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	SUBJECT

Petition for the Establishment of a Charter School Under the Oversight of the State Board of Education: Consideration of Ross Valley Charter which was denied by the Ross Valley School District and the Marin County Board of Education.
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SUMMARY OF THE ISSUE
On August 18, 2015, the Ross Valley School District (RVSD) voted to deny the petition of Ross Valley Charter (RVC) by a vote of five to zero. On October 13, 2015, the Marin County Board of Education (MCBE) voted to deny the petition on appeal by a vote of six to zero, with one board member absent.

Pursuant to California Education Code (EC) Section 47605(j), petitioners for a charter school that have been denied at the local level may petition the State Board of Education (SBE) for approval of the charter, subject to certain conditions. 
PROPOSED RECOMMENDATION

The California Department of Education (CDE) proposes to recommend that the SBE hold a public meeting regarding the petition, and thereafter to conditionally approve, with one condition and eight technical amendments, the request to establish RVC under the oversight of the SBE, based on the CDE’s findings pursuant to EC Section 47605(b)(2) and California Code of Regulations, Title 5 (5 CCR) Section 11967.5, that the petitioner is likely to successfully implement the program set forth in the petition. The RVC petition is consistent with sound educational practice. Inherent to this recommendation, the CDE proposes the following condition: RVC must revise its petition, Element 4–Governance, and its bylaws to reconcile the organizational conflict by delineating what discussion and/or decisions the teacher board member can and cannot participate in. The revision should also include a provision that the teacher board member will recuse himself or herself from any discussion and/or decision relating to any personnel actions. The CDE will conduct a pre-opening site visit at least 30 days prior to the scheduled opening date. Written authorization from the CDE would be required prior to the operation of any additional facility.
BRIEF ANALYSIS OF THE ISSUE
RVC submitted a petition on appeal to the CDE on October 15, 2015.
The RVC petition expresses that the mission is to provide a public school option that leverages a progressive educational model emphasizing deep inquiry and exploration, hands-on, immersion-based experiences, and active learning-by-doing approaches to prepare pupils to collaborate effectively in teams, think critically, seek information to solve problems, and be lifelong learners and culturally competent members of our diverse global community. 

The petitioners propose to serve pupils in a transitional kindergarten through grade five program with a projected enrollment of 220 pupils in year one and 222 pupils in year five. The educational philosophy of RVC will grow from the 19-year history and experience developed by parents, teachers, and supporters of the RVSD’s Multi-Age Program.
In considering the RVC petition, CDE reviewed the following:

· The RVC petition and appendices (Attachments 3 and 5)
· Educational and demographic data of schools where pupils would otherwise be required to attend (Attachment 2)
· The RVC budget and financial projections (Attachment 4)
· Description of changes to the petition necessary to reflect the SBE as the authorizing entity (Attachment 6)
· Board agendas, minutes, and findings from the RVSD and MCBE regarding the denial of the RVC petition, along with the petitioner’s response to the RVSD and MCBE findings (Attachment 7)
On August 18, 2015, the RVSD denied the RVC petition based on the following findings (pp. 38–45, Attachment 1):
· The petition does not contain the number of signatures required by EC Section 47605(b)(3).
· The petitioners are demonstrably unlikely to successfully implement the program presented in the petition.
· The petition does not provide a reasonably comprehensive description of all required 16 elements.
On October 13, 2015, the MCBE denied the RVC petition on appeal based on the following findings (pp. 46–47, Attachment 1):
· The petitioners are demonstrably unlikely to successfully implement the program set forth in the petition.
· The petition does not provide a reasonably comprehensive description of all required 16 elements.

The CDE has conducted a thorough analysis and does not concur with the findings of RVSD and MCBE. The information in this item provides the analysis that CDE has been able to complete to date with the available information.

Pursuant to EC sections 47605(b)(1), 47605(b)(2), 47605(b)(5) and 5 CCR Section 11967.5.1, a charter petition must provide a reasonably comprehensive description of multiple required elements (p. 2, Attachment 1).
Educational Program

While the RVC petition presents a reasonable comprehensive description of the educational program for low-achieving and high-achieving pupils, the petition needs to be revised to include a comprehensive description of the monitoring process for reclassified English learners (ELs) for a minimum of two years after reclassification. Additionally, the RVC petition obligates the SBE to defend special education hearings, initiate special education due process hearings or requests for mediation, and settle any matter in special education mediation or due process for RVC. CDE has written technical amendments to address these concerns. 
Budget

The CDE reviewed the RVC budget and multi-year fiscal plan and concludes that RVC is likely able to successfully implement a fiscal plan that is sustainable and fiscally viable with projected enrollment of 220, 230, and 228 with ending fund balances of $205,177, $395,432, and $462,317 in its first three years of operation, respectively.  

The RVC petition provides an adequate description of 8 of the 16 elements, while 7 elements require a technical amendment and one requirement is listed as a no. Additional information and amendments to the petition would be needed if it is approved as an SBE-authorized charter school. These amendments are due to the change in authorizer, or to strengthen or clarify elements for monitoring and accountability purposes. 

The RVC petition addresses the requirements of EC Section 47605(b)(ii), including a description of the RVC annual goals, for all pupils (i.e. schoolwide) and for each subgroup of pupils identified pursuant to EC Section 52052, for each of the applicable state priorities identified in EC Section 52060(d) and a description of the specific annual actions the RVC will take to achieve each of the identified annual goals.

The CDE finds that the petitioners are demonstrably likely to implement the program set forth in the petition and that the RVC petition provides a reasonably comprehensive description for some of the required 16 charter elements, while others require a technical amendment pursuant to EC Section 47605(b)(5).

A detailed analysis of the review of the entire petition is provided in Attachment 1.
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Attachment 1:
California Department of Education Charter School Petition Review Form: Ross Valley Charter School (47 Pages)

Attachment 2:
Ross Valley Charter School Data Tables (7 Pages)
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Attachment 5:
Ross Valley Charter School Appendices and Attachments
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Attachment 6:
Letter Describing Changes to Petition Necessary to Reflect the State Board of Education as the Authorizing Entity (2 Pages)
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Ross Valley School District and Marin County Board of Education Findings for Denial and Petitioner’s Responses (297 Pages)
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