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Part I.  Executive Summary:  Staff Report for Riverside Innovation Academy 

 

Non-Profit Corporation: Western Educational Corporation 

Proposed District Boundaries: Desert Sands Unified School District 
Lake Elsinore Unified School District 
Moreno Valley Unified School District 
Murrieta Unified School District 
Riverside Unified School District 
San Jacinto Unified School District 

Program Type: Nonclassroom-Based 

Proposed Grades Served: 9-12 

Anticipated Enrollment: 663-1,878 

 

I. Proposed Petition: Countywide 

 
Western Educational Corporation (“Petitioner” or “Nonprofit”) proposes to establish a new 
nonclassroom-based countywide benefit charter school by the name of Riverside Innovation 
Academy (“Charter School” or “RIA”), to serve grades 9-12,  within the boundaries of the 
following School Districts (“the Districts”): Desert Sands Unified School District, Lake Elsinore 
Unified School District, Moreno Valley Unified School District, Murrieta Unified School District, 
Riverside Unified School District, and San Jacinto Unified School District. The Nonprofit 
submitted its Petition to the Riverside County Board of Education (“Board” or “County Board”) 
following a minimum 30-day notification to the Districts in which it plans to operate. If the 
Petition is denied, all resource centers will remain open and continue to operate under their 
current charter petitions.    
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II. Proposed Options for Board Action 

 
It is recommended that the County Board take action to either deny or grant the proposed 
Charter Petition. The County Board has the following options: 
 

1. DENY the Petition and adopt, as findings of fact, the Proposed Findings identified in the 
Staff Report, concluding that the Countywide Petition did not meet the requirements of 
Education Code Section 47605.6. 
 

2. GRANT the Countywide Petition, based on the Board’s affirmative findings required by 
Education Code Section 47605.6, and its determination that: (1) all threshold findings 
are met, and (2) no statutory basis for denial exists, for a 5-year term, commencing July 
1, 2027, and concluding June 30, 2032, provided that a Memorandum of Understanding 
between the Charter School and RCOE is signed prior to the date of commencement of 
the new term to address any findings or recommendations identified in the Staff Report, 
including any amendments to the petition.  

 

III.  Legal Standards and Procedural Background 

The Charter Schools Act (“Act”) governs the creation of California charter schools and provides 
standards and criteria for reviewing a charter petition.  The Act reflects a preference for district 
authorized charter schools. An alternative pathway for submission of a petition is directly to a 
county board as a countywide benefit charter school, which bypasses a local school district. The 
legal standards and criteria for a countywide charter petition are stricter than the standards 
and criteria for other types of charter school petitions. For example, the legal premise for a 
petition submitted to a district under Education Code 47605 is that a district “shall not deny” a 
petition unless it makes written factual findings. (Ed. Code, § 47605, subd. (c).) Whereas the 
legal premise for a petition submitted under Education Code 47605.6 is that “the county board 
of education ‘shall deny’” a petition if there are any findings. (Ed. Code, § 47605.6, subd. (b).) 

A county board of education may approve a petition for a charter school that operates at one 
or more sites within the geographic boundaries of the county and provides instructional 
services not generally provided by a county office of education. A county board of education 
“shall deny” a petition for the establishment of a countywide charter school if the board finds 
one or more of the evaluation criteria outlined in Education Code Section 47605.6(a) and (b). If 
the Petition is denied, “the petitioner shall not elect to submit the petition” to the State Board. 
(Ed. Code, § 47605.6, subd. (k).) 
 
To approve a countywide charter petition, a county board of education must also make certain 
threshold findings unique to countywide charters. Specifically, a county board of education may 
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approve a countywide charter only if it makes each of the following findings, in addition to the 
other requirements of Education Code section 47605.6, above: 
 

I. The educational services to be provided by the charter school will offer services to a 
pupil population that will benefit from those services. 

II. Such a pupil population cannot be served as well by a charter school operating in only 
one school district in the county. 

III. Granting the charter is consistent with sound educational practice. 
IV. The charter school has a reasonable justification for why it could not be established by 

petition to a school district pursuant to Education Code section 47605. 
 
The county board is required to hold a public hearing within 60 days of receiving the petition to 
consider the level of community support.  A final decision to deny or grant the charter must be 
made within 90 days of receipt, unless both parties agree to extend the timeline by up to 30 
days.  A staff report with findings and recommendations must be published at least 15 days 
prior to the public hearing at which the decision is scheduled. 
 
Procedural Background 
 
Nonprofit submitted a charter petition (“Petition” or “Charter Petition”) to the County Board on 
January 8, 2026, proposing to establish the Riverside Innovation Academy charter school as a 
countywide charter school authorized by the County Board under Education Code section 
47605.6. The Petition proposes an initial five-year term, from July 1, 2027 to June 30, 2032. The 
proposed Charter School would be operated by the Nonprofit, which currently operates two 
existing charter schools with resource centers located within Riverside County: Alta Vista 
Innovation High, and San Diego Workforce Innovation High (“Existing Schools”), which are 
authorized by the Lucerne Valley Unified School District, and Borrego Springs Unified School 
District (“Current Authorizers”), respectively. Vista Norte Public Charter School (“Vista Norte”) 
is another Learn4Life charter school with resource centers in Riverside County. However, Vista 
Norte is operated by Alta Vista Public Charter, Inc., a different nonprofit from WEC. Although 
these entities appear closely related, both WEC and Alta Vista Public Charter, Inc. share the 
same CEO, COO, CFO, and Area Superintendent. Vista Norte is authorized by the Helendale 
Unified School District in San Bernardino County.  
 
The County Board held a public hearing on March 4, 2026, to consider the terms of the Petition 
and garner the level of support for the proposed Charter School by parents/guardians, 
teachers, and community members. The County Board is required to take action to either deny 
or grant the Petition within 90 days of receipt, unless the parties agree to a 30-day extension. 
(Ed. Code, § 47605.6, subd. (b).) County Board action is scheduled to take place at the board 
meeting on April 1, 2026. Riverside County Office of Education (“RCOE”) staff and legal counsel 
(“Review Team”) reviewed the Petition and developed proposed findings of fact for 
consideration by the County Board. This report and any other staff recommendations shall be 
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published at least 15 days before the public hearing at which the County Board will either deny 
or grant the charter. (Ed. Code, § 47605.6, subd. (b).)  
 

IV.      Board’s Authority 

 
The County Board is responsible for evaluating and making the final determination to approve or 
deny a charter school petition. In doing so, the County Board has the authority to assess whether 
the findings of fact presented in the staff report support denial or approval, in accordance with 
the criteria established in Education Code Section 47605.6. 
 

V.      Executive Summary of Findings 

 
The following Executive Summary of Findings is provided to assist the Board in its 
consideration of the petition submitted by Nonprofit. It is intended to capture the essential 
issues relevant to the County Board’s decision regarding approval or denial.  
 
The Detailed Analysis in Part II of this report offers a fuller explanation of these findings, 
including the reasoning, context, and information that informed the staff’s assessment. In 
instances where additional documentation or supporting materials were deemed necessary, 
these have been included as attachments to the report. 

Requirements For Countywide Benefit Petitions 

 
Countywide Charter Threshold Findings 
 
To approve a countywide charter petition, a county board of education must first make certain 
threshold findings unique to countywide charters. Specifically, a county board of education may 
approve a countywide charter only if it makes affirmative findings that the countywide charter 
school will serve a pupil population that will benefit from the charter school’s services; that the 
pupils cannot be served as well by a charter school operating in only one school district; the 
charter is consistent with sound educational practice; and the charter school presents 
reasonable justification for why it cannot be established pursuant to Education Code sections 
47605. Only then, after making these threshold findings, does a county board look at whether 
the petition otherwise satisfies the other requirements of Education Code section 47605.6. 
Therefore, to make the requisite threshold findings the County Board must affirm that the 
Petition meets all of the following elements: 
 

1. The Petition clearly identifies the pupil population the school is designed to serve and  
explains how the proposed educational program is specifically intended to meet the 
needs of that population and provide educational benefit; AND 

2. The Petition explains why these pupils cannot be served as well by a charter school that 
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operates in only one school district in the county; AND 
3. Granting the charter is consistent with sound educational practice; AND 
4. The charter school has provided reasonable justification for why it could not be 

established by petition to a school district. 
 
The record reflects that the Petition falls short of the countywide threshold. The threshold 
findings are accompanied by separate statutory concerns significant enough to warrant denial 
on multiple grounds. The section below addresses the first tier of deficiencies related to the 
countywide threshold, followed by the statutory grounds for denial based on the Petition's 
program. 
 
Threshold Findings: RIA Petition 

 

1. Pupil Population/Educational Benefit  
Threshold Requirement: Met 

Based on review of the Petition, the pupil population is clearly identified, the 
educational program is specifically intended to serve the population, and an 
educational benefit can be affirmed for that pupil population. The Petition describes 
an educational program specifically tailored to the needs of opportunity youth, 
including year-round enrollment; independent study; personalized learning plans; one-
on-one and small-group instruction; trauma-informed practices; intensive counseling 
and retention support; credit recovery; and workforce-aligned and career technical 
education programming. 
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2. Students Cannot be Served as Well within a District 
Threshold Requirement: Not Met 
 
The Petition does not demonstrate how RIA’s program would differ materially from 
existing Learn4Life schools or why district-level authorization is insufficient, therefore 
it fails to establish that countywide authorization is necessary to better serve pupils. 
Although RIA asserts that countywide authorization would allow for more effective, 
consistent implementation of its instructional model and wraparound services than 
district-based authorization, the Nonprofit already operates multiple Learn4Life 
charter schools—Alta Vista Innovation High School (“Alta Vista”) and San Diego 
Workforce Innovation High School (“SD Workforce”)—with learning centers in 
Riverside County, using the same model. The Petition provides no evidence that 
authorization by separate districts has resulted in inconsistent programming or 
structural limitations, and RIA itself plans to operate under the Learn4Life brand 
through agreements with Lifelong Learning Administration Corporation (“LLAC”) for 
administrative, educational, and intellectual property services. Moreover, while RIA 
claims that no comparable program exists in Riverside County, nine Learn4Life learning 
centers already operate within the County and are accessible to local students.  
 
The Petition’s central justification for countywide authorization, that students cannot 
be adequately served within a single district’s boundaries, is further undermined by 
the operational reality of the existing Learn4Life network. Eight of the nine learning 
centers proposed for RIA already operate under the Federal Workforce Innovation and 
Opportunity Act (“WIOA”), which by statute exempts them from the geographic 
restrictions the Petition claims necessitate countywide authorization.  WIOA status for 
the ninth learning center is unclear. 
 
  

3. Sound Educational Practice 
Threshold Requirement: Not Met 

Approval of the Petition would result in closure of one of the existing resource center 
programs—the K-8 program at Casa Blanca—to achieve the stated goal of educational 
and operational efficiencies.  The Petition fails to disclose any plan for the transition of 
students currently served by the closing program. The absence of such a plan raises 
significant concerns regarding educational continuity and is inconsistent with sound 
educational practice. 

The Petition does not adequately demonstrate instructional continuity or 
implementation feasibility. It proposes transitioning nine existing learning centers from 
other charter schools without clearly describing the procedural steps necessary to 
prevent overlapping oversight or student disruption. Further, the multi-track, year-
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round calendar structure and summer enrollment model emphasize operational 
flexibility but are not clearly grounded in articulated instructional benefits. The 
Petition does not sufficiently explain how track movement, continuous enrollment, 
and attendance accounting systems will ensure educational coherence, compliance 
with pupil-level ADA limitations, and consistent student support. Finally, the Petition 
does not meaningfully acknowledge or identify the programmatic elements of its 
WIOA workforce pathway, through which RIA is permitted to claim full apportionment 
for adult students ages 19–24. Collectively, these deficiencies render the proposed 
program inconsistent with sound educational practice. 

In addition, the proposed English Language Development (ELD) program does not 
present a coherent, instructionally plausible model aligned with the California ELD 
Standards. While the Petition references designated and integrated ELD, it does not 
operationalize how English learners will receive systematic, teacher-led instruction in 
academic English within a largely asynchronous independent study setting. The 
program relies heavily on literacy remediation and general language acquisition 
platforms rather than standards-based academic language development, and it fails to 
clearly articulate how integrated ELD will occur through responsive, real-time 
instructional practice. As proposed, the ELD model is not reasonably designed to 
ensure English learners develop English proficiency while accessing grade-level 
academic content. 

 

4. Reasonable Justification for the Inability to be Established by a Local District 
Threshold Requirement: Not Met 

The Act reflects a preference for district-authorized charter schools.  Education Code 
section 47605.6(b) requires a reasonable justification for why the Charter School 
cannot be established through a district petition, yet the Petition and past history of 
the resource centers forming RIA demonstrates that it can.  

Nonprofit already operates nonclassroom-based independent study charter schools—
SD Workforce (authorized by Borrego Springs Unified School District) and Alta Vista 
(authorized by Lucerne Valley Unified School District)—under the Learn4Life model, 
both of which may enroll students statewide, including in Riverside County and 
adjacent counties, and may expand through material revisions to add resource centers. 
Additionally, SD Workforce and Alta Vista operate in partnership with WIOA, allowing 
flexibility beyond typical geographic limitations. The proposed Casa Blanca learning 
center is currently operated by Vista Norte, a separate Learn4Life charter authorized in 
San Bernardino County, and its continued operation would require district approval if 
this petition is denied. On the other hand, if the Petition were approved, Alta Vista Inc. 
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would close the K-8 educational program currently offered at Casa Blanca.  

The Petition does not demonstrate that students cannot be served as well by district-
authorized charters; rather, it argues that countywide authorization would ease 
transfers between learning centers. However, this represents an administrative 
convenience rather than an educational necessity, and approval could require current 
Riverside County students enrolled in SD Workforce or Alta Vista to disenroll and 
reenroll in RIA, creating the same administrative burden the Petition seeks to avoid. 
Overall, the Petition identifies no new or changed circumstances preventing continued 
or expanded district-level operations and instead relies primarily on operational 
efficiency and administrative preference to justify countywide authorization. 

 

Statutory Basis for Denial 

 
Upon meeting the aforementioned Countywide Threshold findings, the board must satisfy the 
additional statutory criteria listed below. The County Board shall deny a petition for the 
establishment of a countywide charter school if it finds one or more of the following:  

I. The petition does not contain reasonably comprehensive descriptions for each of the 
required elements (A-P); OR 

II. The charter school presents an unsound educational program for the pupils to be 
enrolled in the charter school; OR 

III. The petitioners are demonstrably unlikely to successfully implement the program set 
forth in the petition; OR 

IV. The petition does not contain the number of signatures required by subdivision (a) of 
Education Code section 47605.6; OR 

V. The petition does not contain an affirmation of each of the conditions described in 
subdivision 47605.6(e); OR 

VI. The petition does not contain a declaration whether or not the charter school shall be 
deemed the exclusive public employer of the employees of the charter school; OR 

VII. The Board determines there is any other basis that justifies denial of the petition. 
  
Statutory Elements 
 

I. Descriptions Not Reasonably Comprehensive 
 

Element A: Educational Program 

● Multi-Year Track: The multi-track year-round calendar and continuous enrollment 
structure lack sufficient clarity regarding attendance accounting, internal controls, and 
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oversight mechanisms. The petition does not clearly explain how track structures, 
supplemental days, and student movement interact to ensure compliance. 
 

● Summer School: The Petition omits its intentions with short-term enrollment. The 
network’s enrollment model, particularly short-term or summer enrollment of district 
students, raises concerns regarding the charter’s role as a school of record and the 
risk of exceeding the statutory 1.0 ADA per pupil cap, even if inadvertently. The 
petition does not sufficiently demonstrate pupil-level safeguards or audit 
transparency necessary to ensure compliance. 

● ELD Program: The proposed English Language Development (ELD) program is not 
reasonably designed to meet the needs of English learners in an independent study, 
largely asynchronous setting. While the petition references required terminology such 
as Designated and Integrated ELD, it does not operationalize these components in a 
manner aligned with California law or effective instructional practice. The program 
substitutes literacy remediation and general language acquisition for standards-based 
academic English development, fails to articulate how interactive, teacher-mediated 
instruction will occur, and mischaracterizes key elements of California’s ELD 
framework. The structure further risks inappropriate student placement and de facto 
tracking. As proposed, the ELD program is educationally unsound and unlikely to 
provide the expected benefit to English learners. 

Element B: Measurable Student Outcomes 
 
California's LCAP framework requires each school to develop its accountability plan from its 
own local data, its own community input, and its own assessment of its students' specific 
needs. The Petition's educational program is premised on personalized, locally responsive 
instruction for Riverside County students. The draft LCAP submitted as Exhibit N is verbatim 
identical to those of at least five other Learn4Life network schools across five counties under 
five separate authorizers, including an identical drafting error reproduced in every document. 
The LCAP is the statutory mechanism for demonstrating that premise.  

Element E: Governance Structure 
 
The Petition does not clearly establish that the Charter School’s governing board will retain 
and exercise ultimate decision-making authority. The Petition establishes a governance 
structure in which Western Educational Corporation (“WEC”) serves as the charter school’s 
governing board, with the Nonprofit’s board members also serving as the charter school 
board. However, the governance structure and operational model rely heavily on LLAC to 
administer and implement core school functions. Although the petition presents a formal 
governance structure in which the nonprofit board retains legal authority, the operational 
reality reflects substantial delegation of core administrative and educational functions to 
LLAC. The combination of broad outsourcing of essential services, explicit denial of Charter 
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Management Organization (“CMO”) status, exemption from public transparency laws, and 
restrictive contractual provisions, raises concerns regarding governance independence, 
accountability, and public transparency. Additionally, the employment structure lacks clarity, 
complicating oversight and evaluation of operational control. 

Element G: Health and Safety Procedures 

The Petition, including the Draft School Safety Plan and Draft Parent-Student Handbook does 
not recognize the requirements of SB 857 (Education Code section 49428.2). As of January 1, 
2026, charter schools must adopt a policy that addresses referral protocols for pupils exhibiting 
behavioral health concerns. The policy must at a minimum address the needs of high-risk 
groups identified by statute and address any training to be provided to pupils. Otherwise, the 
Petition is compliant in this area. 

 

 
II. Unsound Education Program 

 

The Petition does not present a fully sound educational program for pupils to be enrolled 
in the Charter School.  Most significantly, the proposed English Language Development 
(ELD) program does not present a coherent, instructionally plausible model aligned with 
the California ELD Standards. While the Petition references designated and integrated 
ELD, it does not operationalize how English learners will receive systematic, teacher-led 
instruction in academic English within a largely asynchronous independent study setting. 
The program relies heavily on literacy remediation and general language acquisition 
platforms rather than standards-based academic language development, and it fails to 
clearly articulate how integrated ELD will occur through responsive, real-time 
instructional practice. As proposed, the ELD model is not reasonably designed to ensure 
English learners develop English proficiency while accessing grade-level academic 
content.  

 
III.     Demonstrably Unlikely to Successfully Implement Program 
 

 

The Petition's implementation plan depends entirely on the orderly transition of nine 
learning centers from three separate charter schools, authorized by three separate 
authorizers, into a new countywide charter. The Petition provides no procedural 
roadmap for that transition and does not address the legal and operational prerequisites 
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that must be satisfied before a single learning center can open under RIA. 

The omissions are not peripheral. The Petition does not identify whether or when 
material revisions will be sought from current authorizers to remove the learning centers 
from existing charters, does not address how overlapping oversight will be avoided 
during any transition period, and does not provide assurance that facilities and leases can 
be transferred to RIA. Most significantly, the Petition contains no student transition plan, 
no enrollment and disenrollment procedures, no records transfer protocol, no continuity 
plan for students receiving special education or English learner services, no credit 
alignment process, and no parent notice provisions. 

These are foundational prerequisites for operating the proposed program. The 
Petitioners are demonstrably unlikely to successfully implement the program as 
proposed. 

 

 
IV.    Does Not Include Signatures 
 

No Findings Determined 

 
V.      Does Not Include Affirmations 
 

No Findings Determined 

 
VI.      Employer Declaration Not Provided 
 

No Findings Determined 

 
VII. Any Other Justifiable Basis 

No Findings Determined. 
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END OF PART I. 

 
Refer to page 1 Proposed Options for Board Action 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Part II. DETAILED ANALYSIS: Staff Report for Riverside 
Innovation Academy 
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1. Background 

Western Educational Corporation (“Petitioners” or “Nonprofit” or “WEC”) submitted a charter 
petition (“Petition” or “Charter Petition”) to the Riverside County Board of Education (“Board” or 
“County Board”) proposing to establish Riverside Innovation Academy (“Charter School”) as a 
countywide charter school authorized by the County Board under Education Code section 
47605.6.  Petitioners are a California nonprofit public benefit corporation operating three existing 
nonclassroom-based charter schools in Southern California: Alta Vista Innovation High (“Alta 
Vista High”), Orange County Workforce Innovation High (“OCWIH”) and San Diego Workforce 
Innovation High (“SD Workforce”) (collectively the “Existing Schools”). Alta Vista and SD 
Workforce currently operate resource centers in Riverside County and are authorized by the 
Lucerne Valley Unified School District, and Borrego Springs Unified School District (“Current 
Authorizers”), respectively. OCWIH is authorized by Orange County Department of Education 
(“OCDOE”). According to the Existing School’s websites, the Existing Schools operate in exclusive 
partnership with the Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act (“WIOA”). WIOA charter schools 
are not subject to the geographic restrictions for charter schools. (Ed. Code, § 47605.1(f).)  

Vista Norte Public Charter School (“Vista Norte”) is another Learn4Life-network charter school 
with resource centers in Riverside County. However, Vista Norte is operated by Alta Vista Public 
Charter, Inc. (“Alta Vista Inc.”), a different nonprofit from WEC. Both WEC and Alta Vista Inc. 
share the same CEO, COO, CFO, and Area Superintendent. Vista Norte is authorized by the 
Helendale Unified School District in San Bernardino County. 
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The Petition proposes an initial five-year term, from July 1, 2027 to June 30, 2032.  The Charter 
School proposes to operate at nine resource centers in Riverside County, including five (5) 
commencing in 2027-2028 in Indio, Riverside, and San Jacinto, and four (4) commencing in 2028-
2029 in Lake Elsinore, Moreno Valley, Murrieta, and Riverside. 

The Petition states the proposed Charter School will be operated by WEC. If approved, the 
Charter School would become part of the Learn4Life brand and network of charter schools.  
Learn4Life charter schools are exclusively served by Lifelong Learning Administration Corporation 
(“LLAC”) a nonprofit corporation with the specific purpose of performing the functions of, or 
carrying out the purposes of each of its “supporting organizations” which include the following 
charter management organizations:  Alta Vista Public Charter, Inc., Antelope Valley Learning 
Academy, Inc., Crescent View South, Inc., Crescent View West Public Charter, Inc., Desert Sands 
Public Charter, Inc., Diego plus Education Corporation, Elev8 Education, Flex High School, Inc., 
Flex High School of Cleveland, Inc., Learn4Life-South Carolina, Mission View Public Charter, Inc., 
Ridgeline Education Corporation, Sierra Educational Advancement Corporation, Stanza Education 
Corporation, Texas First Education, Vista Real Public Charter, Inc., and Western Educational 
Corporation.  

LLAC’s website refers to Jeff Brown, WEC and Alta Vista Inc.’s, CEO, as a cofounder of Learn4Life.  

2. Legal Review Parameters 

 General Review Criteria 

California’s Charter Schools Act (“Act”) governs the creation of charter schools within the state, 
and provides standards and criteria for reviewing a charter petition.  Countywide benefit charter 
schools are charter schools that operate at one or more sites within the geographic boundaries 
of the county in which it is approved, and provide instructional services that are not typically 
provided by a county office of education.  (Ed. Code, § 47605.6, subd. (a)(1).) 

While the Act signifies legislative intent to encourage the approval of district-approved charter 
schools, the encouragement is not extended to countywide charter schools. The criteria and legal 
standards to approve a countywide charter petition are stricter.  For example, the legal standard 
for a petition submitted to a school district under Education Code 47605 is that a district “shall 
not deny” a petition unless it makes certain written factual findings.  (Ed. Code, § 47605(c).)  
Whereas the legal standard for a petition submitted under Education Code 47605.6 is that the 
county board of education “shall deny” a petition if there are any findings.  (Ed. Code, § 
47605.6(b).) 

More specifically, a county board of education may only approve a countywide charter school if 
it is satisfied that the charter presents a sound educational practice, and contains reasonable 
justification as to why it could not be established by a school district.  (Ed. Code, § 47605.6, subd. 
(b).)  The county board of education must find that the charter school’s proposed educational 
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services will be offered to a pupil population who will benefit from those services, and who 
cannot be served as well by a charter school operating in only one district in the county.  (Ed. 
Code, § 47605.6, subd. (a)(1).)  Additionally, a county board “shall deny” a petition establishing a 
countywide charter school if it finds one or more of the following, pursuant to Education Code 
section 47605.6, subdivision (b):  

1.  The charter school presents an unsound educational program for the pupils to be 
enrolled in the charter school. 

2.  The petitioners are demonstrably unlikely to successfully implement the program 
set forth in the petition. 

3.  The petition does not contain the required number of signatures. 

4.  The petition does not contain an affirmation of each of the conditions described 
in Education Code section 47605.6(e). 

5.  The petition does not contain reasonably comprehensive descriptions of all of the 
following: 

a.   Educational program, including annual goals for all pupils and pupil 
subgroups, and actions to achieve those goals 

b.  Measurable pupil outcomes identified for use by the charter school, 
aligned with the state priorities 

c.   Method by which pupil progress in meeting outcomes is to be measured 

d.  Location of each charter school facility that the petitioner proposes to 
operate 

e.   Governance structure, including process to ensure parental involvement 

f.    Employee qualifications 

g.   Health and safety procedures 

h.  Means to achieve a balance of racial and ethnic pupils, special education 
pupils, and English learner pupils that is reflective of the general 
population residing within the territorial jurisdiction of the county 

i.    Manner for conducting annual, independent financial audits 

j.    Suspension and expulsion procedures 

k.   Retirement systems 

l.    Dispute resolution procedures 
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m. Admission policies and procedures 

n.  Public school attendance alternatives within the county 

o.  Employee return rights 

p.  School closure procedures 
 

6.  The petition does not include a declaration of whether the charter school shall be 
deemed the exclusive public school employer of its employees under the 
Educational Employment Relations Act. 

7.  Any other basis that the county board of education finds justifies the denial of the 
petition.  

(Ed. Code, § 47605.6(b).) 

Notably, the seventh reason a county board of education may deny a countywide charter petition 
is unique. County boards of education are, therefore, granted very broad discretion to deny a 
countywide benefit charter petition, and may consider community impact, fiscal impact, or any 
other factor that may affect approval or denial.  

Countywide Charter Threshold Findings  

To approve a countywide charter petition, a county board of education must first make certain 
affirmative threshold findings unique to countywide charters.  Specifically, a county board of 
education may approve a countywide charter only if it makes each of the following findings, in 
addition to the other requirements of Education Code section 47605.6, above.  Specifically, the 
County Board must affirm that the Petition meets all of the following elements: 
 

1. The Petition clearly identifies the pupil population the school is designed to serve and the 
Petition explains how the proposed educational program is specifically intended to meet 
the needs of that population and provide educational benefit; AND 

2. The Petition explains why these pupils cannot be served as well by a charter school that 
operates in only one school district in the county; AND 

3. Granting the charter is consistent with sound educational practice; AND 
4. The charter school has provided reasonable justification for why it could not be 

established by petition to a school district. 
 

3. Proposed Findings 

 The Review Team has identified the following possible findings for the County Board’s consideration: 
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1.               The Petition Lacks the Threshold Requirements to Establish a Countywide Charter School. 

A. Pupil Population Identified; Educational Program Explained and Provides a 
Benefit: Met 

 
The Petition proposes to serve opportunity youth in grades 9-12, describing opportunity 
youth as those students who are often credit-deficient, experiencing various risk factors, 
high mobility rates, and disenfranchised from the traditional public school model. 
(Petition, pp. 8-12.) By clearly articulating the needs of the students RIA intends to serve, 
the Petition adequately identifies and defines the target pupil population. (Petition, pp. 
16-18.)  Based on these program descriptions and supporting elements contained 
elsewhere in the Petition, the County Board can reasonably conclude that the proposed 
educational services will benefit the identified pupil population. Accordingly, the 
threshold finding is met. 
 
B. Students Cannot be Served as Well within a District: Not Met 

Education Code section 47605.6(a)(1) requires the County Board to find that the pupil 
population proposed to be served by the Charter School cannot be served as well by a 
charter school that operates in only one school district in the county. RIA’s justification is 
primarily set forth in pages 28-60 of the Petition. Among other things, the Petition asserts 
that the countywide authorization will be “far more effective than replicating the program 
through individual districts” and that the countywide petition is needed to consistently 
implement its programs across learning centers. (Petition, p. 28.) The Petition also states 
that a countywide benefit charter will allow RIA to provide a “consistent instructional 
program and wraparound services” that cannot be served by a single-district authorized 
charter school. However, Nonprofit is successfully doing just that.  

Nonprofit operates at least two charter schools – Alta Vista High and SD Workforce - with 
learning centers in Riverside County under the Learn4Life model that it intends to use for 
Charter School. Nonprofit has offered no support or evidence in the Petition to show that 
due to its current structural limitations (being authorized by two separate school 
districts), the educational program differs. In contrast, as the other charter schools 
Nonprofit manages, Nonprofit proposes to operate the RIA under the Learn4Life brand 
because it allows charter schools to implement a consistent instructional model across 
multiple independent charter schools. RIA’s governing board has already agreed to 
contract1 with LLAC, the owner of the Learn4Life intellectual property (hereinafter “IP”), 
for administrative services, educational resources services, and to license the IP.  One of 
the posited benefits of operating a charter school within the Learn4Life network is that 
students have the “ability to seamlessly transition between any one of our learning 

 
1 RIA attached a copy of the Educational and Administrative Services Agreements with LLAC as Exhibit B to the 
Petition. Western Educational Corporation doing business as Riverside Innovation Academy entered into these 
agreements with LLAC effective July 1, 2024.   
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centers while progressing toward graduation, regardless of adverse life circumstances.” 
(Petition, p. 13.)  

RIA also states a countywide charter is justified because there is no school in Riverside 
County that offers the same proposed model as RIA’s model. Yet, nine learning centers 
are already located in Riverside County under the Learn4Life model. The Petition does not 
include any information as to how RIA’s Learn4Life educational model will differ from the 
educational model offered by Nonprofit’s other Learn4Life charter schools operating 
learning centers within the County, that would support this statement. While it’s true 
these charter schools are not authorized by the Riverside County Board of Education or a 
school district within the County, pupils residing within the County may still enroll in these 
charter schools. Furthermore, Alta Vista High and SD Workforce largely enjoy freedom 
from the Act’s geographic limitation restrictions due to their WIOA status. (See 
Attachment A.) 

Accordingly, the Petition does not establish that countywide authorization is necessary to 
serve the pupils as well as a charter school only authorized to operate within the 
boundaries of a district.    

C. Consistent with Sound Educational Practice: Not Met  
 
Education Code section 47605.6(b) requires the County Board to be satisfied that granting 
the proposed charter is consistent with sound educational practice. The record does not 
support that finding.  

1. Instructional Continuity and Implementation Feasibility 

The Petition proposes to transition nine existing learning centers from three currently 
operating Learn4Life-affiliated charter schools into the proposed charter. However, it 
does not describe the procedural or legal steps required to remove those learning centers 
from their existing charters or ensure non-duplicative oversight. 

Educational continuity is a foundational element of sound practice. The Petition does not 
explain how students currently enrolled in the Existing Schools will transition without 
disruption, or whether material revisions will be sought. Absent a detailed transition plan, 
the proposed implementation presents risks of overlapping governance, fiscal confusion, 
and disruption of student services, which is ultimately inconsistent with sound 
educational practice. 

2. Program Structures Emphasize Administrative Efficiency Over 
Instructional Coherence  

The Petition’s justification for countywide authorization and its multi-track, year-round 
calendar structure emphasizes operational flexibility and administrative efficiency rather 
than clearly articulated instructional benefits. While flexibility may be permissible, sound 
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educational practice means structural decisions should also be grounded in educational 
rationale. 

The five-track calendar, continuous enrollment model, and supplemental instructional 
days are not clearly connected to defined instructional strategies or student-facing 
academic supports. The Petition does not adequately explain how track movement, 
course pacing, and attendance accounting intersect to ensure instructional continuity and 
the best support for students. Absent such clarity, the proposed structure raises concerns 
regarding oversight, internal controls, and pupil-level ADA limitations. 

  a. California Department of Education Concerns 

Similar concerns were raised by the California Department of Education (“CDE”) regarding 
Learn4Life schools.  In a letter dated November 20, 2025, CDE sent OCDOE a “Notification 
of Concerns and Request for Information” (“Notice”, See Attachment B.). The Notice 
stated CDE was aware of several potential concerns regarding charter schools and entities 
affiliated with Learn4Life and Elev8 network schools. OCDE received the Notice as the 
authorizer of WEC-operated Orange County Workforce Innovation High. CDE raised the 
following potential areas of concern related to Learn4Life charter schools’ educational 
and operational practices:  

1. Transparency in governance; 
2. Brown Act compliance;  
3. Appropriate use of public funds;  
4. Student data reporting;  
5. Student outcomes; and  
6. Teacher credentialing and grade level restrictions.  

Although the Notice is not a finding of wrongdoing or legal violation, it underscores the 
proposed findings raised in this report.  

Similarly, the Petition’s description of summer enrollment practices, further discussed in 
Section 4.a, suggests a model that may function in part as a short-term instructional 
provider for students otherwise enrolled in district schools. While student mobility is 
lawful, programmatic structures that risk generating more than one unit of ADA per pupil 
per fiscal year, or that blur the line between school of record and temporary provider, 
may be inconsistent with sound educational practice. 

3.  Lack of Understanding of WIOA Requirements 

Charter School publicly presents itself as a WIOA designated workforce school. This 
designation carries significant institutional benefits: it enables the school to receive full 
K-12 ADA funding for students between the ages of 18 and 24, whereas other adult-
oriented schools would receive only partial ADA funding for the same population. 
Additionally, the WIOA designation exempts the school from the geographic boundary 
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restrictions that otherwise govern district-operated schools. Generally, charter schools 
may only place resource centers within the jurisdictional boundaries of their district-
authorizer, which for hybrid models can functionally limit the population a school serves. 
The WIOA designation removes that constraint. The Petition does not address this 
exemption, its implications, or how the school intends to manage the responsibilities that 
accompany it.  
 
Notably, the term “WIOA” does not appear substantively in the Petition. (Petition, pp. 18, 
28, 53, 59, 60.) In none of those instances does the Petition explain what the designation 
means, what obligations it creates, or how it shapes the educational program being 
proposed. There is also no meaningful description of its WIOA partners. The Petition 
identifies two organizations as WIOA partners: Operation New Hope (Rancho 
Cucamonga) and California Family Life Center (Hemet, Lake Elsinore, Rubidoux). No other 
workforce relationships are described. The Petition does not explain the nature of these 
relationships, what services each organization provides, how students access those 
services, who the responsible contacts are, or what assurances exist that services will be 
delivered. Listing two organizations by name and location does not constitute evidence 
that it operates in exclusive partnership with its WIOA partners.  
 
Under California Education Code Section 47612, charter schools are generally required to 
demonstrate that students over the age of 19 are making satisfactory progress toward a 
high school diploma as a condition of continued enrollment and ADA funding. This 
requirement exists to ensure that older students enrolled in charter schools are genuinely 
advancing toward a credential rather than generating attendance funding without 
measurable academic movement. 

Education Code section 47612.1 provides a limited exemption from this requirement for 
a charter school program that provides instruction exclusively in partnership with the 
WIOA. The Petition relies on its WIOA designation and appears to operate under the 
assumption that this exemption applies. EC 47612.1 exempts a program operating 
exclusively in partnership with WIOA. A program can encompass a charter school’s entire 
educational program or only a component. If the exemption applies only to a defined 
program component, then students enrolled in the school outside of that specific WIOA-
partnered program remain subject to the satisfactory progress requirement. The Petition 
is completely void of a description of the WIOA program or how the school intends to 
track and demonstrate satisfactory progress for students who fall outside the exemption's 
scope. A school that claims a WIOA designation as its primary justification for approval, 
and that serves students over the age of 19, has an obligation to demonstrate it 
understands the scope and limits of the statutory exemption it is relying on. The Petition 
does not meet that obligation and as a result the program does not appear consistent 
with sound educational practice. 

4.  English Language Development (ELD) 
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The petition fails to present a sound, coherent, and instructionally plausible English 
Language Development (ELD) program reasonably designed to provide the expected 
educational benefit to English learners, particularly within an independent study, largely 
asynchronous, DASS setting. While the petition references required ELD terminology and 
frameworks, it does not operationalize those requirements in a manner aligned with 
California law or effective instructional practice.  

Failure to Articulate a Coherent ELD Instructional Model 

The petition references Designated ELD (dELD) and Integrated ELD (iELD), but does not 
articulate a clear instructional model explaining how these components function together 
in practice, especially in an independent study environment where students work 
primarily online or independently from textbooks (Petition, pp. 101–104; Exhibit L, pp. 
14–19). Assertions that ELD will be provided are not accompanied by an explanation of 
how teachers will deliver real-time, interactive, language-focused instruction that enables 
English learners to simultaneously develop English proficiency and access grade-level 
academic content. 

Designated ELD Courses Do Not Provide Standards-Based Designated ELD 

The ELD course placement guide (Petition, pp. 107–109) lists courses and instructional 
materials that primarily emphasize literacy remediation and general English acquisition, 
including phonics-based interventions, Lexile-driven reading programs, and self-directed 
language-learning platforms such as Rosetta Stone.  

The California ELD Standards are specifically intended to develop academic English, not 
merely general language acquisition. Designated ELD is designed to support students’ 
ability to use English for discipline-specific purposes, including explaining reasoning, 
engaging in academic discussions, interpreting complex texts, and producing written and 
oral arguments aligned to grade-level content. The instructional materials listed in the 
ELD course placement guide emphasize general English acquisition and literacy skill 
development, but do not demonstrate how students will be explicitly taught to use 
English as an academic language in school settings. As described, the proposed courses 
do not align to the purpose or intent of the California ELD Standards and do not 
demonstrate that Designated ELD will be meaningfully provided. 

Implausible Implementation of Integrated ELD in an Independent Study Model 

The petition asserts that Integrated ELD will occur through scaffolded instruction and 
linguistic accommodations; however, it does not explain how integrated ELD is 
implemented when students are working independently and asynchronously (Petition, 
pp. 101–104; Exhibit L, pp. 7–9). Integrated ELD depends on responsive instructional 
moves by teachers—such as modeling language, eliciting discourse, probing student 
responses, and adjusting scaffolds based on student output—which cannot be 
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accomplished through static curriculum materials alone. The petition does not reconcile 
these instructional requirements with the proposed independent study model. 

Misuse and Mischaracterization of “Scaffolds” and “Linguistic Accommodations” 

Throughout the petition and the Multilingual Learner Master Plan, terms such as 
“scaffolds,” “linguistic accommodations,” and “linguistic progress” are used without clear 
definition or alignment to the California ELD Standards, ELPAC proficiency levels, or 
reclassification criteria (Petition, pp. 106–107; Exhibit L, pp. 7–9). These terms are treated 
as program components rather than instructional practices, obscuring the distinction 
between access supports and explicit language instruction and masking the absence of a 
clearly articulated ELD delivery mechanism. 

Misalignment of Integrated ELD and Instructional Practice Across Proficiency Levels 

The Multilingual Learner Master Plan mischaracterizes Integrated ELD by discussing it 
separately from instructional practice and suggesting that iELD planning and collaboration 
occur primarily at the Expanding proficiency level (Exhibit L, pp. 18–19). This framing is 
inconsistent with California’s ELD framework, which requires integrated ELD across all 
proficiency levels, with the greatest intentionality for Emerging English learners. 

Creation of a De Facto Tracking System Through Program “Options” 

The petition presents English Language Mainstream (ELM), Structured English Immersion 
(SEI), and Newcomer as parallel instructional “program options” rather than 
differentiated instructional approaches within a unified ELD framework (Petition, p. 106; 
Exhibit L, pp. 7–9). This structure functions as a de facto tracking system that implies 
differing instructional entitlements rather than differentiated instruction, creating a risk 
that some English learners may receive partial or substituted services instead of 
consistent access to both designated and integrated ELD. 

Improper Placement of EO, IFEP, and RFEP Students in ELD Programs 

The Multilingual Learner Master Plan places English Only (EO), Initially Fluent English 
Proficient (IFEP), and Reclassified Fluent English Proficient (RFEP) students within the 
English Language Mainstream program and, by implication, within the broader English 
learner instructional framework (Exhibit L, p. 7). EO students are not English learners and 
should not be included in an ELD program. IFEP and RFEP students have demonstrated 
English proficiency and are not entitled to ELD instruction. Continued placement of IFEP 
or RFEP students in ELD-designated coursework is not an appropriate means of advancing 
students academically and risks delaying access to grade-level or advanced coursework 
aligned to their actual academic needs. 

Taken together, these deficiencies demonstrate that the proposed ELD program relies on 
independent, online coursework to deliver instruction that is inherently interactive and 
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teacher-mediated; substitutes literacy and language-acquisition programs for standards-
based English Language Development; fails to operationalize integrated ELD in an 
independent study context; and obscures instructional obligations through vague 
terminology and program structures. As a result, the educational program, as proposed, 
is not reasonably designed to enable English learners to develop English proficiency while 
accessing grade-level academic content and therefore constitutes an unsound 
educational program unlikely to provide the expected educational benefit to students. 

In particular, the program fails to demonstrate how English learners will develop 
academic English, as required by the California ELD Standards, relying instead on general 
language acquisition and literacy interventions that are insufficient to support meaningful 
access to grade-level academic content. 

5.  Petition, if Granted, Would Result in Closure of an Existing Resource 
Center Program 

The Petition proposes to transition nine resource centers of existing charter schools into 
a single countywide charter school, largely to achieve stated operational and 
programmatic efficiencies.  However, if the Petition is granted, as Petitioners disclosed in 
their capacity interview with Staff, an existing resource center program—the Casa Blanca 
K-8 program—will be shuttered.  This is discussed in further detail in Section D.1, below.  
There is no apparent plan for transitioning these existing students to another charter 
school program, since the proposed countywide school will not serve these existing 
students.  This is inconsistent with sound educational practice. 

D. Reasonable Justification for the Inability to be Established by a Local District 
Threshold Met: No 

The final threshold finding requires the County Board to find that the petition provides a 
reasonable justification for why it cannot be established by a petition to a district 
(emphasis added, Ed. Code § 47605.6(b).) Here, the Petition demonstrates by its current 
operations that the charter school can be established by a petition to a district. 

SD Workforce and Alta Vista High are nonclassroom-based independent study program 
charter schools operated by Nonprofit operating under the Learn4Life umbrella. SD 
Workforce is authorized by Borrego Springs Unified School District in San Diego County, 
and Alta Vista High is authorized by Lucerne Valley Unified School District in San 
Bernardino County. Riverside County is adjacent to both San Bernardino County and San 
Diego County. According to both charter schools’ most recent board agendas, SD 
Workforce currently operates 11 resource centers and Alta Vista High operates 17 
resource centers2. As an independent study program, SD Workforce and Alta Vista High 
may enroll any student residing within California, including the county of its charter 

 
2 Neither charter school appears to make its petition publicly available on its website, so the Review Team is 
unable to verify that all learning centers are appropriately identified as resource centers in the petition. 
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authorizer and adjacent counties. (Ed. Code § 51747.3.) Additionally, SD Workforce and 
Alta Vista High are in exclusive partnership with the Workforce Innovation and 
Opportunity Act (“WIOA”). As a WIOA program, these charter schools are exempt from 
the geographic limitations imposed on resource centers. (Ed. Code § 47605.1.) Nonprofit 
could seek a material revision from SD Workforce or Alta Vista High’s authorizers to add 
additional resources centers in Riverside County. In fact, in 2025 Nonprofit received 
approval from its authorizer for a material revision to SD Workforce’s charter petition to 
add a resource center outside the geographic jurisdiction of its authorizer. (See 
Attachment C.) 

RIA also proposes to operate the “Casa Blanca” learning center, currently a resource 
center of the Vista Norte Public Charter School. Vista Norte is a Learn4Life school 
operated by Alta Vista Inc., not Nonprofit. The charter school is currently authorized by 
Helendale Elementary School District in San Bernardino County.  Casa Blanca is in 
Riverside County in the jurisdiction of Riverside Unified School District. Since it is unclear 
whether Vista Norte is a WIOA charter, it may be bound by jurisdictional limitations. If 
this petition is denied, Vista Norte may need to seek the approval of RUSD to continue to 
operate the learning center before it submits its renewal petition to Helendale3. Even still, 
the Petition does not demonstrate that the pupil population cannot be served as well by 
a charter school operating in only one school district. The Petition asserts that countywide 
authorization is necessary to support student mobility, and described the ease of 
transferring between learning centers within the same charter. (Petition, p. 44.) It also 
provided examples of two students who transferred from one charter school to another 
within the Learn4Life network. Pertinently, the Petition stated students transferring 
within the network “benefitted from the same educational model,” but created more 
paperwork and effort for the student because it required the student to disenroll from 
one school and enroll in another school. Thus, the ease to transfer from one learning 
center to another under a countywide charter would be an administrative benefit not 
necessarily an educational one. With this charter petition, it appears RIA is asking its 
current students attending the nine resource centers operated by three different charter 
schools to undergo that same administrative hurdle. If the Petition is approved, students 
currently enrolled at SD Workforce or Alta Vista High and attending a learning center 
within Riverside County will presumably have to disenroll from their respective charter 
school and enroll in RIA when they bring the learning centers online, thereby subjecting 
students to the same disadvantage that Charter School argues a countywide charter will 
help these students avoid. To the extent Nonprofit intends to house both charter schools 
at the same learning center, that is not addressed in the Petition and would invite 
additional concerns.  

 1.  Approval of the Petition Eliminates K-8 Elementary Programming 

 
3 Vista Norte’s charter petition expires June 30, 2028.  
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If the Petition is approved, according to WEC, Alta Vista Inc. will close the K-8 charter 
school program operating at Casa Blanca learning center. The Petition contains no 
transition plan or impact analysis for these elementary-aged students that currently serve 
the following demographics4:  

 

As depicted below, denial produces no equivalent harm.  

 

Overall, the Petition does not identify new or changed circumstances that would prevent 
continued or expanded operation through district-level charter petitions. Instead, the 
petition’s justification for countywide authorization is grounded primarily in operational 
efficiency and administrative preference, despite charter school arguably achieving such 
efficiencies by operating under the Learn4Life umbrella and contracting with LLAC.  

2.  The Charter School Presents an Unsound Educational Program for the Pupils 
to be  Enrolled in the Charter School. 

English Language Development (ELD) 

As discussed above, at Section C.1, the Petition fails to present a sound, coherent, and 
instructionally plausible English Language Development (ELD) program reasonably 

 
4 As presented in petition pp.39 
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designed to provide the expected educational benefit to English learners, particularly 
within an independent study, largely asynchronous, DASS setting. While the petition 
references required ELD terminology and frameworks, it does not operationalize those 
requirements in a manner consistent with California law or effective instructional 
practices. 

3. Petitioner is Demonstrably Unlikely to Successfully Implement the 
Program Set Forth in the Petition. 

Education Code section 47605.6(b) requires the County Board to deny a countywide 
charter petition if it finds that petitioners are demonstrably unlikely to successfully 
implement the program set forth in the petition. This finding is not limited to whether 
petitioners have operated schools in the past; rather, also critical is whether the petition, 
as written, provides a credible, actionable plan demonstrating readiness to open and 
operate the proposed program consistent with legal requirements, governance 
accountability, student obligations, and oversight feasibility. Here, although Petitioners 
operate existing Learn4Life-affiliated charter schools, the Petition’s proposed 
implementation plan depends on the orderly transition of nine existing learning centers 
from other charter schools and authorizers into a new countywide charter. The Petition 
does not provide a procedural roadmap for that transition, does not address key legal and 
operational prerequisites, and poses risk of overlapping oversight, fiscal confusion, and 
disruption of student services. 

a.  Petitioners Plan to Open Learning Centers Under RIA Does Not Adequately 
Address Current Operations 

Petitioner contemplates operating nine learning centers currently operating under other 
Learn4Life charter schools: Indio, Magnolia, Chicago, Spruce Street, San Jacinto 
Cops4Kids, Lake Elsinore, Moreno Valley, Murrieta, and Casa Blanca. Pages 37-38 of the 
Petition identify five centers commencing operations in 2027-28 and four in 2028-29. Lake 
Elsinore, Moreno Valley, and Murrieta are currently identified as resource centers for SD 
Workforce; Chicago, Spruce Street, San Jacinto, Magnolia, and Indio are identified as 
resource centers for Alta Vista High. Western Educational Corporation is the named 
tenant for eight of the nine learning centers. Casa Blanca is leased to Vista Norte, a 
separate nonprofit entity that WEC does not operate or control. The Petition does not 
describe how any of the eight WEC-leased centers will be legally real located from their 
existing charter associations to RIA, and it does not provide any assurance that Vista Norte 
has agreed to assign the Casa Blanca lease. These are operational questions the Petition 
does not answer. 

b. No Apparent Plan to Remove Resource Centers From Existing Charters or 
Prevent Overlapping Oversight 

The Petition does not account for how the learning centers will be removed from the 
current operating charters. As written, the Petition creates a foreseeable risk that the 



 
   
 

27 
 

same physical sites could be reflected as resource centers under multiple charters during 
the transition period, with different authorizers retaining co-mingled oversight 
responsibilities. This risk is not theoretical. SD Workforce, Vista Norte, and Alta Vista High 
are currently authorized by school districts outside Riverside County, and Vista Norte is 
not operated by the same nonprofit entity described as the petitioner for RIA. The Petition 
does not identify whether Petitioners will seek material revisions from the Current 
Authorizers to remove the sites from those charters, whether those revisions will be 
sought before RIA opens the sites, or how overlapping charter authorization will be 
avoided if revisions are delayed, denied, or conditioned. 

This omission is significant because the Charter Schools Act contemplates each charter 
school operating pursuant to a single charter, with a clearly identified authorizer 
responsible for oversight, accountability, fiscal monitoring, and compliance. Without a 
defined plan to remove the learning centers from existing charters and align each center 
with a single charter and authorizer, the Petition does not demonstrate implementation 
readiness and invites confusion regarding which entity is responsible for instructional 
delivery, attendance accounting, discipline procedures, student records, and complaint 
processes at each site, among other things. 

c.  Lack of a Student Transition Plan  

The Petition assumes that students currently served at the existing three charter schools 
and associated learning centers will be served by RIA once the learning centers are 
“brought online” under the new charter. However, the Petition does not present an 
operational plan for student transitions, including: (1) enrollment and disenrollment 
procedures across separate charter schools; (2) transfer of cumulative records, special 
education documents, and similar records; (3) continuity of IEP services; (4) alignment of 
course credits and graduation requirements; and (5) parent and student notice and 
support during the transition. Without a clear plan, the transition creates a foreseeable 
risk of inconsistent implementation, gaps in required services, and errors in student 
records and reporting. 

Thus, as written in the Petition, Petitioner lacks an adequate plan to transition the 
resource centers to the Charter School, if approved, and is demonstrably unlikely to 
implement the program.  

d.  Lack of Clarity Regarding Governance Structure and Operational Independence 
of Charter School  

The Petition and supporting documents leave ambiguity as to which entity is actually 
responsible for making operational decisions impacting the Charter School. As discussed 
here, and in Section 4.c below, the governance structure and operational 
interdependence with other entities suggest Petitioners are demonstrably unlikely to 
successfully implement the program. The Petition states that the Charter School will be 
operated by WEC, and that WEC will contract with LLAC for “administrative and support 
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services.”  (Petition, p. 193.) While LLAC states it is acting as a service provider, and its 
contract with WEC states it “is not an entity managing a charter school,” effectively all 
educational and operational services are contracted via LLAC, including maintenance of 
employee personnel files, among other records, in exchange for 15% of the Charter 
School’s annual revenues. (Petition, pp. 193, Ex. B.) Of note, the contract continues in 
perpetuity provided the Charter School is renewed, the Charter School may only 
terminate services with LLAC for cause. 

The lack of clarity regarding operational control is further compounded by the 
overlapping roles of legal counsel associated with LLAC and the nonprofit entities 
operating Learn4Life schools. Available records indicate that attorneys who have 
represented or been compensated by LLAC have also presented to WEC and affiliated 
boards as “outside counsel” on matters directly related to LLAC, including analysis of the 
service agreements between the entities.  

For example, Gregory Bordo, who has represented LLAC in other matters, has presented 
to WEC and affiliated boards regarding issues related to LLAC, including a fair market 
value analysis of the LLAC service agreements. Similarly, Bill Thompson, who appears to 
serve as legal counsel to WEC and affiliated nonprofits, has also been identified as long-
standing counsel for LLAC in publicly available filings, including IRS Form 990s, where he 
has received substantial compensation. (See Attachment D.) 

While the proposed contract between WEC and LLAC does not identify legal counsel for 
either party, this pattern of overlapping legal advisory roles raises questions regarding 
whether the Charter School’s governing board is receiving independent legal advice when 
evaluating and approving agreements with LLAC, and whether such agreements are 
negotiated and overseen at arm’s length. 

While none of this is patently improper, it raises concerns regarding which entity is 
making operational decisions for the Charter School, and whether LLAC may be 
functionally serving as CMO, even though it states it is not an entity managing a charter 
school. These concerns are underscored by the fact that: (1) WEC has Petitioned to 
operate a school site currently operated by Alta Vista Inc., with no written support from 
Alta Vista Inc. and (2) LLAC does in fact serve as CMO for other out-of-state Learn4Life 
schools (for example, Learn4Life Austin). 

The operational independence of the Charter School should further be considered, given 
the significant overlap of governing board members and management staff within the 
network of Learn4Life schools contracting with LLAC. For example, the Charter School’s 
intended board of directors includes Claudette Beck and Michael Adams. Ms. Beck 
currently serves on the board of WEC as well as two other CMOs in the Learn4Life 
network—Alta Vista Inc. and Antelope Valley Learning Academy.  Mr. Adams similarly 
serves on the boards of WEC, Antelope Valley Learning Academy, and Mission View 
Public. (See Attachment E.) 
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WEC’s Chief Executive Officer, Chief Operating Officer, and Chief Financial Officer are Jeff 
Brown, Darrin Bower, and Jeri Vincent, respectively. Jeff Brown, Darrin Bower, and Jeri 
Brown serve as CEO, COO, and CFO of at least ten CMOs that operate Learn4Life schools 
and contract with LLAC, according to a review of the entities most recent Statements of 
Information on the Secretary of State’s website, form 990s, and board meeting 
documents. Those entities include: WEC, Alta Vista Inc, Desert Sands Public Charter Inc., 
Antelope Valley Learning Academy, Inc., Diego Plus Education Corporation, Crescent View 
South, Inc., Crescent View West Public Charter, Inc., Sierra Educational Advancement 
Corporation, and Mission View Public Charter Inc. These individuals are not reflected in 
the Petition or the organizational chart, nor are the job descriptions provided. Therefore, 
their roles within the corporations and within the schools are unclear. 

4. The Petition Lacks a Reasonably Comprehensive Description of Each of the Required 
Elements.  

a. Element A: Educational Program 

  1.  English Language Development (ELD) 

For the same reasons discussed in Section C.1 and 2.a, above, the petition fails to include 
a reasonably comprehensive description of the English Language Development (ELD) 
program reasonably designed to provide the expected educational benefit to English 
learners, particularly within an independent study, largely asynchronous, DASS setting.  

 2. Multi-Track Year Round Calendar 

The Petition states that RIA will operate using a multi-track system, which will allow 
students to enroll throughout the school year.  While the petition describes a five-track, 
year-round calendar structure, it does not articulate the use of tracks as a student-facing 
benefit or instructional support. Student flexibility is instead attributed to course-driven 
pacing, learning periods, and continuous enrollment. While these structures may be 
permissible, they also require a high degree of transparency and internal control to 
ensure that attendance accounting, enrollment reporting, and instructional delivery are 
aligned. Although the Petition acknowledges the unique dynamic between Charter 
School’s enrollment and ADA,  the Petition fails to explain how the charter school ensures 
that no pupil generates more than one day of attendance in a calendar day, which raises 
questions about RCOE’s ability to appropriately provide oversight.  

 3.  Summer School Enrollment  

RIA will remain open throughout the summer months, maintaining continuous 
instructional coverage across the year. The Learn4Life network has demonstrated a 
pattern of operating short-term instructional programs that enroll district students during 
periods when districts do not offer instruction, with the expectation that students will 
return to their district schools of residence in the following term. 
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This pattern is directly relevant to RIA's proposed operations. In the summer of 2025, 
Vista Real Charter High School — a Learn4Life-affiliated charter school — facilitated a 
summer program serving students in grades 1–12 enrolled in the Simi Valley Unified 
School District, including elementary and middle school students, for both enrichment 
and credit recovery. (See Attachment F.) Vista Real's charter petition authorizes only 
grades 9–12 and does not identify or authorize a separate summer enrichment or multi-
grade instructional program. Separately, four of the Petition's proposed learning centers 
in the city of Riverside, currently operating under Alta Vista, publicly market "Summer 
School options for students from surrounding school districts with A-G approved classes 
and NCAA approved core courses" on their websites, yet no such programming is 
disclosed in Alta Vista's petition. (See Attachment G.)These locations are among the nine 
learning centers proposed for operation under RIA. 

The individuals responsible for the operational decisions reflected in these affiliated 
schools' summer programs are the same corporate officers identified as WEC leadership 
throughout this report. As established in Section 3.d, Jeff Brown, Darrin Bower, and Jeri 
Vincent serve simultaneously as CEO, COO, and CFO of WEC, Alta Vista Inc., and at least 
eight other CMOs in the Learn4Life network. Vista Real and Alta Vista's undisclosed 
summer programming is therefore not independent third-party conduct — it reflects a 
pattern of operational decisions by the same leadership team now petitioning for RIA.  

California law permits student mobility and sequential enrollment, but it does not permit 
a pupil to generate more than one unit of ADA in a fiscal year absent specific statutory 
authorization. While incidental excess claims may occur due to timing or transitions, 
program structures designed to routinely produce more than 1.0 ADA per pupil would be 
inconsistent with the intent and plain language of Education Code section 47612(d)(6). 

In multi-track, year-round nonclassroom programs, compliance with the pupil-level 1.0 
ADA cap depends heavily on internal Student Information System (SIS) controls and audit 
scope. Aggregate track-level reports do not, by themselves, demonstrate pupil-level 
compliance, making transparency and internal safeguards especially important. 

The multi-track calendars in Exhibit G to the Petition include a number of “supplemental 
days,” but the Petition does not define these days or explain whether student instruction 
or attendance occurs on them. Clarification would be needed to understand how 
supplemental days interact with attendance accounting and ADA generation. 

When the track calendars are viewed together, it is clear that the school maintains 
continuous instructional coverage across the year. While this may support flexibility and 
access, it also underscores the importance of clear policies governing track assignment, 
movement between tracks, and the treatment of supplemental days to ensure 
compliance with pupil-level ADA limits. 

b. Element B. Measurable Student Outcomes 
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 1.  Charter School’s LCAP not Personalized to Charter School 

The Petition places personalization at the center of its educational model. Individual 
Learning Plans, student-centered instruction, and flexible pacing tailored to each student 
are presented as the school's distinctive response to the specific needs of students in 
Riverside County. 

California's LCAP framework requires each school to develop its accountability plan from 
its own local data, its own community input, and its own assessment of its students' 
specific needs. The document is legally required to reflect local context. 

Five Learn4Life network schools across five counties — Los Angeles, Orange, San 
Bernardino, Riverside, and Ventura — serving populations ranging from 182 to 3,248 
students, under five separate authorizers, have submitted materially identical LCAPs. All 
four goals and every sub-action are copied verbatim across all five documents. A specific 
drafting error — the absence of Action 6 under Goal 1, where Action 5 is followed directly 
by Action 7 — appears identically in all five documents submitted to five different 
authorizers in five different communities. The pattern suggests the error was not made 
independently five times. 

A network whose central claim is personalization is submitting standardized planning 
documents to separate authorizers in separate communities as if each were locally 
developed. The planning that is supposed to demonstrate local responsiveness is a 
template which begs the question whether the Charter School is designed to serve the 
specific pupil population in Riverside County.  

c.  Element E: Governance Structure.   

The Petition does not clearly establish that the Charter School’s governing board will 
retain and exercise ultimate decision-making authority, and instead reflects a governance 
structure in which operational and educational control may be exercised by affiliated 
entities. WEC is identified as the “entity managing the charter school”. Nonprofit’s board 
members will serve as the board members of charter school. However, Charter School 
will rely heavily on LLAC to provide administrative services and implement and deliver 
educational resources. In total, Charter School agrees to pay LLAC 15% of its revenues 
annually. LLAC provides administrative services under the doing business as (“dba”) name 
“Sequoia Administrative Resources” or “SAR” and educational services under dba 
“Scholastic Education Resources”. Both services agreements outline a large scope of 
work, including but not limited to: general administration, public relations, IP licensing, 
financial services, facilities, board facilitation, strategic planning, policy development, 
human resources, files and record maintenance, operational support, educational model 
programming, professional development, testing and assessment services, student 
records support, technology support, special education services facilitation, instruction 
material provisioning, marketing, branding, student outreach, community collaboration, 
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student data liaison, athletics program development, operational support and school 
calendar maintenance. (Petition, Exhibit B.)  

Despite the long list of services being provided to Charter School. LLAC disclaims that they 
are a charter management organization (“CMO”), or an “entity managing a charter 
school” as the term is defined in Education Code section 47064.1. The second recital of 
the Educational Services Agreement describes LLAC’s corporate structure as a 
“supporting organization.” The third recital expressly states the following: “SER is not 
authorized to operate a charter school pursuant to Education Code section 47604 and, 
therefore, is not an ‘entity managing a charter school.’ SER contracts with charter schools 
to provide goods and task-related services that are performed at the direction of the 
charter school and for which the governing body maintains ultimate authority.”  

Education Code section 47604.1 states an “entity managing a charter school means” a 
nonprofit public benefit corporation that operates a charter school consistent with 
Section 47604.” It is true that a nonprofit corporation is not an entity managing a charter 
school “solely because” it contracts to provide services when the governing board retains 
ultimate control. However, LLAC’s involvement in the operation of the Existing Schools 
and all Learn4Life network schools, demonstrates it is not solely a contracting party 
providing services. Furthermore, Education Code section 47604 offers an analogous 
definition, in the for-profit context, when a charter school is “operate[d] as, or operated 
by” another entity. Specifically, charter schools are operated as or operated by a for profit 
entity when the entity as set forth in the chart below.  

A charter school may elect to operate as, or be operated by, a nonprofit public 
benefit corporation. 
 
A charter school may not operate as, or be operated by, a for profit corporation or 
for profit charter management organization.  To “operate as, or be operated by” in 
this context means services that include any of the following (Education Code 
section 47604(b)(2)):  
Nominating, appointing, or removing board members or officers of the charter 
school. 
Employing, supervising, or dismissing employees of the charter school, including 
certificated and noncertificated school personnel. 
Managing the charter school’s day-to-day operations as its administrative manager. 
Approving, denying, or managing the budget or any expenditures of the charter 
school that are not authorized by the governing body of the charter school. 
Providing services to a charter school before the governing body of the charter 
school has approved the contract for those services at a publicly noticed meeting. 

 

Here, although LLAC is not a for-profit entity, and WEC maintains “ultimate authority,” 
LLAC appears to be “operating” Charter School as defined by Education Code section 



 
   
 

33 
 

47604. Additional evidence of LLAC’s influence and involvement is its role at board 
meetings of the Existing Schools. LLAC’s corporate officers are frequently presenting on 
critical action items for Existing Schools. Employing consultants and contracting out for 
services is typical for all public schools. But, when consultants and service providers start 
to assume the role of what is traditionally reserved for charter school leadership in 
meetings, the lines distinguishing between “contracted services” and charter school 
operation are significantly blurred.  

LLAC’s position that they are not an entity managing a charter school is arguably 
misleading. Elsewhere, in Texas for example, LLAC identifies itself as an entity managing 
the charter school and a CMO. (See Attachment H.) 

 

 

Even more, LLAC’s Learn4Life-Austin Charter petition describes itself as an entity 
providing management services to Learn4Life schools in California. (See Attachment I.) By 
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referring to itself as different types of organizations in different contexts, staff question 
the intention behind the structure, and whether, if the Petition is approved, RCOE will 
have the access to the records and information it will need to fulfill its duty of providing 
oversight. 

 

Since LLAC does not consider itself a CMO, it is exempt from state transparency laws such 
as the Brown Act and the California Public Records Act. However, the integral role it plays 
in charter school operations creates potential transparency pitfalls. That is only amplified 
by strong contractual provisions contained in LLAC’s services agreements that, for 
example, prevent contracting charter schools from disparaging LLAC or contracting with 
another service provider without offering LLAC a right of first refusal. Once executed, the 
services contract between WEC and LLAC can be terminated by the school for “cause” 
reasons only. The contract automatically renews upon the Charter School’s successful 
renewal by its authorizer, and continues indefinitely. This lends to the appearance that 
the school’s relationship to LLAC is binding and not independent as the Petition suggests. 
(Petition, Ex. B, p. 20).   

LLAC, WEC, and other Learn4Life charter schools appear to have arranged for this 
structure which allows LLAC to insulate itself from state laws governing CMOs. A nonprofit 
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entity that operates or manages a charter school is subject to the Brown Act, the 
California Public Records Act, the conflict of interest prohibitions of Government Code 
section 1090, and the Political Reform Act.  Serving as CMO to Charter School would force 
LLAC to hold public, agendized meetings pursuant to the Brown Act, and make its records 
public records subject to the Public Records Act.  Serving as CMO would also subject LLAC 
and its leadership to conflict of interest and financial interest prohibitions, and 
transparency regarding financial interests, that extend beyond what is required of non-
CMO nonprofit corporations.  By inserting WEC as the CMO entity, while providing the 
administrative and operational services as a vendor, LLAC is shielding its operations from 
public scrutiny. 

Further contributing to concerns regarding the lack of transparency in the corporate 
structure is the ambiguous relationship among employees and officers across LLAC, WEC, 
Alta Vista Inc., and other affiliated entities within the Learn4Life network. Available 
records indicate that senior leadership move between roles in these organizations, raising 
questions about the independence of governance and operational oversight. 

For example, William Toomey served as Chief Executive Officer of WEC until his 
resignation was accepted on February 27, 2020. His resignation was presented to the WEC 
board on the basis that he had “moved on to a different opportunity,” which appears to 
have been his subsequent role as Chief Development and Innovation Officer for LLAC, the 
entity providing contracted services to the school. At the same February 27, 2020 board 
meeting, Jeff Brown—then serving as Chief Executive Officer of LLAC—was recommended 
and approved to serve as CEO of WEC. (See Attachment J.) 

Similarly, Darrin Bower was appointed as Chief Operating Officer of WEC after having 
served as a member of LLAC’s board of directors since at least 2015. (See Attachment J.) 

This pattern of overlapping roles and movement between affiliated entities raises 
questions regarding the separation between the Charter School’s governing organization 
and its primary service provider, and whether governance decisions are made 
independently or influenced by individuals with roles across multiple entities. 

The Petition’s organizational chart lists some but not all the leadership players involved 
with WEC. (Petition p. 137.) Exhibit A to the Petition provides the resume of key 
personnel. Nonprofit is the employer of Charter School’s employees, but it is unclear 
whether the listed employees are just for Charter School, shared amongst all of 
Nonprofit’s charter schools, or maybe even employed by LLAC to support the larger 
Learn4Life charter school network.  

WEC’s corporate officers were not identified in the Petition, despite the active role they 
take in charter operations at the Existing Schools. Each year in June, WEC’s Board through 
the charter schools they manage, take action to “reauthorize the Corporate Officers and 
Senior Administration to make all reasonable and necessary business arrangement, and 
enter into all reasonable and necessary transactions, including but not limited to, 
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contracts and vendors, employees, consultants, and others.” (Exhibit A to Staff Report, 
Alta Vista High June 3, 2025 Board Agenda, Action Item K.) This action is not an irregular 
corporate action, but calls into question the scope of authority the officers have without 
board oversight. For example, in August 2024, WEC entered into a lease agreement for 
the proposed Indio center. The tenant listed is WEC dba Alta Vista High, but staff could 
find nothing in publicly available board documents for Alta Vista High approving the lease 
agreement or authorizing Alta Vista High’s expansion to this site. If WEC corporate officers 
may enter into all reasonable and necessary business arrangements on behalf of the 
charter school it manages, these seem like key members of the Charter School leadership 
team that should have been identified in the Petition. 

c. Element G: Health and Safety Procedures 

Referral Protocols Addressing Behavioral Health Concerns. The Petition, including the 
Draft School Safety Plan and Draft Parent-Student Handbook, does not recognize the 
requirements of SB 857 (Education Code section 49428.2). As of January 1, 2026, charter 
schools must adopt a policy that addresses referral protocols for pupils exhibiting 
behavioral health concerns. The policy must at a minimum address the needs of high-risk 
groups identified by statute, and address any training to be provided to pupils.  

RECOMMENDATION 

It is recommended that the County Board take action to either deny or grant the proposed 
Petition.  The County Board has the following options:  

● DENY the Petition and adopt, as findings of fact, the Proposed Findings identified in the 
Staff Report, concluding the Countywide Petition did not meet the requirements of 
Education Code Section 47605.6. 

 

● GRANT the Countywide Petition, based on the County Board’s affirmative findings 
required by Education Code Section 47605.6, and its determination that: (1) all 
threshold findings are met, and (2) no statutory basis for denial exists, for a 5-year 
term, commencing July 1, 2027, and concluding June 30, 2032, provided that a 
Memorandum of Understanding between the Charter School and RCOE is signed prior 
to the date of commencement of the new term to address any findings or 
recommendations identified in the Staff Report, including any amendments to the 
petition.  
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APPENDIX  

  
ATTACHMENT A   

A.1 ALTA VISTA INNOVATION HIGH SCHOOL PETITION INDICATING WIOA STATUS 

A.2.    SAN DIEGO WORKFORCE INNOVATION HIGH SCHOOL PETITION INDICATING WIOA STATUS  

 ATTACHMENT B   

B.1 NOTICE OF CONCERNS AND REQUEST FOR INFORMATION FROM CDE TO OCDOE  

ATTACHMENT C  

    C.1      BORREGO SPRINGS BOARD RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING MATERIAL REVISION 

ATTACHMENT D  

D.1      WEC BOARD AGENDA REFLECTING LEGAL ANALYSIS OF LLAC SERVICE AGREEMENT BY GREGORY 

BORDO 

ATTACHMENT E  

E.1 BOARD AGENDAS REFLECTING WEC DIRECTORS ON RELATED BOARDS 

ATTACHMENT F   

F.1 MARKETING FOR VISTA REAL CHARTER HIGH SUMMER PROGRAM WITH SIMI VALLEY USD 

ATTACHMENT G    

G.1     WEBSITE MARKETING FOR ALTA VISTA SUMMER SCHOOL AT RIVERSIDE CENTERS 

ATTACHMENT H  

H.1 LEARN4LIFE-AUSTIN APPLICANT COVER SHEET DEMONSTRATING CMO STATUS 

ATTACHMENT I  

I.1 LEARN4LIFE-AUSTIN SCHOOL DESIGN DEMONSTRATING CALIFORNIA CMO STATUS 

ATTACHMENT J  

J.1 WEC BOARD AGENDA DEMONSTRATING CEO CHANGE TO JEFF BROWN 

J.2 WEC BOARD AGENDA DEMONSTRATING COO APPOINTMENT OF DARRIN BOWER 
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ATTACHMENT D 

SDWIHS Board Agenda/Recording (26:36)  
 

 

https://innovationsandiego.org/board-meetings/
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ATTACHMENT G 

 
L4L Center Summer Program Info.  

 

 

https://learn4life.org/find-a-campus/
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ATTACHMENT I 
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ATTACHMENT J 

SDWIHS Board Agenda/Recording Feb 27 (29:37)  

 

https://innovationsandiego.org/board-meetings/
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SDWIHS Board Agenda/Recording Aug 29 (42:57)  
 

 
 

https://innovationsandiego.org/board-meetings/
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