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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  
 
Recommendation for Board Action on Charter Petition:  The Office of School Choice 
recommends the Board of Education grant the charter petition for Health Sciences High School 
Middle College (HSHMC) for a five-year school term beginning on July 1, 2007 and expiring on 
June 30, 2012, upon the provision that within 30 days the petitioners provide the Office of 
School Choice with documentation of having made the modifications to the charter petition as 
set forth below, or otherwise face rescission of the petition’s approval by the Board.  The Office 
of School Choice recommends the adoption of this staff report as findings in support of the 
Board’s decision to grant the charter petition with this provision.  HSHMC petitioners submitted 
their petition for review to the Office of School Choice in November 2006.  A public hearing for 
the petition was held on January 23, 2007.  Based on a departmental and legal staff review the 
petitioners were provided with substantive feedback on February 2, 2007.  The petitioners were 
asked to address deficiencies in 11 of the 16 elements.  In addition, pursuant to education code 
the petitioners were asked to identify a facility and provide assurances that the facility would be 
ready for the school to occupy by the time the school opened.  HSHMC’s petitioners addressed 
some of the concerns raised in the review but failed to properly address all the concerns raised by 
the District.  These outstanding deficiencies warrant an approval with a provision that the 
petitioners address the following issues to the satisfaction of the District within 30 days of the 
petition being granted:   

• Provide evidence of search and failure to locate a facility within the District’s boundaries, 
given that the school now wishes to locate in the Grossmont area.  Also, provide rationale 
for not seeking charter authorization from the Grossmont Union High School District, if 
seeking to be located within their boundaries.  The request to be housed in another 
district, while being authorized by SDUSD has not occurred previously and the District is 
requesting evidence supporting the failure to find a suitable facility in SDUSD 
boundaries and a rationale for seeking charter authorization in SDUSD while being 
located elsewhere.       

• Remove any indication that the petition will serve grades 6 through 8, since the petition is 
written for a 9-12 program.   

• Address the District’s request to be notified in advance of intent to be served by another 
Special Education Local Planning Area (SELPA). 

• Indicate intent to contribute an equitable share to the District’s special education 
encroachment. 

• Correct conflicting statements on HSHMC’s conflict of interest policy. 
• Clearly indicate how lottery preferences for in-District students will be implemented. 
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The approval of the charter petition shall become effective July 1, 2007, and petitioners shall 
submit written documentation evidencing compliance with the above-stated provisions no later 
than March 29, 2007 or face rescission of its approval by the Board.   If HSHMC addresses these 
deficiencies the petition will have met legal and fiscal requirements to operate as a charter school 
in the San Diego Unified School District.   
 
Charter Petition Review Summary: Based on a departmental staff and legal review of the 
original charter petition submitted in November, 2006, deficiencies were identified including; a 
failure to integrate the health sciences component with the curricular program; a failure to 
address all District, State, and Federal special education requirements; a failure to provide a 
complete description of the proposed English language learner program; failure to contain a 
conflict of interest policy; incomplete health and safety policies; discriminatory admissions 
policies; an incomplete suspension and expulsion policy; incomplete collective bargaining 
policies; and a failure to address facility requirements.  The school has addressed some of these 
issues but deficiencies remain.  The District is requesting the school address the following 
outstanding issues by March 29, 2007: 

• Provide all evidence of search and failure to locate a facility within the District’s 
boundaries and provide rational for not seeking charter authorization charter from 
the Grossmont Union High School District if seeking to be located in their 
boundaries.     

• Remove the request to be granted a charter for 6th through 12th grades.  The 
petition will only be granted to serve grades 9 through 12. 

• Address the District’s request to be notified of any intent to be served by another 
SELPA by October 2007. 

• Indicate intent to contribute an equitable share to the District’s encroachment. 
• Correct the conflicting statements in the petition regarding HSHMC’s conflict of 

interest policy. 
• The District is requesting that all TB clearance and fingerprinting documentation 

be submitted prior to the beginning of the school year.    
• Clearly indicate how preferences for in-District students will be implemented in 

the school lottery system.  
 
The District is requesting the petitioners address these deficiencies by March 29, 2007.  Failure 
to do so will result in the rescinding of the charter term.  
 
Financial Analysis: Based on a financial analysis of the estimated average daily attendance, 
revenue projections, and projected expenses, HSHMC has been deemed to be financially viable. 
 
More details on the results of these analyses are included below.  
 
CHARTER PETITION REVIEW RESULTS  
 
The petition was analyzed according to the criteria established in the Education Code.  The 
following analysis includes the criteria that was applied to all 16 elements of the petition 
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examined.  The petitioners were asked to address the concerns numbered below and their 
response to the concern raised by District staff has been provided.     
 
Element 1: Education and Philosophy of Program  
HSHMC’s petition was reviewed according to the following standards required in this element: a 
complete description of the education program; identification of who the school is attempting to 
educate; a description of what it means to be an educated person in the 21st century; an 
identification of how learning best occurs and an identification of how the program will enable 
students to become self-motivated, competent, life long learners; and information of high school 
course transferability and UC/CSU A-G requirements.  HSHMC petitioners were asked to 
address the following:  
 

1) Petitioners were asked to demonstrate how the health care component of the curriculum 
would be integrated with other components of the curriculum. 

• The petitioners revised their petition to address integration of the health sciences 
curriculum to other components of the curriculum on pages 15-16 of the petition. 

 
2) The petitioners requested the right to serve middle school grades (6-8) but designed an 

instructional program specifically for grades 9-12, with no mention of a middle school 
instructional program.  Petitioners were asked to remove this request to serve middle 
school grades and were informed that their petition would only allow them to serve 
grades 9-12.   

• The petitioners did not remove their request to be granted a charter petition that 
serves grades 6-12.  The petitioner’s have provided an instructional program 
specific to grades 9-12 and have not provided any instructional program for 
grades 6-8.  This must be clarified by March 29, 2007. 

 
3) The petitioners were asked to provide a description of what it means to be an educated 

person in the 21st Century. 
• The petitioners revised the petition to include a statement describing what it 

means to be an educated person in the 21st Century on page 6 of the petition. 
 

4) The petitioners were asked to include a plan for WASC accreditation.  
• The petitioners revised the petition to include a plan for WASC accreditation on 

page 10 of the petition. 
 

5) The petitioners failed to provide “verifiable written assurances”, required by Education 
Code, to the District of their acceptance as a member-LEA for special education 
purposes. 

• The petitioners revised the petition to address “verifiable written assurances” on 
pages 28-29 of the petition. 

 
6) The petitioners indicated intent to have their special education students served by another 

SELPA.  The petitioners were asked to decide which SELPA they would be served by 
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(SDUSD or outside SELPA) and notify the District by October 2007 of any intent to be 
served by another SELPA for the following year.   

• The petitioners have not addressed the District’s request to be notified of any 
intent to be served by another SELPA by October of the prior year.  In addition, 
the petitioners have provided written indication from the Desert Mountain SELPA 
that they would consider HSHMC application to join its SELPA but have not 
provided a fallback scenario in case that application was denied.  They haven’t 
given any indication that they will be served by any other SELPA.  The 
petitioner’s also have not acknowledged that if the application was approved, 
HSHMC is solely responsible for special education compliance and special 
education discipline.  The petitioner must address these concerns by March 29, 
2007.   

 
7) The petitioner’s special education plan was deficient and did not show an adequate 

understanding of program responsibilities.  The petition provided substantially developed 
special education procedures, which may conflict with the District’s delivery of special 
education and the petition did not acknowledge the District’s oversight responsibility and 
discretion, should the school be a part of the SDUSD SELPA.  

• The petitioners revised their plan for special education on pages 27-29 of the 
petition to include a description of their services for students 

 
8) The petition did not indicate the school would contribute an equitable share to the 

District’s encroachment if the school operated in the District’s SELPA 
• The petitioner’s have not indicated intent to contribute an equitable share to the 

District’s encroachment.  This must be clarified by March 29, 2007.  
 

9) The petition indicated serving a fairly significant English Language learner population 
but the program was insufficiently developed.   

• The petitioners significantly revised their plan for English language learners on 
page 18-26 of the petition. 

 
Element 2 Measurable Student Outcomes  
HSHMC’s petition was reviewed according to the following standards required in this element: 
identification of student measurable outcomes that the school will use and examples of student 
outcomes.  The reviewers found the petition to satisfy these requirements on pages 31-36 of the 
petition.  The petition identifies 10 “Goals” with an objective of achieving “1000 days to 
Proficiency”.   
 
Element 3 Method Used to Measure Student Outcomes   
HSHMC’s petition was reviewed according to the following standards required in this element: a 
description of the methods used by the school to measure student outcomes and an explanation 
of the schools participation in the state’s mandated testing program.  The reviewers found the 
petition to satisfy these requirements on pages 31-36 of the petition.  The petition includes 
statements indicating adherence to State mandated assessments and the petitioners describe the 
methods they would use to measure student outcomes. 
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Element 4 School Governance Structure  
HSHMC’s petition was reviewed according to the following standards required in this element:  
an explanation of the school’s governing board structure; an explanation of how the school will 
ensure parental involvement; identification as a nonprofit corporation; and an explanation of the 
school’s conflict of interest policy.  HSHMC petitioners were asked to address the following:  
 

1) Identify how parents of English language learners would be engaged in meaningful 
participation. 

• The petitioners revised the petition on pages 40-41 to indicate bilingual staff and 
resources for translation will be provided.    

 
2) Provide a conflict of interest policy for HSHMC.  The petition indicated intent to comply 

with conflict of interest laws that apply to public agencies, but petition bylaws conflicted 
with applicable laws. 

• The petitioners did not address this concern.  The petition states that no interested 
person shall serve on the board as a voting member, while the bylaws state that 
interested persons cannot constitute over 49% of the board.  This must be clarified 
by March 29, 2007.  

 
Element 5 Employee Qualifications  
HSHMC’s petition was reviewed according to the following standards required in this element:  
guidelines to ensure that all teachers will meet state and federal requirements; an explanation of 
the qualifications the school director must meet; and guidelines to ensure that all on-site 
personnel will meet state requirements to be employed at the school. HSHMC petitioners were 
asked to address the following:  
 

1) The petition did not contain sufficient detail on the procedures that would be used to 
ensure that teachers would meet No Child Left Behind, Highly Qualified Teacher 
Provisions. 

• The petitioners revised the petition on page 42 to ensure that all teachers would 
meet No Child Left Behind, Highly Qualified Teacher Provisions.  Process 
needed  

 
2) The petition failed to contain an explanation of the qualifications for all positions. 

• The petitioner’s revised the petition to include qualifications for all positions on 
pages 42-44 of the petition. 

 
3) The petition failed to contain any guidelines to ensure that all on-site personnel, including 

health care professionals, would meet state requirements to be employed at the school.   
• The petitioners revised the petition to ensure all on-site personnel would meet 

state requirements to be employed at the school on pages 42-44 of the petition. 
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4) The petition indicated that all employees would be initially employed by HSHMC, 
suggesting a change in the employee/employer relationship.  Petitioners were asked to 
provide additional information on this provision.   

• The petitioners revised the petition to indicate that all HSHMC employees will be 
employed by non-profit HSHMC and HSHMC shall be the exclusive employer on 
page 46 of the petition. 

 
Element 6 Health and Safety  
HSHMC’s petition was reviewed according to the following standards required in this element: a 
full description of the procedures used by the school to ensure the health and safety of students 
and the staff; a full description of the procedures in place that require any employee at the school 
to provide a criminal record summary; a full description of procedures that ensure all employees 
will be fingerprinted before beginning employment; and a full description of procedures that 
ensure all employees will be TB tested before beginning employment.  HSHMC petitioners were 
asked to address the following:  
 

1) The petition failed to contain a health and safety policy, and also failed to adequately 
address Child Abuse prevention training and reporting obligations; workplace safety 
requirements (including OSHA); disaster preparedness; administration of medication; 
school access rules and requirements (Penal Code sec. 627 et seq.); drug- free workplace 
policy; and provisions relating to background checks for contractors and consultants. 

• The petitioners revised the petition to indicate compliance with child abuse 
prevention training and reporting obligations, workplace safety requirements, 
disaster preparedness, administration of medication, school access rules and 
requirements, drug free workplace policy and background checks for contractors 
and consultants on pages 46-47 of the charter petition. 

 
2) The petition did not meet requirements to ensure that all on-site staff would be 

fingerprinted and TB tested prior to beginning employment. 
• The petitioners revised the petition to ensure that all on-site staff would be 

fingerprinted and TB tested prior to beginning employment on pages 46-47 of the 
petition.  The district is requesting this documentation on a yearly basis.  

 
Element 7 School’s Racial and Ethnic Policy 
HSHMC’s petition was reviewed according to the following standards required in this element: a 
description of the school’s policy to achieve a racial/ethnic balance similar to SDUSD’s student 
population; an explanation on the school’s openness to all students and desire to reflect the 
diversity of SDUSD; and an explanation of the outreach activities of the school.  HSHMC 
petitioners were asked to address the following: 
 

1) The petitioner’s indicated a goal to reflect the diversity of the community at large but did 
not indicate any knowledge of the District’s ethnic/racial makeup. 

• The petitioners revised page 50 of the petition to indicate knowledge of the 
District’s racial balance and indicating a goal to meet the District’s racial/ethnic 
balance.    
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2) The petition did not contain any specific information regarding recruitment  

• The petitioners revised the petition to include a recruitment policy on pages 50-51 
of the petition.  

 
Element 8 Admissions Policy  
HSHMC’s petition was reviewed according to the following standards required in this element: 
an explanation of the schools admission policies and an explanation of the school’s lottery 
process to be used if student demand exceeded student space.  HSHMC petitioners were asked to 
address the following: 
 

1) The petition did not affirm that the charter school would be tuition free or acknowledge 
that all families will not be able to provide the required volunteer hours. 

• The petitioners revised the petition on page 49 to indicate that no tuition would be 
charged and no child whose parent could not participate in parent work at the 
school would be denied admissions. 

 
2) The petition requires that all students must have been successfully promoted from their 

prior grade; this did not appear to be legally acceptable and would discriminate on 
students based on ability. 

• The petitioners removed admissions statements potentially discriminating against 
students below grade level and students with disabilities.  The revised admissions 
policies are provided on page 49 of the petition. 

 
3) The petition did not provide a complete lottery process and needed to develop a complete 

lottery process before charter approval.  The petition also makes reference to a weighted 
preference lottery system.  The petitioners were notified that any system with preferences 
couldn’t be exclusionary in practice.  The petitioners also provided for separate lottery 
groups by gender, which may result in gender discrimination.   

• The petitioners revised the petition to include a lottery process and removed 
references to gender separate lotteries on page 49 of the petition. 

 
4) The petition did not provide a preference for District students in that lottery process as 

required by law. 
• The petitioners did not fully address these issues and the revised petition is not 

clear on how preferences for in-District students would be implemented.  This 
must be clarified by March 29, 2007.  

 
Element 9 Financial Audits  
HSHMC’s petition was reviewed according to the following standards required in this element: 
an explanation of how the school will comply with yearly financial audits and a description of 
how the school will provide financial information to the oversight agency.  HSHMC petitioners 
were asked to address the following: 
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1) The petition did not provide a description on how the school would provide financial 
information to the oversight agency. 

• The petitioners revised pages 61 and 62 of the petition to indicate they will 
comply with all required District financial reporting.  

 
2) The petition obligated the District to take actions that were inappropriate in a charter 

petition because it assumed the District has agreed contractually to take these actions 
when in fact no negotiations on these matters has occurred. 

• The petitioners removed inappropriate actions HSHMC had imposed on the 
District.   

 
Element 10 Schools Suspension/Expulsion Policy  
HSHMC’s petition was reviewed according to the following standards required in this element: 
an explanation of the school’s suspension policy and an explanation of the school’s expulsion 
policy.  HSHMC petitioners were asked to address the following:   
 

1) The petition did not meet legal requirements for providing procedures and ensuring due 
process for students that may be expelled or suspended. 

• The petitioners revised pages 51-60 of the petition to ensure the school’s 
suspension and expulsion policy met all legal requirements. 

 
2) The petition provided underdeveloped discipline policies.   

• The petitioners revised pages 51-60 of the petition to ensure the school’s 
suspension and expulsion policy met all legal requirements. 

 
3) The petition did not indicate how parents would be informed of a suspension or 

expulsion.    
• The petitioners revised pages 51-60 of the petition to ensure the school’s 

suspension and expulsion policy met all legal requirements. 
 

4) The petition did not indicate a well-developed understanding of specific procedures 
applicable to the discipline of special education students. 

• The petitioners revised pages 51-60 of the petition to ensure the school’s 
suspension and expulsion policy met all legal requirements. 

 
Element 11 Staff Retirement and Benefits  
HSHMC’s petition was reviewed according to the following standard required in this element: a 
description in the manner which employees will be covered by STRS, PERS, or social security.   
HSHMC petitioners were asked to address the following: 
 

1) The petition failed to contain the necessary commitment to participate in STRS and 
PERS and which positions would be covered under each system. 

• The petitioners revised page 45 of the petition to indicate which positions would 
be covered under each system. 
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2) The petitioners were asked to remove a statement indicating that SDUSD would 
indemnify the charter school from HSHMC claims of STRS and PERS.  

• The petitioners removed the statement indicating SDUSD would indemnify 
HSHMC from claims of STRS and PERS and page 46 of the revised petition now 
indicates that HSHMC will indemnify SDUSD against STRS claims. 

 
Element 12 Public School Attendance Alternatives  
HSHMC’s petition was reviewed according to the following standard required in this element: an 
explanation that no student is obligated to attend a charter school and a description of how they 
will notify parents of options.  The reviewers found the petition to satisfy this requirement, on 
page 51 of the petition public school attendance alternatives are addressed. 
 
Element 13 District Employee Rights  
HSHMC’s petition was reviewed according to the following standards required in this element: a 
description of the rights of any employee of the school district leaving the employment of the 
school district to work in the charter school and any rights of return to the school district after 
employment at a charter school.  The reviewers found the petition to satisfy these requirements.  
The petition states, on page 46, that it may employ staff, on loan or permanently from other 
agencies, and the return rights for these employees are subject to the collective bargaining 
agreement or applicable contract of those agencies. 
 
Element 14 Dispute Resolution Policy  
HSHMC’s petition was reviewed according to the following standard required in this element: an 
explanation of the policies and procedures to be used when the charter school and the authorizer 
have a dispute relating to a provision of the charter.  HSHMC petitioners were asked to address 
the following: 
 

1) The petition failed to contain required affirmation that the procedures shall not be used in 
matters potentially leading to revocation.   

• The petitioners revised page 47 of the charter petition to include a statement 
indicating that in events the District believes could lead to revocation of the 
charter, this procedure will not be used.   

 
Element 15 Collective Bargaining 
HSHMC’s petition was reviewed according to the following standard required in this element: a 
declaration whether the charter school shall be deemed the exclusive public school employer of 
the employees of the charter school for the purposes of the Educational Employment Relations 
Act.  HSHMC petitioners were asked to address the following:  
 

1) The petition stated that the charter school “shall retain the right to establish its own 
lawful procedures for discipline and dismissal,” the petitioners were notified that these 
procedures would be subject to the duty to bargain if employees elected to designate an 
exclusive representative. 

• The petitioners revised to acknowledge that procedures for discipline and 
dismissal are within the scope of representation on page 46 of the revised petition. 
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Element 16 School Closure  
HSHMC’s petition was reviewed according to the following standard required in this element: a 
description of the procedures to be used if the charter school closes.  HSHMC petitioners were 
asked to address the following: 
 

1) The petition did not provide a deadline for the completion of an audit and the transfer of 
pupil records. 

• The petitioners revised page 65 of the petition to indicate that all student records 
would be transferred within 30 days and an audit will be completed within 60 
days of school closure. 

 
Other Potential Impacts on the District  
The HSHMC petition did not provide complete information regarding the proposed operation 
and potential effects of the school.  HSHMC petitioners were asked to address the following: 
 

1) The petition identified a school site but stated that a considerable amount of investment in 
the physical facility and infrastructure of the facility but did not include a budget or 
timetable for the completion this work  

• The petitioners have proposed an alternative site at 7380 Parkway Drive, La 
Mesa, California.  This facility is located in the Grossmont Union High School 
District and is not within the boundaries of SDUSD.  The petitioners have 
indicated they conducted a complete search of all facilities in SDUSD boundaries 
and have found that no property is available.  The District has asked the 
petitioners to submit evidence of a search to confirm that there is no available 
property within the SDUSD boundaries.  The District would like the petitioners to 
provide a rationale for seeking authorization from SDUSD while they intend to be 
located in a facility that is located within the Grossmont District boundaries.  This 
must be clarified by March 29, 2007.  

 
2) The petition asked for a renewal charter term effective 7/1/2007 to 6/30/2012.  The 

petitioners were informed this was not a charter term renewal and their charter term will 
be subject to the term granted by the Board of Education. 

• The petitioners revised page 66 of the petition to indicate this was not a charter 
term renewal, but maintained their request for a five-year charter term.  The 
charter term granted is subject to the decision made by the Board of Education 
and can be up to 5 years, but is not required to be 5 years. 

 
3) The petition included a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with Sharp Healthcare.  

The MOU is an “expression of interest”, offers few specifics, and is not binding.  The 
petitioners were asked to provide detail on how the organization would supplement the 
educational offerings of the charter school. 

• The petitioners did not provide detail on how the Sharp Healthcare organization 
would supplement the educational offerings of the charter school.  The 
petitioner’s acknowledged the concerns raised by staff on page 9 of the petition, 
but could only state that student interest would drive the organization’s 
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involvement and the commitment of the organization’s members to sit on 
HSHMC’s Board indicated a full commitment. 

 
4) The petition included a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with San Diego City 

College (SDCC).  The petition failed to address how SDCC’s courses would be 
integrated into the charter school’s curriculum and assessment plans.  In addition 
petitioners were informed that only one of the organizations would be able to claim 
Average Daily Attendance (ADA) for students. 

• The petitioners addressed concerns regarding the integration of SDCC’s courses 
into the charter school’s curriculum and acknowledged on page 4 of the petition 
that they will be legally responsible for ADA records and procedures.  

 
Financial Analysis  
Based on HSHMC’s budget, grade levels, and programs offered, the enrollment projections have 
been evaluated and appear to be within normal range compared to other charter schools and 
district schools.  The estimated CDE funding rates and COLA factor, provided by School 
Services of California’s Financial Projection Dartboard, have been used to estimate revenue for 
HSHMC based on the projected ADA.  This revenue projection has been compared to the 
projected revenue included in the charter school petition budget and no significant variances 
have been found.  The projected expenses from HSHMC’s petition have been reviewed to 
determine if the normal costs of operating a school are included and that the amounts in the 
petition are based on reasonable assumptions.  The salary and benefit rates are compared to the 
district or other charter schools and all rates have been found to be applicable.  Other expenses 
unique to charter schools have also been examined and found to be comprehensive and 
appropriate.  The petitioners have addressed all required annual financial audit and reporting to 
the State and SDUSD.    
 
Based on the projected enrollment, revised projected budget, expenses, and cash flow submitted 
in the HSHMC petition, HSHMC has been found to be financially viable.  In addition, the 
District has examined whether HSHMC will generate an adequate Reserve for Economic 
Uncertainty greater than 3% of expenses or $50,000, whichever is greater, as another 
consideration of their financial viability.  HSHMC has been found to be financially viable 
according to all the documentation provided in their charter and will also generate adequate 
reserve, in order to be considered financially viable.      
 
Recommendation for Conditional Approval of Charter Petition   
The Office of School Choice recommends the Board of Education grant the charter petition for 
Health Sciences High School Middle College (HSHMC) for a five-year school term beginning 
on July 1, 2007 and expiring on June 30, 2012, upon the provision that within 30 days the 
petitioners provide the Office of School Choice with documentation of having made the 
modifications to the charter petition as set forth below, or otherwise face rescission of the 
petition’s approval by the Board.  The Office of School Choice recommends the adoption of this 
staff report as findings in support of the Board’s decision to grant the charter petition with this 
provision.  HSHMC petitioners submitted their petition for review to the Office of School 
Choice in November 2006.  A public hearing for the petition was held on January 23, 2007.  
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Based on a departmental and legal staff review the petitioners were provided with substantive 
feedback on February 2, 2007.  The petitioners were asked to address deficiencies in 11 of the 16 
elements.  In addition, pursuant to education code the petitioners were asked to identify a facility 
and provide assurances that the facility would be ready for the school to occupy by the time the 
school opened.  HSHMC’s petitioners addressed some of the concerns raised in the review but 
failed to properly address all the concerns raised by the District.  These outstanding deficiencies 
warrant an approval with a provision that the petitioners address the following issues to the 
satisfaction of the District within 30 days of the petition being granted:   

• Provide evidence of search and failure to locate a facility within the District’s boundaries, 
given that the school now wishes to locate in the Grossmont area.  Also, provide rationale 
for not seeking charter authorization from the Grossmont Union High School District, if 
seeking to be located within their boundaries.  The request to be housed in another 
district, while being authorized by SDUSD has not occurred previously and the District is 
requesting evidence supporting the failure to find a suitable facility in SDUSD 
boundaries and a rationale for seeking charter authorization in SDUSD while being 
located elsewhere.       

• Remove any indication that the petition will serve grades 6 through 8, since the petition is 
written for a 9-12 program.   

• Address the District’s request to be notified in advance of intent to be served by another 
Special Education Local Planning Area (SELPA). 

• Indicate intent to contribute an equitable share to the District’s special education 
encroachment. 

• Correct conflicting statements on HSHMC’s conflict of interest policy. 
• Clearly indicate how lottery preferences for in-District students will be implemented. 
 

The approval of the charter petition shall become effective July 1, 2007, and petitioners shall 
submit written documentation evidencing compliance with the above-stated provisions no later 
than March 29, 2007 or face rescission of its approval by the Board.   If HSHMC addresses these 
deficiencies the petition will have met legal and fiscal requirements to operate as a charter school 
in the San Diego Unified School District.   
 
 
 
 
 


