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Board Meeting 
January 11, 2011 

2:00 p.m. — Board Room 
  

 I. BOARD FINANCE COMMITTEE MEETING 
 

 II. PRELIMINARY ACTIVITIES - 3:00 p.m. 
Mr. Saenz  A.  Call to Order 
Ms. Yepes  B.  Pledge of Allegiance 
Mr. Gundry  C. Ordering of the Agenda  
Mr. Saenz  D. Approval of the Minutes 

1. December 7, 2010 
2. December 14, 2010 
3. December 21, 2010 

 
 III. COMMUNICATIONS: BOARD OF EDUCATION / INTERIM   

SUPERINTENDENT / PUBLIC / ASSOCIATIONS / HEAD START 
POLICY COUNCIL 

 
 IV. PRESENTATIONS (none) 

    
 V. CONSENT CALENDAR RECOMMENDATIONS  

Ms. Benitez  A.  Fees for Conferences, Workshops, and Meetings No. 11 
 

 VI. DISCUSSION 
Dr. Ybarra  A. Leadership Associates Search for Superintendent 
 

 VII. RECOMMENDATIONS (none) 
 

VIII. REPORTS / STUDY TOPICS 
Ms. Benitez  A. Charter School Oversight and Monitoring Agreement (Charter School 

Agreement) 
Ms. Benitez  B. Report on the International Charter School of La Mirada Petition Previously 

Denied by Norwalk-La Mirada Unified School District Board of Education 
Mr. Riley  C. Williams Uniform Complaint Procedure Quarterly Report for LACOE 

Educational Programs, October 1 to December 31, 2010 
Mr. Gundry  D. Update on Management Audit 
Mr. Gundry  E. Governmental Relations 
Mr. Saenz  F. Board Committee / Liaison Reports 
Mr. Gundry  G. Los Angeles County Board of Education Meeting Schedule, Establishment of 

Meeting Times, Future Agenda Items, Follow up 

http://www.lacoe.edu/includes/templates/document_frame.cfm?toURL=documents&id=10198&OrgID=123
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 IX. HEARINGS 
Mr. Saenz  A. Los Angeles County Board of Education’s Decisions on Interdistrict 

Attendance Appeals (Open Session) (Enclosure)   
1. Andrew M. v. Temple City USD  
2. Alexius L. v. Los Angeles USD   
3. Lillie A. v. Los Angeles USD  
4. Abraham S. v. Los Angeles USD 
5. Alexander S. v. Los Angeles USD 

Ms. Benitez  B. Public Hearing:  The Point Dume Marine Science Charter School, Grades    
K-6 – Appeal of a Petition previously denied by Santa Monica-Malibu Unified 
School District Board of Education (Enclosure) 

 
 X. ADJOURNMENT 
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Item V.  Consent Calendar Recommendations  
  

A. Fees for Conferences, Workshops, and Meetings No. 11 
 

The Interim Superintendent recommends that the fees be approved for 
the following activities: 

 
1. Tuesdays, January 18, 2011 and January 25, 2011; CIS/History-

Social Science; Educating English Learners as Engaged Citizens-
Building Academic Literacy for Grades 4, 5, and 8; to be held in 
Downey, CA; 25 participants @ $225 each 
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Item VI.   Discussion 
 

A. Leadership Associates Search for Superintendent 
 

Leadership Associates Executive Search Advisors Mike Caston, Rich 
Thorne, and Mike Escalante were selected by the Board of Supervisors 
to conduct the recruitment and comprehensive search process in the 
selection of the Los Angeles County Office of Education 
Superintendent.  They will be at the County Office on several days in 
the month of January 2011 to solicit input that will be used to develop 
recruitment criteria. 
 
Superintendents from Los Angeles County school districts (80 
districts) are invited to a meeting with Leadership Associates to 
provide input about the personal and professional qualities desirable 
for the incoming superintendent.   
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Item VIII.  Reports / Study Topics 
  

A. Charter School Oversight and Monitoring Agreement (Charter School 
Agreement) 
 
On December 16, 2010, representatives from LACOE and the 
California Charter School Association (CCSA) met and agreed on 
several areas of the LACOE Monitoring and Oversight Agreement. 
Attached is a copy of these agreements.  
 
Ms. Yolanda M. Benitez will present an update. 
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DRAFT  

December 16, 2010 
 
On December 16, 2010, representatives from LACOE and the California Charter School Association 
(CCSA) met to discuss the input provided by CCSA and the law firm of Middleton, Young and Minney 
(MYM) to LACOE regarding County Board Policies pertaining to charter schools and the LACOE 
Monitoring and Oversight Agreement.  
 
The following topics were discussed.  
 

Topic and Concern Resolution Effort 

• The Charter Schools Act does not regulate 
when during the year a petitioner may 
submit a charter petition to a county for 
approval. LACOE must act upon each 
petition within the timeframes set forth 
under the Charter Schools Act, regardless of 
what month or day the petition is submitted. 
The January submission deadline... may be a 
best practice for charter schools, but it is not 
allowed under the Charter Schools Act.  

Charter Petition Submission and “Deadlines”  

• The clock for LACOE Board hearing and 
action begins when a petitioner has 
submitted its petition, not when LACOE 
staff has deemed that it has received a 
complete petition.  

 

• Policies regarding submission timelines for 
initial petitions submitted to the County Board 
or for those received on appeal petitions will 
be reviewed to ensure the LACOE Policies do 
not present a barrier to submission. LACOE 
maintains that it is within the County Board’s 
prerogative to establish timelines by which a 
renewal petition must be submitted by the 
charters it authorizes.  

• 5 CCR § 11967 defines the documents LACOE 
must receive and verify as authentic for review 
timelines to be triggered. Current Board Policy 
provides LACOE with 20 days to complete the 
verification process of all documents including 
district’s original petition prior to triggering 
review timelines.  

• The draft Policy requires charter schools to 
obtain prior LACOE approval before 
incurring indebtedness. Such approval is not 
required under the Charter Schools Act and 
it undermines charter schools’ ability to 
govern its operations and fiscal health as 
authorized under the Charter Schools Act. 
Moreover, in the event that LACOE shifts 
from an oversight role to a more active role 
in which it approves charter schools’ 
contracts and debt instruments, LACOE 
could expose itself to liability to creditors 
and other third parties in connection with 
such arrangements. LACOE may be viewed 
by creditors in such a circumstance as an 

Debt Restrictions  

• LACOE previously committed to changing the 
language from “approval” to “prior written 
notification.” LACOE clarified that under 
current Policy, the County Board does not 
approve the debt instrument. Based on its fiscal 
oversight, LACOE reviews evidence as to 
whether the school can meet the debt 
obligation then apprises the school and the 
County Board of the findings.  

LACOE’s General Counsel indicated the 
Board’s liability is greatest if it fails to meet its 
statutory obligations for monitoring and 
oversight as explicitly required by EC § 
47604(c) which reads, “An authority that 
grants a charter... is not liable for the debts or 
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additional party with fiduciary obligations 
towards the charter school. LACOE’s 
statutory protection against liability is tied to 
its role as a monitor of the charter school; 
the protection is not written so broadly as to 
insulate a charter authorizer who actively 
approves charter school contracts and debt 
instruments.  

obligations of the charter school, or for claims 
arising from the performance of acts, errors, 
or omissions by the charter school, if the 
authority has complied with all oversight 
responsibilities....”   

• The Charter Schools Act requires that 
signatures indicating “meaningful interest” 
accompany a charter petition. There is no 
requirement that the families remain 
meaningfully interested throughout the 
charter authorizing process, or that families 
have read the entire charter petition, whose 
pages often number over one hundred.  

Petition Signature Requirements  

• LACOE clarified that the practice for petitions 
received on appeal is to verify that signatories 
were “meaningfully interested” at the time they 
signed the petition. Policy can be revised to  
reflect that practice for all types of petitions.  

• The Policy requires that “monitoring 
evidence” be collected monthly. Please 
clarify what “monitoring evidence” may be 
required of the charter schools. The 
Agreement also sets forth an unreasonable 
schedule and requirements for submission of 
documents.  

Reporting 

• Requirements for monthly submission of 
financial reports and certain educational 
reports before opening are not required by 
law, onerous, and unnecessarily exhaust the 
limited resources of the County, the Charter 
School, and the environment.  

 

• Policy and the Agreement can be amended to 
clarify the “monitoring evidence” to be 
collected monthly. The Agreement Timeline 
specifies most requirements, however LACOE 
clarified that the Timeline Matrix provided for 
review was a generic document; not all 
timelines apply to every charter. The Timeline 
is updated and reviewed with the charters 
annually. 

• LACOE maintains that all charters prepare  
monthly financial statements. Providing those  
statements to the authorizer via electronic 
submission is in keeping with EC § 47604.3., 
“A charter school shall promptly respond to all 
reasonable inquiries, including, but not limited 
to, inquiries regarding its financial records, 
from its chartering authority...”  

• Neither the Brown Act nor the Charter 
Schools Act requires charter schools to 
make audio recordings of its board 
meetings. The LACOE Board may make 
audio recordings of its own meetings, but 
charter schools are not required to do the 
same. LACOE-authorized charter schools 
are already required to promptly respond to 

Audio Recordings of Board Meetings  

• LACOE maintains that the 2007 written 
request from the County Board and 
Superintendent to receive audio recordings is 
in keeping with EC § 47604.3 which states, “A 
charter school shall promptly respond to all 
reasonable inquiries, including, but not limited 
to, inquiries regarding its financial records, 
from its chartering authority..” The request is 
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any inquiries from LACOE, such as requests 
for minutes of board meetings and board 
resolutions. Additionally, charter school 
boards are already required under the Policy 
to conduct open and public meetings, which 
LACOE staff members are welcome to 
attend.  

reasonable as it facilitates effective and 
efficient monitoring across wide geographic 
areas under the County’s jurisdiction. The 
County Board reiterated its commitment to this 
policy on 10-12-10.  

• Moreover, charters have the right to appeal a 
non-renewal or revocation before closure 
procedures are invoked; LACOE may not 
unilaterally seize operations during the 
pendency of revocation or non-renewal 
procedures.  

Closure Procedures 

• Finally, charters have no legal obligation to 
surrender student or business records. 

 

• LACOE agrees to revise Agreement wording 
to clearly indicate that closure procedures will 
not begin until all appeal rights have been 
exhausted.  

• LACOE maintains that when a charter ceases 
to operate, the authorizer has a duty to 
maintain student records to protect 
student/parent/school access. The most 
frequent complaint LACOE receives is the 
inability to obtain students records from 
charters that have ceased operation. Business 
records for public schools are a matter of 
public record and should be maintained. 

• There are a few instances in which the 
Agreement language should be improved to 
recognize charters’ flexibility, including but 
not limited to the areas of non-classroom 
based charters and charter innovation.  

Retaining Flexibility  

• The Agreement provided for review was 
specifically written for direct-funded, 
classroom based charters authorized on appeal. 
The Agreement would necessarily be revised 
to be appropriate for other types of charters. 
(County-wide, independent study, etc.)  

• Though it is common for charters to do so, a 
charter school is not required by law to be 
an LEA for special education purposes. By 
default, county-authorized charter schools 
are public schools of the County. See Ed 
Code 47641(b).  

LEA and SELPA Requirements  

• LACOE maintains EC § 47641(b) applies to 
LEAs not to County Offices which are 
Regional Education Agencies (REAs). 
LACOE and CCSA will continue to discuss 
this item. 

 
 
The additional topics presented by CCSA and MYM will be discussed at future meetings to be 
calendared. 
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Item VIII.  Reports / Study Topics 
                             

B. Report on the International Charter School of La Mirada Petition 
Previously Denied by Norwalk-La Mirada Unified School District 
Board of Education 

 
The International Charter School of La Mirada petition is presented to 
the Los Angeles County Board of Education (County Board) pursuant 
to Education Code Section 47605. Upon denial by Norwalk-La Mirada 
Unified School District Board of Education, the petitioner exercised 
the statutory right of appeal to the County Board.  

 
Education Code Section 47605(b) limits the reasons for denying a 
charter petition to the following: 
 

(1)  The charter school presents an unsound educational 
program 

 
(2)  The petitioners are demonstrably unlikely to successfully 

implement the program 
 

(3)  The petition does not contain the required number of 
signatures 

 
(4)  The petition does not contain an affirmation of specified 

assurances 
 

(5)  The petition does not contain reasonably comprehensive 
descriptions of 16 required elements of a charter 

 
The County Board shall evaluate the petition according to the criteria 
and procedures established in law and may only deny the petition if it 
provides written findings addressing the reasons for the denial.  
 
Summary of Key Findings:  

Finding 1:  The school presents an unsound educational program for 
students whose primary language is not English or German, for 
students with disabilities, socio-economically disadvantaged students, 
and students achieving below grade level.  

Finding 2: The petitioner is unlikely to successfully implement the 
program due to unfamiliarity with the petition, a lack of the necessary 
background in curriculum, instruction, assessment, and management, 
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and the absence of a plan to secure the services of individuals who 
possess the necessary background.  

Finding 5: The petition lacks a reasonably comprehensive description 
of six (6) required elements, including but not limited to the following:  

• The proposed educational program omits structural components 
of the International Baccalaureate Primary Years Programme and 
dual-language immersion program which form the basis of the 
school’s instructional design. The educational program lacks an 
English Language Development program to support oral and 
written language skills for students whose primary language is not 
German; fails to provide an adequate reading/language arts 
program for low achieving students; and does not adequately 
address the needs of students with disabilities.   

• Proposed student outcomes are not measureable and do not 
provide benchmarks that will inform the school about student 
progress on a regular basis. School-wide goals are vague and do 
not provide benchmarks that will demonstrate progress toward full 
implementation of the school’s educational design. 

• The plan to achieve a racial and ethnic balance reflective of the 
school district in which the charter is located is based on 
incomplete and inaccurate data. The recruitment plan targets only 
the city of La Mirada (one-third of the population served by the 
district) and excludes the city of Norwalk (two-thirds of the 
population served by the district). The school cannot reflect the 
diversity of the district through its stated recruitment plan.   

• Suspension and expulsion procedures do not guarantee due 
process to students or ensure the safety of the school’s students, 
teachers, and parents.  

 
The full Report on the findings of fact for the International Charter 
School of La Mirada petition is attached.  
 
LACOE staff will present the report to the County Board.  
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Report on the International Charter School of La Mirada, Grades K-5 

Appeal of Petition Previously Denied by Norwalk-La Mirada Unified School District Board of Education 

Background Information for the Proposed Charter School  

The International Charter School of La Mirada petition proposes to serve kindergarten through fifth grade 
students. The first year enrollment projection is 125 students with expansion to 295 students by the fifth 
year of operation. The petition proposes a site in the city of La Mirada within the geographic boundaries 
of Norwalk-La Mirada Unified School District (N-LMUSD).  

The petition states, “International Charter School of La Mirada (ICS) will offer an international education, 
through the International Baccalaureate Primary Years Programme and German-English Immersion.” The 
petition states the educational program is modeled after the Albert Einstein Academy in San Diego and 
Goethe International Charter School in Los Angeles.  

The petition states that there are six (6) public and seven (7) private elementary schools located within the 
city of La Mirada.  

Select data for all the public elementary schools within N-LMUSD is provided in the table. 

2010 Data from the California 
Department of Education DataQuest 

Located 
in La 

Mirada 

2011 
Growth 

API 

% Free/ 
Reduced 

Lunch 

Avg. 
Parent 
Educ. 
Level* 

% 
Hispanic 
or Latino  

% 
English 

Learners 

% 
English 

Learners 
Reclass. 

NORWALK-LA MIRADA UNIFIED   754 60 2.44 77 23 9 
  Eastwood Elementary Yes 874 20 3.5 41 15 3 
  Escalona Elementary Yes 890 29 2.94 58 7 1 
  Foster Road Elementary Yes 851 78 2.25 87 37 6 
  Gardenhill Elementary Yes 902 29 3.27 59 9 1 
  John Foster Dulles Elementary Yes 852 24 3.14 58 9 1 
  La Pluma Elementary Yes 827 38 3.1 64 11 1 
  Anna M. Glazier Elementary No 802 70 2.47 86 32 3 
  Arturo Sanchez Elementary No 714 90 1.91 97 58 4 
  Cesar Chavez Elementary No 785 90 2.09 90 48 8 
  D. D. Johnston Elementary No 798 80 2.26 86 36 4 
  Earl E. Edmondson Elementary No 772 90 1.74 99 58 5 
  John Dolland Elementary No 798 84 2.17 88 46 2 
  John H. Nuffer Elementary No 718 85 2.24 86 45 4 
  Julia B. Morrison Elementary No 840 77 2.14 89 43 7 
  Loretta Lampton Elementary No 829 73 2.59 80 34 3 
  New River Elementary No 739 73 2.29 83 34 3 
  Thomas B. Moffitt Elementary No 758 76 2.24 83 34 3 
*Average of responses: "1" represents "Not a high school graduate" & "5" represents "Graduate school." 

Reason for Denial by the Local District: Bellflower Unified School District  

Norwalk-La Mirada Unified School District Board of Education denied the petition based on written 
findings of fact as required by EC Section 47605. Findings include concerns with the educational 

 

http://dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/AcntRpt2010/2010GrowthDstApi.aspx?cYear=2005-06&allcds=1964840&cChoice=2004BApiD�
http://dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/AcntRpt2010/2010GrowthSch.aspx?cYear=2005-06&allcds=19-648406020903�
http://dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/AcntRpt2010/2010GrowthSch.aspx?cYear=2005-06&allcds=19-648406020929�
http://dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/AcntRpt2010/2010GrowthSch.aspx?cYear=2005-06&allcds=19-648406020937�
http://dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/AcntRpt2010/2010GrowthSch.aspx?cYear=2005-06&allcds=19-648406020945�
http://dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/AcntRpt2010/2010GrowthSch.aspx?cYear=2005-06&allcds=19-648406021000�
http://dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/AcntRpt2010/2010GrowthSch.aspx?cYear=2005-06&allcds=19-648406021034�
http://dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/AcntRpt2010/2010GrowthSch.aspx?cYear=2005-06&allcds=19-648406020838�
http://dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/AcntRpt2010/2010GrowthSch.aspx?cYear=2005-06&allcds=19-648406021091�
http://dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/AcntRpt2010/2010GrowthSch.aspx?cYear=2005-06&allcds=19-648406020853�
http://dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/AcntRpt2010/2010GrowthSch.aspx?cYear=2005-06&allcds=19-648406020895�
http://dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/AcntRpt2010/2010GrowthSch.aspx?cYear=2005-06&allcds=19-648406020952�
http://dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/AcntRpt2010/2010GrowthSch.aspx?cYear=2005-06&allcds=19-648406020994�
http://dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/AcntRpt2010/2010GrowthSch.aspx?cYear=2005-06&allcds=19-648406021018�
http://dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/AcntRpt2010/2010GrowthSch.aspx?cYear=2005-06&allcds=19-648406021026�
http://dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/AcntRpt2010/2010GrowthSch.aspx?cYear=2005-06&allcds=19-648406020911�
http://dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/AcntRpt2010/2010GrowthSch.aspx?cYear=2005-06&allcds=19-648406021083�
http://dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/AcntRpt2010/2010GrowthSch.aspx?cYear=2005-06&allcds=19-648406021133�
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program, failure to provide a plan that would achieve racial and ethnic balance, suspension and expulsion, 
governance, health and safety, finance, and facilities.  

Response from the Petitioner 

The petitioner provided a written response to the findings of the local board and submitted it as part of the 
petition package. The response was considered during the review process.  

Appeal to the Los Angeles County Board of Education  

The Los Angeles County Board of Education (County Board) held a Public Hearing to determine support 
for the petition on December 21, 2010.    

The Los Angeles County Office of Education (LACOE) Charter School Office (CSO) sent letters to the 
three (3) teachers who signed a petition of support for the charter to determine authenticity of their 
interest in teaching at the school. Only one (1) teacher responded.   

LACOE Review Process 

The LACOE Charter School Review Team (Review Team) considered the petition according to the 
requirements of law, California Administrative Code regulations, LACOE Board Policy and Regulations, 
and LACOE review procedures. 

The Review Team included staff from the Controller’s Office, Business Operations, Business Services, 
Risk Management, Divisions for School Improvement, Curriculum and Instruction, Special Education, 
Student Support Services, Human Resource Services, and the Charter School Office, and Office of 
General Counsel.   

Findings are based on a review of the same petition submitted to the local district and supporting 
documents submitted by the petitioner, and information provided through the Capacity Interview and 
other communications with the petitioner and other representatives of the school. The petitioner also 
submitted proposed changes (technical adjustments) to the petition necessary to reflect the County Board 
as the potential authorizer. These changes should reflect the statutory, policy, and structural differences 
between a county office of education and a local district. These differences include, but are not limited to, 
the statutory authority of the County Superintendent of Schools to investigate complaints as well as 
structural differences in the responsibilities with regard to special education services. Proposed changes 
provided by the petitioner were considered by the Review Team. 

Findings also take into account that the petition was initially submitted to a local district and contains 
specific references to that district. The Charter School Office confirmed that the local district did not 
require the petitioner to include specific language or content into the petition.  

Findings of Fact 

Finding 1: The petition does not present a sound educational program for students to be enrolled in 
the school. [EC Section 47605(b)(1)] 

The educational program described in the charter “is not to be likely to be of educational benefit to the 
pupils who attend the school” under requirements of CCR, Title 5, Section 11967.5.1(b). 

1. The educational program described in the petition cannot meet the needs of English Learners whose 
primary language is not German. The proposed educational program does not include an English 
Language Development program or systematic English language instruction for these students. The 
petition describes a German-English immersion model that is appropriate to meet the needs of 
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students fluent in English and/or German but does not provide a foundation for other English 
Language Learners. Current data from the California Department of Education (CDE) reports over 
2,400 K-5 English Learners are enrolled in N-LMUSD. Twenty-five (25) different languages are 
reported; German is not one of them. The proposed educational program would not be of educational 
benefit to these students.   

2. The educational program does not sufficiently describe how the school intends to meet the needs of 
students with disabilities, socio-economically disadvantaged students, and students achieving below 
and substantially below grade level, and English Learners whose primary language is not German. 
The petition does not provide a protocol, process, or criteria for identifying and serving these 
students.  

Additional detail regarding deficiencies in the educational program are provided under Finding 5, 
Element 1: Description of the Educational Program.  

Finding 2: The petitioners are demonstrably unlikely to successfully implement the program. [EC 
Section 47605(b)(2)] 

Based on review of the petition, supporting documents, and the Capacity Interview with the school’s 
leadership team, the petition does not meet the criteria established in CCR, Title 5, Section 11967.5.1(c). 
The petitioner: 

1. Is unfamiliar with the content of the petition. The petitioner is unfamiliar with key components of the 
International Baccalaureate Primary Years Programme (IB-Primary) and language immersion 
programs which jointly serve as the foundation of the school’s educational program. Additionally, the 
petitioner could not describe how demographic data provided in the petition was derived; this data 
provides the basis for the population to be served by the school.  

2. Is unfamiliar with the requirements of law. The petitioner is unfamiliar with the EC Section 
47605(b)(5)(G) which requires the school to “...achieve a racial and ethnic balance among its pupils 
that is reflective of the general population residing within the territorial jurisdiction of the school 
district...” The proposed recruitment plan cannot fulfill the requirement of this Section because it is 
predicated on inaccurate data and provides a recruitment strategy that selectively focuses on 
populations of students not representative of the communities served by the school district within 
which the charter proposes to locate. The petitioner is also unfamiliar with the legal requirements of 
Independent Study as referred to in the petition. 

3. Lack[s] the necessary background in curriculum, instruction, assessment, and finance and business 
management critical to ensure to the school’s success, and lack[s] a plan to secure the services of 
individuals who have the necessary background. 

A. The petition states the school’s educational design is modeled after two established, successful 
charters. However, the petition for International Charter School of La Mirada excludes three (3) 
essential components of these model petitions: an English Language Development Program for 
students whose primary language is not German; key elements of the IB-Primary; and a 
description of how the language immersion program will be modified to accommodate students 
entering the school after second grade. Omission of these key program components indicates 
the petitioner lacks the necessary background to implement the complex educational program 
described in the petition. During the capacity interview, the school’s consultant voiced a lack of 
support for specific aspects of the petition. 
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B. During the Capacity Interview, the petitioner and representatives of the school’s governing 
board demonstrated a lack of background in curriculum, instruction, and assessment necessary 
to ensure the school’s success. The school representatives failed to: 

• Articulate how the school would implement an English Language Development Program 
for students whose primary language is not German; 

• Differentiate English Language Development Standards from English Language Arts 
Standards and confused Independent Study with independent work completion; 

• Describe how the school would implement a Student Study Team; 

• Identify assessments or standards for measuring student progress; and 

• Provide details about how the school would modify its immersion program for students 
who entered the school after second grade.  

C. Based on the resume supplied in the petition, the petitioner has no experience in curriculum, 
instruction, assessment, or school administration and management. The petition does not 
provide the name of the individual who will be responsible for administering and implementing 
the proposed educational program nor does it provide a recruitment plan to secure the services 
of individual(s) with the necessary background in the proposed IB-Primary and dual language 
immersion programs.  

D. The petition lacks a clear business management plan. The petition states that its financial back-
office service provider may be ExED or an unnamed charter management organization. The 
cost and scope of these two options are very different and would impact both the budget and 
business management structure of the school.   

Finding 3: The petition contains the required number of signatures. [EC Section 47605(b)(3)]  

Finding 4: The petition contains an affirmation of all specified assurances. [EC Section 47605(b)(4); 
EC Section 47605(d)] 

Finding 5: The petition does not contain a reasonably comprehensive description of all required 
elements. [EC Section 47605(b)(5)(A)]  

Based on criteria provided by the California Code of Regulation, Title 5, six (6) of the 16 elements are not 
reasonably comprehensive.  

Element 1: Description of the Educational Program. Not reasonably comprehensive 

The petition fails to meet the requirements of CCR, Title 5, Section 11967.5.1(f)(1) as follows: 

1. The petition does not adequately identify the school’s target student population.  

A. The petition incorrectly describes the demographic population of the school district in which 
the charter proposes to locate. It states the charter will serve the “multi-lingual and culturally 
diverse area of La Mirada and surrounding neighborhoods.” The petition, however, reports 
demographic data (based on the 2000 Census) exclusively for the city of La Mirada, which 
represents about one-third of the population residing within the geographic boundaries of the 
N-LMUSD. The petition states, “Families who speak Spanish at home make up a significant 
proportion of the community (estimated at 14%). The overall Hispanic or Latino population is 
37% of the community, the second largest ethnic group. The third largest ethnic group is the 
Asian population at 19% of the community. ELL in La Mirada is 14.5%.” The petition also 
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reports that 70% of families had household incomes of at least $50,000 and 60% of adults 
attained more than a high school education.    

B. The petition does not report demographic information for “surrounding neighborhoods” 
including the city of Norwalk, which comprises two-thirds of the population residing within the 
geographic boundaries of N-LMUSD. 2000 Census data (used for continuity) for Norwalk 
indicates 69.9% of the general population was Latino or Hispanic, 44.8% was white, and 11.5% 
was Asian. 59.82% of families had household incomes of at least $50,000 and 39.7% of adults 
attained more than a high school education. CDE reports 23% of students who participated in 
standardized testing in 2009-10 were English Learners; Spanish was the primary language for 
93.5% of English Learners.  

Summary of Demographic Information 
Category La Mirada Norwalk 

Total Population 49,733** 105,240** 
White 64.5%** 44.8%** 
Hispanic or Latino 37%* 69.9%** 
Asian 19%* 11.5%** 
English Language Learners 14.5%* 23%*** 
Household Income (at least $50,000) 70%* 39.7%** 
Education (adults) – more than high school 60%* 39.7%** 

*Reported in petition 
** Data from 2000 Census (2006 estimate) Retrieved: 1/3/2011 from http://quickfacts.census.gov 
***Data from CDE 2010 STAR 

C. The petition fails to adequately describe the population of students with disabilities the school 
intends to serve. During the Capacity Interview, the petitioner stated there will be a parent 
interview prior to enrollment to help determine students’ individual needs. This interview 
process is not described in the petition and could serve as a barrier to entrance.  

2. The petition’s mission statement does not describe how the school will meet the needs of various 
student populations including students with disabilities, English Learners who do not speak German, 
and students who are low achieving. The mission statement focuses on meeting the needs of high 
achieving students.  

3. The petition’s framework for instructional design is not aligned to meet the needs of students who 
may be enrolled in the school. The educational program does not meet the needs of these following 
student populations: 

A. Students with disabilities: There is no evidence that dual-language immersion and IB-Primary 
programs can meet the needs these students. Albert Einstein Academy, a model charter 
referenced in the petition, reports only 5% of their students are identified as students with 
disabilities while San Diego USD reports 13%. The description of the school’s special 
education plan lacks mention of an Extended School Year for students who qualify, omits 
mention of Section 504 Accommodation Plans, and provides no indication that general 
education teachers will receive training to support the needs of students with disabilities.  

B. Students who are English Learners whose primary language is not German: The educational 
program lacks an English Language Development program for students whose primary 
language is not German. While the proposed German-English immersion program would meet 
educational needs of students fluent in those languages, data from CDE lists 25 different 

http://quickfacts.census.gov/�
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languages spoken by English Learners in the N-LMUSD in 2009-10; German is not one of the 
languages identified by CDE.   

C. Students achieving at or below grade level: The petition does not ensure implementation of a 
comprehensive literacy program. Open Court, identified as part of the school’s “balanced 
literacy format,” is a comprehensive literacy development program requiring 120-150 minutes 
of instruction per day in first and second grades. The Literacy Block described in the petition 
provides for 90 minutes of instruction. This discrepancy compromises program fidelity 
essential to successful implementation, especially for low-achieving students.   

The petition states adoption of the IB-Primary without a detailed description of the plan of 
inquiry, grade level unit plans, or progress toward implementing learner profiles. Further, the 
petition states that once IB-Primary is implemented, open-ended inquiry-based projects will be 
provided for high-achieving students with no mention of providing the program or support to 
students achieving at or below grade level.  

D. Students who enter the school after second grade: The petition states, “Modifications of this 
[dual-language immersion] model will be necessary for students whose L1 language is either  
English or German and enroll at the International Charter School of La Mirada in third-grade or 
above.” The petition fails to specify the “appropriate scaffolding, interventions, or 
modifications” to be implemented. During the Capacity Interview, the school’s educational 
consultant stated that the petitioner excluded the details for these modifications although they 
are included in the petitions for the model charter schools referenced.  

4. The petition does not indicate the instructional approach or approaches the charter school will utilize 
for students with disabilities, English Learners who do not speak German, low-achieving students, or 
students who enter the program after second grade should the educational program described in the 
petition fail to meet the needs of these students. The petition lacks sufficient detail to ensure the 
academic success of these student populations.   

5. The petition does not indicate how the charter school will identify, respond to, or meet the needs of 
pupils who are not achieving at or above expected levels. The petition lacks sufficient description of 
how the school will meet the needs of socio-economically disadvantaged students, students with 
disabilities, and English Learners whose primary language is not German. The petition states at-risk 
students will receive “nearly twice the instructional minutes as other students” without providing a 
description of how, or in which language, support will be provided, or the instruction students will be 
pulled away from in order to receive support. Additionally, the petition states that support will be 
provided by a “trained volunteer;” research indicates at risk students should receive support from a 
credentialed teacher. 

6. The bell schedule presented in the petition is inadequate to determine annual instructional minutes. 

Element 2: Measurable Pupil Outcomes. Not reasonably comprehensive 

The petition fails to meet the requirements of CCR, Title 5, Section 11967.5.1(f)(2) as follows: 

1. The petition does not specify skills, knowledge, and attitudes that reflect the school’s educational 
objectives and that can be assessed by objective means that are frequent and sufficiently detailed to 
determine whether pupils are making satisfactory progress. Eight (8) of the fourteen (14) school wide 
goals described in the petition cannot be measured by objective means or fail to address all learners 
the school proposes to serve. Proposed goals lack benchmarks for measuring progress in years one 
(1), two (2), and three (3); fail to state the tools to measure progress; use terms open to interpretation; 
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and/or require data that is not available. The petition lacks any measure for determining whether the 
school achieves its IB-Primary or dual-language immersion implementation plans.  

2. The student goals and outcomes listed in the petition are not sufficiently detailed and/or objective to 
measure pupil outcomes and/or cannot be used readily to evaluate the effectiveness of and to modify 
instruction for individual and groups of students. None of the student goals listed in the petition is 
measurable. 

Element 3: Method for Measuring Pupil Progress. Reasonably comprehensive  

Element 4: Governance Structure. Reasonably comprehensive with the following concerns 

1. The petition states the school’s governing board will follow the Conflict of Interest Statutes followed 
by public agencies, yet the bylaws allow the corporation to enter into transactions involving 
“interested persons,” which is prohibited by California Government Code Section 1090, thereby 
demonstrating a lack of understanding of the requirements of this Code. The bylaws make an 
exception for self dealing transactions that do not exceed the lesser of one percent (1%) of the 
corporation’s gross receipts of $20,000. 

2. The petition states the school’s governing board will comply with the Brown Act. However, the 
bylaws appear to conflict with the Brown Act. Section 14 of the bylaws, Action without a Meeting, 
state, “Any action required or permitted to be taken by the board of directors may be taken without a 
meeting…” appears to violate the Brown Act requirement that the board not take action on any item 
of business outside a meeting (California Government Code Section 54952.2.). Section 15 of the 
bylaws, Telephonic and Electronic Medium Meetings, allow for meetings through use of video and 
telephone conferencing without the Brown Act requirement that agendas be posted at participating 
meetings sites or the requirement that those participating meeting sites be open to the public.  

3. The petition commits to complying with the Political Reform Act, yet presents no evidence of 
adopting a conflict of interest code pursuant to the provisions of the Act (California Government 
Code Section 87300). 

Element 5: Employee Qualifications. Reasonably comprehensive with the following concern 

The CCR, Title 5, Section 11967.5.1(f)(5) requires that the petition “Identify those positions that the 
charter school regards as key...and specify the additional qualifications expected of individuals assigned 
to those positions.”  

The proposed educational program is based on the IB-Primary and dual-language immersion programs. 
The qualifications established in the petition for the principal fails to require qualifications, experience, 
training, or interest in these two key program components. The school’s educational consultant stated that 
the choice of a school administrator will be critical in determining whether the proposed educational 
program is successfully implemented.   

Element 6: Health and Safety Procedures. Reasonably comprehensive 

Element 7: Means to Achieve a Reflective Racial and Ethnic Balance. Not reasonably comprehensive 

The petition fails to meet the requirements of CCR, Title 5, Section 11967.5.1(f)(7) as follows:  

1.  The petition does not provide an adequate description of the means by which the school will “achieve 
a racial and ethnic balance among its pupils that is reflective of the general population residing 
within the territorial jurisdiction of the school district....”  
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The proposed plan cannot fulfill the requirement of EC Section 47605(b)(5)(G) because it is 
predicated on inaccurate demographic data. The petitioner stated the demographic data reported in the 
petition reflects an “average” of the general population of both cities served by the district (Norwalk 
and La Mirada) based on 2000 Census data. The “average” reported in the petition is not adjusted for 
the population size of the two cities resulting in inaccurate information. For example, based on 2000 
Census data, the correct “average” (mean) for the combined general population of Hispanic or Latino 
residents for Norwalk and La Mirada is 54% not 33.9%.  

The chart below, presents data for numerically significant subgroups stated in the petition along with 
more recent data publicly available at the time the petition was submitted to N-LMUSD (prior to the 
release of 2010 Census data). 

Numerically 
Significant  
Subgroups 

Data reported in  
petition  

(No date)1  

Norwalk-La 
Mirada USD  
(2009-10)2  

City of Norwalk 
(2010 General 
Population)3  

City of La Mirada  
(2010 General 
Population)3 

Black/African American 4.6% 3% 4.9% 2.01% 

Asian 11.5% 3% 10.45% 19.33% 

Hispanic or Latino 33.9% 77% 69.69%  
(62.9% in 20004) 

39.04%  
(33.5% in 20004) 

White 48.8% 11% 13.99% 36.74% 

Two or More Races Not reported 1% 1.27% 2.18% 

1No source provided 
2Source: California Department of Education, DataQuest retrieved December 2010 
3Source: www.Healthycity.org  retrieved December 2010  
4Source:  2000 Census Quick Facts, U.S. Census Bureau  

2. The outreach plan described in the petition focuses on the city of La Mirada and cities outside the 
jurisdiction of N-LMUSD but excludes the city of Norwalk. The petition describes recruitment efforts 
in Brea, Fullerton, Hacienda Heights, La Habra Heights, Rowland Heights, Whittier, and Yorba 
Linda. Outreach efforts are reported as having taken place at private and parochial preschools and 
schools, daycare centers, fee-based agencies, churches, and public libraries.  

3. The model charter schools upon which International Charter School of La Mirada is based do not 
reflect the demographics of the communities in which they are located. The petition states that Albert 
Einstein Academy in San Diego initially enrolled predominately white and European students but has 
progressively increased in diversity to 50.9% children of color. Based on 2009-10 California Basic 
Educational Data System (CBEDS) enrollment data, 181 of the 461 children enrolled at Albert 
Einstein Academy were of various ethnic backgrounds. The Hispanic or Latino enrollment is 23% 
(106 students) while three (3) nearby public charter and non-charter schools had Hispanic or Latino 
enrollments of 92% to 97%. Enrollment data by racial/ethnic subgroups is presented in the chart.   

The Goethe Charter School in Los Angeles similarly fails to reflect the diversity of the community. 
2009-10 CBEDS data reported Hispanic or Latino students comprised 7% of enrolled students while 

Numerically Significant 
Subgroups 

Einstein 
Academy 
(Charter) 

Golden Hill 
Elementary 

King/Chavez 
Primary 
(Charter) 

King/Chavez 
Athletic 

(Charter) 
Black/African American 8% 3% 2% 4% 

Hispanic or Latino 23% 92% 97% 95% 
White 63% 2% 1% 1% 

http://www.healthycity.org/�
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nearby typical public elementary schools reported Hispanic or Latino enrollments of 66% and 76%. 
The data presented in the charter petition does not show evidence that its “model schools” have 
recruited students whose ethnic and racial diversity reflects the community in which they are located. 
Enrollment data by racial/ethnic subgroups is presented in the chart  

Numerically Significant 
Subgroups 

Goethe International 
(Charter) 

Braddock Drive 
Elementary 

Short Avenue 
Elementary 

Black/African American 3% 10% 8% 
Hispanic or Latino 7% 76% 66% 

White 77% 9% 16% 

Element 8: Admission Requirements. Reasonably comprehensive 

Element 9: Annual Independent Financial Audits. Reasonably comprehensive with the following 
concern 

The petition does not indicate the process the charter school will follow to address any audit findings 
and/or resolve any audit exceptions as required by CCR, Title 5, Section 11967.5.1(f)(9). The petition 
states the school “shall resolve audit exceptions and deficiencies to the satisfaction of the County” but 
fails to elaborate the manner, process, or timeline for addressing audit findings and deficiencies should 
they occur. 

Element 10: Suspension and Expulsion Procedures. Not reasonably comprehensive  

The petition fails to meet the requirements of CCR, Title 5, Section 11967.5.1(f)(10) as follows: 

1. The petition does not clearly identify a preliminary list of the offenses for which students in the 
charter school must and may be suspended and, separately, the offenses for which students must or 
may be expelled. The petition fails to provide evidence that the petitioners reviewed the offenses for 
which students must or may be suspended or expelled in non-charter public schools. The petition is 
unclear with regard to which are discretionary and which are non-discretionary.  

2. The petition does not identify the procedures by which pupils can be suspended or expelled. Failure  
to provide guidelines or criteria to determine whether alternatives to suspension are viable could 
result in due process violations. There is no indication whether the parent or student can appeal the 
decision if they opt for a stipulated expulsion.   

3. The petition does not identify the procedures by which parents, guardians, and pupils will be 
informed about grounds for suspension, expulsion, or their due process rights concerning suspension 
or expulsion. The appeal is heard first by the board then by a panel, which prohibits and violates due 
process for an informal hearing prior to the formal hearing. There is insufficient information as to 
who the impartial members of the appeal panel are and how they will be selected. 

4. The petition does not provide evidence that the proposed lists of offenses and procedures provide 
adequate safety for students, staff, and visitors to the school and serve the best interests the school’s 
pupils and their parents (guardians). The petition states students are expelled for a “minimum of up 
to one year,” which implies students can be expelled for more than one year. 

5. The petition does not provide for due process for all pupils or demonstrate an understanding of the 
rights of pupils with disabilities with regard to suspension and expulsion. The process outlined in the 
petition involves procedures no longer required regarding manifestation determination which would 
result in due process violations. 
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6. The petition does not outline how detailed policies and procedures regarding suspension and 
expulsion will be developed and periodically reviewed, including, but not limited to, periodic review 
and (as necessary) modification of the lists of offenses for which students are subject to suspension or 
expulsion. The petition does not address this requirement. 

Element 11: STRS, PERS, and Social Security. Not reasonably comprehensive 

The petition fails to meet the requirements of CCR, Title 5, Section 11967.5.1(f)(11). It does not specify 
the positions to be covered under each system and the staff who will be responsible for ensuring that 
appropriate arrangements for that coverage have been made. The petition must definitively state the 
retirement system that will cover each category of employee.  

Element 12: Public School Attendance Alternatives. Reasonably Comprehensive 

Element 13: Post-Employment Rights of Employees. Reasonably comprehensive 

Element 14: Dispute Resolution Procedures. Not Reasonably Comprehensive 

The petition fails to meet the requirements of CCR, Title 5, Section 11967.5.1(f)(14) as follows: 

1. The petition fails to recognize the statutory authority of the County Superintendent of Schools to 
investigate complaints under EC Section 47604.4 (a). Since the petition was submitted to the County 
Board as an appeal, the petition must reflect this change.  

2. The petition fails to recognize that if the substance of a dispute is a matter that could result in the 
taking of appropriate action, including, but not limited to, revocation of the charter in accordance with 
EC Section 47604.5, the matter will be addressed at the County Board’s discretion in accordance with 
that provision of law and any regulations pertaining thereto. LACOE is not required to follow any 
dispute resolution process to revoke the charter for any of the reasons specified under law. The 
petition fails to state that the dispute resolution provision does not apply to issues that may trigger the 
revocation process as provided in EC Section 47604 which includes violations of law or charter. 

Element 15: Exclusive Public Employer. Reasonably comprehensive  

Element 16:  Closure Procedures. Not Reasonably Comprehensive 

The petition fails to meet the requirements of CCR, Title 5, Section 11962 as follows:  

1. The petition fails to designate a responsible entity to conduct closure-related activities. 

2. The petition fails to state the school will provide notification of the closure of the charter school to the 
special education local plan area in which the school participates or the retirement systems in which 
the school's employees participate in compliance with the requirements of this Section.  

3. The petition fails to state the charter school will provide a list of pupils in each grade level, the 
classes they have completed, and information on the pupils' district of residence to the responsible 
[authorizing] entity.  

4. The petition fails to state the manner in which the charter school will transfer and maintain personnel 
records in accordance with applicable law. 

5. The petition states that the corporation’s bylaws will address how assets are to be distributed at the 
closure of the corporation. The bylaws submitted with the petition do not include this information. 
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Finding 6: The petition does not satisfy all of the Required Assurances of Education Code Sections 
47605(c), (e) through (j), (l), and (m).  

The submitted petition fails to meet the criteria established under Title 5 Section 11967.5 as follows: 

Standards, Assessments and Parent Consultation. Does not meet this condition 

The petition does not meet the requirement that “The school shall, on a regular basis, consult with their 
parents and teachers regarding the school’s educational programs.” [EC Section 47605(c)(2)]  The 
petition fails to specify the manner in which parents and teachers shall consult regarding the school’s 
educational program. 

Employment is Voluntary. Not applicable; not a conversion charter 

Pupil Attendance is Voluntary. Does not meet this condition 

The petition fails to state, “The governing board…shall not require any pupil…to attend a charter 
school.” [EC Section 47605(f)] 

Effect on the Authorizer and Financial Projections. Does not provide the necessary evidence  

The petition does not address all the requirements set forth under EC Section 47605(g) as follows: 

1. The petition does not provide a description of the facilities to be used by the charter school. The 
petition references a site on La Mirada Blvd. in zip code 90639. Upon submission of the petition to 
the County Board, the petitioner reported that site is no longer viable. Until a site is identified, it 
cannot be determined if the school has provided adequate financial projections for facilities or make a 
determination whether the site meets the needs of the school and local ordinances.  

 
2. The petition does not describe the manner in which administrative services for the school are to be 

provided. The petition states it expects to select a back office provider such as ExED or contract with 
an un-named Charter Management Organization for administrative matters. A decision on these 
options will affect both the budget and management of the school.  

 
3. The financial projections provided in the petition budgets revenues of $600,000 in Public Charter 

School grant for planning (start-up) and implementation. The school may only be eligible for the 
$375,000. The school will not qualify for the additional funds available to schools serving a low 
performing area. The budget contains COLAs that are unlikely to be received based on the current 
fiscal environment; the amount is not considered significant to the overall budget. 

Preference to Academically Low Performing Students. Does not meet this condition 

The petition does not qualify for consideration under EC Section 47605(h) which states, “In reviewing 
petitions ... [the] district shall give preference to petitions that demonstrate the capability to provide 
comprehensive learning experiences to pupils identified ... as academically low achieving....” N-
LMUSD’s 2010 Growth API is 754, and the elementary schools in the district have API scores ranging 
from 714 to 902. 

Teacher Credentialing Requirement. This condition is met 

Transmission of Audit Report. This condition is met 
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Item VIII. Reports / Study Topics 
 

C. Williams Uniform Complaint Procedure Quarterly Report for LACOE 
Educational Programs, October 1 to December 31, 2010  
 
Education Code Section 35186 (d):  A school district shall report 
summarized data on the nature and resolution of all complaints on a 
quarterly basis to the county superintendent of schools and the 
governing board of the school district.  The summaries shall be 
publicly reported on a quarterly basis at a regularly scheduled 
meeting of the governing board of the school district.  The report 
shall include the number of complaints by general subject area with 
the number of resolved and unresolved complaints.  The complaints 
and written responses shall be available as public records. 
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Item VIII. Reports / Study Topics 
 

D. Update on Management Audit  
 

Mr. Gundry will give an update on the management audit, including a 
synopsis of the meeting with FCMAT that took place on Friday, 
January 7, 2011. 
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Item VIII. Reports / Study Topics 

 
E. Governmental Relations 

 
Mr. Gundry will provide an update on Governmental Relations. 
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Item VIII. Reports / Study Topics 

 
F. Board Committee/Liaison Reports 

 
Board members serving as Committee/Liaison representatives will 
report on their activities.  
 
It is recommended that all reports be made within a total of ten 
minutes. 
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Item VIII. Reports / Study Topics 

 
G. Los Angeles County Board of Education Meeting Schedule, 

Establishment of Meeting Times, Future Agenda Items, Followup 
 

Board meetings scheduled for 2010-2011 are listed on the following 
pages.  The calendar is presented for discussion, to establish meeting 
times, and to receive Board members' requests for future agenda items. 
 
This process will facilitate planning for Board meetings. 



 
 

1/11/2011 
 

LOS ANGELES COUNTY  
BOARD OF EDUCATION 
 MEETING CALENDAR 

 
January 11, 2011 – June 30, 2011 

 
 

 



 

JANUARY 4  - CANCELLED                                   2011 
 
 
JANUARY 11  
2:00 Board Finance Committee Meeting 
3:00 Board Meeting 
Public Hearing: Point Dume Charter School 
Presentation: LACEF 
Discussion: Leadership Associates Search for 
Superintendent 
Rpt: CSO Response to California Charter School 
Association’s Concerns 
Rpt: International Charter School of La Mirada denied by 
Norwalk-La Mirada School District 
Rpt: Williams Uniform Complaint Procedure Quarterly 
Report for Educational Programs, October 1 to          
December 31, 2010 
Rpt: Update on Management Audit 
Interdistrict Attendance Appeals: 
1. Andrew M. v. Temple City USD  
2. Benjamin S. v. Temple City USD * 
3. Alexius L. v. Los Angeles USD #  
4. Lillie A. v. Los Angeles USD # 
5. Calvin O. v. Los Angeles  # 
6. Abraham S. v. Los Angeles  
7. Alexander S. v. Los Angeles  
8. Marissa I. v. Los Angeles USD  
 
 
*Pending appeal hearing 
# 1,000 Schools list 

JANUARY 18  
2:00 Board Curriculum, Instruction and Assessment 
Committee Meeting 
3:00 Board Meeting 
Presentation: LACEF 
Consent Rec: Rules and Regulations for the 
purchase of standard school supplies and equipment  
Rec: Position Recommendation 
Rec: Budget Revision No. 3 
Rec: International Charter School of La Mirada 
denied by Norwalk-La Mirada School District 
Rec: Action to Deem that LACOE Staff Costs 
Related to Los Angeles County Education 
Foundation (LACEF) Administration Have Been 
Adequately Reimbursed by LACEF 
Rpt: Soledad Enrichment Action (SEA) Charter 
Annual Report (Parent and Community Services) 
Rpt: Delta Update (Head Start) 
 
 

 
 

FEBRUARY 1                                                              2011 
1:00 Audit Committee Meeting 
2:00 Board Finance Committee Meeting 
3:00 Board Meeting 
Presentation: Introduction of Policy Council Executive 
Members to the Board of Education (Head Start) 
Presentation: National School Counselor Week (Feb.7-11) 
(SSS) 
Rec: Position Recommendation 
Rpt: Los Angeles International Charter Annual Reports 
(Parent and Community Services) 
Rpt: Selection of Audit Firm 
Rpt: Point Dume Charter School 
 
FEBRUARY 8  
2:00 Board Policy Committee Meeting 
3:00 Board Meeting 
Joint Meeting with Board of Ed and Personnel Commission 
Presentation: National School Counselor Week (Feb.7-11) 
(SSS) 
Rpt: Opportunities Unlimited Charter Annual Report 
Rec: Point Dume Charter School 
 

FEBRUARY 15  
2:00 Board Curriculum, Instruction and Assessment 
Committee Meeting 
3:00 Board Meeting 
Consent Rec/Bd. Res: March as Education Month 
Consent Rec/Bd. Res: Public Schools Month 
Consent Rec/Bd. Res: Week of School 
Administrators in Los Angeles County 
Rec: Budget Revision No. 4  
Rec: Position Recommendation 
Rpt: Academia Avance Charter Annual Reports 
(Parent and Community Services) 
Rpt: Odyssey Charter Annual Report 
Rpt: Status of Head Start/EHS Refunding  
Application (Head Start) 
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MARCH 1                                                    2011 
2:00 Board Finance Committee Meeting 
3:00 Board Meeting 
Rec: Week of the School Administrator (ALACOSA) 
(SSS) 
Rec: Position Recommendation 
Rpt: Reduction or Discontinuance of Particular Kinds of 
Service (PKS) 
Rpt: Termination of Temporary Contracts 
Rpt: Teacher Seniority Tie-Break Criteria 
Rpt: Release and/or Non-Reelection of Provisional Staff 
 
 
 
 
MARCH 8  
2:00 Board Policy Committee Meeting 
3:00 Board Meeting 
Rpt: Reduction or Discontinuance of Particular Kinds of 
Service (PKS) 
Rpt: Termination of Temporary Contracts 
Rpt: Teacher Seniority Tie-Break Criteria 
Rpt: Release and/or Non-Reelection of Provisional Staff 
 

MARCH 15  
2:00 Board Curriculum, Instruction and Assessment 
Committee Meeting 
3:00 Board Meeting 
Presentation: Award Winner from the County 
Student Art Exhibit, Poetry Out Loud, and 
Choreography Competition (CIS) 
Presentation: Winners from the Annual Science 
Olympiad (CIS)  
Consent Rec: Approval of the Extended School 
Year Calendar for Educational Programs Division of 
Special Education 
Rec: Approval of Head Start/EHS Refunding 
Application (Head Start) 
Rec: Position Recommendation 
Rpt: Second Interim Report 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

APRIL 5                                                       2011 
2:00 Board Finance Committee Meeting 
3:00 Board Meeting 
Presentation: Winners from the Annual Spelling Bee 
(CIS) 
Rec: Position Recommendation 
Rpt: Williams Uniform Complaint Procedure Quarterly 
Report for Educational Programs, January 1 to             
March 31, 2011 
 
 
 
APRIL 12  
2:00 Board Policy Committee Meeting 
3:00 Board Meeting 
Rpt: Williams Uniform Complaint Procedure Quarterly 
Report for Educational Programs, January 1 to             
March 31, 2011 
 
 

APRIL 19  
2:00 Board Curriculum, Instruction and Assessment 
Committee Meeting 
3:00 Board Meeting 
Consent Rec/Bd. Res: Day of the Teacher 
Consent Rec/Bd. Res: LACOE Division Teacher of 
the Year 
Consent Rec/Bd. Res: Classified Employees Week 
Consent Rec/Bd. Res: National School Nurse Day 
Rec: Position Recommendation 
Rpt: Delegate Agency & Child Care Partner 
Contracts for 2011-2012 Program Year (Head Start) 
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MAY 3                                                                          2011 
2:00 Board Finance Committee Meeting 
3:00 Board Meeting 
Presentation: Winners from the Annual Science Fair (CIS) 
Presentation: ROP Student Recognition (CWD/ROP) 
Rec: Approval of Delegate Agency & Child Care Partner 
Contracts for 2011-2012 Program Year (Head Start) 
Rec: National School Nurses Day (SSS) 
Rec: Position Recommendation 
Rpt: 2011-12 Budget Study Session 
 
 
 
 
MAY 10  
2:00 Board Policy Committee Meeting 
3:00 Board Meeting 
Rpt: 2011-12 Budget Study Session 
 
 

MAY 17  
2:00 Board Curriculum, Instruction and Assessment 
Committee Meeting 
3:00 Board Meeting 
Presentation: Day of the Teacher 
Presentation: LACOE Division Teacher of the Year  
Presentation: Classified Employees Week 
Consent Rec/Bd Res: Declaration of Indefinite 
Designation for Retroactive Pay 
Rpt: 2011-12 Budget Study Session 
Rec: Budget Revision No. 5 
Rec: Position Recommendation 
Rpt: CSBA Outstanding Legislator of the Year 
2011-12  
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

JUNE 7                                                  2011 
2:00 Board Finance Committee Meeting 
3:00 Board Meeting 
Presentation: Winner of the Annual History Day (CIS) 
Consent Rec: Allocation of Forest Reserves Funding 
Consent Rec/Bd Res: CSBA Outstanding Legislator of the 
Year 2011-12 
Rec: First Reading – Proposed County School Service 
Fund and Other Funds: 2011-12 Budget 
Rec: ROP Course Adoption (CWD) 
Rec: ROP Course Review (CWD) 
Rec: Position Recommendation 
Rec: Approval of Single Plans for Student Achievement 
(Title I) for Educational Programs, SEA Charter School 
and the Group Homes and Foster Family Agencies Served 
under LACOE Title I Programs 
 
 
JUNE 14  
2:00 Board  Policy Committee Meeting 
3:00 Board Meeting 
Presentation: Annual Service Awards 
 
 

JUNE 21  
2:00 Board Curriculum, Instruction and Assessment 
Committee Meeting 
3:00 Board Meeting 
Public Hearing: Second Reading and Adoption of 
the County School Service Fund and Other Funds 
Proposed 2011-12 Budget 
Rec: Approval of Proposed County School Fund and 
Other Funds: 2011-12 Budget: Second Reading and 
Adoption  
Rec: Approval of the Adoption of the Textbook and 
Instructional Materials List for Educational Programs 
Rec: Budget Revision No. 6 
Rec: Position Recommendation 
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Board Meeting–January 11, 2011 
 
 
Item IX. Hearings 
 

A.   Los Angeles County Board of Education’s Decision on Interdistrict 
Attendance Appeals (Enclosures) 

 
 Final decisions on Interdistrict Attendance Appeals 

 
On December 8, 2010, December 16, 2010, and January 4, 2011, the 
Administrative Hearing Consultants heard the appeal(s). The 
consultant’s findings and recommendations were sent to the County 
Board of Education, along with the hearing folder, for review. 

 
The Superintendent will provide legal counsel from the County Office 
of Education. 
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Agenda Item 
-2- 
  *District of Residence is an Open Enrollment School 
  On list of 1000 schools as of October 8, 2010 
 
 

Interdistrict 
Attendance Permit Appeal(s) 

 
 
 
Student’s Name 

 
 
Hearing Consultant 

 
 

Grade 

 
 
Represented by 

 
 
Resident District  

 
 
District Representative 

 
 
Desired District 

 
1. Andrew M. 
 

 
Vicente Bravo 

 
11 

 
Mr. Jimmy and Mrs. 
Rosemarie Martinez 

 
Temple City USD 

 
Mr. David Jaynes 

 
San Marino USD 

 
2. Alexius L.* 
 

 
Vicente Bravo 

 
3 

 
Ms. Aimee Antuna 

 
Los Angeles USD 

 
Ms. Melissa Schoonmaker 

 
Little Lake City SD 

 
3. Lillie A. * 
 

 
Vicente Bravo 

 
K 

 
Ms. Aimee Antuna 

 
Los Angeles USD 

 
Ms. Melissa Schoonmaker 

 
Little Lake City SD 

 
4. Abraham S.  
 

 
Vicente Bravo 

 
1 
 

 
Mr. Victor Ayala, Jr. 

 
Los Angeles USD 

 
Ms. Melissa Schoonmaker 

 
Long Beach USD 

 
5. Alexander S. 
 

 
Vicente Bravo 

 
1 
 

 
Mr. Victor Ayala, Jr. 

 
Los Angeles USD 

 
Ms. Melissa Schoonmaker 

 
Long Beach USD 

 



Board Meeting – January 11, 2011 
 
 
Item IX.  Hearings 
                             

B. Public Hearing: The Point Dume Marine Science Charter School, 
Grades K-6 – Appeal of a Petition previously denied by Santa Monica-
Malibu Unified School District Board of Education (Enclosure) 

 
Education Code Section 47605(b) provides that within 30 days after 
receiving a charter petition, the Los Angeles County Board of 
Education shall hold a public hearing for the purpose of determining 
the level of support for the charter petition by teachers, employees, and 
parents of the proposed charter. 

 
Within 60 days, the Board shall review the petition and information 
provided at the public hearing and either grant or deny the petition, 
unless a 30-day extension is agreed to by petitioner(s) and the Board. 

 


	ADP1C61.tmp
	Board Meeting – January 11, 2011

	ADP8811.tmp
	The following topics were discussed.

	ADPF150.tmp
	Board Meeting – January 11, 2011

	ADP3E1A.tmp
	Los Angeles County Office of Education
	Report on the International Charter School of La Mirada, Grades K-5
	Appeal of Petition Previously Denied by Norwalk-La Mirada Unified School District Board of Education
	Element 12: Public School Attendance Alternatives. Reasonably Comprehensive
	Element 13: Post-Employment Rights of Employees. Reasonably comprehensive
	The submitted petition fails to meet the criteria established under Title 5 Section 11967.5 as follows:

	ADPD665.tmp
	Board Meeting – January 11, 2011

	ADP6760.tmp
	Board Meeting – January 11, 2011
	Item VIII. Reports / Study Topics

	ADPE7FC.tmp
	LOS ANGELES COUNTY
	January 11, 2011 – June 30, 2011

	ADPA008.tmp
	Board Meeting–January 11, 2011
	Item IX. Hearings
	Final decisions on Interdistrict Attendance Appeals

	ADP7268.tmp
	Board Meeting – January 11, 2011


