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BOARD OF PUBLIC EDUCATION 

MEETING AGENDA 
 

May 8-9, 2008 
 

MONTANA SCHOOL FOR THE DEAF AND BLIND 
3911 CENTRAL AVENUE 
GREAT FALLS, MT 59401 

 
 

May 8, 2008 - Thursday 
8:30 a.m.     
 
CALL TO ORDER 
 

a. Pledge of Allegiance by MSDB’s Kindergarten Class and 
Lewis and Clark’s 2nd Grade Students 

b. Roll Call 
c. Statement of Public Participation 
d. Welcome Visitors 
e. Adopt Agenda 

    
PUBLIC COMMENT 

CONSENT AGENDA 
 

a. Items Pulled from Consent Agenda if Requested 
 
INFORMATION ITEMS 
 

 REPORTS – Patty Myers (Items 1 – 2) 
    
Item 1   CHAIRPERSON’S REPORT       
   Patty Myers 
   Board of Public Education Appearances 
        
Item 2   EXECUTIVE SECRETARY’S REPORT 
 
   NASBE WESTERN AREA MEETING   
   Steve Meloy 
 

 CSPAC LIAISON - Angela McLean (Item 3) 
 
Item 3   CSPAC REPORT 
 
   CSPAC APPOINTMENTS (Action) 
 
   INTERPRETER WORKGROUP 
   Peter Donovan  
 

 REPORTS – Patty Myers (Items 4 – 6) 
    
Item 4   COMMISSIONER OF HIGHER EDUCATION’S REPORT 
   Commissioner Sheila Stearns  
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Item 5   GOVERNOR’S OFFICE REPORT 
 
   K – COLLEGE UPDATE 
   Jan Lombardi 
 
Item 6   STUDENT REPRESENTATIVE’S SURVEY REPORT 
   Katie Wood 
 

 GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS COMMITTEE – Dr. Kirk Miller (Items 7 - 10) 
 
10:30 a.m. Time Certain 
 
Item 7   SUPERINTENDENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION CANDIDATE 
   Donald Eisenmenger, Libertarian Candidate 
 
DISCUSSION ITEMS 
 
Item 8  NASBE 2008 LEGISLATIVE CONFERENCE 
  Dr. Kirk Miller 

 
Item 9   NO CHILD LEFT BEHIND UPDATE 
   Nancy Coopersmith 
 
Item 10   JOINT SUBCOMMITTEE WORK OF THE EDUCATION AND LOCAL   
   GOVERNMENT COMMITTEE 
   Patty Myers 
   Pam Joehler, LFD Analyst 
 
SPECIAL PRESENTATIONS 
 
12:40 p.m. Time Certain 
 
   KINDERGARTEN CLASS AND THE “FAIRVIEW READING PROGRAM”   
   ROOM 16 
   Julie Dee Alt, MSDB Kindergarten Teacher 
 
   VISUALLY IMPAIRED PERFORMERS (VIP) 
   IMC STAGE 
   Sheryl Lute 
 
   COTTAGE ACTIVITIES 
   BPE BOARD MEETING ROOM 
   Maeona Lee, Supervising Counselor, MSDB Cottage Program   
 
DISCUSSION ITEMS 

 
 ASSESSMENT COMMITTEE - Sharon Carroll (Item 11) 

 
Item 11  ASSESSMENT UPDATE 
  Madalyn Quinlan 
 
INFORMATION ITEM 
 

 GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS COMMITTEE – Dr. Kirk Miller (Item 12) 
 
2:00 p.m. Time Certain 
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Item 12   SUPERINTENDENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION CANDIDATE 
   Sam Kitzenburg, Democratic Candidate 
 
DISCUSSION ITEMS 
 

 ACCREDITATION COMMITTEE- Storrs Bishop (Items 13-14) 
 
Item 13   REVISED INFORMATION LITERACY/LIBRARY MEDIA CONTENT AND 

PERFORMANCE STANDARDS 
   Colet Bartow  
 
Item 14   REVISED TECHNOLOGY CONTENT AND PERFORMANCE STANDARDS 
   Michael Hall 
 
MEETING WILL BE CLOSED FOR ITEMS 15 – 17 
 
INFORMATION ITEM 
 

 LICENSURE COMMITTEE – Angela McLean (Items 15-17) 
 
Item 15   NOTIFICATION OF SURRENDER OF EDUCATOR LICENSE 
   Kathleen Magone 
 
ACTION ITEMS  
 
Item 16   HEARING – DENIAL CASE NO. 2008-01 BPE 
   Steve Meloy and Kathleen Magone 
 
Item 17   REVOCATION CASE NO. 2008-02 BPE 
   Steve Meloy and Kathleen Magone 
 
MEETING WILL BE OPEN FOR THE REMAINING ITEMS 
 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
The public will be afforded the opportunity to comment before the Board on every action item on 
the agenda prior to final Board action. 
 

 EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE – Patty Myers (Items 18 - 20) 
 
Item 18   BPE AND BOR MEETING SCHEDULES 
   Steve Meloy 
 
Item 19   BPE JUNE 13, 2007 CONFERENCE CALL MEETING MINUTES 
   Steve Meloy 
 
Item 20  K-8 TRAFFIC SAFETY EDUCATION RESOLUTION 
  Nancy Coopersmith 

 
 ACCREDITATION COMMITTEE- Storrs Bishop (Items 21 - 26) 

 
Item 21  NOTICE OF AMENDMENT RELATING TO K-12 CONTENT STANDARDS & 

PERFORMANCE DESCRIPTORS FOR INFORMATION LITERACY/LIBRARY 
MEDIA AND TECHNOLOGY 

  Colet Bartow and Michael Hall 
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************************************************************************************************************************
* 
May 9, 2008 – Friday 
8:30 a.m.   
 
Item 22   ADDENDUM TO 2007-2008 ACCREDITATION STATUS 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
   Al McMilin 
 
Item 23   PROGRESS REPORT AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR REVISED 2006-2007 

IMPROVEMENT PLANS FOR SCHOOLS WITH ADVICE OR DEFICIENCY 
ACCREDITATION STATUS 

   Al McMilin 
 
Item 24   PROGRESS REPORT AND RECOMMENDATIONS ON ON-SITE 

ACCREDITATION VISITS FOR SCHOOLS WITH CONTINUING SERIOUS 
ACCREDITATION DEVIATIONS 

   Al McMilin 
 
Item 25   ALTERNATIVE STANDARD REQUESTS - RECOMMENDATIONS 
   Al McMilin 
 
Item 26   BASE AID PAYMENT SCHEDULE 
   Nancy Coopersmith 
 
10:00 a.m. Time Certain  
 
INFORMATION ITEM 
 

 GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS COMMITTEE – Dr. Kirk Miller (Item 27) 
 
Item 27   MONTANA QUALITY EDUCATION COALITION (MQEC) REMEDY   
   RECOMMENDATIONS 
   Dr. Bruce Messinger 
 
ACTION ITEMS 
 

 DISTANCE LEARNING TASK FORCE – Dr. Kirk Miller (Item 28) 
 
Item 28  PRELIMINARY RECOMMENDATIONS FROM THE DISTANCE LEARNING  
  TASK FORCE PHASE II (DLTFII) 
  Dr. Kirk Miller and Bud Williams 
 

 LICENSURE COMMITTEE – Angela McLean (Item 29) 
 
Item 29  RECOMMENDED APPROVAL OF THE CARROLL COLLEGE MAJOR IN  
  HEALTH AND PHYSICAL EDUCATION K-12 TEACHING ENDORSEMENT 
  Dr. Linda Vrooman Peterson 
 
INFORMATION ITEMS 
 

 REPORTS – Patty Myers (Item 30) 
 
Item 30   STATE SUPERINTENDENT’S REPORT  
 
   INDIAN EDUCATION REPORT    
   State Superintendent Linda McCulloch 
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 MSDB LIAISON – Patty Myers (Item 31) 
    
Item 31   MSDB COMMITTEE MEETING REPORT 
   Steve Gettel 
 
PRELIMINARY AGENDA ITEMS – July 9-11, 2008 
Wednesday, July 9, 2008  
5-Year Strategic Planning Session  
 
Thursday and Friday, July 10-11, 2008 
Strategic Meeting – Review Bylaws and Operational Rules 
Assessment Update 
NCLB Update 
MACIE Update 
Annual GED Report 
Special Education Report 
Distance Learning 
 
 
 











































Elementary schools face 
counseling changes 
By ALANA LISTOE - Independent Record - 02/28/08 

For years Helena elementary schools have not had enough counselors to meet Montana’s 
accreditation standards. 
 
And for the same number of years, the Montana Board of Public Education has accepted the 
counseling model the district has used — which includes psychologists and social workers along with 
counselors. 
 
But that may soon change. 
 
And if it does, the district may need to hire as many as six school counselors. 
 
Superintendent Bruce Messinger informed the board of trustees in a work session Tuesday night 
that the state Office of Public Instruction said in an e-mail that the district “needs to specially 
commit to adding the necessary FTE (full-time equivalent) over a set number of years.” 
 
The district has been using the alternative model for at least 10 years, but its timeline has reached 
its limit, and it’s OPI’s opinion that the school’s counseling model won’t be accepted, Messinger said 
Wednesday.  

 
The middle and high schools didn’t need a variance because they met the requirement for 
accreditation. 
 
Marvin Williams, the district’s special education administrator, said the counseling model used in 
Helena is working and meeting the needs of students. 
 
“I do think it’s been an effective model,” Williams said. “It gives different levels of expertise in the 
schools.” 
 
To fully comply with the accreditation standards, the district would need to have an elementary 
counselor for every 400 students, according to Williams. 
 
Because only two of Helena’s elementary schools have that many students, the counselors would 
likely serve two or three schools. 

mailto:alana.listoe@helenair.com


 
Another accepted practice, although not a requirement, is to have a school psychometrist for every 
1,500 students. A psychometrist administers assessments to determine eligibility for special-
education or gifted-and-talented services. 
 
The district sent a letter to the Office of Public Instruction explaining its position and inability to 
meet the requirements. 
 
“Our district takes seriously the obligation to comply with Montana’s minimum accreditation 
standards,” the letter states. “In doing so, however, we unfortunately are forced to make value 
judgments and trade-offs due to funding limitations.” 
 
The Board of Public Education, however, says funding issues are not a compelling enough reason 
not to meet accreditation standards, and Messinger said the board has indicated it won’t accept the 
model Helena has used in the past. 
 
Helena actually exceeds the number of positions needed to fulfill the requirement by .71 FTE with its 
combination of social workers, school counselors and psychologists. 
 
To meet the state standards, it would need as many as six school counselors, with a pay scale 
around $51,000 each. 
 
Messinger pointed out that the district has no intention of terminating any of its social workers or 
psychologists to replace them with counselors. He said that with the current resources, however, 
something would have to be given up to find more than $300,000 in the budget if it’s required. 
 
Trustee Brenda Nordlund made the point that Helena is not alone in this situation, saying a 
significant portion of school districts in Montana also don’t meet this standard. 
 
She asked what the bottom-line consequence is. 
 
“If we go before the Board of Education and don’t convince them, we’d risk accreditation of the 
Helena School District,” Messinger responded. 
 
A meeting is planned with an OPI accreditation specialists and Helena administration on Friday. 
 
“This gives us the opportunity to convey our interest is presenting our case to the Board of Public 
Education,” Messinger said. 
 
Reporter Alana Listoe: 447-4081 or alana.listoe@helenair.com  
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From: Meloy, Steve
To: Chancellor Frank Gilmore; 
cc: Lombardi, Jan; Stearns, Sheila; Patty Myers; Kirk Miller; Angela McLean; 

Will, Carol; 
Subject: Charter School Rule
Date: Tuesday, March 11, 2008 2:05:29 PM
Attachments: ARM 10.55.604.doc 

Dear Chancellor Gilmore,
 
At our meeting on March 7, 2008, Jan Lombardi asked that I contact you with 
information regarding the Board of Public Education’s existing rule on the creation 
of a charter school.  Specifically, a school district may apply to the Board to create a 
charter school.  Applicants must show that they can provide an education that 
meets or exceeds the Board’s accreditation standards.  Charters can only be 
granted to publically funded schools which fall under the supervision and control of 
a locally elected board of trustees in an existing school district.  I have attached the 
controlling ARM rule 10.55.604 which establishes the minimum guarantees to the 
Board.  
 
The Board has no charter schools currently operating under this rule in Montana 
largely (my own opinion) because of the requirement that mandates the school to 
be under the supervision and control of a locally elected board of trustees.  Those 
who have expressed an interest in charter schools become disinterested when they 
cannot supervise and control the school outside of the jurisdiction of constitutionally 
established local control.   
 
I hope you find this information helpful.  If I can be of further assistance, please do 
not hesitate to call on me.
 
Sincerely,
 
Steve Meloy

mailto:/O=MONTANA STATE UNIVERSITY/OU=MSU/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=SMELOY
mailto:/O=MONTANA STATE UNIVERSITY/OU=MSU/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=FrankGilmore
mailto:jlombardi@mt.gov
mailto:/O=MONTANA STATE UNIVERSITY/OU=MSU/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=Sstearns
mailto:pmyersbpe@bresnan.net
mailto:kirk.miller@bsd7.org
mailto:amclean89@hotmail.com
mailto:/O=MONTANA STATE UNIVERSITY/OU=MSU/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=Cwill
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10.55.604 BOARD OF PUBLIC EDUCATION


 


10.55.604 VARIANCES TO STANDARDS (1) A school district may apply to the Board of Public Education through the Superintendent of Public Instruction to implement an alternative to a standard or a section of standards, excluding standards stating statutory criteria, standards pertaining to teacher licensure or endorsement, and content and performance standards as defined by the Board of Public Education and provided in guidance from the Superintendent of Public Instruction.


(a) In its application, the school district shall provide evidence establishing that its alternative is workable and educationally sound in comparison to the intent of the standard(s) that would be waived, and shall establish that the goals of the alternative will meet or exceed the results under the current standard(s).


(b) In its application, the school district shall submit a statement of mission and objectives, and identify formative and summative measures to be used to evaluate the effectiveness of the alternative.


(c) Upon appropriate application, the Board of Public Education shall approve or deny the proposed alternative.


(d) If the board denies the proposed alternative, it shall state in writing why it has done so.


(e) If the board approves the proposed alternative, its initial approval shall be for two years.


(f) During the second year of the initial approval, the Board of Public Education, through the Office of Public Instruction, shall direct an on-site evaluation of the alternative.


(g) If the board finds the alternative is workable and educationally sound in comparison to how the waived standard(s) previously worked in the district, the board shall renew the alternative for five years.


(h) Subject to on-site evaluations every five years, the board may continue to renew the alternative.


(i) A school district may discontinue an approved alternative at any time. If it does so, it shall promptly notify the Board of Public Education in writing.


ACCREDITATION 10.55.604


 


(2) A school district may apply to the Board of Public Education through the Superintendent of Public Instruction to create a charter school.


(a) A charter school must provide an education that meets or exceeds the requirements of the Montana Constitution, state law, and school accreditation standards.


(b) The Board of Public Education may only grant charters to publicly funded schools or programs under the supervision and control of a locally elected board of trustees in an existing school district.


(c) The procedure by which a school district may apply to create a charter school and by which the Board of Public Education may approve, deny, evaluate, and renew a charter school shall be identical to that outlined in ARM 10.55.604.


(d) To be proposed by a school district and approved by the Board of Public Education, a charter school shall, at a minimum, guarantee the following:


(i) school district governance and control;


(ii) unrestricted, open student access;


(iii) compliance with all health and safety laws;


(iv) teacher licensure and endorsement to the same extent as required or provided by state law or accreditation standards;


(v) employee collective bargaining to the same extent as required or provided by state law; and 


(vi) a plan for consideration of input by community members and staff as to formation and implementation issues. Consideration of input may be identified by formation of advisory committees involving staff and/or community members, conduct of a properly noticed public meeting for purposes of comment on the formation or operation of the charter school, or any other reasonable means that result in an opportunity for input by staff and community members prior to a decision of significant interest to the public regarding the formation or operation of the charter school.


(e) A school district may discontinue an approved charter school at any time. If it does so, it shall promptly notify the Board of Public Education in writing. (History: 20-2-114 , MCA; IMP, 20-2-121 , 20-3-106 , 20-7-101 , MCA; NEW, 1989 MAR p. 342, Eff. 7/1/89; AMD, 1995 MAR p. 623, Eff. 4/28/95; AMD, 1998 MAR p. 2707, Eff. 10/9/98; AMD, 2000 MAR p. 3340, Eff. 12/8/00; AMD, 2002 MAR p. 3309, Eff. 11/28/02.)
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10.55.604 BOARD OF PUBLIC EDUCATION 
  
10.55.604 VARIANCES TO STANDARDS (1) A school district may apply 

to the Board of Public Education through the Superintendent of Public Instruction 
to implement an alternative to a standard or a section of standards, excluding 
standards stating statutory criteria, standards pertaining to teacher licensure or 
endorsement, and content and performance standards as defined by the Board 
of Public Education and provided in guidance from the Superintendent of Public 
Instruction. 

(a) In its application, the school district shall provide evidence establishing 
that its alternative is workable and educationally sound in comparison to the 
intent of the standard(s) that would be waived, and shall establish that the goals 
of the alternative will meet or exceed the results under the current standard(s). 

(b) In its application, the school district shall submit a statement of mission 
and objectives, and identify formative and summative measures to be used to 
evaluate the effectiveness of the alternative. 

(c) Upon appropriate application, the Board of Public Education shall 
approve or deny the proposed alternative. 

(d) If the board denies the proposed alternative, it shall state in writing why 
it has done so. 

(e) If the board approves the proposed alternative, its initial approval shall 
be for two years. 

(f) During the second year of the initial approval, the Board of Public 
Education, through the Office of Public Instruction, shall direct an on-site 
evaluation of the alternative. 

(g) If the board finds the alternative is workable and educationally sound in 
comparison to how the waived standard(s) previously worked in the district, the 
board shall renew the alternative for five years. 

(h) Subject to on-site evaluations every five years, the board may continue 
to renew the alternative. 

(i) A school district may discontinue an approved alternative at any time. If 
it does so, it shall promptly notify the Board of Public Education in writing. 

ACCREDITATION 10.55.604 
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(2) A school district may apply to the Board of Public Education through 
the Superintendent of Public Instruction to create a charter school. 

(a) A charter school must provide an education that meets or exceeds the 
requirements of the Montana Constitution, state law, and school accreditation 
standards. 

(b) The Board of Public Education may only grant charters to publicly 
funded schools or programs under the supervision and control of a locally elected 
board of trustees in an existing school district. 

(c) The procedure by which a school district may apply to create a charter 
school and by which the Board of Public Education may approve, deny, evaluate, 
and renew a charter school shall be identical to that outlined in ARM 10.55.604. 

(d) To be proposed by a school district and approved by the Board of 
Public Education, a charter school shall, at a minimum, guarantee the following: 

(i) school district governance and control; 
(ii) unrestricted, open student access; 
(iii) compliance with all health and safety laws; 
(iv) teacher licensure and endorsement to the same extent as required or 

provided by state law or accreditation standards; 
(v) employee collective bargaining to the same extent as required or 

provided by state law; and  
(vi) a plan for consideration of input by community members and staff as 

to formation and implementation issues. Consideration of input may be identified 
by formation of advisory committees involving staff and/or community members, 
conduct of a properly noticed public meeting for purposes of comment on the 
formation or operation of the charter school, or any other reasonable means that 
result in an opportunity for input by staff and community members prior to a 
decision of significant interest to the public regarding the formation or operation 
of the charter school. 

(e) A school district may discontinue an approved charter school at any 
time. If it does so, it shall promptly notify the Board of Public Education in writing. 
(History: 20-2-114 , MCA; IMP, 20-2-121 , 20-3-106 , 20-7-101 , MCA; NEW, 
1989 MAR p. 342, Eff. 7/1/89; AMD, 1995 MAR p. 623, Eff. 4/28/95; AMD, 1998 
MAR p. 2707, Eff. 10/9/98; AMD, 2000 MAR p. 3340, Eff. 12/8/00; AMD, 2002 
MAR p. 3309, Eff. 11/28/02.) 
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From: Meloy, Steve
To: Carol Will; 
Subject: FW: Unified statement ESEA reauthorization
Date: Friday, April 18, 2008 3:15:07 PM
Attachments: 040908 Unified Statement.pdf 

 
 

Steve Meloy  
Executive Secretary  
Board of Public Education  
PO Box 200601  
Helena, MT  59620-0601  
406-444-6576  
smeloy@montana.edu 

From: Harper, Rusty [mailto:RHarper2@mt.gov]  
Sent: Friday, April 18, 2008 3:07 PM 
To: Meloy, Steve; 'efeaver@mea-mft.org'; mferro@mea-mft.org; 'Beth Verlanic'; 
'montana_pta@gfps.k12.mt.us'; 'Darrell Rud'; 'Dave Puyear'; 'Lance Melton'; 'Bob 
Vogel' 
Subject: Unified statement ESEA reauthorization
 
 
I'm back from DC and just now getting around to sending you the final document we 
produced together. Sorry to take so long. 
Linda and I had a fine time in DC for the annual legislative meeting of the school 
chiefs.  She was the only person to ask a question of Secretary of Education 
Margaret Spelling when she addressed the chiefs. Linda asked whether the parts of 
NCLB that everyone agrees must be changed -- like the highly qualified teacher 
requirements for special education -- can be suspended so that states don't enforce 
something that leads to a mass exodus of high school special education teachers, 
only to find that the reauthorized law takes a more common sense approach. Ms. 
Spelling seemed perturbed at the question and responded that she must obey the 
law. If she hadn't just been talking for 20 minutes about how she was going to bend 
the law, since Congress wasn't doing what she wanted, her answer might have 
carried more weight.
      Linda and I visited our delegation. They all seemed happy to have a statement 
from the whole spectrum of the education community. They all also agreed that 
nothing is likely to happen this year on reauthorization, but this will be useful as 
Congress points toward next year. We also heard that Sen. Kennedy told the 

mailto:/O=MONTANA STATE UNIVERSITY/OU=MSU/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=SMELOY
mailto:cwill@montana.edu
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MONTANA STATEMENT ON REAUTHORIZATION OF THE ELEMENTARY AND 
SECONDARY EDUCATION ACT (ESEA) 


 
 
We represent a wide cross section of the Montana education community from teachers and 
administrators and parents to school boards and the statewide elected school official. We do not 
think there is time nor energy in this election year for Congress to consider carefully all the changes 
that need to be made to the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), but we want to go on 
record about the major issues that must be addressed next year when the ESEA is reauthorized to fix 
the problems caused by No Child Left Behind. 
 
Three intents of No Child Left Behind were valuable (though these are not unique to NCLB):  


• Student assessment to provide data on which to base decisions,  
• Emphasis on parental involvement, and 
• Paying attention to subgroups of students.   


Reauthorization of ESEA needs to keep these emphases, especially the focus on closing the 
achievement gap between certain subgroups of children and the student population as a 
whole. 


 
However, there are at least seven parts of NCLB that actually harm the ability of public schools to 
teach children well. 


(1) The 100 % proficiency target by 2014 must be eliminated.  If unchanged, it will make 
every public school a "failure," without helping individual children. This in turn harms 
public support for education by giving the completely false impression that public 
schools are not providing a good education.  


 
(2) Reading and mathematics are important, but multiple measures are needed. How well 


does the school teach science? History? Government? The arts, library skills, and all the 
other subjects? Can the students not only take tests but apply knowledge? Engage in 
critical thinking? Work with others? Gain knowledge of physical activity, nutrition and 
health?  Emotional maturity? Is it not important for our students to have work readiness 
skills?  What about measuring how individual children are progressing, rather than using 
only "snapshots" at particular grades? Students need 21st century technology skills and 
instruction far broader than just reading and mathematics to prepare for the global 
market place.   
 
The unintended consequences of having only two measures is shown by a recent national 
study by the Center on Educational Policy: 44% of elementary schools both increase 
time spent on reading and math and also cut time from science, social studies, art and 
music, physical education, recess and/or lunch.  Without multiple measures we do not 
even know whether the gains in reading and math are at the expense of other core 
academic subjects.   
 







But again, even multiple measures will not improve any reauthorized ESEA unless the 
2014 100% proficiency standard is completely eliminated.  
 


(3) The so-called "highly qualified teacher" federal rules create problems without improving 
education.  Special education teachers are never going to complete five or six majors, or 
a program of comparable academic rigor, in order to teach different high school subjects 
to a class of children with special needs.  These rules wreak havoc on Montana broad-
field social studies majors as well.  In addition, many small schools currently employ 
teachers who teach in multiple areas. Students who receive instruction in our rural 
schools with teachers with broad field preparation perform as well as students in our 
larger schools with more specialized teachers. Furthermore, Montana students 
consistently score above the national average in science, math and reading. In order to 
meet the highly qualified teacher rules, small schools would have to hire more staff or 
replace current staff with teachers who have multiple majors.  School funding limitations 
and teacher shortages make this impossible. 


 
(4) NCLB has changed local control to federal control.  While the federal government only 


supplies about 10% of education funding, the U.S. Department of Education is playing a 
dominant role in education that is and should remain the states' prerogative.  In Montana, 
that means a significant loss of local control, which is written into our state Constitution.  
While there may be some who believe that the federal government always knows best, 
we haven't seen evidence of that in the education field. 


 
(5) The funding for NCLB is widely acknowledged as insufficient to meet the mandates of 


the law. We can provide specifics in virtually every line item of NCLB, a law which is 
"overmandated and underfunded."  In addition, NCLB expects all students to achieve 
proficiency, yet the major federal program (IDEA) to fund one of the subgroups most in 
need of services to achieve that goal is sadly underfunded. It is ironic that 40% funding 
of the average per pupil expenditure for IDEA is called "full funding," and tragic that 
current federal funding is under 18%. 


 
(6) The Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) structure, with its escalating goals, focuses on 


subgroups with unhealthy results.  One subgroup can cause a school to fail, and by 2014 
one student can cause a school to fail. A school district can fail even when all the 
individual schools pass. This harms schools and students in multiple ways:  


(a) When schools or districts are labeled as "failures" they lose public support, 
which  means they cannot pass mill levies. Since state and federal funding is 
inadequate, this can be devastating.  
(b) Special education students deserve special attention and focus, but any 
testing strategy should be solely directed by Individual Education Plans, not by 
NCLB requirements. English Language Learners should have similar 
individual plans. Students with disabilities already face some resentment 
because inadequately funded IDEA  mandates require local schools to take 
money from the regular budget. Now the ability for these groups to cause the 
"failure" of a school makes them a bigger target. 
(c) While we strongly support focusing on subgroups of children such as ethnic 
minorities, the AYP structure means they can be blamed for the failure of a 
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school. This has already caused increased racial tension in Montana. Education 
should make it easier  for us to live together, not harder.   
(d) The intensity of interventions on the novice/nearing proficient category has 
reduced programming for and attention to the advanced students.  
(e) The NCLB method of labeling schools completely ignores key factors in 
student  performance. For example, school performance is often impacted by 
factors that have nothing to do with the quality of the teaching provided.  The 
poverty factors of the children have the most direct correlation with student 
success.  


  
In the 2007 4th grade NAEP math test, these were the results using one 
economic filter to view the data: 


   4th Grade NAEP Math       Score
   Students not eligible for free lunch  249 
   Students eligible for reduced-price lunch 236 
   Students eligible for free lunch  225 
 
 Every NAEP test at every level shows similar results—students do better when they 


come from families that make enough money to be ineligible for free or reduced-price 
lunches.   
 
Not surprisingly, a list of schools that do not meet Adequate Yearly Progress also 
corresponds rather directly to a list of communities that exhibit the four factors of 
poverty – depth of poverty, concentration of poverty, generational extent of poverty and 
geographic isolation from the nearest non-poverty population center.  Even with 
abundant resources, those schools would have trouble meeting the standards because of 
factors beyond their control.   
 
NCLB "accountability" uses all sticks and no carrots.  This is as effective as the 
philosophy on the old poster: "The floggings will continue until morale improves." 


 
(7) The NCLB "solutions" for schools that fail to meet AYP do not work in Montana.  


(a) There is no such thing as "choice" of schools in rural areas when the nearest 
school  may be 40 miles away. In urban areas the "choice" only leads to 
resource allocation problems without improving educational opportunity. 
(b) Outside tutoring is nonexistent in rural areas. In urban areas, individual 
tutoring is often effectively practiced by schools, but cannot be funded by 
NCLB dollars. Studies have shown that outside tutoring has little result on test 
scores because the tutoring is not aligned to students' classroom instruction.  
(c) Restructuring is illegal under the Montana Constitution which requires local 
control of schools. Even if it were legal, restructuring would be devastating to 
impoverished rural schools that already have great trouble recruiting and 
retaining teachers, administrators and staff.  


 
For these reasons, we do not support reauthorizing No Child Left Behind, but instead support a 
reauthorization next year of ESEA, incorporating these common sense guidelines: 


(1) Eliminate the 100% proficiency goal. Make any goals realistic. 
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(2) Allow states to implement multiple measures of success, which may include growth 
models, test scores in multiple subject matter areas, graduation rates, and parental 
engagement, among others.  


 
(3) Return responsibility for determining "highly qualified teachers" to the states. 
 
(4) Put local school boards back in charge of public education in Montana (or return to state 


control depending on each state's Constitution).  The federal government should partner 
with states for general support and supplementation for special populations. 


 
(5) Fully fund helpful federal programs like IDEA. In addition, since federal school 


improvement funding will always be far less than the need, give states adequate 
resources to address the schools picked by the states as "most in need." Then provide 
"best practices" technical help to those schools, using state and national resources.  Then 
see what works and keep doing it and see what doesn't and stop it. Education needs to 
become a priority for funding in the United States if we are to continue to compete in the 
global economy. 


 
(6) Remove the AYP structure of labeling schools as failures and doing so because of the 


underperformance of subgroups of students. We support full reporting of how subgroups 
are doing and using that information to help them. We support implementing effective 
research-based methods to close the achievement gap of subgroups of children.  Create a 
system of accountability designed to encourage parents to be active partners in their 
children's education. The NCLB AYP structure only damages the schools and makes 
them less able to help the children. 


 
(7) When there are "consequences" for poor performance, make them helpful for improving 


schools rather than the opposite.  That requires flexibility, since "big city" solutions are 
often useless in rural settings, and vice versa. For example, students would be helped by 
federal financial assistance to provide incentives for recruiting and retaining quality 
educators in high poverty and geographically isolated schools. Also, research has proven 
that high quality, research-based professional development and sustainable educator 
induction and mentor programs have a positive effect on student achievement.   


 
And, outside of the framework of ESEA: 
(8) Use other federal and state resources to attack the sources of poverty at the root, 


including active promotion of high-quality education, community economic 
development, and working with tribal governments where appropriate to bring cultural 
forces to bear on the issues. Schools alone cannot solve basic societal issues.  


 
As educational entities we often disagree among ourselves on important matters because of our 
different perspectives.  However, we are unanimous in our view of how NCLB is detrimental to 
Montana education, and on the general guidelines that Congress should use to reauthorize ESEA 
next year to be helpful to public education in Montana and the country. 
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Democratic Senate caucus that he was going to push for NCLB reauthorization this 
year, but Senators Clinton and Obama took issue with that idea. Reportedly other 
senators then jumped him for defending NCLB.
     Please make use of this statement. And by all means take it or mention when 
you visit our Montana folks in DC and then add in the particular points that your 
organization is pushing. This will help reinforce that there really is Montana 
agreement on the core of the act. Thanks again for all of your effort.
Rusty 
 
Rusty Harper
Federal Liaison Representative
Office of Public Instruction
406-444-3449 office
406-465-9138 cell
rharper2@mt.gov
 
 









School group: $260M more 
needed 
By MIKE DENNISON - IR State Bureau - 04/18/08 

The state should increase its share of public-school funding by $260 million a year, phased in over 
time, if it wants to adequately finance a quality education for Montana kids, an education official 
told lawmakers Thursday. 
 
Lance Melton, executive director of the Montana School Boards Association, said while the proposal 
may sound “aggressive,” it would merely put state support for schools back at 1991 levels, adjusted 
for inflation. 
 
He also said while schools have seen a big influx of new state funds in the past three years, the 
state is spending a much lower share of its money now on schools than it did two decades ago. 
 
“I’m not sure the state can impact (adequacy of education) if it’s a minority partner in funding 
schools,” Melton said, noting that local property taxes and federal funds combine to pay nearly 58 
percent of Montana school budgets. 
 
Melton presented the plan to the legislative Taxation and School Funding Subcommittee, which is 
looking at options for financing public schools in Montana. 
 
Sen. Christine Kaufmann, D-Helena, a member of the panel, said she had one question for Melton: 
How would the state pay for a big increase in school funding?  
 
“Are you prepared to support any particular revenue source, and help us out on this idea?” she 
asked. 
 
Melton said that as far as schools are concerned, “nothing is off the table” on tax/revenue options, 
and that they’re willing to “come to the table and find solutions.” 
 
Kaufmann persisted, asking if schools plan to offer any tax proposal. 
 
Melton said if there is bipartisan interest in looking at tax proposals, the schools would gladly 
participate. 
 
He also emphasized that the $260 million increase would be state funds, and that local property 
taxes that pay for schools could be frozen while the increase is phased in. 
 
The plan presented by Melton was put together this spring by the Montana Quality Education 
Coalition, the group of school districts and others who spearheaded the successful 2003 lawsuit that 
said the state isn’t adequately funding schools. 
 
The plaintiffs in the lawsuit went back to state District Court in Helena this year, saying the state 
still isn’t meeting its constitutional obligation to fund schools. 
 
Judge Jeffrey Sherlock has not yet ruled on the latest action in the lawsuit. 
 
A $260 million increase is 40 percent more than the approximate $650 million the state is spending 
on schools this year. 
 
The proposal outlined Thursday includes: 
 
- An increase of $7,250 in the “per educator” payment to schools, to allow schools to increase 
teacher salaries to the 25th highest in the nation. Cost: $91 million. 
 



- A $1,000-per-student payment for kids deemed “at risk,” meaning they would need extra help to 
keep them in school and succeed. Cost: $48 million. 
 
Melton said schools have a moral imperative to help low-achieving kids improve: “Until we show 
that we make some progress (here), I don’t see how we can say that adequacy (of education) 
actually exists,” he said. 
 
- A $260-per-student payment for textbooks and supplies. Cost: $39 million. 
 
- Annual payments for school building construction and maintenance. Cost: $30 million. 
 
Melton said schools are having more trouble meeting accreditation standards than they did when 
the 2003 lawsuit was launched. 
 
He also said despite the increase in state funds of the previous three years, state government is 
now spending the lowest percentage of total funds on schools since 1991. 
 
State dollars spent on public school general-fund budgets in 2007 also are only 1.5 percent of 
state’s overall economy, or gross state product, compared to 2.9 percent in 1991, he added.  

 





































0Executive Secretary’s Report 
Thursday, May 8, 2008 
  
By: Steve Meloy/ Executive Secretary 
 
This past few months has been dedicated partially to ongoing Board involvement with its 
Distance Learning Task Force Phase II, its subgroups as well as sub-subgroups.  Work 
continues with legislative oversight committees specifically to our strategic planning and 
combining efforts with the five-year planning process and the filing of a strategic 
planning document for information technology for the next biennium.  The Legislative 
Auditor is in the middle of the Board’s biennial financial audit and hopes to be completed 
by July.  Carol and I will continue to work with three auditors in this regard. We continue 
our response to the Legislative Finance Committee which invited the Board to its 
December interim committee to discuss the proposed goal and performance measure to 
be evaluated on an ongoing basis between now and the ’09 session.  The subcommittee 
with which we work consists of Senator Wanzenreid and Senator Schmidt.  Our goal 
includes the work around setting standards by rule.  A specific request of the committee 
chair is for the Board to demonstrate the status of those schools in deficiency 
accreditation status in the 06-07 school year and whether or not the deficiency has been 
corrected. The Education and Local Government Committee invited us into a discussion 
with our partners at OCHE about college preparedness and how to reduce remediation 
rates on campus.  The Interim Committee wants us to develop a shared vision to be 
articulated after next legislative session. This work spills over into the “leaky pipeline” 
and post secondary readiness work of the K-College Workgroup.  Additionally, I 
continue to speak before various audiences on the progress we are making surrounding 
our distance learning work with phase II of the Distance Learning Task Force and have 
been invited back to report to this committee when they meet in the summer.  We are 
coordinating the efforts of phase II of the distance learning work which continues to be 
challenging given the busy schedules of the many participants.  The next meeting of 
importance is May 1, 2008 when the full group will finalize recommendations to the 
Board.  Work continues in the coordination with OPI on an Assessment Task Force to 
continue identifying appropriate and meaningful assessments for all of our school 
districts.  OPI has delivered to the Board recommendations in this regard and the Chair of 
our Assessment Committee and staff will attend the statewide assessment conference at 
the end of April.  We have scheduled an assessment update at our May meeting. The new 
curriculum specialists will be involved with assessment and that should be helpful even 
though recruiting for these positions has been difficult.  The K-College Workgroup met 
again January 31, 2008 and I presented the progress of the DLTF Phase II.  The CSPAC 
crew continues it’s their working with the licensure folk at OPI to continue the important 
review and modification process tied with Chapter 57.  The next Chapter 57 meeting is 
scheduled for May 28th.   We continue the work with the Legislative Fiscal Division on 
Goals and Objectives for the Board as well as the Interim Committee on Education and 
Local Government.  The Legislative Audit continues its performance audit of MSDB and 
has indicated that it will be taking a look at our internal control policies before the 
summer’s end. We continue to work with our attorney and outside legal counsel in the 
processing of revocations and appeals of license denials brought before the Board.  We 



also coordinated a statewide meeting regarding information surrounding “threshold” 
behaviors of educators which may constitute a breach of safety for public school students. 
The next meeting has not been finalized, but will be after the major work surrounding 
Chapter 57 has been completed. 
 
Board work continues to include but is not limited to: school safety issues; the first two 
meetings of the Distance Learning Phase II Task Force;  work with the Interim 
Committee on Legislative Finance; designing performance measures to the  satisfaction 
of the LFD; planning for the BPE’s five-year planning process;  the future of the NRT as 
well as future assessments to inform instruction;  total review of Chapter 57; the K-
College Workgroup; Distance Learning Task Force Phase I follow-up and Phase II;  the 
Dual Enrollment/ Credit work;  the Counsellorship Initiative;  the Assessment alignment 
work;  MSDB coordination and oversight; MSDB Strategic planning; the previous 
Interim Committee work follow up and monitoring the MQEC and their efforts; CSPAC 
Assessment Study Group;  Pilot (Praxis II) testing efforts;  NCLB implications and future 
reauthorization of ESEA; the work of the Montana E-Learning Consortium and its future; 
meetings of the Ed Forums; the Special Purpose Schools Task Force; Chapter 55 review 
process; the PEPPS Review Advisory Panel;  the BPE five-year plan; involvement with 
planning for NASBE annual meeting;  the monitoring of the Writing Assessment 
Consortia Project; the writing implementation committee work; monitoring the Indian 
Education For All efforts;  the High School Improvement Initiative; results of the 
Legislative Audit Committee on high school drop-out rate in Montana and data alignment 
between OCHE and OPI;  performance-based budgeting proposals and preparation of a 
template for the 2009 session;  worked on project to implement the teacher loan 
repayment plan found in SB 2;  work on issues revolving around “alternative to our 
standards” requests; ongoing questions related to the bullying issue;  financial education 
curricular concerns; school nutrition and physical education; civic education; site 
planning for the BPE in the next biennium; NASBE grant follow-up on student leader 
ship;  special meetings of the BPE;  strategy development for the 2009 Legislative 
session; license discipline processes particularly related to suspensions and revocations; 
and the fielding of an increasing number of calls from the public regarding various and 
current issues before the Board. 
 
Most of the other issues with which I have dealt have been brought to your attention by 
way of phone and e-mail correspondence, however I have highlighted the following: 
 

• Continued work with LSD on fiscal responsibility processes for SB 152 
• Worked on letter regarding the accreditation report to BPE in March 
• Worked with Anneliese on continuous modifications to our website 
• Continued  contract work with a legal agency services 
• Monitored work of performance audit at MSDB 
• Ongoing work with the state’s broadband system and our policies 
• Monitored contract work and billing statements with an administrative law judge 
•  Completed performance evaluation documents for all employees 
• Attended MASS spring meeting in Helena 
• Continued discussions with Commissioner on office move back to SAF 



• Processing of work involved with revocations recommendations from OPI 
• Processing work in conjunction with appeal of license denials 
• Completed draft of strategic plan for coming fiscal year 
• Prepared information on accreditation deficiencies for legislative committee 
• Co-coordinating NASBE Executive Director to Board’s planned strategic 

planning 
• Worked on sub-committee task force entertaining new “class 8” licensure 
• Worked on sub-committee entertaining the issue of supplement not supplant 
• Worked on sub-committee entertaining fiscal issues related to Distance Learning 
• Worked on 2008 agenda for the National Association of Educational Executives 
• Worked on the screening committee for the new OCHE Deputy Commissioner 

Worked with budget office on goals and objectives 
• Worked on a process to review standards for deaf interpreters 
• Worked with LFD on their request for strategic plans from all agencies 
• Continued work with OPI on planning Distance Learning Phase II 
• Worked with partners on draft of ESEA letter to Congressional delegation 
• Visited with PA reporter about our student representative position 
• Assisted Carol in the reorganization of the Board’s financials 
• Attended statewide strategic planning for MSDB 
• Attended legislative briefing by the Montana Schools E-Learning Consortium 
• Attended K-College Workgroup meeting facilitated by APPLE 
• Was briefed by OPI regarding an emerging issue of Hutterites 
• Attended MSDB conference call meeting 
• Attended a FIPSE (Fund for the Improvement of Postsecondary education) grant  
• Represented the Board on a panel at the state TRiO meeting in Butte 
• Met with our new Legislative Analyst, Pan Joehler 
• Finalized arrangements with Brenda Welburn to assist the Board in strategic 

planning in July 
• Reserved a location for strategic planning session in July 
• Invited two Superintendent of Public Instruction candidates to our may meeting 
• Distributed MQEC remedy proposal to BPE 
• Invited Dr. Bruce Messinger to present to the BPE in May on MQEC remedy 
 
 

The work before the Board continues with a high level of importance including our work 
on dual enrollment/credit, assessment, strategic planning, and relation building with the 
Board of Regents and the Legislature, OCHE and the K-College Workgroup. 
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Steve Meloy, Executive Secretary 
Montana Board of Public Education 
PO Box 200601 
Helena, MT 59620-0601 
 
April 14th 2008 
 
Dear Mr. Meloy, 
 
I am writing to re-apply as the representative of the Montana Council of Deans of Education on the 
Certification Standards and Practices Advisory Council.  Completing the term of Dr. George White upon 
his resignation to serve as the Interim Provost and Vice Chancellor of MSUBillings has been an honor.  
CSPAC serves an important role in Montana’s efforts to license only the best educators for our children 
and youth.  Because the MCDE implements that mission through Montana’s various colleges and 
universities, the MCDE voice is essential for CSPAC and the BPE.  As I have worked with the other 
CSPAC representatives of varied constituencies, I have been impressed with their dedication to 
education for Montana’s future and I have gained tremendous respect for each of them.  The varied 
perspectives have enriched my role as the Interim Dean of the MSUB College of Education so that our 
Teacher Education Program has been strengthened. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of my re-application.  I have attached my curriculum vita with this 
letter. 
 
 
`tÜç fâátÇ XA Y|á{utâz{? XwAWA 
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National Association of State Boards of Education 
2008 Legislative Conference 

L’Enfant Plaza Hotel * 480 L’Enfant Plaza, SW 
Washington, DC 

 

AGENDA 

 

THURSDAY, MARCH 13 

 
7:00 am – 9:30 am Registration        
 
7:15 – 8:00 am   Breakfast        Ballroom D 
   
8:00 am  President’s Welcome 
   Karabelle Pizzigati, NASBE President 
   Brenda Welburn, Executive Director 
 
8:15 am  Election 2008        Ballroom D 

Guest Speaker: Amy Walter, The Hotline Editor-in-Chief 
 
9:30 am  Assemble in hotel lobby and board bus    Hotel Lobby 
 
9:45 am  Bus Departure for U.S. House of Representatives 
 
10:00 am  Arrive at the U.S. House of Representatives  121 Cannon House Office Building 
 
10:00 -12:00 pm 121 Cannon House Office Building 
 
10:15 am  Briefing on Federal Issues 
   Presenter: David Griffith, NASBE Director of Governmental and Public Affairs 
   
11:00 am  Elementary and Secondary Education Act Reauthorization 

Congressional Leadership Discussion 
 

Guest Speaker:  Rep. Buck McKeon (R-CA)  
Ranking Republican, House Education Committee 

 
11:30 am  Guest Speaker:  Rep. Dale Kildee (D-MI), Chairman, House Elementary and Secondary  

Education Subcommittee 
 

   
12:00 pm – 5:00 pm  State Board Member Visits with Congressional Delegations 
 
 
5:00 – 7:00 pm   Congressional Reception 
   The Gold Room, 2168 Rayburn House Office Building, U.S. House of Representatives 
 
 
6:30 pm  Bus departs for return to the L’Enfant Plaza Hotel 
   Garfield Circle (see map) 
 



 

 

FRIDAY, MARCH 14 

 
 
Friday, March 14 
 
8:00 am  Full Breakfast         Ballroom D 
 
8:00 – Noon  Capitol Hill Debrief 

During breaks and times between sessions, state board members will be called upon to 
summarize their meetings with members of Congress and what they learned about the status of 
K-12 policy in the House and Senate. 

 
 
8:15 – 9:00 am  School Leadership       Ballroom D 

Guest Speaker: Jonathan Schnur, Founder/CEO, New Leaders for New Schools 
 
 
9:00 – 10:00 am U.S. Department of Education Briefing    Ballroom D 
   Guest Speakers:  Holly Kuzmich, Deputy Chief of Staff to the Secretary of Education 
 
 
9:45 – 10:00 am Break 
 
 
10:00 – 11:00 am Where Do We Go From Here? What’s Next for NCLB in 2009 and Beyond  Ballroom D 

Guest panelists:  David Hoff, Education Week  
Marc Lampkin, Ed in ‘08 

      Diane Stark Rentner, Center on Education Policy 
 
 
 
11:00 am – Noon The Price of NCLB – The Cost of Education Reform    Ballroom D 
   Guest Panelists: Allan Taylor, Chairman, Connecticut State Board of Education 
      Joel Packer, NEA Director of Education Policy and Practice 
      Deborah Verstegen, University of Nevada-Reno 
 
 
12:00 – 1:30 pm Concluding Luncheon       Ballroom C 
 

Keynote Address 
   Dr. Rudy Crew, Superintendent, Miami-Dade Public Schools 
 
 



    NASBE LEGISLATIVE CONFERENCE 
SUMMARY 

 
Dr. Kirk Miller 

Chair, Government Affairs Committee 
 

March 13-14, 2008 
 
On Thursday, March 13, 2008, I attended the NASBE Legislative Conference in 
Washington, DC.  After a warm welcome by Karabelle Pizzigati, NASBE President and 
Brenda Welburn, NASBE’s Executive Director, we heard a briefing on issues and 
candidates involved in the coming 2008 national elections.  The analysis was facilitated 
by Amy Walter who is the Hotline Editor-in-Chief who pointed out the issues, the debate 
from an educational perspective, and some interesting statistics including the pending 
retirement of 15% of House and 5% of Senate Republicans.  The political complexion in 
Washington is poised for some significant changes particularly if the new President is a 
Democrat. 
 
After David Griffith of NASBE gave a briefing on federal issues, Representative Michael 
Castle spoke specifically, as a moderate republican, to NCLB and what it hopes to 
accomplish in the new reauthorization of ESEA.  Representative Dale Kildee, Chairman 
of an education subcommittee, spoke about the redesigning of NCLB which he 
characterized as grossly underfunded.  He indicated that he wasn’t sure if it was possible 
to reauthorize NCLB, but some Democrats are involved in working on a draft that will be 
acceptable by Congress.   
 
In the afternoon of March 13, 2008, I met briefly with Senator Tester, who was a bit 
distracted for the day as he was presiding over the Senate in place of the Vice-President.  
Senator Tester was clear that he will not support reauthorization of NCLB, because he 
believes it is broken.   
 
I met with Senator Baucus and others from Montana and the conversation revolved 
around educational issues.  Senator Baucus intends to talk with Senator Kennedy about 
NCLB’s impact on Montana and other rural states.  He appreciated the changes that 
Montana has offered forth.  Representative Rehberg said he doesn’t believe that NCLB 
will be reauthorized under the current status.  There was also some discussion about 
broadening the tax base by expanding natural resource development to create a 
sustainable source of funding. 
 
In the evening, I attended the Congressional Reception and spoke with many 
congressmen, including a former state board member and now representative from Texas.  
Marianna Haines and I had a brief discussion about the Vanderbilt Administrator 
Leadership Project.  Marianna promised to send me more information in this regard.   
 



The next morning I attended a session on Leadership and School Reform.  The discussion 
centered on the development of New Leaders for New Schools in a time of limited 
resources with an emphasis on better recruitment and selection.   
 
Later I attended a briefing by the Deputy Chief of Staff to the Secretary of Education 
with emphasis on flexibility in growth models, budgets, national math initiatives, higher 
education Pell Grants, various reauthorization bills, and other issues related to 
educational leadership.   
 
The balance of the day centered on high powered discussions about the reauthorization 
and NCLB in 2009 and beyond.  Issues included preparing kids for high skill, high 
demand, high paying jobs; cost of testing to the state and local level with NCLB; various 
state lawsuits involved with challenging NCLB; with an ultimate encouragement of all 
states to conduct a NCLB cost study.  The conference was rapped up by a key note 
address from the Superintendent of Schools in Miami-Dade, Dr. Rudy Crew, who is the 
National Superintendent of the Year.  He spoke to 21st century learning, more emphasis 
on system design above and beyond pedagogy, low performing schools, funding, and 
building a system that meets the demand side.   
 
The conference offered our Board a great inroad into the conversation happening around 
education at the federal level.  I believe that my attendance paid dividends, both to this 
Board’s understanding, as well as to the NASBE process.   



































































































































BOR & BPE Meetings 
 

Re:  Changing meeting schedules where BPE & BOR meetings overlap 
 

July 2008 
 

• BOR was scheduled to meet July 10 in Great Falls 
• BPE was scheduled to meet July 9 - 11 in Helena 
 
Suggested change:  BOR move their meeting to July 8; BPE will remain July 9 - 11 
 

January 2009 
 

• BOR was scheduled to meet Jan 8 – afternoon & all day Jan 9 in Helena 
• BPE was scheduled to meet Jan 8 – afternoon & all day Jan 9 in Helena 
• BOE was scheduled to meet Jan 8 – morning in Helena 
 
Suggested change:  BOE will remain Jan 8 morning 
     BOR will meet all day Jan 7 and the afternoon of Jan 8 
 BPE will remain on the afternoon of Jan 8 – and all day Jan 9  
  

March 2009 
 

• BOR was scheduled to meet on March 4 - 6 in Helena 
• BPE was scheduled to meet March 5 – 6 in Helena 

 
      Suggested change:  BOR will remain March 4 - 6 
 BPE will move their meeting to March 12 & 13 
 

July 2009 
 

• BOR was scheduled to meet on July 9 in Great Falls 
• BPE was scheduled to meet July 8 – 10 in Helena 

 
Suggested change:  BOR will remain July 9 in Great Falls 
 BPE will change their July meeting date to July 15 - 17 

 
 



 
PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO BOARD OF PUBLIC EDUCATION’S CONFERENCE 

CALL MEETING MINUTES HELD ON JUNE 13, 2007 
 

 
 

1. MOTION:  Ms. Angela McLean moved to accept the proposed salary of the 
Superintendent of the Montana School for the Deaf and Blind at the annual 
rate of $80.974.00 for the 1st year of the contract extended from July 1, 2007 
to June 30, 2010.  Dr. Kirk Miller seconded.  Motion carried unanimously.  
Mr. Storrs Bishop, Mr. Cal Gilbert, and Mr. John Fuller were absent from 
the vote.   

 
2. MOTION:  Dr. Kirk Miller moved a 3% increase in the Executive Secretary’s 

annual salary for the Board of Public Education for the 1st year of the contract 
extended from July 1, 2007 to June 30, 2010.  Ms. Sharon Carroll seconded.  Motion 
carried unanimously.  Mr. Storrs Bishop, Mr. Cal Gilbert, and Mr. John Fuller 
were absent from the vote. 
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Introduction

The mission of the Montana Quality Education Coalition (MQEC) is “to secure and maintain adequate
school funding necessary to provide quality education for all Montana children as guaranteed by Article
X of the Constitution of the State of Montana.”The Montana Quality Education Coalition (MQEC) has
demonstrated a commitment to working with policy makers, the education community and the public to
pass legislation that helps the legislature meet its constitutional promise to provide a system of quality
public schools in every Montana Community.

In pursuit of its mission and the focus specified above, MQEC convened a group of educators and state
association representatives from throughout the state of Montana over the last several months to assess
the unmet needs of children served in our public schools and to design funding proposals to address and
overcome the challenges facing our K-12 public schools in Montana.

The background and recommendations below reflect the discussions we have had to date on remaining
gaps in the system that challenge schools’ abilities to provide meaningful opportunities to all children
within the context of the definition of the basic system of free quality schools in Montana law (20-9-309,
MCA). These recommendations are now provided to you for your feedback, with an intent by the
MQEC Board to refine the recommendations once we have reviewed feedback from our members and
other stakeholders. What you will read in the following pages is a work in progress and we will be
continuing our work in ensuring that the proposals below are designed to specifically address remaining
challenges facing our public schools in Montana.

Members of the MQEC Remedy Committee:

1. Bruce Messinger, Superintendent, Helena School District
2. Dave Shreeve, Superintendent, Forsyth School District
3. Mike Nicosia, Superintendent, Columbia Falls School District
4. Jule Walker, Superintendent, Plevna School District
5. Matt Schriver, Superintendent, Fairview School District
6. Jack Copps, Superintendent, Billings School District
7. Steve Johnson, Business Manager, Bozeman School District
8. Cal Moore, Superintendent, White Sulphur Springs
9. Joel Voytoski, Superintendent, Evergreen School District
10. Tom Bilodeau, Director of Research & Bargaining, MEA-MFT
11. Linda Brannon, Executive Director, Montana Association of School Business Officials

(MASBO)
12. Lance Melton, Executive Director, Montana School Boards Association (MTSBA)

A statement of the Challenges Facing our K-12 Public Schools in Montana

The state of Montana has long struggled to provide the programs and services needed by the state’s 
school-aged children as guaranteed by the Montana Constitution. Since the adoption of our current
Constitution in 1972, state funding of K-12 public education has been subject to a repeated cycle of
ups and downs, short term relief provided to address long term problems, and a continual decline of
the state’s role and involvement in funding our public schools.  The lack of a long term sustainable 
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funding system for Montana’s public schools has taken its toll on everyone, but particularly on 
multiple generations of our children. Local property taxpayers, whose support has been the one
constant in a multi-decade rollercoaster ride of funding, have seen their taxes skyrocket as the state
has stepped toward then away from its responsibilities again and again. The period of time between
1991 and 2005 was particularly disastrous, with the state falling $105.3 million behind inflation in
its funding of school district general fund budgets, with the state’s share of general fund budgets 
dropping from 72% to 60%, and with the state’s share of special education costs dropping from 78%
to 36%. In spite of a recent, welcome three year period of progress,the state’s declining role in 
funding our public schools is back off the tracks in 2009 and will continue to slide unless we find a
way to create a sustainable long term funding system for our K-12 public schools.

Montana’s public schools provide the most comprehensive public service in our state.  In each 
community, our public schools help parents in preparing nothing less than the future of Montana. The
stakes are large. Equipped with an effective elementary and secondary education, the possibilities for a
new graduate of one of our high schools are virtually endless and include a number of potential
pathways to success. Correspondingly, without the benefit of a public education worthy of the
Constitutional guarantees in Article X of the Montana Constitution, the future is limited and constrained
by an increased likelihood of specific detours to failure, represented primarily by an increased reliance
on public assistance programs and even incarceration for those whose needs are unmet by our current
system.

Challenges That Cannot Be Solved Without Additional Investments in K-12 Public Education

There are a number of critical challenges facing K-12 public education in Montana that cannot be solved
without additional investments in K-12 public education. The most crucial of those challenges are as
follows:

The Impact of Inadequate State Funding on Children Living in Poverty

In the midst of the natural beauty, expanse and opportunities available to the people of Montana
hides a particularly bleak reality for the approximate 50,824 children (35.2% of the 144,418 children
enrolled in our public schools) living in poverty. This number is larger than the populations of all
but our largest three cities (Billings, Missoula and Great Falls). Because these children are spread
throughout the 145,000 square mile expanse of Montana (6 people per square mile), we sometimes
forget the statewide impact of poverty on opportunities for our children.

In Montana, children living in poverty are at a significant disadvantage in relation to their
counterparts who are not living in poverty. On average, children living in poverty score lower on
standardized achievement tests, graduate at lower levels, dropout at higher levels, have fewer
opportunities for out-of-school experiences that enhance their education, are more likely to come
from homes where parents have a negative feeling about school, and are more likely to come from a
home where a parent has been incarcerated, leading to feelings of embarrassment, and inadequacy.
Where poverty is concentrated, as it is on most of the American Indian Reservations within
Montana, the picture is even bleaker. The following chart identifies the significant disparity in test
scores on the 2007 National Assessment of Education Progress between children who are ineligible
for free or reduced lunch compared to those who are eligible for free or reduced lunch and American
Indian children.
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These achievement gaps are both a reflection of the past and a predictor of the future. Children who
are eligible for free or reduced lunch are less likely to read at grade level by the third grade. This
puts these children at a disadvantage through the remainder of their K-12 schooling, because the skill
of reading is a prerequisite of effective learning from the third grade on. The failure to read at grade
level starts to show in achievement gaps on standardized tests in the fourth grade, and is perpetuated
forward at the 8th grade and beyond. By the time these children get to high school, the failure to
address the negative consequences of poverty shows up in dropout rates, with children in poverty
dropping out at between 64% and 84% more often than their counterparts who are not living in
poverty. Although four year trend data on graduation rates will not be available until after the
present school fiscal year (FY08), the current trends suggest that graduation rates for children
eligible for free or reduced lunch will be substantially lower than those of children from families
who are ineligible for free or reduced lunch. In addition, what we already know about the disparity
in graduation rates between American Indian children and the rest of the state’s school aged children 
suggests an undeniable link between poverty and graduation rates.

See Charts on Following Page
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It is not right that the future of a child in Montana public schools is predetermined by the level of
poverty in which the child lives. We can and must do better if we are to honor the constitutional
commitment to fully develop the potential of all children in our public schools. The good news is
that there is research that suggests that certain strategies work in narrowing and in some cases even
eliminating achievement gaps. Examples of proven strategies include:

1. Investments in early childhood education (e.g. preschool for at risk, fulltime kindergarten, low
class sizes in grades 1-3, reading intervention programs, etc.). One longitudinal study of the
benefits of preschool (the High/Scope Perry Pre-school study) followed 123 children who were
randomly divided into a program group and a control group. Information was collected annually
from ages 3 to 11, at ages 14-15, at age 19, and at age 27. It includes IQ-scores, school
performance, employment and earnings, home ownership, criminal behavior, dependency on
welfare programs, and other aspects of well-being and social behavior. The findings of the study
included higher scores on literacy tests at age 19, higher monthly earnings at age 27 (of pre-
school participants as compared to the control group), higher percentage of home ownership,
higher level of schooling completed, lower percentage receiving social services, fewer arrests,
and fewer out of wedlock births.

2. Extended day and extended year learning programs, which help replicate some of the out of
school enrichment that children who are not living in poverty enjoy during non-school hours.
These programs can help ensure that the gains experienced over the academic year do not
evaporate during break periods and during the summer months.

3. Quality Educators. According to one study in Texas undertaken by Eric Hanushek and John
Kain, having an above average teacher for five consecutive years can completely close the
achievement gap between children living in poverty and those not. In order to consistently
recruit and retain such teachers, we must be able to provide competitive salaries and benefits to
Montana educators.

The achievement gap in Montana is based on poverty. We cannot continue to proceed as though
poverty does not substantially limit opportunities for 35.2% of our student population. Simply
satisfying ourselves with reaching 2 out of 3 students is not good enough. We must do better. It is
the right thing to do, ethically, legally, even economically.

The Impact of Earmarks and Inadequate State Funding on Schools’ Ability to Meet 
Accreditation Standards

As much as schools have appreciated the restored commitment of the State of Montana to reversing
a 14-year period of neglect, much of the new state revenue has been earmarked, provided for new
programs or distributed on a one time only basis. Excessive regulation has placed too many
restrictions on schools’ and districts’ use of resources. These restrictions impose compliance costs
and discourage flexibility and innovation at the local level. Montana, of all places, does not allow
for a one size fits all approach. The diversity of our state, demographically, geographically,
ethnically, requires a system of state funding that allows local communities to determine and
address funding to overcome their most pressing local needs.

With as much of the new money that has been specifically earmarked away from core existing
programs and services, Montana schools have been unable to maintain compliance with the
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Accreditation Standards. The number and severity of accreditation violations has continued to rise,
with the level of violations in 2007-08 the highest that they have been since inception of the modern-
day accreditation standards in the 1980’s.  The chart below demonstrates the increase in the number
of school districts with Advice Status (either a serious or numerous violations) and those in
deficiency status (where serious or numerous violations continue into multiple years).

When you consider that there are another 78 schools with mis-assigned teachers and another 40
schools violating class size standards, neither of which are included in the percentages below, the
significance of the problem becomes even more apparent. There are only approximately half of
Montana’s schools that fully satisfy all accreditation standards. This is particularly troubling given
that the accreditation standards have been referenced in court decisions dating back to the 1980’s as 
well as inthe Legislature’s definition of the Basic System of Quality Schools as “the minimum
standards upon which a basic system of free quality public elementary and secondary schools is
built.”If schools are unable to afford to comply with standards that form the foundation of
everything else they do, how are schools to reach beyond those minimum standards and provide an
education that is worthy of the title “quality” for every child in every school in Montana?  Without 
additional resources, the short answer is that schools cannot hope to provide that kind of opportunity
to all children.
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The Impact of Inadequate State Funding on Property Taxpayers

The problem with the long-term slide in the state’s share of funding Montana’s public schools is its 
cumulative effect on the state’s role in funding.  The decline in the state’s share of special education 
costs, general fund budgets and total funding was so dramatic from 1991-2005 that it has become
apparent that a solution lies well beyond the reach of the recent three-year progress in FY06-FY08.
Further, given that the progress is at risk of being reversed to a degree in FY09, it has become
apparent that this problem will take several years of sustained effort if we are to restore the state to
the share of funding that it provided in 1991.  When the state’s share falls, it forced an increased 
district reliance on local property taxes to meet expenses. It also created internal cost pressures
among programs, particularly in the area of special education. Local tax increases have risen
substantially since 1991, nearly $146 million more on a per pupil basis than inflation. It is
imperative that the state restore its role in funding public education and take pressure off of local
taxpayers.

District Taxes Per Pupil - $146 Million Per Year Higher Than Inflation Since 1991
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Some Key Facts on State’s Share

1. In 1993, the state funded 54.29% of total expenditures in K-12 public education. By FY07, the
state’s percentage of total revenues available to K-12 public education fell to only 42.25% of
total revenues ($572,844,442 out of $1,355,762,735), with local taxpayers picking up an even
larger share at 44.87% of total K-12 expenditures.

2. In 1991, the state funded 78.74% of all expenditures on special education. By 2005-06, the
state’s share had declined to 36.54%.  
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With unprecedented expectations for all students, the lack of state resources limits the education
system’s ability to keep its promiseto students. Working together, however, we have the ability to
create a sustainable long term funding solution that will address the problems cited above and which
will restore the State to its once-prominent role in funding Montana’s public schools.

MQEC’s Remedy Proposal:Recommendations to Help the State Restore Its Once-
Prominent Role in Funding Montana’s Public Schools

In order to be successful, schools must be equipped with the resources to address all of the unique
learning needs of their student populations. Excellent teaching, strong leadership and adequate time for
differentiated instruction and specific strategies to address and overcome the achievement gap are all
critical elements to improving student achievement for all children.

Although these resources do not initially come without a price, the investment will pay dividends for all
Montanans as we reap the benefits of a society where all children are provided with meaningful
opportunities to overcome circumstance and achieve at high levels.  The components of MQEC’s 
Remedy Proposal are designed to allow schools to prevail over the challenges specified above, and
provide an education in compliance with Article X, Section 1 of the Montana Constitution:
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Section 1. Educational goals and duties. (1) It is the goal of the people to establish a system of
education which will develop the full educational potential of each person. Equality of
educational opportunity is guaranteed to each person of the state.

(2) The state recognizes the distinct and unique cultural heritage of the American
Indians and is committed in its educational goals to the preservation of their cultural integrity.

(3) The legislature shall provide a basic system of free quality public elementary and
secondary schools. The legislature may provide such other educational institutions, public
libraries, and educational programs as it deems desirable. It shall fund and distribute in an
equitable manner to the school districts the state's share of the cost of the basic elementary and
secondary school system.

The strategies and additional investments specified below represent MQEC’s best efforts to help the 
state restore constitutionality to its system of funding Montana’s public schools.  

1. Quality Educator Payment Increase: MQEC recommends an increase of $7,250 per Quality
Educator. Our recommendation is in recognition of the current salary gap between Montana and the
25th ranked state in the nation. MQEC chose the benchmark of 25th because it is a moderate ranking
among all 50 states and because Montana has historically demonstrated a capacity to fund teacher
salaries at that level. MQEC’s recommendation is also made in recognition of the focus of Judge
Sherlock’s ruling in Columbia Falls Elementary v. State on teacher salary rankings as a means of
assessing the constitutionality of the current school funding system (see finding 160C). The increase
of $7,250 is intended to allow school districts to make progress on salaries and benefits for non-
teaching employees as well. MQEC also recommends that the state apply 3 year averaging to the
QEP payment in the same manner as currently provided for ANB (larger of actual FTE or 3 year
historic average).
Estimated Annual Fiscal Impact: $91 million

2. Special Education Costs
MQEC recommends an increase in special education in an amount necessary to bring the state back
to its previously-demonstrated commitment to special education of 80% of costs that existed in
1989. MQEC also recommends that the state add 3-5 year olds who qualify for services under IDEA
to be included in the ANB count and made eligible for IDEA funds as any other K-12 IDEA student,
and also recommends that the state set aside 5% of the increase in state special education funding to
cover reimbursement of districts for disproportionate costs.

By having the state restore its share of special education funding, school districts will be able to
reclaim amounts previously taken from regular education funding programs to make up for shortfalls
in special education. School districts can then reclaim those funds to address traditional shortfalls in
other areas such as gifted and talented education, technology and professional development.
Estimated Annual Fiscal Impact: $47.5 million

3. At Risk Funding
MQEC recommends implementation of a flat payment of $1,000 per at risk ANB, with the
designation of at risk based on eligibility for free or reduced lunch. School districts would be
allowed to expend these resources on the research-proven strategies that help narrow achievement
gaps and increase graduation rates for children living in poverty. Accepting the challenge of
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overcoming the negative effects of poverty on student achievement is nothing less than a moral
imperative and is our best opportunity to reduce the negative consequences of living in poverty.
Those consequences are serious and place a disproportionate burden of governmental spending on
reacting to the failure to educate through increased spending on public assistance and even
incarceration, two areas of the state general fund budget that have grown out of control over the last
several years. Additionally, as schools succeed in narrowing achievement gaps and improving
graduation rates, the state of Montana will reap the benefits through increased tax collections on
higher earnings of these children as they enter the Montana workforce.

Our recommendation in this area is in reliance on the Quality Schools Interim Committee’s survey
of other states’ practices in setting ANB weighting factors for at risk children. MQEC recommends
implementation details as follows:

i. For elementary school districts, at risk counts would be based on the actual number of
children eligible for free or reduced lunch.

ii. For high school districts, the at risk counts would be derived by taking the aggregate
percentage of children eligible for free or reduced lunch in the component and
outlying feeder elementary school districts and apply the resulting percentage to the
high school district’s ANB count to identify the number of at risk children in the high
school district.

iii. For both elementary and high school districts, if the district does not have a lunch
program, eligibility would be determined on an alternative basis, such as, but not
necessarily limited to eligibility for Title I funding, census counts pertaining to
poverty in the area or e-rate eligibility standards.

Estimated Annual Fiscal Impact: $47.8 million
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4. Payment for Textbooks andSupplies
MQEC recommends a new formula component for textbooks and supplies, set at $260 per pupil.
This amount, in combination with what school districts are already spending, should allow schools to
get to a more regular rotation for textbook replacement consistent with the amounts identified for
this category by the Quality Schools Interim Committee.
Estimated Annual Fiscal Impact: $39 million

5. Indian Education for All
MQEC recommends that the state increase funding of the Indian Education for All component
consistent with the proposal advanced in Senate Bill 390, 2007 Legislative Session. That bill called
for a $50 per-ANB payment with a minimum of $1000 for each district.
Estimated Annual Fiscal Impact: $4.5 million

6. A School Unit Allocation for Building Operations
MQEC recommends that the State increase funding for building operations, distributed on a school
unit allocation consistent with the one time only allocation for school units under Senate Bill 2 of the
May 2007 Special Session. Under that section of law, school districts received a flat unit payment
for every 250 elementary children, every 450 middle school children and every 800 high school
children in the district. Each school district receives at least one unit per applicable grade levels
served and school districts with more than the threshold ANB receive additional unit payments
allocated in tenths.
Estimated Annual Fiscal Impact: $29.9 million

AdditionalSuggestions in Restoring the State’s Role in Funding K-12 Schools

1. Application of CPI-U Adjustment to All Formula Elements through a revision to the definition of
present law. Also, present law should be amended to apply CPI-U inflation from the fiscal year
most recently completed at the time the Executive Branch releases its official budget.

2. For the new entitlements funded at the state level (e.g. Quality Educator Payment, At Risk
Payment, American Indian Achievement Gap Payment, Indian Education for All Component),
add an additional 25% local option above the BASE budget funded by the state and include the
additional 25% local option in the calculation of the Maximum Budget for each district.

3. Implement a permissive levy above BASE for up to 4% per year, any increase beyond 4%
subject to voter approval.

4. Facilities. The State is in the middle of its facilities study. MQEC will track of the results of that
study and any recommendations coming forth in the 2009 Legislative Session to help the state in
determining adequacy.

5. MQEC recognizes and understands that its proposals would likely be phased in over time. If the
State phased this relief in over three additional biennia, starting with FY10 and finishing with
FY15, the new system would be fully implemented in time for the 10 year study of the system
called for in section 20-9-309, MCA,

6. Appropriations for schools should be changed to a biennial appropriation to allow school
districts additional flexibility in allocating money from the first year of the biennium to the
second year. School districts should also be allowed to either transfer unspent money in its
general fund to any other budgeted fund or carry over unspent money in its general fund budget
from year to year.
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Conclusion

As we continue the ongoing discussion of school funding, it is important to remember that the funding
itself is not the end, but is rather the means to the true end of student achievement. The same principle
applies when contemplating how to maximize the efficiency of our system of community schools.
Efficiency is a generic term that describes a ratio of the intended output to the total input in any system.
In the context of K-12 public education, the intended output is set forth in the Constitution, Under
Article X, Section 1:

Section 1. Educational goals and duties. (1) It is the goal of the people to establish a
system of education which will develop the full educational potential of each person. Equality of
educational opportunity is guaranteed to each person of the state.

Only when all who have gone through our public schools enjoy the kind of opportunity promised in
Article X, Section 1 can we claim true maximum efficiency, and when that occurs, our state itself will
enjoy a bright future. We believe that a bright future is within our collective grasp if we can find a way
to work together and create the kind of long term sustainable funding system outlined above.



From: Peterson, Linda
To: Baker, Larry; "sbwillow@3rivers.net"; "Marco Ferro"; "cindy_odell@skc.

edu"; "efeaver@mea-mft.org"; Gibson, Thomas; Hall, Michael (OPI); 
Lombardi, Jan; "JULES R. WABER"; "larrynielsen@hotmail.com"; 
"chris@gtccmt.org"; "bpatrick@townsend.k12.mt.us"; "dpuyear@mrea-mt.
org"; "samdr@sammt.org"; "dthompson@mtsba.org"; 
"bwhitehead@hellgate.k12.mt.us"; "Kirk Miller"; Williams, Bud; 
Donovan, Pete; "lmelton@mtsba.org"; "dulce_whitford@gfps.k12.mt.us"; 
"Jan"s email"; 

cc: Coopersmith, Nancy; Meloy, Steve; Keller, Elizabeth; Will, Carol; 
Luerkens, Canon; "mtsba.org, bvogel"; "macleand@netzero.net"; 

Subject: Distance Learning Task Force II Meeting
Date: Wednesday, April 23, 2008 9:11:07 AM

 
TO:     Members of the Distance Learning Task Force II (DLTFII)
FROM:   Class 8 Licensure Sub-Group
RE:     Final ARM Language Recommendation
 
During the DLTFII meeting on March 11, a Sub-Group of the larger DLTFII was 
charged with writing Administrative Rule to allow for licensure of college faculty 
for the purpose of providing dual-credit courses to Montana's schools.  The 
attached document is the result of many hours of meetings and much 
involvement from everyone on that Sub-Group.  
 
Our timeline for moving this language forward is as follows:
 
May 1:  To the DLTFII for final approval
 
May 8-9:  To the Board of Public Education to begin the rule-making process
 
Please feel free to forward this language as you see appropriate for comment 
and feedback before our DLTFII meeting on May 1.  
 
Many thanks to the members of the Class 8 Sub-Group.  We were able to work 
through some tremendously complex issues and reach some common ground.
 
Please Note: The DLTFII meeting is scheduled for Thursday, May 1, from 11:15 
a.m. until 2:00 p.m. in the OPI 1300 Building Conference Room. A light lunch will 
be provided.  An agenda will follow. RSVP to Donna Waters by Tuesday, April 
29, by telephone (406) 444-3114 or by e-mail dwaters@mt.gov.
 
 
Elizabeth and Linda
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Montana School for the Deaf and the Blind 
Board of Public Education Committee Agenda 

May 9, 2008 Meeting 
 
 
Item        Presenter   Time 
 
1. Student Enrollment/Evaluation   Informational  
 
2. Human Resources      Gettel    5 min 

   -    Update on personnel Actions 
  

3.  School Improvement      Gettel     15 min 
    -     Update on CEP  

- Update on strategic planning process 
- Update on LFC performance audit 
- Update 2011 biennial budget process 
 

4. Professional Development Activities   Informational  
- Update on in-service training  

 
5.  MSDB Foundation Activities    Informational  

-    Update projects and grants 
 

6. Conferences, Meetings and Contacts   Informational     
     
7. Budget and Finance     Sykes               5 min 
    -    Update on budget  
    -    Update on LAD fiscal audit 
  
8.  Facilities and Safety     Sykes    5 min  

-    Update on current projects 
 
9. School Calendar of Events     Informational 
 
10.  Student News      Informational 
 
11. Public Comment for Non Agenda Items  
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