
Summary of the bill to establish Outcome-based Schools 

Subdivision 1 

The purposes listed are basically self-explanatory. Maybe 
the most important (after the first) are to test new forms of 
measurement/assessment and to give teachers an option to own the 
school (learning program) in which they work. 

The bill basically opens up for the state a way to create 
different and better public schools new . . . to supplement (and 
stimulate) the present effort to improve schools that now exist. 

If the state wants to move to learner outcomes, it would 
make sense to create a few schools that can't be controlled in 
any other way. 

Subdivision 2 

It's important to distinguish clearly between (a) the entity 
organizing the school and (b) the public body that may become its 
sponsor. 

The entity could be a parent group. Or teacher group. Or 
existing non-profit (museum, e.g.). Or an individual teacher, 
principal, or other. The entity could also be an existing public 
school (so the bill is also a site-management bill). 

The entity could take any of the organizational forms 
possible under Minnesota law. 

An entity is blocked-off from forming a chain. 

The bill observes Minnesota law which (still, literally) 
says "The school shall be under the control of the teacher". 

Subdivision 3 

A key idea is to make it possible for the entity proposing a 
school to be able to apply to several different public bodies to 
be its sponsor. 

The sponsors are all in the area of public education: This 
includes the University of Minnesota, the State Universities, the 
Community Colleges and AVTis; the agencies formed by local school 
districts; the State Board of Education; and the local school 
district 'next door'. 

The bill tries to make it clear that a potential sponsor can 
say 'no' to an applicant. This is to be a discretionary system; 
not a criteria-based system. That is: No entity would have a 
right to start a school, enroll kids and receive public funds 
just by showing it met some list of requirements. 



So it is a contract system, not a voucher system. The 
schools will have an agreement with responsible (mostly elected) 
public bodies which they are obliged to fulfill. They are not 
(as in a voucher system) selling directly and only to families. 

Subdivision 4 

Each agreement would be different. 

Subdivision 5 

There are some basic requirements. 

There is an effort to keep the potential sponsor from 
dictating to the applicant re: location, students, etc. The 
sponsor can reject the application, but it should not be able to 
dictate its terms. 

The school is made subject to the section of Minnesota human 
rights law that prohibits all educational institutions from 
discriminating on the basis of race, etc. 

The school is fitted into UFARS for financial reporting, so 
far as that standard accounting system reasonably applies. 

Also re: the question of race, this bill reverses the 
situation that exists in the present system. The current system 
permits schools formed to serve a geographic area which enroll a 
proportion of caucasians in excess of the proportion they make up 
of the population of the congressional district: There are, in 
plain words, a lot of mostly-white districts. The bill would 
open the way to neighborhood schools for communities of color. 
The non-discrimination requirement applies to these schools too. 

The procedure set up is not to be used to produce elite 
schools. 

The school is to operate under public- (not private-) school 
rules: No picking and choosing "nice kids". It is required to 
take everyone who applies, or to give everyone who applies an 
equal chance of being chosen. 

Subdivision 6 

When the state defines the student outcomes it wants and 
requires that these be met, these schools will have to meet those 
requirements. Until then the school will be held to the outcomes 
it defined for itself and on the basis of which it was sponsored. 

There's an opportunity and incentive for the school to 
design innovative outcomes, and measures ... and thereby to 
help the state make a good decision about outcomes and measures 
to be required of the whole system. 



In effect there will be two forms of accountability: (a) to 
the sponsor through the agreement and (b) to the parent/student 
through choice. 

Subdivision 7 

This establishes that if the school is accountable in terms 
of outcomes it will get free of the traditional requirements set 
in terms of inputs. 

If we start adding back all the requirements about inputs, 
and all the regulations about procedures, we'll simply be creating 
schools like those that exist today. We don't need a new law to 
do that: We can do that now. 

Subdivision 8 

The reporting requirement is limited; partly to keep the 
state from loading the school down with requirements that would 
distort the school program. (Again, back to inputs.) 

Subdivision 9 

The school is hooked into the existing mechanism in 
Minnesota for the transfer of money under the open-enrollment 
program. "General Education Revenue" is currently about $ 3, 000 
per pupil unit; about $4,500 with weightings and categoricals. 
In other words (as in true today) when a student moves virtually 
all the money moves, not just the state-aid portion. 

As an incentive to move toward at-risk kids the school 
would be provided with the "compensatory revenue" -- the extra 
amounts now paid to districts for enrolling kids in AFDC 
families. (Note: Under this bill that revenue would be 
guaranteed to go to the school those kids actually attend. Today 
the revenue goes to the district with no obligation on the 
district to pass it through to the school.) 

The school gets to carry over unspent balances, as an 
incentive to generate savings. 

The school (which is of course a learning program) might 
want to lease space in an existing public school building; in its 
own or in another district. This clarifies that s district may 
lease space to such a school. 

Special ed is handled basically as it is handled now. No 
district today is required to offer all levels; some buy service 
from others. 

Transportation, too, is handled pretty much as it is today. 
The feeling is that if (as is the case) a district can bus kids 
to private and parochial school it ought to be OK to bus kids to 
this other, new public school. 
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Subdivision 10 

Some schools, especially those proposed by low-income 
neighborhoods or communities of color, may well have trouble 
getting commitments for start-up money if they do not at that 
point have a commitment from a sponsor. This avoids a possible 
Catch-22 by not requiring them to have the start-up money first 
in order to get an agreement from a sponsor. 

Subdivision 11 

The state is charged to provide information two kinds of 
information: (a) to interested communities, about how to use 
this law to form a new school and (b) to parents, about how to 
use a new school once formed. 

Subdivision 12 

Two possibilities are created. One: The teachers may be 
employees. Two: The teachers may own the school. 

If they are employees then PELRA -- Minnesota's law on 
teacher bargaining -- applies. If they own the school then 
bargaining of course disappears. 

The bill is designed to make it easy for teachers to see 
what they can do in a new school, by extending the provisions for 
going on leave (currently, while on leave, you can do anything 
except teach) and by making it possible for the teachers to 
maintain their retirement program and to buy in to the sponsor's 
health-care program. 

Subdivision 13 

Failure to meet the outcomes is grounds for revocation. 

A sort of due process is imposed. 

Subdivision 14 

A school cannot of course levy taxes. 
long as the borrowing is not public debt. 

It may borrow, so 


