
10 February 1991 

General 

The 2/4/91 draft reflects an important rethinking on the 
question of who can authorize (as the bill now nicely says) an 
''outcome-based charter school". It opens up to several possible 
sponsors. This is important in bringing the bill within the real 
charter school concept. 

Beyond this it remains a highly restrictive draft. It might 
work to turn an existing, administered school into a site-managed 
school (all charter school bills do this too) but it would 
produce few if any new schools. And it would be hard to create a 
school that was very different. 

It would help a lot to have some further thinking on a 
couple of major points. 

Major remaining problems 

1. The school isn't guaranteed anything in the way of money. 
It's simply told to negotiate what it can with 'the board'. 
(page 3, lines 15-18) 

Better: Give the school at least what would come with the 
kids moving under any other provision of open enrollment. Or 
what the Legislature makes available for the contracted programs 
in Minneapolis and Saint Paul today. 

2. Only one kind of applicant/organizer is allowed: It must be 
a 'team' (Subdiv. 2). 

Better: Let the team be one of several possibilities. Be 
open also to a single teacher, or other educator, who might want 
to take the initiative. Or to a parent group. Maybe the team 
approach will produce more proposals; maybe individuals will take 
more initiative. At this point nobody knows. 

3. It isn't really an outcomes approach. The draft is just 
filled with 'input' requirements, the effect of which will be to 
produce schools like those we have today. Minnesota doesn't need 
another law to produce schools like those we have today. Also: 
Schools like we have today aren't what at-risk kids need. They 
need schools different from those we have today. 

Better: Really commit to an 'outcomes' system. Drop the 
input requirements (marked in yellow on the attached). 



Specific/minor suggestions 

1. Include intermediate districts among the possible sponsors. 

2. Drop the restriction that the 'learning opportunities' be 
programs, etc. "unavailable or inaccessible through existing 
education programs " (page 2 lines 4-5). Given open enrollment 
almost everything in Minnesota could be considered accessible 
today. 

3. Drop "in which the board is located" (Page 2 line 8). This 
looks to be a carryover from earlier versions, in which the only 
'board' was the local district board. Present language makes no 
sense, e.g. re: a post-secondary system board. 

4. Drop "for a grant" (page 2 line 28). 

5. If "school" (page 2 lines 33-34) means building, say 
"building". 

6. The "charter advisory committee" will complicate and confuse 
accountability enormously. Drop it. Set the required outcomes 
clearly. Provide for reporting. Provide for revocation in the 
case of a failure to perform. 

7. The provision for appeal (page 4 lines 10-12) isn't workable 
as it stands. Either the commissioner should be authorized to 
approve a state-sponsored school or the provision for appeal 
should be dropped. (Who would want a contract with an unwilling 
partner, coerced into the agreement by the commissioner?) A 
school turned down by one potential sponsor would just approach 
another: That's why there are other potential sponsors. 

8. The requirement about the bargaining unit (page 6 lines 8-9) 
seems also to be a carryover from earlier versions, in which the 
only possible sponsor was the local district. It's unworkable to 
force the teachers in a new school into the same bargaining unit 
with the teachers of the district with which the new school is in 
effect competing. A school that employs teachers should be 
subject to 179A, but should have its own bargaining unit. 

9. If "acquire" (page 7 line 5) means purchase, then say 
"purchase". 


