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- Page 1, Q3 DO YOU SUPPORT RETAINING THE CURRENT BOARD OF DENTISTRY GOMPRISED OF 5 DEN'I'ISTS
2 DENTAL HYGIENISTS, 1 DENTURIST AND 2 PUBL!G MEMBERS? ‘ : o , L

1 Two boards for the dental professton is. not needed Since all these are dental
“professionals there is only one board needed for atf Please Ieave the kboard as
tisit - Lo L

, Nev21, 2011 5:4? PM

S R A e R R S e S R

2 . . lttakesa tremendous amount of work and effort to buﬂd a dental team to provude Nov 21 2011 5 34 PM
: _ agood service to the public. Please don‘t tear it aparl - ; ; (

3 ] support keepmg one board of dentlstry, Why do we need to make two E Nov"21,,; 2011 5:23 ‘PM
boards? What good would it do to create another board and populate it with ool
non dentists???? s this entire action being driven by some partxcular mdwldual e
‘who wants more influence on the board??? |t makes more sense to me to . 5
consider altering the representation on our current board; rather than creatinga
whole new board. Think of the costs; think of the potential for confhcts better to
have one board and get the conflicts ironed out withm that slngle entity.

4 | can't beheve breaking up the dental is even a consnderation What about = Nov 21, 2011 5:03 PM
boards protecting the public health and safety? If the denturists had their own . L ,
board, they could change their scope of practice to do whatever* they wanted. -

Not only could they make removable dentures and parhats over tmplants they
. could place the implantsit Why not crown and bridge? If they want o do
. dentistry, they should go to dental school

e w;\»mwﬁ/ﬂ

5 It has worked to the publlcs best mterest for the last 38 years I have watched . ((Nfo\} 2‘1,'2‘0‘1 1, 421 PM
it.. changmg it may not be as ldeal as it sounds. . .

6 the board of dentlstry jOb isto protect the public. Havmg twn boards deallng w;’ch - *Nov 21 2011 4 05 PM
the same area of the body is unnecessary and expensive. The services ,
. provided should be allowed, IF THE PROVIDER IS TRAINED TO DO THE
- 'SERVICES. IF THE EDUCATIONAL TRAINING IS NOT PRESENT, THE
PROVIDER SHOULD BE EXCLUDED FROM PROVIDING THE SERVICES
- UNTIL PROPERLY TRAINED. | ALSO THINK THAT THE BOARD SHOULD |
- HAVE ONE MORE DENTIST MEMBER AND IF A BOARD MEMBER IS NOT
ABLE TO MAKE THE MAJORITY OF THE MEETINGS INA YEAR, THE
~ MEMBER SHOULD BE REPLACED. THANK YOU. ED LAWLER DDS
BILLINGS MT ,

7 Asa Montana Dentist | believe the board is more able to make decislons G qu 21 2011 4 04 PM

regarding dentistry and the public by those who are actively practicing in the

. profession, have had years of experience in the profession, and have the proper'

~education; training,.and ccntlnumg devotion to the profession. Making
judgement calls without experience is risky at best if relying only on intuition,
assumptions, and briefings on certain subjects. [ feel itis in the public's best
interest to have a single board made up of competent professuonals who have
that necessary experience and training to make decnsnons regardlng the dental
health of the publlc andlor an individual. :

8 In my opinion the dentlsts want to reduce the quality and quantlty of educatlon ~ Nov 21,2011 3:26 PM

for the dental hygiene student fo provide for themselves cheaper hygienists. =~ i a

Overall, | find that hygienists want more stringent regulation for more educatton \
of dental hygiene students. It isin our best interest to lmpmve hylene

9  The Hygienists and denturists haven't the educatlon needed to make declsion on Nov 21, 2011 1:17 PM
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' r«'Nov21 2011 915AM

people of Montana Hygxemsts and - Nov 21 2011 9 13 AM
dentist. It makes no sense to separate - .

o state to maintain counsel and auxrllary

Oesn‘t make common sense to

i Sl e

Nov 20,? 2011 e 52 PM

regt lafdry supe isxon by the dental professmn
ot: only cause duphcatfon of duties,

“‘be 20,2011 5:53}1#& t

ng Nov20 20»1152091\4
eriappmg respons:bnmes '
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Page 1,Q3. DO YOU SUPPOR’I" RETAINING THE CURRENT BOARD QFEDENTISTRY COMPRISED OF 5 DENTISTS

-2 DENTAL HYGIENISTS 1 DENTURIST AND 2 PUBLIC MEM ERS

I hold an acttve Iroense in Montana but ourrently l am praottomg dental hygtene in Nov 20 2011 12:28 PM ,‘

I think it is unnecessary, and fiscally mespons:ble to have two seperate boards : Noy 20, 2011 ;‘1«1;3‘3‘ AM

- the patient what they needed to discuss wnth the dentunst 1 am in favor of
: keeplng the board the way |t stands , :

sl i

.,,.»,W“ e e e W

, \20 |
’ Nevada. Therefore, | am not current on the representatton of dental hyglene by
~the Board ' - e
21
| feel we are fairly represented by the current board and creatmg a second one -
would cause a possible increase in our current Ilcensmg fees as well as much
confusion regardmg what is best for the professaon as a whole - i

1 have worked i in a vanety of ofﬁces wuth a varlety of Dentlsts Wrth a very good : Nov 19 2011 8 55 PM
- working relationship the Dentists have relied on my expertise aswellasme =

relying on them to answer questions that | have had. | believe this house billis - e
one of the first steps to SOME hygienists changing our status to an independent e

status. Wrong move! That is also what the denturists want... no . supervision by

the Dentist's. If my research is correct; Montana is the only state who allows the

denturists to practice outside of a dental office. At least in Montana they have

some regulation being on the same board with Dentists. | have been ‘employed:

in offices that have done their own dentures/partials with the use of labs and

then other offices referring to denturists... not always with the best results. Many

times the Dentists would have to either discuss changes w/ the denturist or tell

23

i TR

Dentists are the backbone of the professton in tralnmg and experlence and Nov 1 9 2011 411 PM

‘should have more welght on the board that any other entnty

L . iy
i wﬂww»m i G

24

The Montana dental board is the only board inthe country that does not havea Nov 19 201 1 10 11 AM
majority of dentists on its own board. If the board is further divided the health and

safety of the public will be at great risk. Costs not only to the dentists will rise but

also legal issues will arise when auxiliary boards pass statutes that conﬂlct w1th

current law will result in nsmg costs to defend - .

25

s

Lef's stayona steady course with one board govemmg the rules and regulations Novﬂ& 2‘0171“4;42;PM

~for dentistry

2%

in best interest of the patient Nov 18 2011 4 36 PM |

27

O would like to emphatlcally propose mcreasmg the Denttst membershlp to snx (6) Nov 18 2011 2 43 PM

members.

28

This organization is well-founded. Denttsts should contmue to lead the board of Notft 18, '20‘1‘1 12:38 FM
dentistry due to their advanced training/education and due to the need for direct i :

and indirect supervision of dental hygienists in practice by a general dentist. For

those hygienists who are seeking more autonomy and freedom in practice, |

“would strongly recommend they further their education by attendmg dental ne :

school and receiving their DDS or DMD

29

I think that creating two separate boards isa great opportumty for all ' Gel Nov,‘18;’2011 12;35:~PM« :
~ professtonals to be equally represented , . B

30

Montana is one of only a few states that doesn‘t have a majonty of dentlsts on Nov 18, 2011 7:(}3 AM

the board of. denttstry
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Page 1, Q3. DO YOU SUPPORT RETAINING THE OURRENT BOARD OF DENTISTRY COMPRISED OFV“ D NTIST:
2 DENS AL HYGIENISTS, 1 DENTURIST AND 2 PUBLIC MEMBERS?i |

49‘ . Needs to be more balanced wrth equal amount ef dentist de talhyglemsl‘s and Nov 17, 2011 1: 32 PM

dentunst and the public members

e Hm,_aome. i b i

80 There is not enough repreaentation for the professrons of dental hyglene and . Nov 17, 2011 1 29 PM
-denturity. « ‘ o - » :

it L e T

51 2 boards=2budets vNov 17 01'& 12 45 PM.

52 The number of hygienists and dentlsts on the board should reﬂect the number of Nov 17 2011 12 01 PM
practicing hygienists and dentrsts in the state of Montana : ' ,

'WM i i G it T

53 -ldo not believe that Denturists and Dental Hyglenists are bemg equally - Nov 17 2011 1 1 51 AM
represented on the current Board of Dentistry. The Board of Dentistry is meant .
to serve and protect the citizens of Montana; not to protect Dentists' income by
limiting the publics' access to competelng prov:ders of dental wre ;

iy

54 | don't see how dividing the boarde wull end up creatmg confhcte that can only be ‘No'v' 17, ,201 1 .ji1 A7 AM
solved by the legislature. Doesn't make sense to me. c l G ;

i S e i e

65 ] currently am llvmg outsnde of MT Nov 17 2011 9 53 AM

56 What a thoughtless unworkable proposal In my practlce and I hope all oL Nov 17 2011 9 23 AM
practices, it is what is best for the patlent This proposal is daﬁnately not what is
best for the patient. , v

57 Not the way it stands. Dental Hygnemsts need more of a vouce = Nov 17 2011 8 56 AM ,

i i « oA

58 : The dentist especually, the general dentrst is the pnmary care provrder He is , Nov 17 2011 7 58 AM :
-~ ultimately responsmle for the care and treatment of patlents o L , ,

59 Ido not have enough information due to my llmlted exposure to formulate an 'N'ov 17; 2011 7:50 AM
informed decision , , i e e

b
il

80 asin other states unfair representation leades to trade restramt against those of . “Nov;”'l 7’, 2011 7:22 AM

_ minority representation. - e . .
61 We do not need two more boarde Main problems are doctor related . o Nov 16 2011 10 37 PM
62 1 want to keep a positive relatlonshlp between all members and professaons l J . Nov 16 2011 9: 41 PM.
feel that some professrons are not represented in a falr way. w1th the current ‘
“board. ’ , o
63 : lfeel maklng separate boards w;ll not lmprove patlent care or safety :

64 ‘We al! need to: work together as a team and do what is best.

65 l served on.the Board of Dentlstry for ﬁve years and know that lt ls essentlal for Nov 16 201 1 8: 03 PM
~the responsible regulation of dentistry and the dental health of Montana's . o
citizens. Otherwise, there's no informed control of regulations. While | Was on .
the Board, there were disciplinary actions which had to be addressed and the
- Board of Dentistry is the right vehicle to adjudicate professlonals in the dental
field and to ensure the dental health of Montanans, '
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~ Nov16,2011 745PM

iov tie dontal Byalerista or dentunsts :
] les as to function in the dental

zsettmg,l have heard that maﬂy d
,alsbfxqiagnosing.,As a ’hygienist v

pracﬁce ha” been m lumc Was| ,ngtan for 41 years Perhaps my Nov 16, 2011_77:24 PM

ontana's Questions I support the present

e that limcrease pubhc safety and quality of care, Noﬁ 16, 2011 7:2 v
eated 1 do not believe creation of a new board will do enther 5 . -
stsviaa new‘ba withe t~a pubho benefit?

S praRe T R

~Nov 16, 2011 6:59 PM

o , K 1og
 board into more than one board w:ll make
i st each other decndmg who can do what.

- Nov 16 20116:36 PM

i i 4 i wwm,

Nov 16 2011 e ss PM -

«e board ;ust as we are in pnvate and publm ' Nov 16, 201 1" 6:07 PM i

,’ng ‘We don't need fo segregate and create '
, ué fdentlstry o

sy

Nov 16 2011 501 PM ‘

 Nov 16;2011 4:40 ém

‘ wlargel w!{y some hyglé sts ; 'decates of the board spﬁtting Thls would
dd any beniﬁt for the public, and in many ways would be detrimental to the
in ’terms f the oare they are recnevmg Splittmg the board will nse costs
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Page 1, Q3. DO YOU SUPPORT RET AINING THE CURRENT BOARD OF DENTISTRY COMPRISED OF 5 DENTISTS .

2 DENTAL HYG!ENISTS 1 DENTURIST AND 2 PUBUC MEMBER

76

Not in favor of the dental hygaene hcense fees mcreasmg rf the new board o Nov ‘_1'6’,' ‘20‘1{14:23',5,%
system is implemented. , L L :

77

Two:boards would undoubtedly cost the taxpayers of Montana more in legal . '; Nov 16 2011 4 09 PM\
fees. This move would not do anythmg to 1mprove the accass ta care or quahty ‘
of care for Montanans -

78

e e Kigee o e e S

i me,w St el b s e s i s s

| DO NOT SUPPORT HYGIENISTS AND DENTURISTS | HAVING THEIR OWN Nw 16, 2011 3:52 PM
BOARD. AS IT STANDS NOW, THEY CAN NOT PRACTICE WITH OUTOUR 0 e 0
SUPERVISION.

i i s sl S

79

Not because it will increase fees for existing dentists but because we should all Nov 16 2011 3 42 PM
be held to the same standards if we are performmg the same procedures. The =
only way the standards will be the same is if the board we report to rs the same.

80

With the fiscal hardshrps that are upon us there is absolutety no reason to add a N‘o'\) 16; 2011 ”3:07 PM ,
another level of bureaucracy and funding to that wich atready ex18ts e

e g wM«vw i :. e *&mwm\vw—*%

81

It has been fine from what I have expenenced s0 far I don't know any drfferent - Nov 16 2011 2 58 PM L

82

o State. of Montana are free to attend Dental school and beeome Dentlsts

i e

Dentists should direct the professron of Dentistry In the State of Montana 0 ( Nov 16 2011 11 43 AM «
Hygientsts and Denturists who wish to direct the profession of Dent(stry in the

83

‘establish unity within the field of dentlstry from the board level atl the way down , o

£ vawm, i u;

In my opinion, thls does not provnde equat representation. Regardless of the fact Nov 16 ;2\ 1 1 1 0 AM »

that the board addresses more claims pertaining to dentists, there should be an

equal amount of representation from all aspects of the dental pnofessron o

each individual dental practice. .

It makes absolutely no sense to have two seperate boards It will mcrease costs Nov 16 2011 11 14 AM
for tax payers and will created confusion for the public. Dentustny mcludes all

treatment that is performed in the mouth why on earth would it make sense to r

break up the board of Dentlstry into two boards....it just doesn‘t make any sense ‘

atall.

85

I would like to see equal representatlon of all dental professronals on the Board Nov ’1/6; '201\1;910:06 AM

of Dentistry

i »L et

86

l cannot believe this is'a consrdera’aon Dentists need to beon the same boardf L Nay 162011 957 AM

- as hygienists and denturists to protect the public. Dentists are the only -

professionals that are adeqgately trained to diagnose and treat dental and

- periodontal disease. Because of this, den’usts need to be the rnajonty of this

board

87

It would be a temble mlstake to have hygienists and. dentunsts have a separate ,/ qu_‘ta,' 2011 ,_9:49"A‘M >

_board. They need to be monitored by the experts in the ﬁeld (dentxsts) Thelr s

training i IS far to limited to govem themselves

88

‘wm' i -

The board should be comprised of a majonty of dentlsts \They have the best , Nov 186, 2011 7 30 AM '
educational qualifications.to serve on a "Board of Dentistry“and to dellver the , s
best dental care . , ; L Gl =
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ot have a majority of dentists. Th costs of creating 2 separate boards will
result potentially in viola’uons of Iegai practices of dentistry by the hygienists and
, | ey ( can treat and diagnose. The ,

\PRISED OF 5 DENTISTS,

~ Nov 16,2011 7:24 AM

20 Nov 16 2011 703AM

ww..mm«p G

‘; Nov 15 2011 737‘PM

‘ Nov 15, 2011 7 59 PM

e

’ Nov 15 2011 527 PM

rthcdontrsts endodonttsts and not1 on
ey shouId have more‘? . ;

Nov15, S PM

Nov 15, 2011 2 25 PM '

' Nov 15 2011 142 PM

state. Wé probably know and s€ ymore than anyone the good work and the not
jood or“ dqqg by t;ygiemsts Many are 80 good at what they do Many

,l—bemg;;eChangmg the curreht board composmon‘ wﬂl not imprb\)e
I will limit the abﬂity of the enttst to oversee comprehenswe :

i ww.w»(,(m

'Nov 15,2011 11:29 AM

Nov 15 2011 11 04AM

S bt i =

Nov 15 2011 8 49 AM




Page 1,Q3. DO YOU SUPPORT RETAINING THE CURRENT BOARD OF
2 DENTAL HYGIENISTS, 1 DENTURIST, AND 2 PUBLIC MEMBERS?

DENTISTRY COMPRISED OF 5 DENTISTS,

i

101

i ET . RN

" Nov15,2011832AM

Terrible idea. We are not trained adeqbately to govern puréelveé. -

102

Montana is the only state in the country where the board isnotamajority =~ Nov 15, 2011 8:28 AM
dentists. This is already concerning because dentists are the only professionals
adequately trained to diagnose and treat all aspects of dentistry, ltis quite scary :

that | could be judged on somthing that | am an expertin by a maijority of people. .~ . = 5
that don't have even close to my level of training. In my opinion there shouldbe . =

at least one more dentist than non dentists as dentists are the experts in their

field. Also, the costs of having an additional board are ridiculous. Therewould

be so much redundancy. Denturists and hygienists would have nooneto

answer too if they had no board members who are dentists. It's absurd that this

is even getting attention! Lo O

103

Strongly in favor of keeping the dental board together. We also need the déntist “:Nov 1 5, 2011 71 7 AM
on the board to be a majority like other states in the United States of America e

104

The profession of Dental Hygiene as well as Denturity has beenpoorly =~ - Nov14, 2011 10:42 PM
represented for years. These professions have to literally fight the political 5 T o
powers of MDA which have too much influence over the decisions that this board |

makes in relation to matters that pertain to Dental Hygiene and Denturity, :

Almost all Boards within the state of Montana regulate the profession they: -

. represent instead of being regulated by their employers. Therei:are‘fa!mos; equal

number of hygienists and dentists, and yet we are outnumbered 5-2in
representation. The animosity toward denturity and dental hygiene has long =
been a blight on this Board, and it has been a political strong arm for far too long. .
Itis time to let the professions of Dental Hygiene and Denturity regulate o
themselves. | don't think our professions should pay for the increasing costs of -
investigating dentists, paying for their PAP impairment programs, and paying
legal fees for most of the complaints which historically have been against .
dentists, not dental hygienists. The facts historically prove that dental hygiene ;

- has not cost much in complaints. | support the Board of Dental Providers

enthusiastically and whole heartediy!ll ;

T i i

-~ 105

‘ Functionsvweli, althqugh a~few' diségree.

106

 Nov14,20119:39PM
The board of dentistry is to oversee all oral health, and doésrnot( orshouldnotbe  Nov 14, 2011 7:42PM
split. ‘ : . B T

107

Too much bureaucracy to have multiple boards that coVértﬁyefftsfame profession.  Nov 14, 2011 6:06 PM

108

The Board of Dentistry must include all aspects of the de\ntal; préfeséibn. The NoQ 14, :2’01 16:03 PM
hygienists fall under the dentists license and it is not appropriate to have them L
making decisions on the practice of dentistry without having dentist o

Tepresentation on the same board. If left unregulated, the denturists will likely .

increase their scope of pr,actice)a‘hd put the health of the patients in jeopardy.

109

| am concemned about hygienists not being on the same board with the dentists. Nov 14, 2011 5:53 PM
This is not a control issue for me but one of common sense. Hygienists are an g s
integral part of each dental office providing a valuable service in assisting in the
education and treatment of periodontal disease. Dentistry and dental hygiene go -
hand in hand . To have an autonomus board where employees make rules for
employers is only destined to further the divide between the professions that has
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STRY COMPRISED OF 5 DENTISTS,

rpe uated by only a few. If the function of the board is indeed public
it is best served by keepmg dentlsts and hygtemsts together. As for
s here is no way to appeaSe thls group. | know, I tried and for my.

Nov 14 2011 5 46 PM

¥ Nov 14 2011 5 13 PM

Nov 14, 2011 4 47 PM

Nov 14 2011 4 43 PM

Nov 14 2011 440 PM

Nov 14,2011 4:39 PM

denta! professmnals wnth catastrophic resutts We hear terms Iike '
atients for proﬁt" com;ng from the Nevada dental commumty

 Nov 14, 2011 3:58PM

Nov 14, 2011 3:39 PM

~ Nov 14,’ 2011 3i:31‘"PM |

gl St e

. : , Nov14 2011 318PM
,ls 4,n~by a dentist 50 how could they have there : '
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- Page 1, Q3. DO YOU SUPPORT RETAINING THE CURRENT BOARD QF DENTISTRY COMPRISED OF 5 DENTISTS
2 DENTAL HYGIENISTS 1 DENTUR]ST AND 2 PUBLIC MEMBERS? -

own board and regulate there saope of practlce Lastly it justmake thmgs more
inefficient and costly to spllt up the current board mto 25 sep b g

s

122 It makes no sense whatsoever to start up a new board lf someone wants the .’ " Nov 14 2011 3 13 PM
- privileges and responsubllltles of being a dentist, they should go to dental school
to provrde a better service to therr patrents

i S

123 l feel this a great rmportance to mamtalmng qualrty care for MT crtrzens and :
avoiding costly problems-for not only patients but the board and leglslatlon as “
well

. "“u&.rwwwwm  ha MW e ."wmm‘s@w

124 - -lwould add an additional dentist to grve them a majority on the board | would Nov 14, 2011 2 46 PM
not separate the boards - E ,

125  this balance i is'important in safeguardmg the health of Montanans - 7': ‘ - Nov 14 2011 925 AM

i *xw)wnv s

126 I believe dividing the board dllutes the capacrty fo provade proper dental care to . Nov 14 2011 8 28 AM
the state of Montana. Furthermore | believe it increases the dlvlsrveness " S ‘
between hyglemsts/denturists and dentrsts whlch ultrmately undermmes our .

‘common goals. - o

127 | believe,as a hyglenlst we should be vested inthe total care of each patlent We Nov’”1‘4,; 20151 658AM
need to work as a tolal team Gl SR el

128 Leavrng the board thls way causes an unfalr and unequal representatxon for e (’ Nov 13, 2@11 "7:,33 PM |
: /hyglemsts , : r Sl . '

129 There is not equal representation. Nov 13 2011 1-23 PM

R e Do el

130 Dental Hygienists and Dentunsts are subbranches of Dentlstry and are not
' separate professions. They are SImply adjuncts to Dentistry :

131 The dentists do not give fair representation to dental hyglene lssues/expansron
- of duties to benefit rural residents. G

o Nbv"ls, 201'!1 111 PM |

132 Would Iiketoseeanotherhygienistontheboard’ e Nov13 2011 10: 54 AM

133 Dental Hygienists deserve more representatron on the board due 1o the fact - 'Nov 13 2011 10 30 AM
* there are ' 2x more of them practlcmg in the state of Montana compared to Sl
dentists. .

i

Nov 12 2011 641 PM

134 unequal representatton

“M,uwm»» .

135 If the mandate for the Board is lo overwew the dental and oral health for the 5 Nov 12 2011 9 12 AM
citizens of Montana, there is no. practlcal reason to separate. lnto two drfferent
boards. Not only would this result in more costs, there would be no dentnsts
evaluating the hygienists and denturists. There are no more qualiﬁed
professionals, trained in diagnosis and treatment modalities than dentists There

- is @ misconception that there is little risk to the public dental health from the .

~services initially proposed by hygienists and denturists. The denturlsts have
already proved themselves untrustworthy, having practiced some aspects of
treatment illegally and individual denturists have not only threatened to continue
but have stated they have no mtentlon of changing therr practices. Hygienists do

15 of 43
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Nov 12 2011856AM ')

- Noy 11,2011 756 PM

€ ,nti§ts in this state, this is not
‘ y. »beheve the ourrent boa Ldiscrimmates against the other 2 ,

. Nov 11,2011 7:21PM -

Nov 11,2011 12:18 PM

fNov11 2011911AMT’ |

Nov1 11,2011 7:40 AM b

Nov 10, 2011 8:37 PM

Nov 10, 2011 6:39 PM

Nov 10, 2011 6:31 PM -

Nov 10, 2011 6:05 PM -

s i

Isu ppart e original board as stated above 52, 1 ~ Nov 10,2011 553PM '
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Page 1, Q3. DO YOU SUPPORT RETAINING THE CURRENT BOARD OF DENTISTRY CQMPRlSED OF 5 DENTISTS
2 DENTAL HYGIENISTS, 1 DENTURIST AND 2 PUBLIC MEMBERS? il ) & : , v

& 2),,,, the second board shouid ONLY be composed of 5 dentrsts 1 dental o
hyglemst 1 denturist and 1 pubhc member. My reasoning is such: from past
experiences between MT. dentists and hygiemsts/denturlsts itis clear to me that

- the denturists and hygrenlsts are only trying to put more money in their own e o
pockets,, to the detriment of the patients of MT. | am retired, so | have nomoney
to gain from this argument; but | have watched denturists neglect and abuse
their original postions when attempting “ to treat the public patlents all the while
ignoring the best advice of the practicing dentists in their locale. They have not
attempted to consult the dentists, but instead, have gone off on their own &
treated patients, to their own monetary benefit. | fear some of the dental ,
hygienists are attempting to do the very same thing. Public members are of very
little value to the board because often times they have no knowledge or
experience from which to draw conclusions. | believe they probably have the
very best intentions, but they are at a great disadvantage and my be taken ,
"down the wrong road” by the wrong people during voting, etc. Such,,, is only
my personal opinion,, from 41 years of general dental practice. Thanks for the L
opportunity to "vent" some of my frustrations, accumulated during all these years r
of trying to work with denturists, especially, and only some hygienrsts

i

This is absoiutely aburd. RDHs and denturists want to be dentists wrthout the . Nov10,20115
training. Liberalism is a dangerous road to travel. Mt will lose all of their dentlsts - ,

- if you choose this path. You know the sick thing though? They will keep trying
and trying until we all give up and they will get their way. | Ieft MT already |ast
year because | saw all this crap happening.

i i i

There is at least one too many public members. ,'; e ~ Nov10,2011 5:14 PM

We are the only state in the US that currently doesn't have more dentrsts on |ts © Nov 10, 2011 4:25 PM
board than remaining board members. The precedent is for more dentists on the .
board, not less ,

Ifa separate board is assembled they will be abletoi mcrease therr scope of . Nov 10, 2011 2:47 PM
care (services provided) without the oversight of a dentist. Only adentist can. L .
see the overall prcture of patient care; auxillaries see only a porhon of it

| feel this is a good representatron of the current dental professnona[ populatlon Nov' 1Q;‘ 2011 153 PM
| also feel itis rmportant to keep the: dental teamon one board s R

S

retraining??7? | e T Nov 10,2011 11:51 AM

because each dentist on the board are also members of the amencan denta! Nov 10, 2011 11:32 AM
association there is absolutly no way that their vote reflects or supports lrcensed * i
- 'denturist issues, g _

if any changes should be made, one hygrenrst shoulkl bs removed Assnstants - Nov' 10,2011 11:14 AM
are just as important as hygienists. Put one of themon:the board : .
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"Nov‘lO 2011

NGV 10 2011

9:38 AM

e

8-50,AM

. \Nov 10, 2011

s&sAM

Na'y 1»0, 201 1?6;46’ AM

Nov 10 2011

411AM

Nov 9. 2011 10 49PM

Nov 9;201 1,1f0:2b’PM ;

 Nove, 2011 950 PM

Nov 9, 2011 8:04 PM

 Nov9,20117:05PM

pu 'deﬁmteiy be in jeopardy dueto the fractiomng -
. Deritlsts wieuid have one set of rules and the other board their

dangerous to the public. | hope this commnttee
ormmost before phangmg, and if something

! «' Nov 9;'201‘1':6’:56\PM;;
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. Page 1, Q3. DO YOU SUPPORT RETAINING THE CURRENT BOARD OF DENTISTRY GOMPRISED OF DEN A
2 DENTAL HYGIENISTS, 1 DENTURIST AND 2 PUBLIC MEMBERS? ‘

168

| think it is wise to keep dentunsts and dental hyglemsts under the oversnght of e Noy" 9; 26111 626 PM
the general board of dentrstry - o e e

e i Gy e

169

-.to dental school fo get the proper amount of tramrng

The current board has sufﬁced for many years The dental team»whlch consrsts o Nov 9 201 15 18 PM
of dentists, assistants, hygienists and receptionists need to be kept as a team. :

Hygienists would like to practice without direct supervision. It would be

detrimental to patients to allow this. They are not trained in the diagnosis of |

decay, | feel that hygienists and dentlsts need to practice together to- provrde the

best care for the public. _ Denturists want to be able to expand the

scope of their practice. They do not have enough experience to be allowed to

place dentures or partials over implants. If they want to do this they need to go -

170

o e R e e i

The current board is doing a fine job and | do NOT think changes need to be - '\Nov 9, 2011 5 17 PM
made. The current arrangement does not need fo be “ﬁxed" ‘ . ‘

AR e Hhtbusicat

171

may support if the Dental Hyglene Commrttee had rule-makmg authonty and
gctual regulation of professlon g , , ,

172

i

Dentists should be in oontrol of the Board that govems the professronn

173

_of contradictory rules would be possible wrth separate boards :

Dentistry needs to be managed asa smgle dlsclplme even though there are.
several levels of providers for public protection. - The make up of the boardis
such that the dentists don't have a majority by themselves. The financial
consequences of splitting the board would be hard to justify since there are ,
fewer licensed denturists or hygienists fo support a whole board The posmbullty .

S

174

« another layer of govemment

This is how:we protect the publrc The board works well! All three professrons are o
treated equally. If you look at the past history, all three groups have had votes

that went for, and against their desires. If you look a little deeper the reason
some want a new board is for self mterest not pubhc health safety. Don't add -

L Ao | s MMM L

175

i feel strongly that forming two boards is not only ﬁnancra!ly and ogrstlcally ey Nov 9 2011 8 49 PM
inefficient but will result in a breakdown in the communication of the dental team. , . .
The results would be harmful to the many hyglemsts that do not support thls ldea : ; Lo b j e
and to our patients. » , , -

176

One board ensures contmmty of care and public protectton whrle lowenng overall -
costs to the licensees, and keeps “red tape” to a mmlmum and reduces pubhc
confusion. , , ‘ L ‘

Nov 9, 2011 3:36 PM

177

i s

A separate board for dentunsts and hyglemsts isa bad rdea | belleve it will lead N)ov 9; 20_1,4 3:05 PM
to unsafe care for our pubhc andisnoti in the best mterest of dentlstry as a shn G
whole. « )

i, . i

178

I feel that the current structure of board has functroned very well and feel that - Nov 9 2011 2:1 8 PM
changing it would be a waste of tax dollars. - o

179

| feel that it should remain the same!'! S Lo .,.qu 9, (201,152':07PM
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- Nov9 2011140PM.'

: ,NOVQ 2011136PM :

i

Nov 9 2011 1 29 PMV

: Nov9 2011 1 12 PM

" 'Novg 2011 12 17PM

s , ardf; mpqs on that ; Novg 2011 10 26 AM .
psctivd" ’ofes&a’ Thi would elimmate conﬂlcts of interest f

: x'that Montanans are gettmg the 0ra1 ‘

Nov9,2011 10:20 AM

s

; Non 2011959AM &

jivide the board th tovers 38 dentai health care in

ividing the dental board will create more problems
,Ask yourself: Would it make sense to divide the
' ate separate boards for accupunctunsts. '

e

. "(N’dv:é; 2011834 AM

 Nov9,20118:26 AM

 Nov9,20118:22AM

nizational structure is'ideal in ;erseenng the functlons of dentlsts and Nov 9, 2011 8:13 AM
roviders in Montana. As:a;denust Iam ultlmately responsible forall ' i :
dental providers under 1
/ co es the. added necessity that l be adequately represented by my

j the hy gie 0
= structure ns shghtly under representaﬁve of

bg;argued that denﬁsts shou!d occupy a majonty of
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Page 1 Q3. DO YOU SUPPORT RETA!NING THE CURRENT BOARD
2 DENTAL HYGIENISTS, 1 DENTURIST AND 2 PUBLIC MEMBERS?

the board. Asa doctor I feei that lt's my responsrbrlr
of care for people recewmg dental treatment | do not feel that i could do that it
hyglenrsts and dentunsts were drrected b a separate ircensmg board

193

ldon't see the proposed sphttrng of the board as an advantage to the profeselon ,

or.to the public.

194

. licensed to practice independently of a dentist in a public health setting.

l.don't understand the ineqmtable distribution of provider type on the Board of

- Dentistry. Is it based on per capita provider types in the state? Why are there

more dentists than hygienists? Especially in MT where a hygrenrst canbe

don't understand why the Board needs to include ‘public members who
understand neither clinical issues nor practice logistics. = I'm not sure if two
separate boards are the answer, it may create more division within the same

profession, and ultimately result in an ineffiecient regulatory system. However
| do believe the Board of Dentistry is skewed unevenly to favor dentists. | think
this is designed to perpetuate control of other dental providers, as opposed to a j F

philosophy of mutual respect and appreciation for different skill sets. Ifa
separate board is what needs to happen for more equitable treatment and

4nclusion within the Board of Dentistry, then that's unfortunate but I will support'”

the new proposed desrgn

oF&?ENT!§*RY ¢OMPR!$E5 OF 5 DENTISTS,

o insul e the highest level .

lalso =

N0v9 2011 802AM

i mewmﬁm e

Nov 9, 2011 7 59 AM

195

This is all about public welfare What do the Dental Hygremsts and Denturrsts . :
wish to gain ?I feel this is the question. Dtssatisfactlon with representatron isnot

public welfare driven but self welfare dnven

196

g s e

Nov 9, 2011 5 35 AM

Any issues concerning hyglenrsts and dentunsts may not be gettrng the attentton :
.. they deserve due to poor representatlon on the board : '

197

 Nov8,2011 9:04 PM

By creatmg seperate boards will the dental provrder board,be
definitions of these providers beyond threr current capabrhtreslbéyond current
acceptable practices? ' [ : i

198

able to expand the

Nov 8, 2011 8:49 PM

| support more. representation for hygiene

Nov 8, 2011 8:31 PM

199

This structure does not have equal representahon for all of the. professions Also
-there is a conflict of interest between hygienists employed by dentists and this
type of representation. This ratio of professionals on the board has created

conflict for many years = whrch is not always in the best mterest of the publlc i

200

-,»w«m W

Nov8,20118:15PM

e i

e, gl

i am emphatic in my belief that the board be primarily made up of dentists wrth
representation from hygienists, denturists, and the public repreSentative we:'

~have advanced doctoral level education and have been charged with the .
ultimate responsibility of the dental health of the citizens of montana. hrstoncally‘

i believe we have proven that we accomplished these duties weii and-that major

~ changes in governing the dental professions could |rreparabiy damage the

strides made over decades.

201

Novs 2011 758 PM" .

While | would support some discussron on the matter, the majonty of the board '

needs to be dentists with the vrsion o protect the best mterests of dentistry for
. the public welfare : , , - ,

, Nov‘ 8,,;20\121 640PM
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he more trained professionals should have some say in how the less tramed ‘Nov 8,’,' 2011 6:16 PM
' Tt the safe delivery of quality dental S e o
- then things can ¢ et out. aﬁ hand and the dental profession asa whole Wm‘

So | thin ’necessary and | support the current

i ,,»N‘/,«m

~ Nov8,20115:43 PM

Nov8,2011531PM

m\cu, ntly an inte Nov 8, 2011 5:00 PM

, ntrl there exists amongst board members the abmty to have non- .
tru

\ll issues presently : : erved by therboard are pertinent to the practrce;of dentistw o Nov 8, 2011 4:54 PM .
ting erate boards compromises why the board exist in the first piace 4 G
, enforcing the Iaws that govem the

e e

Nov 8 2011 4: 37 PM
he majonty of dentai hyglemsts practice

of those have no desire to practice -
" in the state does not justrfy havmg

‘Nov8, 2011447 PM

: 21y A " Nov8,20113:13PM -
nd ygrenists from advancmg their profess:ons They takea weekend course in -
enture’s (gom and they are the specialists in overdentures and implants. Not
)  of dentists need to take the practicai board in denturﬂ:ry before they

e o

Nov8 2011 221 PM




Page 1, Q3. DO YOU SUPPORT RETAINING THE CURRENT BQARD OF
2 DENTAL HYGIENISTS, 1 DENTURIST, AND 2 PUBLIC MEMBERS?

‘ states!

bennsmv‘comms_eb OF 5 ;IiéNTlSTé’

i R

T

212 | believe dentists should be in charge of the oral health of the public. Our ~ Nov 8,20112:21PM
training encompasses all aspects of dentistry, as such we are in the best position s
‘o maintain, monitor, and establish the standards for all dental care. : T e

218 The purpose of the board is to serve and protect the public, notserve and Nov 8, 2011 1:42 PM
protect each profession and | don't believe creating two separate boards isinthe
public's best interest. : L : ,

214 They do a wonderful job representing all dental professionals m Moﬁtana, : 'No{v'e;‘ 2011 1:40 PM
including hygienists and denturists. ‘ , v , Gl Lo i

215 . The dentist has the ultimate responsibility for overseeing the work of hygienists Nov 8, 2011 1:23 PM
and denturists, and therefore the majority of the board being dentists is T
appropriate. Ly :
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Page 2,Q4. DO YOU SUPPORT OREATING TWO BQARDS. A BOARD COMPR!SED OF DENTIsTS AND P

MEMBERS AND A SEPARATE BOARD COMPRISED OF DE
MEMBERS?

NTAL Hvelemsrs DE uRlsrs AND | ‘ueu’

1

- I'support the separatlon of the dental and denturrtry profess ,ns the matter of
- how to reformulate a new board IS not as lmportant as the need to do so'

i i e

: e it

‘ ,!~Nq§,) 26; 23311;7‘;‘14:'?3)1

‘ Nov17 2011 954 PM

e Bt e e e S S B i T e

Nov 17 2011 911 PM

i il i i S e i S i

Nov17 2011 830 PM

e,

| Nov17 2011 306 PM

2 Although, | would hke to see the dentunsts have thelr own board and hygtemst o
have their own board. - , - -

3 | believe in total paﬁent care, and fear that creatmg separate boards‘may further

g ~ fractionate the care of my patients. Perhaps allowing representation on the
current board based upon # of licensees, and with full votmg pnvileges for all
_members, would alleviate the current problems : i ,

4 | belleve one unified Board with equal representatron of the professions (DDS ‘ Nov 20 2011 8 1 9 PM
RDH, denturist) would be the best option to protect the public and prevent even - ’ ,
further divisions between providers. If that is not anoption tha,né | beheve divndmg _
the Board-is better than Ieavmg it at current status, : e .

5 ‘On the board of denturists. and hyglemsts each professron should regulate f(SA
own licensees: two. self-regulatmg commlttees wnthm one boar e

6 . ldobelieve the representation will be more appropnate 1f dentlsts do NOT have

. controlling interest in a bcard for "dental provrders" . S

7 Would prefer one board wrth equal repreSentatnon , .

8 Use sub-commlttees for hygremsts and dentunsts to regulate their industry
aspects £

9 Get as much room between dentists and denturiSts g ‘,

10 Dump the dead weight - dentrsts worry about dentists - end of s&ory’

11 Hygienists should deal with thetr own headaches L

12 ' i Dentlsts should represent the mterests and concerns of dentrsts ,

13- Nodental professmnals need to work together o ’

14 Three boards. Each profession represents rtse!f -

15 Three boards would be more accurate. » L ’ :

16 Let the hygeniests sink of swim under theirown’weight. e i Nov 17 2011 9 01 PM

17 RN's are self regulated and so should hygremsts : , L

18 The publc would be much better served wnth Two dlﬁerent boardsr L |

19 Self-governance is an lmportant aspect in keepmg professronals acoountable ‘

20 Number of dentist on BOD verses dental hygrenist’s and denturrst and publlc S

~ members is not balanced. This gives the dentist all the _power when important

Nov 17 2011 1,:33 PM

decxsrons are belng made that effect the other profesrons bemg represented on
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BO 'RDwCOMPR!SEﬁ OF DENTISTS AND PUBLIC /
YGiENlSTS, DENTURISTS AND PUBLIC "

Nov 17 2011 11 54AM”

- Nov17', 2011 10:08AM

K Nov17,2011857AM -

atient care, one f«umﬁed board shoutd remain intact fo

ee all professional activity. €
c access to 1e board as wellas a decreased level of qual ty assurance.

! nment it seems mare reasonable to

Nov 17,2011 725 AM

, since denturists, denta! hyg ,msts and dentists all ; Nov 1 7;;‘20‘41,1 723 AM f

Nov 16 2011 502 PM

A

bel spea . ,om expenence when lhave seen Nov 16 2011 11 OG AM
de of the DDS toward the dentunsts is very ~ ;

iy

Nov 16,2011 10:18 AM

Nov 15, 2011 8:03 PM

 communtty,mu Nov 15, 2011 8:29 AM
gh ,;educated cf all! the above and Is most aware of our patients , ~ e

/ irrey ersibte procedures could not be preformed by auxillarly

Nov 14 2011 10 43 PM'H
: Nov14 2011744PM «
Nov13 20 734PM :
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Page 2, Q4. DO YOU SUPPORT CREATING TWO BOARDS: A BOARD COMPRISED OF DENTISTS AND PUBLIC
YG '

MEMBERS AND A SEPARATE BOARD COMPRISED OF DE
MEMBERS? Lo i e T

NTAL HYGIENISTS, DENTURISTS AND PUBLIC

34

e o per e it

The number of licensed dental hygienists and li;ce,nsed"‘qenﬁgtsi n Mcﬁtarié'éfe . "NQV’ 13, 2011 ,1',»,;1’2&;:'PM «
nearly equal. Dentists outnumber dental hygienists five to two on the Board of L e L
Dentistry O L e

il i

35

- These organizations have worked collaboratively in the past where dentists = ‘,

e S G

overn.

This would give dental hygiene and denturists more autonomy fo self-g

seem fo perpetuate a turf war.

36

37

LG

Would like to see another hygienist on the board =~ .
have Qn"é’ach«board'. .

Depends on how much power each of 'them\,wo’uld ‘

38

 two distinct professions.

el A

The number of licensed Dental Hygienist's and Dentists in this state are pretty
equal; yet the current board does not recognize this and continues to regulate all
dental professions as if the dentists are in charge of all of us. Theyarea Lo
separate profession from dental hygiene and denturists. The educationis =~
different and the examinations are different for licensure. Medicine and Nursing

do not have these constant battles due to the fact that they recognize they are

- .39

+ Hopefully this will be the solution to an unbiased board, less fimeinmeeting Nov 11,2011 8:05 PM
. because we won't have to deal with the complaints against dentists, andpot .~~~

_ being required to pay for the MPAP program which very fewifanydental

_hygienists have ever utilized. If a seperate board is not the solution | do support

staying on the current board only if there is a Dental Hygiene committee within

- the board who has the authority to make decisions for the dental hygiene
- profession. Tired of paying for the litigation fees of complaints files by dentists. -

WE are licensed professionals capable of making prudent decisions forour
profession and utlimately protecting the public. . [ = g

40

.DentistslHygienistleenturists, :

i ety i S e R i b s i

Nov 11,2011 7:22 PM

This would balance the politics that remain with the

St

41

at least two of the people on the dentists board should also be on the second

board:

42

- with no-public members

S St a o i Sk il

Nov 11, 2011 7:40 AM

43

Absolutely. NO... ALL denturists,,, and-some hygienists,, should always be = ~ Nov 10, 2011 6:
controlled by some body, OTHER than themselves. They have not N e 0
demonstrated the necessary maturity, in the past. They need to "prove e -

themselves”, first. Please believe me,,, there are some younger dentists, who

s

- need guidance, also.

44 this would be a disaster for the public oo . Nov10,2011523PM

45

- Nov

| think this would help make for a more efficient use of time attheboard
meetings, as the majority of time is spent on "dentist’-related issues. This would

0,2011 11:55 AM

~ also allow for equal representation based on the numbers of dentiststo
~hygienists in Montana. o L e e

46

i L e v

it is esential that the right to contract with the public for indépenciia t services not . Nov 10, 2011 1137 AM
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‘ ‘o BOARDS BOAR; ‘"cammssn OF DENTISTS AND Puauc
ISED OF DENTAL HYGIENISTS, DENTURISTS AND PUBLIC |

Nov 16; 2011 8:45 AM |

o

' 'Nov 9, 2011 10: 36 PM

—

Nov 9, 2011 10:47 AM

' ‘,ﬂ regulatorycontrol) lwauld - s
currentcomposﬁicm ofthB -

e e

| ‘Nova 2011839PM "

' NovB 2011 816PM

S

, e" but very funcbonal This style b Nov 8, 2011 5: 54 PM
ygienists need supervisaen to continue to

 Nov \8"‘{,"201’1'5204( PM

Nov8 2011 501 PM

,N0v8 2011 4 20 PM

Nov8,20113:15PM
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e 1 end to restraint ¢ trade an' unfalr compehtnon as prac:tlced by
Board ofDenhsiry 1 make this statement as a former member of the Board,
r o i nd the target of multiple attempts to destroy

, ,Ayglems , and den ' ) ve the
0 align with the objectives of the publuc
‘one board and altering the levels. of

re :‘ffectwe m a govemment sntuatlon than

ch 21,2011 5:24 PM

 bigger circle and have more peoplejoin

© Nov 21,2011 9:53 PM

N

y the hygemsts and denturists may at sometnme in the past had some
; tfy most of the the complaints are bogus. If the legislative '

‘ aratt' g the boar s will make all their problems go away they
/ . rs of the dental team with each geﬂ:mg

0 create separate rules is fro
te issues that s houid be addressed and a compromtse

Nov 21,2011 5:00 PM

,,,,,

 Nov21,20114:22PM

> bene'\ for the public with Teaking up the boarcl of den‘hstry 1 only see
’ ‘ ongst groups which will increase cost to the government
ar the pubhc Thank You Andy Althauser DDS PC

Nov 21,2011 3:58 PM

‘Nov’,zj, 20171‘ 1’:1aPMg !

e

Nov 21 2011 10 36 AM

ch 21 2011 9 56 AM

. Nov21 2011754AM

i R i

: ,hyglentsts sre to have separate boards, it wou!d m essence
e!d nd n egate he years of work .’to unrfy the prcfessnon The

NOV 20 2011 9 03 PM

_ Nov 20,2011 9:00 PM

 Nov 20,2011 8:23 PM

30 of 43




13

Page2,Q5. ADDITIONALCOMMENTS

i

by

profession could vote only on its own ‘matters,

The self-regulating committees could work within thé #Ement;ﬁdD too, if each . Nov 20,2011 7:14 PM ,

14

Having just one board could be workable if the hygienists and denturists had
self-regulating committees within the board. In some states the committee. =
members are not all on the board, but the committee meets and makes
decisions regarding their profession. The board is required toratifythe

committee's recommendations in most cases.

15

SRR R

Thank you for taking the time to provide this survey. Iam licensed inArizona ~ Nov 20,2011 6:31 PM -

and Montana and | wish Arizona would follow suitlll

16

 Nov20,2011863

I very strongly appose this idea. Vince Meng ov 20,

17

NOne

18

- public members,would better service the public. We don't need two boards

AN S i e i i e

| feel one united board with equal number of Dental Health Professionals and2

fighting each other for special interests.

19

S . i

 Or, I'd like a BOD comprised of equal # DDS and DH + public member/denturist  Nov 19, 201

20

I believe the interests of the people of Montana are best séwédﬁby'havihﬁfohé .
board regulate all dental providers. Do not separate the board of dentistry!

21

| believe that establishing 2 boards will further fragment the oral health team and ~ Nov 19, 20

 will affect negatively the quality of care for our patients which is why we choose =~

S AR e S

create more division between dentists/hygienist/denturist. In my opinionthisalso o

this career, right?

team to protect the citizens of Montana. :

A

It would be beneficial to the state of Montana if the Board of Dentistry stays ~ Nov 18, 2011 6:08 P}
together as one board. All members of the board need to work togetherasa

23

“responsibility of this oversite from the dentist, may be the easier waytogo, .
- however, it would produce an extremely deleterious situation forthe e
- consumer/patient. Also, in situations of liability/malpractice concerns the: .

. me that entities who know so little about the oral cavity, would entertain .

A

The dentist is, by the very nature of the profession of dentistry, responsible for - - Nov 18, 2011 3:00 PM
TOTAL patient ORAL HEALTH CARE. The training, experience, and broad » L = =
spectrum of educational training dictates this situation. The consumerisnot =

aware of the technical attributes of the professions of Dentistryor Dental .

Hygiene, nor the mechanical challenges of the Denturist. Separating the

muttitude of confussion, by ALL parties could only be imagined. It is amazing to 3 o

"breaking up the current Board of Dentistry”. It is irresponsible forthe
Registered Dental Hygiene Association, in collaboration with the Denturist
Association, to advocate this change, to the detriment of the dental patientlll .

Very Sincerely, Daniel O'Neill, DDS, FAGD, MT License #1623 :

e i

24

practice in the dental field why don't they apply for dental school. If a dentist

We need to look at this for what it really is, an attempt by a sméil'grou& éf dental o N/b:v;‘l'&, 20’1 1 1‘2;45 PM
hygienist and denturists to gain further autonomy. | have always beenconfused =~
by this; a hygienist is a hygienist if an individual is seeking a greaterscope of
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. V'No“v 17,2011 9: 11 PM
~-Novr17,'2011 8 30 PM '

O Nov17 201 301 PM

‘Nov 17, 2011 306 PM

resents the public and always questioned why Wi hygiemsts are »Ndv 17, 2011 3:02 PM
3r war the board lwould suggest no dentunst o .

Nov 17 2111252PM

ductinga urvey is what you should be omg My ‘ qu'17 2011 204 PM”
e 8¢ etyofMontana cihzens in their dental 3 T

Nov 17, 2011 1:33 PM |
Nov 17,2011 1:33 PM

' Nov 17, 2011 1 23 PM'

Nov 17 2011 10 50 AM*

rd of Dgnﬁsﬁy is making declslons rg lleenses for new Nov 17 2011 10 49 AM
‘rafﬁc VIOiat’iens when dentlsts charged of crimes can stlll < o ~

~ Nov 17,2011 10:26 AM

it e

Nov 17 2011 8 12 AM

- ”Nﬁv 17,2011 8:03 AM
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Page 2, Q5. ADDITIONAL COMMENTS =

view, assuredly, but rather circumspect, [ hope.

kit

40

s T e

creating 2 Boards will ultimately be détrimental fo patients and~t§iéir biest',g | :
interests. 1 board would act cohesively and 2 would be disjointed. Patients would
be adversely affected. . . e

41

- hygenists must practice under a dentists supervision, why should they have an i_ -

e T R S R F I i S i S R

creating new boards to replace the current board would be costly and inefficient

i s

Nov 17

independent disiplinary board

42

A main purpose of the board of dentistry is to protect the public from

unscrupulous and/or unqualified providers in the field of dentistry. Having ‘ e -
several boards in dentistry could be self serving, inefficient, and notnecessariy . = - .
in the best interest of the patient. The present board is well representedbythe .
three factions involved, especially considering the discrepancy in the numberof = :

dentists in the state compared to the number of denturists and the respective

representation. The Board of Dentistry has historically served the people of =~
Montana well and | think it will continue to do so in the best interests ofthe .~

public, if it is allowed to function in its presént form.

43

- representation. We need to be on the same page as professionals and work.

i i R

I am not sure of all the pros and cons about creating two boards. )I*do‘ eel t\ha’ti | Noi}" 1’6’2,7,’20fl"1 944PM
would be in support of changing the current make up ofthe boardtohaveequal =~ e

together without constant opposition. | am in support ofthe bestwayto
accomplish this. , : Cale :

s i

 efficient. Keep itasitis.

Gt

06PM

The Board of Dentistry is essential aridi the wayfit is set ti‘p now is ‘e‘ffei‘cj;ti,vefand"‘f:

Nov 16,2011 8

45

e e i

| am currently a dentist in the US Air Force and plan fo ‘pfai:tlce je,iri_l\{lfl"é,ftéf my 5 Nov 16, 201,1

7:18 PM
military.service commitment. -y

46

-were an efficient model, Montana would not be the only state considering it. Itis

 Interests create issues like this instead of working together on the access to care
issues faced by Montanans. Instead of trying to break away from the dental

5 i e el e i i e P ¢
Do not split the board of dentistry into more than one board. Montana wouldbe . Nov 16,
the only state in the union to not have a single board governing dentistry. The
problems caused by two boards governing overlapping professions would be

tremendous. The cost to support two boards is unnecessary. If multiple boards

A S i i

011 715 P

so unfortunate that a small number of hygienists and denturists with self serving

team, hygienists, denturists, assistants and dentists need to work togetherto
come up with viable solutions fo reduce the barriers that keep Montanans from
accessing dental care. As individual groups we will not be succes ful. Only as a

team will we be able to make a difference. Please keep the board intact. -

47

. of care for Montanans

Two boards would undoubtedly cost the taxpayers of Montana lfno’re in legal . Nov 16';;201 '1':,3‘4‘:0‘9} PM
fees. This move would not do anything to improve the accessto careorquality =~ ..

48

.

THERE IS A REASON THAT MONTANA IS ONE OF THE FEW STATES THAT  Nov 16, 2011 3:57 M
ALLOW DENTURISTS TO PRACTICE - IT IS BECAUSE THEYARENOT

COMPETENT. HYGIENISTSNEEDUSTOHAVEAJOB. THE =~
AFOREMENTIONED IS REASON ENOUGH THAT THE CURRENT BOARD
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| Ndv 16. 2011, 3:’49 PM

Dental Hygiene Association Board have Nov 16 2011 3:44 PM
n (m mterests cf hygxenist in the state of o ’

N0v16 2011 ": OOAM'

 Nov 16,2011 8:02AM

,ntetrests of the people of Montana ,

e the unified approach to solving
, e of this state. A change from the |
/ cloud the picture’ in regard to seope of

Nov 16,2011 748 AM

‘ Nov 16’ 2011 7 30 AM

e on apr repr i Nov15 2011722PM
enists. If they want to continue as an entlty,
¢ 'not‘ be supportmg them PERIODiShame

Up
educatlon etc ‘How did we Iet them «
lans are an extremely 1mportant part of
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. their own campaign. Thus, | think it is important that we continue to work .

e b i s e

represented when we don't share equal responsibilities within th dentalfield. |
am proud to work with my dentists as a team and hope we as aprofessioncan =
learn to work with other professions, such as the dentists, for improved patient
care. Isn't that why | chose this profession in the first place?? | feel the MDHA
board members are already misrepresenting the dental hygienists and are on

together on improving access to care, with the support of the dentists. Thank ybuﬂ . , -
for your time. E ‘ T L e

S S i

 the training nor the responsibility for the overall care for patients. Frommy .
~overall experience with several dental schools and particularly dental hygiene

60 To decrease the number of dentists on the board erases yeérs b"fp,mfesSional . Nov 15, ,2()1 11:45 PM
education and experience. | apologize for this verbage, butto decreasethe B e L
number of dentists on the board "dumbs down" the goveming body ofour
profession. La e

61 Hygienists are employed by dentists who are responsible for,y,trhife‘r actionsand = Nov 15,2011 11:02 AM
‘patient care. A seperate board would confuse this issue. Denturists also have s
limited treatment modalities by law and seperating them would confuse themas =~

- to their true functiopality. - . . . = S . :

62 ltis so neecessary that dentists remain a part of our board. Overzealous _ Nov 15,2011 8:43 AM
hygienists worry me. I've been practicing a long time and have seenalotofbad = = s
work done by hygienists (and a lot of great work). We need dentists as part of :
our board to maintain the best quality of care for our patients =

63 We need to remember why the board is there and its role. ':We,ngiged'a!ﬁiﬁony the  Nov15,20117 2AM ,
board to have a voice of reason and as a check and balance with eachother,. .~
This cannot be done if only dentist are on the board or just hygienists. When ;
- something out of bounds is suggested the others need to call foul. |also believe
that you should have a majority of dentist on a dental board! @ - :

64 Separating the board would compromise the care that the public eceives, . Nov 15,2011 529AM :

65 Dividing the board of dentistry Is not a wise choice. All dental groups should be.  Nov 14, 2011 11:46 PM.
regulated by the same board. . L e

66 Important for health céré o maihtain current board, having\'taught at ‘d:ent);al ,' “ ’

ught . Nov 14,2011 11:07PM
schools in the past, and being involved in national dental interests, it is important ey .

to keep dental involvement as it exists currently. Dental hygienists are notable

to diagnose, nor are denturists. that alone eliminates them from legally =~

determining patient outcomes. they are totally in the realm of being adjuncisto

treatment, and not the ultimate responsible caregivers. they truly do not have =

training, dental hygienists and denturists are still only adjuncts in care fordental
care, and as groups,do not have the qualifications fo make the decisions for -
dental care that you are expecting. They are not trained dentists, and forthe =~
most part are adjuncts to dental care. dentistry alone has become the reaimof

to some extent ,as the family practitioner. Fortunately dentists are actually
trained in medicine, dental hygienists and denturists are still in the reaim of e
technicians, and truly need supervision. they need supervision. Again having
taught in some of the best dental schools and dental hygiene schools, lamvery

aware of both the politics and the real world of dentistry.
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. Nov ‘14 2011 10 43 F’M

Nov 14 2011 9:13 PM

a;g ea’t disse break up the board of dentistry not only | Nov 14 2011 9 12 PM
ow the effective ability to regulate all aspects of dent;stry wm ) ,

o i i

Nov 14 2011 744 PM

: ’ rity
majority of den’usts on it's Board of
en considering the dental heatth of all

people of montana under the reguiatuon : Nov 1 4 2011 5 22 PM
St tri tamed in Dentlstry

»,«ua;«@wmmwm o

thi ttme of economic downturn lt'

 Nov 14,201 1;5:10PM :
ps th ental professmn as a team not focusing on :

othing to mcrease p ent safety.

« o N0v14 2011500PM
ease | in acoess to care lhave heard‘ '

;

: denturists to attempt to practice ina
‘ ,utd undoubtediy Iead to a decrease in

( sbte for all r!enta! |ssues and reduce . 'Nov 14, 201 1’4:49’ PM

b S e S L R e

Nov 14 2011 441 PM

Nov 14 2011 423 PM |

o N0v14 2011 418PM

ultir bihty for the dental hea[th and well Nov 14 2011 4:06 PM
alic. Th «eparation of hygienists and dentunsts from

e b ofthe general publicas this
rd and dentists in general 1o agsure the

ntal treatment. Economically two boards
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i

on the dental board if they feel they are unfalrly represented ”

82

~ public's interest,

il e ; - i

I don’t see how you can serve the public by keepmg dental hygrene ancl dentunty
out of broad dental supervision. Thas is polmcal and has nothingto do wrth the

83

i

Splitting into two boards in no way rmproves the oral health of the publlc and
infact has potential for harm.

84

- There are significantly more. dentrsts in the state than dentunsts and lt seems

unnecessary to have a board stnctly for this small number of denturrsts who
have a much more limited scope of work than general dentists; Hyglenists e
always work in the office of and under the supervision of dentrsts and therefore |
do not feel that they need a separate board since they are bemg represented on
the current board. The current system isn't broke so doesn't need ﬁxmg :

85

- | pay the malpractice for my hygremst she works in my ofﬂce my reputatlon my Nov 1 42011 1 15 AM

patients. But the board overseeing her would have no dentist imput at all? So ;\f
the board controlling her license has no legal ability to diagnose periodontal :

disease and can't treatment plan a tooth for periodontal therapy versus =
extraction, yet they would rule on whether she did or did notactact = "

professionally, ethically, morally and CORRECTLY??? This might be the most

stupid thing I have ever heard. 2 public members have a say, but therr bosses
and doctors don't. Makes no sense. Thrs isa really bad rdea o '

86

- I'would just note that those hyglemsts who would lrke to expan their functions

= should realize there is already a vehicle in place for this to be accompllshed Itis
~ called an education at an accredited SCHOOL OF DENTISTRY! Personally,as a

13,2011 924 PM
by having more influence/ representation on the board, (or their own board), . 2

dental hygienist, | CHOSE to go to hygiene school and | consequently have a j

- scope of practice because of the training | received. If | wanted to. do what

dentists do | would have gone to dental school AND | STILL FEEL THAT WAY

87

i s

i S "‘n»r'»«w«w :

I would not be in favor of spllttmg the boards. It would rncreasercosts for all . Nov 13 2011 2: 03 PM \
involved. We would also be the only state in the union with separate boards. For s

efficacy and continuity, it does not make sense to have different boards
regulating the same segment of health care

88

- expense of the BOD. There are far fewer complaints against. hygrenists and

Fe Mmamw

The cost of the new Board of Dental providers will be Iess than lhe Board of . Nov 13 2011 1 28 PM
dentistry because investigating complaints against dentists is the greatest = e

denturists so the new Board will spend less in investiationsnand legal costs. -
Boards are also using teleoonferencmg as a cost-saving measure. The

combined expense reductions will greatly mmgate fee lncreaSes due o fewer S
hcensees o

R 2 ¢ ,
i i e S i it

89

Would Iike to see pros and cons of havmg two boards '

980

Al the allied dental professinals can work together for the betterment of oral
_ health in Montana. This can best be done if we maintain a dental board that

Dentistry and the the public will suffer rfevery facet wants to bea‘t 1ts own drum Nov 12 20 19: 01 AM

encompasses all allied dental health professronals
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Nov 11, 2011 8:05 PM

svamp t ‘the strucl:ure of the current board to reflect
’y*aﬂ prdf sions. My own dentist that | work for sald

ther profess onals ater than | Nov 11, 2011 7:22 PM
are ALL hcensed for pete s sake! : \

Nov 11, 2011 2:49 PM

‘Nov 11,2011 12:24 PM

Nov 11, 2011 9:12 AM

Why does Monta ,,hyglenists:anql denturists feel like Montana needs to be the Nov 11, 2011 8:30 AM
e two separate boards-—lts ndlculous :

: 'u\ (but very vocal)  Nov 10,2011 8:39 PM
small number of Denturists @1 ,

_ Nov 10, 2011 5:23 PM

Nov 10, 2011 5:17 PM

enturists are already ver»rep sented on the board as xt ' Nov 10 2011 4: 30 PM
tsis a large percentage of the total number of denturists
ared to the total number of dentists and the 5
ve. Itis concerning to me thata "loud” minority can have
the we!!-being of the majority. Itis important to
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remember that most hygienists don't want to be "on their own" and like the '

_ comfort of being under a dentist. A separate board creates new liability risks for

_ hygienists and expenses will rise in accordance. The cost to have two boards. .
will also increase considerably at a time when government needs to be prudent
with all expenditures. These costs will provide no benefit fo the state and use up
precious resources that are needed elsewhere. (e

102 | would also support a board that had three independent pyrofeséfons,\ hefithel}'i’ . : Nbv10 5PM.
voting:ontheothers issues. ’ el L e

it

i

PM

S i

103  Creating a separate /board for the auxillaries, staffed by only aUﬁidllaﬁesb'r’é ff,,, ’ - Nov 10, 2011 2:51
majority thereof, is akin to lefting nurses run a hospital. While they thinkthey =

‘have enough knowledge, a time of reckoning will come... .

e il

104 What would the differance be?

105 . denturists and hygenists do not compete for sirﬁilar Sérvicés i o f;; : Novj,flyq,mzm 1 1137AM

106 I take issue with a "dental provider board" that does not have a Dentistasa = = Nov. 10, 2011 11:12 AM
e member. | feel that the State Dental Practice Act and the currentBoardof . .
Dentistry does an outstanding job of regulating Dentistry, Hygiene and Denturist.
I question the need for another board. | also question the motive to establish :
another board. Is there a sinister motive and reason to attempt to circumvent the
existing board? No, | am not in favor of creating another board just to create
another level of government oversight espically one that does not answer to the .
Board of Dentistry. = = . . - « o

107 | feel that the Denturists and Hygienists have too much representation on the

board as is. The represent a much smaller population than is represented by the
dentists. Giving them their own board gives them too much power and wont
serve the population of Montana , » g

Nov 10, 2011

108 . . This controversy has gone on for years and is promoted by a small groupwho  Nov 10,2011 10:40 AM
v do not represent the rank and file of their profession in the case of the hygienists,. =~
Denturists are allowed to practice in only six states and are only striving for
recognition and practice beyond the scope of their training. Neither of these.
issues warrants a new board. s @ = .

108 | am not aware of the internecine squabbles of the current Board, but apparently  Nov 10, 2011 10:07 AM
the hygienists and denturists are dissatisfied with their representation on the = s L
Board. ‘| would strongly advise against balkanization of the profession by
fractionating the profession further, The professional and public face of Dentistry
- in Montana should rest primarily with Dentists, those trained and equipped with
_ the advanced schooling necessary to provide dental services to the public. If the
Board is split up with hygienists and denturists pursuing independent agendas it
- will result in an overall degradation of the profession as a whole and willnot -~
serve the public interest. This is a very bad idea, and probably impossible to put
the genie back in the boitle once implemented. e

s S e e e

£y

.. significant potential of producing conflicts which will require additional resources
to resolve and is not in the best interest of the people of Montana. i -

110 Splitting the regulation of the dental profession into two éepafaté boardshas I\fé)y 10,2(51 1938AM
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Nov10 2011 826AM'-U
\ Novg 20118:58PM
. Novo, 2011 5:20 PM

- Nov9,2011442PM
e ygiene ﬁomm:ttea was tasked w:th makmg
en adopted by the Board as a whole. Things work
ymuld have you beheve Po whatis
Nbv?gf, 2011 412 PM

str Nov 9, 2011412 PM
Jualified practmoners in asafe manor T et
aonvemence of the :practlttoners

e S e

: has p , Nov9 2011 351 PM
Is. Any change to this wnll undoubtedly mcrease the publics :
onal n ;lscond ot and nsk of harm. The majonty of ﬁcensees

Nov 9‘,‘ 2011 1“:37 PM

Non 2011 1 13 PM

gEnh w8

NOVQ 2011 11; 58AM '

gt st

chg 2011 1149AM'

rapresented in the board they perhap there

Nov 9 2011 11:35 AM
rs af dentist hygaenists and denturists and - i

the ub;ect seems Iike duphcation and a  Nov9, 2011 11:01AM
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124

uncomfortable giving testimony due to other attendees ﬁcohfrontfatiohal nature,
No licensed dental professional should feel afraid to go before the Boardtoask .~ =
for permission to serve needy Montanans. The BOD should not be about trade

I have only attended one BOD meeting and during that meeting | felt vér,y;f  Nov9,2011 1047AM ,

restriction and fear, it should be about serving Montanans.

125

~ As a Denturist | have seen many instances of bias and unfair rulings toward

:happy to pay any increase in fees to make a new board possible. Thank You,

i i,

| my  Nov9,201110:31AM
profession. | feel like a seperate board would be more equitable. | would be -

Grant Olson

126

- there own autonomy wouid only create confussion and disfunction in resolving

i S i S e T e i G e

The present system has worked well to date andahydeparturei@ww\ld be . ;'\ N:OQ, 9,211 ;1'0:? ) AM
inapproriate in addressing the comprehensive and intertwined nature ofissues
facing dentistry today.Separating these subsets of dentistry and giving them

the multitude of problems relating to any profession. Policy developmentand e
licensure issues are in need of constant monitoring and resolution. Keep them i
together! , : s e

127

The current board can function to protect the interests of the public and all of - Nov 89,2011 8:27
those represented by the board. Splitting the current board will increase the . b -
divide between the groups represented. I do not see how creating a new board -
will be in the interest of the public either. Dentists receive extensive trainingin L
periodontal therapy and removable dentures. Our scope of practice includes =~
everything a hygienist and a denturist do. Every hygienist in this state is currently
under the supervision of a dentist in his/her office. We need to work togetheron

the same board. | strongly oppose splitting the current board imb 2 boardé. «

128

No other state in the country uses a dental board structure with anything less  Nov9,20118:17 AM
than a majority of dentists on the board. Whatever needs are notcurrentlybeing =

met in the view of hygienists and denturists can be addressed without formation

of a separate board. |feel that this a change being sought after by a very small 2

majority. | know many denturists and hygienists, and not once has any conflict

or even a slightest mention of a problem with their function, representation, or = :

over sight ever been discussed. | hope that the governing body can see through =

the fog, and realize that this is being fabricated by an unhappy few people.

129

T Ly RN I S T,

If Board is separated, there will be a complete lack of regulation. There willbe - Nov 9, 2011 7:50 AM
licensing issues b/c "Board of Dental Providers" will be responsible forlicensing =~ i
their members. Dentists will be fine b/c licensing dentists would not change. All L
dentists are subject to DDS or DMD degres, and licensure through Regional
Board, Hygienists AND denturists alike will be 'elbowed' out. Particularly,
hygienist regulation would be effected. There is nothing to stop "Shady” dentists
from hiring High school educated laymen to do hygiene and dentures. L
ULTIMATELY, PATIENTS WOULD SUFFER. The fact that this would be more
costly to the taxpayor is beside the point. e e

130

Dental hygiene is an integral part of dentistry as a whole. What good does ~ Nov9,20115:
separation of this service from the oversite of a Dentists does this provideto
the public. Fabrication of dentures and Partial dentures is dentistry. Alithogh

Denturity is allowed in Montana , the fabrication of Dentures and Partial .

dentures is still an integral part of Dentistry. Someone must be the gate keeper

for the general .public. The General Dentist is that source. Creation of a ‘dental =
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3l A board made fora profession o
a method to allow those to have unlimited
" ewe the pubhc Maybe the members

G

Nov 8 2011 9: 12 PM

y "Nov 8, 2011 8:58 PM

it 'dvantageous, ,“Whafissues are addressed for each separate e
If we form 9 j ew:one can the old one get phased out‘?cbviously the
is al ( in 6 ;

Nov& 2011 853 PM ,

. Nov8,20118:39PM

0 PROTECT THE PUBLIC OF MONTANA  Nov8,2011820PM |
URISTS WANT TO EXPAND THEIR SCOPE OF S

ELIEVE ME IF YOU LET THEM HAVEA
gE ALL HELL BREAK LOOSE BY THESE |

« , Nov 8, 2011 7:58 PM
_«every patient My edu" o . -
einjteeth their gum ar}d how fo repiaoe mnssing teeth lfeei :t
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make changes that do not benefit the majonty

sound so:entlﬁc decisions that will keep our patlents healthy 1 have a good .
worklng relation with hygienists and denturists in my city | have heard thatthe

opinion expressed to the board is not the opinions of the majority of dentunsts
and hygienists in our area. Itis not right when a. mmonty can haVe the | power to

137

R NS Y

| Altering the current composition of the Board would not be beneﬁaal to the | i _, Nov 8 201 1 6 8 PM

public.

138

The dental profession has become too.complex to becomo split into two
separate boards- these boards would. constantly be at odds with each other,
which means they would forever be taking their differences to the legislature.
Does the legislature want to be constantly adjudicating turf battles? The present
board, despite what some groups would have you think, does a pretty good job-
of assuring that Montanans receive the best quahty ofcare. .

' NOVB 2011 517 PM

139 .

- profession of dentistry The other providers are very important in general, and

- seperate Board for other providers will only cause unnecessary:conﬂlct that may '
otherwise be resolved with the current Boerd ' :

The current Board seems to be well balanced where lt is currently The dentist is Nov 8, 2011 »4,:57\'PM. :
typically the captain of the dental team and has the most training relevant to the. s

provide care that is needed around Montana, but their representation should
never exceed that of the dentists. The dentlst has the most responSibhlty for our
patients and should therefore carry the most representation on the Board. A

140

- e e e e i et

I do not believe creatmg two separate Boards would be in the best mterest of the , Nov 8 2911 3 26 PM
public’s overall oral health. Dentists are "dental providers” also-tocreatea
separate new Board and especially labeling it as a “Dental Prowder Board” S
without dentists on the Board seems absurd. There are a lot of - ‘'skilled people
who can quickly and easily be trained to do a lot of skilled dextenty work=-
including dentistry. However there is a longer, broader and more in depth .~ s
education and training that goes into becoming a dentist or 'doctor’ that actually -
means something besides just being an endurance test. This ‘broader training’
would apply to both periodontal and prosthetic work. To remove those that have
the broadest and most in depth training with the accompanying knowledge, skills
and abilities to do this work, from overseeing a Board of separate "dental
providers” does not make sense, and leads to my initial statement of: This would
not be in the best interest of the public’s overall dental health . =

wm-'('v ¢<.,f‘, A www i SRR

141

Why would the Board of Dentistry vary s;gmﬁcantly more than the Board of Nov 8 2011 2; 46 PM
Medical Examiners? The Medical board has a similar make up with phys:cians in_

the majority, but other allied members. Why are we trying to do something

different with dentistry? Are we prepared to create a Board of Nutrition, a Board

of Physician Assnstants A Board of EMT’s etc....? Please stop thls ‘

MM i R : ; it

142

Please keep the board of dentistry as it is now. They are repredentmg; the best o
interest of the patients that we serve and make sure they all recneve professronal
care from someone licensed to treat them.

e ;« S it it m'w,—,l,r. i

143

Denturists and Hygienists are valued, although DENTISTS should conSIderlng Nov 8 2011 25 PM
thelr education, should have a stronger presence on the board :

i inii 2l L ;M»‘,Www:k— ERE
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