
SHASTA COUNTY BOARD OF EDUCATION 
Shasta County Office of Education 

1644 Magnolia Ave. 
Redding, CA  96001  

 
March 22, 2017 

Planning Session Meeting Minutes 
 ADOPTED 
1. CALL MEETING TO ORDER  
The meeting was called to order by President Hull at 10:08 a.m.   
 
Members Present 
 Diane Gerard 
 Rhonda Hull, President 
 Steve MacFarland 
 Laura Manuel, Vice-President 
 Denny Mills 
 Elizabeth “Buffy” Tanner 
Members Absent 
 Kathy Barry  
Administrators Present 
 Tom Armelino, Shasta County Superintendent of Schools 
 Judy Flores, Assistant Superintendent, Instructional Services 
 Adam Hillman, Associate Superintendent, Administrative Services 
Others Present 
 Robin Beeson, Executive Assistant to the Superintendent (Recording Secretary) 

(NOTE:  The following listed their name and representation on a sign-in sheet, there may have been others in 
attendance.  Those in attendance may have attended only a portion of the meeting.) 
De’An Chambless, SCOE 
Brenda Palmer, SCOE 
Jodie VanOrnum, SCOE 
Jennifer Baker, SCOE 

 
2. APPROVAL OF AGENDA  
Superintendent Armelino suggested moving item 4.3 prior to item 4.1 as there were folks in the 
audience who appeared to be in attendance for that item. 
 
ACTION: Board Member Tanner motioned to move item 4.1 prior to 4.3 and approve the 

remainder of the Agenda as submitted.  Board Member Gerard seconded the 
motion.  The motion passed by majority as follows: 

 
 AYES:   Gerard, Hull, MacFarland, Manuel, Mills, Tanner  
 NOES:  None 
 ABSTENTIONS: None 
 ABSENT:  Barry 
 
 



3. HEARING OF PERSONS WISHING TO ADDRESS THE BOARD REGARDING 
ITEMS ON THE AGENDA  

There were none. 
 
4. INFORMATION/DISCUSSION  

4.1. Board Governance Practices 
This item followed 4.3 as it was moved prior to 4.1.   
 
Superintendent Armelino shared that Tom Gauthier, Attorney from Lozano Smith, was asked to 
attend the meeting and address questions that have come up recently from Board Members on how 
best to respond to members of the public who approach them in person and through e-mails.  In 
addition, the public has been attending Board meetings and addressing the Board regarding items 
of interest to them on the agenda and again, the Board wanted advice on how best to respond. 
 
Attorney Gauthier handed out copies of Board Bylaw 9200 – Limits of Board Members Authority, 
Board Bylaw 9121 – President, and Board Bylaw 9323 – Meeting Conduct and started off by 
indicating that it is the Board President’s responsibility to speak for the Board and run an orderly 
meeting. 
 
Board Members shared how they respond to contacts they receive from the public outside of the 
regular meetings.  There was discussion regarding that while it is the Board President’s 
responsibility, when appropriate, to speak on behalf of the Board, individual Board Members as 
elected officials for a public entity also have a responsibility to respond to the public when 
contacted.  Attorney Gauthier provided guidance to listen to members of the public and let them 
know they have been heard in a meaningful way.  Thank them for taking the time to share their 
comments, indicate that the topic they have addressed is important to the Board and/or provide 
them with facts of information that has already been provided at Board meetings or action taken by 
the Board, and encourage them to attend a Board meeting to share their comments with the entire 
Board.   
 
Comment was made that if the media is unable to contact the Board President for a comment on a 
topic, they will likely contact other Board Members as they have a deadline to meet.  If a Board 
Member votes differently than the majority of the Board, the media will likely contact them for 
comment as well. Attorney Gauthier indicated that Board Members can share their individual 
opinion, but when doing so, provide a reminder that it is their opinion and not that of the Board as 
a whole. Discussion took place regarding requests from the public to meet with individual Board 
Members.  While this can be done, a phone conversation or referring them to attend a Board 
meeting is appropriate as well.  Comment was made that it is beneficial to be educated and know 
where constituents are coming from as well as being able to ask questions of each other before 
coming to a vote. 
 
Attorney Gauthier stated that if a Board Member receives a request for public records, the request 
needs to be deferred to staff.  He added that if a constituent shares a complaint with a Board 
Member either verbally or in writing, the Board Member is to politely inform the person that they 
do not have the authority to handle complaints and refer it to the Superintendent.  Board Members 
can follow-up to be sure the complaint has been taken care of.   
 



Discussion took place regarding e-mails the Board receives from the public.  Attorney Gauthier 
indicated that not all e-mails need to be responded to.  If a response is provided, the same 
guidelines as a verbal response are suggested.  If the e-mail is asking for an individual Board 
Member’s opinion, again, the response would be the same as a verbal response. A reminder was 
given to keep responses brief.   
 
It was noted that a couple Board Members use their personal e-mail addresses for Board 
communications. Attorney Gauthier indicated that individual e-mail addresses can be on a website, 
but it is not recommended that personal e-mail addresses be used.   
 
Superintendent Armelino stated that when the County Office website was developed a decision 
was made by the Board to have a generic e-mail address on the Board’s webpage in the same 
manner the Superintendent does.  Both e-mail addresses are monitored regularly by the 
Superintendent’s Executive Assistant.  It was noted that both receive a fair amount of junk mail 
and that any mail that is addressed to the Board and relevant to the work of the Board is forwarded 
onto them; it is up to individual Board Members if they respond or not.  Caution was given by 
Anne Collins, Attorney from Lozano Smith, for Board Members to not do a “Reply All” when 
responding to an e-mail and also to providing an opinion in an e-mail to an individual as that 
person could forward the e-mail to others creating a serial meeting and a violation of the Brown 
Act.   
 
Superintendent Armelino indicated that if an individual Board Member would like to have their 
County Office e-mail address next to their photo on the website; this can be done by notifying his 
Executive Assistant Robin Beeson.  A suggestion was made that a brief response be provided by 
the Board President to e-mails sent to the Board as a group so the sender is made aware that it was 
reviewed.  Comment was made that on occasion it is helpful to respond to an e-mail if the person 
is misinformed to provide them with correct information. 
 
Attorney Gauthier moved onto address handling difficult Board meetings and the role of the Board 
President and referred to Board Bylaw 9121 – President and indicated it addresses the role of the 
Board President, but the challenging part is when there is a large public and a controversial topic.  
He suggested sticking to the mantra of staff presentations, board discussion, public comments, and 
then action, direction, or conclusion.  The Board President has the ability to use the gavel when 
needed to make sure each agenda item follows the mantra and moves quickly.   
 
It was stated that when the public is encouraged to attend a Board meeting to share their comments 
with the Board it is important to take the time to listen to them when they attend the meeting.  
Discussion took place regarding public comments at the last Board meeting and what could have 
been done differently to make it better.  Attorney Gauthier indicated that if the public starts to 
duplicate what has already been stated, the Board President could ask that they simply state that 
they agree or disagree with what someone else stated earlier or ask that only comments with new 
information be made.   
 
Attorney Gauthier stated if there are members of the public who indicate that they want to give 
their time to another person so they can speak longer, the Board does not have to allow this.  In 
addition, if a member of the public requests to do a presentation such as a PowerPoint during a 



meeting, the Board does not have to allow this either.  Attorney Gauthier indicated if someone 
requests to do a presentation prior to the meeting and meets the required timeline to request an 
item on the agenda, they can provide their presentation in advance for viewing, and it falls within 
the Board subject matter jurisdiction, this can be allowed.  He added that the public can provide 
handouts at the meeting. Discussion took place regarding revising the Board Bylaw that addresses 
public requests to address the Board and place items on the agenda to specify that requests to 
utilize technology equipment during a Board meeting must be done in advance. 
 
Attorney Gauthier indicated it is appropriate for the Board President to thank the public for coming 
and addressing the Board after they have made their comments.  In addition, a brief response can 
be made to comments or questions from the public or they can be deferred to staff.  Discussion 
took place regarding staff presentations and how the Board often times asks questions of staff 
during or following the presentation.  Attorney Gauthier was asked if it is appropriate to allow the 
public to ask questions of staff.  He indicated that questions from the public are not typically 
allowed and the President should move the agenda forward.  If the public is persistent on asking 
questions, they can be asked to contact the Superintendent’s office at a later time or leave their 
questions and contact information in writing for a later response. Attorney Gauthier added it is fine 
to provide reminders during the meeting of proper procedures and timelines for addressing the 
Board.  It was suggested that while there are handouts at each Board meeting by the sign-in sheet 
of the procedures and timelines for addressing the Board, that they be enlarged to poster size or put 
on the TV.   
 
Superintendent Armelino mentioned that some Board Members do not want to be President as they 
don’t want to be in charge when tough topics come before the Board and asked Attorney Gauthier 
if the Board could delegate someone else to address the controversial topics.  He responded that 
this would not be a violation of the Brown Act and indicated that it might be addressed in a Board 
Bylaw. 
 
The Board took a break for lunch from 12:00-12:30 p.m. following this agenda item. 
 

4.2. Anderson Union High School District v. Shasta Secondary Home School 
 Ruling/State Waiver for Non-Classroom Based Charter Schools 

Superintendent Armelino indicated that an appeal was submitted to the California Supreme Court 
by Shasta Secondary Home School, however, they chose not to take it on which means the ruling 
that states charter schools cannot operate any facility, including non-classroom based, outside of 
the boundaries of the district that sponsors them.  An update was provided on meetings 
Superintendent Armelino has held with districts impacted by this ruling and on the status of 
communications between four charter schools in Shasta County impacted by the ruling and 
districts that either sponsor the charter school or districts where the charter schools have facilities 
within their boundaries, but the district does not sponsor them.   
 
It was explained that several charter schools throughout the state submitted waivers to the 
California State Board of Education requesting two years to comply with the law; however, as the 
State Board did not have a policy that addresses the new law one had to be developed.  The policy 
provides charter schools one year to come into compliance.  The waivers that must be submitted by 
the sponsoring district, not the charter school, will be considered at the May State Board meeting.  



Districts that are impacted by charter schools located within their district boundaries, but not 
sponsored by the district, can submit a letter of opposition.   
 
If a district revokes a charter petition, the charter school could appeal to the county board or they 
could come directly to the county board with a petition to be a county-wide charter. Superintendent 
Armelino indicated if this were to happen; staff and legal counsel review the petition and provide a 
recommendation to the Board for action. 
 

4.3. Magnolia Park/Employee and Customer Safety 
This item was addressed prior to item 4.1. 
 
Superintendent Armelino stated that based on the SELPA Board’s decision to not move forward 
with building the Medical Therapy Unit (MTU) on the Magnolia property, the County Board 
honored their decision and took action to relinquish interest in the MTU build.  With this decision, 
plans for the Magnolia park and safety for employees and customers needs to be addressed.  He 
stated that since the agreement with the City of Redding for the park was discontinued, things have 
remained status quo and direction is needed from the Board going forward.   
 
The Board expressed interest in knowing and exploring available options.  Superintendent 
Armelino indicated that the last discussions with City Manager Starman and Mayor Weaver were 
based on the MTU being built in the Magnolia park area.  Kim Niemer, Director of Community 
Services for the City of Redding, was in attendance and indicated that play space is important and 
noted the City is interested in entering into another agreement and open to taking on more 
responsibility for the park.  She stated there was prior mention of doing a lot line adjustment and 
selling the property that the park is located on to the City or trading land; they are interested in 
both of these options as well. 
 
Concern was expressed in regards to considering the area a park as it does not have restrooms.  
Director Niemer explained that most neighborhood parks do not have restrooms as those who 
utilize the parks are typically there for a short period of time.  She added that restrooms in a park 
bring on their own set of problems.   
 
Comments were made by Board Members that it is an odd situation that an educational entity is 
securing and running a neighborhood park with educational funds.  Concern was expressed that 
selling the land to the City or trading land with them might not address the safety issues.  It was 
noted that once the demise of the park is determined, safety concerns could be addressed.  It was 
suggested that staff representatives and a couple Board Members come together to review options 
for the park and ways to focus on safety. 
 
Discussion took place regarding the uncertainty of a location for the MTU and if plans for the park 
should be held off until more is known.  Superintendent Armelino stated that the SELPA Board 
gave Conde Kunzman, SELPA Director, until May 30, 2017 to explore options for the MTU and it 
was clear that they had no intentions of reconsidering the Magnolia park area as an option.  He 
provided a brief overview of options the SELPA is currently exploring. 
 
Comment was made that it is unknown if nighttime security at the Magnolia site would need to 
continue with any new arrangements and that security is also utilized at other County Office sites.  



It was noted that a decision will need to be made at some point in regards to where to relocate the 
SELPA office as the two-story house it is in is deteriorating.   
 
Superintendent Armelino summarized the discussions and indicated that the Board expressed 
interest in forming a subcommittee to work with administration to review options that include 
entering into an agreement with the City of Redding for them to take on more responsibility of the 
park, possibly doing a lot line adjustment to sell the park area and a few parking spots to the City, 
or trading land with the City for the park area.  He indicated that a meeting will be set up for he, 
President Hull, and Vice-President Manuel to meet with City Manager Starman and Mayor 
Weaver and an update will be provided at the next meeting. 
 

4.4. Update on Process for Appointment of Elected Official – Shasta County 
 Superintendent of  Schools  

Brenda Palmer, Executive Director of Human Resources, reported that subcommittee members 
met and included President Hull, Board Member MacFarland, Associate Superintendent Hillman, 
and herself in regards to items the Board delegated them at the last meeting.  She indicated that 
there was two applicants who applied; Judy Flores, Assistant Superintendent of Instructional 
Services, and Jane Tufts, Senior Executive Director of Instructional Services.  Both candidates are 
qualified for the position and the recommendation of the subcommittee it to interview both. 
 
Executive Director Palmer shared that the survey that was made available to staff and the 
community did not result in any input.  She noted that there were staff members who addressed the 
Board at the last meeting with input. 
 
The subcommittee reviewed potential interview questions and solicited input from the Board that 
was due on March 31, 2017.  The input will be reviewed, interview questions drafted, and shared 
with the subcommittee to determine final questions.  A reminder was made that it was decided at 
the last Board meeting to do interviews on April 5, 2017 at the Regular Board meeting. The 
subcommittee has recommended doing interviews on April 5, 2017 at a Special Board meeting 
held from 11 a.m. to 1 p.m. prior to the Regular meeting.  Interviews will be done in Open Session 
with both candidates in attendance; questions will be rotated between candidates so they each have 
the opportunity to answer first.  
 
Discussion took place regarding the initial plans to have the subcommittee make a 
recommendation and set the salary for the appointed County Superintendent at the May Board.  It 
was agreed that this will be addressed at the April 5, 2017 Special meeting following the 
appointment. Comment was made that the Board also has to set the salary for the position prior to 
it going up for election. 
 
Executive Director Palmer indicated that the position will be effective July 1, 2017.  
Superintendent Armelino stated that he has an interest in bring the appointed candidate on as of 
June 1, 2017 to work alongside of him and as the County Superintendent and employer; he would 
start their new salary as of this date.  
 
 
 



4.5. Multi-Year Budget 
Adam Hillman, Associate Superintendent of Administrative Services, provided a handout and 
reviewed historical earning that included graphs with rates of return over the past 20 years.  He 
explained the difference between defined contributions and defined benefits and shared an info 
graph with ratios of workers to beneficiaries for CalPERS and CalSTRS comparing 2001 to 2015 
and 2050 noting that benefit payments are projected to outpace investment income and 
contributions. School rates were compared to other PERS pools; schools are on the lower spectrum 
for contributions compared to safety agencies which are substantially higher.  A chart with 
increased retirement costs and the impact to the County Office was reviewed.  Rates will increase 
from $1.6 million in 2013/14 to nearly $4 million in 2023/24 at the proposed rates. General fund 
multi-year projections for unrestricted program with full STRS and PERS rates were reviewed.  
Associate Superintendent Hillman discussed what the projected structural deficit without any 
corrective action going forward from 2018/19 would look like.  
 
Superintendent Armelino indicated with the new Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) county 
offices are fully funded.  Any new revenues, other than a COLA, will only go to districts as they 
are 95% funded, however, it will not cover their PERS and STRS increases.  He indicated that the 
County Office is fortunate to have settled with bargaining units through 2017/18 and added that 
relationships with bargaining units are important.  Currently, all vacant positions are being 
reviewed as they come open as reductions will need to be made.  Comment was made that Local 
Control Accountability Plan (LCAP) oversight responsibility requires more work on the part of 
county offices. 
 

4.6. Student Board Members 
Assistant Superintendent Flores shared that she recommended Miley Hu, Student Board Member, 
as a keynote speaker at the California Collaborative for Educational Excellence (CCEE) Spring 
Training that was held at the Red Lion on March 20, 2017.  Student Board Member Hu did a 15 
minute presentation on an issue her school faced after the Presidential Election and addressed what 
equity is.  Assistant Superintendent Flores suggested that the presentation be shared at the next 
Board meeting.  The Board agreed and also suggested that the CCEE be requested to provide 
Student Board Member Hu a letter acknowledging her work with a copy going to her 
Superintendent, Principal, and District Board acknowledging her work.  Assistant Superintendent 
Flores indicated that she will follow-up.   
 
Superintendent Armelino indicated that there was a recommendation at a prior Board meeting to 
include Student Board Members in e-mails that are sent to the Board and when this was being 
implemented there were concerns with sending all e-mails to them.  He asked that his office be 
given autonomy to determine which e-mails are appropriate to share with the Student Board 
Members; the Board agreed. 
 
5. OTHER COMMENTS 
Board Member Tanner shared that she and Board President Hull visited the Project SHARE 
Program at Shasta Union Elementary School noting that the school has a Montessori model where 
different grade levels interact together.  She noted that the students were engaged and happy with 
the program.  Board Member Tanner suggested that with the President proposing budget cuts to 
after school programs that the Board send a letter to legislators to advocate for after school 



funding.  Superintendent Armelino replied that there are a lot of things in the proposed budget that 
are not good for education and suggested a letter be developed that addresses all the areas. 
 
Board Member Gerard commented on the new catalyst group that is looking for mentors for kids 
and their interest in not being fingerprinted as they feel it is invasive.  She indicated that she is 
hopeful that they are doing things correctly. 
 
6. REMINDERS/UPCOMING EVENTS 
• Every Monday, 2:00-3:30 p.m. – Alt. Ed. Collaboration at SCOE (rooms vary depending on date) 
• March 25, 2017, 11:00 a.m.-1:00 p.m.  – Project SHARE Robotics/STEAM Showcase at Mt.  
  Shasta Mall in JC Penny Court 
• March 27, 2017, 7:30-8:30 a.m. – Principal for a Day Kick-Off Breakfast at PDC (contact Laurie  
  to register) 
• March 29, 2017, Times Vary, Principal for a Day at School Sites 
• March 29, 2017, 6:00-8:00 p.m. – Striving for Excellence: Handling Difficult Community      
  Members and Ensuring Equity in Education Workshop for Board Members and School Leaders at  
  PDC (contact Robin to register) 
• March 30, 2017, 3:30-6:30 4:00-6:00 p.m. – RHS Summit at McConnell Foundation (RSVP to        
  hope@reachhighershasta.com) 
 
7. NEXT MEETING – April 5, 2017, 1:30 p.m. at Shasta County Office of Education, 1644 
Magnolia Ave., Redding, CA  96001 
 
8. ADJOURN 
President Hull adjourned the meeting at 3:02 p.m. 
 
     Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
     Tom Armelino, Shasta County Superintendent of Schools 
     Ex-Officio Secretary to the Board 
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