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The question is starting to come up, "What's critical? What's 
not?" about charter schools. 

Pete and I have now talked with Tom Nelson and others about this. 
Here's where it comes out ... for whatever it might be worth. 

* 
General 

The best thing, of course, is to keep the provisions intact. 

It's possible the opponents aren't really interested in 
compromises. They dislike the bill's essentials, and they may 
simply want to kill it (though gutting it and leaving just a 
hollow shell is fun because it embarasses the authors even more). 

Some compromises could be made, that would not be fundamental. 
It would be good to have language ready. 

* 
What's Critical 

Everybody -- and this includes emphatically the teachers who are 
so interested in the idea getting enacted -- agrees on these: 

1. The State Board, as alternate sponsor. 
counts.) 

2. The up-front exemption from the rules. 

(The only one that 

3. The separate bargaining unit for teachers. 

The 'Killer Amendment' 

At some point someone will surely off er to let a provision with 
the 'charter schools' title go through if the authors will agree 
(a) to limit the sponsor to the local board and (b) to agree that 
no significant number of charters could be issued. 

That isn't worth having. 

Major Issues in Controversy 

Most of the talk about 'modifications' centers on: 

1. Limiting the number of charters. 

2. Giving the local board a "right of first refusal''. 



It makes a big difference exactly what's meant. Let's take the 
two ideas in order. 

Limit on the number 

* Don't limit the total number. 

* Limit only the number that could be issued by the State Board. 

Opponents don't object to action by the local board, That's their 
argument, in fact: "Let us do it." 

* Something between 10 and 25 would be a reasonable limit. 

The Legislature hardly ever sets up a demonstration for anything 
like three of this or five of that. Almost always 10, 15, 20. 

'Right of First Refusal' 

This is a modified version of the killer amendment . . . more or 
less crippling depending on how it's worded. There are two major 
possibilities: 

* Require the educators proposing a school actually to get turned 
down by the local board before being able to approach any other 
sponsor for a charter. 

* Require the educators proposing a school only to notify the 
local board of its intent to seek a charter, and to give the 
local board the right to sponsor the school if it and the 
proponents can come to agreement. Proponents would keep the 
right to look elsewhere. 

The second is acceptable. The first is not. 

Nothing would come of putting the organizers of a school in the 
position of having to take to the State Board a proposal with a 
big stamp on the cover: REJECTED BY THE LOCAL BOARD. 

When someone gets a right of first refusal they don't get the 
right to dictate the terms of the agreement. They get a chance 
to meet your terms before you make the deal with somebody else. 

Other 

Someone may want an amendment that would explicitly block out 
existing non-public schools. 

That could be done . . . though it would be pretty strange to 
worry about this re: charter schools and ignore the provision in 
Article 4 written specifically for existing parochial schools. 


