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MISSOULA COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
BOARD OF TRUSTEES 

Tuesday, March 28, 2017 – 6:00 p.m. 
Business Building Boardroom 

 
Note:  If you have questions regarding the agenda, please contact the Superintendent’s Office (728-2400, 
ext. 1023, prior to the meeting). 
 
 
Board of Trustees: Board Chair Marcia Holland, Michael Beers, Korbin Bragstad, Grace M. Decker, Debbie 
Dupree, Heidi Kendall, Vice Chair Diane Lorenzen, Vicki McDonald, Jennifer Newbold, Mike Smith,          
Vice Chair Ann Wake  
Student Trustees: Brianna Canning – BSHS, Adam Zimmer – BSHS, Annika Charlson – HHS, Gabby Flores – 
HHS, Keaton Johnson – SSHS, Ibby Lorentz – SSHS, Dylan Haggart – SHS, Brandon Anderson – Willard Alt HS  
 
Trustees Present: Marcia Holland, Diane Lorenzen, Mike Smith, Grace Decker, Ann Wake, Heidi Kendall, 
Korbin Bragstad, Jennifer Newbold, Michael Beers  
 
Trustees Absent: Vicki McDonald, Debbie Dupree 
 
Others Present:  Pat McHugh, Karen Allen, Julie Robitaille, Megan Morris, Dave Rott, Burley McWilliams; by 
phone: Mark Thane  
 

MINUTES 
 
1. CALL TO ORDER, WELCOME AND ROLL CALL   At 6:01 p.m. Board Chair Marcia Holland called the 

meeting to order and welcomed all. Superintendent Thane is in San Francisco; he will be participating by 
phone. Trustees McDonald, Beers, and Dupree were not present. All other trustees were present. [Beers 
arrived during the Pledge of Allegiance.] 

 
2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE was said by all. Trustee Beers arrived. 

 
3. REVIEW, REVISE, AND APPROVE AGENDA – Action   Holland noted the following corrections: page 43 is 

an example of the official ballot. Pat had a placeholder figure of $805,000; the actual number is 
$804,861. On page 46 for the high school: placeholder was $77,000; actual figure is $77,322, which 
changes mills to approximately .41 mills as the new figure. Next paragraph: actual tax would be 
approximately $0.55, next line it is $1.10 instead of $1.08.  On page 49 in the middle of the page, 
regarding the increase in the building reserve levy, there is a number 2, Stegner Field updates: delete 
item number 2. Trustees agreed to the corrections. Holland asked for other revision requests.  Decker: 
page 3—typo in item 8-A-iv – it says “doesn’t not impact.” Holland: On Franklin & Lowell FF&E bid, 
background, line 4: Cross out the nt, so it says “does not impact.” Trustees approved the agenda with 
revisions presented. 

 
4. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

A. Board of Trustees Regular Meeting – February 28, 2017 (page 6):  Motion by Decker to approve 
the minutes, seconded by Wake. There were no corrections or additions. Trustees present 
unanimously approved the minutes. Holland noted that Trustee Beers is now here.  

 
5. PUBLIC COMMENT/CORRESPONDENCE 
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Public Comment Regarding Non-Agenda Items (3 Minutes each speaker) - Items from Audience 
Correspondence – Written correspondence is included in the packet (page 23).   
Holland explained public comment on non-agenda items: opportunity to bring items to attention of 
the Board. Because it is a non-agenda item, under Open Meetings Act, Trustees listen but do not 
discuss. There was no public comment. 

 
6. REPORTS/ANNOUNCEMENTS - Information 

A. Health Insurance Trust Fund Report – Included in the packet was the routine health insurance trust 
fund report for the month of February 2017 (page 24). (Holland corrected the typo of the year to 
2017.) 

B. Announcements from Superintendent –Mark Thane, Superintendent. At this time on the agenda, it 
is appropriate for the superintendent to announce items of interest. A list of upcoming important 
events for the District and Trustees is included in the packet. page 25  
     Thane explained that the administration is engaged in a collaboration with MEA, in a workshop in 
San Francisco with the Carnegie Foundation on School Improvement Networks and the science 
behind that. They are attending a great conference, learning a lot.  
     Page 25 highlights: week of April 3-7 high schools are conducting parent-teacher conferences; no 
school for students on April 7. Teachers schedule largely evening conferences during the week to 
accommodate parents. Regular Board meeting is on April 11. The second Board meeting of the 
month is Tuesday, April 25 at Seeley-Swan High School: an opportunity to hear about programming 
at Seeley-Swan and see results of the bond work; excited to showcase. There are two series of 
Trustee building visits: April 21 is Sentinel and Big Sky; April 27 is Willard and Hellgate.  Monday, 
April 24 is a professional learning day for all staff K-12; students will not be in session. We have an 
exciting lineup of professional development for staff. We are really fortunate to have two days like 
this throughout the school year.   

C. Announcements from Trustees – At this time on the agenda, it is appropriate for Trustees to 
announce items of interest to them.  

• Bragstad: draw attention to the legislature and HB 265: this bill involves a universal screener 
mental health screening tool for school districts. The bill was pretty much gutted in 
committee. He still thinks it is a really good idea for our kids; would like to see the district 
lead the way in this. He encouraged everyone to read the bill, and he would like to see the 
district implement these plans. 

 
7. CONSENT AGENDA –  

In accordance with BP 1420 School Board Meeting Procedure, the Board approves the use of a Consent 
Agenda to expedite business at the regular monthly meeting. Agenda items dealing with perfunctory, 
routine matters may also be placed on the Consent Agenda by the Board Chair.  Any item on the 
Consent Agenda may be removed from the Consent Agenda and placed on the regular agenda upon 
request by any trustee.  
     Holland explained the Consent Agenda: routine items seen every month, on a regular basis; they tend 
to be non-controversial. Any Trustee can remove an item from the Consent Agenda for discussion.  
Motion: Holland asked for a motion to approve the items on the Consent Agenda; she read the items. 
Motion by Wake to approve the items on the Consent Agenda, seconded by Lorenzen. Holland noted 
that the Board will not discuss; she asked for public comment; there was none.  
Board Direction: Trustees present unanimously approved the items on the Consent Agenda. (Voting in 
favor: Holland, Lorenzen, Smith, Decker, Wake, Kendall, Bragstad, Newbold, Beers.  Absent: McDonald, 
Dupree.) 
The following items were approved on the Consent Agenda: 

A. FINANCE, OPERATIONS and MAINTENANCE  
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i. MCPS Student Attendance Agreements (Elem/Sec)(Action) – Pat McHugh, Executive Director of 
Business and Operations   page 26    
Background Information: Attached in this packet is a list of students who are residents of MCPS 
District #1 and are requesting to attend other school districts.  Those school districts require 
notification of the approval of the MCPS Board of Trustees to complete their application 
process.  MCPS District #1 is not responsible for any tuition fees incurred by these students.  
Board Direction:  Trustees approved the attached list of students requesting to attend other 
school districts on the Consent Agenda. 
 

ii. Revenue and Expenditure Reports (Elem/Sec)(Action) – Pat McHugh, Executive Director 
Business Services page 27       
Background Information: The February 2017 revenue and expenditure reports are attached.  
The warrants are available in the Business Office. 
Board Direction:  Trustees approved the attached revenue and expenditure reports on the 
Consent Agenda. 
 

8. NEW BUSINESS – Information or Action 
A. FINANCE, OPERATIONS and MAINTENANCE        

i. Smart Schools 2020 (Information)   - Mark Thane, Superintendent   
Background Information: Burley McWilliams, Operations and Maintenance Supervisor will be 
present to provide Smart Schools 2020 bond projects updates. 
     Holland asked Thane if he had any comments; he said Burley will discuss. Holland: this item 
is information only. 
     Burley: we interviewed GC/CMs for Cold Springs over the last 2 weeks. For Washington 
Middle School, GC/CM (General Contractor/Construction Manager): they closed applications on 
Monday and will be screening them Thursday. Burley expressed appreciation for Trustee 
Smith’s efforts in his day job; we got information back from DEQ for the Vo-Ag kitchen. The 
permit was approved and will be issued in May; work will start this summer. Burley said he is 
happy to answer questions. 
Board questions: Holland asked about the track—are you waiting for warm weather to finish 
up the project?  Burley: we have been working very closely with Field Turf. Last fall we got shut 
down by weather. It is a very temperature-sensitive application. Three spray-on layers are left; 
they require 55 degrees and climbing; we would have to wait until probably around noon in 
today’s weather. Would like it to stay at 55 degrees or more once applied for 8-10 hours for 
proper curing. If it doesn’t cure correctly, it bubbles; you have to grind it off and start from 
scratch. This is a very quality track; going to be the best in state. We want to make sure it is 
done right. There is a product being delivered on Tuesday, which will be stored indoors in 
heated warehouse and shops; they say it applies better when it is warmer, about 50 degree 
temperatures. We see some 60 degree temperatures in forecast for next week; hopeful we can 
put some product down. Track events have been moved and rescheduled at other venues for 
the month of April. Hopeful we can get the stadium done in the month of April. 
Holland: information only. There were no Board comments and no public comment. 
 

ii. Authorize Engagement of Cold Springs GC/CM Selection (Elem)(Action)   - Burley McWilliams, 
Operations and Maintenance Supervisor  
Background: The District issued a Request for Qualifications for General 
Contractor/Construction Manager (GC/CM) services associated with construction of Cold 
Springs Elementary. The District received seven submittals in response to the RFQ. A district 
committee reviewed and scored the submittals. Seven firms were invited to submit a response 
to a Request for Proposal, and four firms were invited to interview with the Cold Springs 
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selection committee.  Based upon the scoring by the committee, administration recommends 
the selection of Sletten Construction as the GC/CM for Cold Springs Elementary.  Funding for 
the GC/CM will be paid with the 2016 bond issue. 
Recommendation: Administration recommends that Trustees authorize the engagement of 
Sletten Construction to act as GC/CM for the Cold Springs construction project. 
     Holland: GC/CM is general contractor/construction manager, to work with architects 
previously selected on the project. She read the administrative recommendation. Burley will 
tell us about selection process, other information.  
     Burley thanked the committee; it takes a lot of time and effort. Committee members are 
Trustees Holland and Lorenzen; Susan Daniels, Cold Springs principal; Julie Robitaille, Pat 
McHugh, and Superintendent Thane. Very important process; thank you. Lengthy process starts 
out with Request for Qualifications (RFQ); we qualify all submittals, those who qualify respond 
to Request for Proposal (RFP), which is what they bring to the table and pricing. We score the 
RFP, the preconstruction services, what they bring to the table, and the pricing, and select up to 
4 for an interview. Then interviews are scored and all 3 scores are combined. We selected 4 for 
this project, and Sletten Construction was selected. Burley thanked Cliff Garness for coming 
tonight with Sletten. There were no Board questions. 
Motion: Holland: Elementary only. She asked for a motion by an elementary trustee to 
authorize the engagement of Sletten Construction to act as GC/CM for the Cold Springs 
construction project. Motion by Lorenzen, seconded by Decker and Smith.  
Board discussion: Holland: really exciting project, one of first really completely new builds on 
what they call a green site in Missoula in a number of years. A lot of high quality applicants 
appeared before the committee; a strict rubric results in the entity selected. Sletten has 
worked with the architects in the past. Will be a great partnership. Thank you to Burley and 
Eric; it takes a whole group. Long process, thanks to everyone involved in it.  
Public comment: Holland invited representative from Sletten to speak.  
     Cliff Garness with Sletten Construction, vice president of Northern Building Division from 
Great Falls. Really look forward to the project, will be a great project. Thank you. 
Board direction: Elementary trustees present unanimously approved the motion. (Voting in 
favor: Lorenzen, Smith, Decker, Kendall, Newbold, Beers.  Absent: McDonald.) 
 

iii. Approve Franklin Elementary - Perpetual Non-motorized Public Access Easement 
(Elem)(Action) – Burley McWilliams, Operations and Maintenance Supervisor page 37 
Background Information: Attached hereto is a copy of a Perpetual Non-motorized Public 
Access Easement from the city of Missoula for Franklin School.  Due to the site work that has 
been designed for parent drop off in front of the proposed new entrance along 11th Street, a 
wider sidewalk will be constructed on district property to increase safety during parent drop 
off.  The new sidewalk will be on property currently owned by the district, an easement is 
necessary for the permitting of the site work. Due to timing of the project and the urgency for 
the permit, Administration signed the easement with language stating it was valid pending 
Trustee approval. 
Administration Recommendations:  Administration recommends Trustees approve the 
attached Perpetual Non-motorized Public Access Easement at Franklin Elementary. 
     Holland: Elementary only. 
     Burley provided background: the easement starts on page 37; on page 40 is a picture of what 
we are referencing. It is the 11th Street side of Franklin, the proposed new front entryway; it 
creates a bit of buffer between parking and the sidewalk that infringes on our property. The 
city requires an easement for sidewalks when they come into private property. This is the 
documentation to make it official. There were no Board questions. 
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Motion: Holland asked for a motion by an elementary trustee to approve the attached 
Perpetual Non-motorized Public Access Easement at Franklin Elementary. Motion by Kendall, 
seconded by Lorenzen. There was no Board discussion and no public comment. 
Board direction: Elementary trustees present unanimously approved the motion. (Voting in 
favor: Lorenzen, Smith, Decker, Kendall, Newbold, Beers.  Absent: McDonald.) 
 

iv. Franklin and Lowell FF&E Bid (Information) – Burley McWilliams, Operations and Maintenance 
Supervisor   
Background Information: The district worked with L’Heureux Page Werner Architecture to 
determine the furniture, fixtures and equipment (FF&E) needs for Franklin and Lowell. Since 
the Franklin and Lowell bond projects wrap up this summer the district needed to issue a 
request for bids for FF&E in order to expedite delivery of these items so it doesn’t not impact 
the start of the 2017-18 school year. The bidding process began on March 19. The bid opening 
will be April 3.  The district will present bids to the board of trustees at the regular April 11 
board of trustees meeting.  
     Holland: FF&E stands for Furniture, Fixtures & Equipment. This item is information only. 
We will probably be acting on at subsequent board meeting; this is to introduce us. 
     Burley said he brought it up briefly in last board meeting. We are in a time crunch to make 
sure we get FF&E in to Missoula on time, had to rush the RFP through. Working with LPW 
(L’Heureux Page Werner) and principals Amy Shattuck (Franklin) and Brian Bessette (Lowell), 
looking at what the needs were for the schools. We will put it out for bid; we want to make 
sure you are aware of what we are doing. They close on April 3; we will bring them to the Board 
April 11 for final approval. 
Board Questions: Smith: is this a package, one bid for both schools, or 2 bids? Burley: a 
package, in hopes of getting some reduction in costs. Amy and Brian spent a lot of hours 
working out what will be best for both schools; a lot of it is similar. 
     Newbold: is this the process we will use for other schools or is it different because of the 
time crunch? Burley: same process. Were originally going to do it in house; we realized the time 
constraints and reached out to LPW to help us. It was originally put into their proposal; we 
chose not to accept it at that time. Now we combined them, reduced costs. We realized that it 
is something that the district does not want to take on. Every school will be different. At Paxson 
we used the design firm to help us too, on a smaller scale. 
     Newbold asked how the budget looks for this piece of the project after the construction 
process. Burley: April 3 will give us a better look. Budgets are very tight; we did not have a lot of 
budget to work with, but Brian and Amy felt happy with what they put on paper; we will see 
what we get in bids. 
     Decker asked how much of the furniture is being upgraded or replaced, how much moved 
back in?  Burley: Some things will be moved back Brian and Amy got with staff and went 
through what they have and what is in good shape and can be used in new classrooms. We did 
not want to get rid of everything in good shape. For the most part, new desks and tables. More 
tables so they can move around. More tables and chairs. Not a lot of brand new teachers’ 
desks. When you walk through the building when it is complete, you will be pleasantly 
surprised. We wanted to make sure we are doing the right thing with taxpayer dollars, not 
getting rid of things we don’t need to. 
     Holland: LPW is L’Heureux Page Werner, the architectural firm. Are they often consulted in 
the furnishing of the building, or is that unique to this situation? Burley has not designed a lot 
of new buildings, but he said it is their finished product, their blank canvas. Hulteng says it is a 
pretty common practice. 
Holland: Information only. There was no public comment.  Holland thanked Burley. 
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v. Approve Audit Report for Period Ending June 30, 2016(Elem/Sec)(Action) – Pat McHugh, 
Executive Director of Business and Operations and Dan Parrish, Accounting Supervisor   
Background Information: The final audit report for fiscal year 2016 will be posted on the 
District website prior to the March 28th meeting.  A draft of the audit report was posted on the 
District website on March 24th.  Stefeni Freese from Anderson Zurmuehlen P.C. will be present 
to discuss the audit report and unmodified opinion.  
Administrative Recommendation:  Administration recommends Trustee approval of the audit 
report for fiscal year 2016. 
     Holland: elementary and secondary. 
     Pat: Anderson Zurmuehlen performed our audit again this year. The financial report is 
posted on our website, about a 100-page document. Very good information. Thorough job. 
Stefeni Freese, one of the partners with Anderson Zurmuehlen, is with us to discuss the 
financial report and the unmodified opinion. Pat thanked Dan Parrish, our accounting 
supervisor, who is instrumental in the work with the auditors and the report.   
     Stefeni thanked the board for having her. Dan noted that we are printing the hard copy of 
the audit report.  Stefeni: we will mail them out; once you get the hard copy, if you want to 
revisit, we can do that. She passed out an agenda: for the prior year financial statement audit, 
for the year ended June 30, 2016 (correction on the agenda).  This is her 5th or 6th year on the 
audit. Prior to that she did the quality control on the audit. She is pretty familiar with the school 
district; she enjoys working on the audit; great staff, great people to work with. 
     Financial Statements: she has attached the trending analysis to the agenda. She will go over 
that. On page 1-3 is our independent auditor’s report. The most important thing is that you 
received an unmodified or clean report. Materially correct; you can’t get a better opinion. The 
MDNA on pages 4-15, written by Dan and Pat: a good overview of what is in the financial 
statement, how the year went, the changes from 2015 to 2016, in laymen’s terms. A good 
introduction to the financial statements. There are no additional or new footnotes this year. 
Last year you had to implement the pension standard, which added 20 pages of footnotes. One 
change because of it being the 2nd year under the pension standard: there are 2 required 
schedules, about 4-5 pages of notes to those schedules, required to be with the schedules. 
Those notes are changes that occurred to the pension liability, more actuarial-related. You will 
see it every year going forward. 
     Also interesting is the 10-year trend analysis, pages 78-82: this is not required to be in a 
financial statement, but management, Dan and Pat and their staff, put this together. We don’t 
give an opinion on this information. It is interesting to see how your enrollment has done over 
the last 10 years; increased significantly. Up 144 this last fall. It presents assessed valuation, 
taxable valuation per district over the 10 years, and the highest major taxpayers in each district. 
Bonding agents will use this information in putting together bond package. It is additional work 
staff has gone to in order to be transparent.  
     The single audit section is required when you have federal grants over $750,000; it starts on 
page 85. Listed are all the grants you have received and the expenditures on them. You 
received and spent about $8.4 million of federal money this year. Anytime you receive a federal 
grant, you certify you will follow the requirements and laws governing that grant. We do a risk 
analysis to determine which we will audit compliance and give an opinion on the compliance. 
     Auditors’ report on page 89: we are required to do this audit with generally accepted 
auditing standards and government auditing standards. We look at your internal controls to 
determine if there are any deficiencies we are required to report to you. We look at any laws, 
regulations, etc. We do not give opinion on compliance, but do report any instances of 
noncompliance. The auditors’ report on page 89 indicates that we found no significant internal 
weaknesses; no findings to report. No instances of noncompliance with budget laws, payroll 
laws, and grant requirements. 
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     Page 91 is our auditors’ report over the federal grants: we look at your internal controls and 
test the controls to make sure you are complying with those federal laws. No deficiencies. 
     We do a risk assessment to determine which programs we give will give an opinion on 
compliance: this year it was the national school lunch program and the improving teachers’ 
quality state grants. One compliance finding; OPI had done a test before we came in. Your 
software was allocating cash receipts not to individual students, so something could be 
misreported to OPI. Also how the counts were being entered into the system uploaded into 
OPI. We sampled 25 of the monthly reimbursements, or 3 months, and you underreported 
about 5500 meals; you shorted yourselves some of the federal money that could have come 
through. The school districts have already implemented changes to both of these systems. The 
point of sale system was change immediately when that was found, to be able to report the 
cash directly to an individual student, and a review process. This was human error, a data entry 
issue; that is why you want a review process to catch errors.   
     Dan Parrish, accounting supervisor for the district: in response to the findings, the point of 
sale system is taken care of; they enter the student’s number so we know it is a reimbursable 
meal in our account. For the monthly accounts being summarized and reported to OPI, the 
Board approved half time bookkeeper position, partly funded with food service money, 
providing the time needed for the review. As far as these findings, it is taken care of. 
     Stefeni: 5500 meals for those 3 months is 1.7% of the entire population that was reported, a 
pretty minute error for the 3 months that we sampled. But we are required to report any 
findings. There were no questions. 
     Communications we are required to report to governance: whether any new accounting 
policies were adopted: none this year. Any significant transactions the district enters into we 
audit and test, make sure they have supporting authorization and documentation; they did. 
Financial statements require estimates to be made by management, the valuation for incurred 
but unpaid claims in the insurance fund, depreciation expense, liability for post-employment 
benefits and pension benefits; management hires actuaries to calculate that. We encountered 
no difficulties in dealing with management or performing the audit. We send out list of items 
and a timeline, and we received everything on time. The audit was very efficient because of 
that. We received a management representation letter dated March 24: management telling us 
they did not withhold any information; they gave us everything we asked for. Bottom of that 
schedule: the new accounting standards that have been finalized and when they are effective. 
None will have a huge effect on district. 
     Attached page: left off Helena and Kalispell, because they are so late getting out financial 
statements. Comparison to Bozeman, Billings and Great Falls school district. Anderson 
Zurmuehlen does audit for Bozeman and Great Falls, and Billings was uploaded to their 
website. This is 5 years of information for Missoula school district; the column between is 
percentages, and compare to percentages of other schools. Net assets: your investment in 
capital assets, which is fixed assets less any related debt, plus any cash on hand. Because of the 
new bond issuance not yet all spent, that offsets some of that debt. The percentage for 
Missoula school district is 134%. Restricted net assets restricted for debt service, some capital 
projects and programs is 37%--that has held pretty consistent from one year to the next. 
Unrestricted net assets is deficit of $61 million, because of the pension liability; it did improve 
almost $3 million this year. Billings school district: their deficit is almost 300% of total net 
assets; they have a huge pension liability. Bozeman and Great Falls are similar. Fund balance on 
individual funds within the district, how it is allocated: unassigned, yours is 4%;  Bozeman 11%. 
This is determined by resolution of the board whether you will commit or assign funds. Once 
committed, it has to be spent that way unless the board does a resolution to change it; cannot 
be changed by management. You have 41% assigned to a specific function. Your restricted net 
assets at fund balance level is 55%, basically the fund balance of the bond. General fund 
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balance about $4 million. Revenues: about 41% of your funding is from the state, 29% from 
property taxes. Bozeman district has 40% of revenue funding from property taxes. Great Falls 
gets 51% from state—their state allocations are considerably more; it has to do with their state 
entitlement for special education, etc. Expenses: instruction: 57% of your funding is spent on 
instruction; very significant. One thing changed a bit this year: you have had very little in 
interest, but that went up; it is still only about 1% of your resources. Administration and 
supporting services: for administration you only spend about 8% on running the underlying 
program of the school district, the lowest of all AA schools. Fall enrollment went up 144 
students. Cost per student, total expenses divided by number of students, is $11,287 per 
student. Cash reserves: your total cash less what is left in the bond. You are at 28% of cash 
reserves; a good reserve, similar to other districts, a pretty recommended range. 
Board Questions: Bragstad: for the interest and fiscal charges, what was reason for big 
increase? Reply: New bond issuance; bond issue costs are expensed as an interest charge in 
accordance with GAAP. 
     Smith: thanked Pat and Dan and your team. It is great to get another great audit. You do a 
great job; he thanked Stefeni. Question: You mentioned when we get the hard copy we will see 
MD&A; what is that? Stefeni: MD&A is Management’s Discussion and Analysis. GAAP is 
Generally Accepted Accounting Principles. 
     Thane, comment: appreciates Stefeni; recognized Pat and Dan and all those in business 
services who manage the accounts and funds and provide incredible support services, allowing 
us to function as a district and to be good stewards of public funds. Having a clean audit year 
after year is a testament to the fine work all of them do. They work diligently to make sure we 
stay in compliance. As superintendent he values the work they do, how important for us as a 
school district to have the management we get day in and day out from our business service 
office. Highlight: Stefeni included some longitudinal data on revenue and expenses and on 
enrollment. Smart Schools 2020 plan: We wanted to increase capacity in all of our K-5 buildings 
to serve 450-500 students. She noted that between 2010 and 2015 our enrollment has 
increased 433 students. That validates the work done in advance of the bond issue regarding 
the need for capacity in our elementary schools. We are right on target as we approach the end 
of the bond projects to manage the projected enrollments through 2022. All the pieces coming 
together, appreciate the work, thank you to all involved.  
     Dan Parrish, comment: over the years he has gotten a ton of recognition for the audit. 
Throughout the year he and Pat get a ton of questions from people; he tells those who 
question that they are the reason we get the good audit report; they are thinking about things. 
Motion: Holland presented 2 options for a motion: spring break was last week and this was 
posted last week, not sure how many people in public or board had chance to read it in detail. 
Would entertain motion to approve, or to table to offer a chance to see longer document and 
approve in 2 weeks. 
     Kendall: motion to wait two weeks. Holland, clarification: motion to table; Kendall agreed. 
Seconded by Lorenzen.  
Board discussion: Holland: just because of when spring break fell, she thinks it is a good 
opportunity for all of us to read it and let the public be able to read it. Bringing it back in 2 
weeks does not mean Stefeni would need to come back; Pat or Dan could answer questions. 
Public comment: Thane asked Pat if there is any time sensitivity to making sure we have it 
approved by the board.  Pat: a little bit of time sensitivity for filing audit report and posting on 
EMMA, the clearinghouse. We can post the draft report and financial statements on EMMA, 
the clearinghouse where rating agencies have opportunity to review. Follows with SEC 
guidelines we talked about a couple years ago. Maybe Stefeni or Dan can talk about timeline. 
     Thane: is March 30 an important date?  Stefeni: any time you receive a federal award, you 
have to post it; your deadline is March 31. She recommends we post it anyway, and if 
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something needs to be changed we can take it down. If you don’t post by the deadline, you 
become a high risk entity and the amount of federal awards that need to be audited increases. 
It’s easy to pull it down, change and repost. She recommends meeting the deadline. 
     Holland: that means we should act on it and approve the official audit tonight?  Or post 
without Board approval and get approval afterward?  Stefeni replied that she cannot post a 
draft to that website. If you feel at all comfortable, she recommends you approve it tonight. 
You could revisit it in 2 weeks. 
     Thane, question: if trustees have additional questions next week, it will not change the audit 
report. Suggests if Board is comfortable approving the audit, then it could be an information 
only item to answer any questions next time. Nothing that we would decide would compel 
Stefeni and her team to go back and change the audit. Holland: makes perfect sense, the better 
way to do it. 
Motion withdrawn: Kendall withdrew her motion. Lorenzen agreed as second. 
New motion: Kendall: based on recommendation of staff and the auditor, moves that we 
approve this audit tonight; seconded by Lorenzen. 
Board discussion: Holland, clarification: Superintendent Thane brought up a great point. We 
are audited each year, and receive a report. The Board cannot change what the report says. We 
got a very good audit report, supported by a lot of documents explaining it. Her concern was it 
takes time to read it and was not posted until spring break. But we cannot change the audit. If 
we approve it tonight, then it is approved in a timely fashion to meet federal guidelines. If we 
have questions we could ask Stefeni, Dan, or Pat to come back. If anyone has questions, let her 
or Superintendent Thane know to add it to the future agenda. 
     Smith suggests that as opposed to listing it on agenda upon request, just have it listed on the 
agenda so the public can comment and we can discuss.  Holland: anything presented to the 
board has to be on agenda.  Smith, clarification: if he reads it and has a question, he should go 
to her or Superintendent Thane and ask to put it on the agenda. Why not just plan on putting it 
on the next agenda, so that the public or board can ask questions? Holland will suggest we put 
it on the next Board agenda for a meeting in Missoula. 
     Thane, clarification: the April 11 Board meeting is in Missoula; the later April meeting is in 
Seeley.  Holland: good; on April 11 agenda. There was no public comment. 
Board direction: Trustees present voted unanimously in favor of approving audit report as 
summarized by Stefeni and posted to district website. (Voting in favor: Holland, Lorenzen, 
Smith, Decker, Wake, Kendall, Bragstad, Newbold, Beers.  Absent: McDonald, Dupree.) 

 
Holland thanked Thane for his points. Now a whole series of topics related to upcoming 
election, parallel on elementary and high school side. Holland thanked Stefeni and Dan. 
 

vi. Elementary School Election – May 2, 2017 (Elem) – Pat McHugh, Executive Director of Business 
and Operations (Elem)(Action)  
a. Certify Ballot Language for Elementary School Trustee Election (Action) page 41 
Background:  The Board of Trustees passed a resolution calling for an Elementary Trustee 
Election.  The election date is May 2, 2017, and the election will be held by mail ballot.  The 
trustee election ballot attached hereto incorporates the latest data on trustee candidates.  
Presently there are two candidates for the two open elementary positions (3-year terms).  The 
deadline to file for a trustee seat was 5:00 p.m. on March 23rd.  If candidates withdraw by 
March 30th, their name will not appear on the ballot.  The deadline to file as a write-in 
candidate is March 30th.  The District Clerk will update the final list of candidate names 
following the March 30th deadline. 
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Recommendation:  Administration recommends Trustee approval of the attached ballot 
language for the Elementary Trustee Election, with the District Clerk finalizing the candidate 
names on March 31st.  
     Pat: beginning page 41: certification of ballot language for elementary trustee election. 
There are 2 open trustee positions. 2 filings were submitted in time; listed on page 41. 
Opportunity for write in candidates to file by the 30th. It would be premature to cancel and 
declare the election by acclamation now. But assuming no filings on write-in candidates by the 
30th, the election can be cancelled and positions declared by acclamation (the next item on the 
agenda, page 42). 
     First, certification of ballot: this is how ballot would appear if there is a write-in candidate. 
Board Questions: Bragstad, to Pat: did you say we are declaring the election by acclamation 
tonight? Pat: we’re not. The next item is a resolution authorizing the Board chair and 
superintendent to declare the election by acclamation if there is no write-in candidate on the 
30th. 
     Bragstad: so if something happened between tonight and 30th could we ask for a change?  
Pat: this would be the ballot, even if there is a write-in candidate. The certification can happen 
tonight. Bragstad: the election would still happen? Correct. 
     Holland, clarification: the difference between 6-a and 6-b: 6-a is saying there is a timeline by 
which candidates have to submit their names; candidates who have met that timeline are listed 
on the ballot. 6-A is approving the ballot language at this time because those are the candidates 
that meet the qualifications. We will talk about 6-b in a minute, a secondary process. Pat: 
correct. 
Motion: Elementary only. Holland asked for a motion to approve the attached ballot language 
for the Elementary Trustee Election, with the District Clerk finalizing the candidate names on 
March 31st, the day after write-in deadline. Motion by Smith, seconded by Decker. Elementary 
trustees present unanimously approved the motion.  Holland asked for public comment; there 
was none. Re-vote for elementary trustees: unanimously approved. (Voting in favor: Lorenzen, 
Smith, Decker, Kendall, Newbold, Beers.  Absent: McDonald.) 
b. Discuss Resolution 2017-8(E) Authorizing Cancellation of Election and Declaration of 

Election by Acclamation (Action)  page 42 
Background:  The Board of Trustees passed a resolution calling for an election by mail ballot for 
electing trustees in the elementary district.  Proposed Resolution 2017-8(E) (attached) 
contemplates cancellation of the election, and declaration of the candidates elected by 
acclamation, if the number of candidates is equal to or less than the number of open seats.  
Candidates have until 5:00 p.m. on March 23rd to file for a trustee seat, and until March 30th to 
withdraw as a candidate.  The deadline for write-in candidates is March 30th.   
Recommendation:  Administration recommends Trustee approval of Resolution 2017-8(E) 
authorizing cancellation of the election and declaration of election if the number of candidates 
and write-in candidates is less than or equal to the number of open positions.   
      Holland: a resolution as a contingency, where if there is not a write-in candidate, there is a 
mechanism by which election can be held by acclamation. Pat: correct; if the number of 
candidates including write-ins is equal to the number of open positions, this authorizes 
superintendent or his designee and the board chair to cancel that part of the election and 
declare the candidates elected by acclamation. There were no Board questions. 
Motion: Holland asked for a motion to approve Resolution 2017-8(E) authorizing cancellation 
of the election and declaration of election if the number of candidates and write-in candidates 
is less than or equal to the number of open positions.  Motion by Lorenzen, seconded by Smith.  
Board discussion: Decker: further down the agenda, it looks like we will be mailing out ballots 
anyway. Pat: yes. The resolution authorizes cancellation of only this portion of the election.  
Decker: so it does not save us any money?  Correct. Holland: in prior years it has; this year it 
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probably won’t. Smith, addressing Decker’s question: would it save money on people counting 
the ballots.  Pat: it is possible. Smith: marginal. There was no public comment. 
Board direction:  Elementary trustees present unanimously approved the motion. (Voting in 
favor: Lorenzen, Smith, Decker, Kendall, Newbold, Beers.  Absent: McDonald.) 
 
c.  Certify Ballot Language for Elementary General Fund Levy (Action)  page 43 
Background:  The Board of Trustees passed a resolution calling for a General Fund levy election, 
by mail ballot, in the elementary district.  The deadline to certify ballots is March 31, 2017. 
Recommendation:  Administration recommends Trustee approval of the attached ballot 
language for the Elementary General Fund levy election. 
     Pat: this portion of elementary election involves an operating levy in the general fund and a 
certified ballot. We are asking the Board to certify this ballot. At the beginning of meeting when 
agenda was approved, Chair Holland corrected the amount from $805,000 to $804,861. This is 
administration’s recommendation for the amount of the levy; this is the max amount of levy 
the Board could ask for. This would bring the budget in the general fund in the elementary to 
max budget for next year. It is based upon what is currently available from the legislature, 
which includes both SB 191 and the funding bill. The levy amount would not change if the Data 
for Achievement piece to the funding formula were removed. Calculated based on best 
information we have right now. 
     Thane: in last 5 years we have run only one operating levy for the general fund in the 
elementary district. We are in a legislative year and there are still moving pieces, but the best 
information we have at this time indicates levy amount would not change based on further 
legislative action. One piece of legislation that has passed: the statutory inflation increases 
accorded to school districts are approved. Normally the statute calls for inflationary increase 
based on 3 year average of CPI, which would have been 1.37 percent. But the legislature, due 
to declining revenues, altered that amount to only .5 of one percent for the inflationary 
increase for FY18. That puts us in a position where we will need to ask local taxpayers for 
support of a general fund mill levy in order to maintain our budget authority to operate at 
maximum general fund budget amount. Even with the inclusion and successful passage of this 
mill levy request, we still have work to do will general fund budget in order to balance. Very 
true in elementary district, even more critical in the secondary. We work to be very good 
stewards of the public funds, but it is necessary in order to meet obligations of district given  
increase in enrollment, necessary increase in staffing, plus the increases we have offered to 
staff through collective bargaining agreement. A critical piece of the budget; encourage Board 
support.  
Board questions: Lorenzen: in the past we have had situation where we transferred money 
through interlocal agreement from elementary to high school–can we be sure we are not going 
to do that? Pat would anticipate we will do that this year. The high school budget has not quite 
climbed out of the flat enrollment they have been experiencing for about 10 years. We will ask 
the Board to support the levy in the tuition fund for excess special education costs as well. With 
that piece and the voted levy here, he would anticipate another interlocal for elementary to the 
high school. 
     Thane: when we manage the elementary and secondary budgets we will look for any 
potential at year-end not to affect any interlocal agreement in the budget. If in secondary we 
had extra in utilities or subs, we don’t exercise the full amount in the interlocal agreement. 
Challenge is that we don’t bargain as 2 separate districts; sometimes we utilize interlocal 
agreement secondary to elementary, sometimes elementary to secondary, to ensure that all 
district employees receive the same under CBA. We will work to minimize interlocal agreement. 
In order to balance the budget we would use likely interlocal agreement to make budgets work. 
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     Smith, clarification: to Pat or Mark—the 1.37 percent that is what we were due to get for 
inflationary changes; now thanks to legislation, the bill has reduced that to .5 percent. This levy 
is to make up for some of the .87 percent? Pat: it removes some options from you, some 
flexibility.  Smith: the second year of the bill gives us the remainder of the inflationary increase? 
Pat: the next year is 1.87 of the biennium, in total it is the same total, 2.37. 
     Thane: one of the effects is that since we are afforded a lower amount in the first year of the 
biennium, we lose the compounding effect when the 1.87 is applied in the second year.  The 
net effect will be less due to the lower amount the first year. Some savings to the legislature. 
     Holland: it sounds like legislature is underfunding special education needs now. Is this 
involving that at all? We still have obligation to our students to provide appropriate services. 
Pat would say it is. The component of school funding tied to special education, 2 block grants, 
instructional and related services and disproportionate cost grant. Both are ANB (Average 
Number Belonging) related; also an amount that could be adjusted for inflation. The only part 
of the school funding program not adjusted for inflation.  
     Thane: HB 390 is still active. It has a very broad title, generally revised school funding law. 
There is some belief that in the 11th hour, HB 390 could be the vehicle by which educational 
funding is adjusted. Legislative fiscal analysts have revised revenue projections based on 
experience of last 3 months. A stretch, but some hope that special education might be 
addressed under HB 390. Would not likely affect levy amounts. Picture will become more clear 
in next couple of weeks. 
     Decker: ballot language—should it say passage would result in an increase? On page 43, it 
says it will result in a tax of $9.92 on a home with assessed property value of $100,000 and by 
$19.84 on $200,000. Will it result in an increase of approx.?  Pat: previous paragraph, last 
sentence, says this levy will be an increase to existing voter approved levy. The $804,861 
amount represents an increase to the voter approved levy.  Decker: the word “by” for the 
$19.84 on the second paragraph is confusing.   
     Holland: the first sentence suggests a tax of $9.92, then the use of “by” indicates an 
increase. Should we cross out the “by”? Pat agreed. Holland asked trustees: they agreed. 
Motion: Holland asked for a motion by an elementary trustee to approve ballot language on 
page 43 as amended for the elementary general fund levy election. Motion by Kendall, 
seconded by Newbold.  
Board discussion: Lorenzen is not in favor of us running this levy this year. She knows we 
discussed this in theory before, but there is a $961,000 increase in non-voted levies; if we add 
the two together it makes $1.7 million increase. She is concerned about interlocal; she thinks it 
is misleading to run a levy on the elementary district when we know that we are going to pass it 
on the secondary in interlocal. If we are going to use it for the high school, she thinks we need 
to run a high school levy and drop the amount of the elementary levy. Concern: people who 
pay for elementary levy live in Missoula; they are paying for elementary and secondary; they 
are paying for all the different tax increases going on in Missoula. We list $19.84 here as the 
increase on $200,000 home, then add the amount from the next resolution with a $24 increase; 
it is piling on the cost. She thinks the district needs to accept austerity measures everyone is 
facing statewide. It came up a few meetings ago that we are thinking of selling land: the public 
must wonder how much money we need, to run a levy, run a bond issue, and sell land all at 
once. It is a lot of money to ask for.  
     Smith is sympathetic to Lorenzen’s position. Point out interlocal agreements do go both 
ways and we have responsibilities to the entire unions that we have approved as a Board. Also 
he is pretty fairly certain, question for Pat, that the amounts we are asking for are actually 
related. The audit says we have excellent financial records. He is sympathetic to the way it is 
presented that we say we need more money, we need more money. But it is clear that the 
legislators have taken away money. The legislators are not actually saving money—they are 
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neglecting their responsibilities and passing it along to people at the local level, while they take 
credit for saving money. 
     Bragstad: didn’t we discuss that it would raise the tax 50—we are raising it to $19.84? 
Lorenzen: no, that is the increase. Pat confirmed. 
     Kendall appreciates what Lorenzen is saying, but agree completely with Trustee Smith; 
thinks we have to do what we have to do to make it work. Education is one of the last places 
we would want to support austerity measures as school board. 
Public comment: Thane, clarification; was referenced in audit report. If we have a static 
enrollment, you might expect that our budget would not now show the increases. Sympathizes 
with her view of tax increases. We are trustees of public funds. But audit report noted we did 
have 144 student increase on elementary level this past year; at $11,000 per student, about 
$1.4 million cost increase is referenced here. Special education costs have been ongoing 
concern. We need to do what we can to support students in their IEPs. Certainly the district 
works to be good stewards of the funds. Acknowledging we do have fortunately increasing 
enrollment, 433 students over last 5 years; that is significant. We do have to meet accreditation 
standards and fund programs to provide the level of education we have been accustomed to. 
Board direction: Holland: elementary only. Trustees voted on the motion to approve attached 
ballot language on page 43 with the change made (removing the word “by” before $19.84 in 
the second line of the second paragraph). Trustees voting in favor of the motion: Smith, Beers, 
Decker, Kendall, Newbold.  Opposed: Lorenzen.  Absent: McDonald. The motion passes. 
 

vii. Topic: High School Election – May 2, 2017 (Sec)(Action) – Pat McHugh, Executive Director of 
Business and Operations  
a. Certify Ballot Language – High School Trustee Election - District D (Action) page 44 
Background:  The Board of Trustees passed a resolution calling for a High School Trustee 
Election.  The election date is May 2, 2017, and the election will be held by mail ballot.  The 
trustee election ballot attached hereto incorporates the latest data on trustee candidates.  
Presently there is 1 candidate for the open high school position in District D (3-year term).  The 
deadline to file for a trustee seat is 5:00 p.m. on March 23rd.  If candidates withdraw by March 
30th, their name will not appear on the ballot.  The deadline to file as a write-in candidate is 
March 30th.  The District Clerk will update the final list of candidate names following the March 
30th deadline. 
Recommendation:  Administration recommends Trustee approval of the attached ballot 
language for the High School Trustee Election for District D, with the District Clerk finalizing the 
candidate names on March 31st. 
     Holland: certify ballot language for high school trustee election for District D, the only high 
school district with a trustee up for election; there is one position open, one applicant. District 
D is Potomac, Seeley, Clinton. There were no Board questions. 
Motion to approve attached ballot language for the High School Trustee Election for District D, 
with the District Clerk finalizing the candidate names on March 31st. Motion by Wake, seconded 
by Kendall. There was no Board discussion and no public comment. 
Board direction: Trustees present voted unanimously in favor of the motion. (Voting in favor: 
Holland, Lorenzen, Smith, Decker, Wake, Kendall, Bragstad, Newbold, Beers.  Absent: 
McDonald, Dupree.) 
b. Discuss Resolution 2017-7(S) Authorizing Cancellation of Election and Declaration of 

Election by Acclamation – District D (Action)  page 45 
Background:  The Board of Trustees passed a resolution calling for an election by mail ballot for 
electing a trustee in the high school district.  Proposed Resolution 2017-7(S) (attached) 
contemplates cancellation of the High School District D election, and declaration of the 
candidate elected by acclamation, if the number of candidates is equal to or less than the 
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number of open seats.  Candidates have until 5:00 p.m. on March 23rd to file for a trustee seat, 
and until March 30th to withdraw as a candidate.  The deadline for write-in candidates is March 
30th. 
Recommendation:  Administration recommends Trustee approval of Resolution 2017-7(S) 
authorizing cancellation of the election and declaration of the election if the number of 
candidates and write-in candidates is less than or equal to the number of open positions. 
     Holland: parallel, same process to authorize superintendent and board chair if there no 
write-in candidates file by March 30 deadline, to declare the election cancelled and declare 
election by acclamation. There were no Board questions. 
Motion to approve Resolution 2017-7(S) Authorizing Cancellation of Election and Declaration of 
Election by Acclamation – District D. Motion by Wake, seconded by Kendall. 
     Lorenzen asked if there is a typo on line 1. 
Pat: the resolution heading is 2017-7(S) and the body has 2017-5(S). Resolution 2017-5(S) 
referenced in first paragraph was the original resolution by the Board calling for the election. 
This resolution is 2017-7(S). There was no further Board discussion and no public comment.  
Board direction: Trustees present voted unanimously to approve 2017-7(S). (Voting in favor: 
Holland, Lorenzen, Smith, Decker, Wake, Kendall, Bragstad, Newbold, Beers.  Absent: 
McDonald, Dupree.) 
 
c. Certify Ballot Language for High School General Fund Levy or Cancellation of High School 

General Fund Levy (Action)  page 46 
Background:  The Board of Trustees passed a resolution calling for a General Fund levy election, 
by mail ballot, in the high school district.  The deadline to certify ballots is March 31, 2017.  The 
attached ballot provides for a High School General Fund levy of $77,000.  This amount 
represents the required increase in the voted over base levy in order to adopt the Maximum 
High School General Fund budget.  The calculation of maximum budget is based upon the 
proposed inflationary increased provided for in Senate Bill 191.  The resolution authorizing the 
General Fund levy election may be cancelled by approval of the proposed Resolution 2017-9(S) 
attached hereto. 
Recommendation:  Administration recommends Trustee approval of Resolution 2017-9(S) 
authorizing cancellation of the High School General Fund levy election.  If Trustees do not 
approve Resolution 2017-9S), Trustees may approve the attached ballot language for the High 
School General Fund levy election. 
     Holland read the recommendation. 
     Pat: the original resolution adopted by the Board was to authorize general fund levy election 
in the high school. This is the time to certify the ballot or cancel the election. Recommendation 
of administration is to cancel the general fund operating levy election. Not because the 
resources are not necessary in the high school. But because the amount of the levy election at 
$77,000 is such that we are anticipating utilizing other means to make up the difference for at 
least one year. That would involve more budget discussions, different ways of filling the 
$77,000 void. E.g. for one year to move expenses in high school to building reserve and to tech 
fund. That would involve greater discussion; that is the concept we would propose to the Board 
as a one year solution. We anticipate next year we will see a large freshman enrollment in the 
high school, a larger budgetary increase, and the potential to run a more meaningful levy next 
year. This could be the year from an enrollment standpoint where we see more of a significant 
upward trend in enrollment in high school. The last 5 years in the high school we have not run a 
levy, the last 4 years including this year. Last levy we ran was 2012 or 2013. The same in the 
elementary – we ran one levy in the past 5 years. We are trying to look at when the levy has the 
greatest impact, and to run back to back levies including a $77,000 levy is the rationale for 
looking at different ways for this year. 
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     Thane: one consideration is the cost of running the election in the high school district. If no 
write-in candidates file by March 30, we could fill the trustee seat by acclamation, thereby 
negating the need for a trustee election. If we held an election in the high school district solely 
for the purpose of generating a levy of $77,000, the cost of running the election would take a 
significant portion of the revenue we would generate; almost a zero sum game given the cost 
of the election and the relatively small amount it would generate. 
Board Questions: Holland: reference on C is to page 46, following page 46 are page 47 which is 
a resolution authorizing cancellation of general fund election, and then page 48 which is a 
notice of election cancellation. Holland asks: which of these documents are we addressing 
under item c?  Pat: they go hand in hand. Page 47 the last paragraph directs chair and clerk to 
cancel the general fund election by means of filing the notice of cancellation. 47 and 48 go 
together; the notice is embedded within the resolution. 
     Holland: the item on page 46, the item is something we will not actually be taking action on 
under item C.  Pat: correct; he left the ballot in the packet in the event the trustees proceeded 
with the levy election and it would need to be certified in order to proceed. Attached as means 
for leaving option open to the Board. 
     Decker: if the levy did go out, would it go in the same mailing as the one we are sending the 
elementary? It would go to more people, to the whole high school district, or is it a separate 
mailing/envelope? Pat believes it is in the same envelope. Only District D would get trustee 
election, and if the levy happened, the elementary district would see both, and the district 
outside the elementary would receive just the high school. 
     Holland: is that correct? If there was an election for a trustee it would be only District D. Pat: 
if there was a levy. 
     Decker: at this point we don’t know if we have to mail out ballots, because of write in 
deadline. It’s possible there will be no mailing for the trustee election. But if we move ahead 
with the levy, there will be mailing for elementary levy and one for high school levy. Holland: 
District D would get both ballots? Pat: yes, trustee ballot and levy ballot. 
     Decker: we know for sure we are mailing an elementary levy. After the 31st we will know if 
we are mailing any people elections. Her question is would it really save as much money to not 
send a high school levy mailing, because it is going to people already getting the elementary 
levy ballot.  Pat: that would be paid for by elementary district. The high school would not pick 
up that part of the tab; with the overlap the elementary district would pay for it, we budget 
$40,000 in total, so would be around $20,000 in high school district. Holland: confused. 
     Thane: the effect of not having election in high school district, only those served in 
elementary district, largely in the city proper, would get a ballot. If we had high school levy, 
would have ballots to all the outlying K-8 districts as well. Cancelling the high school levy 
election would mean not mailing to all the partner K-8 districts.  
     Holland: administrative recommendation is that we adopt the resolution 2017-9(S) on page 
47 and its companion document, Notice of Election Cancellation.  Pat: we can limit it to the 
resolution.  Holland: the only reason page 45 is in there is if someone were to make a motion to 
run a levy. 
Motion Holland asked for a motion, two options. Motion by Smith to move forward with a 
resolution 2017-9(S) authorizing cancellation of the high school general fund levy, page 47, 
seconded by Bragstad. 
Board discussion: Decker is kind of troubled by cancelling the high school election, and knowing 
the elementary levy will support the high school. In comparison it is a small amount, the tax is 
also a small amount. It feels like we are maybe being strategic in that we don’t want to ask in a 
year when levy amount will be so small, and in other years would be a larger amount. Pat: 
that’s fair. Part of the rationale includes what we anticipate happening next year. We are 
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looking at it overall from the amount of this levy and what we anticipate next year. And what 
Superintendent Thane mentioned about the cost. 
     Smith: to help him understand Decker’s question: he is looking at it as that we know the 
population of the high school is going to go up. The number we will be supplying teachers for 
will go up. Rather than run $77,000 levy this year and a $77,000 levy next year, it is strategic: 
why pay for 2 elections? Agree with your analysis, but explain how he is looking at it. 
Public comment: none. 
Board Direction: Trustees present unanimously approved Resolution 2017-9(S) to cancel the 
high school general fund levy election. (Voting in favor: Holland, Lorenzen, Smith, Decker, 
Wake, Kendall, Bragstad, Newbold, Beers.  Absent: McDonald, Dupree.) 
 

viii. Consideration and Adoption of Resolution 2017-9(E) Estimating Changes in Revenues/Mills 
for Certain Funds(Elem)(Action) – Pat McHugh, Executive Director of Business and Operations
 page 49 
Background Information: Senate Bill 307 includes a new notice requirement that will kick in 
immediately.  This notice requirement applies to all school district non-voted levies.  
Specifically, a resolution is required by April 15, 2017 before the Board can impose an increase 
in the Elementary District revenues or mills for the following funds: 

a. Adult Education  
b. Bus Depreciation Reserve  
c. Transportation  
d. Tuition  
e. Building Reserve – New facilities levy 

Resolution 2017-9(E), attached hereto, provides an estimate of the increase in mills and 
revenue for the above funds. 
Recommendation:  Administration recommends Trustee approval of Resolution 2017-9(E) 
which provides an estimate of the increases in mills and revenue for the specific funds 
identified in SB307. 
     Pat: SB307, and its requirement that school boards identify by April 15 this year of any 
anticipated increases in non-voted levies for the funds listed here (a-e).  SB 307 allows a non-
voted permissive levy for certain technology and facility improvements. Capped at amount 
equivalent to $100 per ANB plus $15,000. The anticipated future is that funding would be 
through the state; statute references 2021. Modifications to existing statute incorporates this 
notice piece. Deadline in the future will be March 31 for school board to identify estimate of 
increase in permissive levies, number of mills, and tax impact. Increases to building reserve: SB 
307 allows districts to levy permissively for facility improvements, technology improvements. 
We have identified $210,000 on the elementary side, listed under item 1, design and 
engineering services associated with deferred maintenance, infrastructure and technology 
improvements at Missoula College building. At the beginning of the meeting we deleted item 2. 
     Thane added: look at tuition fund, there is a significant increase on elementary side. Created 
by legislature for districts to address their special education costs specifically. There is a 
formulation and a calculation. For special ed students cost of developing educ programming 
exceeds what we would normally expect.  That and building reserve fund dollars listed are 
borne by local taxpayer. Legislature has said they will give us these vehicles. The state is not 
funding those items at present, telling the locals it is necessary for them to fund special 
education costs and meet district infrastructure needs. He understands from the Board 
perspective and community perspective that it is a local tax and hopes the state will begin to 
assume their share in the future as indicated in SB 307. 
     Pat: building reserve: we had 2 building reserves in elementary district: one for $500,000 
and one for $376,000; both timed out and terminated. They have not been levied since they 
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expired within the last 3 years. High school building reserve for $450,000 over 7 years, expires 
next year. In the future it may be this will be the means by which non-bond related projects of 
some significance, deferred maintenance infrastructure will be funded. 
     Lorenzen: we are also looking at $250,000 in transportation increase? Thought 
transportation was state funded? Pat: state reimbursement is pretty minimal; it is primarily 
funded locally through permissive levy. Analysis by Burley and Dan Parrish looks at where our 
reserves sit and bus routes added through the year, not funded at beginning of year, and 
anticipates increases to cost of contract with Beach Transportation. This is what is anticipated 
in terms of increase needed. 
     Smith: back to building reserve 5 year and 7 year. Those increases at the time, those go 
away; one already gone, one next year. Question: does SB 307 require us to report what we 
tax?  Pat: it does not; it requires that you create sub-funds based upon type of project 
performed through building reserve. State timber tech dollars, state block grant money is 
reported in one subcategory, any voted levy in a separate category. Tracked as separate 
categories. 
     Newbold: resolution of intent to impose an increase in levies—these are estimates? And the 
reason we pass the resolution is that we have to put the public on notice by a certain date that 
there may or may not be increase in non-voted levies? Pat: Correct. Deadline is April 15. They 
are estimates. We will participate in joint publication with surrounding districts. Newbold: 
when do we know actual amounts? Pat: we adopt budgets by August 24. We will have new tax 
valuations at that point, which will impact the number of mills and the tax cost. We are using 
most recent info from Department of Revenue, last fall’s tax valuations with adjustment for 
NorthWestern reduction. The number of mills and the tax impact will likely go down. 
     Holland: at beginning of the meeting we struck number two from the item under 
consideration, yet it is on the next agenda item. Both reference the former Missoula College 
building: is there significance in whether it is an elementary or secondary owned property, or 
can both levies do that? 
     Pat: yes. He is anticipating that the maintenance improvements would be shared by 
elementary and high school, so you will see it on both sides. Not unlike what we have happen 
with our administrative buildings right now. Support would be shared. 
Motion from elementary trustee to adopt Resolution 2017-9(E) which provides an estimate of 
the increases in mills and revenue for the specific funds identified in SB307. Motion by Smith, 
seconded by Newbold.  
Board discussion: Lorenzen: again, same concerns: we have so many vehicles for collecting 
additional revenue from public. The public does not get to vote on these. She likes that they are 
earmarked funds, not general fund. But in summary: too much money to keep asking for. She 
will vote no on it. It hits the same people over and over again. 
     Smith: he is looking at this as it is not more, it is replacement. The state taketh away, the 
local have to giveth to make it equal. He considers these more important than other places cuts 
are available to the state. If the state were holding up their end, he thinks net cost to taxpayer 
would be the same. He will be voting for this. 
     Decker: the point Mike makes that building reserve funds no longer show up on people’s tax 
bills; it is a limited duration. People do have sense it keeps piling up, tax bills go up. But these 
are all critical parts of delivering education we promised. Once the building reserve funds and 
transportation funds and specifically designated funds are gone, we still need to provide the 
service. It is a messaging problem; really complex in how we explain to people the duration and 
the funding. 
Motion: Elementary only action item: elementary trustees present voted on the motion to 
adopt Resolution 2017-9(E) which provides an estimate of the increases in mills and revenue 
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for the specific funds identified in SB307. Voting in favor: Smith, Beers, Decker, Kendall, 
Newbold.  Opposed: Lorenzen.  Absent: McDonald. Motion passes. 
 

ix. Consideration and Adoption of Resolution 2017-8(S) Estimating Changes in Revenues/Mills 
for Certain Funds(Sec)(Action) – Pat McHugh, Executive Director of Business and Operations
 page 50 
Background Information: Senate Bill 307 includes a new notice requirement that will kick in 
immediately.  This notice requirement applies to all school district non-voted levies.  
Specifically, a resolution is required by April 15, 2017 before the Board can impose an increase 
in the Elementary District revenues or mills for the following funds: 

f. Adult Education  
g. Bus Depreciation Reserve  
h. Transportation  
i. Tuition  
j. Building Reserve – New facilities levy 

Resolution 2017-8(S), attached hereto, provides an estimate of the increase in mills and 
revenue for the above funds. 
Recommendation:  Administration recommends Trustee approval of 2017-8(S) which provides 
an estimate of the increases in mills and revenue for the specific funds identified in SB307. 
     Holland: same discussion but at secondary level. Pat: correct. And numbers are different.   
Pat: tuition fund is zero, reflects that we don’t have opportunity to ask for increase in this 
permissive levy. Based upon excess special education costs, part of a formula in the statute, 
calculates what is reimbursed by state, $7-10,000 depending on the district. Special ed 
expenditures in excess of that amount fit within the ability to levy in the tuition fund. In the 
high school it now stands at $500,000, which represents the last calculation we did of what we 
could levy for that purpose. Transportation: similar calculation to elementary; there are less 
route changes, likely reflects where reserve sits and increase to contract. Building reserve: 
funding two pieces, one the Stegner track improvement and upgrades; the other half would be 
funded by elementary not through this levy but a recommendation we will make to the Board 
that we use rental fund proceeds we have accumulated. We do not have those in the high 
school, so this represents a reasonable solution to fix the track, which is in disrepair; 2nd piece is 
the corollary to the elementary side, the design and engineering services for Missoula College. 
Board Questions: Smith: the estimated impacts listed are annual numbers? Pat: yes.  
Motion: Holland asked for a motion to approve 2017-8(S). Motion by Kendall, seconded by 
Smith.  
Discussion: 2017-8(S) Newbold corrected. Holland agreed.  Thanked for correction. There was 
no public comment. 
Board Direction: Trustees present unanimously voted to approve Resolution 2017-8(S). (Voting 
in favor: Holland, Lorenzen, Smith, Decker, Wake, Kendall, Bragstad, Newbold, Beers.  Absent: 
McDonald, Dupree.) 
 

x. Budget Projections 2017-2018 (Information) – Pat McHugh, Executive Director of Business and 
Operations page 51 
Background Information: Pat will provide an update on budget projections for the 2017-2018 
fiscal year. 
    Holland: a moving target at the legislature. 
     Pat: exactly. Update: elementary side has estimated increase of about $1 million with a levy 
of $804,000.  High school: increase of $370,000, with a zero levy. As mentioned earlier, this 
contemplates the Data for Achievement component staying in the budget through the 
legislative session, and the natural resource development payment, both state funded. If Data 
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for Achievement piece was removed, it would mean reduction of the increase to the budget of 
$111,000 in elementary and $77,000 in high school; it would not impact the levy in elementary.  
Thinks $280,000 is the range for the natural resources, between the two districts. Impact is not 
reflected here; does not change max budget or levies, just changes how base budget is funded. 
If it were removed, it would be funded through guaranteed tax based aid and district local 
taxpayers, between those two pieces.  Remaining information is fluid. We will continue to look 
at the number of retirees; we always look at staffing estimates. We will look at those at end of 
fiscal year to see how our estimates carry forward through fiscal year; minor adjustments. 
Elementary, very preliminary, 3 staff increase. Minimal number of other increases you will see 
there. One is to insurance: reflect property liability increase in premium, and our SRO/CRO 
obligation increase, which is minimal this year. There were no Board questions and no public 
comment. 
Holland: Information only. 

 
9. PUBLIC COMMENT – Regarding Non-Agenda Items (3 minutes each speaker) Holland noted that 

opportunity for public comment is available at beginning and at the end of meeting.     
     Thane: the Native Youth Powwow will be held at Sentinel on Saturday, April 2, the grand entry is at 6 
p.m. It is open to the public. He expressed appreciation for the work of our Indian Education staff and 
Native American specialists to support our youth through the powwow and encouraged all to attend if 
they are available. 
     Pat reminded Trustees to sign resolutions. 

 
10. ADJOURN Board Chair Marcia Holland adjourned the meeting at 8:20 p.m. 

 
As recording secretary for this Board meeting, I certify these minutes to be a true and correct copy of what 
was taken at the meeting. ____________________________ 
    Elizabeth Serviss, Minutes Recorder 
 
________________________________   ____________________________________ 
Marcia Holland, Board Chair    Pat McHugh, District Clerk 
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