School Renewal Commission  - September 29, 2003
Attachment 1 - Partial Minutes

Questions and Concerns Following the Presentations, Item IV of Agenda:

1. The revenue available for public education (HB736, Section 1(a))

· Sen. Don Ryan: concerned some of the revenue did not get to the classroom and    wondered if the monies could be spent as the schools saw fit or whether there were strings attached; the Commission should also be able to say how much of a property tax increase should end up “in the classroom”.

· Eric Feaver: When does the business equipment tax go to zero? How will small business and residential property tax payers be impacted because of this? Will this progressive decline to zero begin in the next fiscal year? Have to keep in mind how dramatically this will affect anything this committee contemplates with regard to how to fund schools. What is impact of SB424 on local school district property taxes and the General Fund? Sees dramatic downward trend of state commitment to public education and declining revenue resulting in increases in local taxes. When does inheritance tax disappear? 

·  Sen. Don Ryan: How many districts have a lower tax evaluation now and therefore can raise number of mills?  Is revenue from centrally assessed properties (poles and wires) not actually consumption tax because these costs get passed on? 

· Rep. Wagman pointed out significant revenue loss of taxes from natural resource development which was to equal revenue from property tax in 1984 -- roughly $200 million – and wondered if it would be equal to collected property taxes now did we have comparative production. 

· Chairman Raser: What does the state need to do to equalize per student funding so federal impact aid to schools can be used to offset state support for the schools that receive them?

· Eric Feaver: Why does existing inequity not cause legal concern? Or is inefficiency the real issue?
· Steve Gibson: sought to clarify the amount of federal dollars which actually came through OPI, pointing at 2002 revenue chart.
· Carmen McSpadden: Does OPI look at the actual cost of the federal programs related to the revenue stream?
· Bruce Messenger: How much of the $9 million Title I A money is being used in early grade classrooms and would allow transition into NCLB; is there a tracking mechanism?
· Sen. Don Ryan: Does need in different districts dictate how much of the federal monies go to them? 
· Lt. Gov. Karl Ohs: What kind of funds are the $20 million of federal money which do not go through OPI?
· Jules Waber: What number of districts will be receiving Title IA grants in fiscal 2004?
· Sen. Don Ryan: What are the criteria for disbursement of Title I money?
· Chairman Raser: wanted to clarify that the $7,000 average per student was not actually spent on each student in the state but rather that some districts spend less per student. Since some of the federal money is based on need and some on economic conditions, is a breakdown of this information available which would be valuable to the Legislature in determining which strings are attached to which funds, and how they can influence and change this revenue.
2. and 3. The role of state and federal government in public education (HB736, Section 1(d) and (e)) 

· Steve Gibson: What changes can we anticipate from IDEA as it now stands in Congress?

· Steve Gibson: Would the high cost risk pool be administered at the state level with 2% of the state allocation?

· Darrel Rud: What are the possibilities for full funding of special education? 

· Mary Whittinghill: Is it possible under the MT Constitution to combine the Office of the Superintendent of Schools with the BOPE?   

· Steve Gibson: If a school does not meet the accreditation standards, how long before disciplinary action was taken, and what would this action be?

· Ron Laferriere: asked Bob Runkel to elaborate on Montana’s administrative rule making and its alignment with federal IDEA.

· Scott Seilstad: reminded the commissioners of the publishing of the 2003 MT School Laws which covers all of the laws pertaining to public education (this was handed out to each member at the end of the meeting)

· Darrell Rud: asked Bob Runkel to address the reference to school employees as well as parents with disabilities (Section 504) in that accommodations need to be made for their accessibility as well as that for students. 

·         Would the 2% risk pool funds be disbursed to schools in the same way as Title grants are or via a co-op structure? If a change was made between the BOPE and the Supt. of Schools, would the most logical be to abolish the BOPE, have the Legislature be the policy-making body, and incorporate the Supt. of Public Instruction into the Executive Branch as a department head by way of a referendum?  Can the Legislature pass a law setting and requiring the qualifications for the Supt.?

· Chairman Raser: Is there federal money to assist schools in making architectural accommodations for students with disabilities, and if not, this would place an additional burden on MT schools? What is the financial impact on Title IX legislation? 

· Dr. Kirk Miller: As we begin the transition between what is to what could be, what is the effect of ESEA 2001 and the NCLB Act and IDEA. What is the meaning of annual measurable objectives as defined in NCLB and the accountability of the testing mechanism of students with disabilities? (Afraid this might be discriminatory as we anticipate a higher percentage of students with disabilities who are unable to meet “annual measurable objectives”).

· Sen. Don Ryan: Is there a breakdown showing why some schools failed? This info. was asked for by the Local Government and Education Interim Committee.

·       Please elaborate on the reliance of districts and their general fund on special education, and the ongoing escalation of costs being attributed to the general fund not covering special ed. cost?

Presentation of Rep. Norma Bixby on Indian education issues

·      How to Johnson-O’Malley dollars figure into Indian ed. revenue and how are they used?

