
Minutes from the 2018 Student 
Assessment Negotiated Rulemaking 
Committee meeting August 6, 2018 
 

Call to Order 
 
The meeting was called to order at 10:03 am by Office of Public Instruction (OPI) 
Content Standards and Instruction (CSI) Division Administrator Colet Bartow. 
Housekeeping items, such as minutes, internet connectivity, and microphones, were 
discussed. 

Committee Introductions 
 
Committee members, OPI staff, and facilitator Jason Nicholas, introduced themselves 
and discussed how their experiences, expertise, and representation contributes to the 
committee’s work. 

Establish Committee Membership 
 
The committee reviewed the list of committee members as listed on page 7 of the 
Negotiated Rulemaking Committee packet.  The list of committee members was 
accepted, minus the two committee members who did not attend the meeting. The two 
people who missed the meeting are Jan Banks and Robert Connors. They are no longer 
members of the Negotiated Rulemaking Committee, as attendance to the first meeting 
was required to be a member of the committee. 

Review Negotiated Rulemaking Roles, Responsibilities, and 
Process 
 
Ms. Bartow reviewed the roles and responsibilities of the committee in the negotiated 
rulemaking process. 

Establish Committee’s Consensus Definition 
 
Mr. Nicholas lead the discussion on what consensus means to the committee. The 
committee reviewed the possible answers: 3 – Yes; 2 – Okay; 1 – Not Okay; and 0 – 
No. The committee discussed what each answer meant to them. Committee member 
Dennis Parman and Ms. Bartow shared their experiences on how previous negotiated 



rulemaking committees defined consensus. Board of Public Education (BPE) Executive 
Director Peter Donovan asked for clarification if OPI staff and BPE members are 
allowed to vote as members of the committee. Committee member Sharyl Allen asked 
about whether or not those committee members not in attendance forfeit their votes. 
The committee discussed about members abstaining and whether or not OPI staff 
should be allowed to vote. BPE member Mary Jo Bremner said she felt uncomfortable 
voting on something that will come before the Board of Public Education. The 
committee agreed that OPI staff and BPE members will not be allowed to vote. 

The committee then discussed the meaning of consensus and how to determine that 
consensus is reached. After a discussion of how to determine if consensus is reached, 
the committee voted unanimously that on a single vote a total number of 34 summed 
across all committee members’ responses is the minimum score to reach consensus.. 

The committee also agreed to have a “parking lot” of topics or ideas that needed to be 
discussed at a later time in the negotiated rulemaking process. 

Confirm Facilitator 
The committee voted unanimously to confirm Jason Nicholas as facilitator of the 
negotiated rulemaking process. 

Provide OPI’s Background and Context behind Rule 
Recommendations 
 
State Assessment Director Ashley McGrath led the discussion about OPI’s background 
and context behind the rule recommendations. Ms. McGrath reviewed the process in 
which the committee would be taking their readiness checks by Google survey and the 
need for the readiness checks. 

The committee reviewed the purpose, roles, responsibilities and process of negotiated 
rulemaking. A short video was played for the committee about negotiated rulemaking. 
After the video was played, Ms. McGrath sent to the committee the first readiness check 
survey. The committee reviewed the results of the survey. Based on the survey results, 
the committee reached a consensus that they understood the negotiated rulemaking 
purpose, roles, responsibilities and process. Seeing there were no questions or issues 
to address, the committee moved on to the federal and state law overview. 

Ms. McGrath reviewed the requirements in federal and state laws regarding 
assessment. Several committee members said they did not get the email that contained 
the link to the video on the Science Assessment Google site for this section. Mr. 
Nicholas said there is a need to get alternative email addresses. After the discussion, 
Ms. McGrath send the readiness check survey regarding federal and state laws. The 
committee reviewed the results of the second survey. Based on the survey results, the 
committee reached a consensus in their understanding of federal and state laws 



regarding assessment. Seeing there were no questions or issues to address, the 
committee moved on to the historical overview of the state requirements. 

Ms. McGrath gave a brief historical overview of the state assessment requirements and 
played a video covering the topic. After the video was played, Ms. McGrath sent to the 
committee the third readiness check survey. The committee reviewed the results of the 
survey. Based on the survey results, the committee reached a consensus in their 
understanding of the historical overview of state assessment requirements. Seeing that 
there were no questions or issues to address, the committee moved on to the peer 
review overview, progress and feedback section. 

Ms. McGrath gave a brief overview of the peer review, progress and feedback regarding 
the state’s assessments. Ms. McGrath played a video of the state’s work to date. It was 
announced that OPI has not received its final determination letter from the U.S. 
Department of Education as of August 6, 2018. After the video, Ms. McGrath sent the 
readiness check survey. The committee reviewed the results of the survey. Based on 
the survey results, the committee reached a consensus in their understanding of the 
peer review, progress and feedback regarding the state’s assessments. Seeing that 
there were no questions or issues to address, the committee moved on to the Title I 
audit overview, process and feedback portion of the meeting. 

Ms. McGrath gave a brief overview of the Title I audit and the process and feedback 
regarding the audit. A video covering the audit, the process and feedback was played. 
After the video, Mc. McGrath sent the readiness check survey to the committee. The 
survey results indicated that committee members had questions, though no questions 
were raised. Seeing that no questions or issues were raised, the committee moved on 
to the science assessment transition and procurement process discussion. 

Ms. McGrath gave a brief overview of the science assessment transition and 
procurement process. The committee watched a video about the topic. After the video, 
Ms. McGrath sent the committee a readiness check survey. Questions were raised by 
the committee as they reviewed the survey results. Committee member Gary Lusin 
asked if the proposed rules were based on federal regulations and state statutes. Ms. 
McGrath replied the proposed rules came out of peer review and transitional language 
received from stakeholder feedback. Mr. Lusin asked if a change at the federal level 
was expected, and Ms. McGrath said no changes were expected in the immediate 
future. Committee member Linda Rost asked if the ACT Science Assessment was going 
to be used, and Ms. McGrath answered that OPI must go through a competitive bid 
process. The committee discussed the issue of test security and previous testing issues 
in the state. OPI Assessment Specialist Yvonne Field gave the committee the historical 
overview of testing security in the state. Ms. Rost asked if the testing security issue had 
to be a document or a rule. Ms. McGrath said that is for the committee to decide. Ms. 
Bremner said if test security became a rule, the rule regarding testing security 
implementation had to under BPE authority. The committee reviewed the results of the 
survey once everyone on the committee completed the survey. Based on the survey 



results, the committee reached a consensus in their understanding of the science 
assessment transition and procurement process. Seeing that there were no questions 
or issues to address, the committee moved on to the student assessment rule 
recommendations. 

 

Ms. Bremner voiced her concerns about the lack of representation from the American 
Indian community on the committee. 

Present Student Assessment Rule Recommendations 
 
Ms. McGrath presented the student assessment rule recommendation and reviewed the 
crosswalk document on pages 38 – 42 in the committee packet. A video was played 
about the crosswalk and how it was developed. Ms. McGrath reviewed the readiness 
check survey with the committee. Mr. Lusin asked who wrote the crosswalk, and Ms. 
McGrath said OPI leadership and staff wrote the crosswalk. Ms. McGrath explained the 
process OPI followed to create the crosswalk, and named the various OPI staff and 
leadership who helped in the crosswalk’s development. Mr. Parman asked for the topic 
of a rule being deleted and no substitute found be added to the parking lot.  Ms. 
McGrath asked Mr. Parman if he meant the rationale behind each rule being 
condensed, and he confirmed. Committee member Jilyn Chandler asked the phrase 
change of state-level to statewide be added to the parking lot. Ms. McGrath sent the 
committee members the readiness survey check of each of the rules being 
recommended. 

Rule Discussion 
 
The committee raised questions about the proposed rules as they took the survey. 
Questions were asked about if homeschools were accredited, and Mr. Donovan said the 
BPE does not accredit homeschools. Ms. Bremner asked why the BPE oversight 
language was being removed from Rule No. 3, and Ms. McGrath said the BPE oversight 
is addressed in Rule No. 1, and that was not the intention of the recommended rules 
that any power or authority was removed. There was a discussion about the removal of 
guidance and specified grade levels from the rules. Ms. McGrath and Ms. Field said 
removing specific grade levels allow for future flexibility to match federal requirements. 
Mr. Lusin said removing specific grade levels gives local school boards more control. 
OPI Accreditation and Educator Preparation Division Administrator Linda Peterson said 
listing specific grade levels in the rules creates problems. There was a discussion about 
alternative assessments and parental involvement regarding individualized education 
programs. 

Due to the time needed for the committee to finish the initial reactions to the proposed 
rule survey, Ms. McGrath sent out the survey regarding the committee’s next meeting 
date and time. October 1, 2018 was chosen as the tentative date for the next committee 



meeting. Committee members Ashley Davis and Denise Williams said they could join 
the next meeting virtually if the meeting was held from 10:00 am to 4:00 pm. 

Due to time constraints, Ms. McGrath sent the next steps survey to the committee for 
them to complete and review the results at the next meeting. 

Facilitator Jason Nicholas asked for a quick review of the proposed rules survey for 
interest purposes. Rule numbers 10, 11, 12, 13, 18 and 19 were the ones the committee 
was most divided on. Mr. Nicholas said the survey results would be shared with the 
committee, along with an evaluation of the meeting. He said he would confirm the 
second meeting date and time with committee members, as well as be a conduit for any 
committee member questions.  

Committee member Sharyl Allen requested that the possible dates and time for the 
November meeting be sent out sooner rather than later, so the committee could get it 
on their calendars. 

Public Comment and Adjournment 
 
Ms. Bartow asked for public comment about the committee’s work and the day’s 
proceedings. Finding none, the meeting was adjourned at 3:55 pm. Ms. Bartow thanked 
the committee for its work. 

  



Appendix A: Readiness Check Survey Results 
 
Readiness Check 1 – Negotiated Rulemaking Purpose, Roles, and 
Responsibilities 

1. The orientation/introduction video on the negotiated rulemaking provided a clear 
overview of the PURPOSE of Negotiated Rulemaking for Student Assessment. 
Strongly Agree – 46.7% (N=15) 
Agree – 53.3% (N=15) 

2. The orientation/introduction video on the negotiated rulemaking provided a clear 
overview of the ROLES of Negotiated Rulemaking for Student Assessment. 
Strongly Agree – 26.7% (N=15) 
Agree – 73.3% (N=15) 

3. The orientation/introduction video on the negotiated rulemaking provided a clear 
overview of the RESPONSIBILITIES of Negotiated Rulemaking for Student 
Assessment. 
Strongly Agree – 33.3% (N=15) 
Agree – 53.3% (N=15) 
Disagree – 13.3% (N=15) 

4. The orientation/introduction video on the negotiated rulemaking provided a clear 
overview of the CONSENSUS PROCESS needed for Negotiated Rulemaking on 
the Student Assessment rules. 
Strongly Agree – 33.3% (N=15) 
Agree – 46.7% (N=15) 
Disagree – 13.3% (N=15) 
Strongly Disagree – 6.7% (N=15) 

5. I understand the committee’s charge and steps for making rule recommendations 
to the Superintendent of Public Instruction. 
Strongly Agree – 66.7% (N=15) 
Agree – 33.3% (N=15) 

6. I understand that I will receive additional training and information throughout the 
meeting on statewide assessments including federal/state laws, regulations, 
historical events, peer review, Title I audit, and assessment transition. 
Strongly Agree – 73.3% (N=15) 
Agree – 26.7% (N=15) 

The next two questions were only answered by those who disagreed or strongly 
disagreed to any of the above questions. 

7. Before proceeding to the next agenda item, I would like additional training on the 
purpose, roles, and responsibilities for Negotiated Rulemaking. 
No – 100% (N=3) 

8. I have additional questions on the introduction/orientation overview that I would 
like answered before beginning the next topic. 



No – 100% (N=3) 

Readiness Check 2 – Federal and State Overview 
1. The federal and state online introduction video provided a clear overview of the 

REQUIREMENTS of ESSA. 
Strongly Agree – 20% (N=15) 
Agree – 73.3% (N=15) 
Disagree – 6.7% (N=15) 

2. The federal and state introduction online video provided a clear OVERVIEW of 
the state and local reporting and accountability needs and implications for 
statewide assessment. 
Strongly Agree – 20% (N=15) 
Agree – 66.7% (N=15) 
Disagree – 13.3% (N=15) 

3. The federal and state introduction online video provided a clear overview of the 
federal guidance and regulations for Title I and the impact on statewide 
assessment. 
Strongly Agree – 20% (N=15) 
Agree – 60% (N=15) 
Disagree – 20% (N=15) 

4. I understand that I will receive additional training and information throughout the 
meeting on statewide assessments including historical events, peer review, Title I 
audit, and assessment transition. 
Strongly Agree – 60% (N=15) 
Agree 40% (N=15) 

The next two questions were only answered by those who disagreed or strongly 
disagreed to any of the above questions. 

5. Before proceeding to the next agenda item, I would like additional training on the 
federal and state requirements for statewide assessments. 

 No – 100% (N=6) 
6. I have additional questions on the federal and state video that I would like 

answered before beginning the next topic. 
 No – 100% (N=6) 

Readiness Check 3 – Historical Reflection Overview (Past, Present, and 
Future) 

1. The historical reflections video provided a clear overview of the PAST state and 
federal experiences and how these have shaped our statewide assessment. 
Strongly Agree – 46.7% (N=15) 
Agree – 53.3% (N=15) 



2. The historical reflections video provided a clear overview of the PRESENT state 
and federal experiences and how these activities have informed our statewide 
assessment. 
Strongly Agree – 46.7% (N=15) 
Agree – 53.3% (N=15) 

3. The historical reflections video provided a clear overview of how the activities 
since 2016 have informed our current statewide assessment practices. 
Strongly Agree – 26.7% (N=15) 
Agree – 66.7% (N=15) 
Disagree – 6.6% (N=15) 

4. The historical reflections video provided a clear overview of the FUTURE state 
and federal plans and the statewide assessment procurement needs. 
Strongly Agree – 26.7% (N=15) 
Agree – 66.7% (N=15) 
Disagree – 6.6% (N=15) 

5. I understand that I will receive additional training and information throughout the 
meeting on statewide assessments including peer review, Title I audit, and 
assessment transition. 
Strongly Agree – 60% (N=15) 
Agree – 40% (N=15) 

The next two questions were only answered by those who disagreed or strongly 
disagreed to any of the above questions. 

6. Before proceeding to the next agenda item, I would like additional training on the 
historical events for statewide assessment. 

 No – 100% (N=6) 
7. I have additional questions on historical events that I would like answered before 

beginning the next topic. 
 No – 100% (N=6) 

Readiness Check 4 – Peer Review Overview, Process, and Feedback 
1. The US DOE Peer Review video provided a clear overview of the large-scale 

statewide assessment requirements under Title I. 
Strongly Agree – 40% (N=15) 
Agree – 60% (N=15) 

2. The US DOE Peer Review video provided a clear overview of the PROCESS and 
recent state activities for submitting evidence under the Title I requirements. 
Strongly Agree – 46.7% (N=15) 
Agree – 53.3% (N=15) 

3. The US DOE Peer Review video provided a clear overview of the FINDINGS and 
the implications of these comments. 
Strongly Agree – 26.7% (N=15) 
Agree – 66.7% (N=15) 



Disagree – 6.6% (N=15) 
4. The US DOE Peer Review video provided a clear overview of the USES of large-

scale assessments and the importance of technically sound systems to support 
state reporting and accountability uses. 
Strongly Agree – 26.7% (N=15) 
Agree – 60% (N=15) 
Disagree – 13.3% (N=15) 

5. I understand that I will receive additional training and information throughout the 
meeting on statewide assessments including Title I audit and assessment 
transition. 
Strongly Agree – 53.3% (N=15) 
Agree – 40% (N=15) 
Disagree – 6.7% (N=15) 

The next two questions were only answered by those who disagreed or strongly 
disagreed to any of the above questions. 

6. Before proceeding to the next agenda item, I would like additional training on the 
US DOE Peer Review requirements for statewide assessment. 

 No – 100% (N=7) 
7. I have additional questions on the US DOE Peer Review video that I would like 

answered before beginning the next topic. 
 No – 100% (N=7) 

Readiness Check 5 – Title I Overview, Test Security Importance, Audit 
Process, and Feedback 

1. The Title I Audit video provided a clear overview of the large-scale statewide 
assessment requirements and importance of test security. 
Strongly Agree – 66.7% (N=15) 
Agree – 33.3% (N=15) 

2. The Title I Audit video provided a clear overview of the audit findings and its 
implications for statewide assessment. 
Strongly Agree – 33.3% (N=15) 
Agree – 66.7% (N=15) 

3. I understand that I will receive additional training and information throughout the 
meeting on statewide assessments including assessment transition. 
Strongly Agree – 60% (N=15) 
Agree – 33.3% (N=15) 
Disagree – 6.7% (N=15) 

The next two questions were only answered by those who disagreed or strongly 
disagreed to any of the above questions. 

4. Before proceeding to the next agenda item, I would like additional training on 
Title I Audit for statewide assessment. 



 No – 100% (N=6) 
5. I have additional questions on the Title I Audit video that I would like answered 

before beginning the next topic. 
Yes – 16.7% (N=6) 

 No – 83.3% (N=6) 

Readiness Check 6 – Science Transition and Future Procurement 
1. The assessment transition and science roll-out video provided a clear overview 

of the large-scale statewide assessment requirements for moving from one test 
to another. 
Strongly Agree – 46.7% (N=15) 
Agree – 53.3% (N=15) 

2. The transition video provided a clear overview of the future needs for a science 
assessment and procurement in general. 
Strongly Agree – 33.3% (N=15) 
Agree – 66.7% (N=15) 

3. I understand this video concludes the primers on federal/state law, regulations, 
historical events, peer review, Title I audit, and assessment transition and that I 
will receive additional training on how to apply these concepts to the committee’s 
charge for reviewing the OPI-proposed rule recommendations. 
Strongly Agree – 40% (N=15) 
Agree – 60% (N=15) 

4. I understand that I will receive additional instruction and direction on reading, 
reviewing, and considering the OPI-developed rule recommendations. 
Strongly Agree – 53.3% (N=15) 
Agree – 46.7% (N=15) 

The next two questions were only answered by those who disagreed or strongly 
disagreed to any of the above questions. 

5. Before proceeding to the next agenda item, I would like additional training on 
transition for statewide assessment. 

 No – 100% (N=6) 
6. I have additional questions on the transition video that I would like answered 

before beginning the next topic. 
Yes – 33.3% (N=6) 

 No – 66.7% (N=6) 

Readiness Check 7 – Initial Committee Member Reaction to the OPI-
proposed rule recommendations 

1. Indicate your reaction to proposed rule (1). 
Yes – 73.3% (N=15) 
Okay – 20% (N=15) 
Not Okay – 6.7% (N=15) 



2. Indicate your reaction to proposed rule (2). 
Yes – 86.7% (N=15) 
Okay – 13.3% (N=15) 

3. Indicate your reaction to proposed rule (3). 
Yes – 60% (N=15) 
Okay – 13.3% (N=15) 
Not Okay – 20% (N=15) 
No – 6.7% (N=15) 

4. Indicate your reaction to proposed rule (4). 
Yes – 66.7% (N=15) 
Okay – 20% (N=15) 
Not Okay – 13.3% (N=15) 

5. Indicate your reaction to proposed rule (5). 
Yes – 66.7% (N=15) 
Okay – 20% (N=15) 
Not Okay – 13.3% (N=15) 

6. Indicate your reaction to proposed rule (6). 
Yes – 86.7% (N=15) 
Okay – 13.3% (N=15) 

7. Indicate your reaction to proposed rule (7). 
Yes – 73.3% (N=15) 
Okay – 20% (N=15) 
Not Okay – 6.7% (N=15) 

8. Indicate your reaction to proposed rule (8). 
Yes – 66.7% (N=15) 
Okay – 20% (N=15) 
Not Okay – 13.3% (N=15) 

9. Indicate your reaction to proposed rule (9). 
Yes – 73.3% (N=15) 
Okay – 26.7% (N=15) 

10. Indicate your reaction to proposed rule (10). 
Yes – 26.7% (N=15) 
Okay – 60% (N=15) 
Not Okay – 6.7% (N=15) 
No – 6.6% (N=15) 

11. Indicate your reaction to proposed rule (11). 
Yes – 26.7% (N=15) 
Okay – 33.3% (N=15) 
Not Okay – 40% (N=15) 

12. Indicate your reaction to proposed rule (12). 
Yes – 46.7% (N=15) 
Okay – 26.7% (N=15) 
Not Okay – 20% (N=15) 



No – 6.6% (N=15) 
13. Indicate your reaction to proposed rule (13). 

Yes – 26.7% (N=15) 
Okay – 13.3% (N=15) 
Not Okay – 46.7% (N=15) 
No – 13.3% (N=15) 

14. Indicate your reaction to proposed rule (14). 
Yes – 46.7% (N=15) 
Okay – 46.7% (N=15) 
No – 6.6% (N=15) 

15. Indicate your reaction to proposed rule (15). 
Yes – 26.7% (N=15) 
Okay – 46.7% (N=15) 
Not Okay – 20% (N=15) 
No – 6.7% (N=15) 

16. Indicate your reaction to proposed rule (16). 
Yes – 33.3% (N=15) 
Okay – 40% (N=15) 
Not Okay – 20% (N=15) 
No – 6.7% (N=15) 

17. Indicate your reaction to proposed rule (17). 
Yes – 53.3% (N=15) 
Okay – 26.7% (N=15) 
Not Okay – 13.3% (N=15) 
No – 6.7% (N=15) 

18. Indicate your reaction to proposed rule (18). 
Yes – 33.3% (N=15) 
Okay – 26.7% (N=15) 
Not Okay – 33.3% (N=15) 
No – 6.7% (N=15) 

19. Indicate your reaction to proposed rule (19). 
Yes – 33.3% (N=15) 
Okay – 40% (N=15) 
Not Okay – 26.7% (N=15) 

Readiness Check 8 – Committee Work Next Steps 
1. Are there any other items or topics that might be considered with the rule 

recommendations? 
Yes. The Committee should consider another item or topic in the final 
recommendation. – 42.9% (N=14) 
No. The Committee should NOT consider another item or topic in the final 
recommendation. – 57.1% (N=14) 



2. If you answered “yes” in the question above, please explain what is missing and 
what might be considered for inclusion in the final rule recommendation. 

• N/A – 3 
• I answered no/I didn’t answer yes – 5 
• The rules committee should include recommendations around using only 

statewide assessments that have real-time data that can actually support 
the purpose of learning for students.  Current system doesn't support the 
purpose...IMHO. 

• like to hear discussion on this topic 
• Possible discussion or clarification of having career field instructors, ie 

carpenters, lumbers, farmers, etc teaching and being able to administer 
tests to students, along with a classroom teacher.  Maybe this is already 
available. 

• Has it been considered that the state would utilize a growth model for 
measurement rather than measuring proficiency levels? 

• Consequences for districts and employees when breaches of security 
occur? Who determines this.  OPI or board of public ed.   

• Including language regarding grade level that reflects ESSA. For example 
"testing once during grades...., as determined by the Board." 

3. Would the Committee recommend that a definitions section be created? 
Yes. The Committee should recommend a definitions section for the final rule 
recommendation. – 71.4% (N=14) 
No. The Committee should NOT recommend a definitions section for the final 
rule recommendation. – 28.6% (N=14) 

4. Is there anything else the Committee should prioritize for the next meeting not 
identified above? 
Yes – 28.6% (N=14) 
No – 71.4% (N=14) 

5. If you answered “yes” in the question above, please explain the priority for the 
second meeting. 

• I’d like to see the peer review recommendations if that is possible. 
• My 'parking lot' topic was addressed to my satisfaction after I expressed it. 

Thanks 
• Work on those elements where the biggest disparities exist. 
• Direct discussion of any items not meeting consensus requirement. 

Discuss whether definitions are needed - some of my concerns include 
clarity of current language. 

• Discussion about including some of the new items in the Test Security 
Guidelines document and not in Rule. Since Montana is a local control 
state, some of these additions do not reflect that philosophy. There are 
other ways that are fiscally responsible and leave it up to the LEAs to 
ensure testing security. Also, ARM 10.57.601 provides language for 



educator discipline, and that would be sufficient to refer to in the testing 
security guidelines. It is already in Rule and does not need to have a 
separate section in 10.56.101 that would be redundant or contradictory. 

Readiness Check 9 – Establish next meeting format/day/time 
1. How should the next meeting be conducted? 

Face-to-face in Helena, MT – 80% (N=15) 
Virtual – GoToMeeting – 20% (N=15) 

2. If you answered “other” in the question above, please explain your meeting 
format preference. 

• Comment: I think it should be either 100% virtual or 100% in person. I 
attended the first task force meeting virtually, but it was mostly face-to-
face, and it was very challenging. 

• prefer face to face discussion rather than trying to follow comments online 
3. Identify which dates work best for you? 

September 26, 2018 
 Unavailable – 2 
 First preference – 2 
 Second preference – 2 
 Third preference – 7 
 Fourth preference – 2 

September 27, 2018 
 Unavailable – 2 
 First preference – 5 
 Second preference – 5 
 Third preference – 2 
 Fourth preference – 1 

September 28, 2018 
 Unavailable – 2 
 First preference – 3 
 Second preference – 5 
 Third preference – 3 
 Fourth preference – 2 

October 1, 2018 
 Unavailable – 2 
 First preference – 8 
 Second preference – 2 
 Third preference – 1 
 Fourth preference – 2 

4. Will six hours be enough time to accomplish our meeting two goals (i.e., 10:00 
am to 4:00 pm)? 
Yes. This amount of time is just right. – 86.7% (N=15) 
No. This is too much time for the next task. – 6.7% (N=15) 



No. This is not enough time for the next time. – 6.6% (N=15) 
5. If you answered “no” to the question above, please select the number of hours 

you think the Committee requires to accomplish our meeting two goals. 
Between one and three – 50% (N=2) 
Ten or more hours – 50% (N=2) 
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