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Fort Sage Unified School District
..January 20th, 20] 0 6:00 pm Corrected Minutes

Location:
Fort Sage Unified School District BoaTd ROOlll

Herlong, CA 96113

n;o;~biiity l'elal<:tl ~id~ 01'sClvice~ I,ll

enable ret!;ons with di~abjlHil;.-'S to

Pllrt:i(:ipatc in puhl;<.: mcctings are
availahle, In addition, membt:rs of
Ihtl Pllblic needing translatioti$
servict.,-; during the l1u,1rd meeting
~hlluid COtlliJ,ct Rryan Young ai, (5~~O)

827-2129 one week rrillr to thc
schedukxlmeetillg,

Fort Sage Unified School District - Board of Trustees
W"'!cot1les You and Appreciates Your Inte1'eSI in (A/r Schools

The BO~l/'d llfl'rusteell repTllscnts the people of the Pmt S,tgc Unified School Distl'iet a~ t.he elected houy created to determine .•establish nnd uphold the
educ,~tiollal portcitls of the Di!ltrict. Tn this capacity, thll Board fllncl.1unl> under the laws of the H1l:Ile t.f California, hut is free to 1)lan f(lr tlll cdueationll,l
program tailllrcd to both lhe n\X1ds and resl)UfCI.,'S of the COlntTlunitics served. The following itlli.lmllition is I"rovidcd to as.',iilt the public in undel"l'l(~mdiJ1g the
B03rd'~ proceedings and to participflle in those proceedirlgs. The Hoar'l m~ctil1g is a meeting of the ROlin] in publ ic. '111epublic is welcome and encourllged
to parti ci (llll:e,

Addrc"ljin~ tbe 8uard
You rtHlY speak on u matt.er dming the lime reserved 1'()rpI,brio commelll, afte,. bcinJ: rtu:(JK"i.r.cd by lire PN.~,side"'. The Hoard will take lit) llction on the
matter »t this meeting. Y(>umay speuk Oil ~mitem on the llgcnda wben lhut itlml is being di.~<'llSSed, lifter hid1lg rCCOR'lized /I)' the l're,~idtmt, When theJ~ llre
actilltl itcms, Lhe Roard will mllke <Imotion to uppruv,:ldisappro\lc an i~'m, and thell opcn the it=t for Boa,.d di$cll~~ion. At thi\! time the Pl'esident. will
nonnally recognize th(l~e members or Ute lilldicnce who wish to coillmenl:, Tht1 Board 'Ipprcciates rehtricting comlllent,~ t.o new idefl$ or concel'llS; el1ch
c0n1111cnt, once TTlade, should not. be repeated by ~nother sflef)ler. The Boaj'(j i,~'not required to respond ttl (:~lIY/m"nr.\'.

Rey..FUlar Se""ion
In order to address the nl,lard, pleo..~ewait flll' recogllitkln by the I'l'csidenl. Speakcrs are cX}Jl1Ctcd to he C()urt:cous ~lnd 1:1)IIvllid ~myremal'i~!1that rcilcct
adverilely onlhe ehamder '.11'motives oflmy person 01' on his or her race, religion, 01' poliliclll or e,~onomju views, The BOlll'd ~~If hear public 1e.~tim(.lOYon
any giv,:n topie fM a m(lximum ofthr= (:I) minutes per pt:rson. twenty (20) minutes pel'tllpic,:, The Bo.:u-d rnllY, by consensus lind at its discretioll, t:xt,"nd this
ti rn~ limit.

CfOllcd Session
While school hourd meetings 1111-1,,1,be open to the 1"1Ii)li(:, California IflW provides 1'01' c111!:lcdsessions whidl arc not open l:ll the public for 11IIlller" including:
when the noard is cfltlsidcring cxpulsion;;, !:luspcnsions, fir rliSf..'iplinary actiotls in conllcctioll with lIny pupil, the llppointmcnt, emrlll,lymmt (,'1'disl1li:-;SIlII'I/'1l
puhli(1 officer lit employee, hearing c(Jmpiaims or clHirgr..,-;against a puhliu officer OJ'emploYll(l, 01' is discu;;;;ing a~1JCCtsofnegol,iatiolls with employee l!nits or
the L>iRtl'i~r.~Legal Counsel.

C(fmplllilllS
Auuording to di$(ri<.:t policy it fiP 1312, I; compl£lij\l.~ lin; ttl be addl'e.~$ed by tlrst !>I)eaking with the relMn dir,xltly involved. Ifthi~ docs not l'esoive Ihl; issue,
the complaint should btl l;illbmitted in writing to the Superinl.eTllknt. The Superirllt:mlm! willinwstigatc and respond;n writing 01' by n.phunc call, Tfthe issue
il;i ~tillnotl'esolvr.;:d, a written t'<:4.IUcstfor a hell,ring hy the Boal'd muy be submitted.

Mar. 23 2010 08:07AM P9

6:00 p.m.
1.0 Call to order~Noll Cnll~Pled~e of Allegiance KC_p_ RC-'p_AM __  TH-'p_VV-p_

Also in attendance: nrylln Young, Chris Todd, Pam Auld, (.JaneJle Rulie LVCS attorney by phone),
Karen Cervantez, .Julie Ben-y, Cindy Henry~ Mike Yancey, nilllJctzer, Ricky and .Janice Gotcher, Sha •.tn
Sanchez, .Jill Pettersen, Tammy Allisf)n, .Jllne EI Von TOlu', Nathan Walker, 1,y" Haynes~ Kim Dieter, Karen
RU8t~Rodney Mitchell, Kelly Hilberg, John and Shelly Garland, Cherld2t and John Mooney, James
Caldwell, 'Lee WeUs~Bonnie Sjoberg, Franl" Little, Michael Everett .Ja\!lOD and GalJene Murry

Motion to approve agenda with removing item 6.2.

3.0 Approvul of Consent Agenda:
3.1 Approval of board minutes of Oecember 16 4. l.ll~hallgc from KC to RC
3.2 Warrant Batches Number 018, 019 Don's Custom Glnss for broken windows-

WASC; Adriene Miller entered meeting ut (l:07 p.Jt1., Kingsley
3.3 I.nter-district l'ransfers
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TlI_VY_

4.0 Reporl:s/lnforrnational Items
4.1 Conferences
4.2 Other Reports: HIIS;:J:<'FA; ISSrCDS;'r.vcs; 'l'lTL:E J WASC 1 March 19, 1 day revisit, Shaun SP
Learnin~ for life workin2 in conjunction with LV
4.3 Medicare issue
4.4 FSUSD Calendar fOl"20JO/20111:eacher
4.5 Superintendent's Report pic D.'. Cutlc •.; iostructional pracl:iccs, havill2 teachers evaluate each other,
workin~ to keep instruction fresh Shaun was obsc."l'ed MinimuDl day at HliS worked Onwhat was
worJdng weUwith advisory and how could it be changed. Did get apprai!lal orthe teacherage, value at-
$32,000. 7/a

111
Grade basketban under way, beginning STAN.PR~P Did gel:a new score board donated by a

pas.: student.

5.0 Publie CODlments: (Anyone desiriflg to address the Board may do so al this time! regarding ilems on~yon the
posted agenda, Three minutes maximum will be allocatedfor each per.~'on.and twenty minute.\' per topic per Board Policy.
Please he sure to state your nam(~for "1(~ record.) Comments are limited to the p().~tedAgenda items.

Parn Auld introduced Mike Yam~eyIJVCS Educational Director, No public comment

6.0 Action Items

6,1 l>iscussion and pos!ltbleapproval of l.Yes Chatter renewal

PaDl called her attorney who could not make it io person due to the weather, "KaC:hycleared up a rumor
that there was a move underway to dose the school and fire aU the teachers. .Janice Goetchcr. This is jU!iltto
renew the charter? There is question regardin~ the posting.

}'aetual findin~ regarding 10-07 and 10-08 read the two different resolutions for consideration

VV the findings sound that they are not disgressionllry, and therefore we cau not approve,
AM so all the paper work was not suhmitted with the application
PA the information was liubmitted late, the J)ortnbles information was presented to the district,
Rick G Can the appliciltion be reprcse~.ed'!' , '.
Lyn W We would have been here had we know of the Public.Hearing
J G Can we be rel'lllbmit'! '

VV If we have a deadlinc we need to follow it.
BY ',I,"herei!ilau
.John Mooney Making a decision based on a technicality -lllllderstlmd it is a major technicality
Cindy Henry you have 60 days Our appelll does not bcnefit you 'We appeal to LCOE then al'e you
removed from the process

We Cll,nnot table it because we wHinm out of time prio~to the next board meetin~.
Cindy H If I,COE
M,r. AlJililon would you not tell them that sODlethingwas Jnissin~?
Kelly Hilbcrg You can still approve the charter with the items missing. You would lose all the income from
LVCS.

Can you put ill 1\ ~pcdal bonrd meeting to reconsider this issue,

" VV docs LVeS have optiODlilif charter renewal denied yes, there is Iln appeal pro •.~essth rough LCO~: and
then the State

MoHon to deny the charter petition.
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M:_th S:_rc _ ~4 _ Na:__ Ahstellti8BS~tf- KC a .,ag tl AM 'a--
. -l=fI.=-Il-=- V'f'c;h;tft~ -

CORRECTED AFTER DISCUSSION REGARDING THE ABn,ITY TO "ABSTAIN,"
VANESSA CHANGED HER VOTE TO AYE.

~. • "'. • I

6.2 Di!lcussion Hnd pos!ilible approval of FStlSD ensh transfers
Tabled until nc::il:meeting

M: S: Ves:__ No: Abstentions: Absent:
6.3 Discussion and possible approval of FSUSD Audit

6.4 Discussion and pos!dble approval of budget transfe.rs
These transfel'S are required for the ffrst interim repol1.

6.5 .I)iscu8sion and approval to request for allowance of attendance dilC to emergency conditions (J-13A)
This is for the two days missed in .December due to weather and no bussing.

7.0 Closed Session ('if/Ii! Board of Tn•.stees willllle~?t in dosed sessiON to con,I'ider matters 4ppropriatefhr closed session in
accordance with Govp.rnment ('oda .54.957.6 and Bauc:ation Code 35/46. and as otherwise pl'ovided hy law.)

none

8.0 Report Out from Closed Scssion

9.0 Agenda Ttt~nlSfor Ncxt: Meeting

Re'''l)e(;ttul~y submilled. . . ... ...

Corrected minutes submitted .

Cash Tran.~ler

TimHO!ll!Jir.l. Clak

Tim Rolahird. Clerk f)ate

.,

  

 

    

gacdb-csd-jul10item06 
Attachment 4 
Page 3 of 43

-
- -

-
~ . 

__ 

_ __ __ __ 



gacdb-csd-jul10item06 
Attachment 4 
Page 4 of 43

Long Valley Charter.Schooi 

Proudly establtthed fr:t the Year2000 


LONG VALLEYQ/A,R7"Jm SCHOOL 
. /fO.BOX7 

DOne, Dt Pfjl09 

Ii4XlXJVBl.$fEEf 
, 

FROM: UJNG VAL(EY0fAI(J'[R SCHOOL 


{P1,'kA.- ~ 'n c tlLy 

~ 53lJ.827-356Z 

. TO:-,IH ,•. ~ {Itt . ~ 

A7TN:. :fa 11c. lis., R~ l:vy 

/i(X: Cf, (.. - £, If I.. - 130D 
, 

TOTAL PAGES~/!$t;Q~SHsrr 

IF mEllEAREPROBlBfS WI11{ THIS TRANSMISSION, 
P.LF.ASE CALL 53fHJ27..2395/2293 

800/ L 00 ~ 
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Resolution No. 10· () 7 
BEFORE THE BOARD OF EDUCATION 


OF THE 

FORT SAGE UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT 


Factual Findings and Order 

in the Matter of the 


Long Valley Charter School Renewal Petition 


This Renewal Petition submitted by the Long Valley Charter School (Renewal Petition) comes 
before the Board of Education (Board) of the Fort Sage Unified School District (District) 
pursuant to Education Code section 47607. 

A. 	 PROCEDURAL HISTORY 

1. 	 The Renewal Petition was submitted to the District on December 3, 2009. 

2. 	 On December 16, 2009, the Board held a public hearing to consider the level of 
support for the Renewal Petition by teachers of the District, other employees of 
the District, and parents. 

B. 	 FINDINGS 

The Board of Education of the Fort Sage Unified School District makes the Factual 
Findings and Order set torth in Exhibit 1 to this Resolution. 

THIS RESOLUTION was duly passed and adopted by the Board at a [regular/special} meeting 
. held on the 20th" day of January, 2010, by the following call vote: " 

AYES: 

NOES: 

ABSENT: 

Sjgned and approved by me after its passage. 

ATTEST: 

Clerk of the Board 

File z:\2010\I'"ort s~ U))I) 
~ V&II.ry Cbarta"R¢L\eW1I.1 
fu\l,iings and Of(\~'Re;oluti..m"lli j 1110 

800/600 ~ 
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EXHmIT 1 
" ", - ":" ~ , ' 'TO RESOLUTION NO. 

BEFORE THE BOARD OF EDUCATION 

of the 


FORT SAGE UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT 


COUNTY OF LASSEN 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

In the matter of 	 ) 
) FACTUAL FINDINGS AND 
) ORDER 

The Renewal Petition of ) 

Long Valley Charter School ) 


) 


------------------------) 

I. 
RECITALS 

I. 	 Pursuant to Education Code Section 47607(b), renewals and material revisions of charters 
are govemed by the standards and criteria in Section 47605 of the Education Code. 

2. 	 Education Code Secti(ln 47605 sets forth the criteria which must be met in order tor the 
Board' of Education to approve the Renewal Petition. 

3. 	 TIle Board of Education, District staff and legal counsel reviewed the Renewal Petition in 
its entirety, and based on it review and analysis, makes the following written factual 
findings regarding the application of the required criteria contained in Education Code 
Section 47605 to the Renewal Petition. 

n. 
FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. 	 The Charter School presepts an unsound equcational program for, the pupils_ to be 
enrolled in the charter school. (Education Code Section 47605(b)(1).) ., 

A. 	 Pursuant to Califomia Code of Regulations Section 11967.5.1(b)(2), a program 
shall be "ullSound" if it involves activities that the SBE determines would present 
the likelihood ofphysical harm to the affected pupils. 

fii\e 	 '.:;:\2UIO\Fort S~L;1JSI) 
tAlni Vlilley Cinlrtu"R.tlnewlli 

Fi:ndi:m:$ $od (.lrdi!r"R.\:ool\!li()I1"<lliSI 0 


2 

800/800 ~ 
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(1) 	 The Long Valley Charter School has taken actions which have presented 
. the likelihood ofphysical hann to affected pupils. Specifically: 

(a) 	 In 2006, the Long Valley Charter School placed two (2) portable 
structures on its campus without the authorization of the District or 
the Division of the State Architect. j The placement of portable 
structures, which where not authorized as being up to building and 
safety codes, presented the possibility of physical harm to pupils. 

(b). 	 In 2006, there was a propane leak on the Long Valley Charter 
School campus which was not reported or handled properly. (See 
Attachment Ai The mishandling of the propane leak presented 
the possibility ofphysieal harm to pupils. 

2. 	 The Renewal Petitioners are demonstrably unlikely to successfully implement the 
program set forth in the Renewal Petition. (Education Code Section 47605(b)(2).) 

A. 	 Pursuant to California Code of Regulations Section 11967.5.1(c)(3), a factor in 
determining if a program is "demonstrably unlikely to succeed" is if petitioners 
have presented unrealistic financial/operational plans. 

(1) 	 During its first two (2) years of operation the Long Valley Charter School 
overstated its Average Daily Attendance (ADA). As a result, at one point 
the Long Valley Charter School owed the State over $1,000,000.00. 

(2) 	 The Long Valley Charter School currently owes the State approximately 
$315,000.00 as a result of is overstatement of ADA during its first two 
years of operation. 

3. 	 The Renewal Petition does not contain reasonably comprehensive. descriptions of the 
measurable\;!udcnt outcomes as required by Education Code Section 47605(b)(5)(B). 

A. 	 Pursuant to California Code of Regulations Section 11967.5.1 (f)(2)(B), at a 
minimum, a petition must include the school's Academic Performance Index 
(API) growth target. 

(1) The Renewal Petition does not include an API growth target. 

4. 	 The Renewal Petition does not contain a reasonably comprehensive description of the 
governance structure. of the school M required by Education Code Section 
47605(b)(5)(D). 

I The Division of the State Architect provides design and construction oversight for K-12 schools and 
community colleges, and develops and maintains accessibility standards and codes utilized in public and private 
buildings throughout the State ofCalifornia. 

2 All attachments are incorporated by reference as though fully set forth herein. 
File 	 z:\2010\fQrt S~tI!US[) • 


L('onB Valll';y C\):IIrtl!f"Remmrl"ll 

Fin~ JUtd Ordrx"R¢!\oiulion"01181U 


3 

800/POO ~ xv~ 88:80 OLO~/~~!LO 

http:315,000.00
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A. 	 Pursuant to California Code of Regulations Section 11967.5.l(f)(4)(A), at a 
minimum, a petition must include evidence of the charter school's incmporation 
as a non-profit public benefit corporation. 

(I) 	 The Renewal Petition did not include evidence of the school's 
incorporation as a non-profit public benefit corporation. 

B. 	 Pursuant to California Code of Regulations Section 11967.5.1(f)(4)(B), at a 
minimum, a petition must include evidence of the organizational and tecMieal 
designs ofthe governance structure that reflect a seriousness of purpose necessary 
to ensure that 1) the charter school will become and remain a viable enterprise; 2) 
there will be active and effective representation of interested parties, including but 
not limited to parents (guardians); and 3) the educational program will be 
slIccessflil. 

(1) 	 The Renewal Petition indicated that the Long Valley Charter School is 
governed pursuant to the bylaws adopted by the incorporators; however, 
no such bylaws were included with the renewal petition at the time of its 
submission. 

5. 	 The Renewal Petition does not contain a reasonably comprehensive description of the 
qualifications to be met by individuals to be employed by the school as required by 
Education Code Section 47605(b)(5)(E). 

A. 	 The Renewal Petition does not describe the process to be used to inspect and 
verify teaching credentials. 

B. 	 The Renewal Petition does not describe how it will verify that teachers are 
"highly qualified" as required by the federal No Child Left Behind Act. . 	 . 

6. 	 The Renewal Petition docs not contain a reasonably comprehensive description of the 
procedures the school will follow to ensure the health and safety of pupils and staff as 
required by Education Code Section 47605(b)(S)(F). 

A. 	 Pursuant to California Code of Regulations Section 11967.S.1(l)(6)(A), at a 
minimum, a petition must include the examination of faculty and staff tor 
tuberculosis as described in Education Code section 49406. 

Although the Renewal Petition states that the Long Yalley Charter School (1 ) 
has adopted a policy rcquiring tuberCulosis testing for employees, no such 
policy was submitted with the Renewal Petition. 

The Renewal Petition contains no description of the procedures for faculty (2) 

and staff tuberculosis examinations. 


file 	 16:\2C)1U\FQl1 Sl1:l.'l.!SI)P 
I..ouj: V~I1~ CMrterR(::I'Iewll.! 
PindinJ:~ 11.)(1 Orlier"fuzolulio)Y'ti 1 1 II I 0 

4 

800/900 ~ 
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B. 	 Although the Renewal Petition indicates that each employee and contractor of the 
charter school must submit to a criminal background check and furnish a criminal 

"rccord"summary;"the 	 Renewal Petition does not contain a reasonably 
comprehensive description of the method for conducting criminal background 
checks on cmployee candidates (as required by Education Code 44830.1 and 
45122.1) to ensure that the charter school does not hire any person who has been 
convided of a violent or serious felony. No policy regarding criminal 
background check~ was submitted with the Renewal Petition. 

C. 	 The Petition does not include a reasonably comprehensive description of the 
requirement of a health check for all employees. No policy ,regarding employee 
health chccks was submitted with the Renewal Petition. 

D. 	 The Petition does not include a reasonably comprehensive description of how the 
Long Valley Charter School will assure that the charter school's facilities meet 
state and local building codes (including but not limited to the requirements ofthe 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA». No policy regarding compliance with 
building codes was submitted with the Renewal Petition. 

E. 	 In 2006, the Long Valley Charter Scho(>l placed two (2) portable structures on its 
campus without the authorization of the District or the Division of the State 
Architect. The placement of portable structures which where not authorized as 
being up to building and safety codcs presented the possibility of physical harm to 
pupils. TIlis incident tends to indicate that the Long Valley Charter School will 
not ensure that the charter school's facilities meet state and local building codes. 

F. 	 The Renewal Petition does not contain a reasonably comprehensive description of 
the Long Valley Charter School's safety and disaster plan. Although the Renewal 
Petition indicates that the Long Valley Charter School has adopted policies and 
procedures for responding to emergencies and natural disasters, no such policies 
ami procedures were submitted with the Renewal Petition. ' 

G. 	 In 2006, there was a propane leak on the Long VaHey Charter School campus 
which was not reported or handled properly. (See Attachment A.) This incident 
tends to indicate that Long Valley Charter School might not rcspond appropriately 
to a safety emergency. 

H. 	 TIle Renewal Petition does not contain a reasonably comprehensive description of 
efforts to comply with state and federal laws regarding food and safety and 
enyjronmental protection. 

The Renewal Petition does not contain a reasonably comprehensive description of1. 
eHarts to comply with state and federal laws designed to protect children, 
including but not limited to the proper administration of medication and drugs to 
students in schools, and the reporting of child abuse. Although the Renewal 
Petition indicates that the Long Valley Charter School has adopted policies and 

File 	 ~\:l.OI0\fort ~"I:lr.uSD 
LQI'1It \lIUey Ol9.l1f.1"'Retmval. 
l:'irIdins' MId onteI'ARe:!io!ulion"O 1181 0 
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procedures regarding administration of medication to students, and reporting child 
abuse and negle!.:t, nO such policies and procedures were submitted with the 
Renewal Petition. ' 	 ' 

7. 	 The Renewal Petition does not contain a reasonably comprehensive description of the 
admissions requirements as required by Education Code Section 47605(b)(5)(H). 

A. 	 The Renewal Petition does not contain a reasonably comprehensive description of 
the method to be used to condul-i a random drawing for admission if more 
students wish to attend than space permits. 

8. 	 The Renewal Pctition does not contain a reasonably comprchensive description of the 
procedures by which pupils can be suspended or expelled as required by Education Code 
Section 47605(b)(5)(J). 

A. 	 Although the Renewal Petition states that the Long Valley Charter School has 
developed student discipline policies, 110 such policies or procedures by which 
pupils may be suspended or expelled were submitted with the Petition. 

9. 	 The Renewal Petition does 110t contain the number of signatures required by subdivision 
(a) ofEducation Code Section 47605. (Education Code Section 47605(b)(3).) 

A. 	 Pursuant to California Code of Regulations Section 11967.5.1 (d), a charter 
petition that "does not contain the number of signatures required by subdivision 
(a)" of Education Code Section 47605 shall be a petition that did not contain the 
requisite number of signatures at the time of its submission to a school district 
pursuant to Education Code Section 47605(a). (Emphasis added,) 

(1) 	 The Renewal Petition did not contain any of the signatures required by 
Education Code Se{:tio11 47605(a) at the time ofits submission.3 . 

Ill. 

ORDER 


I ' 	 The Board adopts the factual findings above. 

2. 	 Based on the foregoing, the Board hereby denies the Renewal Petition submitted by Long 
Valley Charter School. 

3. 	 The Superintendent, or designee, is directed to: 

a. 	 Inform the parties of this decision. 

3 It is wieleai' whether Education Code Section 47605(b)(3) applies to. renewal petitions. Howevct, there 

is notbing in the Education Cod. which indicates it does not 
z:\20 JQW('lrt Sage USD 	 •FHo:: 
Long Valli..-y Chrtli!l""~ 

FI"din&: and O,.'(kT"K~Ju:t\OnAQI1810 
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b. 	 Take the appropriate action to end the charter as required by law and any previous 
agreements between the District and Long Valley Charter School. 

IT IS SO ORDERED: 

President, Board of Education 
Fort Sage Unified School District 

:,r;;1101()\fQr\ $"13(: USD 	 •fil~ 
L.ong Va.lle)t ChHn¢l""R.en~ 


FindinJ:~ find Order"Rt!!I(!jl,llru)'l"Ol 1810 
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PAUL C. MINNEY 

JAMES E. YOUNG 

MICHAEL S. MIDDLETON 

LISA A. CORR 

AMANDA J. MCKECHNIE 

JESSICA ADAMS ROBISON 

JERRY W. SIMMONS 

CHASTIN H. PIERMAN 

JULIE D. ROBBINS 

JAMES L. SHEA 

KIMBERLY RODRIGUEZ 

ANDREA C. SEXTON 

SARAH J. KOLLMAN 

JANELLE A. RULEY 

ANDREW G. MINNEY 

ROBYN S. GINNEY 

OF COUNSEL 

SUZANNE A. TOLLEFSON 

JANUARY 27, 2010 

Via Facsimile and US Mail 
(530) 827-3239 

Bryan Young, Superintendent 
Fort Sage Unified School District 
PO Box 35 
Herlong, CA 96113 

Re: 	 Fort Sage Unified School District’s Resolution and Findings to Deny 
the Long Valley Charter School Charter Renewal Petition 

Dear Superintendent Young: 

This office represents the Long Valley Charter School (“LVCS” or the “Charter 
School”) in its charter renewal petition submission to the Fort Sage Unified School 
District (the “District”). Should you prefer that we communicate with legal counsel for 
the District, please let me know, and provide counsel’s contact information.   

As you are aware, on January 20, 2010 the District Board, by a 5-0 vote, denied 
LVCS’s charter renewal petition. That decision was based upon “Resolution No. 10-07 
Factual Findings and Order in the Matter of the Long Valley Charter School Renewal 
Petition” (the “Resolution”). 

This letter serves as a detailed response to the District Board’s Resolution. 
Because the Resolution was read into the record during the January 20th Board meeting 
and no advance copy was forwarded to LVCS, the Charter School did not have an 
opportunity to meaningfully respond during the Board meeting to the District’s findings 
for denial of the LVCS charter renewal petition.  This letter serves as the Charter 
School’s response to each of the findings. 

We have copied the Resolution language in text boxes below for your reference, 
following the order set forth in the Resolution. Our response follows in italicized text 
below each text box. 

As an initial matter, the Education Code sets out specific requirements for a 
school district’s review and ultimate decision on any charter petitions it may receive. 
Education Code Section 47605(b) (applicable to charter renewal petitions through 
Education Code Section 47607) states, “[i]n reviewing petitions for the establishment 
of charter schools pursuant to this section, the chartering authority shall be guided by 
the intent of the Legislature that charter schools are and should become an integral part 
of the California educational system and that the 
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establishment of charter schools should be encouraged. … The governing board of the school district 
shall not deny a petition for the establishment of a charter school unless it makes written factual 
findings, specific to the particular petition, setting forth specific facts to support one or more of the 
findings” established by Education Code Section 47605(b) for denial. (Emphasis added.)  The 
District’s Resolution fails to meet the requirements of Education Code Section 47605(b); we disagree 
that Fort Sage Unified School District had any legal basis to support its denial of the charter petition. 

* * * 

 Finding 1. A.(1): Unsound Educational Program; Physical Harm to Pupils 

1. The Charter School presents an unsound educational program for the pupils to be enrolled in 
the charter school. (Education Code section 47605(b)(1).)  

A. Pursuant to California Code of Regulations Section 11967.5.1(b)(2), a program shall be 
“unsound” if it involves activities that the SBE determines would present the likelihood of 
physical harm to the affected pupils. 

(1) The Long Valley Charter School has taken actions which have presented the likelihood of 
physical harm to affected pupils. Specifically: 

(a) In 2006, the Long Valley Charter School placed two (2) portable structures on its campus 
without the authorization of the District of the Division of the State Architect. The placement of 
portable structures, which where not authorized as being up to building and safety codes, 
presented the possibility of physical harm to pupils. 

(b) In 2006, there was a propane leak on the Long Valley Charter School campus which was not 
reported or handled properly. (See Attachment A.) The mishandling of the propane leak presented 
the possibility of physical harm to pupils. 

Charter School Response: 

In the Resolution, the District did not set forth all of the relevant facts regarding LVCS’s 
addition of two portable buildings on its campus in 2006. Pamela Auld, the LVCS Director, 
wrote a letter to the then-District Superintendent and Board on July 13, 2006 seeking District 
approval to place portable buildings on the LVCS site (see Exhibit A for Ms. Auld’s letter).  On 
August 16, 2006, District legal counsel ordered the removal of the portable buildings until an 
agreement between the parties as to the portables could be reached (see Exhibit B for counsel’s 
letter).  The Charter School subsequently appealed to the District Board to keep the portables on 
the campus. Despite a public records request for the minutes of this District Board meeting, the 
Charter School has been unable to obtain a copy of the minutes.  The District did not ultimately 
object to the addition of portable buildings. Further, LVCS obtained a clear inspection of the 
portables by the Division of the State Architect (see Exhibit C for inspection report). 
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Had the District genuinely been concerned about the physical safety of Charter School 
students, the appropriate action would have been to issue a Notice to Cure and Correct to LVCS, 
pursuant to the requirements of Education Code Section 47607, demanding that the Charter 
School cure any alleged threat to students’ physical safety.  Four years later, though, the District 
knows, based on the Charter School’s documentation and its own Board approval of the 
portables, that LVCS did follow proper processes in 2006 and students are not in any harm from 
the portable buildings that have existed without District argument for four years.  As this is not a 
live issue, it is not an appropriate factual basis for denial of the charter renewal petition. 

With regard to the propane leak on the LVCS campus in 2006, we note that (as 
documented in the District’s own documentation, included as Attachment A to the Resolution for 
denial of the charter) the leak took place during the summer months in 2006 when no student 
was on campus, or would have gone to campus.  The District also documented the successful 
clean-up and repair of the leak.  It is my understanding that the leak was quickly discovered, 
properly cleaned up and repaired, and tests afterwards showed no evidence of propane on the 
Charter School’s grounds. 

As with its finding about the addition of portables in 2006, the District here relies on a 
past issue, already appropriately fixed, and not a live controversy which provides a factual basis 
for the denial of the charter renewal petition.  This is an impermissible basis for denial. 

 Finding 2. A.: Demonstrably Unlikely to Succeed; Unrealistic Financial Plan 

2. The Renewal Petitioners are demonstrably unlikely to successfully implement the program 
set forth in the Renewal Petition. (Education Code Section 47605(b)(2).) 

A. Pursuant to California Code of Regulations Section 11967.5.1(c)(3), a factor in 
determining if a program is “demonstrably unlikely to succeed” is if petitioners have 
presented unrealistic financial/operational plans. 

(1) During its first two (2) years of operation the Long Valley Charter School overstated its 
Average Daily Attendance (ADA). As a result, at one point the Long Valley Charter School 
owed the State over $1,000,000.00. 

(2) The Long Valley Charter School currently owes the State approximately $315,000.00 as a 
result of is overstatement of ADA during its first two years of operation. 

Charter School Response: 

The District here finds that the Charter School presented an unrealistic financial plan 
because (1) ten years ago, LVCS incorrectly reported average daily attendance (“ADA”); and 
(2) LVCS is currently making payments to the State as a result of its audit finding from the 
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incorrectly reported ADA.  The Charter School does not dispute that it made attendance 
accounting errors in its first two years of operation.  What the District neglects to acknowledge, 
however, is that LVCS negotiated a settlement of the audit finding with the State Controller and 
Department of Finance for an eight-year repayment plan. The Charter School has three years 
remaining in that repayment plan; it has made timely payments for five years and has budgeted 
for the remaining three years’ payments.  With demonstrated past performance of payments and 
a budget reserve in excess of $260,000 (far exceeding state expectations for budget reserves), the 
District cannot seriously doubt the stability and realistic nature of the Charter School’s financial 
plans. 

Surprisingly, the District reached into the Charter School’s initial term, before its current 
term, to make this finding (meaning that the District has granted a renewal based upon these 
same facts five years ago).  Accordingly, the finding is not an appropriate factual basis for 
denial of the charter petition. 

 Finding 3. A.: Not Reasonably Comprehensive; API 

3. The Renewal Petition does not contain reasonably comprehensive descriptions of the 
measurable student outcomes as required by Education Code Section 47605(b)(5)(B). 

A. Pursuant to California Code of Regulations Section 11967.5.1(f)(2)(B), at a minimum, a 
petition must include the school’s Academic Performance Index (API) growth target. 

(1) The Renewal Petition does not include an API growth target. 

Charter School Response: 

Education Code Section 47605(b)(5)(B) requires charter petitions to include the 
measurable pupil outcomes identified for use by the charter school, and Education Code Section 
47605(b)(5)(C) requires charter petitions to include the method by which pupil progress in 
meeting those outcomes is measured. The LVCS charter contains reasonably comprehensive 
descriptions of these requirements on pages 16-19.  While the charter does not include an API 
growth target, it does state that LVCS regularly shares the results of the API with parents, and 
on page 6, it correctly states the API for the current charter term. The State determines the LVCS 
growth target each year and thus, it would not be necessary to include the same in the charter in 
order to measure LVCS’ success against this measure. Accordingly, the LVCS charter contains 
the legally required, reasonably comprehensive, description of pupil outcomes and how they are 
measured. Thus, the District’s finding is not factually based and cannot serve as a basis for 
denial of the renewal petition. 

 Finding 4. A.-B.: Not Reasonably Comprehensive; Evidence of Incorporation 
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4. The Renewal Petition does not contain a reasonably comprehensive description of the 
governance structure of the school as required by Education Code Section 47605(b)(5)(D). 

A. Pursuant to California Code of Regulations Section 11967.5.1(f)(4)(A), at a minimum, a 
petition must include evidence of the charter school’s incorporation as a non-profit public 
benefit corporation. 

(1) The Renewal Petition did not include evidence of the school’s incorporation as a non-
profit public benefit corporation. 

B. Pursuant to California Code of Regulation Section 11967.5.1(f)(4)(B), at a minimum, a 
petition must include evidence of the organizational and technical designs of the governance 
structure that reflect a seriousness of purpose necessary to ensure that 1) the charter school 
will become and remain a viable enterprise; 2) there will be active and effective 
representation of interested parties, including but not limited to parents (guardians); and 3) the 
educational program will be successful. 

(1) The Renewal Petition indicated that the Long Valley Charter School is governed pursuant 
to the bylaws adopted by the incorporators; however, no such bylaws were included with the 
renewal petition at the time of its submission. 

Charter School Response: 

The District submits that the LVCS charter renewal petition does not describe, in a 
reasonably comprehensive manner, the Charter School’s governance structure because the 
LVCS Articles of Incorporation and bylaws were not attached to the charter renewal submission. 
However, both the Articles of Incorporation and the bylaws were submitted to the District on 
January 15, 2010 by a Charter School staff member.  (See Exhibit D for the affirmation of 
Jessica L. Everett declaring that she hand-delivered LVCS charter appendices.) 

Furthermore, the District had constructive notice of the evidence of LVCS’s 
incorporation and bylaws by virtue of the initial charter petition and the first charter renewal 
petition, both of which attached both governance documents.  If the District misplaced these 
documents, the Charter School would have gladly re-supplied copies.  Finally, a simple search 
on the Secretary of State’s website (http://www.sos.ca.gov/business/be/) would have revealed 
that Long Valley Charter School was established as a corporation on July 27, 2000 and its 
business entity number is C2257627. 

The District is well aware of the Charter School’s ten-year history of incorporation.  This 
finding has no factual basis and cannot serve as a basis for denial of the charter petition.  

 Finding 5. A.-B.: Not Reasonably Comprehensive; Employee Qualifications 

http://www.sos.ca.gov/business/be/
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5. The Renewal Petition does not contain a reasonably comprehensive description of the 
qualifications to be met by individuals to be employed by the school as required by Education 
Code Section 47605(b)(5)(E). 

A. The Renewal Petition does not describe the process to be used to inspect and verify 
teaching credentials. 

B. The Renewal Petition does not describe how it will verify that teachers are “highly 
qualified” as required by the federal No Child Left Behind Act. 

Charter School Response: 

Education Code Section 47605(b)(5)(E) states that a charter petition must describe the 
qualifications to be met by the employees of the charter school.  On page 23 of its charter 
renewal petition, LVCS describes the qualifications that its employees must meet.  The District 
does not appear to dispute that the Charter School described the qualifications to be met by its 
employees. Instead, the District makes a factual finding based on requirements not contained in 
law. 

LVCS does engage in a thorough inspection of teaching credentials for all certificated 
employees. The Charter School requires all certificated staff to record their credentials with the 
County. It is the Charter School’s understanding that the County both reviews and maintains 
these records.  Additionally, LVCS maintains a copy of all credentials on site in each employee’s 
personnel file. 

Accordingly, this finding is not a permissible basis for denial of the charter renewal 
petition. 

 Finding 6. A. (1)-(2): Not Reasonably Comprehensive; Health and Safety 



 
 

  
 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 
  

 

 

 

 

 

gacdb-csd-jul10item06 
Attachment 4 
Page 18 of 43

Petition 
January 27, 2010 
Page 7 of 13 

6. The Renewal Petition does not contain a reasonably comprehensive description of the 
procedures the school will follow to ensure the health and safety of pupils and staff as 
required by Education Code Section 47605(b)(5)(F). 

A. Pursuant to California Code of Regulations Section 11967.5.1(f)(6)(A), at a minimum, a 
petition must include the examination of faculty and staff for tuberculosis as described in 
Education Code section 49406. 

(1) Although the Renewal Petition states that the Long Valley Charter School has adopted a 
policy requiring tuberculosis testing for employees, no such policy was submitted with the 
Renewal Petition. 

(2) The Renewal Petition contains no description of the procedures for faculty and staff 
tuberculosis examinations. 

Charter School Response: 

A copy of LVCS’s policy requiring tuberculosis testing for employees is included in the 
Personnel Policy, which has been on file for years at the Charter School.  The tuberculosis 
policy contains a requirement that faculty and staff must receive tuberculosis examinations 
before the first day of employment. The LVCS tuberculosis plan is also on record at the Lassen 
County Office of Education. A Lassen County Office of Education school nurse annually reviews 
the Charter School’s tuberculosis records.  The Charter School’s records are available for the 
District’s review at any time. 

The current LVCS charter renewal petition is the Charter School’s third charter petition 
submitted to the District.  Each iteration of the charter contains a list, substantially similar, if 
not identical, to that in the second charter renewal petition, of the health and safety policies that 
have been implemented. The District did not take issue with this method during its first two 
approvals of the LVCS charter.  By maintaining the list contained in the charter and submitting 
the policy as a separate attachment, the Charter School was following the ordinary course of 
business between the parties. 

The District’s finding is not a legally permissible basis for denial of the charter renewal 
petition. 

 Finding 6. B.: Not Reasonably Comprehensive; Health and Safety 
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6. B. Although the Renewal Petition indicates that each employee and contractor of the 
charter school must submit to a criminal background check and furnish a criminal record 
summary, the Renewal Petition does not contain a reasonably comprehensive description of 
the method for conducting criminal background checks on employee candidates, (as required 
by Education Code 44830.1 and 45122.1) to ensure that the charter school does not hire any 
person who has been convicted of a violent or serious felony. No policy regarding criminal 
background checks was submitted with the Renewal Petition. 

Charter School Response: 

The LVCS policy on criminal background checks for all prospective employees is 
contained in the Personnel Policy, which has been on file for years at the Charter School.  LVCS 
also has a policy on Criminal Record Information, which is on file at the Charter School.  The 
Charter School’s records are available for the District’s review at any time.  Accordingly, this 
finding is not a factual basis for denial of the charter renewal petition. 

 Finding 6. C.: Not Reasonably Comprehensive; Health and Safety 

6. C. The Petition does not include a reasonably comprehensive description of the requirement of 
a health check for all employees. No policy regarding employee health checks was submitted 
with the Renewal Petition. 

Charter School Response: 

No law or regulation applicable to charter schools requires a “health check” for all 
employees. As above, LVCS requires employees to have a tuberculosis screening before they 
begin employment.  As per the charter renewal petition submitted to the District, the Charter 
School also requires employees to document immunizations as required for public schools. 
Accordingly, this finding is not a factual basis for denial of the charter renewal petition. 

 Finding 6. D.: Not Reasonably Comprehensive; Health and Safety 

6. D. The Petition does not include a reasonably comprehensive description of how the Long 
Valley Charter School will assure that the charter school’s facilities meet state and local building 
codes (including but not limited to the requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act 
(ADA)). No policy regarding compliance with building codes was submitted with the Renewal 
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Charter School Response: 

Education Code Section 47605(g) requires charter petitions to describe the facilities to 
be used by the school, including where the school intends to locate.  The LVCS charter renewal 
petition provides a reasonably comprehensive description of these legal requirements. 
Nevertheless, as LVCS is using District property to operate its program, it has consistently 
maintained contact with the District regarding any facilities issues that may have arisen. 
Accordingly, this finding is not a factual basis for denial of the charter renewal petition. 

 Finding 6. E.: Not Reasonably Comprehensive; Health and Safety 

6. E. In 2006, the Long Valley Charter School placed two (2) portable structures on its campus 
without the authorization of the District or the Division of the State architect. The placement of 
portable structures which where [sic.] not authorized as being up to building and safety codes 
presented the possibility of physical harm to pupils. This incident tends to indicate that the 
Long Valley Charter School will not ensure that the charter school’s facilities meet state and 
local building codes. 

Charter School Response: 

We addressed the District’s concern regarding the addition of portables to the LVCS 
campus in 2006 in response to Finding 1. A. (1) (a) above. 

The District here extrapolates a single incident, which was demonstrably and sufficiently 
addressed and laid to rest four years ago, into a speculative finding regarding facility safety. 
The District does this despite LVCS’s ten years of otherwise safe operation.  The District’s 
finding does not properly form a factual basis for denial of the charter renewal petition. 

 Finding 6. F.: Not Reasonably Comprehensive; Health and Safety 

6. F. The Renewal Petition does not contain a reasonably comprehensive description of the 
Long Valley Charter School’s safety and disaster plan. Although the Renewal Petition indicates 
that the Long Valley Charter School has adopted policies and procedures for responding to 
emergencies and natural disasters, no such policies and procedures were submitted with the 
Renewal Petition. 

Charter School Response: 

The LVCS safety and disaster policy is contained in the Guide for Handling Critical 
Incidents, which has been on file for years at the Charter School.  The Charter School’s records 
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are available for the District’s review at any time.  Accordingly, this finding is not a factual 
basis for denial of the charter renewal petition. 

 Finding 6. G.: Not Reasonably Comprehensive; Health and Safety 

6. G. In 2006, there was a propane leak on the Long Valley Charter School campus which was 
not reported or handled properly. (See Attachment A). This incident tends to indicate the Long 
Valley Charter School might not respond appropriately to a safety emergency. 

Charter School Response: 

We addressed the District’s concern regarding the propane leak on the LVCS campus in 
2006 in response to Finding 1. A. (1) (b) above. 

The District here extrapolates a single incident, which was demonstrably and sufficiently 
addressed and laid to rest four years ago, into a speculative finding regarding facility safety. 
The District does this despite LVCS’s ten years of otherwise safe operation.  The District’s 
finding does not properly form a factual basis for denial of the charter renewal petition. 

 Finding 6. H.: Not Reasonably Comprehensive; Health and Safety 

6. H. The Renewal Petition does not contain a reasonably comprehensive description of efforts 
to comply with state and federal laws regarding food and safety and environmental protection. 

Charter School Response: 

No law or regulation applicable to charter schools requires a description of food safety 
and environmental protection within the charter. In fact, charter schools are not required to 
have food service programs. Further, the District has never given LVCS any indication that it 
expected the Charter School to have a food safety and environmental protection plan.  If the 
District were concerned about food safety and environmental protection at the Charter School, it 
could have issued a Notice to Cure and Correct pursuant to Education Code Section 47607. 
Regardless, LVCS follows SafeServ, established by the National Restaurant Association 
Foundation, for food safety, and the Charter School is inspected twice annually by the Lassen 
County Health Department.  The Charter School has passed each inspection.  (Attached as 
Exhibit E, please find LVCS’s permit to operate a school cafeteria, issued by the Lassen County 
Environmental Health Services Department, and the four most recent inspection reports.) 
Accordingly, this finding is not a factual basis for denial of the charter renewal petition. 

 Finding 6. I.: Not Reasonably Comprehensive; Health and Safety 
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6. I. The Renewal Petition does not contain a reasonably comprehensive description of efforts to 
comply with state and federal laws designed to protect children, including but not limited to the 
proper administration of medication and drugs to students in schools and the reporting of child abuse. 
Although the Renewal Petition indicates that the Long Valley Charter School has adopted policies 
and procedures regarding administration of medication to students and reporting child abuse and 
neglect, no such policies and procedures were submitted with the Renewal Petition. 

Charter School Response: 

LVCS annually distributes to parents a Physician’s Recommendation for Medication 
form which addresses the proper administration of medication to students in schools.  This 
document has been on file for years at the Charter School.  The Charter School’s records are 
available for the District’s review at any time. 

The Charter School’s child abuse reporting policy is contained in the Guide for Handling 
Critical Incidents, which has been on file for years at the Charter School.  The Charter School’s 
records are available for the District’s review at any time. 

Accordingly, this finding is not a factual basis for denial of the charter renewal petition. 

 Finding 7. A.: Not Reasonably Comprehensive; Public Random Drawing 

7. The Renewal Petition does not contain a reasonably comprehensive description of the admissions 
requirements as required by Education Code Section 47605(b)(5)(H). 

A. The Renewal Petition does not contain a reasonably comprehensive description of the method to 
be used to conduct a random drawing for admission if more students wish to attend than space 
permits. 

Charter School Response: 

Education Code Section 47605(b)(5)(H) requires charter petitions to describe admissions 
requirements, if they have any. The District does not dispute that LVCS comprehensively 
described its admissions requirements. 

Instead, the District finds that the Charter School did not properly describe the method it 
uses to conduct a public random drawing in the event that more students wish to attend than 
space permits. This finding is not a permissible basis to deny the charter renewal petition. 
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Nevertheless, LVCS does describe, in the charter renewal petition, its process for holding a 
public random drawing in a manner consistent with Education Code Section 47605(d).  

 Finding 8. A.: Not Reasonably Comprehensive; Pupil Suspension and Expulsion 

8. The Renewal Petition does not contain a reasonably comprehensive description of the procedures 
by which pupils can be suspended or expelled as required by Education Code Section 47605(b)(5)(J). 

A. Although the Renewal Petition states that the Long Valley Charter School has developed student 
discipline policies, no such policies or procedures by which pupils may be suspended or expelled 
were submitted with the Petition. 

Charter School Response: 

The LVCS policy on student suspension and expulsion is contained in the Suspension and 
Expulsion/Due Process administrative regulations, which were submitted to the District on 
January 15, 2010. Accordingly, this finding is not a factual basis for denial of the charter 
renewal petition. 

 Finding 9. A.: Required Signatures 

9. The Renewal Petition does not contain the number of signatures required by subdivision (a) of 
Education Code Section 47605. (Education Code Section 47605(b)(3).) 

A. Pursuant to California Code of Regulations Section 11967.5.1(d), a charter petition that “does not 
contain the number of signatures required by subdivision (a)” of Education Code Section 47605 shall 
be a petition that did not contain the requisite number of signatures at the time of its submission to a 
school district pursuant to Education Code Section 47605(a). (Emphasis added.) 

(1) The Renewal Petition did not contain any of the signatures required by Education Code Section 
47605(a) at the time of its submission. 

Charter School Response: 

In preparing its charter renewal petition, LVCS was not aware that the District desired 
that signatures be submitted along with the renewal charter.  Authorizers, including school 
districts and counties up and down the state, as well as the State Board of Education, do not 
require signatures for a charter renewal because the signature requirement at renewal, which 
could be met be current teachers in charter schools, amounts to nothing more than an 
affirmation that current teachers would like to keep their jobs for another five years.  At renewal, 
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teachers and/or parents are not petitioning to create something new, only to maintain the charter 
school in existence. 

Furthermore, Education Code Section 47605(a)(1)(A)-(B) makes plain that signatures 
collected from parents and teachers are from those who are meaningfully interest in enrolling 
their child, or working for, the charter school during its first year of operation. The 2010-11 
school year will be LVCS’s eleventh year of operation.  The Charter School thus believed 
signatures were not required for its charter renewal petition. 

The Charter School regrets not meeting with the District prior to submission of the 
renewal petition to ascertain the District’s expectations for the renewal charter submission. 
Nevertheless, the lack of signatures for renewal is an impermissible basis for denial of the 
charter renewal petition. 

* * * 

The above response has been submitted to the District in an effort to demonstrate the 
inaccuracy and lack of legal sufficiency of the District’s findings.  Given this baseless denial of 
charter renewal, we respectfully demand that the District Board of Education reconsider in a 
Special Meeting what was an arbitrary and capricious decision, transparently based on 
impermissible fiscal concerns of the District as documented in the minutes of the District Board 
meeting which served as the public hearing for the LVCS charter renewal petition on December 
16, 2009 (see meeting minutes as Exhibit F).  In the meantime, Long Valley Charter School will 
continue to pursue its statutory appeal rights. 

Sincerely, 
LAW OFFICES OF 

MIDDLETON, YOUNG & MINNEY, LLP 

JANELLE A. RULEY

 ATTORNEY AT LAW 

Enclosures 

Cc: Pam Auld, Lead Petitioner  
Lassen County Board of Education 
Charter Schools Division, California Department of Education 
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Long Valley Charter School 
Proudly Established in the Year 2000 

P.O. Box 7 - Doyle. CA. 96109 - Telephone 530 827-2395 - Fax 530 827-3562 

July 13, 2006 

Dan Piel, Superintendent and 
Board of Trustees 
P.O. Box 35 

Herlong, CA 96113 


Dear Mr. Piel and Board of Trustees: 

Long Valley Charter School has obtained a purchase agreement from the Office of Public 
School Construction for two portable classrooms. These buildings would be located on the 
pad where a county portable classroom was once situated. The compaction test has been 
completed for the pad on which these portables would sit. The compaction for pad exceeds 
the requirement. 

I've reviewed the charter document and the MOU that LVCS has with Fort Sage Unified School 
District to see if the charter school should request approval to place the two portable buildings 
on the Long Valley campus. I haven't found a requirement specific to this matter in either 
document; however, the charter school is requesting approval to place two portable 
classrooms on the Long Valley campus in the same location where a county portable 
classroom was once situated. 

Yours truly, 

p~(lkL 
Pamela Auld 
Director 

cc 
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. KINGSLEY LLPPINNELL 

TELEPHONE: 	 TELECDPtER (FAX): 

(916) 932-2500 (916) 932-2510 

E-MAIL: 

LEGAL@PKLAW.US 

Direct: pgant@pklaw.us 

August 16', 2006 

VIA FACSIMILE AND U.S. MAIL 

Pamela Auld, Director 
Long Valley Charter School 
P.O. Box 7 

Doyle, CA 96109 


Re: 	 Portable Buildings 

Dear Ms. Auld: 

The Fort Sage Unified School District has forwarded your letter dated July 13, 2006, to the 

undersigned for review. The District has also advised me that on or about August 3, 2006, the 

Long Valley Charter School caused to be 'delivered and installed upon District property two 

portable buildings. 


As noted in your July 13, 2006, letter, there is no provision in the Long Valley Charier 

School, nor in any Memorandum ofUnderstanding executed between the District, that allows the 

Charter School to install p0!1able building facilities on the District's real property associated with 

the current facilities being used by the Charter SchooL 


Furthermore, there appears to be no provision oflaw or regulations which allows this 

action. Indeed, charter schools who need additional facilities to accommodate anticipated 

increases in Average Daily Attendance (ADA), or for other purposes, are obligated to submit a 

request that the host District provide such facilities. Such requests must be accompanied by 

substantial data, including ADA projections, and must be submitted prior to October 1 of the year 

preceding the projected need for additional facilities. 


The installation of the portables by the Charter School has raised numerousissues with the 
District including concerns regarding liability, appropriate access to infrastructur.e and utilities, 
and propelty use regulation, to name a few. 

File 	 z:i100t'i\FortSage CSD\FSUSD" 

Portable Bulidings"Auld LIr" 

08)006 


ATIORNEYS AT LAW 
50 IRON POINT CIRCLE, SUITE #110, FOLSOM, CALIFORNIA 95630 

mailto:pgant@pklaw.us
mailto:LEGAL@PKLAW.US
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PINNELL 
Pamela Auld 

August 16, 2006 
Page 2 

The Distlict is prepared to sit down with you and/or your representatives to determine 
whether an agreement for installation of the portables can be reached. However, until such time 
as an agreement, if any, is reached, the District must request that you remove the portable 
buildings from District property. Failure to respond to this request will require that the District 
take the appropriate action to remove and store the portable facilities, at the Charter School's 
expense, until this matter is resolved. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me with any qnestions. 

Respectfully, 

PAULR.GANT 

PRG:ll 

cc: 	 Michelle Beckett 
Kathy Catron 

File 	 z:\2006\Fort Sage USDIFSUSD" 
Pot1abJe Buifdings....AuJd Ltl" 
081006 
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FORM 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA • DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES ll5)it)~c4lY~J®
DIVISION OF THE STATE ARCHITECT Iss. 11/16105 

INSPECTION VERIFIED REPORT FOR PROJECTS 
THAT ARE EXEMPT FROM DSAAPPROVAL 

Date: 

DSA Regional Office: 


Street Address: 


City, State Zip 


1.) 	THIS IS TO CERTIFY, that I inspected all construction work perfonned in connection with the 
alterations to: 

Project Name: \2Jo.::.-,l. ..bl..- ~~s - -'L (lA-'i>6D) 

School Name: L0"O U"-l'=-J c..t-.....--.l...,r ~ 
School District: 

2.) 	 My work included continuous inspection of the construction shown on the plans and 
specifications signed and stamped by 01"''-6......·\ C1oJ-.1'.,..d- "?la-s 
and dated LA.f'.ko~ "U:>o4. 

3.) 	 I know of my own personal knowledge that the work has, in every material respect, been 
perfonned in compliance with the plans and specifications except as follows (if no exceptions, 
indicate "No Exceptions"): 

4.) 	 f dedare under penalty of perjury that I prepared the above report and that all statements are 
true. 

Respectfully submitted, 

___C_",~,··--:;"£-=-___________'(Signature) 

__--""D::;...o.-'-l~_=:..:'-"":...:....:.t--J...:..:Dc..:\..-...-=.;;=_______,(Printed Name) 

Project Inspector 


FORM 0SA-999 (ISS 11/16m5) Inspection Verified Report PAGE10F2 
For Projects that are Exempt from DSA Approval 

http:LA.f'.ko
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CAUFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES DIVISION OF THE STATE ARCHITECT 

Instructions for Inspectio Verified Report 

for Projects that are Exempt from DSA Approval 


This form may be used to satisfy the verified reportiJ9 requirements of Title 24, Part 1, 
seelion 4-309 only for work that is exempt from DSAjapproval. The instructions below 
explain how the form should be completed and how It may be modified for unusual 
situations. 

(t is the intent of the code that aU inspections be performed by one specific individual; if more 
than 'one individual performed inspections on the same project each individual must 
describe, on a separate DSA-999 form, the specific portions of the project which he or she 
inspected. 

Any inspection indicating that work did not comply with the plans and specifications must be 
reported on this form by filling out statement #3 to describe the circumstances. All reports 
indicating that material or workmanship was non-compliant shall be listed on this form, 
statement #3, and copies of all such reports shall be attached. Acceptance letters from the 
design professional andlor any other documents pertinent to the noncompliance reports shall 
also be attached when available. 

FORM DSA-999 (ISS 11/16/05) Inspection Verified Report PAGE20F2 
For Projects that are Exempt from OSA Approval 
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Long Valley Charter School 
Proudly Established in the Year 2000 

P.O. Box 7 - Doyle, CA. 96109 - Telephone 530 827-2395 - Fax 530 827-3562 

January 15, 2010 

I certify, under penalty of perjury, that I personally hand delivered the Long Valley Charter School charter renewal 
appendices to Chris Todd for Bryan Young at the Fort Sage Unified School District office on this date in the 
presence of Cori O·Brien. 
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1445 Paul Bunyan Road COUNTY OF LASSEN 
Susanville, CA 96130 
Phone: (530) 251-8528 

• "j" '\, ,'" "',', ," ,: !'- ," ~', - ," 

,.. 

, HEALTH AND SOCIAL SERVICES 
ENV!~QNMENTAL HEALTH SERVICES 

"-'-. "'»':~' 

TYPE OF BUSINESS, .., SctlooLCafet!ii'ia/ 
<\,.;' '\.'~:;\",;: " .,\ .. :;~' ;'J~::::".-,~:,:,-" ~.-. ,/' },c/r __" (.:>",:' " ,F' 

NAME OF BUSIN~$~ Long Valley'.EI~merUar:Y~S·c.ho'ol < J~SUeDON·· 01/0t/2010 

,"~Q~~age dn;i;:d"~f~Q~;Di~~':"AI.JbT~~~U~tf:·121;31/2010".:,' 
-,,~;,,; ,.:~-t-":-i:,;:'~':__ ~",c,';.:,'}::;:,;:,:;:::i;~._:t.:::""+',__ . t:~ '-, -, "/,-' ,- \ " 

BUSINESS LOcAtiON 436:965:$~san Dri'le,., "'", - ~i~AI:LlNG~Q~Ai,~~ P.O. six 7 
;Th';' DoYle'CA96109:';:' - .', ";:(;.';:jCii~;~;.:§1,' DoYle,:~pA 96109 

'~cc. ,';,X~:- .;.:-",;;.ii;.,~;:~,s~;~2':'':<~·;''"~'~;.'....'';;''.'i.~',' ',:',.: ..'f'::.":.:.;·'· ,"j.: 
The County ~e9I~~ £?e.partmegt~hall:p.~;;PQ!!fi,~~~i18iQ.-~9:,Q;~X~~f;)~~Y8R~.Q,~!r0f nam.e, ownership or 
operator. This perrmt Isgr9ntecj mac90rdancewlth :the prOYISI()flfioflhe:$,t€jte of CahforQI;3 Health and 
safety Code, CalifQrnias,0niforrn' Reiail:i=Bod:'Ea8mti~s:Lav/;,:.arJ:(fm~Y:be:~t,I'5Je9~to~s.u~p~Hsion for 

'l),::':;' )(>'" ":' ~,:. -",-' ,,', ,'<., /. :., _. ,_, _ _-',j J' _p_ ._.. ~ .~ '".' ·41 ,,_~: " •• , .. ",~

violations of any prQ;yisl9ns ofsaia,<::dge;.::;"c;'>~',::::> . ,<' ,', j. " . 

'\V_;.,_,<'~U";~~i _ ,:'~_,_" '''<\,:-~~ -::~ ~:".~~~:'-- .~ '-~::\"",;~_ .. ~-,/-.- --,:,~, '~~:):,~<,-,<;~~~ -)// "<~.<.: 'I '\t,:;· ..:?;::~) 
Permits issued are subject'tQ:anypermitQpnQitiqns'anh~tirne6f permit'issuance qrJllereafter. Permit 

~-('-'_' ,,.",, .:_, _ ' "'_~. ___ -",', -',. '-:~"";,i.",".-,_ ":," 'i;: _ -,";". ~ ~r" ". "/ 

conditions, if any, are inc,~rpor~ted il)to thispermjtgy:r~'feri:mce:i 
\c, - ..'.-' , , .~ 

Health Officer, Lassen County 

POST IN A CONSPICUOUS PLACE 
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LASSEN COUNTY 

ENVIRONMENTAL,HEALTH BRANCH 

1445 PAUL BUNYAN RD • SUSANVILLE, CA 96130, PH: (530) 251-8528 • FAX: (530) 251-2668 

, FOOD FACILITY OFFICIAL INSPECTION REPORT 

D.B.A. __h_N--ti-'--'L-,""'/"LL-"t,,,,,i::"-i'-fl'=---'.!-'"11'-'.'C1c.:'·_1j...h",fr-"O.... Date /,;;/;y/zoo,/,~.!..;,:.::o-"o'-'----'Cj-"·j,c::6_'-'%c:::iG:.::0~J"-''Z=:.·L(';:.:d..:.F--'..I..!.J,-Q_fl-,-,_ 
I,I 

limeAddress Po fa:J'e,Y 7 /0) .de , ("Ii 061goperator 

Permit Category ( ) Routinel/nilial ( ) Reinspection ( ) ComplainURequest ( ) Other 

The items marked and explained below are food safety violations detailed in the California Health & Safety Code (CHSC), commencing Sec. 
113700. 

"Met" means that the applicable standard has been met. "Major" is a critical violation that poses an imminent risk to public health. Unless 
otherwise spfqcifted, violations marked as "Major" must be corrected immediately or warrant immediate closure to the food 
establishm"ent. "Minor" indicates a violation that does not pose an imminent public health risk, but does warrant timely correction. ~N/AM 
indicates a process not employed in the food facility. 

(;e,rt,t,cat"on Examination Name: 

Raw Animal Product 
Poultry & meat stuffed items - 165" F 
Ground meats - 15]<' F 
Pork - 1450 F 
Eggs -1450 F 

and from 70° F to 41 C F within four hours, 
or 1400 F to 41 0 F within four hours 

Thaw frozen foods in a refrigerator, under cold running Facility is maintained in sanitary manner, no insect or 
water (750 F or cooler), a microwave, or as part of the rodent infestation or major sanitation deficiencies 
cooking process 

Non..Qitical violations: lighting and ventilation, Materials 
and Finishes, Plumbing, Water Supply. Refuse, Permits. 

! / rr 

Environmental Health speciali~~/;1 :.hl~Y; /;uIi.,i/:)0/--;:, / / Phone Extension:Z5? ~ 152Y' 

Reinspection Date .Accepted b1"-,-cj,"!h/"'~o.,"""~'''/_{b--'-'--=-<:,</.-':~-c:''':1;:'/'"'''''''''-·'--"'7'c--------

"The violations noted above must be corrected by ____--,:-_-:::-__-,- We will reinspect pn or after t~ date to varity compliance. 
The building Department may require a permit for some corrections. Please contact the appropriate-6ffice for assistance. 

/
Pagel__ 01__ 

Rev. 6/25/2007 
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LASSEN COUNTY 

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH BRANCH 

1445 PAUL BUNYAN Ro • SUSANVILLE, CA 96130' PH: (530) 251-8528 • FAX: (530) 251-2668 

FOOD FACILITY OFFICIAL INSPECTION REPORT 

D,BA ,J.~/I~.,-",,,~tIt-,,,u,,(,,,,,:t:J.4,.-'(~'.L!'j7/"""':LI'--'.(ZL!l--,,()i,,,,/,,,,,L",,:-d'-"--.J'-,-lL'/J'-"('---'-;J"-'(,"'-;'--L..!J:,,","dZLIi""f~l.."-,&r~1w.i/c-Z-,=-- Date..) kl/07
- I 1 '., . 

TimeAddress 'prj [5!'J 7 VG") ~ C 7v&? Operator !., (j/lh 

Permit Category (Xi Rautinellnitial ( ) Reinspectian ( ) Complaint/Request ( ) Other 

The items marked and explained below are food safety violations detailed in the California Heallh & Safety Code (CHSC), commencing Sec. 
113700. 

uMet" means that the applicable standard has been met. "Major" is a critical violation that poses an imminent risk to public health. Unless 
othelW~se specified, viola,tions marked as "Major" must be corrected immediately or warrant immediate closure to the food 
establishment. "Minor" indicates a violation that does not pose an imminent public health risk, but does warrant timely correction. ~N/A" 

indicates a process not employed in the food facility. 

Food Certification Examination Name: Exam: Expiration: 

is is 5 51'W ~ 'W ~ :; :; 
'm c z CRITICAL STANDARD :; 'm 

:;51 z CRITICAL STANDARD :E :; 

.",',., <"e, Proper Food Holding Temperatures r:~>:" tel;;:;' Food Handler Personal Hygiene 


Hold potentially hazardous hot foods at or{above 1350 F Use of proper and adequate handwashing X V 
)( Hold potentially hazardous cold foods at or below 41 g F V Minimize bare hand contact with ready~to~eat foods 

Food temperatures are monitored using an accurate, y Maintain adequate and accessible handwash facilities 


"I- readily available, probe type thermometer Ie',·· ""r, :SJ:; :: Approved Food Source 


,l:t "'s';:'/' Minimum Cooking Temperatures :x Inspect food items at time of delivery 

V Rapidly reheat to 1650 F previously cooked foods that ,{ Retain shel!stock tags for 90 days 
have been refrigerated 

I 
. ,~ Use only approved additives iRaw Animal Product: 
Poultry & meat stuffed items _165° F Obtain all foods from an approved source, free from 

V Ground meats - 157" F < adulteration 
A 

" Pork -145' F '::::";. Cross~Contamination Control 
Eggs -145' F 

Prepare and store foods so as to be protected from 
,{ <:':{,'; Cooling Potentially Hazardous Foods '< contamination 

X 
Cool hot foods from 1400 F to 700 F within two hours Clean and sanitize surfaces/equipmenVutensils 
and from 70° F to 41 0 F within four hours, 

{' 
Properly identify, store, and use chemicals; properly store 

or 1400 F to 41 0 F within four hours >( personal items (including medications) 

c~: '. Thawing Potentially Hazardous Foods .:.r .... General Facility Sanitation ! '.' 
Thaw frozen foods in a refrigerator, under cold running Facility is maintained in sanitary manner, no insect or 
water (75 0 F or cooler). a microwave. or as part of th!3 rodent infestation or major sanitation deficiencies ~'I- cooking process 

Non-Critical violations: Lighting and ventilation, Materials 

V and Finishes, Plumbing, Water Supply, Refuse, Permits. 

x)(;ied I 

Environmental Health Specialist . "VI 
Reinspection Date Accepted by 

J/ 
____-;:__=-,-__-;*The violations noted above must be corrected by We will reinspect on or after this date to varify compliance. 

The building Department may require a permit for some corrections. Please contact the appropriate office for assistance. 

I
Page __I_of~ 

Rev. 6f25!2007 
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LASSEN COUNTY 


ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH BRANCH 


1445 PAUL BUNYAN Ro • SUSANVILLE, CA 96130· PH: (530) 251-8528' FAX: (530) 251-2668 


FOOD FACILITY OFFICIAL INSPECTION REPORT 


Date IO/;/o!1 
/.{c0 R f'l TIme 

l}() Routinellnitial ( ) Reinspection ( ) ComplainURequest ( ) Other 

The items marked and explained below are food safety violations detailed in the California Health & Safety Code (CHSC), commencing Sec. 
113700. 

"Met" means that the applicable standard has been met. "Major" is a critical violation that poses an imminent risk to public health. Unless 
otherwise specified, violations marked as "Major" must be corrected immediately or warrant immediate closure to the food 
establishment. "Minor" indicates a violation that does not pose an imminent public health risk, but does warrant timely correction. "N/A" 
indicates a process not employed in the food facility. 

Food Certification Examination Name: Exam: Expiration: 


- .,. / 1;; .,.
c: c:
::E z CRITICAL STANDARD ::E z CRITICAL STANDARD ::E " :E" '" ::E " :E"" '" 

;:',':.',:."". :'::':. Proper Food Holding Temperatures ,. ;::. ,....:: ......, Food Handler Personal Hygiene 

1 Hold potentially hazardous hot foods at or above 135~ F 'J Use of proper and adequate handwashing 

'/. Hold potentially hazardous cold foods at or below 41 0 F j.. Minimize bare hand contact with ready~to·eat foods 

Food temperatures are monitored using an accurate, 'I Maintain adequate and accessible handwash facilities 

}. readily available, probe type thermometer 


.f·. ::::::.. '; ". Approved Food Source ':F 
Ln'i . ; ...' . Minimum Cooking Temperatures t Inspect food items at time of delivery 

XRapidly reheat to 165¢ F previously cooked foods that Retain sheJlstock tags for 90 days 
have been refrigerated '/ 

:{ Use only approved additives 
Raw Animal Product: 
Poultry & meat stuffed items _165° F Obtain aU foods from an approved source, free from 

"- adulterationGround meats - 15r F X 
Pork-145' F I[.. ;·:t:::[:·.......:.. :: .. ·.. :::y:: Cross~Contamination Control 
Eggs -145' F 

Prepare and store foods so as to be protected from 
.,. ;....., Cooling Potentially Hazardous Foods ~ contaminaljo~ 


Cool hot foods from 1400 F to 70" F within two hours Clean and sanitize surfacesfequipmenUutensils 
'f
and from 70" F to 41" F within four hours, 

Properly identify, store, and use chemicals; properly store ~ or 140" F to 41" F within four hours t personal items (including medications) 

;:':::' ... 1::.. :; Thawing Potentially Hazardous Foods T; :;t::' 'ii::'" General Facility Sanitation 

Thaw frozen foods in a refrigerator, under cold running Facility is maintained in sanitary manner, no insect or 

water (75" F or cooler), a microwave, or as part of the ~ rodent infestation or major sanitation deficiencies 


'J.. cooking process 

Non~Critical violations: Lighting and ventilation, Materials , X and Finishes, Plumbing, Water Supply, Refuse, Permits. 

}/I. Q.hJ tA _1,/" F G"i.JJ XiT( \.011 
--- -?-

.Pl cJ.r;an 
! ?S,("

Q 

F 

Environmental'Health Specialist LL-I,4...L'''--j,L>.Ll...ll!LF-fL''"'----,..--,"-------j  Phone Extension: lSI - ~;; 2 II 

Reinspection Date 


*The violations noted above must be corrected by We will reinspect on or after this date to varify compliance. 

The building Department may require a permit for some corrections. Please contact the appropriate office for assistance. 


~. d I . '.j ~j11)oi
f ttn'\~ }<tifttn5 ('00 SPd-'"" u,j,J;(w/--f. .w ~)OGd /plv'-.v Page~of__. 

Rev.6f25f2007 rI Dt {/ 

0 
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ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH BRANCH 

1445 PAUL BUNYAN RD· SUSANVILLE, CA 96130· PH: (530) 251-6528· FAX: (530) 251-2666 ;; 

FOOD FACILITY OFFICIAL INSPECTION REPORT 

D.BALof."/{,,, I/iflUt:(4 etlIlR/~1C Je#(){)L DatetlJ log- . rI
Address93~ -1{S --kU"XM lPu;G Operator keN//! lime , 

U/lPl (Coc.. lb/o

Permit Category (A Routine/lnitial ( ) Reinspection ( ) ComplainURequest ( ) Other 
. , 
The items marked and explained below are food safety violations detailed in the California Health & Safety Code (CHSC), commencing Sec. 
113700. 

"Met" means that the applicable standard has been met. "Major" is a critical violation that poses an imminent risk to public health. Unless 
otherwise specified, violations marked as "Major" must be corrected immediately or warrant immediate closure to the food 
establishment. "Minor" indicates a violation that does not pose an imminent public health risk, but does warrant timely correction. liN/A" 
indicates a process not employed in the food facility. 

Food Certification Examination Name: Exam: Expiration: 

~ c ~ c !'!'iii' 'iii':;; ~ CRITICAL STANDARD :;; z CRITICAL STANDARD :;; :;; 


,,1,,';"!j, .\;< Proper Food Holding Temperatures I': '.-".':!, <; Food Handler Personal Hygiene 


" !!1 " " !!1" 
/'..,./ Hold potentially hazardous hot foods at or above 1350 F I....... Use of proper and adequate handwashing 


...- , 

Hold potentially hazardous cold foods at or below 41 a F ,~ Minimize bare hand contact with ready-ta-eat foods 

Food temperatures are monitored using an accurate, ... Maintain adequate and accessible handwash facilities 
readily available, probe type thermometer I!!!': .'0;" ;;; Approved Food Source 

Minimum Cooking Temperatures Inspect food items at time of deliveryI".:! ,.": !.. 2"/ I""" 
..- ~Rapidly reheat to 1650 F previously cooked foods that J.,.. ~etain shelistock tags for 90 days 

have been refrigerated 
Use only approved additives 

Raw Animal Product: 
Poultry & meat stuffed items _165° F ... /' Obtain all foods from an approved source, free from 

,/ 
adulterationGround meats - 15r F 

Pork -145" F (! '::>' ',i:-\i?:!', Cross·Contamination Control 
Eggs-145" F 

",/ Prepare and store!foods so as to be protected from 
Cooling Potentially Hazardous Foods , contamination 

Cool hot foods from 1400 F to 70 a F within two hours Clean and sanitize surfaces/equipmenVutensi!s 1/
...{nd from 70a F to 41 0 F within four hours, V /' Properly identify, store, and use chemicals; properly store 
or 1400 F to 41 a F within four hours / personal items (inqluding meoications) 

,,',c' Thawing Potentially Hazardous Foods Ir' .". ,,2 General Facility Sanitationc:' 

Thaw frozen foods in a refrigerator, under cold running Facility is maintained in sanitary manner, no insect or/
water (75 0 F or cooler), a microwave, or as part of the rodent infestation or major sanitation deficiencies 

Iv cooking process 
NonMCritical violations: Lighting and ventilation, Materials !/ '" and Finishes, Plumbing, Water Supply, Refuse, Permits. 

A 'V 
Environmental Health Specialist !vii t M·..'llt ' , Phone Extension: 

~ . r .// }J \. , 
Reinspection Date ____________ Accepted by -n"l.OJ ~ ..·v<- () -1 cJtAA XJ 

-- - -'f rJ 
. . U . .'.

*The violations noted above must be corrected by -----,;----:0:-----, We Will reinspect on or after thiS date to vanfy compliance. 
The building Department may require a permit for some corrections. Please contact the appropriate office for assistance. 

Page --t.- of___ 
Rev. 6/25/2007 
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01/11/2010 14:07 FAX 	 I4J 002/003 

Disability related aids OJ !;ieTvice." toFort Sage Unified School District 	 enable persons with di5abiliti~ to 
participate in pub1ic meetings areDecember:16,2009 5:00 pm available, In additilm, memhers of 
the puhlic needing translations Location: 
servict;:$ during the Board meeting 

Fort Sage Unified Sthool District Board Room should contact Bryan Young at (530) 
827-2129 une week prior '0 'he

Herlorlg, CA 96113 scheduled meeting . 

. 

Fort Sage Unified School District - Board of Trustees 
W:eicomes You and Appreciules Your lnle:resl in Our Schools 

TI)e Board ofTru.stees rt;prt:1;U;nts thr:: pcopl'¥ of the Fort Sage Unified School District as the elected body created to det~ine, e.....tfihIish and uphold the 
educational poTicic;:;s of the District. In this capacity, the Board functions under the laws of the State of California" but 18 free tu plun for an educational 
pn.lgram tailored to both thcnccds and resources ofthe communities served. The foHowing infonnation is pmvidcd to assist the public in undernt.anding dle 
B~)UTd'l;t procer;CIings and to participate in those proceedings. 1be Board meeting is a meeting ofthe Board in p1.1blic. Thcpublic is wdc!JlT1ellnd encouraged 
to purticlputc. 

Addre5sin~ the Board 
Y(lU may :opcak on a mattc:r d'lring thc timc reserved for public comment.. after being recognized by the Presidem. The Board will take no u("1i()n On the 
matter at this meeting. You may speak on an item. 011 the agenda when that item is being discussed., aJ~er heing recoglli1;ed by the President. Whcn there ure 
action items, the Board wilt make a motion lO u.ppnweldiiiflPfH·ove un item, und thtm npet1 the item lor Board discussjon. At tbis time the President win 
normally recognize those mtmlbers ()f the Ilutlicncc who witlh to comment. The 13mml uppreciuteH rCHtricting: cMnments to new ideas or concerns; each 
comm.ent, once made, should not be repeo.ted by unother Ilpt:.akc::r. The Board i~' noJ required to re.'!p(md to CfJmment.Y. 

Regular Sel;~iQn 
In t)nler tt) £I.dd~ the n~nlrd, plea.':le WRit for recognition by the President. Speakers are expected to be coulicou)J and to uvuid any remarks that reflect 
uuven:;cJy I.)fl the chaructcr ormotive5 ofanypcrson or on his or hcrrncc, religion) or political or economic views. The BUtlrd will hear puhHc lestimony on 
any givCll topic for a maximum ofthree (3) minutes per person) twenty (20) minutes per topic. The Board may, by consensus and at its discretion, extend this 
time limit. 

Closed Session 

While school board rneeting$ must bt.= ~)ptn to thepublic, California law provid~ for closed sessions whit.:h nn:= n(,}t Open to thepubHc for matters including: 

when the Board is consiurnng expulsions~ suspensions, or disciplinary actions in connection with any pupil, the uppointrn!,'mt, employment ordismissaJ ofa 

public officcror employee, hearing complaints or charges (}gainst a public officer ot'employee, or is disCtlssing aspects of negotiations with emp\QY~ UT'litf; or 

the District's Legal Coulli;el: 


Complaints 

According to district policy #- BP 1312.1; ~omplaints arc to bc addressed by first speaking with the person directly involved. lfthis does not resolve the issue, 

the complaint should be submirted. i1\ writi.ng: to the Superint!,'mdt;<nt. Thl; SuperintenJent will inve;ligilte £\nd respond in writing or by a phone call. Ifthe issue 

1:'; iitill not ~~llyed, a written request for a hearing by the Board may be submitted. 


1.0 	 Call to order, Roll Call, Pledge of Allegiance KC-.J>_RC----P_Al\'l-.J> _ TH_abs_ VV----P_ 
Also in attendance: B. Young, T. Jones, S. Sanchez, S. Garland, C. Todd, K Dieter, J. Starcevich 
Meeting was called to order at 5 :06 p.m. 

2.0 	 Approval of the agenda 
M vy S am 4 Aye 0 no I absent 

3.0 Open Public 

Janet Starcevich - Tam concerned for the financial situation in the state and how that will 
then impact on these fwo small districts. These fwo small separate schools are inefficient. 
Thcrc arc financial inefficiencies in maintaining fwo districts, fwo schools In these times of 
fmancial crisis. The state is reducing funding and that threatens the financinl stability of all 
schoob. We need to consolidated services to keep the schools functioning. 

http:writi.ng
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Shaun Sanchez - Accountability Is an Issue .. Students should he ahle to attend their "local" school 
-legally. I don't feel it is proper to return to Fort Sage the less than top performing students. 
Long Valley currently is functioning as magnet school rather thau a public scbool. 

Nathan Walker - Things need to be streamlined. Consistency is important. Students should be 
equally prepared by their feeder school. They should not be identifiable by wbich feeder school 
they attended. 

Tom Jones - The future Is coming down the road. Both schools are weaker by having two districts 
wilen there is only the POpullltion to sustain one. FQrt Sage and LQng Valley participate together in 
middle school sports. This is a success. 

Shelly Garland - I h~ve worked in both sites fOl" 20 years and I am a tax payel" in the distriet. Why 
am 1 paying taxes for. two districts? How does that benefit me? How do kids do that graduate 
from Herlong High SchQol'? How much more money could be llitered to Herlong High SchQol if 
there was a different configuration ? Animosity between the two sites does not build bonding. The 
question is how to best use the limited resourceS. 

Shaun Sanchez - One district wonld force growth, collaboration and a fnmily group feeling. 

Torn Jones - Independent Study pulls kids out and costs Herlong High School money. The original 
reason for the charte.r is nQ IQnger valid. 

Shelly Garland - Consistency is now in place in Fort Sage leadership position. How dQes this 
Impact the high school graduation and offerings. 

TQrn Jones - Success rharter in Reno offers an alternative. Long Valley is not an alternative. 

Chris Todd - I would just like to point out that there are no representatives from LVCS here to 
talk about their program. 

Kathy CatrQII - the decision to renew the charter will be made at the January meeting. 

Janet Starcevich - \Vho takes over if one district becomes nonviable? We need to combine grades 
not make cross grade classes larger. The Grand Jury recommended that we combine some of the 
smaller schools in the county. 

Kathy Catron - this meeting is part of the process. The board will vote on the matter at the 
January meeting. The board can opt to renew the charter for a period of years between 2 and 5. If 
the board should choose to not renew the charter L VCS can appeal thrQugh LCOE. The board 
must do what is in the best interest of Fort Sage.· -

Anything else? 

The meeting was adjourned at 5;35 p.m. 




