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HEANEY, Circuit Judge.

Little Rock School District (LRSD) appeals from an order of
the United States District Court for the Eastern District of
Arkansas requiring it to pay the Pulaski County School District
(PCSSD) $345,294 pursuant to a settlenent agreenment in the
interdistrict desegregation case. W affirm the order of the
district court essentially for the reasons stated in its opinion.

At issue in this appeal is the entitlenent to mgjority-to-
mnority [Mto-M paynents and the amount each school district
woul d receive pursuant to the settlenment agreenent. Paragraph O of
the settlenent agreenent provides in part:

[A]Il Mto-Mpaynents generated by Interdistrict Schoo
students paid by the State to LRSD and PCSSD (i ncl udi ng
paynment to each district as sending district and
receiving district), except transportation paynents, wll

be pooled for the education of all Interdistrict School
students. The instructional budgets of the Interdistrict
Schools will be equalized. This provision does not

change each district’s obligation to construct and
maintain the Interdistrict Schools within its boundari es.

(Settlenent Agreement, 8 11, § O(3).)

Pursuant to this court’s instructions, the district court
j udge conducted an evidentiary hearing and subsequentl|ly ordered:

[ FJor each school year, the anount of LRSD s and PCSSD s
financial contribution to the pool is calculated in
accordance wth Paragraph O of the Settlenent
Agreenent.[There is no dispute as to the nethodol ogy for
cal cul ating these anmounts.] The total anmount of funds in
the pool for a given year is then divided by the total
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nunmber of Mto-M students in the interdistrict schools in both
districts to arrive at an equalized, per-student dollar anount for
educating them in the interdistrict schools. For each school
district, the equalized per-student dollar anount 1is then
multiplied by the nunber of Mto-Mstudents hosted by that district
inits interdistrict schools to determ ne the anount of the pooled
funds to which each district is entitled.

Little Rock School Dist. v. Pulaski Cvy. Special School Dist. No.
l, LR CG82-866, at 3 (ED. Ark. July 30, 1996) (citations omtted).

On appeal, LRSD argues that the district court erred in
di viding the pool based on the nunber of Mto-Mtransfer students;
rather, it asserts that the court should have divided the pool
based on the total nunber of students in the interdistrict schools.
Under LRSD's nmethod of calculation, PCSSD would owe LRSD
$1, 270,839, instead of LRSD s owi hg PCSSD $345, 294 as ordered by
the district court.

We review the factual findings of the district court under a
clearly erroneous standard and its interpretation of the Settl enent
Agreenent de novo. The district court’s interpretation of
paragraph O is an acceptable one: it is just, it wll pronote
voluntary interdistrict transfers to interdistrict schools, and it
will provide a financial incentive to both districts to receive M
to-M transfer students. See Little Rock School Dist. v. Pulaski
Cty. Special School Dist. No. 1, 921 F.2d 1371, 1394 (8th Grr.
1990).

We recogni ze that LRSD spends nore per pupil to educate its
students in the interdistrict schools than PCSSD does and that the
district court formula will not fully equalize these costs, but we
do not believe that these differences are sufficient to rel ease
LRSD fromits pooling obligation. Such a release would certainly



inhibit efforts to provide an integrated education to nany

students, the principal objective of the school integration
pr oposal . Nor are the differences sufficient to justify the
al ternative nethod of equalization suggested by LRSD. The

practical problens in that approach were found by the district
court to be insurnountable and we are not prepared to say that the
district court erred in making that assessnent.

The judgnent of the district court is affirned.
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