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Orange County Board of Education Meeting December 10, 2014 Transcript 

Call to Order 

Ken Williams: Good morning and Merry Christmas and Seasons Greetings to all of you who are 

out there this evening, I mean this morning and who are here with us today.  For the benefit of 

the record this regular meeting of the Orange County Board of Education is called to order.  And 

we always begin our meetings with the Pledge of Allegiance which will be led by our esteemed 

board member, Trustee Linda Lindholm. 

Pledge of Allegiance 

Linda Lindholm: Ya all please rise.  And join me in the pledge of allegiance to the flag of our 

great nation. 

Everyone: I Pledge Allegiance to the Flay of the United States of America, and to the Republic, 

for which it stands, one nation, under God, indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

Robert Hammond: Hooraa 

Ken Williams: And Penny, will you begin with roll call? 

Penny Dunseth:  Sure 

Roll Call 

Penny Dunseth: Trustee Boyd. 

David Boyd: Here 

Penny Dunseth: Trustee Hammond 

Robert Hammond: Present 

Penny Dunseth:  Trustee Williams 

Ken Williams: I am here 

Penny Dunseth: Trustee Bedell 

John Bedell: Here 

Penny Dunseth: Trustee Lindholm 

Linda Lindholm: Here 

Ken Williams: Very good, introductions 
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Introductions 

Nina Boy: We have no introductions this morning. 

Ken Williams: Very, very good.  Ok. 

Agenda – Adoption  

Ken Williams: Item E, adoption of today’s meeting.  May I have a motion. 

John Bedell: Move. 

Ken Williams: Move and second? 

David Bedell: Second. 

Ken Williams: Second Boyd. Any discussion?  Ok, all those in favor say aye. 

All: Aye 

Ken Williams: Moving on to Item 4. 

Robert Hammond: Abstain. 

Ken Williams: One abstention, excuse, so the item passes 4 uh, 0 – 1. 

Minutes – Approval 

Moving on to Item F, the adoption of the minutes of our November meeting.  Do I have a 

motion? 

Robert Hammond: So moved. 

John Bedell: Second. 

Ken Williams: And a second. 

David Boyd: I have one minor edit.   

Ken Williams: Ok. 

David Boyd: Uh, on page uh 9 regarding the charter school petitions budget format, um, I’m 

listed, Trustee Lindolm who is working just as hard on this as I am should also be listed. 

Linda Lindolm: Ahh, thank you. 
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Ken Williams: Very good. So we have motion second any more comments or additions.  All 

those in favor say aye. 

All: aye 

Ken Williams: oppose, abstain, motion passes 5 – 0.  Ok, so today, in custom, in tradition, the 

Board of Education, our good Superintendent, ah, are providing some wonderful entertainment 

from students in our programs who I think you will be very, very delighted to hear their beautiful 

God-given voices.  So with that, our Board, if they will excuse us, then we will go sit in our front 

chairs here.  And ah, Nina, you’ll lead us? 

Time Certain – Special Presentation 

Nina Boyd: It’s my pleasure to introduce two of our students from our Community Home 

Education program, also known as CHEP.  Amaya and Adriana Burganza are both amazingly 

talented students.  Both Amaya and Adriana began their education with CHEP in Kindergarten.  

Amaya is currently in seventh grade and her sister Adriana is currently in second grade.  Both 

students have been singing since they were toddlers and sharing their gifts with others.  Last year 

Amaya performed in the Broadway production of Annie starring as the orphan, July.  Most 

recently they have been singing at Senior Citizen homes and bringing holiday cheer.  I’m pleased 

to announce that this February, both Amaya and Adriana will be returning to New York to 

perform in the Broadway revival of The King and One.  Congratulations to you both. 

All: Clapping 

Nina Boyd: They’ve chosen five selections to share with us this morning so I would ask Adriana 

and Amaya to please come to the risers and begin their performance: 

Performance: 

Ken Williams: Ok, so, come on up here.  On behalf of the Board and our great Superintendent, 

and all the people who are here, we so appreciate what you just shared with us, the spirit of 

Christmas and your love and joy for our community and our families.  Thank you so very much 

Amaya and Adriana, you guys are awesome.  We wish you a Merry Christmas. 

All: Clapping 

Ken Williams: Photos.  Can we get some photos?  Scott, Scott, we’re gonna get some photos.  

Just one quick one with the girls?  Board come on up here.  No, no.  I’m too ugly.  You’re the 

pretty one.  Al? 

All: (Pictures being taken). 

Public Comments 



4 
 

Ken Williams: Ok. Moving on with our meeting for those of you who are left, thank you for 

being here and sharing this wonderful time of year.  We are going to move on to Item H which is 

our Public Comments and uh, with the spirit of fairness we’re just going with how you turned 

them in to Penny.  So, Penny, who is number one.   

Penny Dunseth:  Eric Stolting? 

Eric Stolting: Morning, Board Members and uh, have a Merry Christmas, I hope you have a 

really nice holiday season.  Um, well, hello, and Board Members and Dr. Mijares thank you for 

letting me speak today.  

I wanted to convey a couple points; the first one is to the Board.  Over the past, over the course 

of the past year you have been exposed to a great deal of information about Common Core. The 

last two months you have heard about, two hours of expert testimony and were presented with 

hundreds of pages of documented evidence.  From peer review to research from experts across 

the country, including such institutions as Stanford, all of this showing the great problems and 

dangers of Common Core.  From the Pros side, other than a few opinions shared at the Special 

Board Meeting, I don’t believe you were presented with any research based evidence and 

defense or support of Common Core.  If any of you had a positive feeling about Common Core 

prior to all of this, I honestly don’t believe that if you were open with your investigation you 

could still be supportive of it now.  Now the question is what to do.  I’m not going to claim that I 

know what is the best path forward from here, whether to sue or whether to say we’re not going 

to use it or something else.  But doing nothing or just saying we don’t like it is not the answer.  

You may say that there is nothing we can do, you are not elected for this or we are afraid to rock 

the boat.  But I say that before your jobs become irrelevant, you must take a stand now.  Get your 

second and third opinions, as to the correct path forward, but do something before you no longer 

have the ability to do so.  I know other districts are waiting for you guys to take the lead.  

The second point is for you Dr. Mijares.  Up until now it has been very obvious that you and 

your staff have been very supportive of Common Core and even embracing it and looking 

forward to its implementation.  I honestly understand how you could be, hearing all the good 

sales pitch and propaganda given to you over the past four or five years.  It could’ve easily 

convinced you. But now you have had the truth presented to you and backed up by hundreds of 

pages of documented research and the propaganda machine has backed up their statements with 

very little or nothing.  Please take the time to look through the information provided to you and 

is at your fingertips.  You represent thousands of children throughout Orange County and many 

of those are disadvantaged and minorities.  I know that you hold those dear to your heart. Those 

children are the ones being hurt the most.  Please don’t allow that to continue to happen on your 

watch.  To close, I would like to use something from the reason we celebrate this season.  After 

Jesus would finish speaking, he would sometime say he who has an ear, let him hear.  Well, 

obviously most had ears.  But were they willing to listen?  But now the question is are you 

willing to listen?  And if so, will you stand up and defend those that you have been elected to 
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serve?  And I know, this has been presented to you before, but I would like to give this to Dr. 

Mijares.  I’ll pass it over to Nina.  But, uh, I ask you to read it?  It’s been submitted.   

Ken Williams:  Thank you sir.  Penny?  

Penny Dunseth:  Gloria Pruyne?  

Gloria Pruyne:  Well, I keep looking up there thinking there’s a clock and there’s no clock.  Is it 

morning or is it afternoon?  (Laughs) Well, thank you so much for your kind attention.  You have 

been so gracious to us and it is appreciated.  My heart this morning is about the children under 

your care who have challenges in their life, before they even go to school.  Foster care and 

delinquency is bringing major stresses in their lives.  So, that is where my heart is this morning.  

I have titled this Common Core Standards and Students with Reading Difficulties.  Dr. Louisa 

Mote says, those with dyslexia comprise of at least 30 percent of the population.  Often up to 70 

to 80 percent of students in high poverty areas enter school at risk for reading failure.  Mixed in 

as poor readers are all those who simply have not been taught how to read or who do not speak 

English.  These facts imply that raising standards and expectations without sufficient attention to 

the known causes of reading and academic failure and with the substantial influx of new 

resources to educate and to support teachers is not likely to benefit students with mild, moderate 

or severe learning difficulties.  Rather the stage is set for those students to suffer adverse 

consequences such as forced grade repetition, denial of promotion or diplomas and irrelevant 

requirements that do not in fact enable students to be more ready for college or career.  Students 

who do not learn written language, easily and naturally is a very large minority and in some 

districts and schools, the majority.  If current trends continue, we may find that students with 

poor reading and writing skills, including those with dyslexia are even more likely to be 

subjected to instruction that is inappropriate in placing emphasis and design.  Idealistic visions of 

student potential coupled with unattainable standards, a one size fits all approach and a disregard 

for decades of research on reading acquisition and individual differences may exasperate student 

failure and suffering and our accountability driven systems.  The CCSS will only become a 

helpful resource if expected outcomes are adjusted to students’ capabilities and future goals and 

if it can be demonstrated that the recommended shifts in instruction benefit all students, not just 

those who can learn to read easily and quickly.  The directives of the CCSS must be better 

validated before we allow them to drive yet another upheaval in educational practices.  Twelve 

states that have laws that mandate student retention in grade 3 based on low scores on state 

reading tests, with disproportionate numbers of disadvantaged students being retained.  

According to a report by the Carnegie Corporation that… 

Ken Williams:  Gloria? Gloria? I hate to bother… to um… interrupt  you…but you’re about 

three and half minutes?   

Gloria Pruyne:  Oh, I’m sorry.  I never heard your… 

Ken Williams:  I didn’t think you did. Yeah. 
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Gloria Prime:  Yeah.  Thank you so much.  

Ken Williams:  You can submit to us… 

Gloria Pruyne:  Uh. Yes. I certainly will.   

Ken Williams:  Thank you.   

Gloria Pruyne:  Oh. Thank you.   

Penny Dunseth:  Linda Cohen?  

Linda Cohen: Now that I have your undivided attention, ladies and gentleman – uh, first, uh – 

Superintendent Mijares, President Williams and board of education – I would like to sincerely 

thank you for what I consider to be a very courageous decision to open up to the public the issue 

of Common Core.  I want you to realize that, uh, the writing and the validating of these so-called 

Common Core State Standards was not conducted in such an open and public matter, and I think 

that’s very significant.  I was recently speaking to a Fullerton parent friend of mind, and she 

made a very telling comment, um, about a school board member’s criticism saying, why didn’t 

you show up to our early meetings on Common Core?  I think this is a very legitimate question.  

Her response was this: why would we?  We were told that Common Core was internationally 

benchmarked, rigorously demanding, research and evidence based and the answer to our failing 

educational system.  Wonderful.  She now knows that all of these claims are false, and in fact, 

they were a part of a carefully crafted national message sent to states disseminated to local 

administrators and passed on to trusting parents.  She now knows the truth, as do many of us in 

this room who have been studying Common Core for over two years now.  Now – you – the 

board of education – has the following task:  you must examine the facts that are presented to 

you in two forums.  You must also consider the source of these facts – namely, the eight experts 

who testified before you – actually, sixteen total.  Please consider what constitutes an expert in 

this rather lively and vital debate.  I want to focus on one such person – Dr. R. James Milgram, 

Professor Emeritus, Stanford University.  Dr. Milgram has an unsalable vita.  He wrote in 1997, 

the math standards for the state of California considered the best in the nation.  Ze’ev Wurman’s 

recent study shows the impact – and we’ve given the study to you several times – the impact of 

these standards on student performance – particularly in minority populations.  Add Sandra 

Stotsky – widely regarded as the architect of the Massachusetts Miracle.  She wrote the number 

one standards in English language arts – and you have three, and many more – listen carefully – 

content subject matter experts.  I ask you one simple question: who is best to report on viable 

standards and their impact on testing and curriculum – then these three and some of the other 

experts that you have heard.  My time has elapsed.  I thank you for your attention. 

Ken Williams:  Thank you.  Who is up next, Penny? 

Penny Dunseth:  Bonnie O’Neal 
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Bonnie O’Neal:  I hate to follow that – that was a really great statement.  Um, but mine are kind 

of similar.  I wanted to thank you all also because I also know that it was not an easy thing for 

you to do and there was some expense involved in allowing, um, those experts to be here and to 

make their statements.  I’m just wondering what effect it had on you.  That’s the only thing, once 

again we don’t know – I’m wondering if you were able to hear what those experts said and if it 

had any impact on any of you at all.  I wish we would be able to have your comments instead of 

us coming up each month and talking to you.  Um, but what I was listening for – because I kind 

of knew what the experts – that were against Common Core – were saying, but I didn’t know 

what the experts for them were going to say.  I was listening very carefully – I wanted to – I 

mean I’ve got my grandchildren in these schools – I am really hoping to hear something that’s 

going to align – you know, make me feel better about Common Core – but, what I heard was 

almost all of them saying the very same things that are, were in the promises from the beginning 

– the ones that Linda said everybody got and wondered, well, why would you ever not want 

something like that, but have later – now we are able to see that they really were false promises.  

And so, what I’m here wondering is, the questions that I’ve had from the beginning that haven’t 

been answered, and I wonder if anybody on this board is questioning them.  The first one is, why 

were all of these done in a very covert manner – something as monumental as changing our 

entire school curriculum and system – and nobody even really knew about it – at least not the 

general public – and really very few people.  Why the secrecy?  Why was it handled in that way 

and then, why would our governors agree to put that whole system into our classrooms without a 

shred of proof of those promises?  And, why was there such a rush to get it through all of the 

states and without any publicity on it whatsoever?  And why was – why weren’t the teachers 

even properly taught how to teach Common Core?  It was a surprise to all of them – and they’re 

struggling.  Every one of my grandchildren in the public school system has told me their teachers 

have mentioned something in some way that they don’t know anything about what they’re 

teaching, either.  I mean, it is, it is kind of scary. Because, even the – now the parents that I’m 

taking to – not even friends of mine that are people that even know my position – but just asking 

them about it – they are saying something that’s alarming to me, and I’d really appreciate your 

looking into it – they say that, all of a sudden, they feel a little alienated from their schools, that 

the teachers are not as willing to discuss things with them, and that their administrators are not 

willing, either.  So, I am hoping you will kind of look into that because there is a feeling among 

the parents that they are not being given a fair chance to express the problems that they’re seeing 

in their children with the Common Core.  Thank you all. 

Ken Williams:  Thank you. 

Penny Dunseth:  Tom Pollitt? 

David Boyd: Mr. President?  I note under, uh, roundtable, we do have a Common Core 

whitepaper discussion… 

Ken Williams:  Yes. 
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David Boyd:  …and I would be perfectly willing to address Ms. O’Neal’s comments on my 

views on the hearings and Common Core in general, if you feel it would be appropriate. 

Ken Williams:  Well, thank you for volunteering – the only concern is, is that traditionally, the 

public comments was a one-way dialogue, um, or a monolog, in other words, between the public 

and us, and to get involved and start a precedent of a dialogue would really eat into our 45 

minutes that we expanded to allow greater public input, so, um, thank you for offering, um, how 

about on a personal basis that you could do that – would that be okay with you? 

David Boyd:  Sure. 

Ken Williams: Okay. 

Robert Hammond:  Mr. President, point of clarification for me – were you asking to do that now, 

or during roundtable? 

David Boyd:  No, during roundtable. 

Ken Williams:  Oh, during roundtable – oh, I’m sorry – I thought you were talking about now – 

please excuse me.  So, during roundtable, absolutely – yeah.  Okay, let’s, let’s move on. 

Tom Pollitt:  President Williams, trustees, Dr. Mijares – I also want to thank you for holding the 

two special meetings in October and November.  I think I found them informative – information 

that I didn’t know about, and I know the public did.  I’ve received many comments, uh, about it, 

so thank you very much for that.  Now – now that you’ve, uh, held the meetings – we have to 

decide what we’re gonna do with the information.  What are you gonna do that’s best for the 

students, the parents, the voters and the taxpayers?  Are you gonna do something or are you 

gonna kick the can down the road?  That’s the real decision that you guys have to make.  Let’s 

review what we learned from the meetings – five things.  Standards:  we know beyond a doubt 

that California had the best standards in the country, and we now know for a fact that we’re 

lowering those standards.  That’s not the American way.  Is that what we’re doing – lowering the 

standards so we look better somehow?  Testing:  you heard testimony that it will harm the 

poorest of the kids – the disadvantaged kids – let alone the privacy issues that are involved with 

testing.  Cost:  no one knows what the cost was – they were asked two or three times, what’s this 

gonna cost?  Who is gonna pay for it?  Robert – I would ask you to get an accounting – ask them 

to get a budget or a plan – somebody should have a plan for how this is gonna be paid for – for 

how it’s gonna be implemented.  And if it is a unfunded mandate, then take appropriate action.  

Unlawful:  we found that it was unlawful in a number of areas, but let’s just take the state of 

California – the law requires that the standards to be used in our schools must be benchmarked.  

We do not have a benchmark product here – that was proven in testimony.  And Local Control:  I 

loved what Hugh Hewitt said – the local school boards – the county school boards – are gonna 

become administrators administrating federal government programs so your education in Orange 

County – a very unique county – is gonna be dictated by 435 people in Washington, D. C., that 
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sometimes don’t read what they’re passing.  So, I had one other thing to say about a parent that 

came up to me the other day… 

Ken Williams:  (iaudible) three minute mark by the way. 

Tom Pollitt: …but I’ll save that for later.  Thank you very much. 

Ken Williams:  Thank you, Tom.  Penny, who’s next? 

Penny Dunseth:  Rather than murder your name – the gentlemen from the Vista Heritage Charter 

School – thank you. 

Ken Williams:  If you could say your name for the record. 

Vahe Markarian:  Sure.  My name is Vahe Markarian, and I am the Executive Director at Vista 

Charter Public Schools.  I would like to say good morning to Superintendent Dr. Mijares, Board 

President Williams, board members, and members of the public.  Uh, we are here this morning to 

officially submit our charter petition appeal to you, and we look forward to working with you 

and staff on, as we go through, uh, this process.  With that, I would like to just thank you for 

your time and wish you a Merry Christmas and uh, happy holidays. 

Ken Williams:  Very good. And for the record, we want to thank you for your submission today, 

and, uh, the board and Department will review the petition pursuant to the Charter Schools Act 

and if you should have any questions, I think you’ve already met Kelly, and please, uh, be in 

contact with her.  But thank you very much, sir. 

Vahe Markarian:  Thank you. 

Penny Dunseth:  Lori Kaylor? 

Lori Kaylor: Honorable trustees, Superintendent Mijares, my name is Lori Kaylor.  I am a 

resident of Orange and a credentialed teacher with a master’s degree in education from 

Claremont Graduate University.  The Common Core standards is promoted as just standards, yet 

the United States Secretary of Education, Arne Duncan, has said that the work of the two 

consortia includes developing curriculum frameworks and instructional modules.  Common Core 

is supposedly state-led, however, David Coleman, the chief architect of the Common Core 

standards says about their development, “how pathetic the beginnings of the Common Core 

movement were – think of a napkin – think about a few people in a room with an idea”.  It was 

actually five people in that room, including Coleman himself, none of whom were K-12 teachers, 

or early childhood professionals.  Coleman admitted that the writers were not qualified.  He said 

at the Strategic Data Project Beyond the Numbers Meeting on May 31, 2013 – we’re composed 

of that collection on unqualified people who were involved in developing the common standards.  

Common Core is praised for preparing students to be college and career ready.  However, Jason 

Zimba, a lead writer for the Common Core math standards, stated that the standards prepare 
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students for the colleges most kids go to, but not for the college most parents aspire to, and added 

that the standards are not for selective colleges.  William McCullam, another Common Core lead 

math standards writer, said, the overall standards would not be too high, certainly not in 

comparison to other nations, including East Asia, where math education excels.  One of the 

primary creators of the Common Core, Stanford Professor Linda Darling-Hammond, went on 

record and said the purpose of content in the Common Core is only to be used as a vehicle for the 

social and emotional learning goals.  Common Core is illegal – violating three federal statutes in 

the United States Constitution, and stated by Kent D. Talbert, former General Counsel of the 

United States Department of Education, and Robert S. Itel, former Deputy General Counsel of 

the Department.  Common Core also violates state of California law, according to Olivia 

Gutierrez, California Education Code section 60605.8 states that standards shall be 

internationally benchmarked, and California Education Code 60604.3 states that assessments 

shall not test on non-cognitive skills.  Writing in the Washington Post, Valerie Strouss shares 

video of Bill Gates’ Harvard interview showing that Gates’s Education Initiative Common Core 

is a giant experiment.  Gates said, “It would be great if our education stuff worked, but we won’t 

know for probably a decade.”  Proponents of Common Core like to say the train has already left 

the station.  However, there is a ticking time bomb on-board, along with children passengers.  

Will your attitude be, it’s too late and there’s nothing I can do about it, or will you do everything 

you can to stop that train and get those children off?  I pray that you will all make the right 

decisions for our kids’ sake, and our country.  I urge you to take the necessary and obvious step 

of recommending to the school districts of Orange County that they return to the previous 

superior standards and stop any implementation of Common Core.  Thank you. 

Penny Dunseth:  David Whitley 

David Whitley:  Good Morning.  Merry Christmas.  I’ll probably forget to say that at the end.  I 

want to thank everyone at the Orange County Board of Education, Nina and Penny and the board 

here, Superintendent Mijares, for moving forward with the public meetings that we had – the two 

– I appreciate it very much, and I know that each and every one of you – that you don’t all agree 

with each other, you don’t all agree with me, but I do know that you care about the children, and 

I know that each and every one of you has put a great deal of your life into the instruction of 

children and the educational process, or in your public service to them, and so I thank you for 

that.  Um, I wanted to thank Linda for joining the team up here, and that you’ve been an 

inspiration to me to come out here and to speak before the board, because I have so enjoyed your 

thoughtful discussion and your questions and the way that you, uh, moved through the issues.  

I’ve felt it enlightening and it’s helped me to think better on many issues, uh, and I thank Jack 

for his big smile and his warm handshake each and every time we come up here.  And I thank the 

us, the leadership for their putting some of these issues on the agenda, um, and helping to direct 

the fact that we can inform the public with these meetings and, and get some experts out so that 

we can do a better job to inform parents who are simply in the dark on many of these issues, 

because they don’t know that some of these forums’ informational gathering issues are 



11 
 

happening, so, I’ve heard from people as far away as northern California telling me they’ve 

heard about these meetings and they want to know more about it, and what they might be able to 

do in their area.  Hopefully, this will spread.  I’ve been talking to more and more teachers in the 

local schools that my children attend.  Most of the teachers have a negative view of Common 

Core, but they know that because of their position, there is little that they can really do about it.  

They’ve asked my opinion of it and I’ve given it to them, and they usually shake their head and 

say, yeah, that’s what they are hearing, especially surrounding the math curriculum.  The PTA 

meetings that I go to – I was actually shocked, because almost all the women in the meeting were 

clamoring about the math – how difficult it was – how different it was – how it was difficult to 

go to the teachers to get answers, because they didn’t have the answers.  So, it is a problem, and I 

hope that you will listen to the public, will listen to parents like myself, and you will do what is 

best for the children, because this is ultimately about them – it’s not about politics – it’s not 

about you, it’s not about me.  But, I want to add before my time runs out, that a couple of months 

ago, we passed a – or you guys passed – information on getting the opt out curriculum 

information to the parents in the local schools before the California Healthy Code Survey comes 

out, and I haven’t seen or heard anything about that yet, and I would really hope that that gets out 

to the parents and all the school districts before that test is taken again, because that is one of the 

things that happened a year ago that got me to take action and to come here before you and start 

speaking, so, I hope that that happens, I heard the survey will be taken, um, in December, so I 

think it’s very important that it gets out soon.  Thank you for your time. 

Ken Williams:  Thank you, David. 

Penny Dunseth:  Laura O’Neal? 

Laura O’Neal:  Thank you for allowing me to speak today.  Merry Christmas.  I would like to 

commend you all for being the first in Southern California to have a public hearing presenting 

both sides of Common Core State Standards.  It was a welcome hearing when that many parents 

requested to have answered many questions about the drastic changes in the children’s 

curriculum.  I believe providing expert testimony given insight to all the frustrated parents, 

including myself, sorry, again, thank the board, for the much anticipated debate about the 

Common Core and the implementation of the Common Core State Standards.  However, I was a 

bit befuddled when Dr. Stotsky and Dr. Millgrem’s credentials were announced and they were 

lacking their strongest credentials.  I felt honored to be in the midst of the experts who are 

responsible for raising the bar for education.  Dr. Stotsky was responsible for the, uh, sorry, for 

the Massachusetts miracle.  Creating a curriculum that pulled the Massachusetts from the bottom 

to the top and this was not noted.  Dr. Millgrem was on the Advisory Council for NASA, he 

wrote California’s high math standards, he is a world renowned mathematician whose standards 

are responsible for pulling California from the bottom to the middle.  Both Dr. Stotsky and Dr. 

Millgrem were on the validation committee for the Common Core State Standards and did not 

sign off on them stating that they were not good standards.  This should have been mentioned to 

the public.  These experts are travelling around the country for free.  For free.  For not one dime.  
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That says a great deal to me as a parent.  They have nothing to gain but the preservation of good 

education for American children.  Please don’t disregard their efforts.  The introduction paid no 

attention to these two experts and undebateable credentials.  This lends me to think that the 

moderator was biased towards the proponents.  I was in the audience and witnessed the long list 

of the proponent’s credentials.  Why did the monitor leave out pertinent information about Dr. 

Stotsky and Dr. Millgrem? Can you please answer this for me?  I, as a parent found the following 

bio for Dr. Stotsky on the Arkansas Universities.  I’m not going state, because I don’t have 

enough time, but, um, what was read to us was the second paragraph of the bio stating her 

involvement with the dyslexia society.  We all know that Dr. Stotsky has a lot more credentials 

than working with the dyslexia society.  I want to know why it was omitted.  It’s very suspicious, 

I am perplexed and more convinced that we are not getting the whole truth about the Common 

Core State Standards.  Was the board not supplied this information when gathering experts 

information?  I was able to get this from the website, from the Arkansas University about Dr. 

Stotsky.  I, as a concerned citizen and parent of children who are in the public school system feel 

a little bit cheated that these credentials were omitted.  It was quite embarrassing tactic on the 

moderator’s part and when that should be remedied.  And that’s all I have to say.  Merry 

Christmas and I hope that someone does put what they actually were and their credentials cuz, I 

was really disappointed.  Thank you.   

Dr. Ken Williams:  Thank you, Laura.  

Penny Dunseth:  Stuart Haskin?   

Stuart Haskin:  I’m a little embarrassed, I left my antlers in the car.  Alright, my name is Stuart 

Haskin, I’m a Director and Founder of Get Saved and I just wanted to do a little quick intro.  It’s 

kinda like a three minute speed dating, you guys are hostage.  I’m the Director and we teach, uh, 

victims of violent crime, sexual assault, domestic violence, human trafficking, we also have 

prevention programs, safety and awareness.  We do anti-bullying programs and I just wanted to 

drop a seed today cuz I know you have a large population of deaf and hard of hearing students 

and twenty five percent of deaf and hard of hearing students are higher risk of sexual assault and 

physical abuse and we just want to kind of give some tools of safety.  Sixty percent of people 

with disabilities are at risk of… Sixty percent more at risk of being bullied and sexual assaulted.  

So, our goal is to keep, and give some situational awareness, environmental awareness, and tools 

that will last them through the college years and so our thing is that we just want to give out.  

Start with them because we teach everyone as you know, as I just said, we work with law 

enforcement on safety awareness, we work with teachers, violence prevention at schools.  But I 

think if we can start with a smaller population, one of the higher risk populations, we also work 

with a lot of people with developmental disabilities, special populations because ninety percent 

of them are at risk of sexual assault or physical assault.  Yeah. So, I just want to kind of just get 

a, drop a seed for next year, maybe 2015.  I know we’re closing out and it’s the holiday season 

and I just wanted to introduce myself and not talk about Common Core we’re talking about 

safety which I think is very important.   
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Linda Lindholm:  I’d like to ask him a question.   

Dr. Ken Williams:  Ok. Go ahead.  

Linda Lindholm:  Are you a 501 (c)(3)? 

Stuart Haskin:  Yeah and I left some information with Penny. 

Linda Lindholm:  Ok.  Thank you.   

Dr. Ken Williams:  Awesome.   

Penny Dunseth:  Jeff Arthur? 

Jeff Arthur: Good Morning, everyone.  I wanted to give you a PERS update.  I think last time, I 

talked about some, uh, transparency items for Costa Mesa.  The minutes said it was on Common 

Core, but I usually say something about Common Core too.  Um, when I ran out the door I 

grabbed a bunch of papers and I don’t have my handout.  If it is alright, I would like to send it to 

you.  Um, but, uh, I was able to meet with the PERS actuary, Carry Wargon, who does the 

schools as well as local cities. I’m the Costa Mesa Pension Oversight Committee Chairman, and 

the CFO and Chief Information Officer by trade.  Um, uh, kind of some exciting news aside from 

STRS and PERS doing better as far as the unfunded balances, but in PERS they have separated 

out the schools evaluation from the state.  They use to have state which would have, um, CHP, 

state employees, schools, but now you have your own evaluation.  And along with that, a better 

understanding after being on the pension committee.  They have a seven year rate projection.  

Um, my twelve years at Coast Community College District we had no visibility into what the 

future rates were except for what next year was.  But there is a seven year rate projection and I’m 

sorry I don’t, I hadn’t graphed out, but um, last year’s rates were something about 11.4 percent.  

PERS is going up to around 17, 18 percent in the next 7 years.  And STRS as you, as I already 

told you before is eight and a quarter percent.  This year’s contribution rate going to 19.1 percent 

by 2021 and then continues for another twenty five years, I think to 2045.  So, some good news 

that the unfunded balances are coming down, but the bad news is that the rates are going up 

pretty significantly and if it’s alright, Penny, can I e-mail you the... 

Penny Dunseth:  Yes.   

Jeff Arthur: Ok. Thanks.  Um, so I will say a Common Core thought. Um, I watched the 

Newport-Mesa Unified School Board candidates forum and they were talking about how you can 

reach out better.  Knowing teachers who work in school districts, I think you have to reach out 

and ask them anonymously.  In the school district that I was working in, you get something 

passed down to the State to the Superintendent to your Principal down to your classroom, you’re 

not going to go against the flow when it’s already via complete.  So, if you really want to reach 

out, I’d suggest do it anonymously and same for the public it’s difficult too.   Thank you.  Merry 

Christmas.   



14 
 

Dr. Ken Williams:  Thank you, Mr. Arthur.  Is that it for Public Comments?  

Penny Dunseth: That’s it.   

Consent Calendar 

Dr. Ken Williams:  Ok.  Moving on to Consent Calendar Item, I – may I have a motion for 

granting of diplomas. 

Jack Bedell: So moved. 

Ken Williams: Motion and second?  

Linda Lindholm:  Second. 

Jack Bedell: Aye. 

Dr. Ken Williams:  Lindholm.  Any discussion?   

Robert Hammond:  Yeah. Mr. President? I was just curious.  I know we always approve of these 

diplomas and I, I’m sure the teachers are doing a phenomenal job.  But is it possible, maybe one 

time to have maybe a teacher, a dad, or even a student, come and we can actually meet them and 

share their experience at all?   

Dr. Ken Williams:  I’m not opposed to it.  Superintendent?   

Dr. Al Mijares:  Do you mean, Mr. Hammond, they come to the podium here and talk a little bit?  

We can even maybe make a presentation if you want?   

Robert Hammond:  Yeah. Whatever.  

Nina Boyd:  And they typically do that at the graduation ceremonies.  The students are, um 

giving speeches in terms of their sharing of experiences related to um, what brought them to our 

program as well as their success within the program. 

Dr. Ken Williams:  Oh… 

Nina Boyd: Um, so those are done at each of the graduations that we have in June. Uh, if the 

Board, we’ll get some information very soon with regards to the upcoming ones and then also in 

terms of Sunburst, I know you’ve been to the ceremony at Sunburst.  But typically there are two 

or three students that are chosen, they submit their speeches.  But the speeches are always related 

to their experience and what’s occurred, so forth.   

Linda Lindholm:  Oh. Great.  

Nina Boyd:  But we can certainly see whether or not, um, it would be appropriate during a board 

meeting at some time, so we’ll work with the Executive Committee and Superintendent.   
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Robert Hammond:  And, if not, I mean, cuz I know time is of the essence, but perhaps, you know 

if you could have maybe one or two students who, you know when they’re giving their speech 

we could have just you know anonymously have a copy of that just to say, hey, this is how I got 

into the program, this has been my experience.  

Nina Boyd:  We actually do have some copies of some of the speeches and we’d be happy to 

share those with the Board.  So we have solicited those from the students, so that we can share 

and use them for other communications with our districts and partners.   

Jack Bedell:  As someone who has attended several of these graduations, I can tell you, Trustee 

Hammond, that this is my favorite role as a board, I love commencements and uh, that I think 

listening to their stories within the context of their peers, within the context of their families, is a 

compelling and moving tribute to what they’ve gone through and what our staff has 

accomplished with these young people.  And I think it would lose something, if you will, not 

being in a commencement.  I would welcome it, of course, but I strongly encourage my 

colleagues to go to these commencements.  They are unbelievable events, and a lot of cross 

cultural activity and cross cultural differences expressed in them as well.   

Robert Hammond:  Thank you, sir.  That’s all I have.  Thank you. 

Dr. Ken Williams:  Very good.  Ok.  Barring no further discussion, all those in favor say, I? 

Linda Lindholm: Aye 

Jack Bedell: Aye 

Robert Hammond: Aye 

David Boyd: Aye 

Dr. Ken Williams:  Opposed? Abstain? Item Passes 5 to 0.   

Jack Bedell: Mr. President?  

Dr. Ken Williams:  I’m sorry?  

Jack Bedell: I request that we go into a closed session now with our attorney.  I have a question 

for our attorney as it relates to a Board member in the next agenda items.   

Dr. Ken Williams: Ok.  Um… 

Robert Hammond:  Does that need to be a motion?  Or can we just immediately do that?   

Dr. Ken Williams:  Um. 

Nina Boyd:  We don’t have closed session on the agenda.   
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Woman’s voice: It’s not listed for the public. 

Jack Bedell:  Closed session is down on the agenda, is it not?   

Nina Boyd:  Right. But I mean in terms of the litigation. Yeah.  Ron will go to the podium.  

Ron Wenkart:  I don’t believe we can go into closed session if it’s to talk about hiring of outside 

counsel.  We can only go into closed session basically for litigation and uh, tort claims, and uh, 

that type of thing.  So, uh, real property transactions.  So, we would have to have that discussion 

in open session.   

Jack Bedell: Thank you.  

David Boyd: Even though, um. J-1 through J-4.  Well, actually, they don’t necessarily lead to 

litigation. So, I’ll withdraw my comment.   

Ron Wenkart:  So, yeah.  If there’s any questions, I’d be glad to answer them.   

Jack Bedell: I guess.  I’m wonder what I can legally say? 

Ron Wenkart: Well, it’s to those items.  I gave you a copy of the opinion that we wrote in August 

and the criteria for the code section and the Attorney General’s opinion.  And you could certainly 

ask questions of the attorneys that are here.  Ask them about their experiences and see if it 

matches up with the criteria.   

Jack Bedell:  Thank you, very much.  Thank you Mr. Chairman. 

Dr. Ken Williams:  Very good.  Ok.  

Robert Hammond:  Do we have any handouts?  Additional handouts?  

Ken Williams: Oh the handouts… 

Nina Boyd:  We do.  We thought you were taking a break before.   

Robert Hammond:  Can we take a five minute break?  I’m sorry. 

David Boyd: Lunch break. 

Robert Hammond:  Or lunch break? 

Jack Bedell: Whatever.  

Robert Hammond: Maybe ten minutes or so?   

Linda Lindholm:  Well, my proposal.  We take lunch breaks they need to be 15 minutes for the 

public and for us.  Not a five minute.   
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Jack Bedell:  Gobell. 

Linda Lindholm:  Yeah. Because we have four hour meetings sometimes, so… 

Jack Bedell: Fine, that’s fine. 

Jack Bedell: Convene until 12:15? 

Unknown: 12:15 then? 

Dr. Ken Williams:  Well, 12:13. 

Linda Lindholm:  Alright, 12:13.   

Robert Hammond:  Alright, so we’re at recess then?   

Nina Boyd:  Are you adjourned for recess then?  

Dr. Ken Williams:  We are adjourned for recess, yes.   

Nina Boyd: Thank you. 

Linda Lindholm:  I’m ready.  You have to coral them, Mr. President.  (Laugh) 

Dr. Ken Williams:  I know. 

Linda Lindholm:  But I did like the 15 minute better.  My husband takes an hour.  Just so you 

know.  The board he’s on.  

Penny Dunseth: Oh.  

Linda Lindholm: And he gets hot lunch.  Thank you for a lunch.  

Penny Dunseth:  You’re welcome. 

Special Recommendations 

Dr. Ken Williams:  Ok. The board is back into session and moving on with our agenda, we are 

going on to Item J-1 at this time and because I am the maker of this motion.  Oh, excuse me of 

this item. I will make a motion to move it.  Anybody have second?   

Robert  Hammond:  Um, I’ll second.   

Dr. Ken Williams: Motion second.  Ok.   

Dr. Ken Williams: At this point we’re going to uh, go into a discussion of Item J-1 and um, what 

I thought we’d do is first um, introduce the law firm here, Cota and Cole.  So, if you two 
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gentlemen can come up and tell us a little bit about yourselves and introduce yourselves to the 

board.  

Dennis Cota:  Thank you, President, Superintendent, and Trustees.  My name is Dennis Cota. 

With me is Dan Cole, my Partner over at Cota Cole.  Uh, Cota Cole is a, uh, public law firm, 

statewide.  Our local office is Ontario, California, but we have offices throughout the state.  I 

founded Cota Cole, some eight years ago.  I, after spending, approximately 23 years with Best, 

Best & Krieger where I specialized in public law litigation. Though, I, also doing advice counsel 

work representing among other public entities, Elk Grove Unified School District and the high 

school district in Roseville where our main office is currently located.  I, our firm specializes in 

public law, representing public entities, again, including, school districts, we have assembled a 

team, both litigation and advice counsel.  That collectively has more than a hundred years 

experience in representing public entities in dealing with the issues that your board faces.  I 

personally have litigated a variety of labor matters, discrimination cases.  My partners have 

handled ADA cases, sexual harassment, uh, hostile workplace, issues, the variety of Ed Code 

interpretation issues, including the confidentiality issues arising from school time medical 

release, was something I spent a good deal of time working on with the Roseville high school.  

The recent addition to our firm of Dan King has also brought in experience in the Charter School 

area and I’d like to take a moment to have Dan give you some additional information about that.   

Dan King: As Mr. Cota said, I’m Dan King. I’m a partner at Cota Cole.  My background, I came 

through Stoll Reeves and then Locklord, a couple of monster law firms before coming to Mr. 

Cota’s firm. Um, I’ve got six years of experience.  I’ve spent perhaps as much as seventy percent 

of my practice dealing with issues that are often common to school districts and charter schools.  

And that’s run the gamut from, um right now the hot button issue, which is from my clients is 

facilities.  Proposition 39, those types of issues to charter petition and some of the issues 

surrounding the approvals, the appeals process and those things, um, I don’t know if anybody on 

board has questions for us, but we’re of course, happy to talk to you about our expertise or about 

the other folks within the firm and their expertise.  Um, you may have noticed one of the other 

partners proposed making named counsel, is uh, a woman named Karen Feld, out of our Ontario 

Office and you might not have caught she’s got about 23 years of experience with school 

districts representing them in matters ranging from litigation to advice counsel and a lot of those 

issues tend to overlap.   

Dennis Cota: We’re pleased to be here.  We appreciate the opportunity to offer our services to 

the board.  We were contacted without previous experience dealing with the board.  This is our 

first time meeting most of you and we appreciate the opportunity to bring what we believe is a 

unique combination of expertise in this area, but also value and the fact that because we are not 

centrally located here, the absence of any conflicts.   

Dr. Ken Williams:  Very good.  Are there any other questions for Mr. King and Mr. Cota from 

the Board?  
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Jack Bedell:  Mr. Chairman, we have specific items dealing with charter schools and specific 

items.  Is it your preference that we deal with them as we deal with them as we (inaudible) with 

those issues?  For example, like J-3, I think is Charter Schools or something.  Yeah.  J-3 is 

charter schools, so do you want to wait until charter schools is documented?  

Dr. Ken Williams: Yeah.  I need to set a stage for all of this and I need to, because the Brown 

Act, I have not been able to discuss or contact each individual Board member here about what’s 

occurring.  I’ve only, for public disclosure, I’ve only been working with Linda on this.  So I need 

to set the stage with this.  Uh, gentlemen you can stay up there I have no idea where this is going 

to go, the dialogue of the conversation.  I first want to thank the staff.  Especially, Ron and our 

good Godly Superintendent, um, Dr. Mijares, who we’ve worked very closely with for the last 

six months on this issue.  This was something that was precipitated because of my desire for 

transparency, because I think in leadership it takes new thinking and I wanted to go outside of 

that box and uh, realizing that, um, we do have differences in opinion in governance 

interpretation of the law, um, I, I, do want to thank again, Ron, especially because we’ve had 

some very good dialogue and exchange of e-mails, and I so appreciate his leadership as well as 

our good Superintendent.   

The American understanding of self governance and the rule of law is always filled with 

disparity of opinion on governance philosophy.  Our founding fathers who signed the 

Declaration of Independence as well as those who signed the Articles of Confederation that 

really served as our first Constitution, uh, established that our states were a confederation of 

sovereign states as well as the framers of the U.S. Constitution.  They laid the groundwork, uh, 

for us, as subsequent generations to govern themselves by the concept of the consent of the 

people as well as individual liberties and freedoms.  So, I started in July, when I became 

President to, to, really, um, try to establish greater transparency and openness for the role of this 

Board as well as the department. I wanted to reestablish our roles as Board members and not 

being the rubber stamp board, but really being proactive in governance and education here. Um, 

and so um, I wasn’t satisfied with the status quo, nor the methods nor the means by which we 

had been governing ourselves previously for almost two decades of being on this board.  And 

I’m not interested in airing any dirty laundry, I’m not interested in disparaging anyone, um but I 

believe in standing out that we can do better, and it is this idea and concept and dedication that I 

began the dialogue with Ron and Al.  So, I started by asking questions, uh, to think about us as a 

Board and this department, to think outside of the normal practices and habits that we have been 

use to and uh, I thought, uh, initially that the conversations were a little awkward, and uh, I think 

though in the end we establish a good dialogue and an understanding and it was very amicable 

and very professional.   

So, uh, you know, for instance, the item before us, and now we can probably get into, now that 

I’ve given the Preamble on kinda the foundation to why we have items J-2, 3 and 4, uh, we have 

these past practices, we’ve had differing opinion from uh, our dear in-house counsel that, um, I 

believe there could be, um, another interpretation of the laws.  And so, with Item J-1, uh, and, in 
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looking at the past practices, uh, for me, having an unprejudiced and bias, in-house attorney or 

counsel was very important.  During the conversations that we’re having was quite clear that Ron 

and his precedence, is he is an employee of the Superintendent and his responsible as an 

employee to him, just like any of the other employees and he’s subject to termination and the 

influence of the Superintendent.  And I’m not say disparaging about our current or past 

Superintendents and the light and the spirit of this is to prepare future Boards with these issues 

because then they’ll be grappling with them.  No offense to Ron, Ron is no spring chicken.  He 

will be retiring in five to ten years.  Who knows and maybe twenty years.   

Ron Wenkart:  Twenty years.  

(Laughter) 

Dr. Ken Williams:  So, um, uh, anyway, we’re uh, my thought is: what are we going to do when 

Ron retires?  How are we going to prepare ourselves?  It may be not this Board here, maybe none 

of us will be on the Board, but at least get the dialogue and the conversation started and prepare 

for that one day when we would have to replace in-house counsel.  So, there’s various laws on 

the book and there is various interpretations and it was unclear to me how would we do that?  

The other issue was: what happens if we don’t like our – and this was a hypothetical, you know 

what does a law say about if we want to not have our in-house counsel that we share with the 

Superintendent?  What does the law say about that?  Again, nothing is applicable and everything 

is theoretical in discussion, and so, uh, with that in mind, for me having an unbiased an 

unprejudiced in-house legal counsel was very important and how we structure that in the future 

uh, I think is important for this Board.  Do we have an independent contractor as our in-house 

counsel who serves no allegiances to anybody?  Or do we have someone that is an employee of 

the Superintendent who serves primarily the Superintendent? So, um, with that, we’re still on 

Item J-1, I appreciate the temperance of my fellow Board members and I encourage a healthy 

dialogue and respectful dialogue.   

Being that there’s no dialogue… 

David Boyd:  I didn’t know you wanted to start.  Um. 

Dr. Ken Williams: Anyone can speak up.  

David Boyd:  Yeah.  As sort of a preamble, um, could you give us some history on how you 

concluded that these gentlemen were the best folks to represent us? 

Dr. Ken Williams:  Okay.  Uh, very fair question. So, has nothing to do with Item J-1 

specifically but uh. 

David Boyd:  I’m sorry, I thought it did because we were going to… 
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Dr. Ken Williams:  I think it’s fair.  Uh, for me I wanted somebody who did not have any, um, 

uh, relationships within the department.  I wanted a completely unbiased opinion by somebody 

who had no previous experience with us and so, um, being that I’m well connected, uh, with 

attorneys, I asked a good, my own personal attorney: can you find me a good education law firm 

that can help us answer some of these legal questions?  And these are the gentlemen that my 

personal attorney found for me.  As an item for disclosure, I have not, because it was spoken of a 

couple months ago, I’ve never received any money from this law firm, I’ve never taken any 

money, nor will I ever take any money from them.  Uh, I have no personal relationships with any 

of these gentlemen, uh, I just interviewed them and I thought they were professional and sound 

and what this Board would want in answering, items, the questions that are addressed in Items J-

1, 2, and 3 and 4.   

David Boyd:  Ok.  Um, there was a handout that was in front of me when we came back from 

our lunch that’s relevant to what we are talking about now.   

Dr. Ken Williams:  It may be in the discussion.   

David Boyd:  Ok.   

Dr. Ken Williams:  I’m hoping that all my Board members did the appropriate research and time 

investing on these issues, but, uh, I might be referencing some of these items so I ask the staff to, 

uh, bring these to our dais here.   

David Boyd:  Ok.  Actually timing was the next thing I was going to get into.  Um, no disrespect 

intended, but I’ve never heard of this law firm until the package came on Friday.  And looking at 

the letter that we received yesterday, uh, there was a communication to you from the law firm 

dated November 26, um, did you receive that on or about the 26
th

?  What I’m wondering is that it 

puts me in a difficult position having to vote on the selection of counsel when I’ve had less than 

24 hours to really do any type of comprehensive evaluation.  

Dr. Ken Williams:  So. So, your Board packet did you receive it on Friday?  

David Boyd:  I received the package Friday.  But yesterday, we received an e-mail uh that had an 

attachment which was a copy of a letter to you dated November 26 from the law firm, you know 

explaining the scope of their proposed services and what have you.  My question is why the 

delay?  Or was there a delay?   

Dr. Ken Williams:  Well, I think it was inadvertent.  And again, I’m not going to discourage any 

staff.  That was an inadvertent, that was originally given to me close to that date you, um, the 

26
th

 is it?   

David Boyd:  Yeah.  

Dr. Ken Williams:  Yeah. Um. Yeah.   
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David Boyd:  The e-mail was yesterday.  I didn’t even bring printed copy.   

Dr. Ken Williams:  But did you get to read it?   

David Boyd:  Um, yeah.  In fact, I got it here if you want to read it.   

Dr. Ken Williams:  No, no, I’ve read it.   

David Boyd:  Um, ok.  I did have the opportunity to look at your website and I have every reason 

to believe that you are an outstanding firm in the areas that you specialize in.  But in looking at 

your website there were four major categories that you emphasize on your homepage: litigation, 

muni law, environmental law which includes agriculture and estate planning.  There was hardly a 

mention of schools anywhere on your website.  On your client list, there wasn’t a single school.  

Number of cities, number of private corporations.  But as I understand the code, in order for us to 

legally appoint outside counsel, we have to be satisfied with that counsel has specialized skills in 

the area, in the subject of that issue.  Is that your understanding?  

Dennis Cota:  Education Code section 1042 allows for engagement of special services in a 

variety of situations, uh, and it does direct that, uh, engagement is available for special services 

in legal matters if such persons are specially trained and experienced to perform the services.   

David Boyd:  Ok. Um, is your firm or any individual member of your firm a member or an 

affiliate member of the California School Boards Association?   

Dennis Cota:  The, uh, partner, both works out of Roseville and uh, Ontario, Scott Hubert, uh, is 

likely a member in his capacity as a uh, a member of the board of trustees for one of the districts 

up there, uh, as far as the litigators, not that I’m aware of.   

David Boyd:  Ok.  But your firm, or any individual in your firm acting in the capacity as attorney 

are not members of the California School Boards Association, uh, attend annual meetings? 

Dennis Cota:  Not that I’m aware of.   

David Boyd:  Ok.  Same question with respect to the California Charter School Association.   

Dennis Cota: I’ll defer that to you. 

Dan King:  I am a member of the CCSA.  And I wouldn’t be surprised, not to contradict Mr. 

Cota, but I wouldn’t be surprised if Karen Feld is a member of the School Boards Association.  

She’s got 23 years of representing school districts.   

David Boyd: Ok.  But we don’t know at this point in time.   

Dan King: Yeah.   



23 
 

David Boyd:  That’s another reason.  It’s hard to vote on this today.  You know, when we have 

uncertainties.  How about the National Association of Charter School Authorizers?   

Dennis Cota:  No.   

David Boyd:  Or the Council of School Attorneys of the National School Boards Association?   

Dennis Cota:  No. Not that I know of.   

David Boyd:  Ok.  You do have extensive experience it appears in the Brown Act? 

Dennis Cota:  Yes.  

David Boyd: Good. And in representing school boards and I don’t know if this would reach any 

confidentiality matter, were you representing school districts in matters that relate to the 

education code or, employment, sexual harassment, those types of matters?   

Dennis Cota: Both.  My personal experience includes representing the board on a, uh, 46010 

matter again involving parental notification on, uh, school time release for medical services, uh, 

Ms. Feld has represented Lucia Mar School District in both advice and litigation matters 

involving the Education Code as well as, uh, Americans with Disability Act, uh, various 

discrimination and employment related claims.  We have also represented Elk Grove Unified 

School District on a variety of facilities issues relating to land acquisition and building of schools 

and a host of discipline matters relating to, uh, uh, student issues and, uh, the related Education 

Code provisions. 

David Boyd:  One of the things you would be asked to do under J-1 is to give an opinion on the 

California Rules of Professional Conduct.  Is that an area that your firm is regularly involved in? 

Dennis Cota:  Yes. 

David Boyd:  Um, question to our president – do we have an opinion from Ron on these issues, 

because the way it’s worded, we’re asking for a second opinion and I don’t know that we’ve ever 

received a first opinion on this. 

Ken Williams:  I’ll let Ron speak to that. 

Ron Wenkart:  I did write an opinion on the portion of that that has to do with hiring in-house 

counsel.  There’s a reference in there to, uh, terminating in-house counsel.  I didn’t address that 

issue.  And then the issue of, um, conflict of interest, uh, I had a discussion with Dr. Williams, 

but I’ve never rendered an opinion on that. 

David Boyd:  Okay.  So, um, you know, again, it puts us in a difficult position to have to vote 

when we don’t have a first opinion.  Um, I think that’s all I have, and again, I want to emphasize 

the fact that I have reason to believe this is an outstanding law firm, and the areas they deal in, 
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I’m sure they do an outstanding job.  I’m just not convinced based on the information available 

to me now.  There may be information that comes later that would change my opinion, but 

there’s nothing I have before me that indicates that they would satisfy the standard required in 

the Attorney General’s opinion. 

Ken Williams:  Very good. Robert? 

Robert Hammond:  I was going to say, um, which Attorney General opinion? 

David Boyd:  This is the one, uh… 

Nina Boyd:  Robert, could you scoot up to the mic? 

Robert Hammond:  Yeah, I’m sorry.  Which Attorney General’s opinion?  Um, thanks, Dave. 

David Boyd:  This is the one that relates to the appointment of outside, uh, when we can appoint 

outside counsels and the most relevant portion starts on page 4. 

Robert Hammond:  Yeah, 1042.  Can we get a copy of this?  I mean, not right now, but just, you 

know… 

David Boyd:  Actually, I think Ron sent a copy… 

Multiple inaudible voices:  Inaudible 

Ron Wenkart:  (inaudible) 

Unknown voice:  Yeah, we have it. 

Robert Hammond:  Thanks, Ron.  Can you just double check and make sure… 

Ron Wenkart: Sure, I’ll re-send it. 

Robert Hammond:  Thank you. 

David Boyd:  Oh, can I do a follow up question? 

Ken Williams:  Absolutely. 

David Boyd:  Um, one of the things – and this is jumping ahead to one of the agenda items – but, 

has your firm ever represented, uh, school districts and/or students with respect to inter-district 

transfer appeals or expulsions? 

Dennis Cota:  Uh, again I believe Ms., uh, Feld has some considerable experience with the 

expulsions and discipline side of it.  I am not aware of inter-district transfers. 

David Boyd:  Okay. 
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Ken Williams:  Yes, Jack. 

Jack Bedell:  I have a, uh, question for you and then I, then that would lead me to the gentleman.  

What is the sense of urgency on this that these four items have to be dealt with today? 

Ken Williams:  Well, I wanted to keep it simple, um, God only knows the day that we have to 

have decisions on these – we have a charter appeal before us that will be in our January meeting, 

uh, they’ll present it and then we will be able to ask questions in the February meeting, so 

definitely, we need it for that.  Um, the other issue is, uh, again – we’re jumping ahead to other 

items here just to kind of answer… 

Jack Bedell:  No, no, I’m not – I’m just – urgency, what is the urgency?  What would we lose if 

this went to January? 

Ken Williams:  Well, the process started in October, it was presented and I heard that the Board 

wanted to have this broken down, um, to each one of the questions, so, it, it’s been rolling and 

it’s been in the process for quite some time.  Uh, I do believe there, um, there is a need because 

you just don’t know what tomorrow will bring.  Um, I have been working on this now since July 

for six months, um, and a lot of what’s happening here, um, is because of written, um, e-mail 

correspondence between Ron and myself, and our good Superintendent, and the um, I’m not sure 

if you’ve written about, about a lot of these issues about hiring and firing and, and if you were to 

die or you were to retire, who is gonna be selected as our next in-house counsel, and is that in-

house counsel going to be an independent contractor or would it be best to be served as an 

employee?  So, there’s a lot of these little technicalities that were discussed and they remain 

unknown, and again, as I shared in my lengthy introduction, I think it’s important, maybe not for 

this Board, but for future Boards, that we establish an understanding of this a little bit better.  

Again, I don’t want to, uh, go in to great detail, because it’s gonna be airing dirty laundry, and I 

don’t want to do that.  Uh, but there are some serious questions that I had regarding these issues. 

So, is it important to you?  Maybe not, but it is important to me. 

Jack Bedell:  Okay.  I would like to make several comments.  First of all, uh, the way this was 

handled is not the way that I would like to think that a public body handles something – that this 

is a one-man charge not even involving the Executive Committee, and when I did the same idea 

that Mr. Boyd did, I went to the search and I picked up this nice website, and I said, oh, a lot of 

municipal experience, a lot of city experience, a lot of municipal experience, a lot of city 

experience, and I said, oh, good, this is somebody Trustee Lindholm is recommending as her 

relationship of Mayor of Laguna Niguel.  And now I hear that that’s not the case.  I thought, 

well, we had Trustee Lindholm has had all this good experience – she could be a reference for it 

– and that’s not the case. 

Ken Williams:  Never said that, Jack. 
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Jack Bedell:  I never said it was – I said, if you were listening, it was the deduction I made from 

the webpage.  Secondly, I am embarrassed that it was defined by our president that there would 

be no lawyers in Orange County who could be objective, neutral, who did not have any links to 

anybody in this operation, because to me, that’s a form of character assassination on their 

professional standards, and I think that was unfortunate.  When I was back in Washington two 

weeks ago, I sat down in the NSBA office waiting for my appointments and I picked up the 

paper on their table, and it’s an article written by our very own counsel, and then I come here and 

I read J-1 – it is J-1 – and something that says, and the rights to terminate in-house legal counsel.  

I find that offensive to another human being.  Secondly, to say in public that some man is no 

spring chicken – I find that offensive.  And, that all said, I don’t like the way this was handled – 

obviously it did not involve Trustee Hammond as a member of the Executive Committee – I find 

that troublesome in terms of past practice and precedent.  Secondly, let me read an e-mail and I 

would like to enter into the record an e-mail that I had – there’s a man on the California School 

Boards Association – the CCBE – when I was president of the County School Boards of 

California, he was the go-to person for charter schools – he was the go-to person Greg Nearing – 

he’s one of our peers from the Sacramento Board.  Extraordinary – the staff relies on Greg, and 

this is what Greg said:  I asked – and again, this is not disparaging you at all – I said, have you 

heard, given your charter work, have you heard of this firm?  He says, I know of Capitol, the 

firm, but I didn’t think they handled education law issues.  I certainly haven’t heard of them 

doing work in regards to charter schools.  That was last night.  This morning – 9:55 a.m. – I get 

the following text:  I reached out to a friend to who is currently working professionally with 

charter authorizers.  She had NOT heard of Cato and Cole doing any work in the area of charter 

schools.  So, yes, we may have a charter appeal, but I’m not interested in paying our taxpayers’ 

dollars as a training school.  Okay?  No, that’s said, as I read this item, and this document and I 

appreciate Trustee Lindholm’s comments, because she’s made me ever-vigilant about this – the 

second paragraph – the Board requires further legal opinions, etc. – the proposed hourly rate to 

answer the questions requested by said Board is $350 per hour for work performed by partners, 

which I understand is the normal rate, and $300 for work performed by associates.  Now, I’m not 

a mathematician, but when I do 40 hour work week, $350, I get – maybe it’s my New York math 

and I need Common Core math – I don’t know – I get $14,000 to go to that in one week.  Now, I 

don’t know about you – there’s no cap here, there’s no demonstrated expertise that’s convincing 

to me, I feel like I’m being rushed, I think the process stunk, in all fairness, and I’m deeply, 

deeply embarrassed by how this has been handled – it is the antithesis of how I would hope we 

would do it in terms of transparency.  It’s ironic that it’s labeled as for transparency, when to me, 

the actual practice has been antithetical to transparency, and if I have to vote on any of these 

today, I will vote no straight across the line, and it’s not that I’m philosophically opposed to it.  I 

agree with Trustee Boyd – some of these are premature – because we haven’t had an opinion.  

You already heard one – alright – we’ve already had opinion, and one of the problems when you 

hire a lawyer, is I frequently find people hire lawyers who tell them what they want to hear, and 

if you don’t like that, what they tell you – you go find another one who tells you, and at $350 an 
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hour, a couple hours, they’ll tell you what you want to hear.  And I’m not prostituting anybody, 

I’m just saying it’s like, you know, for having an extra witness as a psychiatrist – you can always 

find a psychiatrist to tell you what you want.  Alright?  So, I really am very – this is probably my 

worst experience on this Board, in my twelve years here, of how this was handled.  And it’s 

unfortunate, because philosophically, I’m in line with some of the points being made.  For me, I 

cannot support them right now, especially what people whom I trust, and especially some of the 

answers already – we don’t need to do this today.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Ken Williams:  Sure.  Linda? 

Linda Lindholm:  Thank you.  Um, okay, just a few points on this.  Um, yes, Jack contacted me 

and I appreciate that, uh, because I think there are some things where we do need second 

opinions, and I think that’s what I agree with on a lot of things.  There’s no harm ever to do a 

second opinion.  Um, in terms of meeting this particular law firm, I’ve never met you or 

discussed anything with you, so, uh, I don’t have a background with you and I wanted to clarify 

that for people – I have not met you.   Um, it sounds like you are a good law firm and I think, to 

your credit, I am grateful that you were looking for somebody that would not have a conflicting 

position.  Um, we are kind of in an odd position on this Board in that the five of us are elected, as 

is our wonderful Superintendent. So, that’s kind of a really odd position where my 

understanding, and I think Ron will concur, is that you are directly responsible to the 

Superintendent, not the Board. 

Ron Wenkart:  I have an employment relationship with the county Superintendent.  I’m an 

employee of the county Superintendent, but I have an attorney-client relationship with both the 

Board and the county Superintendent. 

Linda Lindholm:  Good answer.  And I think it’s really fun to work with him – he’s, uh, a great 

guy, from what I – I’ve just met you, but I really, really enjoy working with you.  So, I think 

that’s kind of a conflict that I see our President Williams trying to address.  Um, now is this at 

the point where you are able to move forward with the vote, that’s kind of – I think you’re 

hearing from your fellow Board members, they want to hear a selection.  I know when I said to a 

couple of friends that this would be going forward, and they found – they read the agenda – 

that’s how they found out, um, the California Charter School Association recommended a couple 

attorney groups, um – sorry to say you weren’t on that list… 

Dan King:  Oh, that’s okay. 

Linda Lindholm:  …but, uh, not to say you’re not a good firm, but you weren’t on that list, and 

then, uh, I know an attorney who does work with special needs children, which we do a lot of, 

with special needs and specially challenged, and they had a couple names to propose, so I, I’m 

not sure where you’re going to go today.  I don’t think you have, uh, the votes to carry it forward 

with one law firm, but there is a recommendation, there might be a recommendation for five law 

firms coming out of that, where you’re looking at somebody very dedicated to charter schools, 
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who understand, uh, and I did read through, uh, I did print the bios, and, um, I am looking at 

litigation, real estate and municipal, although this one does say a little on charter schools.  Um, 

but I was looking at the backgrounds and that’s not your main function – municipal law, 

litigation, real estate, land use, environmental law, complex civil litigation – that sounds scary – 

labor, environmental, municipal defense, business, real estate, and broker.  Um, I think what I’m 

hearing from your fellow Board members is, they would like to have uh, a little more depth in 

the charter school.  I would be willing to support this in terms of, excuse me – a few of the 

questions you have going forth on here – you have J-1 through J-4 – um, like the opinion, 

suspension appeals, um – I’m not so sure about the charter school petition – I was gonna ask how 

many charter school petitions have you done? 

Dan King:   I’ve been involved in proceedings about, oh gosh, probably three charter school 

petitions… 

Linda Lindholm:  Three charter school petitions? 

Dan King:  Yes. 

Linda Lindholm:  Okay, um… 

Dan King:  And if it’s helpful, I actually brought a printed copy of a November 26 letter – I think 

Trustee Hammond was asking who had a copy. 

Linda Lindholm:  Okay.  So, so let me ask you a further question – no matter who would be 

selected for this position, um, how would your firm interact with the Board?  We have a five 

member Board, we have a Superintendent, we have a president of the Board, and we have a 

president and a vice president.  What was your proposal to interact with the Board?  How would 

you do that? 

Dan King:  I think we’d be comfortable interacting in any way the Board was comfortable 

interacting with us, and sometimes, what we’ll find as far – entity clients – municipal agencies – 

whether they are joint powers authorities or districts – will want to have a executive committee 

who is in contact with the lawyer and we end up with correspondence going to the executive 

committee.  Sometimes they’ll nominate someone – got another client who recently nominated 

one Board member – not the president in that case, but to sort of speak for the Board, attend the 

meetings.  In that case, we’re talking about litigation.  Um, and keep everybody else informed 

unless and until we get to a decision that the Board feels like it needs to make itself, and perhaps, 

Dennis, you have… 

Dennis Cota:  But the, the objective would be to provide counsel to the collective Board to be a 

resource with regard to the specific issues that are raised, not an advocate for the Superintendent 

or a single Board member, but to receive the task given from the Board collectively, at the 

Board’s direction, and then provide you answers or guidance, or, or assistance in solving a 
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problem, as opposed to being a single voice for one or a constituency within the Board – the 

hope would be that by virtue of the skills and experience that we would bring – we could be a 

resource to the Board collectively, and, and as Dan said, interact – according to your direction – 

if, if the direction was to come and report in open session, or in closed session to the entire Board 

– we would certainly do it.  If the, uh, preference was to work through an executive committee or 

a point person, uh, we’re comfortable with that, and have done that in, in other settings.  We’re 

very flexible in that regard.  And utilize not only the whole gamut of electronic means to 

communicate with folks and make sure that we are an available resource, but would, of course, 

be here in person as we are today.  Without, um, without encumbrance, we feel like we can be a 

resource and a value to this board. 

Linda Lindholm:  What I just think I hear are questions from the Board because – and because of 

the Brown Act, as you very much know – we haven’t been able to discuss it all betwinxt… 

Ken Williams:  Amongst. 

Linda Lindholm:  Amongst – amongst us – thank you.  And, I think that’s the time for the 

discussion that we have.  I have no disagreement in looking at a second opinion, our looking into 

the future – if, um, our esteemed colleague chooses to retire any time, then you do have a 

question on who hires who the replacement, and that’s a question that I don’t know that I hear 

the urgency in that, but we do have a question that could be settled before the case arose. 

Ken Williams:  Um-hmm. 

Linda Lindholm:  So, those are just general comments for now. 

Ken Williams:  Yeah, so, let me say a few things because Jack disparaged me publicly and he 

feels very embarrassed – I need to address some of the issues.  To begin with, there is no 

character assassination by anyone.  Um, these are all hypotheticals, and we need to focus that 

this is a simple question.  We are not hiring, uh, this firm to be our in-house legal counsel.  

We’re not hiring them to be here present if we hear a charter appeal.  That’s a whole other 

dialogue that we’ll be probably get to when we get to that item. Um, again, this is about getting a 

second opinion, being proactive, I’m sorry Jack that you’re embarrassed.  Um, I’m sorry that you 

don’t feel that this is transparent.  Uh, this has been something that’s been ongoing a dialogue 

and because the Brown Act, I can’t tell everybody and share with everybody, the e-mails, the 

oral conversations that we’ve had.  I’m disappointed in what you said, publicly.  It is very 

humiliating.  Um, so, the remark to Ron about a spring chicken, you took offense. I think 

everybody here knew that, that was a joke. I love Ron, I’m very fond of many different things, 

we’ve had very endearing conversations.  So, he knows that was not meant as an offense as 

though you interpreted.  As far as the training school comment that you made about this law 

firm.  Um, you don’t think you guys are in training.  I think you guys and your law firm and the 

other partner, maybe you should’ve brought her today.  The one who has 23 years experience 

with school districts, she probably would have enlightened us a little bit differently.  But I don’t 
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think you’re on training wheels.  I think, uh, gentlemen, you’ve been around with that law firm, 

here, in Southern California for a long time.  I think you have experience in school related issues, 

um, you know, is, is there a rush for this?  I want to give that, um, as a possibility that I would 

ascend to and consider.  Uh, but you know, the question is what may happen tomorrow?  We 

don’t know.  Again, I’m just trying to be proactive. I’m sorry if my fellow Board members feel 

embarrassed that they feel that this isn’t transparent, uh, I’m not going to apologize because 

nothing I’ve done has been illegal or unethical. It’s all been about reproach.  Um, as far as the 

cost, the cap rate, that’s a very legitimate issue that Jack, you brought up and I am open to 

capping this.  In fact, we’ve talked about, um, in the dialogue about the cost with this, I think 

with the law firm.  I think it was with you, Dennis, you said you would cap this at, uh, depending 

on – you’re $350 and your associates are $300 and you would cap this at a… 

Dennis Cota:  And traditionally on any project for our clients, at the outset, we provide a budget, 

and work with the client to assess what is this anticipated to involve?  What are the juncture 

points along the way where it could either be resolved early or end up going on, for example, to 

litigation or to a mediation or to… 

Ken Williams:  But for this opinion, though… 

Dennis Cota:  For this opinion, we could, we could set a specific… 

Ken Williams:  You’re open to having it capped, correct? 

Dennis Cota:  Yes. Absolutely. 

Ken Williams:  Okay. 

Dan King:  If I might, Mr. President – we actually included that proposal in the letter that I sent 

on the 26
th

, and I understand everybody may have had difficulty getting to that because, of 

course, I think Thanksgiving was the next day. 

Ken Williams:  We had time issues with making the Board agenda deadlines.  

David Boyd:  Can I make comments? 

Ken Williams:  So, yeah, yeah… 

David Boyd:  When you finish. 

Ken Williams:  Yeah, just allow me to.  So, again, I, I wanna keep this as simple as we can, 

we’re just getting a second opinion.  Whether or not you agree that this law firm is the experts 

that you like it to be, I can understand that and I’ll respect that, uh, I think differently, I think 

they’re very highly, um, sought after, I think they’re a very diverse law firm, um, they have a 

niche in education – you know, Daniel, I’ve talked with you and I think you’re an expert on 

charter schools, um, my question, direct questions about charter schools, you answered and I 
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thought they were very impressive.  Um, Dennis, I thought you were a very impressive human 

being, too, and I appreciate your honesty and directness.  So, um, anyway, that’s just my 

thoughts.  David? 

David Boyd:  Okay.  I’ve been on the record since probably the first month that I was on the 

board, four years ago, that I agree with you that, in some circumstances there is an inherent 

conflict of interest when we ask Ron to give us an opinion on the separation of responsibilities 

between the Superintendent and the Board.  I believe it was only two or three months ago when 

this was raised again.  I, I offered to assist you in drafting a policy, and I believe I got a polite 

thank you, but that was the last I ever heard of that proposal. We have to understand that getting 

a second opinion is only – potentially only – the first step.  Because let’s assume hypothetically, 

take any issue, that, uh, our counsel comes up with an independent, different opinion that that of 

the Superintendent’s – Mr. Wenkart.  Where do we go from there?  It puts us in an awkward 

position that we have an attorney opinion that we have an obligation to treat a matter in a certain 

way – the Superintendent has a contrary opinion – short of litigation, where do we go from 

there?  And are some of these issues really worth potentially going down that road?  Some are.  

Some might be – let me put it like that.  But, in my opinion, some are not.  The way the J-1 is 

worded, Board desires a second opinion the Board related questions that may differ from that 

already provided – well, I’m not looking for an opinion that differs – I’m just looking for an 

opinion – it may agree. 

Robert Hammond:  Are you done? 

Ken Williams:  Yes, so in arriving at… 

Robert Hammond:  I’m sorry, I just want to ask… 

Ken Williams:  You want to speak? 

Robert Hammond:  Just real quick, I was gonna say, Ron, I’m gonna have to throw this out to 

you, because, um, Mr. Boyd just brought this up – have you ever come up with an opinion – 

granted, I’ve only been here two years, I’m still wet behind the ears – um, have you ever come 

up with an opinion that has ever really, I’d say, disagreed pretty strongly with any 

Superintendent in the years that you’ve been here?  Um, I still think you’re a spring chicken, but 

you know… 

Al Mijares:  Can I – I want to respond to that – you respond – well, let me just respond.  Yes, 

he’s disagreed with me on several, several times.  And I’ve had the sense to abide by his 

professionalism and his counsel.  Um, I, I think Mr. Boyd was referring to this, and again, this is 

your meeting, but I want to insert where I believe it’s, it’s important, and that is that, first of all, I 

will ask you a rhetorical question, because I don’t want to pin you down.  Do you know how 

many attorneys we have?  Don’t answer unless you know.  Uh, Mrs. Lindholm said four, and 

that’s true.  We have four attorneys that serve this great, uh, office, as well as the 27 districts – 
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they rely upon these people all the time for counsel.  So, in the event that Mr. Wenkart were to 

leave us, it’s very conceivable that we would select from in-house to replace him as our general 

counsel.  So, that should hopefully put that, um, in perspective.  And then, the other thing is that 

because you have a law firm to help deal with a quagmire, you know, a very complicated 

situation where you need a second opinion – and second opinions, as you pointed out, Ms. 

Lindholm, are not unusual – it happens all the time.  He has a conflict, he knows the district.  

He’ll even advise the district.  I can’t advise you on this, you’re going to need independent 

counsel on this.  So, he, he does that all the time, its part of his nomenclature.  But, remember, he 

is not your go to attorney for all legal matters.  So, that’s important to understand that the only 

time you can go for this so called second opinion, is I understand the law is when you truly have 

a conflict.  So, he doesn’t now become who ever we hire, now becomes your attorney and I think 

this is clear in the A.G.’s comments.  So that’s, I just want you to understand that so, we have 

several law firms that serve us already, when we have a conflict. We turn to this Maggy 

Chidester, was one, who is an attorney as you all know.  I don’t want to say something you don’t 

already know.  You know that, I’m just underscoring the importance of this that we already have 

a number of law firms. You probably know this that we turn to regularly.  Summarily, when we 

believe we have a conflict of interest.  So they would be added now to that list if you chose to go 

this way.  So, I just wanted to insert that.   

Dr. Ken Williams:  So, just as a matter of, and this goes to the core because we don’t need a law 

firm that, uh, that is going to be subject to thinking that I want future contracts with this 

department, therefore, I’m going to give something that is going to be favorable to the 

Superintendent.  That’s exactly why I want to go outside to someone who has no contact, who 

has no influence.  I know you’re not that, you’re a very honest, admirable and, great, Godly man, 

but there are people out there, law firms that say, well I don’t want to get him upset and I want to 

please him, because I know I’m going to getting further contracts.  And so, that’s what I wanted 

to avoid, I just want get somebody who is completely independent who doesn’t hold any 

allegiance who is not looking out for any further contracts from us.  And, so that’s what I simply 

did.   

Ron Wenkart:  I just wanted to get back briefly to Robert’s question.  Um, the way I look at it is, 

I try to avoid having a disagreement with the Superintendent in various different ways.  They 

may be aware of it, they may not be aware of it and this goes back to Robert Peterson, when 

Robert Peterson was County Superintendent.  If I anticipate an issue that might come up and I 

have an opinion about it, or if it’s a legal issue, I try to get in there and influence the ultimate 

decision before the county Superintendent makes up his mind so that we don’t have a 

disagreement.  That’s one technique that I might use.  The other would be, rather than having the 

county Superintendent say I want to do this, I might point out some other options, I might point 

out some of the legal issues, legal problems, I might not hit it head on necessarily, I might try to 

redirect the county Superintendent, provide some other options or other ideas, but if that doesn’t 

work, if there is a disagreement, I would tell him. That’s happened a few times.  I wouldn’t say a 
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lot because we have a collegial relationship, I have, I’ve had a good collegial relationship with 

all the four county Superintendents that I’ve worked under and so a lot of times they’ll come 

discuss something with me – I’m thinking about doing this, you know what are the legal 

ramifications, so we’ll kick it around and we’ll discuss it.  So, in that sense we both try to avoid 

disagreements, we try to work together and try to move in the direction that falls within the legal 

parameters, so I think I mentioned this at the last Board meeting or maybe in one of the memos 

that I sent out.  That I look at it as I have two primary duties: one is to try to help this Board and 

the county Superintendent accomplish their goals within the parameters of the law and the other 

is to protect you from liability.  And sometimes those are hard to balance but I present both of 

those whenever an issue comes up.  So, that’s kind of how I view it, that’s kind of how I look at 

it.  So, I hope that answers your question.  I think maybe that sheds some light on your question.  

Dr. Ken Williams:  So, Ron, what happens if you are in a major accident, you die, you retire, 

whatever, tomorrow you’re not here?  What’s this Board going to do?  What’s the next step?   

Ron Wenkart:  Well, I think the County Superintendent… 

Dr. Ken Williams:  What does the Education Code section say as our obligation…? 

Ron Wenkart:  Well, it doesn’t directly address what would happen in that situation.  So, the 

County Superintendent, as the employer, would appoint somebody to be the interim General 

Counsel, temporary General Counsel.  Probably somebody on my staff because they’re here, 

they know the office and then, uh, there would be a discussion on what to do.  I would assume 

that they would go through an interview, you know, application process, you know like we do 

with all our other positions.  Advertise the position.  Allow the staff to apply for the job, allow 

outside people to apply for the job.  

David Boyd:  What would be the role of the Board in that process though?   

Ron Wenkart:  I think that the County Superintendent and the Board would have to discuss that.  

But as I said in… 

David Boyd:  One thing that was very interesting, if I could interrupt for just a second – one of 

the things that, uh, jumped out at me in the Attorney General’s opinion – they didn’t want to 

address that – they said we are not asked to address a situation where a board and superintendent 

wish to appoint different legal counsels.  And they didn’t wish to address it because the law is 

silent on that matter. 

Ken Williams:  Actually, it’s not silent – Education Code 35041.5 – you have it in front of you – 

the last paragraph – the county board of education and the superintendent of schools shall 

appoint… 

David Boyd:  Right. Yeah.  But what… 
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Ken Williams:  the same legal counsel – so, we’re involved in that. 

David Boyd:  Yes, we are, but what, what if we don’t agree.  A superintendent wants to do 

Person A, we wanna do Person B. 

Ken Williams:  We wanna do Person B. Right.  What do we do? 

David Boyd:  So, the Attorney General dodged the issue.  They said, hey, you know, we’re not 

going there, because there’s no clear answer. 

Ken Williams:  And we as a Board don’t have a clear answer and that’s why I wanted a second 

opinion. 

David Boyd:  And, but no attorney is gonna be able to give us a clear answer.  You know, 

perhaps our guests would like to comment on that for a second.  When you… 

Robert Hammond:  Well, I don’t know, are we getting charged? 

Ken Williams:  Well now we’re asking them for free counsel.  I don’t think that, that’s fair. 

Dan King:  (inaudible) of our time today.  Right? 

David Boyd:  There are instances where there is going to be no clear answer. 

Dan King:  And Trustee, you are correct – there, there has not in the codes been a path that the 

Legislature has defined by – I would not want to pontificate on that without digging in and 

seeing what the, what the legal precedent has offered or by way of analogy that could be 

applicable here, and I think that’s where the value of your second opinion comes in – not seeking 

something in contrast to Ron or in agreement to Ron, but merely clarifying what’s out there.  

And we see our role in any of these issues as offering the information to the policy makers – you, 

the Board – who then decide, based on the law, based on the facts before us, based on the 

counsel that we are receiving – then we, as the elected decide to do “X” and put in place a 

program, a policy, a system so that there is an orderly succession or whatever the issue is before 

you.  But our goal would be to provide you with the tools to do that. 

Ken Williams:  Right.  And so, this is how we got to J-1, and there are some differing – 

difference of opinion – due respect, again, I’m just a humble family doctor – I’m the Marcus 

Welby – I do all those simple things to people to get ‘em better.  I’m not an attorney like, like 

David or Ron here.  Um, but again, you have in your packets Education Code 35041.5 and it 

talks about the governing board of any school district in appointing administration or any county 

board of education or any county superintendent may appoint legal counsel and fix and order the 

paying counsel’s compensation as an employee, or as an independent contractor.  And this whole 

Education Code deals with both entities.  And so, I’m just, again humbly just looking for this 

Board’s future.  I take offense that, um, I was disparaged and that there is a suspicion laid that 

there is some hidden agenda here – there’s none.  I am just looking after this Board as its 
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president and its leader for the future, and again, as I shared in the first words – this was a 

process that started in July – a dialogue that occurred back and forth – there were lots of e-mails 

between myself, Ron, and Al and staff, and it got to a point where these particular questions 

came down to what do we do?  And so, that’s all I’m asking for this Board, is to keep this thing 

simple, help us set precedents and help us when that time comes, when we need to fall upon a 

document.  If, if none of you feel that, that this is the appropriate time to do it, you know, I, I just 

don’t sense I, I can convince anybody about it, but I think now is the time – the earlier the better.  

Robert Hammond:  I have a question, Mr. President. 

Ken Williams:  Yes, sir. 

Robert Hammond:  Um, I’m gonna dovetail on what, uh, Trustee Boyd said.  Alright, let’s say, 

you know our Superintendent wants Person A, we’re saying maybe we want Person B or 

whatever, and I understand that if, Ron tomorrow, you know, says I’m done and he goes to the 

Bahamas – I’m jealous because you’re not taking us, but, um, then obviously I’m assuming 

you’re gonna appoint somebody probably from in-house – maybe that just makes sense to keep 

continuity – at least for a little bit, um, but then at some point I’m assuming, okay, you gotta fly 

the position and, you know, so on and so forth.  Um, I could – I don’t really see this happening, 

but I could see technically, hypothetically, that alright, we don’t agree for quite some time and 

you’re saying, you know what, you really would like to hire “A”, whoever A is and, maybe 

we’re looking at hiring “B”, but in the interim then, we have who you’ve appointed, per se, 

because you have to have somebody as lead counsel – I get that.  Um, see – and this is where I, 

I’m not gonna ask you guys for free counsel – is, okay, what do we do then as a Board if, you 

know, we’re kind of stuck in this conundrum where we really don’t have somebody directly 

filling Ron’s position and in the meantime, we have a temporary lead counsel.  How long does 

that go for?  So, um, I understand, Mr. President, what you’re wanting, um, but I’m just kind of 

curious, how long could that conceivably go on?  It seems like it could go on for quite some 

time, you know, where you’ve appointed somebody, because you have to have somebody, but at 

the same time, it’s like the position never really gets prop – I guess, properly filled?  I don’t 

know, would that be the right term? 

Ken Williams:  Well, it’s kind of like an interim appointment that happens in Washington, D.C., 

where it has to be approved by the Senate and the President, uh, gives an interim appointment, 

uh, there is no official appointment, and again, I’m not saying there is going to be a problem with 

this current Board and this current Superintendent – I’m trying to set precedents for future 

boards, future superintendents, that we have a protocol in place where we clearly understand the 

differences in our roles, in co-governance of this, uh, entity, the Orange County Department of 

Education, and that’s all I’m trying to do.  Again, there is no hidden agenda here, um, sorry if 

other people think so, but I feel very clearly that this Education Code says that the selection of 

the, the county, uh, counsel for both the Superintendent as well as this Board – we’re required to 

make, uh, selection of one person – we can’t have two people – we have to have one person, and 
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that this Board has an equal say and role in that process.  And, and that’s what I’m looking for, to 

have it printed on a piece of paper so, maybe this won’t happen til five, ten years from now, 

maybe I won’t be here in another couple of years.  I know some people don’t want me here, but, 

um, that’s all I’m trying to do.  Simply for that purpose. 

Linda Lindholm:  Can I ask a question?  A couple of questions?  Uh, in terms of, of quote, 

unquote, this item J-1, it asks – the specific charge is, does the superintendent have the right – 

and I, and this hasn’t been agreed upon by the Board – uh, unilaterally impose the superintendent 

choice of in-house legal counsel on the department and the board, and in regards to the two 

parties, what are the obligations, duties, and rights to terminate?  Um, I think I heard you say – 

I’m not an attorney – I think I heard you say that there was no legal precedent in the state of 

California on this particular item.  That you would be choosing to render an opinion and kind of 

a policy and a direction to take.  Is that what – is that correct? 

Robert Hammond:  Could you expand? 

Dan King:  Yeah, uh, please – I don’t think so, but go ahead, go ahead. 

Dennis Cota:  There are some – so, I’ll make the disclaimer, since I’m one of the lawyers in the 

room – we haven’t done the research in, so anything I say here can’t be used against me. 

Linda Lindholm:  In a court of law. 

Dennis Cota:  Um, there is some legal guidance there, and I think as we dig in, we’re going to 

find more and more.  Um, to Trustee Boyd’s point, on that particular issue, the Attorney General 

hadn’t issued an opinion because it didn’t address the issue, but if you look at the context of 

appointment – right, because that’s where this started for us – I think the only sensible reading of 

that statute when you look at it for quite some time until your eyes cross, which I have, is that it’s 

a, it’s really a mutual veto. 

Linda Lindholm:  Okay. 

Dennis Cota:  We have to play together, and if we don’t play together, nobody gets their 

nominee.  That’s how I see that statute coming out. 

Linda Lindholm: Alright, then, I’d have to stop you, because I am a fiscally responsible person.  

How much money would it cost us to have that opinion rendered?  How many hours? 

Dennis Cota:  That’s a great question and one clients ask all the time and we lawyers furiously 

dodge answering. 

Linda Lindholm:  I know.  That’s why I’m asking. 

Dennis Cota:  So, here’s, here’s what we’ve done is, Dr. Williams expressed that concern to us, 

and we said, okay, here’s what we’re willing to do.  Here’s our hourly rate.  In that case, if we go 
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over, you’re going to take the risk.  If we go under, we do.  Or, alternatively, we’re willing to say 

we’ll do the opinion for $5,000, and if it takes me two weeks to answer the question, I eat the 

time. 

Linda Lindholm:  I see.  Okay, so, just in terms of many opinions with really good people I get to 

sit with – very, very good people – it sounds like one thing we might be able to agree on is this 

one particular item, at that particular cost with this particular firm.  But, in terms of other items 

or other charter school items, we might want to get some very in depth background as you heard 

one in under the public comments is we didn’t hear the whole vita – that we didn’t hear the 

whole resume.  But, I think that’s directly to your question, Dr. Williams, um, and I, I did not 

quite understand from – so I’m proposing that, that we can get that opinion… 

Ken Williams:  I’m sorry, I totally missed that, Linda, could you express… 

Jack Bedell:  Are you moving that? 

Robert Hammond:  I was gonna say, are you making a motion, Trustee Lindholm? 

Linda Lindholm:  I would move on this particular item, J-1, only for this decision – and I just 

heard you say, uh, $5,000 – is… 

Dennis Cota:  As a cap.  It may not involve that. 

Linda Lindholm:  A cap.  That we get a rendered opinion on this particular item from an outside 

counsel… 

Jack Bedell:  I’ll second that. 

Linda Lindholm:  …and, okay. 

Ken Williams:  I was just gonna make some procedural issues, so – there is language already 

there, so you’re adding a subsidiary motion to, to this point that you’re making here, is that what 

you’re doing? 

Linda Lindholm:  I’m probably changing the motion a little?  I, I’m not sure… 

Ken Williams:  Well that’s what I’m trying understand.  What, what are you trying to do here? 

Linda Lindholm:  What I’m saying, I’m trying to complete this with five different personalities 

and I’m trying to get there, I’m trying to get to – done. For me, that is to have an opinion, uh, the 

only thing I might add is a timeframe that we have an opinion in three months or something like 

that.  I gave you a long one.   

Robert Hammond: Two months?  
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Dennis Cota:  Far less than that.  I anticipate that we could, uh, notwithstanding the holidays, 

upcoming week we could have something for you in three to four weeks max.   

Linda Lindholm:  Alright, so, six weeks we will say have an opinion before our February Board 

Meeting.  Does that work?  

Dennis Cota:  Or, could it be before January?  Or is that too much…? 

Linda Lindholm:  I don’t think we could have it before January.   

Robert Hammond:  When is our January Board Meeting?   

Penny Dunseth: 14
th

. 

Linda Lindholm:  I wouldn’t ask that.  I, I would rather have a very good opinion then push it.  

Just…I…so… 

Dr. Ken Williams: Ok.   

Dennis Cota:  (Inaudible) I’d appreciate that.   

(Laughter) 

Linda Lindholm:  So, my suggestion is.  We hire this firm and we’re going to see how you do by 

the way, for this particular item and I’m already hearing a little that there might a veto veto 

situation, I get it.  He likes this one and we don’t like that one, and we’ll come to a consensus.  

I’m hearing kind of where the drift of the opinion might be.  At a cap of five thousand dollars, 

and we get that within six weeks.   

Dr. Ken Williams:  Ok.  So what I just heard cause it needs to be clear… 

Linda Lindholm:  Help me out.   

Dr. Ken Williams: …to Penny and Nina. 

Linda Lindholm:  Penny can repeat it. 

Penny Dunseth:  (Laughter) 

Dr. Ken Williams:  You are adding a subsidiary motion to Item J-12 to add a cap of five 

thousand dollars.   

Linda Lindholm:  J-1.   

Dr. Ken Williams:  It’s going to be J-1.  What did I say?  

Linda Lindholm:  12.  
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Dr. Ken Williams:  J-1 you’re adding a cap of five thousand dollars in a time period of six 

weeks.  

Linda Williams:  Six weeks.   

Dr. Ken Williams:  Ok.   

Jack Bedell:  I second it.   

Linda Lindholm:  We have a second.   

Dr. Ken Williams:  We have a second.  Do we have any discussion on that subsidiary motion? 

David Boyd:  Can I throw out one other possible alternative that wouldn’t cost us anything?  Um.  

We could request an Attorney General opinion, but we couldn’t directly request an Attorney 

General opinion but I believe Ms. Lindholm has a certain amount of influence in the Legislature, 

uh, Attorney General opinions, generally have to come from a member of the Legislature.   

Linda Lindholm:  (Laughter). Oh. Yeah.   

David Boyd:    And we could ask the Attorney General at no cost to us to render an opinion that 

would actually have some weight.  Um, I’m not a big a fan as Ron is on his Attorney General 

opinions, but nonetheless it would be in the record that this is the view of the Attorney General 

and it gives us a lot to hang our hat on whichever way we go in the future.   

Dr. Ken Williams:  So how long would that take roughly?  

David Boyd:  It might take a little while.  But, again, I don’t see anything here that’s urgent in 

the sense that we need an answer in a month, or two months, or four months, as long as it’s not 

dropped.  Um, I don’t see the urgency.   

Linda Lindholm:  Well, I guess because you directed…I guess I would be happy to get a working 

relationship with you, you know, see how you do. Um, to me, it’s kind of a test case too.  Um. 

David Boyd: Or, we could do both.   

Linda Lindholm:  Or we can ask for one later.  We’ll have this in six weeks.  So…I, I, I, I, think, 

I, admire President Williams for trying to look to the future.  I think his heart is very much into 

that.  And I know, he always stands for the children, all children, able and disabled, and 

challenged, and, um, the brightest of the children.  So, I, just think it’s an ok to direction to go on 

this.  It’s a team building for me between the Board, and we’ll see, um, we’re going to see the 

proof of the pudding.   

Dr. Ken Williams:  True.  
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Linda Lindholm:  So, I, I, I, and that’s kind of where we’re going to see and Ron will be able to 

see it too.   

Dr. Ken Williams:  So, if I can help the discussion for the Board.  So, we’re right now, we have a 

motion to second.  We’re discussing the subsidiary motion to cap this project at five thousand 

dollars and have the delivery of the answer in six to eight weeks.  Are we still discussing this 

item?   

David Boyd:  Um hm. 

Linda Lindholm:  Yes.  

Dr. Ken Williams:  We still are?   

Linda Lindholm:  Yeah.   

Robert Hammond:  I am going to ask clarification from the chair. Um, because it sounded like 

Trustee Boyd was wanting us to, um, seek assistance in getting also an Attorney General’s 

opinion which I’m in favor of as well.  Um, but does that, do we have to make a motion for that?   

David Boyd:  No.  Actually we don’t make a motion at all.  Um, whoever the Legislature is that 

requests the Attorney General opinion uh, has to do so as I understand it, uh, not for our benefit 

but with respect to possible future legislation.   

Robert Hammond:  But would it help if we had… 

David Boyd:  Legislation might be that hey, this is unclear and we would like a Legislature to 

clear it up.   

Robert Hammond:  But would it help if we drafted up a bit of a letter or not?  I don’t know.   

David Boyd:  I don’t know enough about the process, um, to really comment.   

Robert Hammond:  Alright.  That’s all I have.  Back to Trustee Lindholm.   

Dr. Ken Williams:  So we’re back to the subsidiary motion, any further discussion on that 

subsidiary motion?   

Nina Boyd:  One clarification.  The subsidiary motion that was made by Ms. Lindholm.  If I 

understood correctly, so we’re just trying to get the minutes correct.  It’s just in relationship to 

that last paragraph that you were referring to, not the rest of the document.  Am I accurate?   

Linda Lindholm:  That’s accurate. 

Nina Boyd:  Thank you. 

Linda Lindholm:  At this point in time, I think that’s where we want to start.   
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Dr. Ken Williams:  Ok. We have a subsidiary motion seconded by Dr. Bedell, uh, if we’re 

through with the discussion we’ll make a vote. Ok, all those in favor of the subsidiary motion, 

say, I?  

All Board Members: I 

Dr. Ken Williams:  Oppose? Abstain.  Motion passes 5-0.   

Dr. Ken Williams:  Now, going back to the original Item J-1.  Um, do we have any further 

discussion on that? 

Linda Lindholm:  I’m sorry what?  What are we doing now?   

Dr. Ken Williams:  Now, now we’re back to the main motion J-1.  We added the subsidiary, um, 

details you requested, so now we’re back to Item J-1.  Tell me if I’m wrong Nina. 

Nina Boyd:  The original motion is still there because you haven’t voted on it.  So, um… 

Dr. Ken Williams:  Correct.  

Linda Lindholm:  That’s the one you made me second it.   

Penny Dunseth:  Ken… 

Robert Hammond: And I seconded it, yes.   

Linda Lindholm:  Ok.  Well done. 

Dr. Ken Williams:  So we’re back to that discussion.   

Linda Lindholm:  Which is paragraph one and two, is that correct?   

Nina Boyd:  It would be the complete document.   

Dr. Ken Williams:  No, it’s the complete document.   

Nina Boyd:  Because it wasn’t withdrawn when you made your subsidiary. 

David Boyd:  So, what we need is a withdrawal right?   

Nina Boyd:  Correct.   

Linda Lindholm:  I think that would be helpful.   

Robert Hammond:  How about this, I’d like to make a subsidiary, I’ll say replacement, or 

subsidiary, or replacement, which I don’t know, I’m gonna move that we table J-1 for a month 

with the exclusion of the subsidiary motion that Trustee Lindholm made.   
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David Boyd:  I guess that (Inaudible)… 

Linda Lindholm:  I’ll second that.  Does that work? I’m looking at our attorney. 

Dr. Ken Williams:  It’s too bad it’s already there so we have first and second.  So you want to 

table this and, uh, for what purpose, just so I can understand the process.  Now we’re in 

discussion.   

Robert Hammond:  So we can have, uh, we can hopefully get a, um, a timely opinion from the 

law firm here that is before us.   

David Boyd:  We’ve already taken care of that.   

Dr. Ken Williams:  Wait a minute.  So, Robert, just so, what you just told me then, is that you 

want to table the decision to give the contract to them.   

Linda Lindholm:  No.   

Dennis Cota:  I thought he meant to table J-2 through 4.   

Robert Hammond:  No.   

Dr. Ken Williams:  Now, I haven’t heard that.   

Robert Hammond: No.  I was tabling… 

Dennis Cota: Ok. 

Jack Bedell:  Mr. Chairman? 

Dr. Ken Williams:  Yes?  

Jack Bedell:  It would be, if we could say.  And I don’t want to…since I voted on the prevailing 

side, I think its Roberts Rules would allow for this.  What we did with Trustee Lindholm’s 

motion was technically to amend the proposed document.  We’ve called it a subsidiary motion, 

but it really is an amendment because you built in a cap, and you built in time to the last clause.  

So, it gets clean, we say we amended J-1 pursuant to the Lindholm – Bedell amendment, and 

now we go back to the whole document. 

Dr. Ken Williams:  J-1. 

Jack Bedell:  That’s cleaner, than rather than cutting and pasting it, because, then the first part of 

it doesn’t make any sense to what comes from the amendment.   

Dr. Ken Williams:  I totally agree with that, that’s why we’re at J-1.  But now we have… 

Jack Bedell: As amended… 
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Dr. Ken Williams: As amended… 

Jack Bedell:  So, if Trustee…uh, Hammond withdrew his tabling that would clean it.   

Robert Hammond:  Ok. Thank you for your clarification because it wasn’t there.  Now, ok, with 

that, I’m willing to withdraw.  But it’s property of the body.  So, the body would have to 

unanimously consent.  So, I would ask for a unanimous consent from the body to withdraw my 

tabling motion.   

Dr. Ken Williams: Ok.  Now we have a unanimous consent.  Does everybody agree? 

Jack Bedell:  So, the motion now is to approve J-1 as amended.   

Robert Hammond:  Thank you. 

Dr. Ken Williams:  That is true.   

Jack Bedell:  Good, that’s clean.  

Linda Lindholm:  Ah.  Better.  Ok.  Now.   

Dr. Ken Williams:  Are we ok at your end for documentation Penny and Nina?   

Penny Dunseth:  Point of clarification.  May we listen to the tape?   

Nina Boyd:  (Laughter) 

Dr. Ken Williams:  You may listen to the tape.  Ok.   

Nina Boyd:  But before you vote, I want to make sure that, um, I’m understanding for clarity.  

You’re taking the subsidiary motion. Or taking the motion as amended and amend J-1 the initial.  

Then the vote that you’re about to do, would be in relationship to everything that’s in J-1. 

Dr. Ken Williams:  J-1 with the amended language.  

Nina Boyd:  Not. Right.  

Jack Bedell:  It’s J-1 as amended.  

Dr. Ken Williams: J-1 as amended. 

Nina Boyd:  Which would incorporate the other two items. 

Dr. Ken Williams:  Correct. 

Linda Lindholm:  Ok. I think that’ll work.   
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Dr. Ken Williams:  Ok.  So we’re ok with that before we move on.  Ok, any other discussion on 

J-1?  Ok.  We’ll go for vote. All those in favor say I?  

All Board Members: I 

Dr. Ken Williams:  Oppose? Abstain.  Motion passes 5-0.  

Dr. Ken Williams:  Ok.  Let’s move on to Item J-2.  Um, and again, because I’m the maker of 

Item J-2 let me make the motion to do such.  And I request a second. 

Robert Hammond:  I’ll second.   

Dr. Ken Williams:  Ok. So we have a motion to second.  So we’re at the discussion phase.  And 

if I can have the discretion and privilege from the Board to just kind of speak to this um, issue.  

Um, so, the question comes down to in Item J-2, uh, what is the role of this Board in the overall 

adoption process. Um, there is an Education Code 12400 that seems to give authority to all 

county superintendents and again I’m, this has to be quite clear.  No one is accusing anybody of 

any foul service to this community or any, um, dark, or element, or any criminal action.  I need 

to be quite clear about this.  Or any ethical issues.  Um, so there is actually an opinion from Ron 

when we’ve gone back and forth, I think this Board has seen that document as to the Board’s 

budget authority and the Education Code 1200 that seems to say that the superintendent can put 

items into the budget.  And there was some concept that the Board had no say so over those 

items being put into the budget.  So, on the surface, it may seem that the superintendent can put 

things into our budget without the budgetary authority and discretion of this Board.  But, I think 

this code, um, is only talking about the ministerial duties and actions and does not expressively 

abrogate the authority and responsibilities of the Board as to the budgetary matters that’s by 

Education Codes 1040 and 1041.  In fact a Lexus Nexus search that I had is an opinion rendered 

in 1975.  Opinion CV-74-57.  Ron, CV-74-57.  Uh, it specifically talks about the budgetary 

authority and it says that it’s not the superintendent, but the Board that has the final budgetary 

authority.  So, as we learned this year and this has been a very interesting year with what we 

learned there are items in our budget that I had no idea about.  I’ve been here for 18 years, going 

on to 19 years, I never knew that items were in our budget that the superintendent, all 

superintendents, uh, in this entire State of California can put into the budget, uh, seemly without 

budgetary oversight, or authority by the County Board of Education.  So, I, I, looked at this as a 

very important item.  And who, do we have the ability, and it’s not going to happen here, but 

let’s suppose a superintendent in the future says well I want to have funds for abortion referral, 

and abortion to our students, and those funds get put in there and suppose we sort of stay status 

quo as it is and, we just rubber stamp things and we don’t question things and we don’t go 

further.  We would never know.  We would never know about it.  And that would never happen 

with this Godly man here, but that’s the type of item that I’m concerned with and everything 

that’s in our budget.  I, so, totally agree.  I mean we’re doing an excellent job with our kids and 

the leadership by the staff and our Superintendent is just phenomenal, so I’m not questioning 
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anything that we currently have.  Again, it’s in the future that I’m worried about.  I’m worried 

about the precedence that we’re establishing just by doing nothing.  So, it became apparent to me 

that it is very important we establish who has the final budgetary authority in this department. 

Uh, and that’s what this Item J-2 is just simply asking. It’s nothing difficult about it.  I want to 

keep it as simple as I can.  Thank you for tolerating me.  I’ll leave it open for discussion.   

Jack Bedell:  May I ask.  Ken?   

Dr. Ken Williams:  Yes.   

Jack Bedell:  Renee, I guess would be the person.  Uh, in the budgets that we’ve gotten in the 

past, my memory is a little bit different than my distinguished colleague’s.  I seem to think that 

there was stuff in the budget about grants.  What am I missing?  

Renee Hendrick:  Every time that we’ve had a new grant it has been listed in your assumptions 

page that you’ve received a new grant. 

Jack Bedell:  So in other words, if we got a million dollars for pencils that you applied for.   

Renee Hendrick:  Um Hm.  

Jack Bedell: And we would be told that.   

Renee Hendrick:  It’s been our history that we list it in Assumptions.  Yes.  It’s that front page 

you receive the budget it shows changes.  

Jack Bedell:  Right.  And that would be where I’ve read it.   

Renee Hendrick:  Yes.  

Jack Bedell:  Ok. Thank you. 

Nina Boyd:  In addition, the line item information is always in the budget.  The summary 

documents that Renee and the others, on the front end of the budget is always given that 

additional detail to call attention to the differences that are in the budget at each budget period.  

Jack Bedell: Ok. So following what I believe my understanding is.  Is that if there was something 

in there, we could move to delete that from the budget as a board?  By voting no on the budget?   

Robert Hammond:  Are you asking for…I’m asking for clarification.  Sorry, Dr. Bedell.  Are you 

saying almost a line item detail?   

Jack Bedell: Well, I’m just trying to make sense…I’m trying to put my wrap around my 

colleague’s thoughts here.  It seems to me that if it’s in our budget form and we approve the 

budget, first of all, we know about it because it’s in the budget.   
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Nina Boyd:  Correct.  

Jack Bedell: Right. Now, it may be that say, for example, the federal government’s coming out 

with 40 million grant proposals for schools in the woods.  Maybe we want to be told that ahead 

of time.  I don’t want to hear about every meeting a five hundred dollar grant proposal and I have 

to sign off on a five hundred dollar grant.  That’s not how I want to use my time.  All right.  I 

trust. I don’t want to micromanage at that level.  But I mean in terms of, we get this information 

and as approver of the budget we can say no.  That’s my understanding.  

Linda Lindholm:  Hmm. 

Renee Hendrick:  As a Board you have the authority to not vote on the budget.  Yes.   

David Boyd:  Or vote down the budget.   

Renee Hendrick:  Or vote down the budget.  You can vote, yes or no on the budget.  Yes.   

Dr. Ken Williams:  But can we take individual items out and vote yes or no?   

Robert Hammond:  Like a line item veto.  

Dr. Ken Williams:  Line item veto.  That’s exactly… 

Renee Hendrick:  I think that would be a discussion with the Superintendent.  And so I think I’m 

a little confused by looking at the wording because I think what we just looked at said do you 

have the authority to approve the budget and you have that authority.   I thought the question was 

about grants.   

Ron Wenkart:  That’s pretty much how I would answer the question. You know, if there is 

something you are concerned about in the budget and you are thinking about voting no on the 

budget because of some particular item.  You can enter into a dialogue with the Superintendent 

and then maybe that could be modified and then you could approve the budget.   

Dr. Ken Williams:  But the fact that we are entering into a discussion, demonstrates that we have 

no budgetary authority.   

Ron Wenkart:  No.  I think, actually the opposite. Because at a Board meeting like this, you 

could have that discussion.  

Dr. Ken Williams:  But who has the final authority?  Say we all agree with the Superintendent 

and he wants to have this program that we disagree with?   

Ron Wenkart:  It’s kind of a process of negotiation and compromise.   

Dr. Ken Williams:  Well, that’s the problem that I have because America is built upon the dual 

governance and the balance of powers and the acting… 
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Ron Wenkart:  But a lot of it is, when you talk about balance of power, a lot of it gets into 

compromise and negotiation and you know, so, some of these grey areas, that’s where you do 

have compromise and negotiation.  

Dr. Al Mijares:  Just to respond on that, Mr. President, Members of the Board.  So, you have and 

I think this is abundantly clear.  You have the authority to approve or disapprove a budget.  You 

bear consequences either way.  If you disapprove the budget that means that we don’t have the 

authority to pay staff, for example. So, there is a host of things that are now extremely 

complicated.  Um, we have to remember that these are state schools, as much as we like to get 

very territorial and parochial and say they are our schools and we should do that, but they’re 

funded by the state, so a lot of things in that budget are entitlements.  So, if you deny those 

entitlements you are technically denying services to students.  So, you could do that, but now 

there is going to be a consequence because there will be civil rights groups that have come 

before you and say, those kids need that money.   

Dr. Ken Williams:  I think the conversation is not going the right direction.  I don’t think we’re 

talking about that at all.   

Dr. Al Mijares:  No, but I do think that Ron is right.  There are a number of things they become 

compromises.  And if I think there is unanimity on this Board for a particular item.  (I think I’m 

getting Renee’s laryngitis.) Then, um, it behooves me, you know, to exercise the wisdom to work 

with you on those items.  But the fact that you don’t know what’s in that budget is more 

troubling to me, quite honestly.   

Dr. Ken Williams;  Absolutely.   

Dr. Al Mijares:  Because you have been on this Board for twenty years the budget is nothing 

more than the curriculum expressed in numerical terms.  So you should, as well as all of you, and 

if we’re not clear enough, then shame on us, but you should know everything that’s in that 

budget.   

Dr. Ken Williams:  Right.   

Dr. Al Mijares:  So, I don’t like to hear that you don’t know about it.  Because that make me 

believe that either you’re not reading it or we’re not telling you.   

Dr. Ken Williams:  Well.  I think there has been issues in the past, with the budget, how it’s 

presented, and that’s why we have, um, Ms. Lindholm and Mr. Boyd working on a committee to 

make it easier to read and easier to interpret.  And again, I, I’m not worried about you as our 

Superintendent, because I trust you with what you’re gonna be making as far as decisions.  The 

whole purpose of this item is for the future – in case there is a superintendent that gets appointed 

or elected and there is a contentious issue that is, is put into this budget by the superintendent 

that the Board doesn’t agree with.  I don’t want this Board to be in a position where they have to 
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vote no on the budget, because I don’t want those bad things to happen.  I’m trying to make it so 

that, uh, there is a protocol established, that we get an opinion, that we know what we’re going to 

do, and I think this Education Code 12400, again, talks about the ministerial duties, but it does 

not talk about the actual authority and responsibility of authorizing these things.  So, that’s where 

we now get into a necessity for a second opinion, because it differs from, from Ron’s opinion 

that he’s already written about. 

Linda Lindholm:  Um, Mr. President? 

Ken Williams:  Yes. 

Linda Lindholm:  If I, I – I’m a little – I just want to say, I’m a little under the weather, and so 

I’m not sure how long I can be here for all this discussion. 

Ron Wenkart:  I’ll make this quick, then. 

Linda Lindholm:  And then I’ll add something. 

Ron Wenkart:  Let me just clarify that legal opinion – the question I answered was, does the 

county board have the authority to approve the grants in advance, or can the county 

superintendent enter into these contracts for these grants?  And the code is clear to me, at least I 

thought it was clear, that the county superintendent has that authority, but, you know, if there’s a 

disagreement about this grant – you gave an example of a grant that you might have objections to 

– if the entire board had objections to – it would behoove the county superintendent to take that 

into consideration, and you could not approve a budget that has that grant in it, and leverage that 

to get the county superintendent to, you know, stop getting those types of grants that you find 

objectionable – politically objectionable.  So, you’re not without power, you’re not without 

authority.  I mean, that’s what I was talking about when I said negotiation… 

Ken Williams:  I think it’s too gray.  I think what you are suggesting is too gray and we need it 

more black and white. 

Ron Wenkart:  That would be the Legislature to do that. 

Linda Lindholm:  Yeah.  Oh, I’m sorry, I have not been particularly well this last week, but I 

wanted to be here for the discussion.  I’m not sure I’ll make it through the last.  Um, just to share 

with the president, Trustee Boyd and myself have met an hour and a half on one occasion with 

Renee and then two hours yesterday on the budget, to look it over, and particularly look to many 

of the things you’re inquiring about.  We looked at the grants, the entitlements, how to write that, 

how to keep it clear, um, trying to get it into a format that there will never be a question on 

where these are, and we looked at the federal entitlements and the (inaudible) and we looked at 

all of that and we’re trying to improve, not what’s in the budget, because the budget is sure well 

written – I mean I think we have a very brilliant person working on all of that.  I have total 

confidence.  What we have is a readability and a sectioning, and, okay, here’s what the grants 
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were, here’s where they went, here’s where Target spent a $1,000.  We have been working very 

diligently to – actually we have kind of a draft, but we weren’t gonna present that today – uh, 

that she’s been kind enough and you’ve made input on, to see going forward how that – we 

won’t have any circumstances where we don’t understand and can’t read it quite easily, and so, I 

wanted to share that with you.  I was gonna share that later on in the conversation, but that’s how 

I feel on that one.  And I think at that point, I’m probably gonna need to go home, so, I, I 

appreciate – I’m sorry – I cracked a couple ribs, too… 

Ken Williams:  On no. 

Linda Lindholm:  …and so, I just didn’t anticipate the meeting being quite as long, so I 

apologize to you for that, but I need to go. 

Jack Bedell:  Yeah, uh, the reason and before, uh Linda is packing up – but at the recent CCBE 

conference, it was discussed that if we ever got to the point where this Board had to veto a 

budget, that it was a symbol of how well the Superintendent and the Board are not working 

together, because the Board – the Superintendent has already indicated – you’ve gotta, we’ve 

gotta have this dialogue all along, about things not going well and then mentioned that in one or 

two district where this happened, they’ve been fractious districts, so I think I would like to 

second what people are saying here, that, uh, uh… 

Linda Lindholm:  Excuse me. 

Multiple inaudible voices:  (Inaudible) 

Ken Williams:  Sorry you’re not feeling so well. 

Linda Lindholm:  Thank you. 

David Boyd:  Take care. 

Ken Williams:  Oh, oh, yeah, and then let me just, um, validate what Jack said.  Um, we’re not a 

fractious Board and Superintendent.  I think we work very well, and our programs are very 

effective and working well.  And again, the whole purpose of this is, is just to make it simple, to 

have established protocols, so we know what we’re doing.  I, I sure would like to, uh, when – if 

or when – the Superintendent applies for grants and it comes in, I’d like to see it listed on our 

budget that it is a Superintendent requested, and then I’d like to see a different shade between a 

Board-requested grant.  Um, but I would like to have an answer to, um, the potential situation – 

not in this Board, not in this situation – but in future boards, what happens if there is a 

disagreement where, um, the board and the superintendent don’t get along?  And they don’t 

agree on public policy in governance?  What, uh, would be in place for an established protocol 

rules and regulation, uh, for the board?  So, that’s all this is.  Um, I’m kind of in this situation 

here where, where these are very important items.  And, Linda, um, Linda just left – I had no 

idea that she was ill, um… 
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Jack Bedell:  Mr. Chairman, would you welcome a motion to table these three items until the 

January meeting? 

Ken Williams:  Yeah, um, I, I would like to make that motion… 

Robert Hammond:  I’ll second that. 

Ken Williams:  …because they’re important. 

Jack Bedell:  I’ll move that we table 2, 3, and 4 to the January Board Meeting. 

Robert Hammond:  So seconded. 

Ken Williams:  Okay. 

David Boyd:  Could I… 

Ken Williams:  Yes, yes… 

Robert Hammond:  I had a question about J-2… 

Ken Williams:  Yeah, go ahead. 

David Boyd:  Robert, do you want to go first? 

Robert Hammond:  Yeah, I’m sorry – I still – I asked Dave and Dave felt like – this is one thing 

we are discussing about is – and I still, maybe, Dr. Bedell, maybe you have a thought on this, is 

that – I agree with you, if we have to say no to the budget, that doesn’t bode well for anybody.  

My question is, is, do we have like a line item veto? Could we look at a grant or something like 

that and say, you know what, we like everything in the budget, but we don’t like this one thing.  

Can we, can we say no to that and yes to everything else?  And I don’t… 

David Boyd:  Or, or how our funds are allocated, you know, between salaries… 

Ken Williams:  If I could speak to the motion that’s on the floor here, we have an item, J-3, that 

deals with something that’s gonna be impacting us in February – the charter school petition – 

um, and it… 

Jack Bedell:  It’s 45 days… 

Ken Williams:  Yeah, and, and, so if I could just speak to this here, and this is something that, 

uh, there is a different opinion, and it’s between a good man and another person who is not a 

lawyer, who just sees the interpretation of the Charter School Act very differently.  I look at it in 

the light that it’s the legislative intent that charters should be in a part of the integration into the 

California education system, um, and, and my dear friend Ron believes that we should take that 

charter petition language and not amend it or change it.  Um, that the language in this Education 
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Code does not allow us to do that, but I would argue, and I’ve showed this all to my, my son, and 

all of the attorneys I know and they say, well, there is, there is some areas in there and I think 

you can do that, so, there is definitely some area here that, that we need clarification, because we 

have the charter school petition coming up that we’re gonna need this information.  So, this is 

kind of a… 

David Boyd:  We do, um, and Trustee Lindholm and I have been working on this very issue, and 

we have reached out to some law firms who are very experienced, have worked with the 

California Charter Schools Association.  Uh, I feel that we will be in a position by the next Board 

Meeting to recommend a law firm to address this particular issue, because I happen to agree with 

you on this. 

Ken Williams:  Um-hmm.  So, so, you’re working on another law firm? 

David Boyd:  Well I, you know, we have a list of law firms that, um, the California Charter 

School Association has indicated are very experienced – obviously very experienced – in charter 

law. 

Ken Williams:  Um-hmm.  Okay, so you, okay.  Um, um… 

Robert Hammond:  I feel like my question didn’t get answered. 

Ken Williams:  Okay, what was your question? 

David Boyd:  We didn’t 

Ken Williams:  Again, repeat it. 

Jack Bedell:  You know, if I understand your question, so if I forget about my own ignorance, is 

that there’s nothing time – rushing that a table would hurt. 

Robert Hammond:  Oh, no, I was just… 

Jack Bedell:  So you’re speaking in favor of table without his background information to the 

table? 

Robert Hammond: Oh, well, no, in regards to – I’m just saying that, your motion to table is, to 

Juliet 4, yeah, I’m in favor of it, but I was just asking hypothetically, do we have line item veto, 

and I – Ron, have you ever issued, have we ever gotten an opinion on, from you?  Can, am I out 

of line by asking for an opinion from Ron? 

Ken Williams:  Well, I think in, in one of your writings, you did address that. 

Robert Hammond:  Did you? 

Ken Williams:  Yeah, in one of the, um, Attorney General’s opinions, it talks about that. 
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Ron Wenkart:  Uh, I’ll go back and look and, you know, we might have touched on it – that’s 

possible – but we didn’t directly address it, I don’t think, but I’ll go back and look.  But we did 

mainly focus on 12400 of the Ed Code having to do with grants, uh, so I don’t recall specifically 

addressing line item veto of the budget, uh, but I can go back and look. 

Robert Hammond:  Okay. 

Ron Wenkart: I, you know, I can be forgetful, so I may have forgotten.  But, I’ll go back and 

check.   

Ken Williams:  I’m often forgetful and think I’m developing dementia so much.  So, I forget.   

Ron Wenkart:  I can go back and look.   

Ken Williams: Yeah.   

David Boyd:  That would be helpful,  because that’s an interesting issue.   

Ron Wenkart:  Sure.  I’d be glad to.   

Ken Williams:  Ok. So, so, we have, um.  

Robert Hammond:  I think that’s a very important question that we need to get answered.   

David Boyd:  But with respect to the charter school, um, petition, um, both Trustee Lindholm 

and I are aware of the timing and the fact that we have this petition that is submitted today.  Um, 

by the way, did they submit that in electronic form also? The petition?  

Nina Boyd:  It’s a thumb drive.   

David Boyd:  Ok.   

Nina Boyd:  Yes.   

David Boyd:  Ok.   

Nina Boyd: You have a thumb drive and a binder to take with you.   

David Boyd:  Ok.  I don’t want to lug the binder around.  I’d rather have an electronic version.  

Um, but we are well aware of the timing, and the importance of addressing this issue and, so I 

would respectfully suggest that we defer this to, well, basically, what we’ve always done… 

Dr. Ken Williams:  Right.  I mean that’s what we’re discussing here.  The only concern is, is that 

we have a legal opinion and right now we cannot go against, or it would be ill advisable to go 

against our own in-house legal counsel that says we will not change the, or you cannot change 

the language of the charter petition appeal.   



53 
 

David Boyd:  Right.  I have reason to believe… 

Dr. Ken Williams:  And that the only way that we could go against that is by getting a second 

opinion that may vary and change that.  So, we do need a legal opinion.  

David Boyd:  Well, I would say… 

Dr. Ken Williams:  But you’re not our legal attorney.  You’re a board member.   

David Boyd:  I’m saying that I agree that it’s in the best interest of the board to get a second 

opinion on this particular issue.   Yes, we are totally on board.  You know the question is, whose 

going to do it.   

Jack Bedell:  Yeah, that’s my question.  And by coming back the CSCCBE again, what you are 

suggesting, Trustee Williams, many districts do.  And I reported that out right?  

Dr. Ken Williams:  Right.   

Jack Bedell:  So, uh, that makes me a little less squimish about being against our own counsel.   

Dr. Ken Williams:  But you can’t do that. 

Jack Bedell:  I understand that.  But we do have, there are mutual extensions of dates within the 

charter appeal process that both sides agree to as well, correct?  Depending upon where we are 

dates can be extended?  

Dr. Ken Williams:  Yes.  

Nina Boyd:  Yes.   

Dr. Al Mijares:  If you mutually agree as a board.   

Jack Bedell:  Yeah.  So, I think that would give us a little push so then the Boyd-Lindholm 

committee can come out, we need recommendations.  I think Trustee Lindholm was very 

concerned about you know from the people with whom she spoke about specific firms with that 

experience or a good colleague our new colleague has done three of these. We’ve done how 

many on this board. See, what I’m saying?  I would feel more sanguine about supporting this 

with some other options.   

Dr. Ken Williams:  So, um.  

Jack Bedell:  And that’s why I move to table.  

Dr. Ken Williams: No, no. I, I, I understand what you’re saying here. Um, so, we have an item 

before us that’s to table these, um, Items J-2, 3 and 4 to the December meeting.   

Nina Boyd:  January meeting.   
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Dr. Ken Williams:  Excuse me, to the January meeting.  Any other… 

David Boyd:  Yeah.  I also have a comment on J-4.  Um, it says here that we are requesting a 

second legal opinion.  Uh, this in fact would be a third legal opinion because we already have 

Ron’s opinion.  We already have the Rutan & Tucker opinion.   

Dr. Ken Williams: Um hm. Um. Ok, so, yeah and that’s a real problem with me.  The Rutan & 

Tucker because what was said to me again, I have to be very careful was a lack of confidence 

and what was given to us as far as an opinion.   

David Boyd:  Right.  But, let’s assume we get this third opinion.   

Dr. Ken Williams:  And is that a second opinion really by hiring counsel represent us?   

David Boyd:  Well, when I called Rutan & Tucker.  When they were retained to do this, I was 

President at the time and we were facing some time issues.  

Dr. Ken Williams: Right.  

David Boyd:  And a decision had to be made. I told them I don’t care what the outcome of the 

opinion is going to be.  Just give me your opinion.  So, they weren’t pushed in one direction or 

another that we want jurisdiction or we don’t jurisdiction, just give me your objective opinion. 

So, if we would go forth from here, if we came up with a different opinion.  So, now we would 

have two opinions saying we don’t have jurisdiction.  We have one opinion that says we do have 

jurisdiction.  What do we do?  The best of five?  I mean this has to stop somewhere.  Um, 

understand where I’m going here?   

Dr. Ken Williams:  Well, I understand where we’re going.  I just disagree with where you’re 

going.   

David Boyd:  Well, you disagree with the Rutan & Tucker opinion as I understand it.   

Dr. Ken Williams:  Well, again, I have to ask Ron. So this is all in closed session.  What can we 

say about this here?   

Ron Wenkart:  Well… 

Dr. Ken Williams:  Cuz there’s things that were said that we can’t say.   

David Boyd:  You don’t have to say why you disagree with it.  

Ron Wenkart:  Yeah. I mean a lot of it is already public.  It was discussed at several board 

meetings as to the opinion.  I mean we didn’t specifically say exactly what was in the Rutan & 

Tucker opinion.  We discussed about it at such length that most of it is already kind of public 

information.  But… 
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Dr. Ken Williams:  Not all of it though. 

Ron Wenkart: Yeah.  Not all of it. But… 

Dr. Ken Williams:  And again I don’t want to disparage Rutan & Tucker.  But, if push comes to 

shove, I, the truth will be said and I don’t want to do that. 

Ron Wenkart:  I think it’s ok to say if you disagree with a legal opinion.  I don’t think that’s, you 

know, anything you can’t say in open session.  The reality was that.    

Dr. Ken Williams:  Can I say a private conversation?  

Ron Wenkart: (Laughter).  Well… 

Dr. Ken Williams:  That I had with them?   

Ron Wenkart:  Well, I agree. I don’t – but that’s up to you.  But what David indicated is what we 

told Rutan & Tucker which we always tell outside firms when we get asked for a second opinion 

is we want your best opinion.  We want what you really believe is law in this area. We’re not 

trying to push you in any direction, one or the other, so, you know, that’s what kind of happened 

with Rutan & Tucker.  Now, sometimes when you ask for a second opinion you get the same 

opinion.  Um, I’ve written second opinions for school districts, when outside counsel wrote the 

opinion, you know, a lot of times they agree with the first opinion.  So, you know, you don’t 

always get a different opinion when you get a second opinion.   

David Boyd: But again, looking at the practical reality of the situation.  Let’s assume we would 

get an opinion that would differ from Rutan & Tucker. What do we do it with it then?  We have 

two opinions that say we have no jurisdiction. We have one opinion that says we do.   

Dr. Ken Williams:  So, let’s be technical.  I haven’t seen any of those.  I’ve seen Ron’s opinion.  

He said it.  I have not seen an official opinion that was rendered to this board that we asked for a 

second opinion.  That was just the attorney who used and vehemently disagreed and at the very 

end he said I could argue the other side too.  What do you want me to do?  So when somebody 

says… 

David Boyd:  Almost any issue before us, um… 

Ron Wenkart:  Well, attorneys are trained that way.  We’re trained in law school to argue the 

other side of the opinion.   

Dr. Ken Williams:  Well, here is the thing Ron, and you said this.  Let’s suppose that we get 

another case like the Newport-Mesa case where now that district claims that we don’t have 

jurisdiction and now we have a board that says yes, we do have jurisdiction.  We are going 

against what you’ve already told us and we could be sued on that.  You shared that with me.  I 

remember that.  
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Ron Wenkart:  Yeah.  That’s possible.   

Dr. Ken Williams: That’s possible?  No. You said that it can be.   

Ron Wenkart.  Yes.  I did.  And it’s better not to go against a legal opinion because you could 

open yourself up to liability.  So, yes, you are much more vulnerable if you go against your in-

house legal counsel opinion.  But, I think I did say and maybe, this has only happened once in all 

the years that I’ve been here that we’ve had this issue come up so I’m not sure if this issue will 

come up again. Doesn’t come up too often.  But, be that as it may, um, it’s up to the board 

whether you want another opinion on this issue or not.   

David Boyd:  But it would be a third opinion.   

Ron Wenkart:  It would be a third opinion.  It’s not a, you don’t weigh them two to one.  You 

can decide which opinion you want to follow if you’re comfortable with the third opinion you 

could go with that.   

Jack Bedell:  Mr. President, part of the point of parliamentary order how does this conversation 

help me relate to the virtues and non-virtues of tabling?  

Dr. Ken Williams:  It has nothing to do with it.  But David asked a question about 

(inaudible)(laughter).   

David Boyd:  What I was hoping that we could get this one item resolved so that it doesn’t come 

back to us next month or the month after.  Because it is the third opinion.   

Jack Bedell:  So, if you want to see it come back, you would vote to table.  If you wanted to have 

it voted on now, you would remove this, is that was you’re saying, parliamentary-wise, from the 

mo – the sweeping… 

David Boyd:  Well, then we would have to split the J-1 through J-4, or J-2 through J-4… 

Ken Williams:  Yeah.  You know, let’s – I, I, um… 

David Boyd:  Why don’t we just do this – let’s treat that as a… 

Ken Williams:  Since Linda’s not here… 

David Boyd:  …treat my comments as just that.  They’re just comments and let’s move on. 

Ken Williams:  Okay. 

Robert Hammond:  Call the question. 
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Ken Williams:  So, um, so in the spirit of these remaining items, J-2, 3 and 4, that are very 

pertinent and important for us to resolve, um, we have a motion before us by Jack to table it.  

Um, who seconded? 

Robert Hammond:  Me. 

Penny Dunseth:  Robert. 

Ken Williams:  Okay, so it’s seconded.  I, I think we’ve talked a lot about this, um, let’s go 

ahead – all those in favor, say aye. 

Multiple voices:  Aye. 

Ken Williams:  Opposed?  Um, okay, motion, um, passes 4-0. 

Jack Bedell:  Is it your understanding, Mr. Chairman, that we will be seeing a list of other law 

firms for the other items? 

Ken Williams:  Uh, that, that was not my understanding. 

Jack Bedell:  Is there anything that would prevent the Executive Committee from listening to this 

discussion today as this – that maybe get outcome of that? 

Ken Williams: Um, I’d be very careful, because, um… 

Jack Bedell:  And based on… 

Ken Williams:  …I have a Brown Act, yeah, Brown Act I have to worry about. I, I’m not 

prepared to answer you. Okay? 

Jack Bedell:  Okay, that’s no problem. 

Ken Williams:  Let, let’s move on with the, um, the items.  Item J-5, uh, which is the school 

facility bond application funding status – it is a resolution. 

Jack Bedell:  Move approval. 

David Boyd:  Second. 

Ken Williams:  Second, okay.  Any discussion on this? Okay, barring that there is none, this is a 

roll call item. 

Penny Dunseth:  Trustee Boyd? 

David Boyd:  Yes. 

Penny Dunseth:  Trustee Hammond? 
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Penny Dunseth:  Trustee Williams? 

Ken Williams:  Yes. 

Penny Dunseth:  Trustee Bedell? 

Jack Bedell: Yes. 

Penny Dunseth:  Trustee Lindholm? 

Ken Williams:  Item passes, 3-0.  Moving on to Item J-6 – uh, resolution on Religious Freedom 

Day. 

Jack Bedell:  Move. 

Ken Williams:  Okay, I, I was gonna say that, that’s mine, but… 

Jack Bedell:  Move it, move it… 

Ken Williams:  Okay, I thank you. 

Jack Bedell:  …and I’ll second. 

Ken Williams:  That, that is my motion and a second, um, this is a resolution.  Any discussion on 

this?  We’ve passed this in the past. 

Jack Bedell:  That’s nice. 

Ken Williams:  Okay. 

Jack Bedell:  I like the historical setting that you put in this one. 

Ken Williams:  Thank you, thank you.  Okay, uh, it is a resolution – Penny, poll the board. 

Penny Dunseth:  Trustee Boyd? 

David Boyd:  Yes. 

Penny Dunseth:  Trustee Hammond? 

Penny Dunseth:  Trustee Williams? 

Ken Williams:  Yes. 

Penny Dunseth:  Trustee Bedell? 

Jack Bedell:  Yes. 

Penny Dunseth:  Trustee Lindholm? 
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Ken Williams:  Okay.  Item passes, um, 3-0 and two absent.  Moving on to Item J-7, resolution 

of board of education month. 

Jack Bedell:  Moved. 

David Boyd:  Second. 

Ken Williams:  Second, okay we have a motion to second.  Any discussion?  Barring none, this 

is a resolution – please poll, Penny. 

Penny Dunseth:  Trustee Boyd? 

David Boyd: Yes. 

Penny Dunseth:  Trustee Hammond? 

Penny Dunseth:  Trustee Williams? 

Ken Williams:  Yes. 

Penny Dunseth:  Trustee Bedell? 

Jack Bedell:  Yes. 

Penny Dunseth:  Trustee Lindholm? 

Ken Williams:  Very good.  Moving on to Item J-8, which is the updates on the memorandum or 

MOU between this board and the Academy Charter, uh, and designating, uh, our Associate 

Superintendent to sign on our behalf. 

Jack Bedell:  Moved. 

David Boyd:  Second. 

Ken Williams:  Okay, we have a motion to second, and Dave, do you, um, you e-mailed me 

because you, you had a question or… 

David Boyd:  No.  Uh, basically, what I wanted was this document that… 

Ken Williams:  Okay… 

David Boyd:  …highlights the changes, uh, from the original document. 

Ken Williams:  Okay. 

David Boyd:  It just makes it far easier to review. 

Ken Williams:  Okay, and you’re, you’re happy with everything? 
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David Boyd:  Yeah.  I have no issues. 

Ken Williams:  Yeah.  Okay.  Yeah, um, so this, this is not a resolution, so it’s a straight up and 

down vote, uh, any other further discussion? 

Jack Bedell:  No, it’s nice. 

Ken Williams:  Okay, um, all those in favor, say aye. 

Multiple voices:  Aye 

Ken Williams:  Opposed? The same motion passes, 3-0, 0.  Um, Item J-9, which is our interim 

report – it is revised – I think we should all have that revision in front of us.  Um, Renee, any 

words that, that we need to know about this, since you supplied it to us?  We’re on Item J-9 

Robert Hammond:  Did you already bust through 5, 6, 7, and 8? 

Renee Hendrick:  Um, based on our discussion with, uh, David and Linda yesterday, we did try 

putting more narrative is what the revision is about – it just gives you a more narrative view of 

the budget.  There were no significant changes from the budget you adopted in September to this 

one.  There were no new grants, um, that we received in that time period.  The biggest thing that 

you see is our continuing decline in enrollment, and that’s the major factor driving this budget.  

Uh, it is a reduction of about $5.3 million.  So that’s the major changes. 

Ken Williams:  Okay.  Any further discussion from my board members? 

David Boyd:  Is, um, let me make a comment. I, uh, our goal – Linda and I’s goal – that is to 

present to the board for approval, uh, changes, or actually, additions to how the budget is 

submitted in the effort to make it a little bit more readable to board members, uh, and the public.  

Uh, Linda’s background in the city has been extremely helpful in that process, and we hope to 

have something to you for discussion in the not too distant future, but certainly before the next 

budget comes before us. 

Ken Williams:  And, and thank you, David, for making it easier for us laymen.  I appreciate that.  

Um, so the item is, um, motion to second?  

Nina Boyd:  No motions yet. 

Ken Williams:  Oh, we have no motion? 

Jack Bedell:  Move approval. 

Ken Williams:  Oh, okay.  I’ll second.  Okay, um, we have a motion to second.  Any further 

discussion?  Barring none, all those in favor say aye. 

Multiple voices:  Aye 
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Robert Hammond:  Abstained. 

Ken Williams:  Okay.  Opposed?  And, one abstention, and with Linda absent.  Okay, so we’re 

done with our agenda items, J through 9.  We’re now on announcements. Nina?  Dr. Mijares? 

Al Mijares:  Yes. Uh, thank you, members of the board.  It is a pleasure to be with you today.  

Um, just a couple things I’d like to highlight, uh, here.  Um, one involves a wonderful dinner that 

I participated in, a Thanksgiving celebration, quite honestly, at Valley High School, and it is 

sponsored by the Chairman of Broadcom, Henry Nicholas, as well as the former Superior Court 

Judge, Jack Mandell.  Remember Jack?  He would tutor kids at Santa Ana High School almost 

every day, rain, shine – whatever the conditions were – he showed up at Santa Ana High School 

to tutor kids, and helped to get a lot of kids into Allegheny University in Eastern Pennsylvania – 

a lot of students from Santa Ana – had them scholarshipped and it’s great.  So, this is an 

opportunity, um, to support the academic centers which were started by, um, Dr. Nicholas and 

his family, and so, um, just a great time to celebrate with kids in Santa Ana that are making the 

mark, making the grade, going onto the university, and I feel very proud of those students, and 

my compliments to the Santa Ana Unified School District.  Um, also wanted to let you know 

that, um, I made a presentation to a number of people here along with Supervisor Moorlach on 

the Conditions of Children event.  The Conditions of Children is an annual publication that is 

released which basically gives an overview of how our children are doing in the county and we 

on the education front are doing quite well in terms of reducing the dropout rate, increasing AP – 

excuse me, increasing API scores – and putting kids into courses of rigor, those courses that 

means they are ready to enter the University of California, the California State University 

system.  So, I’m very heartened with the work that’s going on here in our county, and the work 

of the Orange County Department of Education.  And then, lastly, just wanted to let you know 

that I also had a chance to speak to the OC STEM board and very excited about what’s going on 

in terms of STEM education in the county, and thanks to our staff, um, for the work that all of 

you are doing, I won’t call out their names, because there are so many of you, but we’re forming 

strong coalitions here in the county to make sure that we close the STEM gap, which is probably 

the most important thing in America – STEM.  We have – the records say that about 20 percent 

of the young people that graduate, uh, from a high school and move on to a four year university 

are declaring STEM majors, but that number drops radically after a couple of years of taking 

STEM classes at the university, right?  They want to be a doctor and they hate math.  Next thing 

you know, they… 

Ken Williams:  And chemistry, yeah. 

Al Mijares:  …yeah, or hate chemistry or physics, or whatever, so, and it gets back to grades 9-

12 – that’s where the battle is lost.  So, we need to fortify grades 9-12, make sure kids are in 

courses of rigor, and that they are able to master these subjects and get on with their lives, but I 

think I’m going to stop on that note, other than to say, remember the uh, uh, laptop in the 

classroom venture that took place by the Orange County Register?  So, I had a chance to appear 
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in a photograph with Aaron Kushner, the CEO and Owner of the Register, along with Emil 

Haddad, who is the President and CEO of Five Points, and Terry Walker, Superintendent of 

Irvine, where they got 140 of these laptops that were delivered to that school district.  Now, far 

below projections as to how important this can be, but nonetheless, it’s another arrow in the 

quiver, so to speak, to close the technology divide.  We still have a lot of kids in the county that 

are not, um, technologically proficient as they should be.  That’s the world of the future for them, 

and so, we’re working very hard to deal with that.  Uh, that’s all I have under my reports, Mr. 

President. 

Ken Williams:  Very good. Thank you, sir. 

Al Mijares:  Yep. 

Nina Boyd:  I just have a couple of reminders, uh, the HOCO Holiday Luncheon is this Friday, 

um, David has confirmed his attention, uh, we have the Sunburst Academy graduation also this 

Friday, and I wanted to also call attention again that Trustee Lindholm, and uh, Trustee Boyd 

have been meeting with staff with the two committees, both the charter school, um, petition 

meeting was held last week with staff, so that they could go through the process and give some 

information with regards to both, uh, charters that come as appeals and then those that are direct 

charters and the differentiation.  So, they’ve started some work with regards to that, that both of 

them have alluded to in the meeting.  And then, we’ve had two meetings, um, on the budget, uh 

committee with uh, both, uh, Trustee Boyd and Trustee Lindholm, and uh, Renee, myself, to take 

a look at the budget, um, try to come up with some charts and some, uh, verbage that would 

further clarify the information that’s in there.  Uh, there’s an interest to do a board presentation, 

either in March or April, and so, there will be more information with regards to that, as you all 

know, that annually, we typically go through a walk through the budget, uh, mid-year, and so, 

depending on where we are in the process, probably more information next month with regards 

to that.  The office is closed Christmas Eve and Christmas Day, and New Year’s Eve and New 

Year’s Day.  The next regularly scheduled board meeting is Wednesday, January 14, and there 

has been some discussion with regards to moving the February board date.  We polled the board 

with regards to whether or not to – you all were available to move it to February 5
th

.  We have 

not heard back, um, from Trustee Hammond and, uh… 

Jack Bedell:  That’s a Thursday? 

Nina Boyd:  Yes, Dr. Bedell. 

Jack Bedell:  What, uh, my issue – I teach that day. 

Nina Boyd:  Okay. 

Jack Bedell:  What time are you thinking? 
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Nina Boyd:  It would either be, uh, the same time, or there was also a question of, uh – I think 

the other three board members were available both in a.m…. 

Ken Williams:  What, what day again, I’m sorry… 

Nina Boyd:  The 5
th

. 

Ken Williams:  We’re going to change it to the 5
th

? 

Jack Bedell:  February 5
th

. 

Nina Boyd:  February 5
th

. 

Ken Williams:  Feburary 5
th

. 

Nina Boyd:  If, if there is a consensus that all board members can make it.  That’s the only week 

that, uh, Trustee Lindholm is, uh, available, and the only date that was, once we narrowed it 

down, is February 5
th

, so if any one of you can’t make it, then there’s not an option to move it. 

Jack Bedell:  February 5
th

 is a Thursday – if we get – my class is 8:30 – 9:45, I could not do an 8 

o’clock. 

Nina Boyd:  Okay.  The intent was, initially was to do the same time at 11 o’clock.  We’d just be 

moving the date, but it would still be at the same time. 

Jack Bedell:  Then I could do Thursday at 11 o’clock. 

Nina Boyd:  Robert, are you available? 

Robert Hammond:  So far, yes. Um… 

Nina Boyd:   So, we would put on the agenda for next month for you all to approve the moving 

of that meeting, if, in fact, there is a consensus.  So, Penny will send that out again, just to make 

sure nothing has changed, but, um, right now, I wanted to give you a status update, and Trustee 

Lindholm asked us to… 

Ken Williams:  So, Robert’s the only one that hasn’t answered. 

Nina Boyd:  And, and you don’t know at this time? 

Robert Hammond:  Well, I said tentatively, right now I am open.  Um, the only thing that I have 

going that day, I think, tentatively, is some basketball for my son, um, from about 1 until 3, but, 

you know, so I, I would say, right now, tentatively, 11 a.m. should work, but if, you know, you 

don’t see me… 

Nina Boyd:  If we move it, then you, you’ll need to tell us one way or the other… 
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Robert Hammond:  Tentatively, right now, yeah, I can make it. 

Nina Boyd:  Okay.  So, we’ll do an agenda item to move the February meeting from the 11
th

 to 

the 5
th

, and but that would be – come before you – at next month’s board meeting.   

Penny Dunseth:  Send out a confirmation first? 

Nina Boyd:  Right. 

Robert Hammond:  Okay.  I’m sorry, Nina, um, Friday you said is the graduation for… 

Nina Boyd:  Sunburst. 

Robert Hammond:  I think I now can make that.  Is it too late to RSVP? 

Nina Boyd:  We can RSVP for you. 

Robert Hammond:  Okay.  I’d like to talk to you a little bit about that, because now I can make 

that… 

Nina Boyd:  That’s fine. 

Robert Hammond:  I was tentatively scheduled to teach that day, but some other things 

happened, so I’m off. 

Nina Boyd:  Okay.  That’s all I have. 

Ken Williams:  Okay.  Moving on with the Executive Committee report, obviously, preparation 

of this, this meeting here, um, Robert and I are having some scheduling conflicts, so I’m doing a 

lot of telephone calls to let him know what’s updated.  Um, Penny and Nina and I are working 

almost on a regular, daily basis on setting up the agenda.  Um, the one issue that we talked about 

– this has to do with Memorial Day letter, or um, essay that we talked about.  Uh, we need to 

kind of get moving on that, and uh, just to refresh our memories, this was a contest that we were 

gonna have within our own school systems regarding the meaning and significance of Memorial 

Day.  And, we are just working that out and Nina, uh, and I will get together and report back 

later on, on that.  Okay.  Moving on to roundtable, um, L, L-4 – the whitepaper – Linda’s not 

here, um, let me just give you, give you some thoughts on this whitepaper here.  Um, a 

whitepaper is really an opinion paper and I think we talked about the need to have some sort of 

closure on our public meetings.  And whether we call it a whitepaper, I think more appropriately, 

it would be findings from these public meetings.  Uh, but um, what we – we did talk about – I’m 

hanging up on my wife – that’s the worst thing you can do… 

Robert Hammond:  How’s that sofa, buddy? 

Ken Williams:  (laughter)  …so, the whitepaper is what we talked about as a board, to have some 

closure – to bring a summary of what we learned on this, and some, some of the thoughts was we 
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would have another committee and, um, I was gonna make the motion that we put, um, because 

Linda and David are already on two committees, if I can assign Jack and Robert to be on this 

committee, to create this document and bring closure to the Common Core.  Um, it’s not an 

official motion, but it’s more of a, an official discussion on what do we do next.  That’s, that 

kind of where I’m thinking we would go with this.  Any other thoughts? 

Jack Bedell:  So the desire is to have a summary of the hearings, is that basically what it is? 

Ken Williams:  Well, that’s what Linda originally wanted when we approved this way back – I 

can’t remember what month – I think it was August – that she wanted some sort of closure and 

finality, something to come out from these meetings.  I thought they were extremely successful, 

and I learned quite a bit, and I was impressed with every aspect to it, and so, she wanted – and 

again, I’m not speaking for her, but I – talking with her about this and dialoguing with her on it – 

she wanted something to come out of that.  And so, in discussing this at, um, the Executive 

Committee a couple of days ago, it was my thoughts that we should assign a subcommittee, uh, 

consisting of two board members, that would create such document for this board, have it come 

to this board for final decision or resolution, or vote, or however we want to handle that. 

Jack Bedell:  See, my understanding was, from our last meeting, and perhaps I erred here, was 

that you were going to do a first draft.  That you were going to be the author of the first draft, and 

then we would – that, that was my understanding and that, that you were going to put it together 

based on comments and that you were gonna, you know, fair and balanced – this is this and this 

is that – and I thought you were gonna do the first draft. 

Ken Williams:  Well. 

Jack Bedell:  I’m not being funny, I, I’m just… 

Ken Williams:  No, no, no, I’ve had to really think hard about that, and because of what I’m 

doing, there is so much that’s going on in my life… 

Jack Bedell:  Sure. 

Ken Williams:  …that I didn’t have time to do that.  So, that’s why the discussion about 

somebody else taking on that responsibility, um, where I thought we would vote with this 

discussion.  So, um, Robert, would you be willing to serve as chairman on this committee?   

Robert Hammond:  Yes, sir.   

Ken Williams:  Would you be willing to help us, Robert, in drafting this document.   

Jack Bedell:  Sure, if Robert requested it.  

Robert Hammond:  I would be honored.  
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Jack Bedell:  With enough supplication and graveling.   

(Laughter) 

David Boyd:  Before we start that process, should there be a discussion next month as to the 

board’s views on the outcomes?  So, we could give Robert and Jack maybe some bullet points 

that you know these are the items that are worthy of discussion in the paper.   

Ken Williams:  I think that’s a very valid argument.  I think that’s a good suggestion.   

Dennis Cota:  Can, we have - would you be willing to send out, I mean obviously we can’t 

respond to your e-mail, but can you send us an e-mail with some things you would like to see 

addressed that way we just have it?   

Ken Williams:  Well… 

Jack Bedell: There are many issues to consider.  Like what is an appendix in a document like 

that?  All that?  

Ken Williams:  I hope not.   

Jack Bedell:  Right?  Uh, is it to receive, is to endorse, or is it to accept?  There are a lot of things 

that boards do with documents that they’ve solicited or championed kind of thing.  See, see what 

I’m saying.   

Ken Williams:  I think you’re the perfect one to be on it.   

Jack Bedell:  Will it have recommendations like cease and desist? Or… 

David Boyd:  And who is it going to go to?   

Jack Bedell:  Yeah. What is the audience of it?  

David Boyd:  That’s right.  

Jack Bedell:  Because other than we have transcripts, if people want to know what happened at 

that hearing, it’s probably most thorough to give them transcripts.   

David Boyd:  Well, you know we could let the transcripts speak for themselves.  And just 

Ken Williams:  Now that’s a bit… 

David Boyd:  And just not have the board do anything except the transcripts.   

Jack Bedell:  Or you could end up with a three page paper, citing the major findings, pros and 

cons and recommendation fees.   
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David Boyd: And will we allow minority comments?   

Jack Bedell:  Yes.   

Ken Williams:  I think that’s reasonable too.  

David Boyd: It’s complicated though.  

Robert Hammond:  Well, no, I don’t think it’s that complicated.  I think coming up with a 

recommendation is good and I think having whatever minority comments that we have that are 

included.  I don’t want any board member being excluded.  But I think that since we’ve gone 

through this, I think, I don’t think we would be doing our constituents much help if we don’t at 

least come up with some type of recommendation in written form.   

Ken Williams:  Or maybe not a recommendation, a summary.  At least a summary.   

Robert Hammond:  Well, I would assume that a recommendation would include a summary.   

Ken Williams:  Sure.  Professor?   

Jack Bedell:  No. I’m just, you know.  It’s a fascinating subject to me because I hear such 

positive things about Common Core in many places in my trustee area.  So, uh, unlike, you 

know, other things, and uh… 

David Boyd:  Why don’t we just uh, bring this back next month cuz I think Trustee Lindholm – 

my initial view was that Trustee Lindholm and Dr. Bedell should probably be the ones to draft a 

paper because, I don’t mean any disrespect here, but the other three of us had pretty strong biases 

going in.   

Ken Williams:  So, uh, I did ask Linda that if she would participate.  And she declined.   

David Boyd:  Ok.   

Ken Williams:  Yeah.  She said her baby and her life is just so preoccupied right now.   

David Boyd:  Ok.  

Ken Williams:  She didn’t have time to do that.  So, um, I, would agree that would be a natural 

selection.  So, that’s why I said I would be interested in it.  But I really had to look hard at it and 

look at what I’m going to be doing and my schedule is too overwhelming right now, so that’s 

when I thought maybe Robert and, I don’t mean to assume that you’re not busy.    

Jack Bedell:  No. No. No.  I didn’t take it that way, I just I think we need to realize given the 

extent of the conversation since April 2013, in many ways this is putting a target on each of our 

backs and it’s a no win and I think that’s always a difficult situation for board members to be in 

and if we bring something forward, that a majority of the board doesn’t like, or doesn’t like the 
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format, that’s why I think Mr. Boyd is raising some interesting questions, because if it’s a simple 

take the ten points from each side, and you know, and put them in correct, similar format, and 

then there, that’s very different then… you know what I’m saying?   

Ken Williams:  Yeah. You know, I… 

David Boyd:  It’s a hard paper to write.   

Ken Williams:  It’s going to be a hard paper to write.   

Ken Williams:  I look at what we do is to document what we did.  Cuz we did something 

substantial and significant and it needs to be documented.  How it’s written um, you guys really 

are the perfect ones.  You see both sides.  Um, I’m probably more inclined to one side than the 

other.  So, I’m probably biased and not the right one for this.  So, uh, I think you can bring, the 

median, the neutrality, the academic discussion on the issues, focusing on maybe both arguments 

that were made by our experts and then how we bring it to the board, um, I guess we would have 

to receive it and vote on it.  There would have to be a vote on it whether it’s an up or down.   

Jack Bedell:  The safest and the most common way is to receive the report then it becomes part 

of the record.   

Ken Williams:  Um. Hm. Right.   

Jack Bedell:  And then to say for example it says in there, abolish Common Core, abolish 

English, do not get into sciences and do not get into History.  That’s a very different motion or 

report than… 

Ken Williams:  It needs to be an academic oriented style to it.  

Jack Bedell:  You would want this by April 1
st
.  Is that your thinking?   

Ken Williams:  My thoughts are number one to be very thoughtful and respectful of your timing 

and your schedule for both of you.  Because I know Robert and I are teaching a lot and on a daily 

basis, we don’t want to make it overwhelming.  Maybe ninety days, three months?   

Robert Hammond:  I would prefer four months.   

Ken Williams:  You would prefer four months? Hm. 

Jack Bedell:  May 1
st
 maybe then.   

David Boyd:  What if we took the transcripts and went back to our (inaudible) and asked them 

to, uh, summarize in no more than a page what they got off the… 

Jack Bedell:  The sixteen?   
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David Boyd: Um. Hm.  

Jack Bedell:  That’s the common way to do things.  Is this accurate?   

David Boyd:  You know, uh, we could say, uh, if you could summarize the points, the most 

important points you either made or wanted to make and maybe contrast with some of the 

opposing views, one page.  You’ve got sixteen pages, we have the transcript, do a coversheet and 

we’re done.   

Ken Williams:  Yeah.   

Jack Bedell:  That would work.  I’ve seen that.   

David Boyd:  Well, you know, again, I think it’s important that Trustee Lindholm is here.  But, 

just something to think about.   

Dennis Cota:  May I ask a question, are you going to do this in isolation of staff or do you need 

staff assistance?   

Ken Williams:  I would think.  My own personal opinion, I think staff would be important.  By 

two board members.   

Dennis Cota:  We could help you with chunking this into something that’s logical and 

expresses…because we identify just by our own dialogue. Identified four areas we identified 

classical literature, the math standards were not high enough, the issue of data mining and then 

the matter of the assessment.  You know, our staff could help you, you guys would be the think, 

or the thought leaders, but like somebody out of the curriculum, Dr. Hittenberger can assign 

somebody to help you.   

Ken Williams:  Right.   

Jack Bedell:  That would be helpful.   

Ken Williams:  And if you guys be in control and present it to us in three or four months, 

whatever it takes, I think that would bring some closure.  Well, Robert, what do you think?   

Robert Hammond:  I think asking for a summary, a one page summary from all sixteen guests 

that we have before us, I think would be a wise move.  I guess that’s something we could ask 

Nina and her staff to start the process on?   

Ken Williams: That would be Jeff.   

Al Mijares:  Yeah. I think.  Yeah.   

Robert Hammond: Or is that Jeff?   
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Al Mijares:  Yeah. That’s Jeff in Curriculum and Instruction.  

Robert Hammond:  I see Renee quickly getting out of the way of line of fire.   

(Laughter).   

Robert Hammond:  Alright, well I guess, Mr. President if I may be so bold as to ask Dr. 

Hittenberger to reach out to all sixteen members to give us a little synopsis, one page, and um, go 

from there.   

Ken Williams:  And, again, I’m not speaking on behalf of Linda, but understanding the time 

commitments that she has and her limited availability, I think that she would be in agreement 

with this because she doesn’t want to write it.  I know I don’t have the time and I know that 

David and Linda are already on two other committees.   

Jack Bedell:  It’s fair.   

Ken Williams:  It seems to be the most reasonable decision. Uh, so, if I can make that 

assignment, um, do we need a vote on that?  No?  

Nina Boyd:  You just need to offer and an acceptance and they both accept it so we have it in the 

minutes.   

Ken Williams:  I see.  Ok, sure.   

Dennis Cota:  Just to make sure I’m clear in my own mind, so what you would desire from each 

of the sixteen participants is a one page summary of their major points and maybe we provide 

them with some kind of a common format so we don’t get… 

Jack Bedell:  Maximum words… 

David Boyd:  Yeah.  A point count.   

Dennis Cota:  So that it’s easier for you to work with once you receive it.  

David Boyd:  Anything they may want to comment on what the opposition said.   

Dennis Cota:  Ok.  I’ll do that.  

Ken Williams:  I think that’s fair and reasonable. Ok. Moving on, um, district, bond borrowing 

of something.  I have no idea what Linda wanted to talk about.  So, why don’t we move that until 

next meeting.  

Nina Boyd:  Ken, I can update you on that.   

Ken Williams:  Oh, ok.   
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Nina Boyd: That’s a carryover item.  And Linda met with, uh, Wendy Benkert and staff with 

regards to her interest in trying to provide information to districts related to bond borrowing, so 

they’re working to see whether or not there is a feasibility to bring districts board members, folks 

together so there will be a report out in the upcoming months related to that.  But that continues 

to be a carryover while Wendy and her staff are working on that.   

Ken Williams:  Ok.  

Nina Boyd:  Ok.   

Ken Williams: Ok. Great.  Thank you.  And then of course every board meeting date, we’ve 

already addressed that.  Uh, David, board audio recording of website?   

David Boyd:  Just a status report.  We were going to put audio recordings on our website.   

Nina Boyd:  And we’re still working on that.  We felt that the emphasis was to get the special 

board meetings up first because of… 

David Boyd:  Yup.  I agree.   

Nina Boyd:  Because of the issues there.  And so, we hope to have that completed by today and 

then staff will continue to work on the back documents.   

Ken Williams:  Ok.  Very good.   

David Boyd:  If I could make a couple of observations.  Linda and I did meet, um, on charter 

schools along with staff, um, what I wanted Linda to get a better understanding of it and 

remember exactly what is the process from the time an application comes in until it reaches the 

board?  What are the time tables?  How much interactions are between our staff and the 

applicant?  We have a meeting tentatively scheduled for I think the 18
th

 and 19
th

 of this month 

with a representative of the California Charter Schools Association as I mentioned earlier. I 

reached out to him with respect to attorneys that have a lot of experience in this area as well as 

best practices.  I’d like to know about some of the other counties are doing that they feel is 

helpful in the process.  Um, I had an interesting meeting at Adams Elementary School, a 

neighborhood school.   

Ken Williams:  I went there.   

David Boyd:  Uh, unfortunately, almost nobody from Mesa Verde goes there these days.  Almost 

everybody goes to other schools in the district.  And this relates back to a lawsuit of twenty some 

years ago, where the courts required a lot of the poor Hispanic kids to be brought over to Adams 

and unfortunately that resulted in white flight which right now there are virtually nobody in 

Mesa Verde that sends their kids to this great school right in the heart of our neighborhood.  

Newport-mesa is finally addressing this situation.  They reached out to the community and since 

I am a neighbor I attended the meeting a week ago, Wednesday on a very rainy night about thirty 
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parents with perspective Kindergartners, um, they are going to start an academy type of program 

there.  They really don’t call it a gate program, because gate in that district doesn’t start until I 

think the third grade.  But it is going to be limited to about twenty five kids within the Adams 

district alone and you know we have people from Newport Beach saying well I want my kid, you 

know, to go there, and they said, no this is strictly within the Adams district.  And I was very 

excited about the program and I think, uh, I’ll give credit to the Newport-mesa board.  I 

should’ve done this years ago.  But nonetheless, I was very impressed, the Principal was there 

who gave a great presentation.  The superintendent and three of the four board members were 

there.  One of them, of the Newport members actually just lives two houses down from Adams, 

Vicki Snell, so I, as a neighbor I’m very pleased that that’s taking place.  Um, I promised earlier, 

to some folks, and I don’t know if they’re still here that I would make some comments on 

Common Core.  I guess the question in my mind is that did it really change anybody’s mind?  

And the input that I received that people are entrenched as ever.  That they were pro Common 

Core, they are still pro Common Core, they’re anti-Common Core they’re still anti-Common 

Core.  You know, nonetheless, I think it did point out to a lot of school board members and a lot 

of folks interested in education who did attend these meetings, uh, the level of passion in certain 

members of our community on this issue.  Anybody that looks at my record over the last eight 

years or so, knows that I’ve never been a huge supporter of the Common Core.  But, I’m looking 

at the practical reality of situation and it really makes me angry and I guess it sometimes shows 

that is the amount of misinformation out there that panics, um, some parents.  I mean if I was the 

average parent who knew nothing more about Common Core than what I’d read on the web I’d 

be pretty upset as well. So, uh, the conversation about Bill Gates wanting to make more money 

and the conspiracy with the college board and the data mining, you know, those are things that 

really upset me because they’re not directly related to the Common Core Standards themselves. 

And you know these are my opinions, you’re certainly welcome to disagree, but you know I look 

at the some of the websites for the anti-Common Core people and there’s one website – well you 

should tell school board members that all the kids are going to have MRI’s and then the data 

mining, which, our experts even acknowledged the fact that data mining itself was not a 

component of the Common Core Standards and that’s what confuses a lot of people and they 

confuse the standards with all the related issues with the federal government take over of local 

education.  So, I will say, I receive e-mails from Bonnie from time to time on Common Core and 

her e-mails are among the more rational.  Hers are well thought out, which I unfortunately can’t 

say about many others, and with that, I’m done.   

Ken Williams:  Thank you.  I will say real quick, uh, the misinformation, yeah, there are silly 

things like MRI’s.  I think the more misinformation is from the pro-Common Core when they 

say that it’s internationally bench-marked.  We’re still looking for those international bench 

marks, that data mining does exist in the assessment testing.  English Language Arts we heard 

from Dr. Stotsky who said this is terrible and we heard from Dr. Ingram from Standford that, you 

know, we’re two years behind China who is beginning Algebra in seventh grade.  So, it goes 
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back and forth and I think the summary, whatever you guys do, will kind of reinforce those ideas 

and concepts.  Um, obviously, I’m biased.   

Jack Bedell:  No? No? 

Ken Williams:  Very good.  Anything else, on the round table that we need go over?   

Jack Bedell: I, I have just a couple of things. 

Ken Williams:  Okay. 

Jack Bedell: As you know, I was back to Washington since we last met.  I flew in on a Tuesday, 

yes, ready to start my morning walk.  Wednesday, which I walk from my hotel to the Arlington 

Cemetary, which is four miles, and it was 19 degrees, and needless to say, I did not do that.  I did 

attend, uh, I had somewhere around 15 meetings.  Some in the hallway with congressmen going 

by, many with staff, though – the rest of them were staff meetings, then went over to the 

National School Board Association and did an interview for their magazine on advocacy for 

children, and had the school, the school boards advocate, and I appreciate this board support for 

those activities of this board.  I had, uh, met with Dana Rohrbacher, which is always an 

experience, and, as you remember, Dana was the first one who came – one of the first ones who 

came out against what, sequestration, and our entire delegation was again in favor of 

sequestration.  By the time the whole thing went through, Dana was the only one against 

sequestration and the entire delegation went against it, essentially.  Uh, it was a fascinating time 

to be there – I was out – I was on the Hill Wednesday and, uh, they were all saying, the 

President’s gonna do something on immigration Friday.  The President’s gonna do something on 

immigration Friday.  Well, by 2 o’clock or whatever it was Wednesday goes across the board in 

their offices, the President’s gonna do immigration Thursday night.  So, for all intents and 

purposes, keeping people on topic was not the easiest this session.  Thursday night I was out in 

front of the White House while he was on television, and that was a, as a sociologist, that was a 

fascinating, dream experience – I could not have wanted it better.  Uh, I don’t know if Nina has 

shared the letter from the lobbyist, but we were talking about an omnibus bill, which is a big bill 

that would have lots of things in it.  It even had hints of reauthorization in it.  And the stuff that 

we’ve been advocating for, and then this immigration thing hit, and they said no, we’re gonna do 

a mini bill, and we’re gonna hold Homeland Security hostage, which, it’s gotten a little better 

than that – it’s a, almost an omnibus bill, but still holding Homeland Security hostage – that’s 

where the funding would be for this legal immigration piece.  Uh, the good news is, a former 

Orange County resident who graduated from Anaheim or Orange schools is now education 

person for Secretary, uh, for Senator Alexander, so we have a good contact in his office now, and 

so that is, that will be – we move that contact from one building to the other.  Uh, they gave us 

some information about grants – I asked that for our friend here, I asked in Feinstein, in every 

office I asked, what are you hearing about Common Core?  And only one person said they’ve 

heard one thing in the past three months at that level.  So, uh, I wanted to say that also, while I 



74 
 

was there, although I was not party up to it, the Fullerton School District was the only school 

district, I believe, honored at the White House for its iPad technology piece in a special 

recognition, and that the Fullerton District was, and since that’s one of mine, and I was on that 

board, had nothing to do with that program, except they are (inaudible).  And Trustee Hammond 

and I talked about our conversation about having on the website about the convocation, we think 

the policy is self-explanatory with a statement, this is what the board approved and, you know, 

the guidelines are inherent to that.  So, we met that obligation.  So, that’s all my report, Mr. 

Chairman. 

Ken Williams:  Very good.  Did they talk at all about IDEA?  Did, did… 

Jack Bedell:  That’s part of that, they were hoping, there was hope against hope that there was 

gonna be some IDEA and that was, we gave our fresh updated data on that… 

Ken Williams:  Okay. 

Jack Bedell:  …and thank the staff for that, and they always look at that data.  Other – these, uh, 

chief of staff of Congresswoman Roybal – I’m blocking her last name – I can never say Roybal – 

(inaudible), or what is that? 

Ken Williams:  Roybal? 

Jack Bedell:  Yeah.  There staff is taking our data format and going give it for LA County.  

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Robert Hammond:  Um, just real quick, Mr. Chairman, um, is, is the opt-out form available 

online for us, for the Department?  I’ve been asked and I’m – I don’t know. 

Nina Boyd:  No, they are not.  We were converting, we had to do a Spanish version that was just 

completed, and the letter has actually been sent to each of the principals, as you recall, that was 

just for our program, so it’s being sent out to the parents of all of our students, and we have a 

Spanish and an English version. 

Robert Hammond:  Any other languages? 

Nina Boyd:  Not at this time.  As requested, and our teachers and administrators will identify if 

there is a need for – because we periodically will translate some documents for certain 

populations – but we just don’t do a blanket. 

Robert Hammond:  Um, Mr. President, I’m wondering, perhaps at our January meeting, maybe 

we could talk a bit about filing a test claim, um, because a lot of talk has been talked about, you 

know, the funding for Common Core and things like that and I’m just curious, you know, 

because I don’t believe it would cost us anything to file a test claim, so I don’t know if that’s 

something that this board would wanna look at come January.  Um, I was glad to see Get Saved 

here and I am hoping we can utilize them as much as possible, and/or other anti-bullying, but just 
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to help, especially those that deal with the deaf/hard of hearing, I would just like to know, what 

do we have in place for the deaf/hard of hearing.  I have seen a video and I think, Dave, I think 

you’ve seen this, too, about Dr. Jason Zimba, um, speaking to Dr. Sandra Stotsky that allegedly, 

the Common Core math state standards are not STEM.  So, I’m just curious – I’m just kind of 

curious, Mr. Superintendent, if our math standards are not gonna meet STEM requirements, what 

are we doing then to facilitate meeting STEM requirements and in, Dr. Bedell, I’m gonna ask for 

help from you on this is – the A-G requirements, are they also STEM, you know, I believe the 

letter C that deals with math, it’s, and I don’t know – I’m… 

Jack Bedell:  You have lab and natural and physical sciences in there… 

Robert Hammond:  …so, is that, is that math?  Is letter C math? 

Jack Bedell:  I don’t remember, per se, but I… 

Al Mijares:  Well, remember that the Chancellor from… 

Jack Bedell:  All three of them. 

Al Mijares:  …CS, the President from UC, and the Chancellor from Community Colleges all 

signed off on, on Common Core. 

Ken Williams:  Allegedly.  That was Dr. Milgram’s testimony that, um, they didn’t know what 

they were assigning.  That would be the only, only thing I would say to that. 

David Boyd: (inaudible) 

Al Mijares:  Well, yeah, you could, uh, I mean, it’s pretty clear their original signatures are on 

this page and a half document, so… 

Robert Hammond:  I don’t think it’s alleged they signed, I think that they did sign… 

Al Mijares:  Yeah. 

Robert Hammond:  Did they fully understand?  That’s that’s a… 

Al Mijares:  I’ve heard Napolitano speak on this subject, so… 

Robert Hammond:  I’m just curious, though, it just seems like, you know, Jason Zimba saying 

that – and he helped to draft up the math standards for Common Core, and he’s saying that they 

are not STEM, so I’m just kind of curious, what is that gonna do for our kids? Because I deal 

with a lot of minority kids.  You gotta go? 

Ken Williams:  I gotta go. 
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Robert Hammond:  Um, uh, and in – there’s three other things I’ve got – I can just send an e-

mail.  I’m done. 

Ken Williams:  Okay.  Uh, so, any other issues?  If not, um, motion for… 

Jack Bedell:  So moved. 

Robert Hammond:  Second. 

Ken Williams:  Second. 

Nina Boyd:  Penny has binders on thumb drives for you, related to the charter – please make sure 

you take those when you leave. 

David Boyd:  Uh, yeah. 

Nina Boyd:  Thank you. 

David Boyd:  Do we have to take the binder, or can we just take the thumb drive? 

Nina Boyd:  It’s up to you. We’ll have the binders here – if you need it later, we’ll certainly have 

it. 
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