


ABOUT THE CONCEPT OF AN ‘OPEN SECTOR’ IN EDUCATION

Much of the work being done by EducationlEvolving is to help create and sustain an “Open Sector”
in public education — in Minnesota and elsewhere in the country. By “Open Sector,” we mean a
“space” in public education that is open to new entrants — new schools that are started from scratch
by teachers, parents, community organizations and multi-school networks. The “Open Sector” is
also open to new authorizers or sponsors — entities other than school districts that oversee schools.
The “Open Sector” is open to new learning programs and to new ways of governing and managing
schools. And, as part of a broadening definition of public education, the “Open Sector” is open to all
students who choose to attend schools in that sector.

The “Open Sector” is based on the premise that
we cannot get the degree of change and im- @
provement we need in education by relying only S t
on fixing the schools we now have. And, to get [@@[ﬁ] ec or
enough new schools that are fundamentally dif- environment new
ferent, we need a combination of public policies
and private actions that will allow new schools to
emerge and that will create an environment in which they can succeed. This kind of positive envi-
ronment for creating and sustaining new schools can be established on a state-level through act-
ions led by state policy makers. It can also be done —and is certainly needed — in major urban
communities all across America.

Though chartered schools may be the most visible part of the “Open Sector” today, this concept of
a positive environment for creating and sustaining successful new schools is not limited to char-
ters. The “Open Sector’ can also include schools operating within a district or state on some kind of
contract other than a charter — as long as they are truly autonomous, accountable and open to all
students who chose them.

There is also no prescribed or uniform learning program presumed by this vision for creating many
more schools new. In fact, there’s an urgent need to better understand, respect and address the
individual differences in students. It’s likely, however, that successful new schools in the “Open
Sector” will be smaller and that they will make it possible for all students to take a more active role
in their learning and to develop more direct and nurturing relationships with adults.

ABOUT THIS REPORT AND ITS AUTHOR

This publication is the third report under an initiative by EducationlEvolving designed to encourage
teachers, teachers union, district and school leaders, policy leaders, the media and others to rethink
some of the underlying premises that have historically defined the teaching profession. For far too
long, teachers have had no choice but to pursue their profession as employees of schools and dis-
tricts in a traditional employee-employer relationship. That's now changing, with several different
models emerging for teachers working together in professional practice arrangements — much like
attorneys, accountants or architects. This publication includes an updated inventory of these ar-
rangements, as well as an updated directory of informational resources and contacts. This informa-
tion will be regularly updated on EIE’s web site — www.educationevolving.org

The research and writing for this publication was done by Education|Evolving associate Kim Farris-
Berg, with guidance and assistance from EIE associates Ed Dirkswager, Joe Graba and Ted
Kolderie, who also contributed the report’s context-setting introduction. Final editing and production
supervision was provided by EIE’s coordinator, Jon Schroeder.
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PREFACE:

The Professional-partnership Model is a Conceivable Model,
for Organizing School and Teaching

In our time of rapid technological change it is
really no longer possible to project the future from the past.
As late as the 1980s the future of communications still
looked like the telephone, evolving into fax and perhaps into
picturephone. Then came the Internet, the Web and email.

In thinking about education, too, it is well to
consider that things might not always be the way they have
always been. In some respects the practices that have
survived the longest, that we most take for granted, might be
the next to change. And might need to be the next to change.

In thinking about teachers and teaching, for
example, it might be well to be cautious about assuming the
traditional role of teacher-as-employee. Forever, true, the
teacher has been an employee. In private education as in
public education, the rule was absolute: If you wanted to be
a teacher you had to be an employee. You could have the
choice that other professionals have; to be employed or to
work for yourself, alone or with others in some kind of
partnership. You had to be an employee.

Early signs now suggest this might be changing. As
this inventory of emerging professional arrangements makes

clear, teachers across the country are experimenting now

with what we recognize in other fields as essentially
professional partnerships. We can see enough already to
know that this is clearly a conceivable way to organize the
work-life of teachers; to organize school.

Indeed, the professional partnership arrangement
seems to have the potential to deal usefully with some of the
problems in public education that have proved most resistant
to the efforts of management in the employer/employee,
boss/worker model of traditional K-12.

The dominant notion in this country at the moment
is that improving teaching is something the boss does.
Principals, superintendents, commissioners and governors
struggle endlessly to find some way to "make" teachers be-
better and do-better; over and over trying new programs of
‘professional development' or 'pay-for-performance’.

The limited success of these efforts at
improvement-through-management does suggest that some
other approach might usefully be tried. We might at long
last try approaching teachers as professionals; telling them
what we want and leaving it to them, organized in collegial
groups and made responsible for performance, to figure out

how the job can best be done.
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The partnerships and co-operatives appearing now
in Massachusetts, Minnesota, and Milwaukee an--in
budding form--elsewhere in the country are at this stage a
small beginning. But the significance of an innovation is not
best measured by the size at which it first appears. Or by the
auspices under which it first appears.

It is clearly conceivable for teachers like other
professionals to work with partners in groups they
collectively own; serving a client in an arrangement that
gives them both the autonomy we associate with
professionalism and the accountability we expect from
professionals. The potential implications for public
education were explained in Teachers as Owners, a book
edited in 2003 by Edward J. Dirkswager for
Education/Evolving and published by Scarecrow Press
(available at Amazon.com).

The potential was underscored by the finding from
Public Agenda's survey of teachers in 2003. The question to
a national sample of teachers was: "How interested would
you be in working in a charter school run and managed by
teachers?" The question asked respondents to affirm an
interest in coming into the charter sector in order to express
their interest in teacher professional practice. Still, the
interest is startling to most people: 58 percent of teachers
said they would be somewhat or very interested; 65 percent
of the under-five-year teachers and 50 percent of the over-
20-year teachers.

The idea is gaining recognition. Both the
Minnesota model (in 2005) and the Milwaukee variation (in
2006) have made the “final 50” in the Innovations in
American Government Competition run annually by the Ash
Institute for Democratic Governance and Innovation at the
John F. Kennedy School of Government, Harvard
University.

But the old conceptions hang on; have a powerful
hold on people. All the discussion about teachers and
teaching still assumes the employee model. And research
has been slow to pick up even on what is beginning to

happen. As John Witte of the University of Wisconsin has

pointed out, research searches for 'central tendencies'; wants
to generalize. It looks for 'most' and 'on the whole' and
‘overall'. It pays less attention to individual, particular
developments that turn out to be the really significant
innovations.

This is a serious error, both for policymaking and
for research.

From what we know so far it does appear that,
where teachers work in collegial groups, their attitudes and
behaviors differ remarkably from those we see in
conventional school settings. The same seems true of
student attitudes and behaviors. (For a sense of this, see the
remarks by the lead teachers in two such partnerships, made
to audiences in Washington D.C. in November 2003:
"Teacher Professional Partnerships: A Different Way to
Help Teachers and Teaching", Education/Evolving, January
2004. Online at: www.educationevolving.org)

Better teacher and student attitudes and behaviors
are not in and of themselves 'better learning'. But if you are
looking to grow bananas it makes basic sense to plant where
there is fertile soil and a lot of rain. 'Conditions' matter.

And there are new opportunities now to try new
arrangements.

In a number of major cities the leadership
responsible for K-12 education—-often, now, the mayor—-
is interested in starting schools new: high schools,
especially. In starting new, outside the old organizational
framework, it is possible to try new and different
arrangements. So, not surprisingly, leadership in New York
City, Chicago and elsewhere has been interested in the idea
of teacher partnerships; in which the teacher-group gets the
authority to organize and run the school and accepts
responsibility for fiscal and student performance.

One of the most intriguing developments is the
decision by some teacher union locals--most conspicuously
in New York--to start new schools themselves. It is open for
these to be organized as partnerships.

It is clear that the model will change, will be

adapted, as it moves from one organizational and political
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setting to another. This happened as the initial model,
organized by the EdVisions Cooperative, moved from
Minnesota to Milwaukee and later to Fall River,
Massachusetts. Almost certainly it will happen again.

This report describes the ways the early efforts at a
professional model do vary. Some are formal; by which we
mean organized under state law as a partnership,
cooperative, limited-liability corporation, etc. Some are
informal; some of these intending at some point to formalize
their status and some not.

Variations in the organizational form are both
predictable and appropriate. There is room for options
building off the central idea, which is to give an

organizational reality to the impulse everywhere to get

teachers to feel and to work collegially and collaboratively .
.. to move from the old culture of 'my classroom' to the new
collegial culture of 'my school'. This probably is more
successfully accomplished through professionalism than
through management.

In these and other efforts to set up the teacher-
partnership or teacher-cooperative arrangement this report,
prepared by Kim Farris-Berg, will be helpful.

As always, Education/Evolving would be interested
in comments you may have about the idea, or about the
organizational forms described in this report. And, in
knowing about any similar efforts being made, of which we
may not yet be aware.

Ted Kolderie
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AN INVENTORY OF TEACHER PROFESSIONAL

PARTNERSHIP ARRANGEMENTS

Teacher professional partnerships (TPPs) are
formal entities, organized under law (partnerships,
cooperatives, limited-liability corporations, etc.), that are
formed and owned by teachers to provide educational
services. TPPs may enter into contracts to run entire
schools, a portion of a school or to provide some other
educational service. Teachers are in charge and they
manage or arrange for the management of the schools
and/or services provided. The school district is not
managing the school; nor is a district-appointed single
leader in charge (e.g. a principal).

Education/Evolving uses the term ‘teacher
professional practice’ to describe informal entities, not
organized under law. This inventory profiles in detail
only formal teacher professional partnerships and those
with a stated intention of becoming formal that are
already operating or in the planning phase. The inventory
also profiles models of TPPs designed by groups of
teachers that once intended to create formal partnerships
but for various reasons did not carry out their plans.
Some informal teacher professional practices that have
not stated an intention of becoming formal are briefly
mentioned in this inventory. Readers should note that
there may be many more informal practices that
Education/Evolving is not aware of.

With differing state laws, the varying
preferences of teachers in professional practice, and the
varying preferences of the schools they serve, the TPPs
profiled in this inventory differ greatly in structural
design. There is no “one way” or “best way” to structure
a TPP. In fact, the best way to structure a TPP is to do so
in a way that works best for the teachers who co-own it.
Whether that structure is a “good structure” will be

determined by the TPP members over time. It will also

be determined by the clients that choose to contract with
them (often the boards of the schools they servel) and the
entry and exit of the consumers of their services (parents
and students). A TPP is usually accountable by contract
to the board of each school it serves. If it does not meet a
board’s standards, the TPP will lose its contract.

000

In preparing this inventory, now in its second
edition, Education/Evolving is an interested observer as
TPPs continue to change and evolve. In trying to
describe TPPs and their evolution, we encounter
questions: Will some models be more replicable than
others? Are models “formal” or “informal”? Is whether a
TPP is “formal” or “informal” meaningful to its
operation? Are the models growing or shrinking? What
are the implications for public schools and unions and
states?

We also think about the factors causing TPPs’
evolution. We notice that the operating TPPs Education/
Evolving profiled in the first edition have made changes
to accommodate growth, to accommodate changing
membership, to accommodate state laws, and to adjust
aspects of their organizations that could be improved.

At one time EdVisions Cooperative directly ran
the chartered Minnesota New County School in
Henderson, Minnesota. Today EdVisions is a service
cooperative, providing payroll and benefits
administration as well as some other services to 12
chartered school sites throughout Minnesota. It has

gotten away from the business of directly running

" The parties to the TPPs that enter contracts are typically the TPP and
the school, not the TPP and the board of the school. This paper
sometimes implies that the board is a party to the contract to help
clarify the accountability relationship between the TPP and the boards.
While boards typically oversee the contract terms, and act as “the
clients” they have not yet been a party to an official contract.
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schools, instead delegating its authority to run the
schools to teams of teachers working collegially at the
sites.

A newly formed TPP, the first of its kind in the
state of Massachusetts, has created a model that picks up
some aspects of the earlier existing TPPs, but adds ideas
that are altogether new. TPPs in the planning phase, also
profiled in this inventory, are likely to do the same.

Two “planning phase” models profiled in the
first edition have for various reasons been shelved before
their intended formal launch. One informal TPP has
failed. We report aspects of their stories in this edition.

Education/Evolving encourages readers to
consider the elements of the inventory with a relaxed
attitude. Try to accept the variety and the trial-and-error;
the confusion that might settle-in when one cannot easily
fit a notion into a well-defined box. The planes we fly
today are not the same as the one invented by the Wright
Brothers. Nor will the planes in operation fifty years
from now be much like the ones we use today. There will
be varying models to accommodate various needs.
Innovations change and improve. That is common
experience elsewhere and should be here, too. Some of
these early models may not be the best models you can
imagine, but they’re a start nonetheless.

To be clear about the methods used to gather the
information presented for this inventory, all profiles were
developed with information reported directly from and
approved by a representative of each TPP upon
solicitation (largely via email and phone) from
Education/Evolving. Where indicated, secondary sources
were used. Subjective commentary about the impact or
effects of structural design is the opinion of the TPPs,
and not necessarily the opinion of Education/Evolving.
The information is self-reported. Consequently, this
report is not intended to be an analysis of how the TPPs
or schools operate in practice. Instead, this inventory

documents the growing number and varieties of TPPs.

All the same, Education/Evolving has observed
that very different types of schools emerge when
teachers are in charge. School culture changes when
democratic governance becomes a reality. Teacher
attitudes and behaviors change dramatically. Having
accepted responsibility for the school the teachers realize
their success depends on the students. So they give
students serious responsibilities. Parents and students can
contribute usefully to school governance; students
sometimes helping to select people to work at the school.
Teachers turn this positive culture into student success.
Members of the cooperative often continue as teachers
while assuming administrative roles.

000

So, why an inventory? Education/Evolving
simply wishes to track the innovation. We watch it
evolve. We think about TPPs’ implications for K-12
public education and advance the ideas nationally. The
inventory helps us to do that. But in gathering
information we realized that others might be interested as
well.

If you are thinking about starting a TPP, you
might find this inventory helpful to gain knowledge
about an array of options as you consider the various
decisions related to the organizational structure you will
design. Education/Evolving encourages you to think
beyond these organizational models, however. Your
addition of new models and improvements on the
existing models may help to strengthen TPPs as an
innovative option for professionalizing teaching and as
one means to creating high-performing learning
communities at all levels of public and private education.

If you already own a TPP, you might be
interested in this document as a way to help legitimize
your arrangement. You might pick up elements of other
TPPs’ structures for your own TPP. You might use the
inventory to recruit new colleagues who may not be
familiar with the idea, but could learn about it—and the

developing models across the country.
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If you are a policymaker or an administrator in
the education field considering the notion of TPPs, you
might read this with an eye toward how to structure state
law or how to create an administrative climate that will
allow TPPs to operate efficiently and effectively. In
Milwaukee, for example, the district administration is
already taking steps to accommodate the teacher
professional partnerships and practices that run eight of
its instrumentality chartered schools.

When teachers collectively run a school, for
example, a district administrator might not always get the
same person on the phone when calling for information.
It seems a simple thing, but even this takes an adjustment
of cultural expectations, and Milwaukee Public Schools s
figuring out how to shift its culture in practice.

A willingness to advance and adopt a new state
chartering law in Wisconsin might help as well.
Policymakers could for example arrange to eliminate a
requirement that the charter be issued to an individual.
The current law might not be as open as it could be to the
idea of teachers collectively running an organization.
Even so, Milwaukee TPPs have worked out an
arrangement for each TPP to elect a “lead teacher” who
signs the chartering contract on behalf of the school.

Whatever your interest in the inventory, this
document represents a “snapshot” of TPPs across the
nation at one point in time. Education/Evolving would
like to hear from you with questions, comments, and
suggested additions. Even if you are in the early stages of
creating a TPP or shaping policy and/or practice to
accommodate TPPs, we would like to know about your
efforts. Please contact us: info@educationevolving.org

or kfarris-berg@cox.net

Formal teacher professional
partnership organizations
serving public schools

As of May 2006 there were ten operational
teacher professional partnerships (TPPs) and practices
serving 21 chartered schools.

In Minnesota, EdVisions Cooperative contracts
with 12 chartered school boards, throughout the state, to
implement and manage the schools’ educational
programs and administer the learning sites.

In Wisconsin, two independent teacher
cooperatives manage the educational programs and
learning sites at two respective instrumentality-chartered
schools of Milwaukee Public Schools. Six other practices
are operating, informally, as cooperatives and managing
six respective instrumentality-chartered schools. This
inventory will frequently refer to the Milwaukee
practices as ‘partnerships’ (with quotes), not to indicate
that they are formally organized as partnerships under
law but as a loose term to indicate that that the teachers
view themselves as co-managers/partners.

The two formal Milwaukee teacher professional
partnership organizations are: Individualized
Developmental Educational Approaches to Learning
(I.D.E.A.L.) Charter School Cooperative and
Professional Learning Institute (P.L.I.) Cooperative. The
six informal practices include: Academia de Lenguaje y
Bellas Artes (ALBA) ‘Partnership’, Advanced Language
and Academic Studies (ALAS) ‘Partnership’, The
Alliance School ‘Partnership’, Community High School
‘Partnership’, Downtown Institute of Arts and Letters
(DIAL) ‘Partnership’, and Milwaukee Learning
Laboratory & Institute (M.L.L.1.) ‘Partnership’. The
schools share the teacher partnership or practice names,
but the school and the associated partnership or practice

are separate entities in each case.
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In Massachusetts, Witham Fjord, LLC (a
limited-liability company) contracts with Fall River
Maritime Public Charter School.

More information on the structures,
management, and services offered by operational TPPs
serving public schools is outlined in the following

profiles.

Massachusetts
Witham Fjord, LLC

Legal Structure: Limited-liability company

(LLC) pursuant to the provisions of the Massachusetts
Limited-Liability Company Act, Chapter 156C of the
Massachusetts General Laws.

Governing Board: The owners of the company
are self-governing. Witham Fjord’s governance is now
and will always be separate from the governing board of

the school it serves.

Witham Fjord, LLC

CONTACT: Roger W. Bourassa, Partner
E-mail: rogerbourassa@verizon.net

P.O. Box 88

Fall River, Massachusetts 02722

Phone: 508-415-5027

Web site: www.withamfjord.com

TPP ESTABLISHED: 2006

# OF SITES SERVED: 1

# OF PARTNERS: In first year, two partners
and two associate members. In second year,
will add two associate members (a total of six).
Will recruit additional associate members in
year five.

Site Served: Witham Fjord contracts with Fall
River Maritime Public Charter School (FRMPCS) to
implement and manage the school’s educational program
and administer the learning site.

TPP mission, vision, values: The mission of

Witham Fjord is to provide exceptional educational

services for student-centered, project-based learning

environments. Witham Fjord will implement, administer,
and manage any and all services associated with running
a successful school, including educational programming
and instruction. Witham Fjord will maximize the quality
of its services and motivate its members to achieve high

and consistent levels of productivity.

Witham Fjord, LLC
Site Profile
Fall River Maritime Public Charter School

SPONSOR: Massachusetts Department of Education

TPP ESTABLISHED: 2006
SCHOOL WILL OPEN: 2007
GRADE LEVELS SERVED: 5-8

CHARTERED SCHOOL BOARD MAKE-UP: 5
community members including a professor at MA
Maritime Academy, an elementary school principal, a
member of the Prince Henry Society, and director of
operations at a residential treatment program for
“difficult adolescents”

# OF TEACHERS (PROJECTED): Planned student-
to-teacher ratio of 10:1. All will be licensed.

ENROLLMENT (PROJECTED):

School Year Grades Enroliment
2006-07 5 20
2007-08 5-6 40
2008-09 5-7 60
2009-10 5-8 80
2010-11 5-8 80

TESTS: Massachusetts Comprehensive Assessment
System (MCAS), Progress Toward Standards (PRS),
Woodcock-Johnson Ill, and Word Identification &
Spelling Test

UNIQUE FEATURES: student-centered; project-
based learning; maritime-focused curriculum;
students have freedom to take risks and still develop
skills; restorative justice

Membership structure: Witham Fjord’s

membership will eventually be comprised of teachers,
educational specialists, and others with administrative,
financial, and management expertise to ensure the

company’s business plan is successfully carried out. In
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its first year, Witham Fjord’s members include educators
with business experience.

Witham Fjord defines teachers as “partners” and
“associate members”, and refers to partners and associate
members together as the “Team”. The partners have
“sole and exclusive control of TPP activities,” but the
Team works together to share responsibilities in
managing FRMPCS. Associate members are employees
that report to the Team, and in some cases to the
partners.

Partners elect a “lead facilitator” (who must be a
partner) who is responsible for communicating with the
FRMPCS Board of Trustees as well as facilitating
Witham Fjord’s general administrative decisions and
day-to-day management of FRMPCS. The lead facilitator
defines the culture of Witham Fjord and holds members
to the LLC’s mission and vision.

Partners make key organizational decisions with
input from associate members. Key decisions require a
majority vote of the partners with the lead facilitator
breaking a tie vote. This includes decisions regarding
curriculum, instruction, student achievement, fiscal
planning, personnel, and operations.

Upon one year of service with Witham Fjord
associate members are eligible for partner, and therefore,
part owner of the LLC.

Teachers who become partners or associate
members of Witham Fjord will already be certified to
teach in Massachusetts or will take and pass, within their
first year of employment, the Massachusetts tests for
educational licensure.

As defined in the contract between Witham
Fjord and FRMPCS, Witham Fjord partners will be
responsible for acquiring new teacher-members and, if
necessary, terminating their membership. New members
are hired for a specified term as noted in a signed
agreement. The agreement may be terminated by mutual

agreement, the election of the partners, or for cause.

Performance measurement and improvement:

Each partner and associate member is responsible for
developing and presenting (in collaboration with a
specified team) their own, individualized performance
and evaluation processes, methods, and procedures for
the Team to review, evaluate, and accept.

The lead facilitator manages the process to
assess Team members. The process includes compiling
and weighing performance inputs from the FRMPCS
Board, peers (fellow Team members), students, and
parents. Partners and associate members identify each
member’s strengths and areas of development as well as
areas of growth and remediation. The Team supports
fellow members by communicating each member’s
strengths and talents, ensuring a continuous mentorship
process.

All members are actively engaged in an ongoing
feedback process from multiple sources that incorporates
mentoring and coaching principles into the daily work of
the Team. This process fosters candor, authenticity,
employability, humility, and self-reflection.

The approach of continuous feedback has the
following effects: it assists members of Witham Fjord to
identify needed competencies and areas where
organizational development is needed; it reinforces the
leadership and self-directed team model; it maximizes
the strengths and talents of each member; it links the
success of Witham Fjord and student success to
performance; it reinforces positive attitudes; and it
permits intrinsic motivation, including personal action
plans by members.

Witham Fjord values professional development
of its members as key to the success of the educational
program it provides to FRMPCS. Prior to the school’s
operation, members had the opportunity to learn about
governance with a teacher ownership model (from the
Gates-EdVisions Schools Project), reading instruction
for learning and/or reading for disabled students (Jean-

Fryer Schedler), Teaching for Understanding (ATLAS
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Communities), and The Responsive Classroom
(Northeast Foundation for Children).

Ongoing professional development activities are
determined by the Team, based on the assessment of data
gathered throughout each school year. Where
appropriate, to enhance the student-centered, project-
based learning environment at FRMPCS and to address
areas of need based on data gathered, the Team will
participate in professional development opportunities
made available through the Massachusetts Charter
School Association. The association’s courses include
Essential Data for Educators, Supporting At-Risk
Students for Academic Achievement, and Project-based
Curriculum—Meeting Standards, Capitalizing on
Teacher Creativity, Fulfilling the School’s Mission.

A multitude of other organizations also provide
opportunities for the Team to acquire and develop
valuable skills and knowledge in particular areas,
including, but not limited to: Title I Dissemination
Project (supports the education efforts of Title I
directors, coordinators, teachers, and parents); National
Middle School Association; The Society for Naval
Architects and Marine Engineers; Coalition for Essential
Schools (creates and sustains equitable, intellectually
vibrant, personalized schools); and Francis W. Parker
Essential Charter School and Teachers Center (provides
opportunities for educators to gather for collective
inquiry and meaningful dialogue about teaching and
learning).

Compensation: As an LLC, partners determine
(in their sole discretion) the compensation of associate
members (employees) for their services, as well as their
own salaries.

Start-up funding: The Fulton Project, a
nonprofit entity that is committed to planning,
developing, implementing, and supporting a small,
alternative maritime-focused educational environment
for the emerging adolescent, received a planning grant to

develop FRMPCS from the Gates-EdVisions Schools

Project’ in the amount of $10,000. A portion of this
funding was used to start-up Witham Fjord, which
incorporated specifically for implementing the
educational program outlined by The Fulton Project.
Gates-EdVisions awarded additional implementation
funds after FRMPCS’ charter was officially granted in
March 2006. The Fulton Project and FRMPCS plan to
raise additional annual funding for the benefit of the
school (mainly) and Witham Fjord.

Sources of revenue: The primary source of

revenue for Witham Fjord is the contract it has with
FRMPCS to implement and manage the school’s
educational program and administer the learning site. In
the first year of operation, no money will be transferred
to Witham Fjord for services. Witham Fjord and
FRMPCS have decided to financially manage themselves
as one and the same because they are dependant on one
another for successful operation.

Determining fees to charge the schools served

(for teaching, administration): Witham Fjord has

determined that, in its initial contract with the school, the

TPP will not charge a fee-for-service at all. Therefore,
FRMPCS will not pay Witham Fjord for services.
Financial management of the school and the TPP will be
viewed as one and the same. The TPP, as an LLC, will
nevertheless keep its own financial records. In the future,
if a fee-for-service is added, it will be defined in the
contract between FRMPCS and Witham Fjord.

Financial management: In accordance with

the Massachusetts Charter School Recommended Fiscal
Policies and Procedures Guide, the FRMPCS Board of
Trustees will have ultimate responsibility for the
financial health of the school. The FRMPCS board will
maintain sole authority to adopt the annual operating and
capital budgets. The board has the authority to pay
Witham Fjord a fee-for-service, but for now does not do

so. Witham Fjord works with the FRMPCS board

% See footnote about the Gates-EdVisions Project on page 38 for more
information.
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treasurer and finance committee to make budget
recommendations to the board, justifying each line-item
recommendation with a worksheet.

The FRMPCS board maintains sole authority to
purchase property, incur debt, invest funds, choose a
bank, and choose an auditor. In addition, the FRMPCS
board has signatory authority for authorizing all cash
transactions. For ease of operations, the FRMPCS board
extends signatory authority to Witham Fjord’s lead
facilitator. A separate member of Witham Fjord is
responsible for business administrative functions. Dual
signatures are required for individual checks over $5000.

The partner or associate member responsible for
business management generates monthly reports,
including a budget variance report (budget vs. actual)
and a projected cash flow report. These reports are first
submitted to the FRMPCS board's finance committee and
the Witham Fjord Team for review. Team review ensures
adherence to line-item limits because any overage by one
member of Witham Fjord could adversely affect another
member. After initial review, Witham Fjord and the
FRMPCS finance committee submit monthly financial
reports to the full board.

Liability and business insurance: Witham

Fjord’s education management service contract with
FRMPCS (still in draft form as of April 2006) says that
Witham Fjord shall purchase and maintain insurance
which will protect Witham Fjord and FRMPCS officers,
trustees, employees, and students from claims.
Administration: The Team is responsible and
held accountable for managing FRMPCS. Each partner
and associate member is responsible for: (1)
administering and managing a designated “basic service”
(in his or her role as a “academic management specialist”
or “content area specialist”) and a designated
“administrative service” in the areas of financial
management, general administration, student conduct
and records, or academic programs; (2) facilitating
meetings on a rotational basis, following the same
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meeting process and formats; and (3) explaining and
training team members about processes, including cross-
training a back-up member.

The lead facilitator is responsible for: (1)
facilitating processes to assess programs, students, and
team members; (2) facilitating Witham Fjord meetings,
including those addressing FRMPCS’ review of Witham
Fjord and school progress; and (3) ensuring consistency
and quality in the decision-making process and other
adopted processes.

An experienced and qualified partner is
designated with the responsibility for facilitating the
decision-making process regarding personnel, fiscal
planning, or operations. Partners ultimately make key
organizational decisions for these areas. The facilitator of
the decision-making process must: (1) conduct a needs
assessment; (2) create a design team to include partners
and associate members to address area of focus; (3)
research best practices and review literature; (4) develop
and present an action plan to the Team; and (5) organize
a vote by the partners, and if approved, implement the
action plan.

Learning program: Partners, in consultation

with associate members, make key organizational
decisions regarding curriculum, instruction, and student
achievement. According to Massachusetts General Laws
Chapter 71, Section 89(x), the FRMPCS board, in
consultation with the Witham Fjord partners will
determine the school’s curriculum. Consequently, the
FRMPCS board will approve the curriculum that Witham
Fjord desires to apply at FRMPCS on, at most, an annual
basis. Witham Fjord partners are able to make decisions
to adjust the curriculum, within the approved overall
framework, without board consent.

An experienced and qualified partner or
associate member is designated with the responsibility of
facilitating the decision-making process regarding
curriculum, instruction, and student achievement. S/he

works in collaboration with a specified team of partners




