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Via Email

State Board of Education
1430 N Street, Room 5111
Sacramento, California 95814

c/o Ric Reyes, Director

California Department of Education
Director, Charter Schools Division
1430 N Street

Sacramento, CA 95814-5901
charters@cde.ca.gov

Re: Twin Rivers Unified School District Notice of Appeal to the State Board of
Education - California Innovative Career Academy Revocation

Dear Members of the State Board of Education:

On January 30, 2026, the Twin Rivers Unified School District Board of Trustees
unanimously voted to revoke the charter for the California Innovative Career Academy
(“CICA”), a charter school operated by Highlands Community Charter and Technical
Schools (“HCCTS”). CICA and HCCTS submitted their appeal of the District’s
revocation decision pertaining regarding CICA to the Sacramento County Board of
Education, pursuant to California Education Code section 47607 and applicable
regulation.

The Sacramento County Board of Education (“SCBOE”) held a public hearing on May
19, 2026, to review and consider the CICA revocation appeal. Following the public
hearing, the SCBOE took action by a vote of 4-3 to adopt Resolution No. 26-16B
reversing the District Board’s decision to revoke the CICA Charter. The District
received a copy of the SCBOE’s written decision/Resolution by correspondence dated
May 21, 2026.

At its meeting on June 16, 2026, the District Board adopted Resolution 1649 (enclosed)
approving submission of the District’s appeal of the SCBOE’s decision overturning the
revocation of CICA, to the State Board of Education, and authorizing and directing the
District Superintendent or designee to submit written Notice of Appeal to the SBE in
accordance with Education Code section 47607, and Title 5, Calif. Code of Regulations,
section 11968.5.5.

Therefore, the District hereby submits this Notice of Appeal to the SBE (c/o the
California Department of Education, Charter Schools Division), by which the District is
appealing the decision of the SCBOE overturning the District Board’s decision to
revoke the CICA Charter.

Physical Address: 5115 Dudley Blvd. « McClellan, CA 95652
Mailing Address: 3222 Winona Way ¢ North Highlands, CA 95660
(916) 566-1600 ¢ FAX (916) 566-1784 ¢ www.trusd.net

To inspire each student fo
extraordinary achievement

every day
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We are enclosing with this Notice of Appeal the District’s written arguments in support of our
position that the SCBOE errored in its decision along with the Administrative Record and other
items required by Section 11968.5.5 and respectfully requests that the State Board of Education
reverse the Sacramento County Board of Education’s decision overturning the revocation of the
CICA Charter.

Sincerely,

Signed by:
59531F8F605145E...

Steve Martinez, Ed.D.
Superintendent, Twin Rivers Unified

Cc: Sacramento County Board of Education
(c/o Dr. David Gordon, Sacramento County Superintendent of Schools)
Highlands Community Charter and Technical Schools/California Innovative Career
Academy

Enclosures:

District Board Resolution No. 1649

District Arguments in Support of Appeal

Administrative Record Table of Contents

Administrative Record (Via ShareFile upload link sent via email only)
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TwinRivers

UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT

McClellan Park, California
RESOLUTION NO. 1649

RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES
OF THE TWIN RIVERS UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT
APPROVING THE APPEAL OF THE SACRAMENTO COUNTY BOARD OF
EDUCATION’S DECISION REGARDING THE REVOCATION OF HIGHLANDS
COMMUNITY CHARTER SCHOOL AND CALIFORNIA INNOVATIVE CAREER
ACADEMY TO THE STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION

WHEREAS, the Twin Rivers Unified School District (“District”) is the chartering authority of
Highlands Community Charter School (“HCCS”) and California Innovative Career Academy
(“CICA”). HCCS and CICA are operated and governed independently by Highlands Community
Charter and Technical Schools (“HCCTS”) and its Board of Directors;

WHEREAS, as the chartering authority the District is responsible for overseeing HCCS and
CICA under Education Code 47604.32, which includes monitoring whether HCCS and CICA are
operating in compliance with the conditions, standards, or procedures set forth in its Charter and
MOU, meeting or pursuing the pupil outcomes identified in its Charter, failing to meet generally
accepted accounting principles, or engaging in fiscal mismanagement, and complying with the
law (Education Code section 47607(f));

WHEREAS, on June 17, 2025, the District Board unanimously approved issuance of a Notice of
Violation (“NOV”) to both HCCS and CICA pursuant to Education Code section 47607 based on
findings that HCCS and CICA materially violated the conditions, standards, and procedures of
their Charters, failed to meet generally accepted accounting principles or engaged in fiscal
mismanagement, and violated the law;

WHEREAS, with the NOV the Board provided the Charter Schools with a reasonable
opportunity until September 26, 2025, to provide a written response to the NOV with supporting
evidence addressing each identified violation, and placed HCCS and CICA on notice that if the
violations were not addressed, the District may pursue further steps towards revocation of the

Charter;

WHEREAS, at the conclusion of the remedy period, on September 26, 2025, HCCS and CICA
provided their response to the NOV, but the supporting evidence was not provided to the District
until September 29, 2025;

WHEREAS, District Staff evaluated the response from HCCS and CICA and all documentation
produced with the response, and after conducting a thorough, objective, and data-driven review,
District Staff determined that HCCS and CICA failed to refute to the District’s satisfaction, or
remedy all of the violations identified in the NOV, and that significant violations continued to
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exist, including material violations of the conditions, standards, or procedures of its charter, and
violations of law;

WHEREAS, based upon the substantial evidence demonstrating that HCCS and CICA failed to
refute and/or remedy multiple violations identified in the NOV, District Staff recommended that
the Board approve issuance of the a Notice of Intent to Revoke and notice of facts in support of
revocation (“Notice of Intent to Revoke”) to HCCS and CICA pursuant to Education Code
section 47607 and California Code of Regulations, title 5, section 11968.5.2, and the Board
approved issuance of the Notices of Intent to Revoke at its meeting on November 4, 2025,
supported by substantial evidence presented therewith, and further scheduled a public hearing on
the issue of whether substantial evidence existed to revoke the Charter;

WHEREAS, on December 2, 2025, the District Board held a public hearing in compliance with
Education Code section 47607, and took testimony from HCCS/CICA representatives and the
public on the issue of whether substantial evidence existed to revoke the HCCS and CICA
Charters based on the facts and conclusions in the Notices of Intent to Revoke;

WHEREAS, during a special District Board meeting on January 27, 2026, District Staff
presented their analysis of the measures taken by HCCTS to refute and/or remedy the violations
identified in the Notice of Revocation, and while the Board thoughtfully considered Staff’s
analysis and recommendation regarding revocation, it ultimately did not accept Staff’s
recommendation and no action was effectively taken regarding the HCCS or CICA revocations;

WHEREAS, on January 30, 2026, the District Board convened at a special meeting and adopted
the findings of fact contained in the Notice of Intent to Revoke and its exhibits, as initially set
forth in the Notice of Violation (NOV), as its written factual findings, supported by substantial
evidence specific to HCCS and CICA, and unanimously approved the issuance of a Final
Decision to Revoke the HCCS and CICA Charters, effective immediately;

WHEREAS, on February 27, 2026, HCCTS timely submitted a Notice of Appeal of the HCCS
and CICA revocation decisions to the Sacramento County Board of Education (“County Board™)
pursuant to Education Code section 47607 and California Code of Regulations, title 5, section

11968.5.4;

WHEREAS, on May 19, 2026, the County Board, by a vote of 4-3, reversed the District Board’s
Decision to revoke the HCCS and CICA Charters; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to California Code of Regulations, title 5, section 11968.5.5 (“‘Section
11968.5.5”) the District Board may elect to appeal the County Board’s decision to the State
Board of Education (“SBE”) within 30 calendar days of receiving the County Board’s decision;

[Continued on next page.]
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED AND ORDERED AS FOLLOWS:

1. Board finds the above-listed recitals to be true and correct and incorporates them herein by
this reference.

2. The Board approves the District’s appeal of the County Board’s decision on May 19, 2026,
overturing the revocations of HCCS and CICA, to the SBE pursuant to Education Code
section 47607, and Section 11968.5.5.

3. The Superintendent or designee is hereby authorized and directed to submit written Notice
of Appeal to the SBE for both HCCS and CICA in accordance with Section 11968.5.5, and
to take any such other actions needed to effectuate the purpose of this Resolution.

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Board of Trustees of the Twin Rivers Unified School District
on the 16™ day of June 2026 by the following vote.

AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:

s

ATTEST:

Christine Jefferson, P
Twin Rivers Board of Trustees

gt erk
win Rlvers Boar rustees
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Twin Rivers Unified School District
Written Argument in Support of Appeal to the State Board of Education
California Innovative Career Academy Revocation

A. Introduction

Pursuant to Title 5, Calif. Code Regs., section 11968.5.5, the Twin Rivers Unified School District
(“District” or “TRUSD”) submits this written argument with its Notice of Appeal to the State
Board of Education (“SBE”) by which the District is appealing the decision by the Sacramento
County Board of Education (“SCBOE”) overturning the District Board’s decision to revoke the
Charter of California Innovative Career Academy’s (“CICA” or “Charter School”). The District
respectfully urges the SBE to find that the SCBOE errored when it reversed the District Board’s
decision to revoke CICA’s Charter and uphold the revocation.

B. Procedural History

The District Board of Trustees (“Board”) initially approved the petition for the establishment of
CICA in 2019. Specifically, on or about June 25, 2019, the Board conditionally approved the
petition for a five-year term from July 1, 2019, through June 30, 2024 ("Charter"). Pursuant to
Education Code section 47607.4, CICA’s Charter was automatically extended through June 30,
2027, by operation of law.

On or about January 16, 2020, the District and CICA entered into a Memorandum of
Understanding (“MOU”) to document the arrangement and agreement between the parties
regarding CICA’s program, operation, structure, and obligations. Subsequent amendments to the
MOU approved by the Board extended its term through June 30, 2027. On or about January 23,
2024, the District and CICA agreed to Amendment No. 3 of the MOU (“MOU Amendment No.
3”), which among other things, confirmed the District’s authorization of specified locations CICA
had established for its operations and made other clarifications regarding the process for approval
of any new facility locations, facility safety expectations, and supervisorial oversight.

MOU Amendment No. 3 provides in part:

“The terms of the MOU are intended by the District and Charter School to
become part of the standards and procedures set forth in the Charter School's
Charter approved by the District ("Charter"). Along with the Charter, this MOU
will govern the relationship between the District and the Charter School
regarding the operation of the Charter School. To the extent the terms of the
MOU is/are inconsistent with any terms of the Charter, the MOU shall control.
In addition, if the Charter is silent on an issue addressed by the MOU, the MOU
shall control. As such, any violation of MOU by Charter School that also
constitutes grounds for revocation per Education Code section 47607 will be
treated and enforced by the District in the same manner, subject to Education
Code Section 47607 and applicable implementing regulations, as it would any
other violation constituting a ground for revocation.”' (Emphasis added.)

! “Charter School” as used in the MOU Amendment No. 3 collectively refers to Highlands Community
Charter and Technical Schools and CICA.

TRUSD SBE Appeal Written Argument (CICA Revocation) Page 1 of 20
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CICA is operated and governed independently by Highlands Community Charter and Technical
Schools ("HCCTS"), a California nonprofit public benefit corporation, and its Board of Directors.

Following multiple and varying requests for information and notices of concern over a twelve-
month period, the District determined that HCCTS either failed to remedy multiple areas of
concern despite its receipt of multiple information requests and notices of concern from the District
or makes promises of future improvements without offering viable plans that either have been
implemented or are capable of being implemented by HCCTS. As a result, and since the District
viewed CICA’s material violations of the conditions, standards, or procedures of its Charter and
MOU, violations of law, engagement in fiscal mismanagement, as grounds for revocation, the
District determined that the point has been reached where it was necessary to initiate the first step
in the formal revocation process, with the issuance of a Notice of Violation per Education Code
section 47607(g) (“Section 47607) and Title 5, Cal. Code of Regulations, section 11968.5.2
(“Section 11968.5.2”).

On June 17, 2025, the District's Board of Trustees unanimously approved the issuance of a Notice
of Violation to California Innovative Career Academy Charter School (CICA), operated by
Highlands Community Charter and Technical Schools (“HCCTS”). On June 18, 2025, the District
delivered the Notice of Violation to HCCTS specifying a reasonable remedy period of up to and
including September 26, 2025, for CICA to provide a written response to the Notice of Violation
with supporting evidence addressing each identified violation. (CICA AR 1-1403.)

At the conclusion of the remedy period, on September 26, 2025, CICA provided a partial response,
which excluded the exhibits and a complete Material Revision Request. The response exhibits
were provided to the District on September 29, 2025, and the Material Revision Request was
submitted on October 10, 2025. (CICA AR 6398-7039.)

District Staff evaluated the CICA Response and all documentation produced by CICA. After
conducting a thorough, objective, and data-driven review, District Staff determined that CICA
sufficiently addressed one of the violations, but failed to refute to the District’s satisfaction, or
remedy all of the violations identified in the Notice of Violation, and found that significant
violations continue to exist.

Consequently, District Staff recommended that the Board issue a Notice of Intent to Revoke and
notice of facts in support of revocation to CICA (“Notice of Intent to Revoke™) pursuant to Section
47607 and Section 11968.5.2. Based on the findings and recommendation of District Staff, on
November 4, 2025, the District's Board unanimously approved the issuance of the Notice of Intent
to Revoke based upon its determination that CICA failed to refute, take remedial action, or propose
remedial action specific to each of the alleged violations constituting the following grounds for
revocation: (1) CICA committed a material violation of the conditions, standards, or procedures
set forth in its Charter; (2) CICA violated any law; and (3) CICA engaged in fiscal
mismanagement. (CICA AR 1404-1433.) A summary of the District’s November 4, 2025
evaluation of whether HCCS remedied the violations identified in the Notice of Violation is
provided in SCOE’s Analysis of the HCCS Charter Revocation Appeal. (CICA AR 7175-7178,
SCOE Analysis, pp. 8-11.)

In accordance with Section 47607(h), a Public Hearing was held on December 2, 2025, on the
issue of whether substantial evidence existed to revoke CICA’s Charter. As part of the Public

TRUSD SBE Appeal Written Argument (CICA Revocation) Page 2 of 20



accs-oct26item03
Notice of Appeal from Attachment 2
Twin Rivers Unified School District Page 8 of 26

Hearing, CICA was given the opportunity to present to the Board, and public comments were
heard. (CICA AR 7096-7104.)

During a special District Board meeting on January 27, 2026, District Staff presented their analysis
of the measures taken by HCCTS/CICA to refute and/or remedy the violations identified in the
Notice of Revocation as of that date. While the Board thoughtfully considered District Staff’s
analysis and recommendation regarding revocation, it ultimately did not accept Staff’s
recommendation and no action was effectively taken regarding CICA’s revocation at that meeting.

The District Board subsequently convened on January 30, 2026, to consider whether to approve
the issuance of a Final Decision to Revoke CICA’s Charter and unanimously approved issuance
of a Final Decision to Revoke CICA’s Charter effectively immediately. In support of its Final
Decision to Revoke CICA’s Charter, the Board adopted the findings of fact contained in the Notice
of Intent to Revoke and its exhibits, as initially set forth in the Notice of Violation (“NOV”), and
as stated in the Board adopted Resolution, as its written factual findings, supported by substantial
evidence specific to CICA, and incorporated such findings into this Resolution as though set forth
fully therein. In support of its decision to issue a Final Decision to Revoke CICA’s Charter, the
Board found that:

(A) Substantial evidence demonstrates that the violations initially identified in
the NOV, and demonstrated in the Notice of Intent to Revoke and exhibits
thereto, and as further stated herein, have in fact occurred;

(B) CICA failed to refute, remedy, or propose remedial action sufficient to
remedy all of the violations identified in the NOV;

(C) The violations set forth in the NOV and Notice of Intent to Revoke, have
not been sufficiently remedied by CICA, and attempts at further corrective
actions taken by CICA, although considered by the Board, failed to sufficiently
remedy the violations identified in the NOV and substantiated in the Notice of
Intent to Revoke, and/or promised unsubstantiated and unreliable future
performance and resulting uncertainty regarding future compliance.

The District Board authorized and directed the Superintendent or designee to notify the
Sacramento County Board of Education and California Department of Education regarding the
revocation approval and to take any such other actions needed to effectuate the purpose of the
Resolution and notice of the revocation was provided to the Sacramento County Board of
Education and California Department of Education with correspondence dated January 30, 2026.
(CICA AR 1434-1437.)

HCCTS submitted a Notice of Appeal regarding the Revocation of HCCS’ Charter by the District
Board on January 30, 2026, to the SCBOE c/o the Sacramento County Office of Education
(“SCOE”) on February 27, 2026. By correspondence dated March 30, 2026, SCOE confirmed
timely submission of HCCS’ charter revocation appeal documents in both paper and electronic
formats.

SCOE further notified the District and HCCS that the public hearing for consideration of HCCS’
appeal will be scheduled for the SCBOE’s regular meeting on May 19, 2026, at 6:30 p.m., and
following the public hearing, the SCBOE may take action on the appeal. In considering HCCS’

TRUSD SBE Appeal Written Argument (CICA Revocation) Page 3 of 20
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revocation appeal, the SCBOE will determine whether substantial evidence in the record supports
TRUSD’s revocation findings.

In the March 30, 2026, correspondence, SCOE also indicated that by April 20, 2026, HCCS and
TRUSD may submit written arguments no longer than 25 pages, with page citations to the appeal
documents, as to whether the charter revocation met the substantial evidence standards required
by Education Code Section 47607. By email correspondence dated April 14, 2026, SCOE
extended this deadline and confirmed that HCCS and TRUSD have until the end of the day on
April 21, 2026, to submit written arguments regarding the HCCS charter revocation appeal.

While the submission of “written arguments” is not a part of the county level charter revocation
appeal process outlined in Title 5, Calif. Code Regs., section 11968.5.4, and it is unclear whether
SCOE had the authority to impose step and corresponding deadline as part of the revocation appeal
process, by correspondence dates April 21, 2026, the District submitted its response to HCCS’
appeal in conformity with the parameters specified by SCOE. (CICA AR 7149-7165.)

The SCBOE held a public hearing on May 19, 2026, to review and consider the HCCS revocation
appeal. The SCOE submitted its Analysis of the HCCS Charter Revocation Appeal (“SCOE
Analysis”) and SCOE’s General Counsel presented to the SCBOE regarding the SCOE Analysis
at the 19, 2026, meeting. (CICA AR 7166-7193.)

The SCOE Analysis found that the “evidence in the appeal record shows that the District provided
the notices and procedures required by Education Code section 47607, subdivision (h) before
revoking the Charter Schools.” (CICA AR 7169, SCOE Analysis p. 2.)

Following the public hearing and review and consideration of the HCCS appeal and the SCOE
Analysis, the SCBOE took action regarding HCCS’ charter revocation appeal. Specifically, by a
vote of 4-3 the SCBOE adopted Resolution No. 26-17B Reversing the District Board’s Decision
to Revoke the HCCS Charter. (CICA AR 7367-7368.)

C. SCBOE'’s Decision was Inconsistent with the Substantial Evidence Scope of Review and
Exceeded its Authority

Pursuant to Section 11968.5.4, the SCBOE was required within ninety (90) calendar days of
receiving HCCS’ Notice of Appeal, to issue a written decision that explains whether the District’s
factual findings were supported by substantial evidence and the District’s decision regarding
revocation is upheld, pending any further appeal.

In determining whether the District Board’s factual findings were supported by substantial
evidence, the SCBOE was required to consider:

e  Whether the Distrct provided the charter school's governing body a Notice of
Violation, a reasonable opportunity to remedy the identified violation(s), a
Notice of Intent to Revoke, a public hearing, and Final Decision, pursuant to
Articles 2 and 2.5 and Education Code sections 47607(f) through (h),
inclusive.

e  Whether the charter school complied with the procedures set forth in Section
11968.5.2(c) in response to the Notice of Violation.

TRUSD SBE Appeal Written Argument (CICA Revocation) Page 4 of 20
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e  Whether an alleged procedural deficiency negatively impacted the charter
school's ability to refute or remedy the alleged violation or the District’s
ability to comply with its procedural obligations or authorizing duties.?

Pursuant to Section 47607, a charter may be revoked by its chartering authority if the chartering
authority finds, through a showing of substantial evidence, that the charter school did any of the

following:

(1) Committed a material violation of any of the conditions, standards,
or procedures set forth in the charter.

(2) Failed to meet or pursue any of the pupil outcomes identified in the charter.

(3) Failed to meet generally accepted accounting principles, or engaged in
fiscal mismanagement.

(4) Violated any law.

The District Board revoked HCCS’ Charter on the following grounds: (1) HCCS committed a
material violation of any of the conditions, standards, or procedures set forth in its Charter; (2)
HCCS engaged in fiscal mismanagement; and (3) HCCS violated any law.

Therefore, the SCBOE’s first charge was to determine whether substantial evidence exists in the
record that HCCS violated the law, violated material terms of its Charter, and engaged in fiscal
mismanagement. “Substantial evidence” has been defined by the courts as “‘relevant evidence that
a reasonable mind might accept as adequate to support a conclusion....”” (Hosford v. State
Personnel Bd. (1977) 74 Cal.App.3d 302, 307, quoting Gubser v. Department of Employment
(1969) 271 Cal.App.2d 240, 245) Under this standard, the SCBOE was required to “view the
evidence in the light most favorable to the board’s findings and indulge all reasonable inferences
in support thereof.” (Hosford v. State Personnel Bd., at p. 307.)

SCOE in its Analysis recognized that “substantial evidence” is a deferential standard and advised
the SCBOE that:

“Under the substantial evidence standard, the County Board does not decide the
appeal based upon whether it would have revoked the charter if it were in the
place of the District under the same facts and circumstances. Rather, the County
Board may only reverse it if it concludes that the revocation was not supported
by substantial evidence.” (Emphasis added.) (CICA AR — 7185, SCOE analysis

p. 18)
Furthermore, SCOE in its Analysis also acknowledged and advised the SCBOE that:

The courts have recognized that an inherent part of the “substantial evidence”
standard is the presumption in favor of the lower tribunal’s decision. In Napa

2 The SCOE Analysis found that the District complied with all requirements of the revocation process that
that there were no procedural deficiencies that negatively impacted the Charter School’s ability to refute or
remedy the alleged violations. (CICA AR 7186, 7188, 7191, SCOE Analysis pp. 19, 21, 24.)

3 This deferential standard was recognized by SCBOE Trustee Fong during the May 19 meeting. (CICA
AR 7352-7353, Transcript pp. 149:16-150:1-22.)

TRUSD SBE Appeal Written Argument (CICA Revocation) Page 5 of 20
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Valley Unified School District v. State Bd. of Education (2025) 110 Cal. App.5th
609, 625 the court explained:

Under the substantial evidence test, our review begins and ends
with a determination of whether there is substantial evidence,
contradicted or uncontradicted, to support the findings. We do
not reweigh the evidence and are bound to indulge all
presumptions and resolve all conflicts in favor of the
administrative decision. Substantial evidence is relevant
evidence that a reasonable mind might accept as adequate to
support a conclusion. (Emphasis added.) (CICA AR 7185-7186,
SCOE Analysis pp. 18-19.)

As part of SCOE’s presentation to the SCBOE, SCOE’s General Counsel, Tracy Stinson, described
the legal definition of “substantial evidence” as follows:

Relevant evidence that a reasonable mind might accept as adequate to support a conclusion
Relevant evidence, contradicted or uncontradicted, to support the findings

e Reviewing entity may not reweigh the evidence or substitute its judgment for that of the
deciding entity

e Indulge all presumptions and resolve all conflicts in favor of district's decision

e Uphold decision unless it is arbitrary, capricious, lacking in evidentiary support, or made
without due regard for petitioner’s rights

(CICA AR 7200, Slide 7.)

SCBOE’s second charge was to determine whether substantial evidence in the record exists to
demonstrate that HCCS remedied the violations at issue in the Notice of Violation by the close of
the remedy period.

The District issued a Notice of Violation on June 17, 2025 which afforded HCCS until September
26, 2025 (over 3 months) to remedy the violations. Following review of the evidence submitted to
the District in HCCS’ Response to the Notice of Violation, District Staff determined that the
violations had not been remedied.* The District Board thereafter approved issuance of a Notice of
Intent to Revoke on November 4, 2025. (CICA AR 1404-1433))

In accordance with Section 11968.5.2, the Notice of Intent to Revoke was not issued until after the
District determined HCCS failed to successfully remedy the violations within the reasonable time
period it was allotted to do so. In other words, the District Board already concluded by approval
of the issuance of the Notice of Intent to Revoke, that HCCS failed to sufficiently remedy all of
the violations identified in the Notice to Violation by the expiration of the remedy period.

Although HCCS submitted additional materials between September 26, 2025 and January 9, 2026,
after expiration of the remedy period, which HCCS asserted are additional remedial actions the
District was obligated to consider, the relevant inquiry is whether the violations were remedied by
the expiration of the established remedy period (See Section 11968.5.2).

4 District Staff found that only one of the violations in the Notice of Violation (the one regarding credential
requirements) had been remedied.

TRUSD SBE Appeal Written Argument (CICA Revocation) Page 6 of 20
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SCOE’s own BP 2400 cited by HCCS in its appeal of its revocation to the SCBOE concurs with
this conclusion stating:

2. “Substantial evidence,” within the meaning of Education Code section 47607, shall be
evidence that:
a. Demonstrates that the violation was material.
b. Supports revocation when viewed as a whole, in light of all relevant information.
c. Demonstrates that the violation actually occurred.
d. Was not cured by the charter school during its reasonable opportunity to
remedy the violation. (Emphasis added.) (CICA AR 7131.)

Should we accept HCCS’ contrary position that the District Board was obligated to consider the
remedial actions taken by HCCS after the expiration of the remedy period, doing so would result
in making the revocation process unworkable. If a chartering authority were required to consider
every action taken in response to a NOV after the expiration of the remedy period, it would
essentially force the chartering authority to restart the process, and a charter school could prevent
revocation indefinitely by producing new evidence or arguments during the post-remedy period
deadline and then insist that the authorizer may not evaluate them without restarting revocation
proceeding. This untenable option was suggested by a SCBOE Trustee during the SCBOE meeting
on May 19, 2026. (CICA AR 7204-7366.) Nothing in Education Code section 47607 or Section
11968.5.2, requires such a result or process.

Even if the District were required to consider actions taken by HCCTS after the September 26,
2025, remedy period deadline, these actions largely consisted of revised plans, evolving
explanations, and assurances of future compliance, but did not demonstrate that the violations had
actually been remedied.

Applicable law does not provide a standard through which the success of remedial actions should
be judged nor did it require the District Board to consider remedial efforts taken after the
reasonable opportunity to remedy period expired. SCOE in its analysis recognized that the
Education Code and regulations do not include a requirement to allow remedies after the close of the
remedy period and “While District staff recommended accepting the post deadline remedies, the
District Board was not required to accept this recommendation.” (CICA AR 7189, SCOE Analysis
p. 22.) During the May 19" meeting SCOE’s General Counsel explained to the SCBOE that the
statute did not require the District Board to give more time to remedy past the remedy period. (CICA
AR 7325, Transcript p. 122:14-20.)

The Analysis submitted to the SCBOE by SCOE aligns with the District’s position confirming three
key points:

e The [District] Board was not required to allow remedies after the deadline.

e The NIRs contain substantial evidence to support the revocations.

e Even if District Board was required to consider corrective actions taken after the
remedy period, the record contains relevant evidence to support the Board’s finding
that all alleged violations were not sufficiently remedied by January 30, 2026
(Emphasis added.)

(CICA AR 7201, Slide 8.)
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Furthermore, SCOE found and advised the SCBOE that if the SCBOE “finds that the District
Board was not required to consider remedies implemented after the September 26, 2025 remedy
deadline, then the District Board’s January 30, 2026 revocation resolution, which was based on
the November 4, 2025 Notice of Intent to Revoke, contained substantial evidence to support
revocation.” (Emphasis added.) (CICA AR 7193; SCOE Analysis p. 26; CICA AR 7322-7323,
Transcript pp. 119:24-120:2.)

Alternatively, SCOE found and advised that if the SCBOE “determines that the District Board’s
dissatisfaction with the Charter Schools’ remedies as of January 30, 2026 was not supported by
substantial evidence in the appeal record, then it may overturn the District’s revocation decision if
it also finds that the District Board was required to consider remedies implemented between the
September 26 remedy deadline and its January 30, 2026 revocation decision.” (Emphasis added.)
(CICA AR 7193, SCOE Analysis p. 26.)

Therefore, SCOE expressly advised in its Analysis that the SCBOE may overturn the District’s
revocation decision if it “determines that the District Board’s dissatisfaction with the Charter
Schools’ remedies as of January 30, 2026 was not supported by substantial evidence in the appeal
record” and finds that “the District Board was required to consider remedies implemented between
the September 26 remedy deadline and its January 30, 2026 revocation decision.” (CICA AR
7193, SCOE Analysis p. 26.)

This aspect of SCOE’s analysis was reiterated in SCOE’s presentation to the SCBOE during
which SCOE advised the SCBOE that they may determine that substantial evidence does not
support the revocation and may reverse the revocation if the SCBOE determines both of the
following:

e District Board was required to consider remedies after the September 26,
2025, remedy deadline;
AND

e The record does not contain relevant evidence to support the District
Board’s January 30, 2026, findings that the Charter Schools’ violations had
occurred, and that violation(s) had not been sufficiently remedied.

(CICA AR 7202, Slide 9; See also CICA AR 7211-7212, Transcript pp. 8:25-9:11.)

While the SCBOE by adopting Resolution No. 26-178 found “that the findings made by the Twin
Rivers Unified School District Board of Trustee’s to revoke the Highlands Community Charter
School are not supported by substantial evidence”; it did not also find that the District Board was
required to consider remedies implemented between the September 26 remedy deadline.

The failure of the SCBOE to make this finding was not for lack of being made aware of the issue.
SCOE General Counsel clarified that this was the SCBOE’s decision to make. (CICA AR 7342-
7343, Transcript, pp. 139:20-140:4.) Although the issue was brought up during discussion at the
SCBOE meeting and it was recognized and acknowledged as something the SCBOE needed to
decide, admittedly there was no consensus reflected in the verbal record of the May 19 hearing or
in the written decision/Resolution. For example, one SCBOE Trustee expressed her confusion
during the May 19 meeting about why the SCBOE was not coming to some consensus about the
“fundamental issue” of whether an extension to attempt further remedial action past the remedy
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period deadline was required since the answer would impact the SCBOE’s consideration of the
evidence. (CICA AR 7342, Transcript p. 139:11-17.)

Since the SCBOE did not find that the District Board was required to consider remedies
implemented by the Charter School after the conclusion of the remedy period, then it could not
overturn the District Board’s decision to revoke since the District Board’s January 30, 2026
decision to revoke was based the November 4, 2025 Notice of Intent to Revoke, which contained
substantial evidence to support revocation.

The issue that was before the SCBOE was therefore narrow and well-defined. The question was
not whether HCCS made efforts toward compliance, nor whether alternative conclusions could be
drawn. The question was and is whether substantial evidence in the record supports the District’s
findings that HCCS failed to remedy the violations and fiscal mismanagement findings identified
in the Notice of Violation.

Across multiple violations, the evidence reflects a consistent pattern: HCCS acknowledged
noncompliance, proposed plans contingent on future approvals or future actions, and, in several
instances, continued the very conduct that gave rise to the violations. While District Staff, in some
instances, recommended that progress toward compliance could support a determination that the
violation was remedied, the District Board, consistent with its statutory authority, determined that
actual, demonstrable remediation had not been achieved.

Under Education Code Section 47607, that determination is the legally operative one. The District
Board is not required to accept assurances of future compliance in place of evidence of actual
remediation. Rather, it must determine whether the violations were, in fact, remedied. The District
Board reasonably concluded based on substantial evidence that they were not.

D. Grounds for Revocation are Supported by Substantial Evidence

1. Removal and Replacement of Board Members and Executive Leadership in itself
Did Not Constitute a Cure or Remedy

For all of the violations at issue, HCCTS asserts that the removal of all its prior Board of Directors
members constitutes a cure or remedy. It should first be noted that HCCTS failed to secure an
entirely new Board of Directors. Additionally, that assertion is fundamentally flawed because
changes in governance structure, standing alone, do not correct the underlying operational, fiscal,
and compliance failures that gave rise to the violations. While replacing the HCCTS Board may
constitute a forward-looking governance change, it does not retroactively remedy prior decision-
making failures, remedy deficient internal controls, or restore missing documentation and
accountability.

Indeed, replacing the HCCTS Board of Directors does not address the absence of effective
operational oversight, the lack of transparency in prior decision-making, or the failure to ensure
compliance with CICA’s Charter and applicable legal requirements. Nor does it remedy the fact
that unauthorized, unsupported, or unreasonable expenditures were made.

Furthermore, the wholesale replacement of the HCCTS Board introduces additional concerns
regarding institutional capacity and continuity of oversight. Newly seated HCCTS Board members
necessarily require significant time to become familiar with the organization’s operations, fiscal
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systems, legal obligations, and compliance framework. Effective governance is developed through
sustained onboarding, training, and experience, and cannot be immediately assumed upon
appointment. As a result, the asserted “remedy” not only fails to correct past violations, but also
creates a period of heightened risk in which the organization may lack the experienced oversight
necessary to ensure compliance. At best, this approach is speculative as a corrective measure; at
worst, it introduces additional instability and oversight risk at a time when heightened
accountability is required.

HCCTS similarly asserts that the appointment of new executive leadership effectively cures or
remedies the identified violations. That assertion is equally unavailing. While changes in executive
leadership may be appropriate as a prospective governance measure, they do not negate the
organization’s responsibility for ensuring that violations are corrected within the applicable
remedy period, nor do they erase the underlying noncompliance that occurred under prior
administration.

The statutory cure framework required CICA, not any individual administrator, to demonstrate
that identified violations have been remedied with verifiable evidence of compliance. Accordingly,
the replacement of executive leadership does not establish that fiscal mismanagement has been
corrected, or that required internal controls have been implemented and operationalized, or that
deficient oversight practices have been remedied. Furthermore, it does not provide evidence that
past noncompliance has been reconciled, reviewed, or brought into conformity with HCCS’
Charter and appliable legal requirements.

To the contrary, new leadership inherits both the obligations and the deficiencies of the
organization at the time of transition. While new administrators may be positioned to implement
corrective action moving forward, their appointment does not retroactively cure violations that
occurred during prior years, nor does it substitute for documentation demonstrating that remedial
actions were actually implemented and effective within the required remedy period.

Moreover, reliance on leadership turnover as a “cure” improperly shifts the focus away from the
central inquiry under Education Code section 47607, whether CICA itself remedied the violations
within the prescribed remedy period. Allowing leadership changes to serve as a substitute for
demonstrated compliance would undermine the purpose of the statutory accountability framework
and permit ongoing noncompliance to be excused through personnel changes alone.

Accordingly, HCCTS’ reliance on starting over with a new Board of Directors and appointment
of new executive leadership as a purported remedy is insufficient and inconsistent with the purpose
of the statutory remedy process, which requires demonstrable correction of identified violations,
not merely structural change without evidence of actual remedial action. The District’s findings
remain grounded in whether the violations were actually remedied, not whether new personnel
were installed after the fact.

2. Violation of Charter - Location Changes

As stated above, the District was under no obligation to consider evidence submitted after the
September 26, 2025, remedy period had lapsed, and Staff findings adopted by the Board in support
of revocation are set forth in the Notice of Intent to Revoke. (CICA AR 1424-1425.) Even so, a
review of CICA’s additional submissions further substantiates those findings and confirms that the
violation was not remedied.
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Substantial evidence in the record supports the District’s finding that CICA committed a material
violation of the Charter and MOU Amendment No. 3 by expanding operations to additional
locations and/or relocating existing locations, including satellite facilities or resource centers,
without obtaining an approved material revision. Substantial evidence also supports the District’s
finding that this violation was not remedied.

HCCTS expressly acknowledged the violation, stating: “This was a failure of compliance, and we
take responsibility for it.” (CICA AR 6614.) This admission alone constitutes substantial evidence
supporting the District’s finding.

The record further reflects that HCCTS was aware of the need to address the violation as early as
June 2024. (CICA AR 7030.) The District issued a Notice of Violation on June 17, 2025, and
required submission of all materials, responses, and evidence by September 26, 2025.

Between September 26, 2025 and January 2, 2026 CICA submitted three (3) Material Revision
requests. The first was submitted on September 29, 2025, although an incomplete submission was
received on September 26, 2025 (CICA AR 4974), the second submitted on October 10, 2025
(CICA AR 6410), and the third submitted on January 2, 2026. (CICA AR 5457.) While HCCTS
has indicated that the District requested they withdraw the October 10 Material Revision requests,
the decision to withdraw a Material Revision request lies solely with the charter. Although not
required, on December 16 and 18 the District met with HCCTS staff to inform them of multiple
errors and issues that would prevent a staff recommendation for approval. Notably, the petition
failed to include metrics that were measurable and achievable, failed to include the required
Physical Fitness Assessment for 9th grade, and failed to show that the program was likely to be
successfully implemented. Once informed of these failures, HCCTS elected to withdraw the
request. This clearly illustrates that CICA expended significant time and energy, trying to get
approval for the ongoing violation instead of taking actual action to come into compliance.

On December 2, 2025, CICA provided a response to the District’s Notice of Intent to Revoke
stating, “CICA drafted a detailed plan which outlines how CICA will return from the sites where
we are currently serving students back to MOU Amendment No. 3 sites.” (CICA AR 5281.) This
response acknowledges that CICA was operating at unapproved locations (i.e. “where we are
currently serving students”). This statement references one of the many plans/promises of future
compliance recorded in the evidence. The decision to continue operating at unapproved locations
provides substantial evidence that the charter school failed to remedy the violation.

It is important to note that the Notice of Violation was issued on June 17, 2025 and CICA’s first
day of school was not until August 14, 2025. CICA had nearly two months to identify student-
serving locations that complied with the terms of the approved Charter and MOU Amendment No.
3 before the start of the 2025-26 school year. Instead, HCCTS leadership chose to perpetuate the
violation by utilizing locations that were not approved. CICA made the decision to submit a
remedy plan that would require an approved material revision rather than taking action to ensure
compliance. These actions provide strong indicators that the organization simply did not take the
violation seriously.

As of the date of the District’s Response to CICA’s appeal to the SCBOE, the District did not have
any evidence that CICA has vacated from the unapproved locations. The most recent
communication from the revocation evidence cited in the District’s Response regarding the
locations at which CICA is operating was provided to the District on January 2, 2026, as part of
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the third material revision. (CICA AR 5462-5463.) In this document CICA indicated that the it
was “seeking to continue” at thirteen (13) sites. Outlined below are the thirteen sites CICA was

operating at as of January 2, 2026. The table also shows which sites were approved in accordance
with MOU Amendment No. 3.

*Approved Address
33rd St. 2520 33rd St, Sacramento, CA 95817

BN 37th Ave. 3301 37th Avenue, Sacramento, CA 95824
- Boxwood St. 2260 Boxwood Street, Sacramento, CA 95815

NO
NO
NO Center Pkwy. 7839 Center Parkway, Sacramento, CA 95823
NO
)

College Oak Dr. 4545 College Oak Drive, Sacramento, CA 95841
N Folsom Blvd. 10013 Folsom Blvd, Sacramento, CA 95827
YES Franklin Blvd. 5961 Franklin Blvd, Sacramento, CA 95824

1333 Grand Avenue, Sacramento, CA 95838
N[N YA Howe Ave. 1111 Howe Avenue, Sacramento, CA 95825
Admin Only
YES Industrial Pkwy. 8180 Industrial Parkway, Sacramento, CA 95824
YES Marconi Ave. 3727 Marconi Ave, Sacramento, CA 95821
NO Old Auburn Rd. 7817 Old Auburn Road, Citrus Heights, CA 95610
YES 800 Todhunter Ave., West Sacramento, CA 95605
*Approved locations are listed in MOU Amendment No. 3 at CICA AR 304-306.

During CICA’s presentation regarding its material revision request on January 13, 2026, HCCTS
representatives stated that the material revision was their remedy plan, stating, “This Material
Revision cures the Notice of Violation of the Charter regarding locations.” HCCTS representatives
also assured that, “If the Material Revision is not approved CICA will occupy only the locations
listed in MOU Amendment No. 3.” (CICA AR 6327.) Once again CICA provided promises of
future compliance rather than actual compliance. At that point (January 13), CICA had run out of
time to be able to return to approved locations, hoping that their assurance of future compliance
would be an acceptable remedy.

During the January 27, 2026, Board meeting, HCCTS representatives stated that “CICA returned
to the locations approved in MOU Amendment No. 3” (CICA AR 5449.) However, the District
had not received any evidence that CICA vacated the unapproved locations and that compliance
had been achieved, even at that time, which was more than seven months since the Notice of
Violation was issued and four months past the September 26™ remedy deadline.

On January 27, 2026, District Staff confirmed that rather than returning to the approved locations,
HCCTS assured that “CICA is moving to locations that are approved by the District...” (CICA
AR 2880.) The record does not include termination agreements for the unapproved locations listed
in the table above nor does it include communications between CICA and landlords to indicate the
sites had been vacated. HCCTS only asserted compliance. They did not provide evidence of it.

Taken together, CICA’s admission, its continued operation at unapproved locations, promises of
compliance without actions, and the absence of any evidence that the Charter School had ceased
operating at unapproved locations, constitute substantial evidence supporting the District’s finding
that CICA committed a material violation of its Charter and failed to remedy that violation.

3. Violation of Law — Failure to Submit Annual Independent Audit Report

While the remedy period lapsed on September 26, 2025, and the District’s operative findings
regarding this violation are those contained in the Notice of Intent to Revoke (CICA AR 1426),
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the following also addresses CICA’s post-remedy period submissions. As shown below, those
additional submissions do not alter, and in fact further support the conclusion that the violation
was not remedied.

Substantial evidence in the record supports the District’s finding that CICA committed a violation
of law for failure to submit the independent audit report. Substantial evidence also supports the
District’s finding that this violation was not remedied.

HCCTS expressly acknowledged the violation, stating: “Highlands acknowledges that the 2023—
24 audit has not yet been submitted to TRUSD and that multiple deadlines were missed. (CICA
AR 5113.) This admission alone constitutes substantial evidence supporting the District’s finding.

The District’s decision to proceed with revocation of CICA’s Charter is supported by substantial
evidence demonstrating that CICA failed to remedy the violation of law, namely, the requirement
to submit a valid independent financial audit. Although the Charter School ultimately submitted a
2023-24 report on January 2, 2026, the auditor (Eide Bailly) issued a disclaimer of opinion,
indicating an inability to obtain sufficient appropriate evidence to form any conclusion regarding
the reliability of the financial statements.

Eide Bailly provided a letter dated December 31, 2025 (CICA AR 5692-5694) in which the auditor
clearly indicated that the 2023-24 report does not constitute a compliant audit and confirms the
absence of any reliable financial review. In the auditor’s letter to the HCCTS Board of Directors,
Eide Bailly stated:

“Our responsibility is to conduct an audit in accordance with auditing standards
generally accepted in the United States of America and to issue an auditor’s report.
However, because of the matter described in the Basis for Disclaimer of Opinion
section of our report, we were not able to obtain sufficient appropriate audit
evidence to provide a basis for an audit opinion on these financial statements.”
(CICA AR 5693.)

An audit, by definition, culminates in an opinion supported by sufficient and appropriate evidence.
Here, the auditor explicitly disclaims that CICA did not provide such evidence and, therefore, no
opinion could be rendered. As a result, the report provides no assurance as to the accuracy,
completeness, or reliability of the CICA’s financial statements.

In effect, the report submitted is equivalent to not completing an audit at all. The auditor did not
validate the financial records, did not reach any conclusions regarding their fairness, and did not
provide the fundamental assurance required under law. Instead, the report affirmatively establishes
that the auditor could not perform the core function of an audit. Under these circumstances, the
District has reasonably concluded that CICA failed to meet its statutory obligation to submit the
2023-24 independent audit, conducted in accordance with generally accepted auditing standards.

Compounding these concerns, the audit expressly conveyed the auditor’s “substantial doubt” about
the organization’s “ability to continue as a going concern.” (CICA AR 5692.) These findings
reflect a fundamental breakdown in fiscal management and internal controls, leaving the District
without any reliable basis to assess the Charter School’s financial condition. Education Code
section 47607 requires that revocation decisions be supported by substantial evidence, defined as
evidence that is reasonable, credible, and of solid value. Here, the record contains substantial
evidence that CICA did not satisfy its legal obligation.
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While HCCTS’ remedy plan included a commitment for timely submission of the audit report in
the future, CICA has failed to follow-through with this commitment. As of the date of this Appeal
to the SBE, HCCTS has not submitted their 2024-25 audit, which was due December 15, 2025.
This fact was shared with the SCBOE in response to an inquiry by SCBOE Trustee Keefer about
the status of the audit the May 19 meeting. (CICA AR 7348, Transcript p. 145:13-21.) It was also
clarified to the SCBOE in response to an inquiry by SCBOE Trustee Lefkovitz during the May 19
meeting, that it was not enough for HCCTS to “submit” an audit report — the obligation is to submit
a valid audit that met all the requirements of an audit, and the report submitted by HCCTS did not
meet the requirements since an opinion was not expressed. (CICA AR 7345, Transcript p. 142:17-
20.)

This fact clearly illustrates that the TRUSD Board appropriately found that HCCS failed to
sufficiently remedy this violation of law. As identified by District Board President Jefferson during
the November 4, 2025, Board meeting, “There has to be a process where we can get Highlands
Charter into compliance because this has been ongoing for more than a year.” (CICA AR 7369,
November 4, 2025, Board Meeting Video, Minute Marker 2:13:01.)

Furthermore, should the SCBOE conclude that substantial evidence in the record supports the
District’s findings as any one of the grounds for revocation, that determination compels the
SCBOE to affirm/uphold the District’s revocation decision. Since the record incontrovertibly
reflects that to date HCCS remains in violation of the legal requirement to submit the independent
audit report for 2022-23, the SCBOE should have affirmed/upheld the District Board’s decision to
revoke HCCS’ Charter for violation of law.

Accordingly, the District has determined that HCCS failed to refute this violation to the satisfaction
of the District or remedy this violation. Moreover, the District acted within its oversight authority
and duty to protect public funds and ensure compliance with applicable law. Accepting a no-
opinion audit as sufficient would be inconsistent with legal requirements and impair our ability as
authorizer to conduct meaningful fiscal oversight.

4. Violation of Law — Violation of WIOA Exclusive Partnership Agreement

The District Board’s final decision to revoke for violation of the WIOA exclusive partnership
agreement is grounded in Staff’s findings contained in the Notice of Intent to Revoke, which
documents the District’s findings as of the close of the remedy period. These findings constitute
the evidentiary basis for the District’s action. The pertinent Notice of Intent to Revoke language
may be reviewed on page 1451 of the CICA Appeal and is provided below for SCBOE’s reference
and consideration.

The CICA Response acknowledges that prior practices violated the requirements
of the WIOA, which mandates that instruction be provided exclusively in
partnership with WIOA programs. In the CICA Response, HCCTS restated actions
taken prior to the issuance of the NOV and asserted a commitment to correcting
past errors and ensuring future compliance. However, the three (3) exhibits
submitted were identical to those previously provided to the District and did not
offer any new or substantive evidence to refute or remedy the violation.

Due to the absence of additional supporting documentation, the District finds that
this violation remains unremedied. Furthermore, the District notes material
inconsistencies between statements provided by the CTE Instructor and
representations made in the CICA Response. Accordingly, the District has
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determined that HCCS failed to refute or remedy this violation to the satisfaction
of the District.

5. Violation of Law — Failure to Track Minimum Instructional Minutes

Substantial evidence in the record supports the District’s finding that CICA failed to demonstrate
compliance with tracking and meeting minimum instructional minutes, as required by California
Education Code Section 47612.5, and that this violation was not remedied.

The record reflects that, prior to the issuance of the June 17, 2025 Notice of Violation, CICA did
not maintain a system to track or verify instructional minutes. On September 9, 2024, Melissa
Roberson, HCCTS acknowledged this deficiency, stating: “Due to the nature of independent study,
CICA does not currently have an instructional minute’s report.” (CICA AR 2133), indicating that
HCCTS believed CICA to be exempt from the requirement to ensure annual minimum
instructional minutes were met. It further demonstrates that CICA lacked a mechanism to track
and meet requirements.

Subsequent submissions prior to June 17, 2025, reflect shifting and inconsistent approaches to
instructional minute compliance monitoring. On March 24, 2025, and in subsequent submissions,
CICA showed indicators that it may have transitioned from the approved traditional independent
study model to a course-based independent study model. (CICA AR 33.) In its March 24, 2025,
response to the District’s February 19, 2025, Request for Information Regarding CICA
Instructional Minutes, HCCTS stated that pacing guides demonstrated each course included
approximately 125 hours of work and that a full course load consisted of five courses per semester.
(CICA AR 840.) This explanation did not define how instructional time was calculated on a daily
basis or include how time value was assigned to student work, or how total instructional minutes
were tracked across instructional days. CICA simply had not established a clear or verifiable
methodology for meeting the required instructional minutes for the non-classroom-based program.

On October 31, 2025, after the remedy period had lapsed, CICA submitted updated pacing guides
significantly different than the previously submitted evidence (September 29, 2025). In this
submission they included planning guides, curriculum maps, work samples, learning report
examples, master agreements, and more. (CICA AR 5284-5287.) None of the documents
submitted provided the daily time value of pupil assignment. This information is required in order
to track student attendance and ensure compliance with the minimum annual instructional minutes
for non-classroom-based charters.

Ongoing inconsistencies are evidenced in CICA’s academic calendar. CICA submitted multiple
versions of the 2025-2026 student calendar, each containing errors or omissions. After the District
requested clarification on October 8, 2025, the Charter School submitted revised versions on
October 8 and another on October 13, 2025, acknowledging prior inaccuracies and indicating that
a final version would be presented to its Board. These series of errors were documented in the
Notice of Intent to Revoke. (CICA AR 1413.) An accurate student calendar is absolutely required
to calculate instructional minutes, and these inconsistencies constitute substantial evidence that
CICA still lacked a stable and reliable foundation to ensure compliance after the expiration of the
remedy period.

In November 2025, shortly before the issuance of the Notice of Intent to Revoke, CICA submitted
an Attendance Standard Operating Procedure (SOP), asserting that the charter school “meets the

TRUSD SBE Appeal Written Argument (CICA Revocation) Page 15 of 20



accs-oct26item03
Notice of Appeal from Attachment 2
Twin Rivers Unified School District Page 21 of 26

statutory minimum of 64,800 instructional minutes offered per year” (This document was not
included in the evidence submitted by CICA with its appeal, but a link to the SOP was included in
their evidence).> The SOP went on to state, “A credentialed teacher must make the determination
of the actual time value of work submitted.” (SOP, p 9.) However, the SOP did not specify the
actual number of hours of time-value for assignments each day. There is not one mention of the
minimum number of hours that teachers were determining that students must meet each day. This
is a critical omission as instructional minutes for non-classroom-based charters are calculated, in
part by the daily time-value of assignments multiplied by the instructional days. At a minimum
CICA could have included a simple statement such as “Daily instructional work must equate to
approximately _ # hours of assigned work per day.” This would have enabled the District to
multiple that number by the total number of students days to determine if the minimum number of
annual instructional minutes could be met. Without defined time equivalencies tied to instructional
days, it is impossible to calculate whether minimum instructional minutes were met.

On January 2, 2026, over three months after the expiration of the remedy period, CICA submitted
a narrative describing efforts to remedy the violation. However, CICA again failed to provide a
defined methodology for calculating daily instructional time that was necessary to demonstrate
that assigned work met required annual instructional minutes. (CICA AR 5284-5287.)

During the January 27, 2026, District Board meeting, Trustee Vought inquired regarding this
matter stating: “It was our understanding, or my understanding there was not a standard, that it
was subjective and left up to the individual instructors to assign value to different minutes to
assignments...” HCCTS’s Chief Academic Officer replied:

“We are very deeply standards aligned, um there is a curriculum map that we’ve

shared with you...and have been vetted deeply across instructional minutes, but
also standards. And there’s also grade-level standard professional development,
and we have a deeply centered and thoughtful team that does the calibration
around how we vet out the instructional minutes, as their time-value is assigned
to each, um instruction, each um, assignment. And then those assignments have
to meet or exceed six hours. And that’s how we’re accruing attendance. It’s very,
very deeply vetted, very, very deeply protocoled. And also, teachers are offered
45 minutes every day to do planning, PLC time every afternoon, and then twice
a month they have professional development sessions...” (CICA AR 7371,
District Board Meeting Video, Minute Marker 2:35:35.)

The above quote from HCCTS’s Chief Academic Officer includes the one and only mention of a
defined daily instructional expectation (“...meet or exceed six hours”). This information was not
mentioned in any submission or written response and was completely omitted until that comment
on January 27, 2026. It is not included in the Attendance SOP, pacing guides, teacher training
materials, or anywhere in CICA’s 7,301 pages of evidence.

The record reflects that District Staff believed the promises of compliance through observations
of improved attendance practices, a review of the attendance improvement plan, and verification
of an internal attendance compliance team provided enough assurances of future compliance to
consider the violation remedied. (CICA AR 7371, January 27, 2026, Board Meeting Video Record,
Minute Marker, approx. 2:26:21.) Staff’s observations and recommendations were directly tied to
attendance tracking and reporting practices. However, Staff did not confirm that CICA provided

> https://hccts.community.diligentoneplatform.com/document/55ff874a-ae69-462c-aa09-9391374e017a/
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evidence that it was meeting the minimum instructional minute requirements and the District
Board’s decision to revoke was supported by the fact that CICA had not provided the necessary
evidence of actual compliance.

Taken together, CICA’s admission that it lacked an instructional minute’s tracking system, its
shifting and inconsistent explanations of compliance throughout the duration of process, and the
lack of documented defined time-value methodology, constitute substantial evidence supporting
the District’s finding that the violation was not remedied even after the expiration of the remedy
period.

6. Engaged in Fiscal Mismanagement — San Diego Administrative Location

While the remedy period lapsed on September 26, 2025, and the District’s operative findings
regarding this violation are those contained in the Notice of Intent to Revoke (CICA AR 1432),
CICA’s post-remedy period submissions further demonstration that the violation was not
remedied.

Substantial evidence in the record supports the District’s finding that HCCTS engaged in fiscal
mismanagement by securing a site at 406 9th Avenue, Suite 310, San Diego, CA 92101 (“San
Diego site”), which constituted a significant and inappropriate expenditure of public funds. The
location is described as a 1,068-square-foot condominium that “Includes a dedicated balcony with
unparalleled views of Petco Park,” a Major League Baseball stadium. The record further reflects
that this facility was not accessible to CICA students. (CICA AR 7022-7026.)

CICA expressly acknowledged the violation by stating that the decision “was a misstep that does
not align with our mission or our responsibility to ensure all expenditures directly benefit
students.” (CICA AR 7039.) This admission alone constitutes substantial evidence supporting the
District’s finding.

The record further reflects that the District Board articulated concerns regarding both the nature of
the expenditure and the lack of a plan to address this misuse of public funds. During the December
2, 2025, Board meeting, District Board Trustee Elkarra stated: “I understand it was to expand into
the San Diego region, but my understanding is that this was, like, a penthouse, like, overseeing the
baseball stadium. It was a very expensive suite, you know, why not just rent an office space
somewhere in San Diego? Why, you know, spend so much money...” (CICA AR 7370, December
2, 2025, Board Meeting Video, Minute Marker 2:43:29.).)

Separately, District Board Trustee Baker directly raised the issue of financial remediation, asking
“How the tax payers are going to get that money back...”, and further stating that this was an
essential question he was “...going to need to be addressed.” (CICA AR 7370, December 2, 2025,
Board Meeting Video, Minute Marker 1:31:42.) In response to Trustee Baker’s question regarding
recovery of funds, HCCTS legal counsel stated: “They're not. They're not gonna get it back.”
(CICA AR 7370, December 2, 2025, Board Meeting Video, Minute Marker 1:32:07.) This
response demonstrates that HCCTS declined to pursue or even consider a path to possibly recoup
the improperly expended public funds. As a result, HCCTS failed to identify a remedy reasonably
calculated to address the fiscal violation.

Although HCCTS leadership asserted that they could not “go back in time” to address past
expenditures, the record shows that HCCTS has taken a dramatically different position in similar

TRUSD SBE Appeal Written Argument (CICA Revocation) Page 17 of 20



accs-oct26item03
Notice of Appeal from Attachment 2
Twin Rivers Unified School District Page 23 of 26

circumstances involving expenditures it later determined to be improper. HCCTS has openly
declared that it has sought repayment from individuals who participated in travel and Professional
Development opportunities, that had originally been approved by HCCTS, but was later
determined to have been inappropriate. HCCTS acknowledged taking such steps, stating:

“I can tell you, though, that with regard to some expenses, the school has sent
letters. Asking for money to be returned to the school. And specifically, that
relates to the trip to Hawaii and the trip to Paris that occurred. Jonathan personally
sent the letters to the individuals who went on those trips, demanding they return
that money.” (CICA AR 7370, December 2, 2025, Board Meeting Video, Minute
Marker 1:34:04.)

Although these actions demonstrate HCCTS recognized that seeking repayment is a viable means
of addressing improper expenditures, leadership did not propose or pursue a comparable remedy
to address the funds expended on the San Diego site.

The District informed CICA of its failure to remedy the violation as described in the November 4,
2025, Notice of Intent to Revoke, “The District notes that considerable public funds were expended
on a facility that has not been used to serve HCCTS students, and no evidence has been provided
to demonstrate that these expenditures have been appropriately addressed, mitigated, or remedied.
Although the District recognizes the actions taken to reduce ongoing costs, this violation remains
unresolved.” (CICA AR 1417.)

On January 2, 2026, CICA provided a remedy plan with an explanation of the evidence they had
submitted to address the violation. (CICA AR 5520-5522.) The remedy plan focused exclusively
on the San Diego lease agreement and promises of future compliance through updates to HCCTS
board policies. CICA did not present corrective actions directed at restoring misused public funds
or otherwise mitigating the fiscal impact.

Recent evidence supports that this remedial measure was not effective in addressing the violation.
In fact, the District has recently observed that during HCCTS’ March 26, 2026, meeting, it
bypassed one of those newly adopted board policies altogether. Specifically, the agenda said that
they were waiving Board Policy 3310 for three (3) contracts. BP 3310 is the Purchasing and
Vendor Selection Policy that HCCTS submitted as part of its remedy plan promising future
compliance. Together, those three (3) contracts equated to more than $272,000. Here, about two
months after the revocation process ended, HCCTS is circumventing their own internal policies,
which were intended as a fiscal safeguard to remedy the ground for revocation. (CICA AR 7236-
7237, Transcript pp. 33:17-34:4.)

During the January 27, 2026, District Board meeting, District Staff presented its findings and
recommendation regarding this fiscal mismanagement basis to revoke. (CICA AR 2882.) Staff
found that CICA had terminated or bought out the lease (addressing the cessation of future
expenses), adopted or revised board policies (which included requirements already outlined in
law), and updated the fiscal policies and procedures manual (promises of future compliance).
District Staff represented that they believed the violation could be considered remedied because
HCCTS addressed the issue of ongoing expenditures and promised to comply with law moving
forward. However, Staff did not find that CICA had addressed the misspent funds. The District
Board ultimately disagreed with Staff’s recommendation related to this fiscal mismanagement
ground to revoke, concluding that the fiscal harm had not been addressed, and that CICA failed to
remedy the violation because no attempt was made to return the misused public funds.
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HCCTS’s chosen course of action was limited to a two-month early lease termination which failed
to address the core issue identified by the District - the improper expenditure of public funds and
the absence of accountability for those funds. HCCTS’ failure to explore any potential avenue for
restitution or mitigation substantially supports the Board’s determination that the violation
remained not sufficiently remedied. Accordingly, the District Board’s determination to revoke
CICA’s Charter is supported by substantial evidence and reflects a rational and appropriate
exercise of its oversight responsibility to ensure fiscal accountability and protect against the
inappropriate use of public funds.

E. Conclusion

The record before the SCBOE contains substantial evidence supporting the District’s findings
in support of revocation. For each violation, there is substantial evidence on the record that
CICA violated the law, its Charter/MOU, and engaged in fiscal mismanagement, and failed to
remedy those violations within the required remedy period (June 17, 2025 — September 26,
2025). In multiple instances, CICA continued to operate out of compliance, failed to provide
required documentation, and relied on assurances of future compliance rather than
demonstrating that compliance had been achieved and violations remedied.

CICA’s assertions that progress, intent, or future plans should be deemed sufficient to find that
its violations have been remedied is inconsistent with the statutory framework. Education Code
section 47607 requires that violations be remedied, not merely addressed through proposed
actions or deferred commitments. The District Board properly applied this standard and
concluded that based upon substantial evidence CICA violated the law, its Charter, and
engaged in fiscal mismanagement, and that CICA failed to sufficiently remedy these
violations.

While District Staff identified areas of improvement and, with some of the violations
recommended that progress made by CICA could support a finding that the violation had been
remedied, the District Board did not accept Staff’s recommendation and ultimately determined
that the violations were not remedied. That determination and final decision to revoke was
within the District Board’s lawful authority and discretion and is supported by substantial
evidence in the record.

Even when viewed individually, the violations provide substantial evidence supporting
revocation. Taken together, the violations demonstrate a broader pattern of noncompliance,
including:

e Expanding grade levels without an approved material revision

e Continued operation at unapproved locations;

o Failure to produce a valid independent audit;

e Misuse of public funds without meaningful corrective action; and

o Failure to establish or document compliance with instructional minute requirements.

These are not technical or minor deficiencies, but fundamental failures affecting fiscal
integrity, legal compliance, and the District’s ability to provide effective oversight.

CICA was afforded both notice and ample opportunity to remedy these violations. Rather than
demonstrating compliance within the remedy period, CICA elected to pursue alternative
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strategies, seeking approval after the fact, revising plans, and offering assurances of future
compliance. In doing so, CICA assumed the risk that such efforts would not be sufficient for
the District Board to decline to revoke CICA’s Charter, which the District Board ultimately
concluded that it did not based on substantial evidence.

The SCBOEs decision to overturn the Districts decision to revoke the CICA Charter on appeal
was in error and must be set aside.

Not only did the SCBOE fail to acknowledge the existence of substantial evidence in support
of the Notice of Intent to Revoke which the District Board incorporated in support of its
decision to revoke, but given that there was substantial evidence on the record in support of
the Notice of Intent to Revoke which was incorporated into the District’s decision to revoke,
SCBOE failed to make any decision/findings about whether a chartering authority is required
to consider post expiration of the remedy period when making a decision whether to revoke.

The record on appeal also indicates that individual SCBOE members, who ultimately voted in
favor of overturning the revocation, substituted their judgment for that of the District Board
and/or reweighed the evidence in contravention of the substantial evidence standard. For
example, one SCBOE Trustee seemingly ignores the guidance provided both verbally and in
writing regarding the applicable substantial evidence standard of review stating, “a reasonable
person would definitely not take away the ability of Highlands to do their job.” (CICA AR
7354, Transcript p. 151:8-12.) Additionally, another SCBOE Trustee, also appears to ignore
guidance, basing her decision on reasons beyond the limits of the substantial evidence standard
of review, including her stated interest of not wanting to get in the way of innovation, because
she believes the Charter School is serving students that no one else is serving, and to give the
Charter School another chance since it “seems like things are turning around.” (CICA AR
7350-7351, Transcript pp. 147:17-25; 148:7-12.)

Therefore, the District respectfully urges the SBE to find that the SCBOE errored when it
reversed the District Board’s decision to revoke CICA’s Charter and uphold the revocation on
appeal.
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