~ *

TGU Towner & TGU Granville Schools

. ' ' Debby Marshail, TGU Superintendent
TGU School District #60 TGU Towner TGU Granville
PO Box 270 PO Box 270 ’ 210 6th St SW
Towner, NI 58788 Towner, ND 58788 Granville, ND 58741
701-537-5414 : : 701-728-6641

701-537-5414

TGU School District #60

*  District Size
. Transportation Data
. Routes:

Additionai buses:

. ' | Miles per run:

‘Total miles per day:

* Total miles per year:

Averdge miles} |
Average ride time:
Longest route:

Shortest rotite:

Students transported:

1,043.22 se_ctions

13 regular/ rural routes
1 family transportatlon

2 standby buses |
2 activity buses

755 miles
1510

261,233

58 miles

56 mhutés '

65 minttes
38 mj11ﬁtes

69.35 % (267/385)
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HOUSE EDUCATION COMMITTEE
01/04/05

Regarding
HB 1033
School District Transportation
from
Dr. Charles Brickner, Superintendent
Carrington School District

Madam Chair and Fellow Members of the House Education Committee.

Although I fully support efforts to foster efficiency in student transportation I have
specific concerns with HB 1033 and the procedure it uses to define “efficiency” and
in turn identify those school districts that are deemed to be efficient.

DEA Formula discourdges bus routes for open enrolled students by
considering only in-district factors.

Point 1 : Specifically, the Carrington School District operates nine regular farm to
school bus routes, two of which (22% ) solely provide for transporting out of district
students into Carrington Schools.

Given a 2004-05 Farm to School Student Transportation Budget of $230,000
approximately $50,000 (22%) is dedicated to out of district students. The DEA
Formula has no way of identifying out of district students and therefore finds the
program to be inefficient. Carrington property taxes provided for this added cost.
The district should not also receive less state payments because of this low
efficiency factor,

Point 2: Length of ride (longest riding time) is an important consideration in the
DEA Formula. -Efficiency increases with shorter riding times- . Three of the
remaining seven bus routes have been extended to reach additional out of district
students. This again lowers our efficiency rating.

DEA Formula does not indicate a clear definition of what an efficient bus
route should look like. What factors must be altered to become more efficient?
Can these factors be managed or are they part of a district’s natural geography?
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House Education Committee
January 5, 2005
Testimony presented by North Dakota Farm Bureau
( - Sandy Clark, public policy team

Good morning, Madam Chair and members of the committee. Thank you for the
opportunity to appear before this committee on HB 1033. For the record my name is
Sandy Clark and I represent the 27,500 member-families of North Dakota Farm Bureau.

School transportation is a major issue for students and parents in rural areas of
North Dakota. School consolidations also add to the need for state-funded school
transportation, because school districts are serving students from increased distances.

We recognize that several inefficiencies exist within the current funding system.

\ More students are driving to school themselves. More parents are working in town and
. providing their own transportation. After-school activities have also challenged
transportation services. Many large buses are driving down the road with few students. In
some cases, current state rules and regulations, coupled with the transportation formula,
encourage some of the inefficiencies that exist. |

While the effort of improving efficiency is commendable, NDFB must oppose HB
1033. We appreciate the amount of time and money expended in the data envelopment
analysis. However, this bill has the potential to erode local control of administrators and
school boards.

Our Farm Bureau members are concerned that as the system evolves through the
years, the state will be mandating bus routes to local school districts, Computers,
Geographic Information Systems and all the new technology are wonderful tools that
should be utilized in many circumstances. But, we are dealing with people
here....students, parents and local school officials. ..not finite situations. Local
administrators are best equipped to make decisions on bus routes and what kind of

} transportation vehicles should be utilized.
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One future. One voice.



We also have concern that this system could easily provide more funding for large
urban schools and less funding for rural schools, which have less students and longer
distances to travel. Although providing transportation to these students may not be as
efficient, the service is just as necessary as for students in more populated areas.

The concept of rewarding efficiency and encouraging efficiency is admirable, but
this system does not seem to be the way to accomplish that.

Rather than implementation of the data en{/elopment analysis, NDFB supports
continuation of the transportation block grant concept that was utilized during the last
biennium. Many of our Farm Bureau members serve on local school boards and have
indicated they liked that simplified system of providing school transportation funding.

Thank you and I would entertain any questions you might have.

et



