accs-oct26item03
Page 26 of 27
California Department of Education
Charter Schools Division
Revised 5/2018
accs-oct26item03
ADVISORY COMMISSION ON CHARTER SCHOOLS
AN ADVISORY BODY TO THE STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION
October 2026 Agenda
Item #03
[bookmark: _Hlk70067050]Subject
Appeal of a County Board of Education's Reversal of a Charter Revocation: Consider Whether the Twin Rivers Unified School District's Revocation of the Charter of California Innovative Career Academy Is Supported by Substantial Evidence, Pursuant to California Education Code Section 47607(i)(4).
Type of Action
Action, Information
Summary of the Issue
Pursuant to California Education Code (EC) Section 47607(f), a charter may be revoked by the chartering authority upon a showing, supported by substantial evidence, that the charter school did any of the following:
· Committed a material violation of any of the conditions, standards, or procedures set forth in the charter;
· Failed to meet or pursue any of the pupil outcomes identified in the charter;
· Failed to meet generally accepted accounting principles or engaged in fiscal mismanagement; or 
· Violated any law. 
Additionally, EC Section 47607(h) requires the chartering authority to make written factual findings, supported by substantial evidence and specific to the charter school to revoke a charter school.
California Innovative Career Academy (CICA or Charter School) is a nonclassroom-based charter school offering instruction exclusively in partnership with federal Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act (WIOA) programs and serving adults age 22 and above. Pursuant to EC Section 47607(g), on June 17, 2025, the governing board of the Twin Rivers Unified School District (TRUSD) unanimously approved issuance of a Notice of Violation (NOV) to Highlands Community Charter and Technical Schools (Highlands), as operator and governing body of CICA and its sister school Highlands Community Charter School (HCCS), based on findings that Highlands had done the following (Attachment 3, pp. 1–9):
· Committed a material violation of the conditions, standards, or procedures set forth in its charter by offering unauthorized grade levels and operating unauthorized locations (EC Section 47607[f][1]);
· Failed to meet generally accepted accounting principles or engaged in fiscal mismanagement by failing to submit the annual independent audit report, failing to track instructional minutes, and violating the federal WIOA exclusive partnership (EC Section 47607[f][3]); and
· Violated the law with an unauthorized facility expenditure (EC Section 47607[f][4]).
The NOV directed Highlands to respond to and/or remedy the violations by September 26, 2025 (Attachment 3, p. 9); on that date, Highlands submitted a written response to the NOV (Attachment 3, pp. 5107–5119).
On November 4, 2025, the governing board of TRUSD unanimously approved the issuance of a Notice of Intent to Revoke (NIR) the charters of CICA and HCCS, based on District staff's determination that Highlands had failed to refute or remedy the violations identified in the District's Notice of Violation (NOV) (Attachment 3, pp. 1404–1418). Following a public hearing held December 2, 2025, and a mutual agreement between the parties to a 30-day extension, pursuant to EC Section 47607(h), the District Board convened a special meeting on January 30, 2026, and voted unanimously to revoke the charters of both CICA and HCCS. Pursuant to EC Section 47607(f), the District found that Highlands failed to refute or remedy the following violations (Attachment 3, pp. 1434–1437):
· Highlands committed a material violation of the conditions, standards, or procedures set forth in its Charter.
· Highlands violated the law.
· Highlands engaged in fiscal mismanagement.
Pursuant to EC Section 47607(i)(1), Highlands appealed the revocation of both schools’ charters to the Sacramento County Board of Education (SCBOE or County). 
EC Section 47607(i)(2) provides that the county board of education may reverse a district’s revocation decision if the county board determines that the findings made by the district are not supported by substantial evidence. At its May 19, 2026, meeting, the SCBOE reversed the revocation by a vote of 4–3, finding that the District's findings in support of revocation were not supported by substantial evidence, and reversed TRUSD's revocation of CICA's charter (Attachment 3, pp. 7367–7368).
Pursuant to EC Section 47607(i)(2), a school district may appeal a county board of education's reversal of a revocation decision to the California State Board of Education (SBE). TRUSD appealed the SCBOE's reversal of CICA's revocation to the SBE on June 18, 2026, arguing that its findings in support of revocation are supported by substantial evidence.
This item is specific to the revocation of CICA’s charter. HCCS’s charter revocation is the subject of a related item being presented to the ACCS at the same meeting.
Proposed Recommendation
[bookmark: Text31]The California Department of Education (CDE) proposes to recommend that the SBE uphold the District’s revocation of CICA’s charter based on its analysis that the findings made by the District are supported by substantial evidence in the record.
Procedural Requirements for Charter Revocation
As noted above, a charter may be revoked if the chartering authority makes, through a showing of substantial evidence, any of the findings listed in EC Section 47607(f). Before revoking a charter, the following procedures, set forth in EC Section 47607 and California Code of Regulations, Title 5 (5 CCR), Section 11968.5.2, must be completed:
· The chartering authority must notify the charter school of the violation(s) and allow a reasonable opportunity to cure them;
· If the charter school chooses to respond to the NOV, it must submit a detailed, written response addressing each identified violation, including any supporting evidence, by the end of the remedy period identified in the NOV;
· The chartering authority must act within 60 days of the conclusion of the remedy period outlined in the NOV, or the revocation process terminates;
· If the chartering authority issues a NIR, it must hold a public hearing no later than 30 days after the NIR is issued, on the date and time specified therein; and
· The chartering authority must issue a Final Decision, which must include written factual findings, supported by substantial evidence and specific to the charter school, within 30 days of the public hearing (or within 60 days by written mutual agreement), or the revocation process terminates.
Standard of Review for Charter Revocation
On appeal, the SBE's review of those findings is governed by the standard set forth in EC Section 47607(i)(4), as follows: 
The state board may reverse the revocation decision if the state board determines that the findings made by the chartering authority under subdivision (h) are not supported by substantial evidence. The state board may uphold the revocation decision of the school district if the state board determines that the findings made by the chartering authority under subdivision (h) are supported by substantial evidence. 
Under the substantial evidence standard, review "begins and ends with a determination of whether there is substantial evidence, contradicted or uncontradicted, to support the findings" (Napa Valley Unified School Dist. v. SBE [2025] 110 Cal.App.5th 609, 625). The SBE does not reweigh the evidence and is required to indulge all presumptions and resolve all conflicts in favor of the chartering authority unless no reasonable person could have reached the same conclusion on the evidence before it (Id.). 
This standard requires the SBE's review to focus on whether the written factual findings made by the governing board of the District in support of the revocation of CICA’s charter are supported by substantial evidence in the administrative record. The SBE's review under this standard is of the District's revocation decision. As the County's determination on appeal is not part of that review, this item does not address or evaluate the County’s determination or analysis.
Documents Submitted in this Appeal
Pursuant to 5 CCR, Section 11968.5.5, the following documents were submitted to the SBE and reviewed by the CDE:
· TRUSD's Notice of Appeal (Attachment 2) and the accompanying administrative record (Attachment 3), submitted June 18, 2026;
· Highlands' Written Opposition (Attachment 4), submitted July 17, 2026; and
· TRUSD's Reply to the Written Opposition (Attachment 5), submitted July 31, 2026.
All documents were timely submitted in accordance with 5 CCR, Section 11968.5.5.
Summary of Appeal
In its Notice of Appeal, TRUSD states that its revocation findings are supported by substantial evidence demonstrating that CICA committed material violations of its Charter and Memorandum of Understanding, violated provisions of law, and engaged in fiscal mismanagement. Specifically, TRUSD found that CICA expanded grade levels and operated locations without obtaining approved material revisions, failed to submit a required annual independent audit report, did not demonstrate compliance with instructional minute requirements, violated the requirements of its WIOA partnership agreement, and engaged in fiscal mismanagement through expenditures associated with a San Diego administrative facility (Attachment 2, pp. 10–19).
[bookmark: _Int_eNx0Dehr]TRUSD states that the record contains evidence supporting these findings, including admissions by Highlands regarding certain violations, operation of unauthorized grade levels and locations, failure to submit a compliant audit report, deficiencies in documentation used to demonstrate compliance with instructional minute requirements, violations of WIOA program requirements, and expenditures of public funds for the San Diego administrative facility. TRUSD further states that the identified violations were not remedied during the remedy period established by the District Governing Board (Attachment 2, pp. 10–19).
TRUSD also states that it complied with the procedural requirements set forth in EC Section 47607. According to the Notice of Appeal, the District Governing Board issued an NOV on June 17, 2025, provided Highlands an opportunity to remedy the identified violations through September 26, 2025, issued an NIR on November 4, 2025, conducted a public hearing on December 2, 2025, and adopted a Final Decision to Revoke on January 30, 2026 (Attachment 2, pp. 10–19).
Written Opposition from the Charter School
In its written opposition to this appeal, Highlands states that TRUSD’s revocation findings were not supported by substantial evidence and the alleged violations were either refuted or remedied prior to revocation. Highlands notes that TRUSD staff’s analysis, as reported to the District Board, indicated that all violations were sufficiently refuted or remedied during and after the board-adopted remedy period and that District Staff, based on its analysis, recommended the board cease the revocation process (Attachment 5, pp. 17–21).
According to Highlands, the administrative record contains evidence reflecting its corrective actions taken in response to the NOV. Highlands states that it refuted the grade-level violation and remedied the remaining violations by requesting a material revision and terminating or buying out leases associated with noncompliant locations, submitting the delayed annual independent audit report, improving instructional-minute documentation, terminating the program associated with the WIOA violation, and terminating or buying out the San Diego facility lease (Attachment 5, pp. 16–21). Highlands states that evidence for these actions aligns with District Staff's analysis that the violations had been sufficiently refuted or remedied and that the District Board's decision to revoke CICA's charter is not supported by evidence in the record (Attachment 5, pp. 17–21).
Highlands also asserts that procedural deficiencies hindered its ability to refute or remedy the alleged violations. Specifically, Highlands contends that TRUSD failed to provide a reasonable opportunity to remedy certain violations, improperly disregarded proposed remedial actions, extended deadlines for submitting evidence of remedies and later relied on the original deadline, and denied a material revision request intended to remedy certain violations (Attachment 5, pp. 5–8, 22–29). 
California Department of Education's Analysis
Under EC Section 47607(i)(4), the SBE may reverse the revocation decision if it determines that the findings made by the chartering authority are not supported by substantial evidence and may uphold the revocation decision if it determines that those findings are supported by substantial evidence.
District Findings Supported by Substantial Evidence
Based on its review of the administrative record and arguments submitted by the parties to this appeal, the CDE proposes to recommend the SBE determine that TRUSD made written factual findings in accordance with EC Section 47607(h) and that TRUSD's findings in support of the revocation of CICA's charter are supported by substantial evidence in the record. The record also contains evidence Highlands submitted in response to the NOV and NIR, which Highlands characterizes as remedying these violations. Under the substantial evidence standard, the SBE must resolve such conflicts in the evidence in favor of TRUSD's determination unless no reasonable person could have reached the same conclusion.
[bookmark: _Int_H3mVhgbt]The TRUSD Governing Board revoked CICA's charter upon making the findings required by EC Section 47607(f), each supported by evidence in the administrative record. The finding that Highlands committed a material violation of the conditions, standards, or procedures of its charter is supported by evidence that Highlands operated additional locations without obtaining approval through the required material revision process (Attachment 3, pp. 1423–1424). Highlands did not submit a material revision request to authorize these locations until close to the end of the remedy period, and the TRUSD Governing Board denied the request on December 2, 2025. As of the January 30, 2026, revocation, the TRUSD Board determined that Highlands had not achieved a satisfactory remedy, since no alternative path to authorization existed once the material revision was denied.
The finding that Highlands engaged in fiscal mismanagement is supported by evidence that Highlands expended public funds to secure and maintain an administrative facility in San Diego that was not located near any CICA student location. Highlands states it terminated the San Diego lease on November 15, 2025. The TRUSD Board determined the violation had not been remedied as the San Diego lease was not terminated until well after the close of the remedy period (Attachment 3, p. 1431). 
The finding that Highlands violated the law is supported by evidence that Highlands failed to submit CICA's annual independent audit report as required by EC Section 47605(m) (Attachment 3, p. 1425). Highlands submitted its fiscal year (FY) 2023–24 audit report on January 2, 2026, over three months after the close of the remedy period, The State Controller's Office rejected the report for failing to meet minimum reporting standards; as a result, the audit requirement remains unmet.[footnoteRef:2] While the CDE was unable to identify evidence establishing whether the instructional minutes or WIOA partnership violations identified in the NIR remained unremedied as of the close of the remedy period, the finding that Highlands violated the law is nonetheless supported by substantial evidence. [2:  As of the September 25, 2026, posting of this item, Highlands does not have a valid and approved independent audit report for FY 2023–24.] 

In its written opposition, Highlands argues that TRUSD’s revocation decision did not cite specific evidence to support the revocation decision, and in the next sentence, quotes the TRUSD Board resolution’s citation of the NIR, which is incorporated into TRUSD’s findings and lays out the evidence supporting each unremedied violation. Highlands then challenges each component of TRUSD’s findings, but Highlands’ arguments do not undermine the evidentiary basis TRUSD relied on for its findings. Rather, Highlands puts forth evidence it believes contradicts the evidence TRUSD relied on, contending that each of the identified violations was refuted or remedied before the TRUSD Governing Board voted to revoke the CICA charter on January 30, 2026, and that, therefore, revocation was not “warranted” (Attachment 4, p. 16). However, the remedy period adopted in the NOV (discussed further below) ended on September 26, 2025, and the substantial evidence standard for charter revocation appeals does not ask whether revocation was “warranted,” only whether TRUSD’s findings are supported by evidence in the record.
Highlands also relies on the January 27, 2026, recommendation of TRUSD Staff that the TRUSD Governing Board decline to revoke the CICA charter (Attachment 5, pp. 23). However, the authority to revoke a charter rests with the TRUSD Governing Board, which is not bound by a staff recommendation (EC sections 47607[f], [h]). Further, the minutes of the January 27, 2026, meeting show that the staff recommendation was based on documentation and evidence Highlands submitted after the conclusion of the remedy period (Attachment 3, p. 7112). Under the substantial evidence standard, the question is whether the TRUSD Governing Board's findings are supported by evidence in the record, not whether the record could also support the different conclusion staff reached.
Reasonable Opportunity to Cure
In its written opposition, Highlands also argues that TRUSD failed to provide a reasonable opportunity to remedy the violations identified in the NOV, citing TRUSD's handling of Highlands' submitted evidence, TRUSD's communications regarding the evidence deadline, and the TRUSD Board’s denial of Highlands' material revision request. The record does not support this argument.
Highlands contends that TRUSD refused to honor Highlands' September 26, 2025, submission date, asserting that supporting evidence was not received until September 29 when in fact TRUSD Staff were simply unable to open the exhibits Highlands had already submitted on time (Attachment 5, p. 24). However, TRUSD's NIR clearly shows Staff directly reviewed and analyzed the response and supporting materials Highlands submitted, violation by violation (Attachment 3, pp. 1419–1433).
Highlands also contends that the September 26 deadline, which is more than three months after the NOV was issued, did not allow enough time to cure certain violations, and that TRUSD improperly refused to accept proposed remedial actions in place of completed compliance (Attachment 5, pp. 25–27), but the Highlands’ written opposition does not identify any evidence that TRUSD refused to consider a proposed remedial action. As to the unauthorized locations, for example, Highlands' September 26 response offered only conditional assurance that its compliance would follow if the material revision were approved, and that it would revert to its existing charter terms if the revision were denied (Attachment 3, pp. 1423–1424). Reverting to the terms of its existing charter required no action by TRUSD and remained a viable path for Highlands to take in order to come into compliance throughout the remedy period (Attachment 5, p. 7). Highlands does not explain why it did not pursue that path while awaiting a decision on the material revision.
Highlands further argues that TRUSD Staff extended the evidence deadline to January 2, 2026, and then reverted to the original date, and separately that the TRUSD Board’s December 2, 2025, denial of its material revision request, combined with a broader pattern of delayed reporting and years of consenting to prior conduct, impeded its ability to remedy the alleged violations (Attachment 5, pp. 27–30). First, TRUSD Staff do not have the authority to extend a remedy period set by the Governing Board through adoption of the NOV, as required by regulation, so the September 26, 2025, deadline governs regardless of later Staff communications (Attachment 3, p. 4). The original NOV’s deadline notwithstanding, the resolution revoking the CICA charter indicates the board did consider evidence submitted after the close of the remedy period, despite having no obligation to do so. Second, TRUSD's Governing Board did not deny the material revision request until December 2, 2025, more than two months after the close of the remedy period. This after-the-fact denial could not have affected Highlands' opportunity to remedy before the deadline, particularly given the viable path to compliance with the existing CICA charter noted above. By December 2, 2025, CICA was still serving students at unauthorized sites (Attachment 3, pp. 1424–1425). Highlands' broader pattern-of-conduct claim is unsupported by any citation independent of the allegations addressed above.
Conclusion
Based on its review of the administrative record and the arguments submitted by the parties to this appeal, the CDE proposes to recommend that the SBE determine that the TRUSD Governing Board made written factual findings in accordance with EC Section 47607(h) and that its findings in support of the revocation of CICA's charter are supported by substantial evidence in the record. Therefore, the CDE proposes to further recommend the SBE uphold TRUSD's revocation of CICA's charter.
Under EC Section 47607(i)(4), the SBE may reverse the revocation decision if it determines that the findings made by the chartering authority are not supported by substantial evidence and may uphold the revocation decision if it determines those findings are supported by substantial evidence. Under this standard, the SBE does not reweigh the evidence and must indulge all presumptions and resolve conflicts in the evidence in favor of TRUSD’s determination unless no reasonable person could have reached the same conclusion.
Highlands's written opposition primarily asks the SBE to reweigh the evidence and reach a different conclusion than TRUSD's Governing Board, which is not permissible under the substantial evidence standard. Highlands has not demonstrated that TRUSD’s findings for revocation lack substantial evidence.
A full review of TRUSD's findings and the arguments raised in this appeal is provided as Attachment 1. 
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