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This report is a summary of the work of the Education Interim Committee,
specific to the Education Interim Committee’s 2017-2018 House Joint Resolution No. 1 (HJ 1) study as
outlined in the Education Interim Committee’s 2017-18 work plan and HJ 1 (2017). Members received
additional information and public testimony on the subject, and this report is an effort to highlight key
information and the processes followed by the Education Interim Committee in reaching its conclusions. To
review additional information, including audio minutes and exhibits, visit the Education Interim Committee

website: http://leg.mt.gov/edic.
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SCHOOL FUNDING - SPECIAL NEEDS

OVERVIEW

House Joint Resolution No. 1 (2017; Kelker) was one of 11 legislative recommendations to come out of the

2015-2016 School Funding Interim Commission, three of which were enacted. When the commission

conducted a statewide survey in the fall of 2015, special education funding was one of the top four areas of
concern that emerged. As the commission conducted its work, additional concerns about funding for
programs serving gifted and talented students were raised. Ultimately, the commission determined that
turther study of funding for all types of students with special needs was warranted, resulting in HJ 1 being
recommended. Fundamentally, the Commission wanted to examine more closely whether Montana's current
school funding formula is aligned with the needs and costs of programs to serve students with special needs.
HJ 1 asked that an interim committee look at current best practices for serving special needs students and
compare those practices with what is happening in Montana schools. The resolution also requested an
examination of the various ways that funding for programs to serve students with special needs is structured

in other states and an evaluation of whether Montana's existing funding structure requires modification.

In Montana statute 20-9-309, MCA, the term “special needs” is an umbrella term that includes:

e  Children with disabilities who require special education under an individualized education program
(IEP);

o  At-risk students;

e Students with limited English proficiency;

e  Children who require accommodations under 504 plans; and

e  Gifted and talented children.

Staff prepared the graphic on the following page to help committee members understand the basics of each

category.
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Categories of Students with Special Needs from 20-9-309, MCA

prepared for the Education Interim Committee HJ 1 Study, by Pad McCracken, Committee Staff , January 2018

Gifted and Talented
* Defined at 20-7-901, MCA
* Program requirements in
MCA and ARM
*+ State funding through
grants ($250,000)

Child with a disability
Defined at 20-7-401, MCA
* IDEA defined disability and
requires special education
* An Individualized Education
Program (IEP) is developed
* State funding through the
special education allowable cost
payment ($43 million; not

increased with inflation)

Limited English Proficient (LEP)
(aka ELL and now EL under ESSA)
* Students identified based on

assessment of English language

About 2% of MT
ents (3:000)

studs

proficiency and exposure to a non-

Special
Needs
291U.8.C.794

Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973
prohibits discrimination based on disability by
any entity receiving federal funds

* Broader definition of disability than IDEA

* A 504 plan is developed, less detailed than IEP
and focused on providing accommodation

* No additional state funding

English “language of impact”
* Content standards and performance
descriptors at ARM 10533
* No additional state funding

At-risk student
¢ Definedat 20-1-101, MCA
* State funding through the at-
risk payment ($5.4 million;
increased with inflation per
20-9-326, MCA) which is
distributed in proportion to
Title I federal funds

Note—these categories are not
exclusive; a student may be at-risk
and gifted and talented and require

special education LEG]S LATIVE
Also—Montana has about 150,00 S E va C E S
public school students total DIVL_S lON

The Education Interim Committee (EDIC) was assigned the HJ 1 study by Legislative Council at the
beginning of the 2017-2018 Interim. HJ 1 was ranked 4% out of 20 study resolutions passed by the 2017
Legislature in a poll of legislators at the conclusion of session. The committee looked at each of the above
categories of students with special needs, except for students with 504 plans. There is no reporting at the state
level regarding these programs and no state has a funding formula that includes a specific mechanism for
providing additional funding for programs serving students with 504 plans. The committee examined each of
the other four categories of special needs individually and this report will be organized to reflect that
approach.

The committee began its study by reviewing the work of previous K-12 funding studies related to funding for

special needs, as well as court decisions. A 2-page compilation prepared by committee staff displays a

longstanding concern about the level of state support for school districts in providing educational programs

to serve students with special needs.
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SCHOOL FUNDING - SPECIAL NEEDS

At its initial meeting in June 2017, the committee received extensive public comment relating to concerns
about the how school districts are addressing the needs of students with dyslexia. There was some follow-up
discussion on this topic in August, but the committee did not address dyslexia or any other specific types of
disability within its HJ 1 study.

The HJ 1 study resolution directed the committee to investigate how other states approach funding for
special needs. Staff prepared this primer for the committee’s January 2018 meeting on the four basic
approaches used by states:

e (Categorical payments
e Reimbursements
e  Grant programs

o Weighted-student counts

For it March 2018 meeting, the committee instructed staff to prepare a variety of options for making changes
to the way the state provides funding for programs. Staff prepared this memo from which the committee
selected several options to explore, focusing on possible changes to special education funding and addressing

concerns about programs for gifted and talented students.

The committee acknowledged that a number of states are utilizing weighted-student counts to address the
funding needs of various categories of students with special needs; however, the committee felt that moving
to a weighted-student count formula would require a more comprehensive overhaul of Montana’s existing

funding formula, something beyond the scope of HJ 1 and the capacity of the committee to undertake.

SPECIAL EDUCATION

Special education is the term used to describe the services provided to a student with a disability who, because
of the disability, requires an educational program different from the regular education program provided by
the school, hence special education. A student’s special education is dictated by an

IEP (Individualized Education Program) that is developed by a team that
includes the student, the student’s parents, teachers, and counselors, and a
district-level special education administrator. A student’s IEP may
require only modest accommodations or it may require extensive
and expensive interventions. About 12% of Montana’s K-12
students receive special education, roughly 18,000 of 150,000
students. This statewide identification rate is on par with the
national rate, but some districts in Montana report much higher

rates for special education.
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Montana’s funding formula for special education is complicated, but state funding is largely distributed to
school districts and special education cooperatives on a per-ANB basis. This type of distribution is referred to
as capitation and is often used to address concerns that providing funding based on the number of identified
students will lead to over-identification. One-fourth of Montana’s annual state special education allowable
cost payment is reserved for disproportionate, or higher-than-anticipated, costs. This helps address the main
shortcomings of capitation distributions—that some districts have higher rates of identification and that in
small districts, one student with severe disabilities can require expenditures well beyond what the per-ANB
distributions will generate. The graphic below illustrates how the state special education payment is divvied up
and distributed.

State Special Education Allowable Cost Payment Distribution

Co-op, 5%

'\

Other sources of district Sp Ed funding:

*  District General Fund and other funds
*  Federal IDEA funding

*  SB 191 permissive levy

Revenue Flow for the
State Special Education
Allowable Cost
Payment to Districts
and Co-ops

Co-op

/f 1\

District

Co-op RSBG 25% match from districts
+ any additional assessments

Non co-op District

District

District

District

District
Component Distribution % of total Sp Ed approp $ Distribution
Instructional Block Grant ANB (about $150/ANB) 52.5% $ 22,728,260
Related Services Block Grant ANB (about $50/ANB) 17.5% S 7,576,087
Reimbursement for Disproportionate Costs Complex; high-cost students 25% S 10,822,981
Co-op Admin and Travel ANB, FTE, mileage 5% S 2,164,596
Total State Special Education Approp FY 19 100% $ 43,291,924

One of the issues that has been repeatedly pointed out by special education advocates and education
stakeholders is that the special education payment is the one component of the state’s funding formula that
does not receive a statutory inflationary adjustment as part of the biennial budgeting process. Various

legislatures have increased the payment in recent years, but inconsistently and less than the rate of inflation.
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Another (and related) issue that was brought to the School Funding Interim Commission in 2015-2016 and
again to the committee this interim was that the relatively flat state support via the state special education
payment has been particularly difficult for Montana’s 21 special education cooperatives. While school district
general fund budgets and state funding have grown in the last decade, revenue to the co-ops has been mostly
stagnant. Several co-ops reported during the 2015-2016 study that they were unsure about their financial
viability going forward. The Office of Public Instruction formed a Special Education Cooperative Funding
Task Force in 2015-2016 that recommended to the School Funding Interim Commission an increase in the
state special education payment as well as a restructuring of the percentages shown in the table above to
direct more state funding to the co-ops. This proposal was contained in House Bill No. 32, one of three
options recommended by the Commission to the 2017 Legislature to address special education funding.

None of the options was enacted.

The committee directed staff to prepare three possible bill drafts addressing special education funding for

school districts and cooperatives for the committee to consider at its June 2018 meeting:

e  LC HB32 —increase the special education payment and direct more to co-ops (modeled on HB
32 from 2017)

e  LCINFL - add the special education payment to the other funding components that receive
inflationary adjustments (identical to HB 253 from 2017)

e  LCS191 - allow co-op member districts to permissively levy for co-op assessments

The committee requested one bill draft combining both LC HB32 and LLC INFL for consideration at its final
meeting in September 2018. This draft -.C SPED— was/was not adopted by the committee.

AT-RISK STUDENTS

Montana statute at 20-1-101, MCA, defines “at-risk student” as “any student who is affected by

environmental conditions that negatively impact the student's educational performance or threaten a student's
likelihood of promotion or graduation.” Staff prepared this handout outlining some of the different meanings
“at-risk” can have. The 2005 Legislature, meeting in special session to address school funding in December
2005, added the at-risk payment to the funding formula at the same time as adding the Indian Education for
All payment, the Quality Educator payment, and the American Indian Achievement Gap payment. The at-
risk payment is distributed to districts in proportion with federal Title I-A funding which is targeted for the
most part towards schools with high percentages of students from low-income families. Federal Title I-A
funding brings in nearly $50 million to Montana schools; the state at-risk payment adds about $5.4 million to
this amount.

At the committee’s January meeting, Jack O’Connor, Title I Director at OPI, presented to the committee
information on some of the basics of Title I funding and the ways schools utilize this funding to serve at-risk

students. Other OPI staff presented information on OPI’s “Early Warning System” and on the “Multi-tiered
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Systems of Support” approach for meeting student needs. Staff provided committee members with a policy

analysis from the Education Commission of the States titled “The Importance of At-Risk Funding”, which

describes the achievement gap that exists for students based on poverty and different approaches states take

to providing extra funding and support for at-risk students.

The committee received very little public comment regarding funding for at-risk students and requested no

further information or bill drafts to change the current state at-risk payment.
ENGLISH LEARNERS

The term “English learner” is the newest way to describe a “student with limited English proficiency” or an
“English language learner.” The latest federal reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act is the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA), which was signed into law in December of 2015, and
instituted the use of English Learner and, in its accountability requirements for states, emphasizes attention to

the progress and achievement of this category of students.

Staff created this short “story map” as an introduction to English Learners in Montana for the committee.

Montana is unusual in the small number of English Learners in our public school system and in that the two
largest groups of English learners are students from families in which an American Indian language is used

and Hutterite children for whom German dialects are the primary language.

Montana's English Learners (2017)

Other

German
i i 3%
Asia/Southeast Asia o 35
5% :
Russian
2%
A A Spanish
99 ® German
= Russian
\ Spanish

American Indian Language
= Asia/Southeast Asia

® Other

American Indian
Language
69%

From OPI data

MONTANA LEGISLATIVE SERVICES DIVISION
Office of Research and Policy Analysis



https://leg.mt.gov/content/Committees/Interim/2017-2018/Education/Meetings/Jan-2018/The-Importance-of-At-risk-Funding.pdf
https://montana.maps.arcgis.com/apps/Cascade/index.html?appid=ad89396c19ae48eaaa871dc7f49b9410

SCHOOL FUNDING - SPECIAL NEEDS

What is not unusual is that English Learners in Montana, like English Learners in all states, struggle

academically, recording the lowest achievement and graduation rates of any student subgroup.

MontCAS (CRT) Proficiency Comparisons by Subgroup
School Year | 2012-2013  [¥] State/District/School |State [v]
Grade | 3rd Grade, 4th Grade, Sth Grac [i' Content Area Réadl'ng El
Alternate Assessment | All [~]
- - e
4 41 Jerr b bl Find | Next b~ (%)
Data Definition & Explanations
Total Proficient B84%  62%  84% T8% % 88%  86%  T75% %1% 48% 88% 3% 86% T4%  B4% BT%  81%
Total Not Tested 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 0% 1% 1% 2% 1% % 1% 2% 1% 1% 1%
100%
75% —
50% —
25% —
0% —
10% 13%
—— 1% e ‘ - -
ol R
50% —
75% —
100% T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T 1
- =
i 88 § 88 &3 § gs§2§§2§§ 3 it § E E § 4
R U IMPIRF | :
E [ 2 i =1 o Su -
= 5 5 & ;_
| - | | Secioaconomic Special Ed Epfalish
Lo ace/Ethnicity l Indicator e Eligibility - |c.|ency_| Lisgrant stans! L—gence
= T ngprocency  [JINovee
* = Data was masked 1o protect the identity of students using one of the following criteria: Farcentages within student groups may net add up to 100% because of rounding
1. Fewer than 10 students wene regorted in the grade or standard Fesults include 3l students tested. not just those students enrolied for a full academic year,
2. All students were reported in 2 single peformance category Both for regular and alternate tests.
NIA = Standards were assessed in 3 difierent grade leve! for the given schoal year. Data as of 0S/20/2017

https://gems.opi.mt.gov/StudentAchievement/Pages/CRTProficiencyComparisons.aspx

Cohort Graduation Rate, 2016-2017, By Student Group

100% B5.E3% i i I Al Students
76.64% 76.76%

80% Economically Disadvantaged
B0% I English Learner
Il Special Education
40%
20%

0%

Four-Year Adjusted Cohort Graduation Rate

http://gems.opi.mt.gov/StudentCharacteristics/Pages/FourYearAdjustedCohortGraduationReport.aspx
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Montana is one of four states that do not provide state funding for English Learners. Staff provided the
committee with a policy brief from the Education Commission of the States that describes the various

approaches states take in providing funding for English Learners.

The committee received no public comment on programs or funding for English Learners and requested no
further information or bill drafts. However, the State-Tribal Relations Committee examined American Indian
Student Achievement during the 2017-2018 Interim and took a look at various options for providing funding

for English Learners; visit http://leg.mt.cov/tribal for more information.

GIFTED AND TALENTED STUDENTS

Montana statute at 20-7-901, MCA, defines “gifted and talented children” as “children of outstanding abilities
who are capable of high performance and require differentiated educational programs beyond those normally
offered in public schools in order to fully achieve their potential contribution to self and society. The children
so identified include those with demonstrated achievement or potential ability in a variety of worthwhile

human endeavors.”

The legislature created this statutory definition in 1979 as well as the framework for a grant program
supporting district gifted and talented programs. OPI prepared this synopsis of the grant program for the
committee, which shows the funding history going back to 1980. While statute a/ows school districts to
identify and serve gifted and talented students, Board of Public Education accreditation standards reguire it
under ARM 10.55.804.1

During each of the last two interims, the funding commission and the committee received testimony that the
level of funding of the grant program (typically $250,000/year statewide) is inadequate and so low in fact that
many small districts do not feel it is worth applying. Gifted and talented advocates have requested an increase
or a revamping of the grant program to provide more resources to support programming and have also
questioned teachers’ preparedness to identify and served gifted and talented students as well as district and
school commitment to do so. OPI reported that while nearly all districts report having a gifted and talented

program through the accreditation process, a significant number report identifying no gifted and talented

! From Montana Code Annotated Case Notes: After the Board of Public Education refused to amend its rule requiring
all districts to identify and provide programs for gifted and talented students, the Legislature, claiming the rule conflicted
with 20-7-902, which authorized rather than mandated gifted and talented programs, enacted House Bill No. 116 (1991)
at the request of the Administrative Code Committee (now appropriate administrative rule review committee) to repeal
the rule. In invalidating House Bill No. 116, the District Court held that the Board, pursuant to its exercise of general
supervision powers under Art. X, sec. 9(3), of the Montana Constitution, is vested with constitutional rulemaking
authority that is self-executing and independent of any power delegated to the Board by the Legislature. Bd. of Pub.
Educ. v. Administrative Code Comm., Cause No. BDV-91-1072 (1992), First Judicial District, Lewis & Clark County.
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students. This led committee members to question whether increased state funding is the sole solution to the

problem of inconsistent programming for gifted and talented students across the state.

At the committee’s January meeting, professors from three teacher preparation programs shared their
perspectives on best practices in identifying and serving gifted and talented students. Staff prepared this brief
that describes how a number of states approach funding for gifted and talented students.

At the committee’s March meeting, the committee requested that staff draft a letter to several education

entities communicating its concerns that:

1. Teachers were adequately prepared to identify and serve gifted and talented students; and
2. Schools were truly being held accountable for identifying and serving gifted and talented students
through the accreditation process.

Staff presented a draft letter at the June meeting, which the committee decided to send with minor revisions,
and a request for written response to the committee’s concerns. The signed letter was sent out in early July
2018 and responses from the Montana Council of Deans of Education, the Board of Public Education and
the Certification Standards and Practices Advisory Council, and the Superintendent of Public Instruction

were received in August.

At the September 2018 meeting. ..
CONCLUSION

[Include/desctibe any findings, recommendations, or adopted bill drafts related to HJ 1 determined by the

committee at the September meeting,|
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