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2015 Officers and Directors: 
 
President: Tom Carnegie 2017 
Vice President: Mike Cuffe 2017 
Secretary: Jillian Robison 
Treasurer: Janet Cerovski 2017 
 
Directors:  
Mike Robison  2016 
Doug Langel 2016 
Mark Hutchinson 2016 
Mike Stormo 2015 
Sergio Hernandez 2015 
Dennis Powers 2015 
 
Meeting Secretary: Jillian Robison 
Correspondence: Tom Carnegie 
Newsletter Editor: Tom Carnegie 
 

Membership dues $10.00 
Touring class: $35.00 
Endurance runner: $35.00 
 
Cover photo:    
Castle Museum in White Sulphur Springs 
 
If you have a photo that you would like to see on the 
cover of the Montana 500 newsletter, please send it to: 
montana500@antiqueautoranch.com and I’ll see what I 
can do! 
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President’s Propaganda 
 
For some time now I have been doing the Montana 
500 newsletter.  More than ten years in fact.  I started 
14 or so years ago and other than a brief period, 
where I tried to quit, I have  been doing it all of that 
time.  I usually had a section that I called “Editor’s 
Propaganda”.  Since I am now editor and president, I 
will combine the two into one and call it “President’s 
Propaganda”.  You might wonder why I called it 
“Editor’s Propaganda”.  I gave it that name because 
one of the drivers made a comment that I overheard 
saying something to the effect that the newsletter was 
just Tom Carnegie’s propaganda.  I thought about this 
for a minute or two and said to myself, “he’s right”.  I 
am always pushing my agenda.  What is my agenda? 
From my perspective my agenda is to make the Mon-
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tana 500 better.  That chiefly means making it more fun.  
It also means keeping it safe and making it fair, which 
both fall under the category of fun in my book. 
 
I have no idea if anyone reads what I write, I’m certain 
that everyone doesn’t, but I suppose some do.  I get very 
little feedback either positive or negative.  I have tried to 
engage others to help with articles, to very little effect. For 
instance I asked for submissions on the subject of “Your 
most memorable Montana 500”. I got no responses. 
 
I would welcome anything to help fill this newsletter out.  
If I receive nothing, it will pretty much be filled with my 
propaganda, which I guess is OK with everyone. 
 
If you have questions, you can e-mail me at: 
 
montana500@antiqueautoranch.com 

Dennis, Sonny and Sergio being very serious about a carburetor. 

Fort Benton, 2013 
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Meeting Minutes of the 2014 Fall Meeting 

 
The 2014 annual meeting of the Montana 500 
Cross Country T Association was held in Thomp-
son Falls Montana and was called to order by 
President Mike Cuffe at 1:15pm on October 5th, 
2014. Members and guests in attendance were: 
Don Eckleberry, Dave Coulee, Mike Cuffe, Bill 
Mullins, Rick Bonebright, Char Bonebright, Clint 
Sly, Tony Cerovski, Janet Cerovski, Doug Langel, 
Brandon Langel, Mark Hutchinson, Janice Hut-
chinson, Susie Carnegie, Jackie Stormo, Mike 
Stormo, Tom Carnegie, Meghan Carnegie, Rick 
Carnegie, Heather Hall, Jillian Robison, Mike 
Robison, and Brooke Robison. 
There was a motion to approve the minutes of the 
2013 meeting as printed and presented at the meet-
ing. It was seconded and passed. The treasurer’s 
report was presented. It was noted that we have 
$3,717 in checking (up about $500 from last year), 
plus any dues just received for 2015. The 2014 re-
sults were discussed. No old business was brought 
before the membership. The floor was opened to 
new business. Nominations for officers com-
menced. Tom Carnegie was nominated for Presi-
dent. Jillian Robison was nominated for President, 
but declined. There was a motion to cease nomina-
tions and cast a unanimous ballot for Tom Carne-
gie as President. It was seconded and passed. Mike 
Cuffe was nominated as Vice President. There was 
a motion to cease nominations and cast a unani-
mous ballot for Mike Cuffe as Vice President. It 
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was seconded and passed. Janet Cerovski was 
nominated as Treasurer. There was a motion to 
cease nominations and cast a unanimous ballot for 
Janet Cerovski as Treasurer. It was seconded and 
passed. Sergio Hernandez was nominated to fill 
the position of a director; it was seconded. Dennis 
Powers was nominated to fill the position of a di-
rector; it was seconded. There was a motion, a sec-
ond, and a positive vote to close the nominations. 
Sergio Hernandez was voted in as a director. Den-
nis Powers was nominated to fill the position of a 
director; it was seconded. Rick Carnegie was 
nominated to fill the position of a director; it was 
seconded. There was a motion, a second, and a 
positive vote to close the nominations. Dennis 
Powers was voted in as a director. The directors 
and their years are as follows: Dennis Powers – 
2015, Sergio Hernandez – 2015, Mike Stormo – 
2015, Doug Langel – 2016, Mike Robison – 2016, 
Mark Hutchinson – 2016, Tom Carnegie – 2017, 
Janet Cerovski – 2017, and Mike Cuffe – 2017. 
The venue was discussed for next year’s run. Bill-
ings, White Sulphur Springs, and Dillon were dis-
cussed. There was a motion to have the 2015 run 
in White Sulphur Springs. It was seconded and 
passed. There was a motion to hold the 2015 run 
from June 21st thru June 25th. It was seconded and 
passed. 
Several other items were then discussed. The use 
of the radar gun was discussed. It was noted that 
people felt it controlled the run and kept people at 
good speeds through the speed zones. The fact that 
the 2014 run went into Idaho was discussed. There 
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was discussion about having a tour going on the 
same time as the run, similar to the CanAm Tour. 
The thought is to raise some money for a club as 
well as get some more people exposed to the Mon-
tana 500. There was a motion to create a second 
class of entrants under the Rules of 1988. It was 
seconded, discussed, and the motion failed. There 
was a motion to add to the rules that TW Timers 
are allowed and E-Timers are not allowed. It was 
seconded and passed. There was a motion to add a 
rule stating adjustable cam shaft timing gears are 
allowed. It was seconded. Discussion included the 
fact that this takes us farther away from stock, yet 
this is an easier approach for what some people are 
already doing and that no major performance is-
sues should come from this. The motion failed. 
There was a motion to allow any Chaffin’s mani-
fold under current production as long as the gland 
ring is 1 1/8” or less. It was seconded. Items dis-
cussed included the fact that Chaffin’s changed the 
way they were manufacturing the manifolds and 
the currently produced manifolds do not pass the 
no-go gauge, and gland rings could be used to not 
allow the no-go gauge to go. The motion passed. 
There was a motion to add a rule stating that the 
spray needle diameter will be 1/8” plus or mi-
nus .015” and must pass a no-go inspection at any 
time during the run. It was seconded. The motion 
passed. There was a motion to change rule E7 and 
E8 to state that the first place car will be torn 
down. Any additional tear downs will be brought 
to a vote of the drivers. It was seconded and 
passed. There was a motion to hold a meeting at 
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the run for the purpose of conducting business, 
likely after the run, at or near the picnic. It was 
seconded and passed. There was a motion to add a 
rule stating billet transmission drums and shafts 
are not allowed. It was seconded and failed. There 
was a motion to add a rule to only allow Ford 
script drums and shafts in the transmission. It was 
seconded and failed. There was a motion to buy a 
couple of tubes of torque stripe and have it on 
hand at the race. It was seconded. Discussion in-
cluded that there is not a good way to safety wire 
the manifold on and that torque stripe could be 
used on the bolts to ensure that people aren’t 
changing out the entire manifold to change their 
carburetor. The motion passed. There was a mo-
tion to reimburse Tom Carnegie for the radar gun. 
It was seconded and passed. The club membership 
in the MTFCA and MTFCI was discussed. The 
overall length and process of adding rules was dis-
cussed. There was discussion about the date of the 
meeting for next year, but it was decided to leave it 
up to the President to decide on date and location. 
There was a motion to adjourn the meeting. It was 
seconded and passed. The meeting was adjourned 

Virgelle, MT 2013 (Ft. Benton) 
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Philosophy of rules: 
Part two: 

 
In part one I talked about the valve train. In this article I'm 
going to talk about the first rule ever printed for the Montana 
500. This is from the 1961 rules: 
 
“All participants must be stock Model T 
Fords in accordance with the following re-
quirements and permitted modifications: “ 
 
So, aside from the fact that participants can't be “stock 
Model T Fords” (they can drive them, but they can't be 
them). What does it mean to be a stock Model T Ford? I sup-
pose first you need to define the word “stock”. What exactly 
does “stock” mean to you? When I Googled the definition of 
“stock”, as an adjective, here is what Webster's had: 
 
: regularly used or included with something 

: commonly used and not original or interesting 

: usually available for sale in a store 
 
None of these definitions are really what I think the writers 
of these rules meant. In the automotive world “stock” seems 
to have a meaning akin to “original”. Of course the word 
“stock” is used in the automotive world to describe a certain 
kind of car, i.e. “stock car”, I don't think this is what the rule 
writers meant either. When I Google the definition of “stock 
car”, here's what came up. 
 
: an ordinary car that has been modified for racing 
 
So, for our purposes, the word “stock” must have some other 
meaning than what Webster thinks it means. I think it is sort 
of like when the Supreme Court was trying to define 
“obscenity”. Potter Stewart said that he couldn't define it, but 
he knew it when he saw it. The problem with not defining 
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something is that most everyone has a different threshold. 
One man's “stock” is another's “modified”. So, to make the 
rules clear, you have two choices really, define exactly what 
“stock” means, or don't use the word “stock” and describe 
how you want the car to be. The MCCTA is trending toward 
the latter approach, as I will show you later in this article. 
 
The 1962 rules had this line: “Any other departure 
from a stock model T Ford which will give 
an unfair speed advantage will not be al-
lowed.” 
 
Some of this wording will show up in the rules 
currently in use. 
 
The 1963-6 rules listed a number of items that must be 
“stock”, but doesn't say the car itself must be “stock”. 
 
In 1967 this line was added: All Model "T's" must 
be Stock with the Following Exceptions: 
This was in addition to a number of listed items that must be 
“stock”. 
 
This continued until 1987. In 1988 this line was removed and 
the rules went back to the style of the 1963-6 rules that just 
listed a certain number of things that were required to be 
“stock”. So, in 1988, there was no frame of reference at all as 
to how the cars were to be built. I presume that it was as-
sumed that anyone who was involved would just somehow 
know what was required. 
 
Strangely enough, these rules, perhaps the most meaningless 
ones written for the Montana 500, stayed in force unchanged 
until 1999. I think this was a result of apathy. Apathy to both 
the rules and to the run itself. The run was attended by pretty 
much the same few folks every year and apparently they had 
an idea of what they thought the rules meant to them. Fur-
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thermore, there were rarely tear downs during this time, so 
rules weren't really needed anyway. The modus operandi in 
this time frame was to have no tear down, then proclaim eve-
ryone who won as a cheater (behind their backs). I received a 
video from a friend of mine that was taken at a tear down 
around this time that has one of the drivers declaring that all 
of the winners from such and such a year until such and such 
a year had won by cheating. Prior to 1986, a post run tear 
down was called for. The 1986 rules put the tear down to the 
vote of the drivers and as far as I know, no tear downs were 
performed until after mandatory tear downs were put back 
into the rules. I thought is was unfair to call the winner a 
cheater when he wasn't even given the opportunity to show 
that he hadn't cheated. As such, I pushed hard to reinstate the 
mandatory tear down into the rules. The tear down got back 
into the rules in 2000. Even though the rule was in place 
again, the powers that be circumvented the rules for some 
years. Generally they would do this by not having an ade-
quate place to perform a proper tear down, so the drivers 
would vote to dispense with a tear down. Of course the win-
ner then would be accused of cheating. Finally a president 
and directors were elected that planned ahead and provided a 
tear down location and the rules were followed. Since that 
time a tear down of some sort has been conducted each year. 
 
In 2001 this verbiage was added: All T's must be as-
sembled from stock parts or reproduction 
parts equal to stock specifications. 
 
This may have helped clarify things a little, but is certainly 
inadequate. As I have pointed out earlier, folks have different 
ideas as to what “stock” means. For instance, when is a block 
“stock” and when is it not? If you sandblast the outside of it 
to remove old paint and rust is it still stock? I think most 
people would agree that it would still be so. How about if 
you sandblast the ports? How about if you ground some cast-
ing flaws out of the ports? How about if you smoothed and 
polished the ports? How about if you smoothed, polished and 
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enlarged the ports? At some point you may say that you've 
gone over the line and the block is no longer “stock”. How-
ever, I've had people argue that even a full-blown port job 
does not make a “stock” block unstock. I guess their inter-
pretation is that any part made by Ford is a stock part and no 
amount of modification can take that quality away from it. 
Since this interpretation exists, the only answer I can see is to 
carefully describe exactly how we want the cars to be built. 
This is a daunting task in my book. I believe that it will re-
quire tweaks and additions to the rules for years to come. 
 
In 2008 this was added to the rules: (These rules) are 
intended to outline current acceptable prac-
tices. Deviation beyond these practices may 
result in disqualification. 
 
So what is deviation beyond acceptable practices? 
The penalty (in 2008) was disqualification. It was 
discussed and decided that sometimes disqualifica-
tion was a bit extreme for some infractions. This 
resulted in the drivers or inspectors letting certain 
infractions slide, rather than to disqualify a driver 
(especially if he was a nice guy). In 2014 it was 
decided to add the option of a time penalty in addi-
tion to full-blown disqualification. I interviewed 
some drivers that had been disqualified in the past 
and all of them said that a lowered finishing place 
would have been far better and fairer than total dis-
qualification for them. This seems right to me. So 
far we as drivers have never voted on a time pen-
alty for any tear down infraction, but it seems to 
me that it would be easier to tack a few minutes 
onto someone's time and knock them down a place 
or two than to disqualify them. 
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I never did answer the question as to what 
“deviation beyond acceptable practices” was. 
There are certain objective things that meet this 
criterion. For instance, a bore could be larger than 
the rules allow. Other than the fact that the meas-
urement might have some subjectivity to it, this is 
largely a black and white issue. (At least in regard 
to whether it is an infraction. The application of a 
penalty could be subjective, however.) How about 
things not specifically allowed in the rules, but 
also not as originally made by Ford? There are a 
whole host of things that fall into this category. 
For instance: Polypropylene condensers in the 
coils. Plastic insulated wire. Modern paints. Poly-
ester tires. Repairs, such as brazing or welding of 
broken parts. Etc. etc. The list can go on and on. 
There are at least two ways to address this prob-
lem. One way would be to specifically list all per-
mitted deviations. This seems impractical to me, as 
it seems sure that something will be missed. 
 
“Sorry guy, but we're going to have to assess you a 
ten minute penalty because the rules don't say that 
you can have a chrome-plated mirror.” 
 
The other would be to handle it the way we do 
now. This line (alluded to from the 1962 rules) has 
been added to the rules via the tear down manual. 
 
(Any issue that) causes a significant or un-
fair speed or endurance advantage. 
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This gives the person voting on the issue some sort 
of metric (albeit subjective) of what is an accept-
able practice. All a person has to do is decide what 
is significant and fair. For instance, let's take the 
examples I gave above. I will give my assessment 
of each. 
 
1. Polypropylene condensers. Condensers can fail, 
especially old ones. They also deteriorate over 
time. So replacing a condenser with a modern type 
could be considered both an endurance and speed 
advantage. However, I wouldn't consider it signifi-
cant, as they rarely fail and even poor condensers 
are capable of operating a coil just fine. Further-
more, it is not unfair as modern condensers are 
easily obtainable by anyone. 
 
2. Plastic wire. Plastic wire is a significant endur-
ance advantage in my book, as I would think that 
virtually any car that relied on era wiring would 
have some sort of problem with it. But, it is not an 
unfair advantage, because again, plastic insulated 
wire is easily obtainable for anyone. 
 
3. Modern paints. No speed or endurance advan-
tage. 
 
4. Polyester tires. Certainly an endurance advan-
tage. Old natural tires are out there, but are likely 
unsafe. Since old tires are unsafe and new ones are 
available, it seems fair to me to use new ones. 
 
5. Repairs. Certain repairs could be made to in-
crease the strength and hence the endurance of a T. 
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Therefore a person would have to look at the situa-
tion. You would need to define “significant”. In 
regard to endurance, that might be difficult. In re-
gard to speed, I suppose it may change from one 
run to another. In a run that is decided by seconds, 
rather than minutes (I've been on the winning and 
losing side of this kind of run) a very small advan-
tage could be considered significant. 
 
I think we should trend toward rules that don't use 
the word “stock” because it means different things 
to different people. Knowing competitive people 
as I do, stock means whatever the person pushing 
the envelope wants it to mean. And I don't think 
that it is reasonable to think that competitive peo-
ple are going to be conservative – especially in 
their interpretation of the rules. 
 
Next time I will pick another rule and examine it 
from a historical and philosophical angle. 

Mike Cuffe 2010 (Fairview to Missoula) 
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