
PACIFIC COLLEGIATE SCHOOL  
REGULAR MEETING OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS  
Unapproved  MINUTES  [excerpted] 
 Wednesday, September 3, 2008  
10. Discussion Item  
a. In-District Enrollment Preference in Response to Actions by SCCS. Cole,  
Carey, Hamstra   
Presentation from Ken Cole, chair of Facilities Committee, John Hamstra, Judy Carey,  
and Kris Reyes. Handouts:  
1) Background information written by John Hamstra, Mike Bolte and other  
committee members – also posted on the PCS website. (See Attachment 1.)  
2) Memo from our attorney summarizing some of the key legal passages regarding  
having a preference for in-district enrollment. (See Attachment 2.)  
(I) Background:  
Board Chair asked for vote of confidence at our last meeting in asserting our students’  
and families’ rights under Prop 39. Question is whether to pursue a preference policy  
designed to gradually increase the percent of in-district students; could result in  
increased leverage with SCCS. Facilities Committee is looking for direction from the  
board for what to do with this.  
  
John Hamstra gave a brief history of our existing use agreement (see Attachment 1):  
When it was negotiated, PCS was in 2 churches with 2 classrooms at Westlake; Prop 39  
obligation had just been established; SCCS was completing their reorganization of  
elementary schools and closing 2 schools sites; it was useful to both PCS and the  
district to have us move here; a relatively easy process, and we concluded a 5-year  
agreement with a process for a 3-year renewal if the parties could agree on cost.   
  
This time, there was one meeting, and then the SCCS district board and administration  
said all contact would be through their attorney.  
  
The language of our current agreement references the 2 parties meeting the obligation  
under Prop 39, though it’s unique because went for 5 years and saved both parties the  
trouble, expense, and time of yearly negotiations over Prop 39.   
Our Prop 39 application to request facilities from SCCS will go to the district office by Oct  
1; will need to determine which students are in-district and which are out-of-district for  
Prop 39 request. Approx 70 percent is in-district, and under Prop 39, SCCS has a  
requirement to provide equivalent facilities – discussion could be long and broad about  
what is equivalent – theaters, sports, etc. May be more pointed and contentious this  
time, we went soft on that last time because moving into here. This may go deep into the  
Spring and may run into court.   
  
The policy the district is pursuing makes our out-of-district enrollment a survival point for  
PCS. To date we have drawn students countywide, but is that a stable situation? May  
need to concentrate on students residing in the SCCS District; we will have a binding  
relationship with SCCS always.  
  
Discussion:  
  
1. This will not affect current students; we would definitely want to grandfather in  
our current families.  
2. Could seek a court injunction to give us relief for next year so wouldn’t have to  
move. Can’t expect it, but will keep an eye on the possibility.  
3. Two other possible tracks:  
a) Seek alternative sites, looking at what our needs are and the market; not  



what we want to do.  
b) Return to the bargaining table with SCCS, recognizing each other’s  
needs.  
4. Our main focus is Prop 39: huge impact financially, and it’s our legal right.  
5. This isn’t unique; there is a push back from school districts; SCCS attorney is  
involved in a number of state-wide contentious cases.   
6. If we were 100 percent in-district now, we’d be having a completely different kind  
of conversation.  
7. We could adopt a preference policy where the first preference is sibling, then  
staff, then board, then have in-district preference. After that, open slots would go  
via lottery to out-of-district kids.   
8. We are chartered through the County Office of Education but went to them  
because our geographic school district wouldn’t charter us; still required to be  
located within the boundaries of the SCCS District. Our attorney believes the law  
allows us to have this type of preference.  
9. Need to have a conversation with the COE about this; might have to petition for a  
charter amendment.  
10. First responsibility of the COE as our chartering agency – after fiscal oversight  
and adherence to law and good practice –  is to foster the health of the charter; if  
this is a threatening our viability, they would have a hard time not going along  
with an in-district preference.  
11. In-district boundaries complicated by overlap between elementary and high  
school districts; some of our students are out of district in junior high and in-  
district in high school; junior high school age students in Soquel, Capitola, and  
parts of Aptos are in another district in junior high, then in SCCS at the 9th grade  
level; similar phenomena as approach Scotts Valley. High school district goes to  
the next residential street beyond Cabrillo College.  
12. Even with Prop 39, district could make an offer and we could fight it in court.  
13. Should determine how quickly would we get to 90% in-district enrollment if adopt  
in-district preference for next year.  
14. What would it take to get us to a 90% in-district enrollment in a year or two,  
honoring our current families?  Sounds like a recommendation for an increase in  
school size.  
15. Common misconception that we are a county-wide school because COE is our  
sponsoring agency; legally, since we only appealed to the COE when SCCS  
denied our petition, we are still required to treat SCCS as our “district” in terms of  
geographic location, etc.  
16. Under Prop 39, school districts have to provide contiguous facilities.  
17. Hurts that our kids are wondering if we are going to have a school, WEB student  
leaders contributing to whole healthy kids, but adults will refuse to sit down and  
have dialogue; we need to not lose site that this is about the kids and they’re  
asking, “Where are we going to be?”   
18. Other kids have millions and millions of dollars being spent on them and our kids  
are sitting in a slightly modified elementary school.  
  
Action: Facilities Committee is taking direction from the Board to come back with  
something concrete and start talking to the COE about a charter amendment and  
change in language in the application for the lottery.  
 


