Attachment 2

School Renewal Commission

September 8, 2003 meeting

Questions and concerns about school funding and governance:
· What is the relationship between providing quality public education and providing full education potential?

· The difference between minimum (accreditation standards) and quality (not defined) is the balance.

· The goal is reaching the full potential of each person.

· The question is what is the legislative responsibility in equity of effort in districts.

· The Constitution doesn’t allow for consolidation – some have consolidated by choice, not force.  Issue has not been litigated yet.

· Legislature might be inclined to make consolidation easier.  They have no responsibility to maintain numbers.  There are 100 fewer school districts than earlier.

· County Superintendent can declare the end of a school district after three years of non-operation.

· Regarding key points – Board of Public Education can establish and approve standards.  Schools must comply.  Legislature may fund but is not required.

· How do we determine if local school board are meeting Board of Public Education Standards.  If not – why not?  What can we do?  It is required to have a policy for implementing Indian Education for all.  Response: School Districts must report to OPI in October.  School Districts will report on their policies re:  Indian Education.  In November, results will be available.  If standards are not met the Board of Public Education can withhold money, after a series of warnings and consequences.  

· There is a difference between school districts and administrative district.  The report is available from Darrell Rud if desired.

· What are all of the barriers to consolidation?

· Regarding governance:  How did Sherlock decision affect Board of Public Education Rulemaking?  Response: Legislative Services reviews and can comment on draft rules of the Board and comment under MAPA.  Technically, Legislative Services has no authority to direct change in rule.  Legislators are advised to do Resolutions rather than bills.
· There will not be legislation regarding “No child left behind” because it is under the purview of the Board of Public Education.

· Montana is one of fifteen states with an elected Superintendent vs. a department head.  Should a change be pursued?

· Does the Board of Public Education have the ability to define a quality education?  20-2-115 MCA hampers that ability.

· Concern was expressed about school districts serving as tax havens.

· Look at codes and rules that address the local board of trustees hiring “all” school district employees.

· Duties of school district trustees need to all be in one place in statute.

· Have a review of the last accreditation cycle.

· Have a nagging concern that not all of the positions in the room are represented and that the diversity of opinion has not yet surfaced.  I trusted the process would allow this to happen.
· Definition of a school district is needed.

· Board of Public Education sets accreditation standards – could it set classroom size?  Response:  Technically yes.  District would be required to implement but the legislature not required to fund.  Three separate entities deal with rules and regulations.  Coordination is not required between the three entities.  The Board of Regents also impact decisions.
· School boards hang on to issues in addition to accreditation, sometimes to the detriment of accreditation.

· It would be helpful to have pros and cons of governance structure in other states.

· Have there been any surveys of Montana School Board, OPI, and Board of Public Education concerns/issues?  Response:  A delegate assembly tackled.

· According to 20-2-115, the Board can’t make rules with significant fiscal impact – needs to go before the legislature.  Do rules get implemented without funding?  Response:  Yes, if there are federal funds.

· Gifted and talented is often under funded.  There is a funding formula for middle school.  The formula needs clarification.
· How much are we spending per student?  Puts money back into communities.  Separate community costs from education costs.
· Regarding special education, one child with great need can take money away from general student need.  How can that be addressed.
· Major federal legislative changes are coming – the education community needs that information (IDA).

· Students in correctional institution don’t receive ANB for that student.  How does that work?  Is the funding lost?  Response:  Funding doesn’t follow the student – it stays in the district’s account.
· Certain facilities can now receive ANB money.  More information will be provided about this.

· For small districts, having high needs special education students enter the district, looking at co-op options and creative funding are possibilities.

· Page 4 of “Basics of School Funding” shows that the impact of soft caps allowed by the 2001 legislature has enabled some districts to go over their budget.  Page 9 illustrates the struggle in rural states to provide services.  Montana pays for its small class size.  Numbers will be researched on how many districts need an extra levy to cover transportation costs.

· All districts are struggling with decreases in enrollment.

· If a district decided not to accept IDEA funding, what is their obligation to educate student with disabilities?  Response:  It is not optional because it is a federal mandate.
· Why don’t we allow pre-school and 19 and older students to be counted in ANB when we are required to educate them?  Response:  This has been proposed – not passed.
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