
 

 

UPCOMING  EVENTS OF 
INTEREST 

July 
• Board Mtg., Mon., July 11, 

Boone Elec. Coop. 
• Civil Liberties Com. Mtg., 

Thurs., July 14, 1: 15 pm., 
Library 

• Education Study Com. 
Mtg., Tues, July 26, 6:30 
pm, Library, conf. rom. B 

 
August 

• Board Mtg., Mon., Aug 8, 
Boone Elec. Coop. 

• Civil Liberties Com. Mtg., 
Thurs., Aug. 14, 1: 15 pm., 
Library 

• Picnic & General Mtg., 
Thurs. or Fri., Aug 25 or 
26, 4-6 pm. 
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Education Study 
 We expect to have a PowerPoint presentation about this study available for our 
July meeting so the location and time have been changed to make sure we’ll have a 
good place to view the slides. We will meet July 26 at 6:30PM at the library in confer-
ence room B.   

All members are invited to participate in the Education Study committee. The 
study targets the federal role in public education and it will have two focus areas.  Our 
July meeting will include an overview of the entire study and then hone in on issues re-
lated to the use of the Common Core Standards. 

 Background reading materials related to the study are now avail-
able on the www.lvw.org website.  Once at the website, choose the "For 
Members" menu and select the "Projects and Programs" option. The Edu-
cation Study is listed on the right, under the heading "Task Forces & Stud-
ies." Select the Education Study and then choose "Get Informed" on the 
right side of the page to see a listing of five available background papers.  

(Note:  Part 2 of Funding and Equity Issues appears in this newsletter.) 
The summer study committee meetings will be followed by several other related 

events. The September unit meeting will address the Education Study, and a public fo-
rum on the topic is scheduled for Oct 6 at the library. Consensus meetings will occur in 
October with presentation of the results to the local LWV Board at its November 14 
meeting. After approval by the board, a report will be filed online with the National LWV 
study group before Nov 30. 

If you have any questions or want more information please contact Ava Fajen 
at 573-424-6683 or avafajen@mac.com . 

 
Ava Fajen, Chair 

Education Study Committee 

Fact Checking 
  
Want to check the accuracy 
of allegations  or emails?  Go 
to … 
     www.politifact.com or  
     www.factcheck.org 
     www.snopes..com 

Our New Website! 

 For many years, Columbia Public Library has hosted, free, web-
site fo many non-profit organizations in Columbia.  Unfortunately, the Li-
brary has notified all of us that it would no longer be able to do so due to 
changes in funding.  Thanks to our webmaster, Rachel Brekhus, we are in 
the process of re-establishing our site with a new host.  Although still a 

work in progress, Rachel has already moved most of our information to the new site and 
we will soon be closing our original site.  Take a few minutes and check out our new site 
at http://lwvcbc.wordpress.com. 
 If you have any suggestions for the new site to make it more useful for you, 
please let Rachel know at brekhusr@gmail.com 

Condolences to members Ann 
Creighton for the recent death 
of her husband Donald and 
Dorothy Schoech for the re-
cent death of her partner Eliza-
beth Barnes. 
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 As can seen by the events calendar on the front page, the League slows down in the summer, as many of 
us do as individuals.  Although community-wide forums are limited, much important work continues.  The Education 
Study committee is developing resources for both the study and public programs for this fall (consensus is due by 
November 30) and the Civil Liberties Committee is doing the same for its Constitution Day program in mid-
September on the issues surrounding the proposed constitutional amendment to require government-issued photo 
IDs in order to voter.  Members (bring a friend) and encouraged to join either of these committees as they work on 

these issues. 
In addition, members continue to serve as Observers to various governmental groups—currently Columbia’s Redis-

tricting Committee, the Boone County Mental Health Board (see next page for a report) and the Boone County Commission.  
This is a good way for members to become more active in the League; contact me if you are interested in observing a city or 
county board. 

As always, members are welcome to come to our monthly board meetings so see and hear what is happening—the 
next one is Monday, July 11. 

  Linda Kaiser, President 

Summer 

After the Play  

Hooray for all who helped make our fundraiser, a performance of 25th Annual Putnam County Spelling Bee at Co-
lumbia Entertainment Company, the success it was.  Each time this musical is presented, it is a bit different from any other 
performance because four of the spelling contestants are plucked from the audience.  The 'lucky' spellers selected from our 
audience were Charlie Touzeau and LWV members Rachel Brekhus, Linda Brown and Joni O'Connor, who were all tricked 
by non-words, causing the "incorrect" bell to ring. 

Donations of food for the buffet table, in addition to that from LWV members, included the following local restau-
rants: Jack's Gourmet Restaurant, Ingredient, Room 38, The Rome, Sycamore and World Harvest.  Lovely floral arrange-
ments were given by Patricia's Flower Shop.  Les Bourgeois Winery subsidized our purchase of their wine.  Whenever 
Leaguers chance to patronize any of these establishments, another thank you to them is certainly in order.  We do appreci-
ate their cooperation in our fundraising efforts. 

Sufficient financial donations were received to pay for our private performance at CEC.  Underwriters included: 
Kathryn & Bill Allen, Holly Burgess, Christine Carpenter, Win & Jack Colwill, Kay Hunvald, Margaret Joseph, Barbara Kopta, 
Barbara Knowles, Joni & John O'Connor, Liz Schmidt, Carol Schreiber, Sarah & Mike Seat and Betsey Winnacker. 

Winning tickets for the donated door prizes were held by Phyllis Miller, Sharon Curry, Sarah Seat, Bill Clark, Ava 
Fajen and Moray Kiehl.  

The bottom line for our June 4th event is perhaps as high as it has ever been, closely approaching $2,000.  Many 
thanks to all who bought tickets and who donated in any way to our one and only fundraiser of the year.  If you missed the 
event but would like to make a donation, it's never too late for that.  A check payable to League of Women Voters, mailed to 
our Treasurer, Liz Schmidt at 1700 Forum Boulevard, #3101 Columbia 65203 is most welcome (to get tax credit, make the 
check out to LWV Education Fund). 

 
Event Committee - Linda Brown, Win Colwill, Barbara Knowles, Joni O'Connor, Liz Schmidt, Pam Springsteel, 

Sarah Seat, Holly Burgess. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  Whitney & Marge Hicks, Karen & Charlie Touzeau                Joni O’Connor, Chair               Ava Fajen & Carol Schreiber 
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Observer Report: 
Boone County Mental Health Board of Trustees 

 The Boone County Mental Health Board of Trustees (BCMHBT), authorized by State Statute and appointed by the 
County Commission, has scheduled meetings for   twenty years at 4:15 pm on the second Monday of the month, in the 
Roger Wilson County Government Building.  The board's essential responsibility is to assess mental health and substance 
abuse needs of the county, establish and administer a community mental health fund to accommodate those needs, and 
utilize a voter supported mil tax (property tax) as the funding resource.   

Legislation, authorizing counties in the state to establish a Mental Health Board of Trustees, was passed in Missouri 
in 1990.  In Boone County, members took their place on the first Boone County Mental Health Board of Trustees in January, 
1992.   The appointed members would reflect county demographics and include consumers, service providers and non-
providers. A physician would be a required member. 

In 1994, the board determined that mental health needs were sufficient to reach out to the voters for support of an 
eight cent mil tax (property tax) to accommodate those needs.  The voters were decisive in their opposition, and voted the 
ballot measure down.  Since then, the board has considered going to the voters again but, each time, draws back in prefer-
ence for mental health education and support of community services as the central goal. 

Members of the BCMHBT are compassionate in their commitment to this community, to the mental health system in 
particular.  They are well versed and well educated in the ongoing problems.  They know the system well, including the im-
pact of state budget cuts. 
Board meetings are open to the public.  In addition to the membership, liaisons from the City/County Health Department, the 
Boone County Commission, and the State Department of Mental Health are often present. 

As noted in a previous report, the board labors under numerous obstacles, not the least being a troubled economy, 
low priority for taxation,  low priority for mental health services in general, and loss of such services.  Those lost or declining 
services included closure of Charter Hospital, closure of the sixteen bed in-patient unit at Boone Hospital Center, and decline 
in service and operations of the Mid Missouri Mental Health Center (Mid Mo). 

But during this past year, the community has seen somewhat of an encouraging turn around.  Mid Mo is now offi-
cially under authority of the University of Missouri and known as the MU Psychiatric Center.  Their remodeled facility cer-
tainly is a hopeful sign, especially in children's treatment. 

The MU Thompson Center for Autism and Neurodevelopmental Disorders continues to be a defining center for re-
search and treatment of the Autism Spectrum Disorders.  Support and encouragement by both Governor Nixon and  former  
Governor Blunt have been essential. 

Boone Hospital Center continues to provide their out-patient Behavioral Health Services, but no restoration of their 
in-patient unit.  These facilities have all reached out this past year to educate the community on available services through 
open house and tours.  The next Open House will be at Boone Hospital Center on June 26th. 

The BCMHBT continues to meet regularly as a quasi governmental body, focusing  on  community mental health.  
Over the years and to the present, the board has sponsored or supported two Needs Assessment projects, with a third one 
in draft; welcomed a Capstone student group from MU for situation analysis;  supported psychiatric care in the jails, mental 
health courts, the Mental Health First Aid program, Crisis Intervention program, the suicide prevention coalition, including the 
recent 5K Walk, and various efforts on behalf of children.  On three occasions, the board has collaborated with LWV on two 
public educational forums and one television program. 

Membership on the BCMHBT includes dedicated people with excellent credentials but with limited time and numer-
ous obstacles, as noted.  Their goal of education and support remains. But they have yet to return to the voting public to test 
out the issue of local responsibility or the option of a property tax for the community's mental health needs. 

Stop by the Roger Wilson County Government Building some second Monday at 4:15 pm.  Check your newspaper 
ahead of time to confirm.  Listen to the issues, assess the obstacles, and analyze the process.  Perhaps you might consider 
serving on the board yourself. If so, check with the County Commission office.  

 
Lael Von Holt 

LWV Observer� 
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Funding and Equity Issues—Part 2 

 Where Are We Now? (continued):  While it appears that increased federal spending on schools is 
correlated with a reduced achievement gap, it is also possible, that “educational inequality is rooted in eco-
nomic problems and social pathologies too deep to be overcome by school alone.” 
   The relation between education and the economy seems to be reciprocal. Darling-Hammond (2010) 

noted that dropouts cost the country at least $200 billion a year in lost wages and taxes, as well as costs for social services 
and crime. She stresses that since the 1980s, national investments have spent 3 times more on the prison system than on 
education. Recall that Odden and Pincus (2008) indicated that an adequate education costs approximately $9500 per student. 
Yet states spend an average of $43,000 per year to incarcerate a juvenile. With 5 percent of the world’s population in the 
United States, we house 25 percent of the world’s criminals. 
   Even within districts, some disparities between schools differing in social class have been documented. Roza & Hill 
(2004) reported discrepancies in funding between schools in different socio-economic neighborhoods that ranged from 10 to 
23 percent of the overall school’s budget. Parents of students in middle and upper middle class schools refuse to tolerate poor 
conditions. They lobby more effectively for academic programs, libraries, computers and teachers. 
   Additionally, parents in affluent areas raise funds in the hundreds of thousands of dollars to gain more programs for 
their children.  
   David Berliner (2005) has asked profound questions about why Americans say they believe in equal opportunity for 
all and yet tolerate inadequate levels of funding for schools of low income and minority students. He traces this dissonance to 
various beliefs: 
   Perhaps we are not doing well enough because our vision of school reform is impoverished. It is impoverished be-
cause of our collective view about the proper and improper roles of government in ameliorating the problems that confront us 
in our schools: our beliefs about the ways in which a market economy is supposed to work; our concerns about what consti-
tutes appropriate tax rates for the nation; our religious views about the elect and the damned; our peculiar American ethos of 
individualism; and our almost absurd belief that schooling is the cure for whatever ails society. These well-entrenched views 
that we have as a people make helping the poor seem like some kind of communist or atheistic plot. (p. 8) 
 No Child Left Behind:  In 2001, President George W. Bush signed the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) that ex-
panded ESEA testing requirements and introduced an aggressive federal role in holding states accountable for showing im-
proved student performance. NCLB distributed money according to enrollment and category. States used formulas that dis-
tributed funds to districts which showed annual yearly progress on a per-pupil basis. Both supporters and opponents of No 
Child Left Behind agree that it dramatically increased and reshaped the federal role in education. 
 Impact of No Child Left Behind:  NCLB was intended to close achievement gaps, particularly for minority students. 
However, Baker et al. (2010) noted that scores of African Americans on the National Assessment of Educational Progress 
(NAEP) increased at a much higher rate prior to NCLB in fourth-grade math and eighth-grade reading than after the act was 
implemented. This was also true for white students in fourth- and eighth-grade math and reading. 
   One provision of No Child Left Behind permitted parents to remove a student from a low performing school and 
transfer to another, better performing, school in the district. The Title I funds earned by that student would be transferred to 
the better performing school and the sending school would also be required to pay transportation costs. This had the effect of 
giving underperforming public schools fewer resources – compounding the problem for schools that were already not being 
funded adequately. Furthermore, when students in schools continued to lose ground, courts and others stepped in to 
“remediate” the situation.  
   The sanctions imposed by NCLB had the effect of punishing or threatening punishment to low-performing schools 
and teachers, sending them the message that they were incompetent and that they should not have the right to make deci-
sions about how to educate their students. These messages do not have the effect of motivating teachers, and motivation 
research has shown that the motivation of teachers is reflected in that of their students. For instance, when they studied more 
than 1200 students, Midgley, Feldlaufer, and Eccles (1989) found that students had less confidence that they could succeed 
at learning when they were assigned to teachers who had less confidence that they could succeed at teaching. Similarly, 
Reeve (2009) found that when teachers felt that they had little opportunity to make choices, they were more likely to deny 
choices to their students. These studies suggest that threatening public schools and teachers with punishment has harmful 
effects on the students who remain in public schools. 

(continued on next page)  
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 Supporters of No Child Left Behind appreciate the increase in accountability for schools and teachers as well as the 
focus on low scoring sub-groups especially those not large enough to lower the site averages. Critics have decried the lack 
of federal funding for many of the act’s mandates, the emphasis on penalties, the reliance on standardized tests, and the 
lack of attention to gifted students as well as to subjects such as science and social studies. In addition, researchers con-
sider the NCLB goal of 95 percent of students meeting state standards in reading and math by 2014 to be unrealistic.  
 Race to the Top:  Race to the Top was signed into law by President Barack Obama in 2009. The program shifted 
the bases of awarding funds to emphasize competition. Competitive grants, like Race to the Top (RTTT) and Investing in 
Innovation (i3), reward reform planned in select states. Funding is flexible as long as states demonstrate grant dollars are 
aligned with the agenda outlined in their winning applications. Only twelve states received funding through RTTT.  
   One criterion for a successful Race to the Top application was “improving teacher and principal effectiveness based 
on performance.” If punishment and threats have unintended consequences, what about merit pay for outstanding teach-
ers?  Research has shown that rewarding educators’ effectiveness based on their students’ performance has not been found 
to be an effective incentive. In a major study of performance pay in the United States, the National Center on Performance 
Incentives and the Rand Corporation studied effects over a three-year period (Springer, Ballou, Hamilton, Le, Lockwood, 
McCaffrey, Pepper, and Stecher, 2010). They concluded that teachers who were randomly assigned to receive bonuses 
based on their students’ performance did not have higher performing students than teachers not offered the same incentive. 
In other words, merit pay does not seem to have a solid positive foundation in educational research.  
   Another problem with politicians recommending evaluating teacher effectiveness based on improvements in their 
students’ performance is that a valid assessment has not been developed. There appear to be major flaws with formulas 
used to calculate “value-added assessment” or “value-added modeling.” Ravitch reported a 2010 study by the United States 
Department of Education which estimated that “even with three years of data, there was an error rate of 25 percent” when 
these formulas were used.  
 Alternatives Such as Vouchers and Charter Schools:  One goal of both, NCLB and RTTT has been to offer 
choice to parents whose children attend poorly performing public schools. In the 1990s, vouchers and charter schools were 
proposed as viable ways of offering choices to parents who were dissatisfied with their public schools. It was assumed that 
this would promote competition with traditional public schools, and this would cause them to manage their funds better. Mis-
manage-ment of funds was identified as a problem by people who noted that per-pupil spending by the public schools had 
doubled since 1965, while SAT scores were going down. However, Darling-Hammond (2010) noted that during that same 
time period, the educational system had expanded access to high school for minorities and students with disabilities. This 
suggests that even if the assessments had remained constant over the years, the scores of the populations tested would not 
be comparable.  
   Vouchers give a sum of money to the parents, who use it toward the expenses of a private school. The fact that the 
private school could be religious has provoked a number of lawsuits challenging the use of public funds for church-
sponsored institutions. Vouchers do not typically pay for all of the costs of a private school, and usually parents are responsi-
ble for providing for transportation in addition to other fees. Accordingly, low-income parents frequently cannot take advan-
tage of a voucher system, and there are charges that the system can lead to segregation (Lubienski & Weitzel, 2008).  
   Large-scale studies of voucher schools have revealed little difference in student performance compared to public 
school students with similar backgrounds, and having vouchers has not raised the performance of the neediest students in 
public schools (Rouse & Barrows, 2009). In 2008, Lubienski and Weitzel presented a thorough review of the research cited 
by proponents of vouchers and private schools. They noted that most of the studies repeatedly cited by advocates of privati-
zation have not been published in peer-reviewed journals, and they identified a number of flaws in research which claims the 
superiority of using vouchers to pay for education in private schools. Their conclusion -- that there have been mixed results 
in the research -- applied to outcomes of studies when vouchers were financed either by public funds or by private benefac-
tors. 
   Charter schools are considered public schools, and they receive public funding. They may be managed by either a 
nonprofit or a for-profit business, and they may receive additional corporate or foundation funds. In many states, they do not 
need to meet requirements imposed on other public schools. For instance, many charter schools set their own standards for 
curriculum, teacher quality and assessment.   
   Charters were originally proposed as an opportunity for educators to test research-supported methods for reaching 
hard-to-educate children. However, Ravitch (2010) contends that many of them are now managed by people who have more 
business than pedagogical expertise.   Many apply free-market techniques as they attempt to motivate teachers with merit 

(continued on next page) 
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pay. In addition, these charter schools compete for the most successful students in the poorest communities, 
and they are not compelled to retain low performers. Both of these practices leave public schools with the low-
est performing and least motivated students.  
  Ravitch (2010) notes that there certainly are some highly successful charter schools. But many of these do 

not enroll as high a percentage of the neediest students as public schools do. In 2009, a large-scale research study which 
was funded by pro-charter advocates revealed that only 17 percent of 2403 charter schools had significantly more growth 
in test scores compared to traditional public schools, and, in fact, 37 percent showed significantly less growth (Center for 
Research on Education Outcomes, 2009). The study also revealed large differences in quality among charter schools. 
 Research-Based Recommendations for the Federal Government to Promote Equity:  Instead of relying on 
either a carrot or a stick approach, Linda Darling-Hammond (2010) has speculated about what would happen if Americans 
spent more money on public education and societal changes which would promote equity. She presented evidence that 
demonstrated how Finland and South Korea have realized profound national changes in education since the 1970s. With 
publicly-financed education, Finland has focused on equitable funding for schools and extensive preparation for teachers, 
all of whom receive 2-3 years of quality graduate education financed by the government. In South Korea, 100 percent of 
the teachers are certified. Clearly, these approaches require systemic changes – not quick fixes of separate problems. 
   In order to build a more equitable system that will support our growing technological needs, Darling-Hammond 
(2010) suggests the following: 
• Secure housing, food and health care, so that children can come to school ready to learn each day,  
• Provide supportive early learning environments,  
• Equitably fund schools which provide equitable access to high-quality teaching,  
• Provide well-prepared and well-supported teachers and leaders,  
• Support standards, curriculum and assessments that focus on 21st-century goals, and  
• Encourage schools to be organized for in-depth student and teacher learning. (p. 26)  
   In order to recruit, prepare and support a strong teaching force in America, Darling-Hammond (2010) notes that 
our country must refuse to continue its practices of hiring minimally-trained teachers and paying the lowest salaries to 
teachers in the poorest districts. Instead, all school districts need to be able to recruit top candidates. She recommends 
that the federal government provide: 
• scholarships to cover the costs of teacher education for high-ability students who plan on teaching in low-income dis

 tricts,  
• incentives for institutions of higher education to create successful models of teacher education to prepare educators to 

 work with diverse learners,  
• scholarships for teacher residencies such as those available to doctors and psychologists after they have graduated,  
• matching grants to states and districts in order to attract and retain highly-qualified teachers in high-need schools,  
• matching grants to enable districts to give teachers significant time and resources for ongoing professional develop-

 ment including mentoring and collaborative research, and  
• valid and reliable national assessments for teacher certification.  
   Finally, since highly-qualified educational administrators are also essential to the job satisfaction of teachers, Dar-
ling-Hammond recommends that similar funding policies should be adopted by the federal government for recruiting, train-
ing and keeping strong educational leaders. 
 
 
To see the reference list for this article by Jean Pierce for the Education Study go to www.lwv.org and click on 
“Projects and Programs” on the “For Members” tab.  You can also read all of the other articles in this study there. 
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Membership 

 
If you are a member and wish to receive a membership list, please contact Liz 
Schmidt at 445-0655 or email at lizschmidt@centurytel.net.  
 
To join the League, fill in the information below and mail it, with your check, to Mem-
bership Chair, League of Women Voters, PO Box 239, Columbia, MO  65205. 
Dues are $55 for individuals, $80 for a household and $15 for local students.  (An 
“11” after your name indicates paid for 2011.) 
 
Name___________________________________________________________  
 
Email Address____________________________________________________ 
 
Street____________________________________________________________ 
 
City____________________________   State______   Zip Code_____________ 
 
Telephone________________________________________________________ 
 
I am particularly interested in ___________________________________________ 
 
(Note: Tax deductible donations to the Education Fund should be a separate check, 
payable to LWVMO Education Fund.) 
 
For more information, contact Liz Schmidt at 445-0655 or Linda Brown at 447-
3939. 

Officers 
President:  Linda Kaiser (474-1407) 
1st Vice President: Elda Kurzejeski 
 (445-4633) 
2nd Vice President:  Carol Schreiber 
 (657-1467) 
Secretary: Joni O’Connor (234-1012) 
Treasurer: Liz Schmidt (445-0655) 
 

Board Members & 
Committee Chairs 

Budget: Shirley Troth (634-6157) 
CAT TV:  Carol Schreiber  (657-1467) 
Civil Liberties:  Linda Kaiser &  
 Aline Kultgen (449-2149) 
Communications:  Maydell Senn 
 (445-7844) 
Discussion Groups/Unit Meetings:  
 Midge Pinkerton (445-2052) 
Education: Holly Burgess (449-0625)
 & Zona Burk (234-1083) 
Energy Matters:  Win Colwill (445- 
 4663) & Dick Parker (below) 
Historian: Marilyn McLeod (445-3500) 
Hospitality: Pam Springsteel 
 (445-0642) 
Land Use/Sunshine Coalition:  Jo 
  Sapp (443-8964) 
Membership:  Linda Lenau Brown  
 (447-3939) & Liz Schmidt 
Mental Health: Lael Von Holt
 (443-7747)  
Nominating:Sarah Wolcott (449-4407) 
Other:  Joan Eisenstark (449-5790) & 
 Ava Fajen (424-4254) 
Peace:  Dick Parker (256-4397) 
Voter Editors:  Joni O’Connor & 
 Linda Kaiser 
Voter Service: Carol Schreiber 
Web & Social Media: Rachel Brekhus
 (875-4295) 

 
Meetings 

Board:  4th Monday, 6:30 pm, 
    Boone Electric Coop 
Civil Liberties:  2nd Thurs., 1:15 pm* 
Education:  4th Thurs., 6:30 pm* 
Energy Matters:  3rd Tuesday, 1 pm* 
Fundraising:  Varies 
Peace:  2nd Fri., 9 am* 
Voter Service: Varies* 

     *Meetings at Library 

Would you like to see the Voter in color?  Save the League printing and mail-
ing costs?  You can now get the Voter direct to your computer 

early by contacting co-editor Linda Kaiser at  
lindaskaiser@gmail.com.  Let her know you would like to re-

ceive your Voter via email and send Linda the email address to 
which you would like to receive the Voter. 

 

Websites 
 

  lwv.columbia.missouri.org (local) 
  lwvmissouri.org (state)  
  lwv.org (national) 



 

 

�������������	
�

�
�
�����	��

����

������������������

���� �����
�����

LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS 

Columbia – Boone County MO 
P.O. Box 239 
Columbia, MO 65205 
http://lwv.columbia.missouri.org 
 
 
LWV:  Where hands-on work  to safeguard 
democracy leads  to civic  improvement. 

RETURN SERVICE REQUESTED 
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Sunday Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday 

        1 2 

3 4 
 
Holiday 

5 6 7 
 

8 9 

10 11 
Board Mtg.,6:30 
pm, Boone Electric 
Coop.  

12 
 

13 14 
Civil Liberties Com., 
1:15 pm, Library 
 

15 
 

16 

17 18 19 20 
 

21 
 

22 23 
 

24 25 
 

26 
Education Study 
Com. Mtg. 6:30, 
Library, rm. B 
 

27 28 
 
 
 
 
 

29 30 

31 Aug. 1 
 

Aug. 2 Aug. 3 Aug 4 Aug. 5 Aug. 6 
 

       


