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Oceanside Unified School District 

498/83 Stull Act Program, FY 1997-2005 

Oceanside Unified School District 

Name of Local Agency or School District 

Karen Huddleston 
Claimant Contact 

Controller 

Title 

2111 Mission A venue 

Street Address 

Oceanside, CA 92058 

City, State, Zip 

(760) 966-4045 

Telephone Number 

(760) 754-9036 

Fax Number 
khuddleston@oside.kl2.ca.us 

E-Mail Address 

Claimant designates the following person to act as 
its sole representative in this incorrect reduction claim. 
All correspondence and communications regarding this 
claim shall be forwarded to this representative. Any 
change in representation must be authorized by the 
claimant in writing, and sent to the Commission on State 
Mandates. 

Arthur M. Palkowitz 

Claimant Representative Name 

Attorney 
1t e 

Stutz Artiano Shinoff & Holtz, APC 
Orgarnzat10i; 

2488 Historic Decatur Road, Suite 200 
Street Address 

San Diego, CA 92106 

City, State, Zip 

(619) 232-3122 
Telephone Number 

( 619) 232-3264 
Fax Number 

apalkowitz@stutzartiano.com 

E-Mail Address 

For CSM Use Only 

Filing Date: 

IRC #: 

Education Code sections 44660-44665 

Please specify the.fiscal year and amount qf reduction. More 
than one fiscal year may be claimed. 

Fiscal Year Amount of Reduction 
1997-2005 $1,270,420.00 

See Attachment #5 
- Amount of Incorrect Reduction 

TOTAL: $1,270,420.00 

Please check the box below if there is intent to consolidate 
this claim. 

D Yes, this claim is being filed with the intent 
to consolidate on behalf of other claimants. 

Sections 7 through 11 are attached as follows: 

7. Written Detailed 
Narrative: pages _1_ to _5 _. 

8. Documentary Evidence 
and Declarations: Exhibit A, B, M, N, O 

9. Claiming Instructions: Exhibit C 

10. Final State Audit Report 
or Other Written Notice 
of Adjustment: Exhibit D 

1 I. Reimbursement Claims: Exhibit E, F, G, H, I, J, K, L 

(Revised June 2007) 

RECEIVED

Commission on
State Mandates

August 20, 2014

14-9825-I-01

Exhibit A
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Read, sign, and date this section and insert at the end of the incorrect reduction claim submission.* 

This claim alleges an incorrect reduction ofa reimbursement claim filed with the State Controller's Office 
pursuant to Government Code section 17561. This incorrect reduction claim is tiled pursuant to 
Government Code section 17551, subdivision ( d). I hereby declare, under penalty of perjwy under the 
laws of the State of CaJifornia, that the infonnation in this incorrect reduction claim submission is true and 
complete to the best of my own knowledge orinfonnation or belief. 

Karen Huddleston 

~'11!n9(ure of Authorized Local Agency or 
School District Official 

Controller 
l>rint or Type Title 

Date 

*If the declarantfor this Claim Certification is different from the Claimant contact identified in section 2 of 
the incorrect reduction claimfonn, please provide the declarant's address, telephone number, fax number. and 
e-mail address below. 

(Revised June 2007) 
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Attachment #5 
to IRC Claim 

Oceanside Unified School District 
Stull Act Program 

Fiscal Year Audit 
Adjustment 

1997-98 (54,305) 
1998-99 (74,656) 
1999-2000 (105,477) 
2000-01 (148,092) 
2001-02 (203,727) 
2002-03 (207,885) 
2003-04 (230,431) 
2004-05 (2452847} 
TOTAL $(1,270,420) 

Stutz Law San Diego/l 183/2/ME/S0196601.DOCX 
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STUTZ ARTIANO SHINOFF & HOLTZ 
A Professional Corporation 
Arthur M. Palkowitz, Esq. (SBN 106141) 
2488 Historic Decatur Road, Suite 200 
San Diego, California 92106 
Telephone: (619) 232-3122 
Facsimile: (619) 232-3264 

Attorneys for Claimant 
OCEANSIDE UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT 

BEFORE THE COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

IN RE INCORRECT REDUCTION 
CLAIM ON: 

CHAPTER498 STATUTES OF 1983; 
CHAPTER 4, STATUTES OF 1999; 

THE STULL ACT PROGRAM: FISCAL 
YEARS 1997-1998, 1998-1999, 
1999-2000,2000-2001,2001-2002,2002-
2003, 2003-2004, 2004-2005. 

I. 

Case No.: 

INCORRECT REDUCTION CLAIM OF 
OCEANSIDE UNIFIED SCHOOL 
DISTRICT; 

CHAPTER 498, STATUTES OF 1983 
CHAPTER 4, STATUTES OF 1999 
(THE STULL ACT PROGRAM) 

NARRATIVE OF THE INCORRECT REDUCTION CLAIM 

Oceanside Unified School District ("the District") filed claims for reimbursement of 

costs that the District incurred during Fiscal Years 1997-1998, 1998-1999, 1999-2000, 2000-

2001, 2001-2002, 2002-2003, 2003-2004, 2004-2005 to implement the state mandated Stull 

Program Act Program set forth in Chapter 498, Statutes (Chapter 498/83) and Chapter 4, 

Statutes of 1999 (Chapter 4/99). The costs claimed were primarily for the salaries and 

benefits of the school site staff and related indirect costs. The State Controller's Office 

[SCO] denied these costs contending the District did not support claimed costs with source 

documents. 

1. Statement of the Dispute. 

A. The Mandate - Chapter 498/1983 and Chapter 4/99, among other things added 

or amended Educational Code sections 44660-44665, which required school districts to 

In Re Incorrect Reduction Claim On: Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983, And Chapter 4, Statutes of 1999 

Stutz Law San Die20/l 183/2/PL/SOl96669.DOCX 
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develop and adopt specific guidelines to evaluate and assess certificated instructional 

employees that perform the requirements of educational programs mandated by state or 

federal law as it reasonably relates to the instructional techniques and strategies used by the 

employee and the employee's adherence to curricular objectives. On May 27, 2004, the 

Commission on State Mandates (Commission) determined that Chapters 498/83, 4/99 

impose a reasonable state mandate. (Exhibit A) 

B. Parameters and Guidelines - On September 27, 2005, the Commission adopted 

parameters and guidelines (original parameters and guidelines) for Chapter 498/83 and 4/99 

(Exhibit B) The original parameters and guidelines described the reimbursable activities to 

include salary and benefits of employees who evaluate and assess the performance of 

certificated instructional employees. 

C. The Controller's Claiming Instructions - The SCO first issued its claiming 

instructions for Chapter 498/83 and Chapter 4/99 on December 12, 2005. The claiming 

instructions included a description of reimbursable components and were substantially the 

same as the description in the parameters and guidelines. (Exhibit C) 

D. The SCO's Notice of Claim Reduction - In the Audit Report dated August 24, 

2011, the SCO notified the District that $1,270,420 was disapproved. The SCO stated that 

the District did not support claim costs with source documents. (Exhibit D) 

E. The District's Claim 

Fiscal Year 1997-1998- On April 11, 2006, the District filed its reimbursement 

of the costs that the District incurred during Fiscal Year 1997-1998. (Exhibit E) The 

District cost for Fiscal Year 1997-1998 was $54,305. The SCO disallowed the entire 

amount. 

Fiscal Year 1998-1999 - On April 11, 2006, the District filed its claim for 

reimbursement of the costs that the District incurred during Fiscal Year 1998-99. (Exhibit 

F) The District cost for FY 1998-99 was $74,656. The SCO disallowed the entire amount. 

Fiscal Year 1999-2000 - On April 11, 2006, the District filed its claim for 

reimbursement of the costs that the District incurred during Fiscal Year 1999-2000 (Exhibit 

In Re Incorrect Reduction Claim: Oceanside Unified School District-Stull Act Program 
Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983, Chapter 4, Statutes of 1999 

Stutz Law San Dieeoil l 83/2!PUSOl 96669.DOCX 
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G). The District cost for FY 1999-2000 was $105,477. The entire amount was disallowed. 

Fiscal Year 2000 - 2001 On April 11, 2006, the District filed its claim for 

reimbursement of the costs that the District incurred during Fiscal Year 2000-2001 (Exhibit 

H). The claim was $148,092. The entire amount was disallowed. 

Fiscal Year 2001 - 2002 - On April 11, 2006, the District filed its claim for 

reimbursement of the costs that the District incurred during Fiscal Year 2001-2002 (Exhibit 

I). The amount of the claim was $203,727. The entire amount was disallowed. 

Fiscal Year 2002 - 2003 - On April 11, 2006, date, the District filed its claim 

for reimbursement of the costs that the District incurred during Fiscal Year 2002-2003. 

(Exhibit J). The amount of the claim was $207,885. The total amount was disallowed. 

Fiscal Year 2003 - 2004 - On April 11, 2006, the District filed its claim for 

reimbursement of the costs that the District incurred during Fiscal Year 2003-2004. 

(Exhibit K). The amount of the claim was $230,431. The entire amount was disallowed. 

Fiscal Year 2004 - 2005 - On April 11, 2006, the District filed its claim for 

reimbursement of the costs that the District incurred during Fiscal Year 2004-2005. 

(Exhibit L). The amount of the claim was $245,847. The total amount was disallowed. 

II. 

DISTRICT PROVIDED TIME RECORDS FOR MANDATED COSTS. 

The District provided list of employees, title, hourly rate for each fiscal year that 

evaluations were performed. The District provided employee average time records for 

mandated costs. (Exhibit M). Each employee recorded average time performing evaluation 

activities for the period of Fiscal Year 1997-98 through Fiscal Year 2004-05. The Audit 

Report states "The District did not provide source documents supporting the average time or 

access to employee evaluations to support the number of employees evaluated." (Exhibit D, 

p. 8.) 

"The audit developed alternative methods to determine the allowable salary benefits 

and related indirect costs given the District's inadequate documentation detailed above. We 

obtained a copy of the District's teacher evaluation procedures and forms and interviewed 

In Re Incorrect Reduction Claim: Oceanside Unified School District-Stull Act Program 
Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983, Chapter 4, Statutes of 1999 
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administrators who actually performed the mandated activities in the ordered years. The 

District's teacher evaluation forms disclosed half-an-hour of actual classroom observation. 

The District requested that it be allowed to support its claim with auditor verification of its 

written observations and final summary performance teacher evaluations from the personnel 

records. The District agreed to our recommendation that it allow half-an-hour for each 

written observation and final teacher evaluation verified." (Exhibit D; p. 8). 

The District complied with the evaluation requirements contained in Article 15 of the 

Collective Bargaining Agreement for years 1997- 2005. (Exhibit N) 

The above ratifies that the District performed the activities required under the state 

mandate. Despite confirming that the activities were performed and receiving the District's 

procedure and forms, the State Controller disallowed all of the activities claimed for in the 

fiscal years noted above. 

There can be no doubt the District's school site staff performed the reimbursable 

activities. Thus, the District has sufficient documentation to prove each school site 

performed the activities of assessing and evaluating the certificated employees as required by 

the mandate. The District documents are evidenced that all school sites perform the 

reimbursable activities. The statistical method used by the District is reasonable and non

excessive. The amount of $1,270,420 must be reinstated. 

The Office of Management and Budget Circular A-87 establishes costs, principles of 

standards for state and local governments to determine administrative costs applicable to 

grants, contracts, and other agreements with state and local governments. Randomly 

sampling workers to find out what they are working on is one of the federally approved 

methods of identifying worker effort. Such method is reasonable and may be implemented 

rather than 100 percent time reporting method. (Exhibit 0) 

CERTIFICATION 

I certify by my signature below, that the statements made on this document are true 

and correct of my own knowledge or as to all other matters, I believe them to be true and 

correct based upon information and belief. 

In Re Incorrect Reduction Claim: Oceanside Unified School District-Stull Act Program 
Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983, Chapter 4, Statutes of 1999 
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Executed on August _, 2014 STUTZ ARTIANO SHINOFF & HOLTZ 
A Professional Corporation 

In Re Incorrect Reduction Claim: Oceanside Unified School District-Stull Act Program 
Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983, Chapter 4, Statutes of 1999 
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BEFORE TIIE 

COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

IN RE TEST CLAIM ON: 

Education Code Sections 44660-44665 
(Former Ed. Code,§§ 13485-13490); 

Statutes 1975, Chapter 1216; Statutes 1983, 
Chapter 498; Statutes 1986, Chapter 393; 
Statutes 1995, Chapter 392; Statutes 1999, 
Chapter4; 

Filed on July 7, 1999; 

By Denair Unified School District, Claimant. 

No. 98-TC-25 

The Stull Act 

STATEMENT OF DECISION PURSUANT 
TO GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 17500 
ET SEQ.; CALIFORNIA CODE OF 
REGULATIONS, TITLE 2, DIVISION 2, 
CHAPTER 2.5, ARTICLE 7 

(Adopted on May 27, 2004) 

STATEMENT OF DECISION 

The attached Statement of Decision of the Commission on State Mandates is hereby adopted in 
the above-entitled matter. 

b-1- 'l..604-
Date 

10



BEFORE THE 

COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

IN RE TEST CLAIM ON: 

Education Code Sections 44660-44665 
(Former Ed. Code, §§ 1348513490); 

Statutes 1975, Chapter 1216; Statutes 1983, 
Chapter 498; Statutes 1986, Chapter 393; 
Statutes 1995, Chapter 392; Statutes 1999, 
Chapter4; 

Filed on July 7, 1999; 

By Denair Unified School District, Claimant. 

No. 98-TC-25 

The Stull Act 

STATEMENT OF DECISION PURSUANT 
TO GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 17500 
ET SEQ.; CALIFORNIA CODE OF 
REGULATIONS, TITLE 2, DMSION 2, 
CHAPTER 2.5, ARTICLE 7 

(Adopted on May 27, 2004) 

PROPOSED STATEMENT OF DECISION 

The Commission on State Mandates (Commission) heard and decided this test claim during a 
regularly scheduled hearing on May 27, 2004. David E. Scribner appeared for the claimant, 
Denair Unified School District. Barbara Taylor appeared for the Department of Finance. 

The law applicable to the Commission's determination of a reimbursable state-mandated 
program is article XIII B, section 6 of the California Constitution, Government Code section 
17500 et seq., and related case law. 

The Commission adopted the staff analysis at the hearing by a vote of4 to 0. 

BACKGROUND 

This test claim addresses the Stull Act. The Stull Act was originally enacted in 197 I to establish 
a uniform system of evaluation and assessment of the performance of "certificated personnel" 
within each school district. (Former Ed. Code, §§ 13485-13490.)1 The Stull Act required the 
governing board of each school district to develop and adopt specific guidelines to evaluate and 
assess certifkated personnel2, and to avail itself of the advice of certificated instructional 
personnel before developing and adopting the guidelines.' The evaluation and assessment of the 
certificated personnel was required to be reduced to writing and a copy transmitted to the 
employee no later than sixty days before the end of the school year. 4 The employee then had the 
right to initiate a written response to the evaluation, which became a permanent part of the 

Statutes 197 1, chapter 361. 
2 Former Education Code section 13487. 

3 Former Education Code section 13486. 

4 Former Education Code section 13488. 

Test Claim 98-TC-25, Statement of Decision 
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employee's personnel file. 5 The school district was also required to hold a meeting with the 
employee to discuss the evaluation! 

Fornier Education Code section 13489 required that the evaluation and assessment be 
continuous. For probationary employees, the evaluation had to occur once each school year. For 
permanent employees, the evaluation was required every other year. Fonner section 13489 also 
required that the evaluation include recommendations, if necessary, for areas of improvement in 
the performance of the employee. If the employee was not performing his or her duties in a 
satisfactory manner according to the standards, the "employing authority"7 was required to notify 
the employee in writing, describe the unsatisfactory performance, and confer with the employee 
malting specific recommendations as to areas of improvement and endeavor to assist in the 
improvement. 

In 1976, the Legislature renumbered the provisions of the Stull Act. The Stull Act can now be 
found in Education Code sections 44660-44665 .8 

The test claim legislation, enacted between 1975 and 1999, amended the Stull Act. The claimant 
alleges that the amendments constitute a reimbursable state-mandated program within the 
meaning of article XIII B, section 6 of the California Constitution." 

In addition, the claimant, a school district, alleges that compliance with the Stull Act is new as to 
county offices of education and, thus, counties are entitled to reimbursement for all activities 
under the Stull Act 10 

However, no county office of education has appeared in this action as a claimant, nor filed a 
declaration alleging mandated costs exceeding $1000, as expressly required by Government 
Code section 17564 and section 1183 of the Commission's regulations. 

Therefore, the test claim has not been perfected as to county offices of education. The findings 
in this analysis, therefore, are limited to school districts. 

5 Ibid. 
6 Ibid. 
7 Former Education Code section 13490 defined "employing authority" as "the superintendent of 
the school district in which the employee is employed, or his designee, or in the case of a district 
which has no superintendent, a school principal or other person designated by the governing 
board." 
8 Statutes 1976, chapter 1010. 
9 In 1999, the Legislature added Education Code section 44661.5 to the Stull Act. (Stats. 1999, 
ch. 279.) Education Code section 44661.5 authorizes a school district to include objective 
standards from the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards or any objective 
standards from the California Standards for the Teaching Profession when developing evaluation 
and assessment guidelines. The claimant did not include Education Code section 4466 1.5 in this 
test claim. 

'
0 Exhibit A {Test Claim, pages 7-9) to Item 9 of the May 27, 2004 Commission Hearing. 

2 Test Claim 98-TC-25, Statement of Decision 
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Claimant's Position 

The claimant contends that the test claim legislation constitutes a reimbursable state-mandated 
program for the following "new'' activities: 

• Rewrite standards for employee assessment to reflect expected student "achievement" (as 
opposed to the prior requirement of expected student "progress") and to expand the 
standards to reflect expected student achievement at each "grade level." (Stats. 1975, 
ch. 1216.) 

• Develop job responsibilities for certificated non-instructional personnel, including but not 
limited to, supervisory and administrative personnel. (Stats. 1975, ch. 1216.) 

• Assess and evaluate non-instructional personnel. (Stats. 1975, ch. 1216; Stats. 1995, 
ch. 392.) 

• Receive and review responses from certificated non-instructional personnel regarding the 
employee's evaluation. (Stats. 1986, ch. 393 .) 

• Conduct a meeting between the certificated non-instructional employee and the evaluator 
to discuss the evaluation and assessment. (Stats. 1986, ch. 393.) 

• Conduct additional evaluations of certificated employees \vho receive an unsatisfactory 
evaluation. (Stats. 1983, ch. 498.) 

• Review the results of a certificated instructional employee's participation in the Peer 
Assistance and Review Program for Teachers as part of the assessment and evaluation. 
(Stats. 1999, ch. 4.) 

• Assess and evaluate the performance of certificated instructional personnel as it relates to 
the instructional techniques and strategies used and the employee's adherence to 
curricular objectives. (Stats. 1983, ch. 498.) 

• Assess and evaluate certificated instructional personnel as it relates to the progress of 
pupils towards the state adopted academic content standards, if applicable, as measured 
by state adopted criterion referenced assessments. (Stats. 1999, ch. 4.) 

• Assess and evaluate certificated personnel employed by county superintendents of 
education. (Stats. 1975, ch. 1216.) 11 

Department of Finance's Position 

The Department of Finance filed comments on March 6, 2001, contending that most of the 
activities requested by the claimant do not constitute reimbursable state-mandated activities. The 
Department of Finance states, however, that the following activities "may" be reimbursable: 

• Assess and evaluate the performance of certificated instructional personnel as it relates to 
the progress of students toward the attainment of state academic standards, as measured 
by state-adopted assessments. 

11 Exhibit A (Test Claim) to Item 9 of the May 27, 2004 Commission Hearing. 

3 Test Claim 98-TC-2 5, Statement of Decision 
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• Modification of assessment and evaluation methods to determine whether instructional 
staff is adhering to the curricular objectives and instructional techniques and strategies 
associated with the updated state academic standards. 

• Assess and evaluate permanent certificated staff that has received an unsatisfactory 
evaluation at least once each year, until the employee receives a satisfactory evaluation, 
or is separated from the school district. 

• hnplementation of the Stull Act by county offices of education." 

Discussion 

The courts have found that article XIII B, section 6 of the California Constitution 13 recognizes 
the state constitutional restrictions on the powers of local government to tax and spend. 14 "Its 
purpose is to preclude the state from shifting financial responsibility for canying out 
governmental functions to local agencies, which are 'ill equipped' to assume increased financial 
responsibilities because of the taxing and spending limitations that articles XIII A and XIII B 
impose. " 15 A test claim statute or executive order may impose a reimbursable state-mandated 
program if it orders or commands a local agency or school district to engage in an activity or 
task. 16 In addition, the required activity or task must be new, constituting a "new prop,ram." or it 
must create a "higher level of service" over the previously required level of service. 

11 Exhibit B to Item 9 of the May 27, 2004 Commission Hearing. 

13 Article XIII B, section 6 provides: "Whenever the Legislature or any state agency mandates a 
new program or higher level of service on any local government, the state shall provide a 
subvention of funds to reimburse such local government for the costs of such program or 
increased level of service, except that the Legislature may, but need not, provide such subventio1 
of funds for the following mandates: (a) Legislative mandates requested by the local agency 
affected; (b) Legislation defining a new crime or changing an existing definition of a crime; or 
(c) Legislative mandates enacted prior to January 1, 1975, or executive orders or regulations 
initially implementing legislation enacted prior to January 1, 1975 ." 

14 Department of Finance v. Commission on State Mandates (2003) 30 Cal.4th 727, 735. 

15 County of San Diego v. State of California (1997) 15 Cal.4th 68, 81. 

16 Long Beach Unified School Dist. v. State of California (1990) 225 Cal.App.3d 155, 174. In 
Department of Finance v. Commission on State Mandates, supra, 30 Cal.4th at page 742, the 
court agreed that "activities undertaken at the option or discretion of a local government entity 
(that is, actions undertaken without any legal compulsion or threat of penalty for 
nonparticipation) do not trigger a state mandate and hence do not require reimbursement of 
funds - even if the local entity is obligated to incur costs as a result of its discretionary decision 
to participate in a particular program or practice." The court left open the question of whether 
non-legal compulsion could result in a reimbursable state mandate, such as in a case where 
failure to participate in a program results in severe penalties or "draconian" consequences. (Id., 
at p. 754.) 
17 Lucia Mar Unified School District v. Honig (1988) 44 Cal.3d 830, 835-836. 

4 Test Claim 98-TC-25, Statement of Decision 

14



The courts have defined a "program" subject to article XIII B, section 6, of the California 
Constitution, as one that carries out the governmental function of providing public services, or a 
law that imposes unique requirements on local agencies or school districts to implement a state 
policy, but does not apply generally to all residents and entities in the state? To detennine if the 
program is new or imposes a higher level of service, the test claim legislation must be compared 
with the legal requirements in effect immediately before the enactment of the test claim 
legislation."' Finally, the newly required activity or increased level of service must impose costs 
mandated by the state. 20 

The Commission is vested with exclusive authority to adjudicate disputes over the existence of 
state-mandated programs within the meaning of article XIII B, section 6.21 In malting its 
decisions, the Commission must strictly construe article XIII B, section 6 and not apply it as an 
"equitable remedy to cure the perceived unfairness resulting from political decisions on funding 

. . . ,,22 
pnonties. 

Issue 1: Is the test claim legislation subject to article XIII B, section 6 of the 
California Constitution? 

Certain statutes in the test claim legislation do not require school districts to perform activities 
and, thus, are not subject to article XIII B, section 6. 

In order for a statute to be subject to article XIII B, section 6 of the California Constitution, the 
statutory language must require local agencies or school districts to perform an activity or task. 
If the statutory language does not mandate local agencies or school districts to perfonn a task, 
then compliance with the test claim statute is within the discretion of the local entity and a 
reimbursable state-mandated program does not exist. 

Here, there are two test claim statutes, Education Code section 44664, subdivision (b) (as 
amended by Stats. 1983, ch, 498 and Stats. 1999, ch. 4) and Education Code section 44662, 
subdivision (d) (as amended by Stats. 1999, ch. 4) that do not require school districts to perform 
activities and, thus, are not subject to article XIII B, section 6 of the California Constitution. 

Education Code section 44664, sub&vision {b). as amended by Statutes 1983, chapter 498. In 
1983, the Legislature amended Education Code section 44664 by adding subdivision (b). 
Subdivision (b) authorizes a school district to require a certificated employee that receives an 

18 County of Los Angeles v. State of California (1987) 43 Cal.3d 46, 56; Lucia Mar, supra, 44 
Cal.3d 830, 835. 
19 Lucia Mar, supra, 44 Cal.3d 830, 835. 
2° County of Fresno v. State of California (1991) 53 Cal.3d 482, 487; County of Sonoma v. 
Commission on State Mandates (2000) 84 Cal.App.4th 1265, 1284; Government Code sections 
17514 and 17556. 

21 Kinlaw v. State of California (1991) 54 Cal.3d 326, 331-334; Govenm1ent Code sections 
17551, 17552. 

22 City of San Jose v. State of California (1996) 45 Cal.App.4th 1802, 18 17; County of Sonoma, 
supra, 84 Cal.App.4th 1265, 1280. 
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unsatisfactory evaluation to participate in a program to improve the employee's performance. 
Education Code section 44664, subdivision (b ), stated the following: 

Any evaluation performed pursuant to this article which contains an 
unsatisfactory rating of an employee's performance in the area of teaching 
methods or instruction may include the requirement that the certificated employee 
shall, as detennined by the employing authority, participate in a program designed 
to improve appropriate areas of the employee's performance and to further pupil 
achievement and the instructional objectives of the employing authority. 
(Emphasis added.) 

The plain language of the statute authorizes, but does not mandate, a school district to require i ts 
certificated employees to participate in a program designed to improve performance if the 
employee receives an unsatisfactory evaluation. Thus, the Commission finds that Education 
Code section 44664, subdivision (b), as amended by Statutes 1983, chapter 498, does not 
mandate school districts to perform an activity and, thus, it is not subject to article XIII B, 
section 6 of the California Constitution. 

Education Code section 44662, subdivision (d). and Education Code section 44664, 
subdivision (b), as amended by Statutes 1999, chapter 4. In 1999, the Legislature amended 
Education Code section 44664, subdivision (b ), by adding the following underlined sentence: 

Any evaluation performed pursuant to this article which contains an 
unsatisfactory rating of an employee's performance in the area of teaching 
methods or instruction may include the requirement that the certificated employee 
shall, as determined by the employing authority, participate in a program designed 
to improve appropriate areas of the employee's performance and to further pupil 
achievement and the instructional objectives of the employing authority. If a 
district participates in the Peer Assistance and Review Program for Teachers 
established pursuant to Article 4.5 (commencing with Section 44500). any 
certificated employee who receives an unsatisfactory rating on an evaluation 
performed pursuant to this section shall participate in the Peer Assistance and 
Review Program for Teachers. 

The 1999 test claim legislation also amended Education Code section 44662 by adding 
subdivision ( d), which states: 

Results of an employee's participation in the Peer Assistance and Review 
Program for Teachers established by Article 4.5 (commencing with Section 
44500) shall be made available as part of the evaluation conducted pursuant to 
this section. 

The claimant requests reimbursement to "receive and review, for purposes of a certificated 
employee's assessment and evaluation, if applicable, the results of an employee's participation in 
the Peer Assistance and Review Program for Teachers established by Article 4.5 (commencing 
with section 44500.)"" 

23 Exhibit A (Test Claim, page 7) to Item 9 of the May 27, 2004 Commission Hearing. 

6 Test Claim 98-TC-25, Statement of Decision 

16



The Department of Finance contends that reviewing the results of the Peer Assistance and 
Review Program, as part of the Stull Act evaluation of the employee's performance, is not a 
reimbursable state-mandated activity because participation in the Peer Assistance and Review 
Program is voluntary. 24 

In response to the Department of Finance, the claimant states the following: 

The legislative intent behind the amendments to the Stull Act was to ensure that 
school districts adopt objective, uniform evaluation and assessment guidelines 
that effectively assess certificated employee performance. To meet this desired 
goal, school districts that participate in the Peer Assistance and Review Program 
must include an employee's results of participation in the employee's evaluation. 
If this information was not considered by the district, inconsistent, incomplete, 
and inaccurate evaluations and assessments would occur a result contrary to the 
Legislature's stated intent. Therefore, the claimant contends that the activities 
associated with the receipt and review of an employee's participation in the Peer 
Assistance and Review Program impose reimbursable state-mandated activities 
upon school districts. 25 

For the reasons described below, the Commission finds that the receipt and review of the results 
of an employee's participation in the Peer Assistance and Review Program is not a state
mandated activity and, therefore, the 1999 amendments to Education Code sections 44662 and 
44664 are not subject to article XIlI B, section 6 of the California Constitution. 

In Department of Finance v. Commission on State Mandates26
, the Supreme Court reviewed test 

claim legislation that required school site councils to post a notice and an agenda of their 
meetings. The court determined that school districts were not legally compelled to establish 
eight of the nine school site councils and, thus, school districts were not mandated by the state to 
comply with the notice and agenda requirements for these school site councils." The court 
reviewed the ballot materials for article XIII B, which provided that "a state mandate comprises 
something that a local government entity is required or forced to do. "28 The ballot smnmary by 
the Legislative Analyst further defined "state mandates" as "requirements imposed on local 
governments by legislation or executive orders." 29 

The court also reviewed and affirmed the holding of the City of Merced case.30
' 

31 The court 
stated the following: 

14 Exhibit B to Item 9 of the May 27, 2004 Commission Hearing. 

2; Exhibit C (Claimant Rebuttal, page 7) to Item 9 of the May 27, 2004 Commission Hearing. 

26 Department of Finance, supra, 20 Cal.4th 727. 
27 Id. at page 731. 

~s Id. at page 737. 

29 Ibid. 
30 Id. at page 743, 

31 City of Merced v. State of California (1984) 153 Cal.App.3d 777. 
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In City of Merced, the city was under no legal compulsion to resort to eminent 
domain-but when it elected to employ that means of acquiring property, its 
obligation to compensate for lost business goodwill was not a reimbursable state 
mandate, because the city was not required to employ eminent domain in the first 
place. Here as well, if a school district elects to participate in or continue 
participation in any underlying voluntary education-related funded program, the 
district's obligation to comply with the notice and agenda requirements related to 
that program does not constitute a reimbursable state mandate. (Emphasis in 
original.)32 

Thus, the Supreme Court held as follows: 

[W]e reject claimants' assertion that they have been legally compelled to incur 
notice and agenda costs, and hence are entitled to reimbursement from the state, 
based merely upon the circumstance that notice and agenda provisions are 
mandatory elements of education-related programs in which claimants have 
participated, without regard to whether claimant's participation in the underlying 
program is voluntary or compelled. [Emphasis added.] 33 

The Supreme Court left undecided whether a reimbursable state mandate "might be found in 
circumstances short of legal compulsion-for example, if the state were to impose a substantial 
penalty (independent of the program funds at issue) upon any local entity that declined to 
participate in a given program."34 

The decision of the California Supreme Court in Departnzent of Finance is relevant and its 
reasoning applies in this case. The Supreme Court explained that "the proper focus under a 
legal compulsion inquiry is upon the nature of the claimants' participation in the underlying 
programs themselves. "35 Thus, based on the Supreme Court's decision, the Commission is 
required to determine if the underlying program (in this case, participation in the Peer 
Assistance and Review Program) is a voluntary decision at the local level or is legally 
compelled by the state. 

The Peer Assistance and Review Program and the amendment to the Stull Act to reflect the Peer 
Assistance and Review Program were sponsored by Governor Davis and were enacted by the 
Legislature during the 1999 special legislative session on education. As expressly provided in 
the legislation, the intent of the Legislature, in part, was to coordinate the Peer Assistance and 
Review Program with the evaluations of certificated employees under the Stull Act. Section I of 
the 1999 test claim legislation states the following: 

It is the intent of the Legislature to establish a teacher peer assistance and review 
system as a critical feedback mechanism that allows exemplary teachers to assist 

32 Ibid. 
33 Id. at page 731. 
34 Ibid. 
35 Id. at page 743. 
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veteran teachers in need of development in subject matter knowledge or teaching 
strategies, or both, 

It is further the intent of the Legislature that a school district that operates a 
program pursuant to Article 4.5 (commencing with Section 44500) of Chapter 3 
of Part 25 of the Education Code coordinate its employment policies and 
procedures for that program with its activities for professional staff development, 
the Beginning Teacher Support and Assessment Program, and the biennial 
evaluations of certificated employees required pursuant to Section 44664 [of the 
S tull Act]. 

The plain language of Education Code section 44500, subdivision (a), authorizes, but does not 
require, school districts to participate in the Peer Assistance and Review Program. That section 
states in pertinent part that "[t]he governing board of a school district and the exclusive 
representative of the certificated employees in the school district may develop and implement a 
program authorized by this article that meets local conditions and conforms with the principles 
set forth in subdivision (b )." (Emphasis added.) If a school district implements the program, the 
program must assist a teacher to improve his or her teaching skills and knowledge, and provide 
that the final evaluation of a teacher's participation in the program be made available for 
placement in the personnel file of the teacher receiving assistance. (Ed Code, § 44500, 
subd. (b).) Furthennore, school districts that participate in the Peer Assistance and Review 
Program receive state funding pursuant to Education Code sections 44505 and 44506. 

Therefore, the Commission finds that school districts are not legally compelled to participate in 
the Peer Assistance and Review Program and, thus, not legally compelled to receive and review 
the results of the program as part of the Stull Act evaluation. 

The Commission further finds that school districts are not practically compelled to participate in 
the Peer Assistance and Review Program and review the results as part of the Stull Act 
evaluation. In Department of Finance, the California Supreme Court, when considering the 
practical compulsion argument raised by the school districts, reviewed its earlier decision in City 
of Sacramento v. State of California (1990) 50 Cal.3d 51.36 The City of Sacramento case 
involved test claim legislation that extended mandatory coverage under the state's 
unemployment insurance law to include state and local govenunents and nonprofit corporations. 
The state legislation was enacted to conform to a 1976 amendment to the Federal Unemployment 
Tax Act, which required for the first time that a "certified" state plan include unemployment 
coverage of employees of public agencies, States that did not comply with the federal 
amendment faced a loss of a federal tax credit and an administrative subsidy.37 The local 
agencies, knowing that federally mandated costs are not eligible for state subvention, argued 
against a federal mandate. The local agencies contended that article XIII B, section 9 requires 
clear legal compulsion not present in the Federal Unemployment Tax Act.38 The state, on the 
other hand, contended that California's failure to comply with the federal "carrot and stick" 
scheme was so substantial that the state had no realistic "discretion" to refuse. Thus, the state 

36 Department of FiN11fB11,e, 30tt Cal.4f.'hgei49-75 l. 
37 City of Sacransupra, 50at Cal.:piges57-58. 

38 Id. at page 7 I . 
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contended that the test claim statute merely implemented a federal mandate and that article 
XIII B, section 6 does not require strict legal compulsion to apply. 39 

The Supreme Court in City of Sacramento concluded that although local agencies were not 
strictly compelled to comply with the test claim legislation, the legislation constituted a federal 
mandate. The Supreme Court concluded that because the financial consequences to the state and 
its residents for failing to participate in the federal plan were so onerous and punitive, and the 
consequences amounted to "certain and severe federal penalties" including "double taxation" and 
other "draconian" measures, the state was mandated by federal law to participate in the plan."" 

The Supreme Court applied the same analysis in the Department of Finance case and found that 
the practical compulsion finding for a state mandate requires a showing of "certain and severe 
penalties" such as "double taxation" and other "draconian" consequences. The court stated the 
following: 

Even assuming, for purposes of analysis only, that our construction of the term 
"federal mandate" in City of Sacramento [citation omitted], applies equally in the 
context of article XIII B, section 6, for reasons set below we conclude that, 
contrary to the situation we described in that case, claimants here have not faced 
"certain and severe ... penalties" such as "double ... taxation" and other 
"draconian" consequences . , .41 

Although there are statutory consequences for not participating in the Peer Assistance and 
Review Program, the Commission finds, as explained below, that the consequences do not 
constitute the type of draconian penalties described in the Department of Finance case. 

Pursuant to Education Code section 44504, subdivision (b ), school districts that do not 
participate in the Peer Assistance and Review Program are not eligible to receive state funding 
for specified programs. Education Code section 44504, subdivision (b ), states the following: 

39 Ibid. 

A school district that does not elect to participate in the program authorized under 
this article by July l, 200 I, is not eligible for any apportionment, allocation, or 
other funding from an appropriation for the program authorized pursuant to this 
article or for any apportionments, allocations, or other funding from funding for 
local assistance appropriated pursuant to the Budget Act Item 6 11 0-23 1-000 1, 
funding appropriated for the Administrator Training and Evaluation Program set 
forth in Article 3 (commencing with Section 44681) of Chapter 3.1 of Part 25, 
from an appropriation for the Instructional Time and Staff Development Reform 
Program as set forth in Article 7.5 (commencing with Section 44579) of 
Chapter 3, or from an appropriation for school development plans as set forth in 
Article 1 (commencing with Section 44670.l) of Chapter 3.1 and the 
Superintendent of Public Instruction shall not apportion, allocate, or otheiwise 
provide any funds to the district pursuant to those programs. 

40 Id. at pages 73-76. 
41 Department of Finance, supra, 30 Cal.4th at page 75 1. 

10 Test Claim 98-TC-25, Statement of Decision 

20



The funding appropriated under the programs specified in Education Code section 44504, 
subdivision (b ), are not state-mandated programs. Most are categorical programs undertaken at 
the discretion of the school district in order to receive grant funds. For example, the funding 
appropriated pursuant to the Budget Act Item 6 11 0-23 I-0001 is local assistance funding to 
school districts "for the purpose of the Proposition 98 educational programs specified in 
subdivision (b) of Section 12.40 of this act." (Stats. 1999, ch. 50, State Budget Act.) The 
education programs specified in subdivision (b) of Section 12.40 of the 1999 State Budget Act 
include the Tenth Grade Counseling Program, the Reader Service for Blind Teacher Program, 
and the Home to School Transportation Program. (A full list of the educational programs 
identified in section 12.40 of the 1999 State Budget Act is provided in the footnote below.)'" 

The same is true for the other programs identified in Education Code section 44504, 
subdivision (b ), all of which are voluntary: i.e., the Administrator Training and Evaluation 
Program, the Instructional Time and Staff Development Reform Program, and the School 
Development Plans Program. 

Accordingly, the Commission finds that the 1999 amendment to Education Code sections 44662, 
subdivision ( d), and 44664, subdivision (b ), does not impose a mandate on school districts to 
receive and review the results of the Peer Assistance and Review Program as part of the Stull Act 

42 Section 12.40 of the 1999 State Budget Act identifies the following programs: Item 6 I I 0- 108-
000 l Tenth Grade Counseling (Ed. Code,§ 4843 1.7); Item 6 110- 11 0-000 l Reader Service 
for Blind Teachers (Ed. Code, §§ 45371, 44925); Item 6110-l 1 l-0001 - Home to School 
Transportation and Small District Transportation (Ed. Code, § 41850, 42290); Item 611 0-1 16-
0001 - School Improvement Program (Ed. Code,§ 52000 et seq.); Item 611 0-118-0001 - State 
Vocational Education (in lieu of funds otherwise appropriated pursuant to Business and 
Professions Code section 19632); Item 6 1 IO- 119-0001 Educational Services for Foster Youth 
(Ed. Code,§ 42920 et seq.); Item 6 110- 120-000 1 - Pupil Dropout Prevention Programs 
(Ed. Code,§§ 52890, 52900, 54720, 58550); Item 6110-122-0001 - Specialized Secondary 
Programs (Ed. Code,§ 58800 et seq.); Item 611 0-124-0001 Gifted and Talented Pupil Progran 
(Ed. Code, § 52200 et seq.); Item 611 0-126-0001 - Miller-Unruh Basic Reading Act of 1965 
(Ed. Code,§ 54100 et seq.); Item 611 0-127-0001 - Opportunity Classes and Programs 
(Ed. Code, § 48643 et seq.); Item 6110-128-0001 - Economic Impact Aid (Ed. Code, §§ 54020, 
5403 l, 54033, 54040); Item 61 10- 13 l-0001 American Indian Early Childhood Education 
Program (Ed. Code, § 52060 et seq.); Item 6110-1 46-0001 - Demonstration Programs in 
Intensive Instruction (Ed. Code, § 5 8600 et seq.); Item 6 1 10- 15 l-000 1 - California Indian 
Education Centers (Ed. Code, § 33380); Item 6110-163-0001 The Early Intervention for 
School Success Program (Ed. Code, § 54685 et seq.); Item 6110-167-0001 - Agricultural 
Vocational Education Incentive Program (Ed. Code, § 52460 et seq.); Item 6 11 0-1 80-0001 
grant money pursuant to the federal Technology Literacy Challenge Grant Program; Item 6 11 0-
18 1-000 1 Educational Technology Programs (Ed. Code,§ 5 1870 et seq.); Item 6 110- 193-000 1 

- Administrator Training and Evaluation Program, School Development Plans and Resource 
Consortia, Bilingual Teacher Training Program; Item 6 1 10- 197-0001 - Instructional Support-
Improving School Effectiveness - Intersegmental Programs; Item 6110-203-0001 Child 
Nutrition Programs (Ed. Code, §§ 41311, 49536, 49501, 49550, 49552, 49559); Item 6110-204-
000 1 - 7'" and gth Grad Math Academies; and Item 6 11 0-209-000 1 - Teacher Dismissal 
Apportionments (Ed. Code, § 44944). 
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evaluation and, thus, these sections are not subject to article XIII B, section 6 of the California 
Constitution. 

The remaining requirements imposed bv the test claim legislation constitute a state-mandated 
program on! v for those certificated employees that perform the duties mandated by state and 
federal law. 

The remaining test claim legislation requires school districts, in their evaluation of certificated 
personnel, to perfonn the following activities: 

• assess and evaluate the perfonnance of non-instructional certificated personnel (former 
Ed. Code, §§ 13485, 13487, as amended by Stats. 1975, ch. 1216; Ed. Code, § 44663, 
as amended by Stats. 1986, ch. 393); 

• establish standards of expected student achievement at each grade level in each area of 
study to be included in a district's evaluation and assessment guidelines (former Ed 
Code, § 13487, as repealed and reenacted by Stats. 1975, ch, 1216); 

• evaluate and assess the performance of instructional certificated employees as it 
reasonably relates to the instructional techniques and strategies used by certificated 
employees, the certificated employee's adherence to curricular objectives, and the 
progress of pupils towards the state adopted academic content standards (Ed. Code, § 
44662, subd. (b), as amended by Stats. 1983, ch. 498 and Stats. 1999, ch. 4); and 

• assess and evaluate certificated personnel that receive an unsatisfactory evaluation once 
each year until the employee achieves a positive evaluation, or is separated from the 
school district (Ed. Code, § 44664, as amended by Stats. 1983, ch. 498). 

Pursuant to the Supreme Court's decision in the Department of Finance case, the Commission 
finds that the evaluation and assessment activities required by the test claim legislation constitute 
state-mandated activities only for those certificated employees that perform the duties mandated 
by state or federal law. The acti\ities associated \\ith evaluating and assessing certificated 
personnel employed in local, discretionary educational programs do not constitute state-
mandated activities and, thus, are not subject to article XIII B, section 6 of the California 
Constitution. 

Jn Department of Finance, supra, the Court found, on page 73 1 of the decision, that: 

[ VV] e reject claimants' assertion that they have been legally compelled to incur 
notice and agenda costs, and hence are entitled to reimbursement from the state, 
based merely upon the circumstance that notice and agenda provisions are 
mandatory elements of education-related program in which claimants have 
participated, without regard to whether claimant's participation in the underlying 
program is voluntary or compelled. [Emphasis added.] 

In the present case, the California Constitution gives the Legislature plenary authority over 
education by requiring the Legislature to encmrrage by all suitable means the promotion of 
education and to provide for a system of common schools. 43 A system of common schools 

43 California Constitution, article IX, sections 1, 5; Hayes v. Commission on state Mandates 
(1992) 11 Cal. App.4th 1564, 1579, fit 5. 
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means one system, which prescribes the courses of study and educational progression from grade 
to grade. 44 Schools are required to meet the minimum standards and guidelines regarding 
course instruction and educational progression established by the Legislature. 45 

Given this background, the Legislature has historically mandated specified educational programs 
that school districts are required to follow. For example, Education Code section 48200 provides 
that each person between the ages of six and 18 years is subject to compulsory full-time 
education. School districts are required to adopt a course of study for grades 1 to 6 that shall 
include English, Mathematics, Social Sciences, Science, Visual and Performing Arts, Health, and 
Physical Education.46 School districts are required to offer the following courses for grades 7 to 
12: English, Social Sciences, Foreign Language, Physical Education, Science, Mathematics, 
Visual and Performing Arts, Career Technical Education; and Driver Education.47 Education 
Code section 5 1225.3 describes the state-mandated courses of instruction required for high 
school graduation. In addition, in the appropriate elementary and secondary grade levels, the 
required course of study shall include instruction in personal and public safety and accident 
prevention (Ed. Code, § 5 1202), instruction about the nature and effects of alcohol, narcotics, 
and restricted dangerous drugs (Ed. Code, § 5 1203), and, in grades 7 and 8, instruction on 
parenting skills and education (Ed. Code, 5 1220.5). Finally, Education Code section 44805 
states that "every teacher in the public schools shall enforce the course of study . . . prescribed 
ror schools." 

In addition, federal law requires school districts to provide a free and appropriate education to all 
handicapped children.48 

Thus, school districts are required to employ certificated personnel to :folfill the requirements of 
the state and federal mandated educational programs. Accordingly, pursuant to the Department 
of Finance case, school districts are mandated by the state to perform the test claim requirements 
to evaluate and assess the certificated personnel perfonning the mandated functions. 

Moreover, the Commission finds that the test claim requirements to evaluate and assess the 
certificated personnel performing mandated functions constitutes a program subject to article 
XIII B, section 6 of the California Constitution. The California Supreme Court, in the case of 
County of Los Angeles v. State ofCa/ifornia49

, defined the word "program" within the meaning 
of article XIII B, section 6 as a program that carries out the governmental function of providing a 

44 Wilson v. State Board of Education (1999) 75 Cal.App.4th 1123, 1135-1 136. In Wilson, the 
court detennined that charter schools fall within the system of common schools because their 
educational programs are required to meet the same state standards, including minimum duration 
of instruction applicable to all public schools, measurement of student progress by the same 
assessments required of all public school students, and students are taught by teachers meeting 
the same minimum requirements as all other public school teachers. (ICE. at p. 1138.) 
45 Burton v. Pasadena City Board of Education (1977) 71Cal.App.3d52, 58. 

46 Education Code section 5 1210. 

47 Education Code section 5 1220. 

48 Hayes, supra, 11 Cal.App.4th at page 1592. 

H County of Los Angeles, supra, 43 Cal.3d at page 56. 
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seIVice to the public, or laws which, to implement a state policy, impose unique requirements on 
local governments and do not apply generally to all residents and entities in the state, Only one 
of these findings is necessary to trigger the applicability of article XIII B, section 6.50 

Legislative intent of the test claim legislation is provided in Education Code section 44660 as 
follows: 

It is the intent of the Legislature that governing boards establish a unifonn system 
of evaluation and assessment of the performance of all certificated personnel 
within each school district of the state, including schools conducted or maintained 
by county superintendents of education. The system shall involve the 
development and adoption by each school district of objective evaluation and 
assessment guidelines, which may, at the discretion of the governing board, be 
uniform throughout the district, or for compelling reasons, be individually 
developed for territories or schools within the district, provided that all 
certificated personnel of the district shall be subject to a system of evaluation and 
assessment adopted pursuant to this article? 

The Commission finds that objectively evaluating the performance of certificated personnel 
performing mandated functions within a school district carries out the governmental function of 
providing a service to the public. Public education is a governmental function within the 
meaning of article XIII B, section 6. The California Supreme Court in Lucia Mar stated that 
"the contributions called for [in the test claim legislation] are used to fund a 'program' ... for 
the education of handicapped children is clearly a governmental function providing a service to 
the public. "52 Additionally, the court in the Long Beach Unified School District case held that 
"although numerous private schools exist, education in our society is considered to be a 
peculiarly governmental function. "53 In addition, the test claim legislation imposes unique 
requirements on school districts. 

However, the activities associated with evaluating and assessing certificated personnel employed 
in local, discretionary educational programs do not constitute state-mandated activities and, thus, 
are not subject to article XIII B, section 6 of the California Constitution. Pursuant to existing 
law, school districts are encouraged to develop their own local programs that best fit the needs 
and interests of the pupils. Unless the Legislature expressly imposes statutory requirements on 
school districts, school districts have discretionary control with their educational programs."' 

5° Carmel Valley Fire Protection Dist., supra, 190 Cal.App.3d at page 537. 
11 As originally enacted, former Education Code section 13485 stated the legislative intent as 
follows: "It is the intent of the Legislature to establish a uniform system of evaluation and 
assessment of the performance of certificated personnel within each school district of the state. 
The system shall involve the development and adoption by each school district of objective 
evaluation and assessment guidelines." 

52 Lucia Mar, supra, 44 Cal.3d at page 835. 
53 Long Beach Unified School District, supra, 225 Cal.App.3d at page 172. 

54 California Constitution, article IX, section 14; Education Code sections 35 160, 35 160.1, 
51002, 
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For example, the Supreme Court in the Department of Finance case found that eight of the nine 
educational programs were voluntary and not mandated by the state. These include the 
following programs: School hnprovement Program (Ed. Code, § 52010 et seq.); American 
Indian Early Childhood Education Program (Ed. Code, § 52060 et seq.); School-Based 
Coordinated Categorical Program (Ed. Code, § 52850 et seq.); Compensatory Education 
Programs (Ed. Code, § 54420 et seq.); Migrant Education Program (Ed. Code,§ 54440 et seq.); 
Motivation and Maintenance Program (Ed. Code, § 54720 et seq.); Parental Involvement 
Program (Ed. Code, § 11500 et seq.); and Federal Indian Education Program (25 U.S.C, 
§ 2604). 55 

The Commission finds that school districts are free to discontinue their participation in these 
underlying voluntary programs and free to discontinue employing certificated personnel fimded 
by these programs. Accordingly, the test claim requirements to evaluate and assess certificated 
personnel funded or employed in local discretionary programs are not mandated by the state and 
not subject to article XIII B, section 6 of the California Constitution? 

Since the parties did not file comments in response to the request for additional briefing on this 
issue, the detennination of the certificated employees performing mandated functions for which 
schools districts are eligible to receive reimbursement will be addressed during the parameters 
and guidelines phase. 

Issue 2: Does the test claim legislation impose a new program or higher level of 
service within the meaning of article XIII B, section 6 of the Calif omia 
Constitution? 

The California Supreme Court and the courts of appeal have held that article XIII B, section 6 
was not intended to entitle local agencies and school districts for all costs resulting from 
legislative enactments, but only those costs mandated by a new program or higher level of 
service imposed on them by the state. 57 Generally, to detennine if the program is new or 
imposes a higher level of service, the analysis must compare the test claim legislation with the 
legal requirements in effect immediately before the enactment of the test claim legislation? 

As indicated above, the Stull Act was enacted in 197 1. The test claim legislation, enacted from 
1975 to 1999, amended the Stull Act. The issue is whether the amendments constitute a new 
program or higher level of service within the meaning of article XIII B, section 6 of the 
California Constitution. 

55 Department of Finance, supra, 30 Cal.4th at page 745. 

56 The court did not conclude whether school districts were legally compelled to participate in the 
Bilingual-Bicultural Education program (Ed. Code, § 52160 et seq.) since the case was denied on 
other grounds. (Department of Finance, supra, 30 Cal.4th at p. 746-747.) 

57 Lucia Mar Unified School Dist., supra, 44 Cal.3d at page 834; City of San Jose v. State of 
California ( 1996) 45 Cal.App.4th 1802, 18 16. 

58 Lucia Mar Unified School Dist., supra, 44 Cal.3d at page 835. 
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Develop i@ respansihilities for certificated non-instmctional personnel, and assess and evaluate 
the perfonnance of certificated non-instmctional personnel (Fonner Ed Code, ~~ 13485, 13487, 
as amended by Stats, J 975, ch J 2 J 6; Ed Code, & 44663, as amended by Stats 1986, ch 393) 

The claimant is requesting reimbursement for the following activities relating to certificated non
instructional employees: 

• Establish and define job responsibilities for certificated non-instructional personnel, 
including, but not limited to, supervisory and administrative personnel. 

• Evaluate and assess the performance of certificated non-instructional personnel as it 
reasonably relates to the fulfillment of the established job responsibilities. 

• Prepare and draft a written evaluation of the certificated non-instructional employee, The 
evaluation shall include recommendations, if necessary, as to areas of improvement. 

" Receive and review from a certificated non-instructional employee written responses 
regarding the evaluation. 

• Prepare and hold a meeting between the certificated non-instructional employee and the 
evaluator to discuss the evaluation and assessment. 59 

As originally enacted in 197 I , the Stull Act stated in former Education Code section 13485 the 
following: 

It is the intent of the Legislature to establish a uniform system of evaluation and 
assessment of the performance of certificated personnel within each school 
district of the state. The system shall involve the development and adoption by 
each school district of objective evaluation and assessment guidelines. 

F on11er Education Code section 13486 stated the following: 

In the development and adoption of these guidelines and procedures, the 
governing board shall avail itself of the amice of the certificated instructional 
personnel in the district's organization of certificated personnel. 

Former Education Code section 13487 required school districts to develop and adopt specific 
evaluation and assessment guidelines for certificated personnel. Former section 13487 stated the 
following: 

The governing board of each school district shall develop and adopt specific 
evaluation and assessment guidelines which shall include but shall not necessarily 
be limited in content to the following elements: 

(a) The establishment of standards of expected student progress in each area 
of study and of techniques for the assessment of that progress. 

(b) Assessment of certificated personnel as it relates to the established 
standards. 

( c) Assessment of other duties normally required to be perfom1ed by 
certificated employees as an adjunct to their regular assignments. 

59 Exhibit A (Test Claim, page 6) to Item 9 of the May 27, 2004 Commission Hearing. 
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( d) The establishment of procedures and techniques for ascertaining that the 
certificated employee is maintaining proper control and is preserving a 
suitable learning environment. 

Former Education Code section 13488 required that the evaluation and assessment be reduced to 
writing, that an opportunity to respond be given to the certificated employee, and that a meeting 
be held between the certificated employee and the evaluator to discuss the evaluation. Former 
section 13488 stated the following: 

Evaluation and assessment made pursuant to this article shall be reduced to 
writing and a copy thereof shall be transmitted to the certificated employee not 
later than 60 days before the end of each school year in which the evaluation takes 
place. The certificated employee shall have the right to initiate a written reaction 
or response to the evaluation. Such response shall become a permanent 
attachment to the employee's personnel file. Before the end of the school year, a 
meeting shall be held between the certificated personnel and the evaluator to 
discuss the evaluation. 

And, fonner Education Code section 13489 required that the evaluation and assessment be 
perfo1med on a continuing basis, and that the evaluation include necessary recommendations as 
to areas of improvement. Former Education Code section 13489, as enacted in 1971, stated the 
following: 

Evaluation and assessment of the performance of each certificated employee shal I 
be made on a continuing basis, at least once each school year for probationary 
personnel, and at least every other year for personnel with permanent status. The 
evaluation shall include recommendations, if necessary, as to areas of 
improvement in the performance of the employee. In the event an employee is 
not performing his duties in a satisfactory manner according to the standards 
prescribed by the governing board, the employing authority shall notify the 
employee in writing of such fact and describe such unsatisfactOI)' performance. 
The employing authority shall thereafter confer with the employee malting 
specific recommendations as to areas of improvement in the employee's 
performance and endeavor to assist him in such performance. 

In addition, section 42 of the 1971 statute provided a specific exemption for certificated 
employees of community colleges if a related bill was enacted. Section 42 stated the following: 

Article 5 (commencing with Section 1340 1) and Article 5.5 (commencing with 
Section 13485) of Chapter 2 of Division 10 of the Education Code shall not apply 
to certificated employees in community colleges if Senate Bill No. 696 or 
Assembly Bill No. 3032 is enacted at the 1971 Regular Session of the Legislature. 

According to the history, Senate Bill 696 was enacted as Statutes 1971, chapter 1654. Thus, 
certificated employees of community colleges were not required to comply with the Stull Act. 
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In 1972, former Education Code section 13485 was amended to specifically exclude from the 
requirements of the Stull Act certificated personnel employed on an hourly basis in adult 
education classes. 60 

In 1973, former Education Code section 13489 was amended to exclude hourly and temporary 
certificated employees and substitute teachers, at the discretion of the governing board, from the 
requirement to evaluate and assess on a continuing basis.61 

Thus, under prior law, school districts were required to perform the following activities as they 
related to "certificated personnel:" 

• Develop and adopt specific evaluation and assessment guidelines for the performance of 
"certificated personnel." 

• Evaluate and assess "certificated personnel" as it relates to the established standards. 

" Prepare and draft a written evaluation of the "certificated employee." The evaluation 
shall include recommendations, if necessary, as to areas of improvement. 

• Receive and review from a "certificated employee" written responses regarding the 
evaluation. 

• Prepare and hold a meeting between the "certificated employee" and the evaluator to 
discuss the evaluation and assessment 

The test claim legislation, in 1975 (Stats. 1975, ch. 1216), amended the Stull Act by adding 
language relating to certificated "non-instructional" employees. As amended, former Education 
Code section 13485 stated in relevant part the following (with the amended language 
underlined) : 

It is the· intent of the Legislature that governing boards establish a uniform system 
of evaluation and assessment of the performance of all certificated personnel 
within each school district of the state . . . . 

Former Education Code section 13487 was also repealed and reenacted by Statutes 1975, chapter 
12 16, as follows (amendments relevant to this issue are underlined): 

(a) The governing board of each school district shall establish standards of 
expected student achievement at each grade level in each area of study. 

(b) The governing board of each school district shall evaluate and assess 
certificated employee competency as it reasonably relates to (1) the 
progress of students toward the established standards, (2) the performance 
of those noninstructional duties and responsibilities, including supervisory 
and advisory duties, as may be prescribed by the board, and (3) the 
establishment and maintenance of a suitable learning environment within 
the scope of the employee's responsibilities. 

60 Statutes 1972, chapter 535. 

61 Statutes 1972, chapter 1973. 
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( c) The governing board of each school district shall establish and define job 
responsibilities for those certificated noninstructional personnel, including, 
but not limited to, supervisorv and administrative personnel, whose 
responsibilities cannot be evaluated appropriately under the provisions of 
subdivision (b), and shall evaluate and assess the competency of such 
noninstructional employees as it reasonably relates to the fulfilhnent of 
those responsibilities. . . . 

The 1975 test claim legislation did not amend the requirements in fonner Education Code 
sections 13488 or 13489 to prepare written evaluations of certificated employees, receive 
responses to those evaluations, and conduct a meeting with the certificated employee to discuss 
the evaluation. 

Additionally, in 1986, the test claim legislation (Stats. 1986, ch. 393) amended Education Code 
section 44663 (which derived from former Ed. Code, § 13488) by adding subdivision (b) to 
provide that the evaluation and assessment of certificated non-instructional employees shall be 
reduced to writing before June 30 of the year that the evaluation is made, that an opportunity to 
respond be given to the certificated non-instructional employee, and that a meeting be held 
between the certificated non-instructional employee and the evaluator to discuss the evaluation 
before July 30. Education Code section 44663, subdivision (b), as added by the test claim 
legislation, states the following: 

In the case of a certificated noninstructional employee, who is employed on a 12-
month basis, the evaluation and assessment made pursuant to this article shall be 
reduced to writing and a copy thereof shall be transmitted to the certificated 
employee no later than June 30 of the year in which the evaluation and assessment 
is made. A certificated noninstructional employee, who is employed on a 12-
month basis shall have the right to initiate a written reaction or response to the 
evaluation. This response shall become a permanent attachment to the 
employee's personnel file. Before July 30 of the year in which the evaluation and 
assessment take place, a meeting shall be held between the certificated employee 
and the evaluator to discuss the evaluation and assessment. 

The claimant contends that the Stull Act, as originally enacted in 197 1, required the assessment 
and evaluation of teachers, or certificated instructional employees, only. The claimant argues 
that when the Stull Act was amended in 1975 and 1986, it added the requirement for schools 
districts to develop job responsibilities to assess and evaluate the performance of non
instructional personnel. The claimant contends that under the rules of statutory construction, an 
amendment indicates the legislative intent to change the law. The claimant contends that this 
amendment imposed additional activities on school districts to develop job responsibilities and 
evaluate certificated non-instructional employees, which constitute a higher level of service? 

The Department of Finance argues that school districts have always had the requirement to 
assess and evaluate non-instructional personnel because the original legislation enacted in 197 
refers to all certificated personnel. The Department of Finance contends that the subsequent 

62 Exhibit C to Item 9 of the May 27, 2004 Commission Hearing. 
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amendments that specifically list certificated non-instructional personnel, were clarifying edits 
and not new requirements.63 

The Stull Act was an existing program when the test claim legislation was enacted Thus, the 
issue is whether the 1975 and 1986 amendments to the Stull Act mandated an increased, or 
higher level of service to develop job responsibilities and to evaluate and ass&s certificated non
instructional employees. In 1987, the California Supreme Court in County of Los Angeles v. 
State 0£ California expressly stated that the term "higher level of service" must be read in 
conjunction with the phrase "new program." Both are directed at state-mandated increases in 
the services provided by local agencies?" 

In 1990, the Second District Court of Appeal decided the Long Beach Unified School District 
case, which challenged a test claim filed with the Board of Control on executive orders issued by 
the Department of Education to alleviate racial and ethnic segregation in schools.65 The comi 
determined that the executive orders did not constitute a "new program" since schools had an 
existing constitutional obligation to alleviate racial segregation? However, the court found that 

the executive orders constituted a "higher level of service" because the requirements imposed by 
the state went beyond constitutional and case law requirements. The court stated in relevant part 
the following: 

The phrase ''higher level of service" is not defined in article XIII B or in the ballot 
materials. [Citation omitted.] A mere increase in the cost of providing a service 
which is the result of a requirement mandated by the state is not tantamount to a 
higher level of service. [Citation omitted.] However, a review of the Executive 
Order and guidelines shows that a higher level of service is mandated because the 
requirements go beyond constitutional and case law requirements. . , . While these 
steps fit within the "reasonably feasible" description of [case law], the point is 
that these steps are no longer merely being suggested as options which the local 
school district may wish to consider but are required acts. These requirements 
constitute a higher level of service. We are supported in our conclusion by the 
report of the Board to the Legislature regarding its decision that the Claim is 
reimbursable: "Only those costs that are above and beyond the regular level of 
service for like pupils in the district are reimbursable."67

' 
68 

63 Exhibit B to Item 9 of the May 27, 2004 Commission Hearing. 
64 County of Los Angeles, supra, 43 Cal.3d at page 56. 

65 Long Beach Unified School District, supra, 225 Cal.App.4th 155. 
66 Id. at page 173. 

6; Ibid., emphasis added. 

68 See also, County of Los Angeles v. Commission on State Mandates (2003) 110 Cal.App.4th 
1176, 1193- 1194, where the Second District Court of Appeal followed the earlier rulings and 
held that in the case of an existing program, reimbursement is required only when the state is 
divesting itself of its responsibility to provide fiscal support for a program, or is forcing a new 
program on a locality for which it is ill-equipped to allocate funding. 
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Thus, in order for the 1975 and 1986 amendments to the Stull Act, relating to certificated non
instructional personnel, to impose a new program or higher level of service, the Commission 
must find that the state is imposing new required acts or activities on school districts beyond 
those already required by law. 

For the reasons described below, the Commission finds that school districts have been required 
to develop job responsibilities for certificated non-instructional employees, evaluate and assess 
certificated non-instructional employees, draft written evaluations of certificated non
instructional employees, receive and review written responses to the evaluation from certificated 
non-instructional employees, and conduct meetings regarding the evaluation with certificated 
non-instructional employees under the Stull Act since 197 1, before the enactment of the test 
claim legislation. 

Claimant argues that the statutory amendments to the Stull Act, by themselves, reflect the 
legislative intent to change the law. However, the intent to change the law may not always be 
presumed by an amendment, as suggested by the claimant. The court has recognized that 
changes in statutory language can be intended to clarify the law, rather than change it, 

We assume the Legislature amends a statute for a purpose, but that purpose need 
not necessarily be to change the law. [Citation.] Our consideration of the 
suwounding circumstances can indicate that the Legislature made . . . changes in 
statutory language in an effort only to clarify a statute's true meaning. [Citations 
omitted.]'" 

Thus, to determine whether the Stull Act, as originally enacted in 197 1, applied to all certificated 
employees of a school district, instructional and non-instructional employees alike, the 
Commission must apply the rules of statutory construction. Under the rules of statutory 
construction, the first step is to look at the statute's words and give them their plain and ordinary 
meaning. Where the words of the statute are not ambiguous, they must be applied as written and 
may not be altered in any way. Moreover, the intent must be gathered with reference to the 
whole system of law of which it is a part so that all may be harmonized and have effect.~,, 

As indicated by the plain language of former Education Code sections 13485,13487, 13488, and 
13489, school districts were required under prior law to develop evaluation and assessment 
guidelines for the evaluation of "certificated" employees, evaluate and assess "certificated" 
employees on a continuing basis, draft written evaluations of "certificated" employees, receive 
and review written response to the evaluation from "certificated" employees, and conduct 
meetings regarding the evaluation with "certificated" employees. The plain language of these 
statutes does not distinguish between instructional employees (teachers) and non-instructional 
employees (principals, administrators), or specifically exclude certificated non-instructional 
employees. When read in context with the whole system of law of which these statutes are a 
part, the requirements of the Stull Act originally applied to all certificated employees under prior 
law. 

As enacted, the Stull Act was placed in Chapter 2 of Division 10 of the 1971 Education Code, a 
chapter addressing " Certificated Employees." Certificated employees are those employees 

09 Western Security Bank v. Superior Court (1997) 15 Cal.4th 232, 243. 
70 People v. Thomas (1992) 4 Cal.4th 206, 210. 

21 Test Claim 98-TC-25, Statement of Decision 

31



directly involved in the educational process and include both instructional and non-instructional 
employees such as teachers, administrators, supervisors, and principals." Certificated employees 
must be properly credentialed for the specific position they hold." A "certificated person" was 
defined in former Education Code section 12908 as "a person who holds one or more documents 
such as a certificate, a credential, or a life diploma, which singly or in combination license the 
holder to engage in the school service designated in the document or documents." The definition 
of "certificated person" governs the construction of Division I 0 of the former Education Code 
and is not limited to instructional employees. 73 

Thus, the plain language of former Education Code sections 13485,13487, 13488, and 13489 
read within the context of Chapter 2 of Division I 0 of the 1971 Education Code, a division that 
governs both instructional and non-instructional certificated employees, required school districts 
to develop evaluation and assessment guidelines and to evaluate both instructional and no11-
instructional certificated employees based on the guidelines on a continuing basis. 

In addition, former Education Code section 13486, as enacted in 1971, expressly required school 
districts to avail themselves "of the advice of the certificated instructional personnel in the 
district's organization of certificated personnel" when developing and adopting the evaluation 
guidelines. (Emphasis added.) Fonner Education Code sections 13485,13487, 13488, and 
13489, enacted at the same time, did not limit the evaluation and assessment requirements to 
"certificated instructional personnel" only. Rather, "certificated employees" were required to be 
evaluated. Thus, had the Legislature intended to require school districts to evaluate and assess 
only teachers, as argued by claimant, they would have limited the requirements of former 
Education Code sections 13485,13487, 13488, 13489 to "certificated instructional personnel." 
Under the rules of statutory construction, the Commission is prohibited from altering the plain 
language of a statute, or writing into a statute, by implication, express requirements that the 
Legislature itself has not seen fit to place in the statute. 74 

Moreover, under prior law, the Legislature expressly excluded certain types of certificated 
employees from the requirements of the Stull Act, and never expressly excluded 11011-
instructional employees. When the Stull Act was originally enacted in 1971, the Legislature 
excluded employees of community colleges from the requirements. 75 In 1972, the Legislature 
revisited the Stull Act and expressly excluded certificated personnel employed on an hourly basis 
in adult education classes. 76 In 1973, school districts were authorized to exclude hourly and 
temporary certificated employees, and substitute teachers from the evaluation requirement." 
Under the rules of statutory construction, where exceptions to a general rule are specified by 

71 Fom1er Education Code section 13 187 et seq. of the 1971 Education Code. 

72 Fom1er Education Code section 1325 I et seq. of the 1971 Education Code. 
7

J Former Education Code 12901 ofthe 197 J Education Code. 
74 Whitcomb v. California Employment Commission (1944) 24 Cal.2d 753, 757; In re Rudy L. 
(1994) 29 Cal.App.4th 1007, 101 l. 
75 Section 42 of Statutes 1971, chapter 361. 

76 Statutes 1972, chapter 535. 

77 Statutes 1973, chapter 220. 
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statute, other exceptions are not to be implied or presumed, absent a discernible and contrary 
legislative intent. 78 Thus, it cannot be implied from the plain language of the legislation that the 
Legislature intended to exclude certificated non-instructional employees from the requirements 
of the Stull Act. 

The conclusion that the Stull Act applied to non-instructional employees under prior law is 
further supported by case law. In 1977, the First District Court of Appeal considered Grant v. 
Adams.79 The Grant case involved a school district employee who was a certified teacher with 
credentials as an administrator who had been serving as a principal (a non-instructional 
employee) of an elementary school from 1973 through 1974. In May 1974, the employee was 
reassigned and demoted to a teaching position for the 1974- 1975 school year.80 The employee 
made the argument that the Stull Act, when coupled with other statutory provisions, created a 
property interest in his position as a principal and required that an evaluation be conducted 
before termination of an administrative assignment. The court disagreed with the employee's 
argument, holding that the Stull Act evaluation was not a precondition to reassignment or 
dismissal.*' When analyzing the issue, the court made the following findings: 

In 197 1, the Legislature passed the so-called "Stull Act," Education Code sections 
13485-13490. Among other things the Stull Act required that all school districts 
establish evaluation procedures for certificated personnel. (Ed. Code, § 13485.) 
The state board of education developed guidelines for evaluation of 
administrators and teachers pursuant to the Stull Act. Respondents [school 
district} adopted those guidelines without relevant change in June 1972. The 
guidelines called for evaluation of personnel on permanent status at least once 
eveiy two years. Appellant was given no evaluation pursuant to the guidelines. 
(Emphasis added.)82 

In 1979, the California Supreme Court decided Miller v. Chico Unified School District Board of 
Education, a case with similar facts. 83 In the Miller case, the employee was a principal of a 
junior high school from 1958 until 1976, when he was reassigned to a teaching position. In 
1973, the school board adopted procedures to formally evaluate administrators pursuant to the 
Stull Act.84 The employee received a Stull Act evaluation in 1973, 1974, and 1975.85 In 1976, 
the school board requested the employee's cooperation in his fourth annual Stull evaluation 
report, but the employee refused on advice of counsel. 86 The employee sought reinstatement to 

78 Peoplev.Galambos (2002) 104 Cal.App.4th 1147. 
79 Grant v. Adams (1977) 69 Cal.App.3d 127. 
80 Id. at page 130. 
81 Id. at pages 134-135. 
82 Id. at p~ footnote 3. 

83 Miller v. Chico Unified School District Board of Education (1979) 24 Cal.3d 703. 
84 Id. {ltlge 707. 

ss Id. cp:age1.{}8-710, 717. 
80 Id. at page 709. 
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his position as a principal on the ground that the school board failed to comply with the Stull 
Act. 87 The court denied the employee's request and made the following findings: 

The record indicates, however, that the school board substantially complied with 
the Stull Act's mandate that the board fix perfonnance guidelines for its 
certificated personnel, evaluate plaintiff in light of such guidelines, inf onn 
plaintiff of the results of any evaluation, and suggest to plaintiff ways to improve 
his perfonnance. 

The school board's guidelines provide for annual evaluations of supervisory 
personnel; accordingly, the board evaluated plaintiff in 1973, 1974, and 1975. 
Although plaintiff received generally satisfactory evaluations in 1973 and 1974, 
the board's evaluation report in 1974 contains suggestions for specific areas of 
improvement. . . . 

Plaintiff's final Stull Act evaluation in June 1975 plainly notified plaintiff "in 
writing" of any unsatisfactory conduct on his part, and in addition provided a 
forum for plaintiffs supervisors to make "specific recommendations as to areas of 
improvement in the employee's performance and endeavor to assist him in such 

performance." [Fonner Ed. Code,§ 13489.) .... 

The court is surely obligated to understand the purpose of ... [the Stull Act] and 
to apply those sections to the relevant facts.** 

Finally, the legislative history of the 1986 test claim legislation supports the conclusion that the 
specific language added to the Stull Act was not intended to impose new required acts on school 
districts. As stated above, the test claim legislation (Stats. 1986, ch. 393) amended Education 
Code section 44663 by adding subdivision (b) to provide that the evaluation and assessment of 
certificated non-instructional employees shall be reduced to writing before June 30 of the year 
that the evaluation is made, that an opportunity to respond be given to the certificated non
instructional employee, and that a meeting be held between the certificated non-instructional 
employee and the evaluator to discuss the evaluation before July 30. The legislative history of 
Statutes 1986, chapter 393 (Assem. Bill No. 3878) indicates that the purpose of the bill was to 
extend for 45 days the current requirement for the evaluation of certificated non-instructional 
employees. 89 The analysis of Assembly Bill 3878 by the Assembly Education Committee, dated 

87 Id. at page 7 16. 
88 Id. at pages 717-718. 
89 Letter from San Diego Unified School District to the Honorable Teresa Hughes, Chairperson 
of the Assembly Education Committee, on Assembly Bill 3878, April 4, 1986; Assembly 
Education Committee, Republican Analysis on Assembly Bill 3878, April 7, 1986; Department 
of Finance, Enrolled Bill Report on Assembly Bill 3878, April 2 l, 1986; Legislative Analyst, 
Analysis of Assembly Bill 3878, April 24, 1986; Assembly Education Committee, Republican 
Analysis on Assembly Bill 3878, April 26, 1986; Senate Committee on Education, Staff Analysis 
on Assembly Bill 3878, May 28, 1986; Legislative Analyst, Analysis of Assembly Bill 3878, 
June l 8, 1986. (Exhibit I to Item 9 of the May 27, 2004 Commission Hearing.) 
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April 7, 1986, states the following: 

Current statute requires evaluations of noninstructional certificated employees on 
12 month contracts to be conducted within 30 days before the last school day. 
This apparently is a problem for San Diego [Unified School District] because all 
evaluations are jammed in at the end of the school year. They feel it would make 
more sense to allow extra time to evaluate those on 12 month contracts and spread 
the process out over a longer period of time. 90 

The April 24, 1986 analysis of Assembly Bill 3878 by the Legislative Analyst states the 
following: 

Our review indicates that this bill does not mandate any new duties on school 
district governing boards, but simply extends the date by which evaluations of 
certain certificated employees must be completed." 

Based on the foregoing authorities, the Commission finds that school districts were required 
under prior law to perform the following activities: 

• 

• 

; 

Develop and adopt specific evaluation and assessment guidelines for the perfonnance of 
certificated non-instructional personnel. 

Evaluate and assess certificated non-instructional personnel as it relates to the established 
standards. 

Prepare and draft a written evaluation of the certificated non-instructional employee. The 
evaluation shall include recommendations, if necessary, as to areas of improvement. 

Receive and review from a certificated non-instructional employee written responses 
regarding the evaluation. 

Prepare and hold a meeting between the certificated non-instructional employee and the 
evaluator to discuss the evaluation and assessment 

The Commission further finds that the language added to former Education Code section 13487 
by the 1975 test claim legislation to "establish and define job responsibilities" for certificated 
non-instructional personnel falls within the preexisting duty to develop and adopt objective 
evaluation and assessment guidelines for all certificated employees, does not mandate any new 
required acts, and, thus, does not constitute a new program or higher level of service,"' 

Accordingly, the Commission finds that the 1975 and 1986 amendments to former Education 
Code sections 13485 and 13487 and Education Code section 44663 as they relate to certificated 
non-instructional employees do not constitute a new program or higher level of service.93 

90 Id. at page 30 l . 

91 Id. at page 306. 

92 Long Bench Unified School District, supra, 225 Cal.App.4th at page 173. 

93 It is noted that the analysis by the Legislative Analyst on Senate Bill 777, which was enacted 
as Statutes 1975, chapter 1216, concludes that "there would also be undetermined increased local 
costs due to the addition of. . non-instructional certificated employees in evaluation and 
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Establish standards of expected pupil achievement at each grade level in each area of study 
[Former Ed, Code, § 13487, as repealed and reenacted by Stats. 1975, ch. 1216). 

The claimant is requesting reimbursement to establish standards of expected pupil achievement 
at each grade level in each area of study. 

Former Education Code section 13487, as originally enacted in 197 1, required school districts to 
develop and adopt specific evaluation and assessment guidelines for certificated personnel. 
Former section 13487 stated in relevant part the following: 

The governing board of each school district shall develop and adopt specific 
evaluation and assessment guidelines which shall include but shall not necessarily 
be limited in content to the following elements: 

(a) The establishment of standards of expected student progress in each area 
of study and of techniques for the assessment of that progress. 

The test claim legislation, in Statutes 1975, chapter 1216, repealed and reenacted former 
Education Code section 13487, As reenacted, the statute provided the following (amendments 
relevant to this issue are reflected with strikeout and underline): 

(a) The governing board of each school district shall establish standards of 
expected student progress achievement at each grade level in each area of 
study. 

The claimant contends that the 1975 test claim legislation imposed a new program or higher 
level of service on school districts to rewrite standards for employee assessment to reflect 
expected student "achievement" (as opposed expected student "progress") and to expand the 
standards to reflect expected student achievement at each "grade level."94 The claimant further 
states the following: 

Prior law only required that the standards of expected student achievement be 
established to show student progress. Under prior law, these standards may have 
tracked student progress over time. For example, a school district may have 
established reading standards for pupils upon graduating from eighth grade. 
Under the test claim legislation, school districts no longer have the ability to 
determine over what period standards of expected student achievement will be 

assessment requirements." (See, Exhibit I, pp. 292-294.) The courts have determined, 
however, that legislative findings are not relevant to the issue of whether a reimbursable state
mandated program exists: 

[T]he statutory scheme [in Government Code section 17500 et seq.] 
contemplates that the Commission, as a quasi-judicial body, has the sole and 
exclusive authority to adjudicate whether a state mandate exists. Thus, any 
legislative findings are irrelevant to the issue of whether a state mandate exists 
... " (City of San Jose, supra, 45 Cal.App.4th at pp. 1817-1818, quoting 
County of Los Angeles v. Commission on State Mandates (1995) 32 Cal. App.4th 
805, 819, and Kinlaw v. State of California, supra, 54 Cal.3d at p. 333.) 

94 Exhibit A (Test Claim, page 4) to Item 9 of the May 27, 2004 Commission Hearing. 
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established: The standards must be established by each grade level. The new 
standards outlined in the test claim legislation align more closely with the state's 
new content standards . . . "95 

The Department of Finance contends that the 1975 amendment to fonner Education Code section 
13487 does not constitute a new program or higher level of service. The Department states the 
following: 

Finance notes that in practice, school district standards required by Chapter 
36 117 1 would have had to have been differentiated by grade in order to provide a 
measure of "expected student progress." Finance also notes that changing the 
term '"expected student progress" to the term "expected student achievement" is a 
wording change that would not require additional work on the part of school 
districts. These changes did not require additional work on the part of school 
districts, and therefore, are not reimbursable. 96

'
97 

In order for the 1975 reenactment of former Education Code section 13487 to constitute a new 
program or higher level of service, the Commission must find that the state is imposing new 
required acts or activities on school districts beyond those already required by law."' For the 
reasons below, the Commission finds that the 1975 reenactment of fonner Education Code 
section 13487 does not constitute a new program or higher level of service. 

On its face, the activities imposed by the 1975 reenactment of former Education Code section 
13487 do not appear different than the activities required by the original 1971 version of former 
Education Code section 13487. Both versions require that standards for evaluation be 
established so that certificated personnel are evaluated based on student progress. As originally 
enacted in 197 1, "[t]he governing board of each school district shall develop and adopt specific 
evaluation and assessment guidelines which shall include . . . the establishment of standards of 
expected student progress in each area of study ... [and the] ... assessment of certificated 
personnel competence as it relates to the established standards." (Emphasis added.) As 
reenacted in 1975, "[tJhe governing board of each school district shall establish standards of 
expected student achievement at each grade level in each area of study . . . and evaluate and 
assess certificated employee competency as it reasonably relates to ... the progress of students 
toward the established standards." (Emphasis added.) 

95 Exhibit C, page 2, to Item 9 of the May 27, 2004 Commission Hearing. 

96 Exhibit B, page 1, to Item 9 of the May 27, 2004 Commission Hearing. 

97 The Department of Finance's factual assertion is not supported by "documentary evidence ... 
authenticated by declarations under penalty of perjwy signed by persons who are authorized and 
competent to do so," as required by the Commission's regulations. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 2, § 
1183 .02, subd. (c)(l).) 

98 County of Los Angeles, supra, 43 Cal.3d at page 56; Long Beach Unified School Dist., supra, 
225 Cal.App.4th at page 173; and County of Los Angeles, supra, 110 Cal.App.4th at pages 1193-
1194. 
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In addition, the legislative histocy of the test claim statute, Statutes 1975, chapter 1216 (Sen. Bill 
No. 777), does not reveal an intention by the Legislature to impose new required acts. 
Legislative histocy simply indicates that the language was "modified'"" 

Moreover, claimant's argument, that the test claim statute imposes a higher level of service 
because, under prior law, school districts "may" have only tracked student progress over time 
(for example, by establishing "reading standards for pupils upon graduating from eighth grade''), 
is not persuasive. Under the claimant's interpretation, the performance of a first grade teacher 
could be evaluated and assessed based on reading standards for eighth grade students; students 
that the teacher did not teach. The Stull Act, as originally enacted, required the school district to 
evaluate and assess the performance of all certificated employees based on the progress of their 
pupils. In addition, the claimant's factual assertion is not supported by "documentary evidence 
. . . authen ticated by declarations under penalty of perjUI)' signed by persons who are 
authorized and competent to do so, " as required by the Commission's regulations. 100 

Finally, assuming for the sake of argument only, that school districts were required to establish 
new standards of expected student achievement due to the 1975 test claim statute, that activity 
would have occurred outside the reimbursement period for this claim, The reimbursement period 
for this test claim, if approved by the Commission, begins July 1, 1998. The test claim statute 
was enacted in 1975, 23 years earlier than the reimbursement period. There is no requirement in 
the test claim statute that establishing the standards is an ongoing activity. 

Therefore, based on the evidence in the record, the Commission finds that former Education 
Code section 13487 as reenacted by Statutes 1975, chapter 1216, does not impose a new program 
or higher level of service on school districts. 

Evaluate and assess the performance of certificated instructional employees (Ed. Code, 
& 44662, subd. (b ). as amended by Stats. 1983, ch. 498 and Stats. 1999, ch. 4). 

The claimant requests reimbursement to evaluate and assess the performance of certificated 
instructional employees as it reasonably relates to the following: 

• the instructional techniques and strategies used by the certificated employee (Stats. 1983, 
ch. 498); 

• the certificated employee's adherence to curricular objectives (Stats 1983, ch. 498); and 

• the progress of pupils towards the state adopted academic content standards as measured 
by state adopted criterion referenced assessments (Stats. 1999, ch. 4). 101 

99 Senate Committee on Education, Staff Analysis on Senate Bill 777, as amended on 
May 7, 1975; Assembly Education Committee, Analysis of Senate Bill 777, as amended on 
August 12, 1975; Ways and Means Staff Analysis on Senate Bill 777, as amended on 
August 19, 1975; Legislative Analyst, Analysis of Senate Bill 777, as amended on 
August 19, 1975, dated August 22, 1975; Assembly Third Reading of Senate Bill 777, as 
amended on August 19, 1975. (Exhibit I to Item 9 of the May 27, 2004 Commission Hearing.) 
100 Cal. Code Regs., tit. 2, § 1183.02, subd. (c)( I). 
101 Exhibit A (Test Claim, page 6) to Item 9 of the May 27, 2004 Commission Hearing. 
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The Department of Finance agrees that these activities constitute reimbursable state-mandated 
activities under article XIII B, section 6. 102 

For the reasons described below, the Commission finds that evaluating and assessing the 
performance of certificated instructional employees that perform the requirements of educational 
programs mandated by state or federal law based on these factors constitutes a new program or 
higher level of service. 

The instructional techniques and strategies used by the employee. and the employee's adherence 
to curricular objectives. In 1983, the test claim legislation amended Education Code section 
44662, subdivision (b ), to require the school district to evaluate and assess certificated employee 
competency as it reasonably relates to ''the instructional techniques and strategies used by the 
employee," and ''the employee's adherence to curricular objectives." (Stats. 1983, ch. 498.) 

Before the 1983 test claim legislation was enacted, the Stull Act required school districts to 
establish an objective and uniform system of evaluation and assessment of the performance of 
certificated personnel. 103 When developing these guidelines, school districts were required to 
receive advice from certificated instructional personnel. The court interpreted this provision to 
require districts to meet and confer, and engage in collective bargaining, with representatives of 
certificated employee organizations before adopting the evaluation guidelines?" Thus, 
certificated instructional employees were evaluated based on the guidelines developed through 
collective bargaining, and on the following criteria required by the state: 

• the progress of students toward the established standards of expected student 
achievement at each grade level in each area of study; and 

• the establishment and maintenance of a suitable learning environment within the scope of 
the employee's responsibilities. 105 

Under prior law, the evaluation had to be reduced to writing and a copy of the evaluation given 
to the employee. An evaluation meeting had to be held between the certificated employee and 
the evaluator to discuss the evaluation and assessment !IJl6 

The 1983 test claim statute still requires school districts to reduce the evaluation to writing, to 
transmit a copy to the employee, and to conduct a meeting with the employee to discuss the 
evaluation and assessment. 107 These activities are not new. However, the 1983 test claim statute 
amended the evaluation requirements by adding two new evaluation factors: the instructional 

102 Exhibit B to Item 9 of the May 27, 2004 Commission Hearing. 

103 Former Education Code sections 13485 and 13487. 
104 Certificated Employees Council of the Monterey Peninsula Unified School District v. 
Monterey Peninsula Unified School District (1974) 42 Cal.App.3d 328, 334, 

'°5 Fonner Education Code section 13487, subdivision (b), as amended by Statutes 1975, 
chapter 1216. 
106 Former Education Code sections 13485-13490, as originally enacted by Statutes 1971, chapter 
361. 
101 Education Code sections 44662, 44663, 44664. 
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techniques and strategies used by the employee, and the employee's adherence to curricular 
objectives. Thus, school districts are now required by the state to evaluate and assess the 
competency of certificated instructional employees as it reasonably relates to: 

• the progress of students toward the established standards of expected student 
achievement at each grade level in each area of study; 

• the instructional techniques and strategies used by the employee; 

" the employee's adherence to curricular objectives; and 

• the establishment and maintenance of a suitable learning environment, within the 
scope of the employee's responsibilities. 

School districts may have been evaluating teachers on their instructional techniques and 
adherence to curricular objectives before the enactment of the test claim statute based on the 
evaluation guidelines developed through the collective bargaining process. But, the state did not 
previously require the evaluation in these two areas. Government Code section 17565 states that 
"if a . . . school district, at its option, has been incurring costs which are subsequently mandated 
by the state, the state shall reimburse the . . . school district for those costs after the operative date 
of the mandate." 

Accordingly, the Commission finds that Education Code section 44662, subdivision (b), as 
amended by Statutes 1983, chapter 498, imposes a new required act and, thus, a new program or 
higher level of service on school districts to evaluate and assess the performance of certificated 
instructional employees that perform the requirements of educational programs mandated by 
state or federal law as it reasonably relates to the instructional techniques and strategies used by 
the employee and the employee's adherence to curricular objectives. 

Reimbursement for this activity is limited to the review of the employee's instructional 
techniques and strategies and adherence to curricular objectives, and to include in the written 
evaluation of the certificated instructional employees the asses.mient of these factors during the 
following evaluation periods: 

• once each year for probationary certificated employees; 

• every other year for permanent certificated employees; and 

• beginning January 1, 2004, every five years for certificated employees with permanent 
status who have been employed at least ten years with the school district, are highly 
qualified (as defined in 20 U.S.C. § 7801) 108

, and whose previous evaluation rated the 
employee as meeting or exceeding standards, if the evaluator and certificated employee 
being evaluated agree. 109 

108 Section 7801 of title 20 of the United States Code defines "highly qualified" as a teacher that 
has obtained full state certification as a teacher or passed the state teacher licensing examination, 
and holds a license to teach, and the teacher has not had certification requirements waived on an 
emergency, temporary, or provisional basis. 

109 Education Code section 44664, subdivision (a)(3), as amended by Statutes 2003, chapter 566. 
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State adopted academic content standards as measured bv state adopted assessment tests. In 
1999, the test claim legislation (Stats. 1999, ch. 4) amended Education Code 44662, subdivision 
(b )( 1 ), by adding the following underlined language: 

The governing board of each school district shall evaluate and assess certificated 
employee competency as it reasonably relates to: 

The progress of pupils toward the standards established pursuant to 
subdivision (a) [standards of expected pupil achievement at each grade level in 
each area of study] and. if applicable. the state adopted academic content 
standards as measured by state adopted criterion referenced assessments. 

Before the 1999 test claim legislation, school districts were required to evaluate and assess 
certificated employees based on the progress of pupils. The progress of pupils was measured by 
standards, adopted by local school districts, of expected student achievement at each grade level 
in each area of study. The evaluation had to be reduced to writing and a copy of the evaluation 
given to the employee. An evaluation meeting had to be held between the certificated employee 
and the evaluator to discuss the evaluation and assessment."' 

The 1999 test claim legislation still requires school districts to evaluate and assess certificated 
employees based on the progress of pupils. It also still requires school districts to reduce the 
evaluation to writing, to transmit a copy to the employee, and to conduct a meeting with the 
employee to discuss the evaluation and assessment 11 1 These activities are not new. 

However, the test claim legislation, beginning January 1, 2000 112
, imposes a new requirement on 

school districts to evaluate the performance of certificated employees as it reasonably relates to 
the progress of pupils based not only on standards adopted by local school districts, but also on 
the academic content standards adopted by the state, as measured by the state adopted 
assessment tests. 

The state academic content standards and the ~ment tests that measure the academic 
progress of students were created in 1995 with the enactment of the California Asses..'iIJ1eJlt of 
Academic Achievement Act. 113 The act required the State Board of Education to develop and 
adopt a set of statewide academically rigorous content standards in the core curriculum areas of 
reading, writing, mathematics, history/social science, and science to serve as the basis for 
assessing the academic achievement of individual pupils and of schools. 114 In addition, the Act 
established the Standardized Testing and Reporting Program (otherwise known as the STAR 
Program) 15, which requires each school district to annually administer to all pupils in grades 2 
to 1 1 a nationally nom1ed achievement test of basic skills, and an achievement test based on the 

11° Former Education Code sections 13485-l 3490, as originally enacted by Statutes 197 1, 
chapter 36 l. 

11 Education Code sections 44662, 44663, 44664. 

112 Statutes 1999, chapter 4 became operative and effective on January I, 2000. 

113 Education Code section 60600 et seq. 
114 Education Code section 60605, subdivision (a). 

115 Education Code section 60640, subdivision (a). 
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state's academic content standards? The Commission determined that the administration of the 
STAR test to pupils constitutes a partial reimbursable state-mandated program (CSM 97-TC-23). 

Although evaluating the performance of a certificated employee based on the progress of pupils 
is not new, the Commission finds that the requirement to evaluate and assess the performance of 
certificated instructional employees that teach reading, writing, mathematics, history/social 
science, and science in grades 2 to 11, as it reasonably relates to the progress of pupils towards 
the state adopted academic content standards as measured by state adopted criterion referenced 
assessments is a new required act and, thus a higher level of service within the meaning of article 
XIII B, section 6 of the California Constitution. 

This higher level of service is limited to the review of the results of the ST AR test as it 
reasonably relates to the performance of those certificated employees that teach reading, writing, 
mathematics, history/social science, and science in grades 2 to 11, and to include in the written 
evaluation of those certificated employees the assessment of the employee's performance based 
on the ST AR results for the pupils they teach during the evaluation periods specified in 
Education Code section 44664, and described below: 

• once each year for probationary certificated employees; 

• every other year for permanent certificated employees; and 

• beginning January 1, 2004, every five years for certificated employees with pennanent 
status who have been employed at least ten years with the school district, are highly 
qualified (as defined in 20 U.S.C. § 7801), and whose previous evaluation rated the 
employee as meeting or exceeding standards, if the evaluator and certificated employee 
being evaluated agree. 117 

Assess and evaluate permanent certificated, instructional and non-instructional, employees that 
receive an unsatisfactory evaluation once each year until the employee achieves a positive 
evaluation, or is separated from the school district (Ed. Code, & 44664, as amended bv Stats. 
1983, ch. 498). 

The claimant is requesting reimbursement to conduct additional assessments and evaluations for 
permanent certificated employees that receive an unsatisfactory evaluation as follows: 

Conduct additional annual assessments and evaluations of permanent certificated 
instructional and non-instructional employees who have received an 
unsatisfactory evaluation. The school district must conduct the annual assessment 
and evaluation of a pennanent certificated employee until the employee achieves 
a positive evaluation or is separated from the school district. This mandated 
activity is limited to those annual assessments and evaluations that occur in years 
in which the employee would not have been required to be evaluated as per 
Section 44664 (i.e., permanent certificated employees shall be evaluated every 
other year). When conducting these additional evaluations the full cost of the 

116 Education Code section 60640, subdivision (b ). 
117 Education Code section 44664, subdivision (a)(3), as amended by Statutes 2003, chapter 566. 
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evaluation is reimbursable (e.g., evaluation lll1der all criterion, preparing written 
evaluation, review of comments, and holding a hearing with the teacher). 118 

The Department of Finance agrees that the 1983 amendment to Education Code section 44664 
imposes a reimbursable state-mandated activity. 

Before the enactment of the test claim legislation, former Education Code section 13489 (as last 
amended by Stats. 1973, ch. 220) required that an evaluation for permanent certificated 
employees occur every other year. Former Education Code section 13489 stated in relevant part 
the following: 

Evaluation and assessment of the performance of each certificated employee shall 
be made on a continuing basis, at least once each school year for probationary 
personnel, and at least every other year for personnel with permanent status. The 
evaluation shall include recommendations, if necessary, as to areas of 
improvement in the performance of the employee. In the event an employee is 
not perfonning his duties in a satisfactory manner according to the standards 
prescribed by the governing board, the employing authority shall notify the 
employee in writing of such fact and describe such unsatisfactory performance. 
The employing authority shall thereafter confer with the employee malting 
specific recommendations as to areas of improvement in the employee's 
performance and endeavor to assist him in such performance. (Emphasis added.) 

In 1976, former Education Code section 13489 was renumbered to Education Code section 
44664."" The test claim legislation (Stats. 1983, ch. 498) amended Education Code section 
44664, by adding the following sentence: "When any permanent certificated employee has 
received an unsatisfactory evaluation, the employing authority shall annually evaluate the 
employee until the employee achieves a positive evaluation or is separated from the district." 
(Emphasis added.) 120 

The Commission finds that Education Code section 44664, as amended by Statutes I 983, 
chapter 498, imposes a new required act and, thus, a new program or higher level of service by 
requiring school districts to perform additional evaluations for permanent certificated employees 
that perform the requirements of educational programs mandated by state or federal law and 
receive an unsatisfactory evaluation. 

This higher level of service is limited to those annual assessments and evaluations that occur in 
years in which the permanent certificated employee would not have otherwise been evaluated 
pursuant to Education Code section 44664 (i.e., every other year) and lasts lll1til the employee 
achieves a positive evaluation or is separated from the school district. This additional evaluation 

118 Exhibit A (Test Claim) to Item 9 of the May 27, 2004 Commission Hearing. 

119 Statutes 1976, chapter 1010. 

120 Statutes 2003, chapter 566, amended Education Code section 44664 by changing the word 
"when" to "if." The language now states the following: "Whea If any permanent certificated 
employee has received an unsatisfactory evaluation, the employing authority shall annually 
evaluate the employee lll1til the employee achieves a positive evaluation or is separated from the 
district." 
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and assessment of the permanent certifkated employee requires the school district to perform the 
following activities: 

• evaluate and assess the certificated employee performance as it reasonably relates to the 
following criteria: (1) the progress of pupils toward the standards established by the 
school district of expected pupil achievement at each grade level in each area of study, 
and, if applicable, the state adopted content standards as measured by state adopted 
criterion referenced assessments; (2) the instructional techniques and strategies used by 
the employee; (3) the employee's adherence to curricular objectives; (4) the 
establishment and maintenance of a suitable learning environment, within the scope of 
the employee's responsibilities; and, if applicable, (5) the fulfillment of other job 
responsibilities established by the school district for certificated non-instructional 
personnel (Ed. Code,§ 44662, subds. (b) and (c)); 

• the evaluation and assessment shall be reduced to writing. (Ed. Code, § 44663, 
subd. (a).) The evaluation shall include recommendations, if necessary, as to areas of 
improvement in the performance of the employee. If the employee is not perfom1ing his 
or her duties in a satisfactory manner according to the standards prescribed by the 
governing board, the school district shall notify the employee in writing of that fact and 
describe the unsatisfactory performance (Ed. Code, § 44664, subd. (b)); 

• transmit a copy of the written evaluation to the certificated employee (Ed. Code, 
§ 44663, subd. (a)); 

• attach any written reaction or response to the evaluation by the certificated employee to 
the employee's personnel file (Ed. Code, § 44663, subd. (a)); and 

r conduct a meeting with the certificated employee to discuss the evaluation (Ed. Code, 
§ 44553, subd. (a)). 

Issue 3: Does Education Code Section 44662 (As Amended by Stats. 1999, ch. 4) and 
Education Code Section 44664 (As Amended by Stats. 1983, ch. 498) Impose 
Costs Mandated by the State Within the Meaning of Government Code 
Section 17514? 

As indicated above, the Commission finds that the following activities constitute a new program 
or higher level of service: 

• evaluate and assess the performance of certificated instructional employees that perform 
the requirements of educational programs mandated by state or federal law as it 
reasonably relates to the instructional techniques and strategies used by the employee and 
the employee's adherence to curricular objectives (Ed. Code, § 44662, subd. (b), as 
amended by Stats. 1983, ch. 498); 

• evaluate and assess the performance of certificated instructional employees that teach 
reading, writing, mathematics, history/social science, and science in grades 2 to 11 as it 
reasonably relates to the progress of pupils towards the state adopted academic content 
standards as measured by state adopted assessment tests (Ed. Code, § 44662, subd. (b ), as 
amended by Stats, 1999, ch. 4); and 

• assess and evaluate permanent certificated, instructional and non-instructional, employees 
that perform the requirements of educational programs mandated by state or federal law 
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and receive an unsatisfactory evaluation in the years in which the permanent certificated 
employee would not have otherwise been evaluated until the employee receives achieves 
a positive evaluation, or is separated from the school district (Ed. Code, § 44664, as 
amended by Stats. 1983, ch. 498). 

The Commis.sion must continue its inquiry to determine if these activities result in increased 
costs mandated by the state pursuant to Government Code section 175 14. 

Government Code section 175 14 defines "costs mandated by the state" as any increased cost a 
local agency or school district is required to incur as a result of a statute that mandates a new 
program or higher level of service. The claimant states that it has incurred significantly more 
than $200 to comply with the test claim statutes plead in this claim. 121

• 
122 

The Commission finds that there is nothing in the record to dispute the costs alleged by the 
claimant. The parties have not identified any sources of state or federal funds appropriated to 
school districts that can be applied to the activities identified above. Moreover, none of the 
exceptions to finding a reimbursable state-mandated program under Government Code section 
17556 apply to this claim. 

Therefore, the Commission finds that Education Code section 44662 (as amended by 
Stats. 1999, ch. 4) and Education Code section 44664 (as amended by Stats. 1983, ch. 498), 
result in costs mandated by the state under Government Code section 17514. 

CONCLUSION 

The Commission concludes that Education Code section 44662, as amended by Statutes 1999, 
chapter 4, and Education Code section 44664, as amended by Statutes 1983, chapter 498, 
mandate a new program or higher level of service for school districts within the meaning of 
article XIII B, section 6 of the California Constitution, and impose costs mandated by the state 
pursuant to Government Code section 175 14 for the following activities only: 

• Evaluate and assess the perfonnance of certificated instructional employees that perform 
the requirements of educational programs mandated by state or federal law as it 
reasonably relates to the instructional techniques and strategies used by the employee and 
the employee's adherence to curricular objectives (Ed. Code, § 44662, subd. (b), as 
amended by Stats. 1983, ch. 498). 

Reimbursement for this activity is limited to the review of the employee's instructional 
techniques and strategies and adherence to curricular objectives, and to include in the 
written evaluation of the certificated instructional employees the assessment of these 
factors during the following evaluation periods: 

o once each year for probationary certificated employees; 

o every other year for permanent certificated employees; and 

111 Exhibit A to Item 9 of the May 27, 2004 Commission Hearing (Test Claim and Declaration of 
Larry S. Phelps, Superintendent of Denair Unified School District). 
122 After this test claim was filed, Government Code section 17564 was amended to require that 
all test claims and reimbursement claims submitted exceed $1000 in costs. (Stats. 2002, 
ch. l 124.) 
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o beginning January 1, 2004, every five years for certificated employees with 
permanent status who have been employed at least ten years with the school 
district, are highly qualified (as defined in 20 U.S.C. § 7801 ), and whose 
previous evaluation rated the employee as meeting or exceeding standards, if the 
evaluator and certificated employee being evaluated agree. 

• Evaluate and assess the performance of certificated instructional employees that teach 
reading, writing, mathematics, history/social science, and science in grades 2 to 11 as it 
reasonably relates to the progress of pupils towards the state adopted academic content 
standards as measured by state adopted assessment tests (Ed. Code, § 44662, subd. (b ), as 
amended by Stats. 1999, ch. 4). 

Reimbursement for this activity is limited to the review of the results of the ST AR test as 
it reasonably relates to the perfonnance of those certificated employees that teach 
reading, writing, mathematics, history/social science, and science in grades 2 to 11, and 
to include in the written evaluation of those certificated employees the assessment of the 
employee's performance based on the STAR results for the pupils they teach during the 
evaluation periods specified in Education Code section 44664, and described below: 

o once each year for probationary certificated employees; 

o every other year for pennanent certificated employees; and 

o beginning January l, 2004, every five years for certificated employees with 
permanent status who have been employed at least ten years with the school 
district, are highly qualified (as defined in 20 U.S.C. § 7801), and whose previous 
evaluation rated the employee as meeting or exceeding standards, if the evaluator 
and certificated employee being evaluated agree. 

1 Assess and evaluate permanent certificated, instructional and non-instructional, 
employees that perfonn the requirements of educational programs mandated by state or 
federal law and receive an unsatisfactory evaluation in the years in which the pen11anent 
certificated employee would not have otherwise been evaluated pursuant to Education 
Code section 44664 (i.e., every other year). The additional evaluations shall last until the 
employee achieves a positive evaluation, or is separated from the school district. (Ed. 
Code, § 44664, as amended by Stats. 1983, ch. 498). This additional evaluation and 
assessment of the pennanent certificated employee requires the school district to perform 
the following activities: 

o evaluate and assess the certificated employee perfon11ance as it reasonably relates 
to the following criteria: (1) the progress of pupils toward the standards 
established by the school district of expected pupil achievement at each grade 
level in each area of study, and, if applicable, the state adopted content standards 
as measured by state adopted criterion referenced assessments; (2) the 
instructional techniques and strategies used by the employee; (3) the employee's 
adherence to curricular objectives; (4) the establishment and maintenance of a 
suitable learning environment, within the scope of the employee's responsibilities; 
and, if applicable, (5) the fulfillment of other job responsibilities established by 
the school district for certificated non-instructional personnel (Ed. Code, § 44662, 
subds. (b) and (c)); 
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o the evaluation and assessment shall be reduced to writing. (Ed. Code, § 44663, 
subd. (a).) The evaluation shall include recommendations, if necessary, as to 
areas of improvement in the performance of the employee. If the employee is not 
performing his or her duties in a satisfactory manner according to the standards 
prescribed by the governing board, the school district shall notify the employee in 
writing of that fact and describe the unsatisfactory performance (Ed. Code, 
§ 44664, subd. (b)); 

o transmit a copy of the written evaluation to the certificated employee (Ed. Code, 
§ 44663, subd. (a)); 

o attach any written reaction or response to the evaluation by the certificated 
employee to the employee's personnel file (Ed Code, § 44663, subd. (a)); and 

o conduct a meeting with the certificated employee to discuss the evaluation ( 
Ed. Code, § 44553, subd. (a)). 

The Cmnnission further finds that the activities listed above do not constitute reimbursable 
state-mandated programs with respect to certificated personnel employed in local, discretionary 
educational programs. 

Finally, the Commission finds that all other statutes in the test claim not mentioned above are not 
reimbursable state-mandated programs within the meaning of article XIII B, section 6 and 
Government Code section 175 14. 
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DECLARATION OF SERVICE BY MAIL 

I, the undersigned, declare as follows: 

I am a resident of the County of Sacramento and I am over the age of 18 years, and not a 
party to the within action. My place of employment is 980 Ninth Street, Suite 300, 
Sacramento, California 95 8 14. 

June 1, 2004, I served the: 

Adopted Statement of Decision 
The Stull Act, 98-TC-25 
Education Code Sections 44660 - 44665 (formerly Ed. Code §§ 13485-13490) 
Statutes 1975, Chapter 1216; Statutes 1983, Chapter 498; Statutes 1986, Chapter 393; 
Statutes 1995, Chapter 392; Statutes 1999, Chapter 4 
Denair Unified School District, Claimant 

by placing a true copy thereof in an envelope addressed to: 

Mr. David Scribner 
Executive Director 
School Mandates Group 
3 113 Catalina Island Road 
West Sacramento, CA 95691 

State Agencies and Interested Parties (See attached mailing list); 

and by sealing and depositing said envelope in the United States mail at Sacramento, 
California, with postage thereon fully paid 

I declare under penalty of perjwy under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing 
is true and correct, and that this declaration was executed on 
June 1, 2004, at Sacramento, California. 

tf~a kMte--
VICTORIA SORIANO 
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BEFORE THE 

COMMISSION ON STA TE MANDA TES 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

IN RE TEST CLAIM ON: 

Education Code Sections 44660-44665 
(Former Ed. Code,§§ 13485-13490); 

Statutes 1.983, Chapter 498; 
Statutes 1999, Chapter 4; 

Filed on June 30, 1999; 

By Denair Unified School District, Claimant. 

No. 98-TC-25 

The Stull Act 

ADOPTION OF PARAMETERS AND 
GUIDELINES PURSUANT TO 
GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 17557 
AND TITLE 2, CALIFORNIA CODE OF 
REGULATIONS, SECTION 1183.12 

(Adopted on September 27, 2005) 

PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES 

On September 27, 2005, the Commission on State Mandates adopted the attached Parameters 
and Guidelines. 

tf::t. 6, ).DQ.5 
Date 
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Adopted: September 27, 2005 

PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES 

Education Code Sections 44660-44665 
(Former Ed. Code,§§ 13485-13490) 

Statutes 1983, Chapter 498 
Statutes 1999, Chapter 4 

The Stull Act (98-TC-25) 

Denair Unified School District and Grant Joint Union High School District, Claimants 

I. SUMMARY OF THE MANDATE 

On May 27, 2004, the Commission on State Mandates (Commission) adopted the Statement of 
Decision for The Stull Act test claim. The Commission found that Education Code sections 
44660-44665 (formerly Ed. Code,§§ 13485-13490) constitute a new program or higher level of 
service and impose a state-mandated program upon school districts within the meaning of article 
XIII B, section 6 of the California Constitution and Government Code section 17514. 
Accordingly, the Commission approved this test claim for the following reimbursable activities: 

• Evaluate and assess the performance of certificated instructional employees that 
perform the requirements of educational programs mandated by state or federal law as 
it reasonably relates to the instructional techniques and strategies used by the 
employee and the employee's adherence to curricular objectives. (Ed. Code, § 44662, 
subd. (b), as amended by Stats. 1983, ch. 498.) 

Reimbursement for this activity is limited to the review of the employee's 
instructional techniques and strategies and adherence to curricular objectives, and to 
include in the written evaluation of the certificated instructional employees the 
assessment of these factors during the following evaluation periods: 

o Once each year for probationary certificated employees; 

o Every other year for permanent certificated employees; and 

o Beginning January 1, 2004, every five years for certificated employees with 
permanent status who have been employed at least ten years with the school 
district, are highly qualified (as defined in 20 U.S.C. § 7801), and whose previous 
evaluation rated the employee as meeting or exceeding standards, ifthe evaluator 
and certificated employee being evaluated agree. 

• Evaluate and assess the performance of certificated instructional employees that teach 
reading, writing, mathematics, history/social science, and science in grades 2 to 11 as 
it reasonably relates to the progress of pupils towards the state adopted academic 
content standards as measured by state adopted assessment tests. (Ed. Code, § 44662, 
subd. (b), as amended by Stats. 1999, ch. 4.) 

Reimbursement for this activity is limited to the review of the results of the STAR 
test as it reasonably relates to the performance of those certificated employees that 
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teach reading, writing, mathematics, history/social science, and science in grades 2 to 
11, and to include in the written evaluation of those certificated employees the 
assessment of the employee's performance based on the STAR results for the pupils 
they teach during the evaluation periods specified in Education Code section 44664, 
and described below: 

o Once each year for probationary certificated employees; 

o Every other year for permanent certificated employees; and 

o Beginning January 1, 2004, every five years for certificated employees with 
permanent status who have been employed at least ten years with the school 
district, are highly qualified (as defined in 20 U.S.C. § 7801), and whose previous 
evaluation rated the employee as meeting or exceeding standards, if the evaluator 
and certificated employee being evaluated agree. 

• Assess and evaluate permanent certificated, instructional and non-instructional, 
employees that perform the requirements of educational programs mandated by state 
or federal law and receive an unsatisfactory evaluation in the years in which the 
permanent certificated employee would not have otherwise been evaluated pursuant 
to Education Code section 44664 (i.e., every other year). The additional evaluations 
shall last until the employee achieves a positive evaluation, or is separated from the 
school district. (Ed. Code,§ 44664, as amended by Stats. 1983, ch. 498.) This 
additional evaluation and assessment of the permanent certificated employee requires 
the school district to perform the following activities: 

o Evaluate and assess the certificated employee performance as it reasonably relates 
to the following criteria: (1) the progress of pupils toward the standards 
established by the school district of expected pupil achievement at each grade 
level in each area of study, and, if applicable, the state adopted content standards 
as measured by state adopted criterion referenced assessments; (2) the 
instructional techniques and strategies used by the employee; (3) the employee's 
adherence to curricular objectives; ( 4) the establishment and maintenance of a 
suitable learning environment, within the scope of the employee's responsibilities; 
and, if applicable, (5) the fulfillment of other job responsibilities established by 
the school district for certificated non-instructional personnel (Ed. Code, § 44662, 
subds. (b) and (c)); 

o The evaluation and assessment shall be reduced to writing. (Ed. Code, § 44663, 
subd. (a).) The evaluation shall include recommendations, if necessary, as to 
areas of improvement in the performance of the employee. If the employee is not 
performing his or her duties in a satisfactory manner according to the standards 
prescribed by the governing board, the school district shall notify the employee in 
writing of that fact and describe the unsatisfactory performance (Ed. Code, 
§ 44664, subd. (b)); 

o Transmit a copy of the written evaluation to the certificated employee (Ed. Code, 
§ 44663, subd. (a)); 

o Attach any written reaction or response to the evaluation by the certificated 
employee to the employee's personnel file (Ed. Code,§ 44663, subd. (a)); and 
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o Conduct a meeting with the certificated employee to discuss the evaluation 
(Ed. Code, § 44553, subd. (a).) 

The Commission further found that the activities listed above do not constitute reimbursable 
state-mandated programs with respect to certificated personnel employed in local, discretionary 
educational programs. 

Finally, the Commission found that all other statutes in the test claim not mentioned above are 
not reimbursable state-mandated programs within the meaning of article XIII B, section 6 and 
Government Code section 17514. 

II. ELIGIBLE CLAIMANTS 

Any "school district" as defined in Government Code section 17519, except for community 
colleges, which incurs increased costs as a result of this mandate is eligible to claim 
reimbursement. Charter schools are not eligible claimants. 

III. PERIOD OF REIMBURSEMENT 

Government Code section 17557 states that a test claim must be submitted on or before June 30 
following a given fiscal year to establish eligibility for that fiscal year. The test claim for this 
mandate was filed on June 30, 1999. Therefore, the costs incurred for compliance with 
Statutes 1983, chapter 498 are eligible for reimbursement on or after July 1, 1997. Statutes 1999, 
chapter 4 was an urgency statute operative March 15, 1999; therefore, costs incurred for 
compliance with Statutes 1999, chapter 4 are eligible for reimbursement on or after 
March 15, 1999. 

Actual costs for one fiscal year should be included in each claim. Estimated costs for the 
subsequent year may be included on the same claim, if applicable. Pursuant to Government 
Code section 17561, subdivision (d)(l)(A), all claims for reimbursement of initial fiscal year 
costs shall be submitted to the State Controller within 120 days of the issuance date for the 
claiming instructions. 

If the total costs for a given fiscal year do not exceed $1,000, no reimbursement shall be allowed, 
except as otherwise allowed by Government Code section 17564. 

IV. REIMBURSABLE ACTIVITIES 

To be eligible for mandated cost reimbursement for any fiscal year, only actual costs may be 
claimed. Actual costs are those costs actually incurred to implement the mandated activities. 
Actual costs must be traceable and supported by source documents that show the validity of such 
costs, when they were incurred, and their relationship to the reimbursable activities. A source 
document is a document created at or near the same time the actual cost was incurred for the 
event or activity in question. Source documents may include, but are not limited to, employee 
time records or time logs, sign-in sheets, invoices, and receipts. 

Evidence corroborating the source documents may include, but is not limited to, worksheets, cost 
allocation reports (system generated), purchase orders, contracts, agendas, and declarations. 
Declarations must include a certification or declaration stating, "I certify (or declare) under 
penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true and correct," 
and must further comply with the requirements of Code of Civil Procedure section 2015.5. 
Evidence corroborating the source documents may include data relevant to the reimbursable 
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activities otherwise in compliance with local, state, and federal government requirements. 
However, corroborating documents cannot be substituted for source documents. 

The claimant is only allowed to claim and be reimbursed for increased costs for the reimbursable 
activities identified below. Increased cost is limited to the cost of an activity that the claimant is 
required to incur as a result of the mandate. 

For each eligible claimant, the following activities are reimbursable: 

A. Certificated Instructional Employees 

1. Evaluate and assess the performance of certificated instructional employees that perform 
the requirements of educational programs mandated by state or federal law as it 
reasonably relates to the instructional techniques and strategies used by the employee and 
the employee's adherence to curricular objectives (Ed. Code, § 44662, subd. (b ), as 
amended by Stats. 1983, ch. 498.). (Reimbursement period begins July 1, 1997.) 

Reimbursement for this activity is limited to: 

a. reviewing the employee's instructional techniques and strategies and adherence to 
curricular objectives, and 

b. including in the written evaluation of the certificated instructional employees the 
assessment of these factors during the following evaluation periods: 

o once each year for probationary certificated employees; 

o every other year for pennanent certificated employees; and 

o beginning January 1, 2004, every five years for certificated employees with 
permanent status who have been employed at least ten years with the school 
district, are highly qualified (as defined in 20 U.S.C. § 7801), and whose 
previous evaluation rated the employee as meeting or exceeding standards, if 
the evaluator and certificated employee being evaluated agree. 

Note: For purposes of claiming reimbursement, eligible claimants must identify the state 
or federal law mandating the educational program being performed by the 
certificated instructional employees. 

2. Evaluate and assess the performance of certificated instructional employees that teach 
reading, writing, mathematics, history/social science, and science in grades 2 to 11 as it 
reasonably relates to the progress of pupils towards the state adopted academic content 
standards as measured by state adopted assessment tests (Ed. Code, § 44662, subd. (b ), as 
amended by Stats. 1999, ch. 4.). (Reimbursement period begins March 15, 1999.) 

Reimbursement for this activity is limited to: 

a. reviewing the results of the Standardized Testing and Reporting test as it 
reasonably relates to the performance of those certificated employees that teach 
reading, writing, mathematics, history/social science, and science in grades 2 to 
11, and 

b. including in the written evaluation of those certificated employees the assessment 
of the employee's performance based on the Standardized Testing and Reporting 
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results for the pupils they teach during the evaluation periods specified in 
Education Code section 44664, and described below: 

o once each year for probationary certificated employees; 

o every other year for permanent certificated employees; and 

o beginning January 1, 2004, every five years for certificated employees with 
permanent status who have been employed at least ten years with the school 
district, are highly qualified (as defined in 20 U.S.C. § 7801), and whose 
previous evaluation rated the employee as meeting or exceeding standards, if 
the evaluator and certificated employee being evaluated agree. 

B. Certificated (Instructional and Non-Instructional) Employees 

1. Evaluate and assess permanent certificated, instructional and 
non-instructional, employees that perform the requirements of educational programs 
mandated by state or federal law and receive an unsatisfactory evaluation in the years in 
which the permanent certificated employee would not have otherwise been evaluated 
pursuant to Education Code section 44664 (i.e., every other year). The additional 
evaluations shall last until the employee achieves a positive evaluation, or is separated 
from the school district (Ed. Code, § 44664, as amended by Stats. 1983, ch. 498). 
(Reimbursement period begins July 1, 1997.) 

This additional evaluation and assessment of the permanent certificated employee 
requires the school district to perform the following activities: 

a. evaluating and assessing the certificated employee performance as it reasonably 
relates to the following criteria: (1) the progress of pupils toward the standards 
established by the school district of expected pupil achievement at each grade 
level in each area of study, and, if applicable, the state adopted content standards 
as measured by state adopted criterion referenced assessments; (2) the 
instructional techniques and strategies used by the employee; (3) the employee's 
adherence to curricular objectives; (4) the establishment and maintenance of a 
suitable learning environment, within the scope of the employee's responsibilities; 
and, if applicable, (5) the fulfillment of other job responsibilities established by 
the school district for certificated non-instructional personnel (Ed. Code, § 44662, 
supds. (b) and (c)); 

b. reducing the evaluation and assessment to writing (Ed. Code, 
§ 44663, subd. (a)). The evaluation shall include recommendations, if necessary, 
as to areas of improvement in the performance of the employee. If the employee 
is not performing his or her duties in a satisfactory manner according to the 
standards prescribed by the governing board, the school district shall notify the 
employee in writing of that fact and describe the unsatisfactory performance 
(Ed. Code,§ 44664, subd. (b)); 

c. transmitting a copy of the written evaluation to the certificated employee 
(Ed. Code, § 44663, subd. (a)); 

d. attaching any written reaction or response to the evaluation by the certificated 
employee to the employee's personnel file (Ed. Code,§ 44663, subd. (a)); and 
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e. conducting a meeting with the certificated employee to discuss the evaluation (Ed. 
Code, § 44553, subd. (a)). 

Note: For purposes of claiming reimbursement, eligible claimants must identify the state 
or federal law mandating the educational program being performed by the 
certificated, instructional and non-instructional, employees. 

C. Training 

1. Train staff on implementing the reimbursable activities listed in Section IV of these 
parameters and guidelines. (One-time activity for each employee.) (Reimbursement 
period begins July 1, 1997.) 

V. CLAIM PREPARATION AND SUBMISSION 

Each of the following cost elements must be identified for each reimbursable activity identified 
in Section IV, Reimbursable Activities, of this document. Each claimed reimbursable cost must 
be supported by source documentation as described in Section IV. Additionally, each 
reimbursable claim must be filed in a timely manner. 

A. Direct Cost Reporting 

Direct costs are those costs incurred specifically for the reimbursable activities. The following 
direct costs are eligible for reimbursement. 

1. Salaries and Benefits 

Report each employee implementing the reimbursable activities by name, job 
classification, and productive hourly rate (total wages and related benefits divided by 
productive hours). Describe the specific reimbursable activities performed and the hours 
devoted to each reimbursable activity performed. 

2. Yiaterials and Supplies 

Report the cost of materials and supplies that have been consumed or expended for the 
purpose of the reimbursable activities. Purchases shall be claimed at the actual price after 
deducting discounts, rebates, and allowances received by the claimant. Supplies that are 
withdrawn from inventory shall be charged on an appropriate and recognized method of 
costing, consistently applied. 

3. Contracted Services 

Report the name of the contractor and services performed to implement the reimbursable 
activities. Attach a copy of the contract to the claim. If the contractor bills for time and 
materials, report the number of hours spent on the activities and all costs charged. If the 
contract is a fixed price, report the dates when services were performed and itemize all 
costs for those services. 

4. Fixed Assets and Equipment 

Report the purchase price paid for fixed assets and equipment (including computers) 
necessary to implement the reimbursable activities. The purchase price includes taxes, 
delivery costs, and installation costs. If the fixed asset or equipment is also used for 
purposes other than the reimbursable activities, only the pro-rata portion of the purchase 
price used to implement the reimbursable activities can be claimed. 
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5. Travel 

Report the name of the employee traveling for the purpose of the reimbursable activities. 
Include the date of travel, destination point, the specific reimbursable activity requiring 
travel, and related travel expenses reimbursed to the employee in compliance with the 
rules of the local jurisdiction. Report employee travel time according to the rules of cost 
element A. l. Salaries and Benefits, for each applicable reimbursable activity. 

6. Training 

Report the cost of training an employee to perform the reimbursable activities, as 
specified in Section IV of this document. Report the name and job classification of each 
employee preparing for, attending, and/or conducting training necessary to implement the 
reimbursable activities. Provide the title, subject, and purpose (related to the mandate of 
the training session), dates attended, and location. If the training encompasses subjects 
broader than the reimbursable activities, only the pro-rata portion can be claimed. Report 
employee training time for each applicable reimbursable activity according to the rules of 
cost element A. 1, Salaries and Benefits, and A.2, Materials and Supplies. Report the 
cost of consultants who conduct the training according to the rules of cost element A.3, 
Contracted Services. 

B. Indirect Cost Rates 

Indirect costs are costs that have been incurred for common or joint purposes. These costs 
benefit more than one cost objective and cannot be readily identified with a particular final cost 
objective without effort disproportionate to the results achieved. After direct costs have been 
determined and assigned to other activities, as appropriate, indirect costs are those remaining to 
be allocated to benefited cost objectives. A cost may not be allocated as an indirect cost if any 
other cost incurred for the same purpose, in like circumstances, has been claimed as a direct cost. 

Indirect costs include: (a) the indirect costs originating in each department or agency of the 
governmental unit carrying out state mandated programs, and (b) the costs of central 
governmental services distributed through the central service cost allocation plan and not 
otherwise treated as direct costs. 

School districts must use the J-380 (or subsequent replacement) nonrestrictive indirect cost rate 
provisionally approved by the California Department of Education. 

County offices of education must use the J-580 (or subsequent replacement) nonrestrictive 
indirect cost rate provisionally approved by the California Department of Education. 

VI. RECORD RETENTION 

Pursuant to Government Code section 17558.5, subdivision (a), a reimbursement claim for actual 
costs filed by a local agency or school district pursuant to this chapter1 is subject to the initiation 
of an audit by the State Controller no later than three years after the date that the actual 
reimbursement claim is filed or last amended, whichever is later. However, if no funds are 
appropriated or no payment is made to a claimant for the program for the fiscal year for which 
the claim is filed, the time for the Controller to initiate an audit shall commence to run from the 
date of initial payment of the claim. All documentation used to support the reimbursable 

1 This refers to Title 2, division 4, part 7, chapter 4 of the Government Code. 
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activities, as described in Section IV, must be retained during the period subject to audit. If an 
audit has been initiated by the Controller during the period subject to audit, the retention period 
is extended until the ultimate resolution of any audit findings. 

VII. OFFSETTING SAVINGS AND REIMBURSEMENTS 

Any offsetting savings the claimant experiences in the same program as a result of the same 
statutes or executive orders found to contain the mandates shall be deducted from the costs 
claimed. In addition, reimbursement for this mandate from any source, including, but not limited 
to, service fees collected, federal funds, and other state funds shall be identified and deducted 
from this claim. 

VIII. STATE CONTROLLER'S CLAIMING INSTRUCTIONS 

Pursuant to Government Code section 17558, subdivision (b), the Controller shall issue claiming 
instructions for each mandate that requires state reimbursement no later than 60 days after 
receiving the adopted parameters and guidelines from the Commission, to assist local agencies 
and school districts in claiming costs to be reimbursed. The claiming instructions shall be 
derived from the statute, regulations, or executive order creating the mandate and the parameters 
and guidelines adopted by the Commission. 

Pursuant to Govermnent Code section 17561, subdivision ( d)(l ), issuance of the claiming 
instructions shall constitute notice of the right of local agencies and schools districts to file 
reimbursement claims, based upon parameters and guidelines adopted by the Commission. 

IX. REMEDIES BEFORE THE COMMISSION 

Upon request of a local agency or school district, the Commission shall review the claiming 
instructions issued by the State Controller or any other authorized state agency for 
reimbursement of mandated costs pursuant to Government Code section 17571. If the 
Commission determines that the claiming instructions do not conform to the parameters and 
guidelines, the Commission shall direct the Controller to modify the claiming instructions and 
the Controller shall modify the claiming instructions to conform to the parameters and guidelines 
as directed by the Commission. 

In addition, requests may be made to amend parameters and guidelines pursuant to Government 
Code section 17557, subdivision (d), and California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 1183.2. 

X. LEGAL AND FACTUAL BASIS FOR THE PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES 

The Statement of Decision is legally binding on all parties and provides the legal and factual 
basis for the parameters and guidelines. The support for the legal and factual findings is found in 
the administrative record for the test claim. The administrative record, including the Statement 
of Decision, is on file with the Commission. 
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DECLARATION OF SERVICE BY MAIL 

I, the undersigned, declare as follows: 

I am a resident of the County of Sacramento and I am over the age of 18 years, and not a 
party to the within action. My place of employment is 980 Ninth Street, Suite 300, 
Sacramento, California 95814. 

October 6, 2005, I served the: 

Adopted Parameters and Guidelines 
The Stull Act, 98-TC-25 
Education Code Sections 44660-44665 (formerly Ed. Code§§ 13485-13490) 
Statutes 1983, Chapter 498; Statutes 1999, Chapter 4 
Denair Unified School District and Grant Joint Union High School District, Claimants 

by placing a true copy thereof in an envelope addressed to: 

Mr. David Scribner 
Executive Director 
Scribner Consulting Group, Inc. 
3840 Rosin Court, Suite 190 
Sacramento, CA 95834 

Ms. Ginny Brummels 
State Controller's Office 
Division of Accounting and Reporting 
Local Reimbursement Section 
3301 C Street, Suite 501 
Sacramento, CA 95816 

State Agencies and Interested Parties (See attached mailing list); 

and by sealing and depositing said envelope in the United States mail at Sacramento, 
California, with postage thereon fully paid. 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing 
is true and correct, and that this declaration was executed on October 6, 2005 at Sacramento, 

California. / J ~ 
' /, , ' . \ 

/;(. (,l(\. ' 
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OFFICE OF THE ST A TE CONTROLLER 

STATE MANDATED COSTS CLAIMING INSTRUCTIONS NO. 2005-12 

THE STULL ACT 

December 12, 2005 

In accordance with Government Code Section (GC §) 17561, eligible claimants may submit 
claims to the State Controller's Office (SCO) for reimbursement of costs incurred for state 
mandated cost programs. The following are claiming instructions and forms that eligible 
claimants will use for the filing of claims for the Stull Act program. These claiming instructions 
are issued subsequent to adoption of the program's Parameters and Guidelines (P's & G's) by the 
Commission on State Mandates (COSM). 

On May 27, 2004, the COSM determined that Education Code Sections 44660 to 44665 
(formerly Ed. Code §§ 13485 to 13490) established costs mandated by the State according to the 
provisions listed in the P's & G's. For your reference, the P's & G's are included as an integral 
part of the claiming instructions. 

Eligible Claimants 

Any "school district," as defined in GC§ 17519, except for community colleges, which incurs 
increased costs as a result of this mandate, is eligible to claim reimbursement. Charter schools 
are not eligible claimants. 

Filing Deadlines 

A. Reimbursement Claims 

Initial reimbursement claims must be filed within 120 days from the issuance date of 
claiming instructions. Costs incurred for compliance with Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983, are 
eligible for reimbursement for fiscal year 1997-98 through 2004-05. Costs incurred for 
compliance with Chapter 4, Statutes of 1999, are eligible for reimbursement for the period 
March 15, 1999, to June 30, 1999, and fiscal years 1999-00 through 2004-05. Claims must be 
filed with the SCO and be delivered or postmarked on or before April 11, 2006. Estimated 
claims for fiscal year 2005-06 must be filed on or before April 11, 2006. 

In order for a claim to be considered properly filed, it must include any specific supporting 
documentation requested in the instructions. Claims filed more than one year after the 
deadline or without the requested supporting documentation will not be accepted. 

B. Late Penalty 

1. Initial Claims 

AB 3000 enacted into law on September 30, 2002, amended the late penalty assessments 
on initial claims. Late initial claims submitted on or after September 30, 2002, are 
assessed a late penalty of 10% of the total amount of the initial claims without 
limitation. 
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2. Annual Reimbursement Claims 

All late annual reimbursement claims are assessed a late penalty of 10% subject to the 
$1,000 limitation regardless of when the claims were filed. 

C. Estimated Claims 

Unless otherwise specified in the claiming instructions, school districts, are not required to 
provide cost schedules and supporting documents with an estimated claim if the estimated 
amount does not exceed the previous fiscal year's actual costs by more than 10%. Claimants 
can simply enter the estimated amount on form F AM-27, line (07). 

However, if the estimated claim exceeds the previous fiscal year's actual costs by more than 
10%, claimants must complete supplemental claim forms to support their estimated costs as 
specified for the program to explain the reason for the increased costs. If no explanation 
supporting the higher estimate is provided with the claim, it will automatically be adjusted to 
110% of the previous fiscal year's actual costs. Future estimated claims filed with the SCO 
must be postmarked by January 15 of the fiscal year in which costs will be incurred. Claims 
filed timely will be paid before late claims. 

Minimum Claim Cost 

GC section l 7564(a) provides that no claim shall be filed pursuant to Sections 17551 and 17561, 
unless such a claim exceeds one thousand dollars ($1,000). 

Reimbursement of Claims 

To be eligible for mandated cost reimbursement for any fiscal year, only actual costs may be 
claimed. Actual costs are those costs actually incurred to implement the mandated activities. 
Actual costs must be traceable and supported by source documents that show the validity of such 
costs, when they were incurred, and their relationship to the reimbursable activities. A source 
document is a document created at or near the same time the actual cost was incurred for the 
event or activity in question. 

Source documents may include, but are not limited to, employee time records or time logs, sign
in sheets, invoices, and receipts. Evidence corroborating the source documents may include, but 
is not limited to, worksheets, cost allocation reports (system generated), purchase orders, 
contracts, agendas, training packets, and declarations. Evidence corroborating the source 
documents may include data relevant to the reimbursable activities otherwise in compliance with 
local, state, and federal government requirements. However, corroborating documents cannot be 
substituted for source documents. 

Certification of Claim 

In accordance with the provisions of GC§ 17561, an authorized representative of the claimant 
shall be required to provide a certification of claim stating: "I certify, (or declare), under penalty 
of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true and correct," and 
must further comply with the requirements of the Code of Civil Procedure Section 2015.5, for 
those costs mandated by the State and contained herein. 
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Audit of Costs 

All claims submitted to the SCO are reviewed to determine if costs are related to the mandate, 
are reasonable and not excessive, and the claim was prepared in accordance with the SCO's 
claiming instructions and the P's & G's adopted by the COSM. If any adjustments are made to a 
claim, a "Notice of Claim Adjustment" specifying the claim component adjusted, the amount 
adjusted, and the reason for the adjustment, will be mailed within 30 days after payment of the 
claim. 

Pursuant to GC§ 17558.5, subdivision (a), a reimbursement claim for actual costs filed by a 
school district pursuant to this chapter is subject to the initiation of an audit by the SCO no later 
than three years after the date that the actual reimbursement claim is filed or last amended, 
whichever is later. However, if no funds are appropriated or no payment is made to a claimant 
for the program for the fiscal year for which the claim is filed, the time for the SCO to initiate an 
audit shall commence to run from the date of initial payment of the claim. 

In any case, an audit shall be completed not later than two years after the date that the audit is 
commenced. All documents used to support the reimbursable activities must be retained during 
the period subject to audit. If an audit has been initiated by the SCO during the period subject to 
audit, the retention period is extended until the ultimate resolution of any audit findings. On-site 
audits will be conducted by the SCO as deemed necessary. 

Retention of Claiming Instructions 

The claiming instructions and forms in this package should be retained permanently in your 
Mandated Cost Manual for future reference and use in filing claims. These forms should be 
duplicated to meet your filing requirements. You will be notified of updated forms or changes to 
claiming instructions as necessary. 

Questions or requests for hard copies of these instructions should be faxed to Ginny Brummels at 
(916) 323-6527, or e-mailed to LRSDAR@sco.ca.gov. Or, if you wish, you may call the Local 
Reimbursements Section at (916) 324-5729. 

For your reference, these and future mandated costs claiming instructions and forms can be 
found on the Internet at \"t'WW.sco.ca.gov/ard/local/locreim/index.shtmt 

Address for Filing Claims 

Claims should be rounded to the nearest dollar. Submit a signed original and a copy of form 
F AM-27, Claim for Payment, and all other forms and supporting documents. (To expedite the 
payment process, please sign the form in blue ink, and attach a copy of the form F AM-27 to 
the top of the claim package.) 
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Use the following mailing addresses: 

If delivered by 
U.S. Postal Service: 

Office of the State Controller 
Attn: Local Reimbursements Section 
Division of Accounting and Reporting 
P.O. Box 942850 
Sacramento, CA 94250 
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If delivered by 
other delivery services: 

Office of the State Controller 
Attn: Local Reimbursements Section 
Division of Accounting and Reporting 
3301 C Street, Suite 500 
Sacramento, CA 95816 
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Adopted: September 27, 2005 

PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES 

Education Code Sections 44660-44665 
(Former Ed. Code,§§ 13485-13490) 

Statutes 1983, Chapter 498 
Statutes 1999, Chapter 4 

The Stull Act (98-TC-25) 

Denair Unified School District and Grant Joint Union High School District, Claimants 

I. SUMMARY OF THE MANDATE 

On May 27, 2004, the Commission on State Mandates (Commission) adopted the Statement of 
Decision for The Stull Act test claim. The Commission found that Education Code sections 
44660-44665 (formerly Ed. Code,§§ 13485-13490) constitute a new program or higher level of 
service and impose a state-mandated program upon school districts within the meaning of article 
XIII B, section 6 of the California Constitution and Government Code section 17514. 
Accordingly, the Commission approved this test claim for the following reimbursable activities: 

• Evaluate and assess the performance of certificated instructional employees that 
perform the requirements of educational programs mandated by state or federal law as 
it reasonably relates to the instructional techniques and strategies used by the 
employee and the employee's adherence to curricular objectives. (Ed. Code, § 44662, 
subd. (b), as amended by Stats. 1983, ch. 498.) 

Reimbursement for this activity is limited to the review of the employee's 
instructional techniques and strategies and adherence to curricular objectives, and to 
include in the written evaluation of the certificated instructional employees the 
assessment of these factors during the following evaluation periods: 

o Once each year for probationary certificated employees; 

o Every other year for permanent certificated employees; and 

o Beginning January 1, 2004, every five years for certificated employees with 
permanent status who have been employed at least ten years with the school 
district, are highly qualified (as defined in 20 U.S.C. § 7801), and whose previous 
evaluation rated the employee as meeting or exceeding standards, ifthe evaluator 
and certificated employee being evaluated agree. 

• Evaluate and assess the performance of certificated instructional employees that teach 
reading, writing, mathematics, history/social science, and science in grades 2 to 11 as 
it reasonably relates to the progress of pupils towards the state adopted academic 
content standards as measured by state adopted assessment tests. (Ed. Code, § 44662, 
subd. (b ), as amended by Stats. 1999, ch. 4.) 

Reimbursement for this activity is limited to the review of the results of the ST AR 
test as it reasonably relates to the performance of those certificated employees that 

1 The Stull Act (98-TC-25) 
Parameters and Guidelines 

65



teach reading, writing, mathematics, history/social science, and science in grades 2 to 
11, and to include in the written evaluation of those certificated employees the 
assessment of the employee's performance based on the ST AR results for the pupils 
they teach during the evaluation periods specified in Education Code section 44664, 
and described below: 

o Once each year for probationary certificated employees; 

o Every other year for permanent certificated employees; and 

o Beginning January 1, 2004, every five years for certificated employees with 
permanent status who have been employed at least ten years with the school 
district, are highly qualified (as defined in 20 U.S.C. § 7801), and whose previous 
evaluation rated the employee as meeting or exceeding standards, if the evaluator 
and certificated employee being evaluated agree. 

• Assess and evaluate permanent certificated, instructional and non-instructional, 
employees that perform the requirements of educational programs mandated by state 
or federal law and receive an unsatisfactory evaluation in the years in which the 
permanent certificated employee would not have otherwise been evaluated pursuant 
to Education Code section 44664 (i.e., every other year). The additional evaluations 
shall last until the employee achieves a positive evaluation, or is separated from the 
school district. (Ed. Code, § 44664, as amended by Stats. 1983, ch. 498.) This 
additional evaluation and assessment of the permanent certificated employee requires 
the school district to perform the following activities: 

o Evaluate and assess the certificated employee performance as it reasonably relates 
to the following criteria: ( 1) the progress of pupils toward the standards 
established by the school district of expected pupil achievement at each grade 
level in each area of study, and, if applicable, the state adopted content standards 
as measured by state adopted criterion referenced assessments; (2) the 
instructional techniques and strategies used by the employee; (3) the employee's 
adherence to curricular objectives; ( 4) the establishment and maintenance of a 
suitable learning environment, within the scope of the employee's responsibilities; 
and, if applicable, (5) the fulfillment of other job responsibilities established by 
the school district for certificated non-instructional personnel (Ed. Code, § 44662, 
subds. (b) and (c)); 

o The evaluation and assessment shall be reduced to writing. (Ed. Code, § 44663, 
subd. (a).) The evaluation shall include recommendations, if necessary, as to 
areas of improvement in the performance of the employee. If the employee is not 
performing his or her duties in a satisfactory manner according to the standards 
prescribed by the governing board, the school district shall notify the employee in 
writing of that fact and describe the unsatisfactory performance (Ed. Code, 
§ 44664, subd. (b)); 

o Transmit a copy of the written evaluation to the certificated employee (Ed. Code, 
§ 44663, subd. (a)); 

o Attach any written reaction or response to the evaluation by the certificated 
employee to the employee's personnel file (Ed. Code, § 44663, subd. (a)); and 
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o Conduct a meeting with the certificated employee to discuss the evaluation 
(Ed. Code, § 44553, subd. (a).) 

The Commission further found that the activities listed above do not constitute reimbursable 
state-mandated programs with respect to certificated personnel employed in local, discretionary 
educational programs. 

Finally, the Commission found that all other statutes in the test claim not mentioned above are 
not reimbursable state-mandated programs within the meaning of article XIII B, section 6 and 
Government Code section 17514. 

II. ELIGIBLE CLAIMANTS 

Any "school district" as defined in Government Code section 17519, except for community 
colleges, which incurs increased costs as a result of this mandate is eligible to claim 
reimbursement. Charter schools are not eligible claimants. 

III. PERIOD OF REIMBURSEMENT 

Government Code section 17557 states that a test claim must be submitted on or before June 30 
following a given fiscal year to establish eligibility for that fiscal year. The test claim for this 
mandate was filed on June 30, 1999. Therefore, the costs incurred for compliance with 
Statutes 1983, chapter 498 are eligible for reimbursement on or after July l, 1997. Statutes 1999, 
chapter 4 was an urgency statute operative March 15, 1999; therefore, costs incurred for 
compliance with Statutes 1999, chapter 4 are eligible for reimbursement on or after 
March 15, 1999. 

Actual costs for one fiscal year should be included in each claim. Estimated costs for the 
subsequent year may be included on the same claim, if applicable. Pursuant to Government 
Code section 17561, subdivision ( d)(l )(A), all claims for reimbursement of initial fiscal year 
costs shall be submitted to the State Controller within 120 days of the issuance date for the 
claiming instructions. 

If the total costs for a given fiscal year do not exceed $1,000, no reimbursement shall be allowed, 
except as otherwise allowed by Government Code section 17564. 

IV. REIMBURSABLE ACTIVITIES 

To be eligible for mandated cost reimbursement for any fiscal year, only actual costs may be 
claimed. Actual costs are those costs actually incurred to implement the mandated activities. 
Actual costs must be traceable and supported by source documents that show the validity of such 
costs, when they were incurred, and their relationship to the reimbursable activities. A source 
document is a document created at or near the same time the actual cost was incurred for the 
event or activity in question. Source documents may include, but are not limited to, employee 
time records or time logs, sign-in sheets, invoices, and receipts. 

Evidence corroborating the source documents may include, but is not limited to, worksheets, cost 
allocation reports (system generated), purchase orders, contracts, agendas, and declarations. 
Declarations must include a certification or declaration stating, "I certify (or declare) under 
penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true and correct," 
and must further comply with the requirements of Code of Civil Procedure section 2015 .5. 
Evidence corroborating the source documents may include data relevant to the reimbursable 
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activities otherwise in compliance with local, state, and federal government requirements. 
However, corroborating documents cannot be substituted for source documents. 

The claimant is only allowed to claim and be reimbursed for increased costs for the reimbursable 
activities identified below. Increased cost is limited to the cost of an activity that the claimant is 
required to incur as a result of the mandate. 

For each eligible claimant, the following activities are reimbursable: 

A. Certificated Instructional Employees 

1. Evaluate and assess the performance of certificated instructional employees that perform 
the requirements of educational programs mandated by state or federal law as it 
reasonably relates to the instructional techniques and strategies used by the employee and 
the employee's adherence to curricular objectives (Ed. Code, § 44662, subd. (b ), as 
amended by Stats. 1983, ch. 498.). (Reimbursement period begins July 1, 1997.) 

Reimbursement for this activity is limited to: 

a. reviewing the employee's instructional techniques and strategies and adherence to 
curricular objectives, and 

b. including in the written evaluation of the certificated instructional employees the 
assessment of these factors during the following evaluation periods: 

o once each year for probationary certificated employees; 

o every other year for permanent certificated employees; and 

o beginning January 1, 2004, every five years for certificated employees with 
permanent status who have been employed at least ten years with the school 
district, are highly qualified (as defined in 20 U.S.C. § 7801), and whose 
previous evaluation rated the employee as meeting or exceeding standards, if 
the evaluator and certificated employee being evaluated agree. 

Note: For purposes of claiming reimbursement, eligible claimants must identifj; the state 
or federal law mandating the educational program being peiformed by the 
certificated instructional employees. 

2. Evaluate and assess the performance of certificated instructional employees that teach 
reading, writing, mathematics, history/social science, and science in grades 2 to 11 as it 
reasonably relates to the progress of pupils towards the state adopted academic content 
standards as measured by state adopted assessment tests (Ed. Code, § 44662, subd. (b ), as 
amended by Stats. 1999, ch. 4.). (Reimbursement period begins March 15, 1999.) 

Reimbursement for this activity is limited to: 

a. reviewing the results of the Standardized Testing and Reporting test as it 
reasonably relates to the performance of those certificated employees that teach 
reading, writing, mathematics, history/social science, and science in grades 2 to 
11, and 

b. including in the written evaluation of those certificated employees the assessment 
of the employee's performance based on the Standardized Testing and Reporting 
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results for the pupils they teach during the evaluation periods specified in 
Education Code section 44664, and described below: 

o once each year for probationary certificated employees; 

o every other year for permanent certificated employees; and 

o beginning January 1, 2004, every five years for certificated employees with 
permanent status who have been employed at least ten years with the school 
district, are highly qualified (as defined in 20 U.S.C. § 7801), and whose 
previous evaluation rated the employee as meeting or exceeding standards, if 
the evaluator and certificated employee being evaluated agree. 

B. Certificated (Instructional and Non-Instructional) Employees 

1. Evaluate and assess permanent certificated, instructional and 
non-instructional, employees that perform the requirements of educational programs 
mandated by state or federal law and receive an unsatisfactory evaluation in the years in 
which the permanent certificated employee would not have otherwise been evaluated 
pursuant to Education Code section 44664 (i.e., every other year). The additional 
evaluations shall last until the employee achieves a positive evaluation, or is separated 
from the school district (Ed. Code, § 44664, as amended by Stats. 1983, ch. 498). 
(Reimbursement period begins July 1, 1997.) 

This additional evaluation and assessment of the permanent certificated employee 
requires the school district to perform the following activities: 

a. evaluating and assessing the certificated employee performance as it reasonably 
relates to the following criteria: ( 1) the progress of pupils toward the standards 
established by the school district of expected pupil achievement at each grade 
level in each area of study, and, if applicable, the state adopted content standards 
as measured by state adopted criterion referenced assessments; (2) the 
instructional techniques and strategies used by the employee; (3) the employee's 
adherence to curricular objectives; (4) the establishment and maintenance of a 
suitable learning environment, within the scope of the employee's responsibilities; 
and, if applicable, (5) the fulfillment of other job responsibilities established by 
the school district for certificated non-instructional personnel (Ed. Code, § 44662, 
subds. (b) and (c)); 

b. reducing the evaluation and assessment to writing (Ed. Code, 
§ 44663, subd. (a)). The evaluation shall include recommendations, if necessary, 
as to areas of improvement in the performance of the employee. If the employee 
is not performing his or her duties in a satisfactory manner according to the 
standards prescribed by the governing board, the school district shall notify the 
employee in writing of that fact and describe the unsatisfactory performance 
(Ed. Code,§ 44664, subd. (b)); 

c. transmitting a copy of the written evaluation to the certificated employee 
(Ed. Code, § 44663, subd. (a)); 

d. attaching any written reaction or response to the evaluation by the certificated 
employee to the employee's personnel file (Ed. Code, § 44663, subd. (a)); and 

5 The Stull Act (98-TC-25) 
Parameters and Guidelines 

69



e. conducting a meeting with the certificated employee to discuss the evaluation (Ed. 
Code, § 44553, subd. (a)). 

Note: For purposes of claiming reimbursement, eligible claimants must identifY the state 
or federal law mandating the educational program being performed by the 
certificated, instructional and non-instructional, employees. 

C. Training 

I. Train staff on implementing the reimbursable activities listed in Section IV of these 
parameters and guidelines. (One-time activity for each employee.) (Reimbursement 
period begins July 1, 1997.) 

V. CLAIM PREPARATION AND SUBMISSION 

Each of the following cost elements must be identified for each reimbursable activity identified 
in Section IV, Reimbursable Activities, of this document. Each claimed reimbursable cost must 
be supported by source documentation as described in Section IV. Additionally, each 
reimbursable claim must be filed in a timely manner. 

A. Direct Cost Reporting 

Direct costs are those costs incurred specifically for the reimbursable activities. The following 
direct costs are eligible for reimbursement. 

I. Salaries and Benefits 

Report each employee implementing the reimbursable activities by name, job 
classification, and productive hourly rate (total wages and related benefits divided by 
productive hours). Describe the specific reimbursable activities performed and the hours 
devoted to each reimbursable activity performed. 

2. Materials and Supplies 

Report the cost of materials and supplies that have been consumed or expended for the 
purpose of the reimbursable activities. Purchases shall be claimed at the actual price after 
deducting discounts, rebates, and allowances received by the claimant. Supplies that are 
withdrawn from inventory shall be charged on an appropriate and recognized method of 
costing, consistently applied. 

3. Contracted Services 

Report the name of the contractor and services performed to implement the reimbursable 
activities. Attach a copy of the contract to the claim. If the contractor bills for time and 
materials, report the number of hours spent on the activities and all costs charged. If the 
contract is a fixed price, report the dates when services were performed and itemize all 
costs for those services. 

4. Fixed Assets and Equipment 

Report the purchase price paid for fixed assets and equipment (including computers) 
necessary to implement the reimbursable activities. The purchase price includes taxes, 
delivery costs, and installation costs. If the fixed asset or equipment is also used for 
purposes other than the reimbursable activities, only the pro-rata portion of the purchase 
price used to implement the reimbursable activities can be claimed. 
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5. Travel 

Report the name of the employee traveling for the purpose of the reimbursable activities. 
Include the date of travel, destination point, the specific reimbursable activity requiring 
travel, and related travel expenses reimbursed to the employee in compliance with the 
rules of the local jurisdiction. Report employee travel time according to the rules of cost 
element A. l. Salaries and Benefits, for each applicable reimbursable activity. 

6. Training 

Report the cost of training an employee to perform the reimbursable activities, as 
specified in Section IV of this document. Report the name and job classification of each 
employee preparing for, attending, and/or conducting training necessary to implement the 
reimbursable activities. Provide the title, subject, and purpose (related to the mandate of 
the training session), dates attended, and location. If the training encompasses subjects 
broader than the reimbursable activities, only the pro-rata portion can be claimed. Report 
employee training time for each applicable reimbursable activity according to the rules of 
cost element A. 1, Salaries and Benefits, and A.2, Materials and Supplies. Report the 
cost of consultants who conduct the training according to the rules of cost element A.3, 
Contracted Services. 

B. Indirect Cost Rates 

Indirect costs are costs that have been incurred for common or joint purposes. These costs 
benefit more than one cost objective and cannot be readily identified with a particular final cost 
objective without effort disproportionate to the results achieved. After direct costs have been 
determined and assigned to other activities, as appropriate, indirect costs are those remaining to 
be allocated to benefited cost objectives. A cost may not be allocated as an indirect cost if any 
other cost incurred for the same purpose, in like circumstances, has been claimed as a direct cost. 

Indirect costs include: (a) the indirect costs originating in each department or agency of the 
governmental unit carrying out state mandated programs, and (b) the costs of central 
governmental services distributed through the central service cost allocation plan and not 
otherwise treated as direct costs. 

School districts must use the J-380 (or subsequent replacement) nonrestrictive indirect cost rate 
provisionally approved by the California Department of Education. 

County offices of education must use the J-580 (or subsequent replacement) nonrestrictive 
indirect cost rate provisionally approved by the California Department of Education. 

VI. RECORD RETENTION 

Pursuant to Government Code section 17558.5, subdivision (a), a reimbursement claim for actual 
costs filed by a local agency or school district pursuant to this chapter1 is subject to the initiation 
of an audit by the State Controller no later than three years after the date that the actual 
reimbursement claim is filed or last amended, whichever is later. However, if no funds are 
appropriated or no payment is made to a claimant for the program for the fiscal year for which 
the claim is filed, the time for the Controller to initiate an audit shall commence to run from the 
date of initial payment of the claim. All documentation used to support the reimbursable 

1 This refers to Title 2, division 4, part 7, chapter 4 of the Government Code. 
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activities, as described in Section IV, must be retained during the period subject to audit. If an 
audit has been initiated by the Controller during the period subject to audit, the retention period 
is extended until the ultimate resolution of any audit findings. 

VII. OFFSETTING SA VIN GS AND REIMBURSEMENTS 

Any offsetting savings the claimant experiences in the same program as a result of the same 
statutes or executive orders found to contain the mandates shall be deducted from the costs 
claimed. In addition, reimbursement for this mandate from any source, including, but not limited 
to, service fees collected, federal funds, and other state funds shall be identified and deducted 
from this claim. 

VIII. STATE CONTROLLER'S CLAIMING INSTRUCTIONS 

Pursuant to Government Code section 17558, subdivision (b ), the Controller shall issue claiming 
instructions for each mandate that requires state reimbursement no later than 60 days after 
receiving the adopted parameters and guidelines from the Commission, to assist local agencies 
and school districts in claiming costs to be reimbursed. The claiming instructions shall be 
derived from the statute, regulations, or executive order creating the mandate and the parameters 
and guidelines adopted by the Commission. 

Pursuant to Government Code section 17561, subdivision (d)(l), issuance of the claiming 
instructions shall constitute notice of the right of local agencies and schools districts to file 
reimbursement claims, based upon parameters and guidelines adopted by the Commission. 

IX. REMEDIES BEFORE THE COMMISSION 

Upon request of a local agency or school district, the Commission shall review the claiming 
instructions issued by the State Controller or any other authorized state agency for 
reimbursement of mandated costs pursuant to Government Code section 17571. If the 
Commission determines that the claiming instructions do not conform to the parameters and 
guidelines, the Commission shall direct the Controller to modify the claiming instructions and 
the Controller shall modify the claiming instructions to conform to the parameters and guidelines 
as directed by the Commission. 

In addition, requests may be made to amend parameters and guidelines pursuant to Government 
Code section 17557, subdivision ( d), and California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 1183.2. 

X. LEGAL AND FACTUAL BASIS FOR THE PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES 

The Statement of Decision is legally binding on all parties and provides the legal and factual 
basis for the parameters and guidelines. The support for the legal and factual findings is found in 
the administrative record for the test claim. The administrative record, including the Statement 
of Decision, is on file with the Commission. 
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State Controller's Office School Mandated Cost Manual 

CLAIM FOR PAYMENT For State Controller Use Only Program 

Pursuant to Government Code Section 17561 (19) Program Number 00260 

THE STULL ACT 
(20) Date Filed __ ! __ ! __ 260 
(21) LRS Input __ ! __ ! __ 

~ (01) Claimant Identification Number " Reimbursement Claim Data 
A 

(02) Claimant Name 
B (22) SA -1, (03)(a) 
E 
L County of Location 

(23) SA -1, (03)(b) 

H Street Address or P.O. Box Suite 
E (24) SA-1, (04)(A)(1)(a)(f) 

R 
City State Zip Code 

~ ,) (25) SA-1, (04)(A)(1)(b)(f) 

Type of Claim Estimated Claim Reimbursement Claim (26) SA-1, (04)(A)(2)(a)(f) 

(03) Estimated D (09) Reimbursement D (27) SA -1, (04)(A)(2)(b)(f) 

(04) Combined D (10) Combined D (28) SA-1, (04)(8)(1)(a)(f) 

(05) Amended D (11) Amended D (29) SA-1, (04)(8)(1)(b)(f) 

Fiscal Year of Cost (06) I (12) I (30) SA-1, (04)(8)(1)(c)(f) 

Total Claimed Amount (07) (13) (31) SA-1, (04)(8)(1)(d)(f) 

Less: 10% Late Penalty (14) (32) SA-1, (04)(8)(1)(e)(f) 

Less: Prior Claim Payment Received (15) (33) SA-1, (06) 

Net Claimed Amount (16) (34) SA-1, (07) 

Due from State (08) (17) (35) SA -1, (09) 

Due to State (18) (36) SA-1, (10) 

(37) CERTIFICATION OF CLAIM 
In accordance with the provisions of Government Code Section 17561, I certify that I am the officer authorized by the school district to 
file mandated cost claims with the State of California for this program, and certify under penalty of perjury that I have not violated any of 
the provisions of Government Code Sections 1090 to 1098, inclusive. 

I further certify that there was no application other than from the claimant, nor any grant or payment received, for reimbursement of 
costs claimed herein, and such costs are for a new program or increased level of services of an existing program. All offsetting savings 
and reimbursements set forth in the Parameters and Guidelines are identified, and all costs claimed are supported by source 
documentation currently maintained by the claimant. 

The amounts for this Estimated Claim and/or Reimbursement Claim are hereby claimed from the State for payment of estimated and/or 
actual costs set forth on the attached statements. I certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the 
foregoing is true and correct. 

Signature of Authorized Officer Date 

Type or Print Name Title 

(38) Name of Contact Person for Claim 
Telephone Number ( ) Ext. -
E-Mail Address 

Form FAM-27 (Revised 01/06) 
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State Controller's Office School Mandated Cost Manual 

Program THE STULL ACT 
FORM 

260 Certification Claim Form 
Instructions 

FAM-27 

(01) Enter the payee number assigned by the State Controller's Office. 

(02) Enter your Official Name, County of Location, Street or P. 0. Box address, City, State, and Zip Code. 

(03) If filing an estimated claim, enter an "X" in the box on line (03) Estimated. 

(04) If filing a combined estimated claim on behalf of districts within the county, enter an "X" in the box on line (04) Combined. 

(05) If filing an amended estimated claim, enter an "X" in the box on line (05) Amended. 

(06) Enter the fiscal year in which costs are to be incurred. 

(07) Enter the amount of the estimated claim. If the estimate exceeds the previous year's actual costs by more than 10%, complete 
form SA-1 and enter the amount from line (11). 

(08) Enter the same amount as shown on line (07). 

(09) lffiling a reimbursement claim, enter an "X" in the box on line (09) Reimbursement. 

(10) If filing a combined reimbursement claim on behalf of districts within the county, enter an" X" in the box on line (10) Combined. 

(11) lffiling an amended reimbursement claim, enter an "X" in the box on line (11) Amended. 

(12) Enter the fiscal year for which actual costs are being claimed. If actual costs for more than one fiscal year are being claimed, 
complete a separate form FAM-27 for each fiscal year. 

(13) Enter the amount of the reimbursement claim from form SA-1, line (11). The total claimed amount must exceed $1,000. 

(14) Reimbursement claims must be filed by April 11, 2006, for the fiscal year in which costs were incurred or the claims shall be 
reduced by a late penalty. Enter zero if the claim was timely filed, otherwise, enter the product of multiplying line (13) by the 
factor 0.10 (10% penalty). 

(15) If filing a reimbursement claim and a claim was previously filed for the same fiscal year, enter the amount received for the claim. 
Otherwise, enter a zero. 

(16) Enterthe result of subtracting line (14) and line (15) from line (13). 

(17) If line (16), Net Claimed Amount, is positive, enter that amount on line (17), Due from State. 

(18) lfline (16), Net Claimed Amount, is negative, enter that amount on line (18), Due to State. 

(19) to (21) Leave blank. 

(22) to (36) Reimbursement Claim Data. Bring forward the cost information as specified on the left-hand column of lines (22) through (36) for 
the reimbursement claim, e.g., SA-1, (04)(A)(1)(a)(f), means the information is located on form SA-1, block (04)(A)(1), line (a), 
column (f). Enter the information on the same line but in the right-hand column. Cost information should be rounded to the 
nearest dollar, i.e., no cents. Indirect costs percentage should be shown as a whole number and without the percent symbol, i.e., 
7.548% should be shown as 8. Completion of this data block will expedite the payment process. 

(37) Read the statement "Certification of Claim." If it is true, the claim must be dated, signed by the district's authorized officer, and 
must include the person's name and title, typed or printed. Claims cannot be paid unless accompanied by an original signed 
certification. (To expedite the payment process, please sign the form FAM-27 with blue ink, and attach a copy of the 
form FAM-27 to the top of the claim package.) 

(38) Enter the name, telephone number, and e-mail address of the person to contact if additional information is required. 

SUBMIT A SIGNED ORIGINAL, AND A COPY OF FORM FAM-27, WITH ALL OTHER FORMS AND SUPPORTING 
DOCUMENTS TO: 

Address, if delivered by U.S. Postal Service: 

OFFICE OF THE STATE CONTROLLER 
ATTN: Local Reimbursements Section 
Division of Accounting and Reporting 
P.O. Box 942850 
Sacramento, CA 94250 

Form FAM-27 (Revised 01/06) 

Address, if delivered by other delivery service: 

OFFICE OF THE STATE CONTROLLER 
ATTN: Local Reimbursements Section 
Division of Accounting and Reporting 
3301 C Street, Suite 500 
Sacramento, CA 95816 

74



State Controller's Office School Mandated Cost Manual 

Program MANDATED COSTS 
FORM 

260 THE STULL ACT 
SA-1 

CLAIM SUMMARY 

(01) Claimant (02) Type of Claim Fiscal Year 
Reimbursement CJ 
Estimated CJ I - -

(03) (a) Number of Certificated Instructional Employees (CIE's) evaluated per (04)(A) 

{b) Number of CIE's and Non-Instructional Employees (NIE's) evaluated per (04)(B) 

Direct Costs Object Accounts 

(04) (a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) 

Reimbursable Salaries Materials Contract Fixed Travel Total 

Components and and Services Assets and 
Benefits Suoolies Trainina 

A. Cl E's 

1. Evaluation/Assessment - Ed. Code §44662, subd. (b), as amended by Ch. 498/83; Reimbursement period begins fy 1997-98 

a. 
Review employee's 
techniques and strategies 

b. 
Evaluation of techniques 
and strategies 

2. Evaluation/Assessment- Ed. Code §44662, subd. (b), as amended by Ch. 4/99; Reimbursement period begins 03/15/99 

a. Review ST AR results 

b. Assessment per STAR 

8. CIE's and NIE's 

1. Evaluation/Assessment - Ed. Code §44664, subd. (b), as amended by Ch. 498/83; Reimbursement period begins fy 1997-98 

a. 
Evaluating and assessing 
Cl E per certain criteria 

b. Writing evaluation 

c. Transmitting evaluation 

d Attaching to personnel file 

e. Discussing evaluation 

(05) Total Direct Costs 

Indirect Costs 

(06) Indirect Cost Rate [From J-380 or J-580] % 

(07) Total Indirect Costs [Line (06) x line (05)(a)] 

(08) Total Direct and Indirect Costs [Line (05)(f) + line (07)] 

Cost Reduction 

(09) Less: Offsetting Savings 

(10) Less: Other Reimbursements 

(11) Total Claimed Amount [Line (08) - {line (09) + line (1 O)}] 

Revised 01/06 

75



State Controller's Office School Mandated Cost Manual 

Program THE STULL ACT 
FORM 

260 CLAIM SUMMARY 
SA-1 

Instructions 

(01) Enter the name of the claimant. 

(02) Type of Claim. Check a box, Reimbursement or Estimated, to identify the type of claim being filed. 
Enter the fiscal year of costs. 

Form SA-1 must be filed for a reimbursement claim. Do not complete form SA-1 if you are filing an 
estimated claim and the estimate does not exceed the previous fiscal year's actual costs by more 
than 10%. Simply enter the amount of the estimated claim on form FAM-27, line (07). However, if 
the estimated claim exceeds the previous fiscal year's actual costs by more than 10%, form SA-1 
must be completed and a statement attached explaining the increased costs. Without this 
information the estimated claim will automatically be reduced to 110% of the previous fiscal year's 
actual costs. 

(03) Claim Statistics. (a) Enter the number of CIE's who were evaluated per (04)(A). 

(b) Enter the number of CIE's and NIE's who were evaluated per (04)(8). 

(04) Reimbursable Components. For each reimbursable component, enter the total from form SA-2, line 
(05), columns (d) through (h) to form SA-1, block (04), columns (a) through (e) in the appropriate row. 
Total each row. 

(05) Total Direct Costs. Total columns (a) through (f). 

(06) Indirect Cost Rate. Enter the indirect cost rate from the Department of Education form J-380 or J-580 
as applicable for the fiscal year of costs. 

(07) Total Indirect Costs. Enter the result of multiplying the Indirect Cost Rate, line (06), by the Total 
Salaries and Benefits, line (05)(a). 

(08) Total Direct and Indirect Costs. Enter the sum of Total Direct Costs, line (05)(f), and Total lndirec1 
Costs, line (07). 

(09) Less: Offsetting Savings. If applicable, enter the total savings experienced by the claimant as a direct 
result of this mandate. Submit a detailed schedule of savings with the claim. 

(10) Less: Other Reimbursements. If applicable, enter the amount of other reimbursements received from 
any source including, but not limited to, service fees collected, federal funds, and other state funds, 
that reimbursed any portion of the mandated cost program. Submit a schedule detailing the 
reimbursement sources and amounts. 

(11) Total Claimed Amount. From Total Direct and Indirect Costs, line (08), subtract the sum of Offsetting 
Savings, line (09), and Other Reimbursements, line (10). Enter the remainder on this line and carry 
the amount forward to form FAM-27, line (07) for the Estimated Claim or line (13) for the 
Reimbursement Claim. 

Revised 01/06 
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State Controller's Office 

Program 

260 
(01) Claimant 

MANDATED COSTS 

THE STULL ACT 

COMPONENT/ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 

j(02) Fiscal Year 

School Mandated Cost Manual 

FORM 

SA-2 

(03) Reimbursable Components: Check only one box per form to identify the component being claimed. 

A. CIE D Review employee's techniques 
and strategies 

D Review STR Results 

B.CIE&NIE D Evaluating and assessing CIE 
according to certain criteria 

(04) 

D Attaching response to 
personnel file 

Description of Expenses 

(a) (b) 

Employee Names, Job Hourly 
Classifications, Functions Performed Rate or 

and Description of Expenses Unit Cost 

D Evaluation to include assessment 
of techniques and strategies 

D Assessment based on STR results 

D Reducing evaluation to writing 

D Discussing evaluation with CIE 

D Transmitting evaluation to CIE 

Object Accounts 

(c) (d) (e) (f) (g) (h) 

Hours Salaries Materials Contract Fixed Travel 
Worked or and and Services Assets and 
Quantity Benefits Supplies Training 

(05) Total CJ Subtotal D Page: __ of __ 

New 12/05 
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State Controller's Office School Mandated Cost Manual 

Program THE STULL ACT 
FORM 

260 COMPONENT/ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 
SA-2 

Instructions 

(01) Claimant. Enter the name of the claimant. 

(02) Fiscal Year. Enter the fiscal year for which costs were incurred. 

(03) Reimbursable Components. Check the box which indicates the cost component being claimed. Check 
only one box per form. A separate form SA-2 shall be prepared for each applicable component. 

(04) Description of Expenses. The following table identifies the type of information required to support 
reimbursable costs. To detail costs for the component activity box "checked" in block (03), enter the 
employee names, position titles, a brief description of the activities performed, actual time spent by 
each employee, productive hourly rates, fringe benefits, supplies used, contract services, and travel 
and training expenses. The descriptions required in column (4)(a) must be of sufficient detail to 
explain the cost of activities or items being claimed. For audit purposes, all supporting documents 
must be retained by the claimant for a period of not less than three years after the date the claim was 
filed or last amended, whichever is later. If no funds were appropriated and no payment was made at 
the time the claim was filed, the time for the Controller to initiate an audit shall be from the date of initial 
payment of the claim. Such documents shall be made available to the State Controller's Office on 
request. 

Object/ Columns 
Submit 

Sub object supporting 
documents Accounts (a) (b) (cl (d) (e) (f) (g) (h) with the claim 

Salaries and Salaries= 
Benefits Employee Hourly Hours Hourly Rate 

Name/Title Rate Worked x Hours 
Salaries Worked 

Benefit 
Benefits= 

Activities Benefit Rate 
Benefits Performed Rate x Salaries 

Materials Description 
Cost= 

and of 
Unit Quantity Unit Cost 

Supplies Supplies Used 
Cost Used x Quantity 

Used 

Name of Hours Worked Cost-Hourly 
Copy of 

Contractor Ratex Hours 
Contract Hourly Inclusive Worked or Contract 
Services Specific Tasks Rate Dates of Total Contract and 

Performed Service Cost Invoices 

Fixed 
Description of Cost= 

Assets 
Equipment Unit Cost Usage Unit Cost 
Purchased x Usage 

Travel and Purpose of Trip Per Diem 
Days Total Travel Total Travel 

Training Name and Title Rate Cost= Rate 
Departure and Mileage Rate 

Miles Cost= Rate x 
x Days or 

Travel Mode Days or Miles 
Travel 

Return Date Travel Cost Miles 

Employee 
Dates Registration Registration 

Training Name/Title 

Name of Class 
Attended Fee Fee 

(05) Total line (04), columns (d) through (h) and enter the sum on this line. Check the appropriate box to 
indicate if the amount is a total or subtotal. If more than one form is needed to detail the 
component/activity costs, number each page. Enter totals from line (05), columns (d) through (h) to 
form SA-1, block (04), columns (a) through (e) in the appropriate row. 

New 12/05 
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Audit Report 
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JOHN CHIANG 
Qhtlifornht ~tat£ <1Iontrolhr 

Lillian Adams 
President, Board of Education 
Oceanside Unified School District 
2111 Mission A venue 
Oceanside, CA 92058 

Dear Ms. Adams: 

August 24, 2011 

The State Controller's Office audited the costs claimed by Oceanside Unified School District for 
the legislatively mandated Stull Act Program (Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983, and Chapter 4 
Statutes of 1999) for the period of July l, 1997, through June 30, 2008. 

The district claimed $1,286,956 for the mandated program. Our audit disclosed that $16,536 is 
allowable and $1,270,420 is unallowable. The costs are unallowable because the district did not 
support claimed costs with source documents. The State paid the district $411,733. The amount 
paid exceed allowable costs claimed by $395,197. 

If you disagree with the audit findings, you may file an Incorrect Reduction Claim (IRC) with 
the Commission on State Mandates (CSM). The IRC must be filed within three years following 
the date that we notify you of a claim reduction. You may obtain IRC information at the CSM's 
Web site at www.csm.ca.gov/docs/IRCForm.pdf. 

If you have any questions, please contact Jim L. Spano, Chief, Mandated Cost Audits Bureau, at 
(916) 323-5849. 

Sincerely, 

Original signed by 

JEFFREY V. BROWNFIELD 
Chief, Division of Audits 

JVB/vb 
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Lillian Adams 

cc: Larry Perondi, Superintendent 
Oceanside Unified School District 

Luis Ibarra, Ed.D 

-2-

Associate Superintendent for Business Services 
Oceanside Unified School District 

Shelly Morr 
Associate Superintendent for Human Resources 
Oceanside Unified School District 

Karen Huddleston, Controller 
Oceanside Unified School District 

San Diego County Superintendent of Schools 
San Diego County Office of Education 

Scott Hannan, Director 
School Fiscal Services Division 
California Department of Education 

Carol Bingham, Director 
Fiscal Policy Division 
California Department of Education 

Thomas Todd, Principal Program Budget Analyst 
Education Systems Unit 
Department of Finance 

Jay Lal, Manager 
Division of Accounting and Reporting 
State Controller's Office 

August 24, 2011 
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Oceanside Unified School District 

Audit Report 
Summary 

Background 

The Stull Act Program 

The State Controller's Office (SCO) audited the costs claimed by 
Oceanside Unified School District for the legislatively mandated Stull 
Act Program (Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983, and Chapter 4 Statutes of 
1999) for the period of July 1, 1997, through June 30, 2008. 

The district claimed $1,286,956 for the mandated program. Our audit 
disclosed that $16,536 is allowable and $1,270,420 is unallowable. The 
costs are unallowable because the district did not support claimed costs 
with source documents. The State paid the district $411,733. The amount 
paid exceed allowable costs claimed by $395, 197. 

Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983, and Chapter 4, Statutes of 1999, added 
Education Code sections 44660-44665. The legislation provided specific 
reimbursement activities related to evaluation and assessment of the 
performance of "certificated personnel" within each school district, 
except for those employed in local, discretionary educational programs. 

The following activities are reimbursable: 

• Evaluating and assessing the performance of certificated instructional 
employees who perform the requirements of educational programs 
mandated by state or federal law for evaluations that reasonably relate 
to the instructional techniques and strategies used by the employee, as 
well as the employee's adherence to curricular objectives. 

• Evaluating and assessing the performance of certificated instructional 
employees who teach reading, writing, mathematics, history/social 
sciences, and science in grades 2 through 11 for evaluations that 
reasonably relate to the progress of pupils toward the state-adopted 
academic content standards as measured by state-adopted assessment 
tests. 

• Assessing and evaluating permanent certificated, instructional, and 
non-instructional employees who perform the requirements of 
educational programs mandated by state or federal law and receive an 
unsatisfactory evaluation in the years in which the permanent 
certificated employee would not have otherwise been evaluated 
pursuant to Education Code section 44664. The additional evaluations 
last until the employee achieves a positive evaluation or is separated 
from the school district. 

On May 27, 2004, the Commission on State Mandates (CSM) 
determined that the legislation imposed a state mandate reimbursable 
under Government Code section 17 561. 

The program's parameters and guidelines establish the state mandate and 
define reimbursement criteria. The CSM adopted the parameters and 
guidelines on September 27, 2005. In compliance with Government 
Code section 17558, the SCO issues claiming instructions to assist local 
agencies and school districts in claiming mandated program reimbursable 
costs. 

-1-
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Oceanside Unified School District 

Objective, Scope, 
and Methodology 

Conclusion 

Views of 
Responsible 
Official 

The Stull Act Program 

We conducted the audit to determine whether costs claimed represent 
increased costs resulting from the Stull Act Program for the period of 
July 1, 1997, through June 30, 2008. 

Our audit scope included, but was not limited to, determining whether 
costs claimed were supported by appropriate source documents, were not 
funded by another source, and were not unreasonable and/or excessive. 

We conducted this performance audit under the authority of Government 
Code sections 12410, 17558.5, and 17561. We did not audit the district's 
financial statements. We conducted the audit in accordance with 
generally accepted government auditing standards. Those standards 
require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, 
appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and 
conclusions based on our audit objectives. We believe that the evidence 
obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions 
based on our audit objectives. 

We limited our review of the district's internal controls to gaining an 
understanding of the transaction flow and claim preparation process as 
necessary to develop appropriate auditing procedures. 

Our audit disclosed instances of noncompliance with the requirements 
outlined above. These instances are described in the accompanying 
Summary of Program Costs (Schedule 1) and in the Finding and 
Recommendation section of this report. 

For the audit period, Oceanside Unified School District claimed 
$1,286,956 for costs of the Stull Act Program. Our audit disclosed that 
$16,536 is allowable and $1,270,420 is unallowable. 

The State paid the district $411, 733. Our audit disclosed that $16,536 is 
allowable. The State will offset $395, 197 from other mandated program 
payments due the district. Alternatively, the district may remit this 
amount to the State. 

We issued a draft audit report on February 9, 2011. Karen Huddleston, 
Controller, responded by letter dated March 22, 2011 (Attachment), 
disagreeing with the audit results. This final audit report includes the 
district's response. 

-2-
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Oceanside Unified School District 

Restricted Use 

The Stull Act Program 

This report is solely for the information and use of Oceanside Unified 
School District, the San Diego County Office of Education, the 
California Department of Education, the California Department of 
Finance, and the SCO; it is not intended to be and should not be used by 
anyone other than these specified parties. This restriction is not intended 
to limit distribution of this report, which is a matter of public record. 

Original signed by 

JEFFREY V. BROWNFIELD 
Chief, Division of Audits 

August 24, 2011 

-3-
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Oceanside Unified School District The Stull Act Program 

Schedule 1-
Summary of Program Costs 

July 1, 1997, through June 30, 2008 

Actual Costs Allowable Audit 
Cost Elements Claimed Eer Audit Adjustment 

July 1, 1997, through June 30, 1998 

Direct costs: 
Salaries and benefits: 

Review certificated instructional employees' 
(CIE) techniques and strategies $ 25,860 $ $ (25,860) 

Evaluation to include assessment ofCIEs' 
techniques and strategies 25,859 (25,859) 

Total salaries and benefits 51,719 (51,719) 
Indirect costs 2,586 (2,586) 

Total program costs $ 54,305 $ ~54,305) 

Less amount paid by the State 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) 
amount paid $ 

July 1, 1998, through June 30, 1999 

Direct costs: 
Salaries and benefits: 

Review CIEs' techniques and strategies $ 35,551 $ $ (35,551) 
Evaluation to include assessment of CIEs' 

techniques and strategies 35,550 {35,550} 

Total salaries and benefits 71,101 (71, 101) 
Indirect costs 3,555 (3,555) 

Total program costs $ 74,656 $ ~74,656~ 
Less amount paid by the State 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) 
amount paid $ 

July 1, 1999, through June 30, 2000 

Direct costs: 
Salaries and benefits: 

Review CIEs' techniques and strategies $ 50,227 $ $ (50,227) 
Evaluation to include assessment ofCIEs' 

techniques and strategies 50,227 {50,227) 

Total salaries and benefits 100,454 (100,454) 
Indirect costs 5,023 {5,023) 

Total program costs $ 105,477 $ (105,477) 
Less amount paid by the State 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) 
amount paid $ 
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Oceanside Unified School District The Stull Act Program 

Schedule 1 (continued) 

Actual Costs Allowable Audit 
Cost Elements Claimed Eer Audit Adjustment 

July 1, 2000, through June 30, 2001 

Direct costs: 
Salaries and benefits: 

Review CIEs' techniques and strategies $ 70,837 $ $ (70,837) 
Evaluation to include assessment of CIEs' 

techniques and strategies 70,837 {70,837) 

Total salaries and benefits 141,674 (141,674) 
Indirect costs 6,418 {6,418) 

Total program costs $ 148,092 $ (148,092) 
Less amount paid by the State 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) 
amount paid $ 

July 1, 2001, through June 30, 2002 

Direct costs: 
Salaries and benefits: 

Review CIEs' techniques and strategies $ 97,069 $ $ (97,069) 
Evaluation to include assessment of CIEs' 

techniques and strategies 97,068 (97,068) 

Total salaries and benefits 194, 137 (194,137) 
Indirect costs 9,590 (9,590) 

Total program costs $ 203,727 $ ~203,727) 

Less amount paid by the State 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) 
amount paid $ 

July 1, 2002, through June 30, 2003 

Direct costs: 
Salaries and benefits: 

Review CIEs' techniques and strategies $ 98,937 $ $ (98,937) 
Evaluation to include assessment ofCIEs' 

techniques and strategies 98,936 (98,936) 

Total salaries and benefits 197,873 (197,873) 
Indirect costs 10,012 (10,012) 

Total program costs $ 207,885 $ ~207,885) 

Less amount paid by the State 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) 
amount paid $ 
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Oceanside Unified School District The Stull Act Program 

Schedule 1 (continued) 

Actual Costs Allowable Audit 
Cost Elements Claimed Eer Audit Adjustment 

Julx 1, 2003, through June 30, 2004 

Direct costs: 
Salaries and benefits: 

Review CIEs' techniques and strategies $ 110,625 $ $ (110,625) 
Evaluation to include assessment of CIEs' 

techniques and strategies 110,624 {110,6242 

Total salaries and benefits 221,249 (221,249) 
Indirect costs 9,182 {9,182) 

Total program costs $ 230,431 $ (230,431) 
Less amount paid by the State 165,886 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) 
amount paid $ (165,886) 

Julx 1, 2004, through June 30, 2005 

Direct costs: 
Salaries and benefits: 

Review CIEs' techniques and strategies $ 117,596 $ $ (117,596) 
Evaluation to include assessment of CIEs' 

techniques and strategies 117,597 (117,597) 

Total salaries and benefits 235,193 (235,193) 
Indirect costs 10,654 (10,6542 

Total program costs $ 245,847 $ ~245,847l 
Less amount paid by the State 245,847 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) 
amount paid $ (245,847) 

Julx 1, 2006, through June 30, 2007 

Direct costs: 
Salaries and benefits: 

Review CIEs' techniques and strategies $ 6,788 $ 5,772 $ (1,016) 
Evaluation to include assessment ofCIEs' 

techniques and strategies 4,193 4,193 

Total salaries and benefits 6,788 9,965 3,177 
Indirect costs 293 430 137 

Total direct and indirect costs 7,081 10,395 3,314 
Less allowable costs that exceed claimed costs 2 (3,314) (3,314) 

Total program costs $ 7,081 7,081 $ 
Less amount paid by the State 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) 
amount paid $ 7,081 
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Oceanside Unified School District The Stull Act Program 

Schedule 1 (continued) 

Actual Costs Allowable Audit 
Cost Elements Claimed Eer Audit Adjustment 

July 1, 2007, through June 30, 2008 

Direct costs: 
Salaries and benefits: 

Review CIEs' techniques and strategies $ 9,161 $ 6,371 $ (2,790) 
Evaluation to include assessment ofCIEs' 

techniques and strategies 4,263 4,263 

Total salaries and benefits 9,161 10,634 1,473 
Indirect costs 294 341 47 

Total direct and indirect costs 9,455 10,975 1,520 
Less allowable costs that exceed claimed costs 2 (1,520) {1,5202 

Total program costs $ 9,455 9,455 $ 
Less amount paid by the State 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) 
amount paid $ 9,455 

Summary: July 1, 1997, through June 30, 2008 

Direct costs: 
Salaries and benefits: 

Review CIEs' techniques and strategies $ 622,651 $ 12,143 $ (610,508) 
Evaluation to include assessment ofCIEs' 

techniques and strategies 606,698 8,456 (598,242) 

Total salaries and benefits 1,229,349 20,599 (1,208,750) 
Indirect costs 57,607 771 (56,836) 

Total direct and indirect costs 1,286,956 21,370 ( 1,265,586) 
Less allowable costs that exceed claimed costs 2 {4,8342 {4,8342 

Total program costs $ 1,286,956 16,536 $ (1,270,420) 

Less amount paid by the State 411,733 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) 
amount paid $ p95,197) 1 

1 See the Finding and Recommendation section. 

2 Government Code section 17568 stipulates that the State will not reimburse any claim more than one year after 
the filing deadline specified in the SCO's claiming instructions. That deadline has expired for FY 2006-07, and 
FY 2007-08. 

-7-
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Oceanside Unified School District The Stull Act Program 

Finding and Recommendation 
FINDING
Misstated salaries and 
benefits and related 
indirect costs 

The district overstated salaries and benefits by $1,208,750 for the audit 
period. The related indirect costs total $56,836. For fiscal year (FY) 
1997-98 through FY 2004-05, the district did not support its entire 
claimed salaries and benefits totaling $1,213,400. For FY 2006-07 and 
FY 2007-08, the district understated allowable salaries and benefits by 
$4,650. 

On March 31, 2010, in reference to the FY 1997-98 through FY 2004-05 
claims, the district's Director of Human Resources stated: 

We are no longer spending valuable human resource employee time on 
this audit. If at a future date, we have additional hours, we will continue 
to print copies of the employee evaluations. It is my understanding you 
have completed and verified the dollars requested for the years 2007-08 
and 2006-07. You can see that we have a verifiable evaluation process 
in place. 

In support of FY 1997-98 through FY 2004-05 costs, the district 
provided us Sixten and Associates' "Employee Average Time Records 
for Mandated Costs." Each employee recorded average time performing 
evaluation activities for the period of FY 1997-98 through FY 2004-05 in 
one form. All forms were signed by claimed staff and dated in either 
February or March 2006. The district did not provide source documents 
supporting the average time or access to employee evaluations to support 
the number of employees evaluated. The district did not file a claim for 
FY 2005-06; however, the district provided School Innovations and 
Advocacy's time logs for this unclaimed year. 

In support of FY 2006-07 costs, the district provided School Innovations 
and Advocacy's time logs. Each employee recorded time spent 
performing the mandate for all months in the fiscal year in one form. The 
time logs did not include the date signed or the signature of claimed 
employee. The district did not provide source documents supporting the 
time recorded in the annual forms. The district also did not provide 
School Innovations and Advocacy source documentation to support its 
FY 2007-08 claims. 

We developed alternative methods to determine allowable salaries, 
benefits, and related indirect costs given the district's inadequate 
documentation detailed above. We obtained a copy of the district's 
teacher-evaluation procedures and forms and interviewed administrators 
who actually performed the mandated activities in the audit years. The 
district's teacher-evaluation forms disclosed half an hour of actual 
classroom observation. The district requested that it be allowed to 
support its claims with auditor verification of its written observations and 
final summary performance teacher evaluations from personnel records. 
The district agreed to our recommendation that it allow half an hour for 
each written observation and final teacher evaluation verified. 

-8-
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Oceanside Unified School District The Stull Act Program 

We selected a 10% random sample of23 district school sites. The district 
provided copies of written observations and summative evaluations of 
El Camino High School, Jefferson Middle School, and Mission 
Elementary School for FY 2006-07 and FY 2007-08. Auditor-verified 
hours for sampled schools exceeded claimed hours only for FY 2006-07 
and FY 2007-08. The district also provided actual pay and benefits 
information as well as resource codes for employees claimed for FY 
2006-07 and FY 2007-08. The claimed rates were overstated for FY 
2006-07 and understated for FY 2007-08. 

The following table summarizes the overstated claimed costs for salaries 
and benefits and related indirect costs by reimbursable activities: 

Evaluate (and 
Review C!Es' Assess) C!Es' 

Techniques Techniques Total Salaries Indirect Audit 
Fiscal Year and Strategies and Strategies and Benefits Costs Adjustment 

1997-98 $ (25,860) $ (25,859) $ (51,719) $ (2,586) $ (54,305) 
1998-99 (35,551) (35,550) (71,101) (3,555) (74,656) 
1999-2000 (50,227) (50,227) (100,454) (5,023) (105,477) 
2000-01 (70,837) (70,837) (141,674) (6,418) (148,092) 
2001-02 (97,069) (97,068) (194,137) (9,590) (203,727) 
2002-03 (98,937) (98,936) (197,873) (10,012) (207,885) 
2003-04 (110,625) (110,624) (221,249) (9,182) (230,43 l) 
2004-05 (117,596) (117,597) (235,193) (10,654) (245,847) 
2006-07 (1,016) 4,193 3,177 137 3,314 
2007-08 (2,790) 4,263 1,473 47 l,520 

Total $ (610,508) $ (598,242) $(1,208,750) $ (56,836) $(1,265,586) 

CIE = Certificated instructional employee 

The parameters and guidelines (section IV) state: 

To be eligible for mandated cost reimbursement for any fiscal year, 
only actual costs may be claimed. Actual costs are those costs actually 
incurred to implement the mandated activities. Actual costs must be 
traceable and supported by source documents that show the validity of 
such costs, when they were incurred, and their relationship to the 
reimbursable activities. A source document is a document created at or 
near the same time the actual cost was incurred for the event or activity 
in question. Source documents may include, but are not limited to 
employee time records or time logs, sign-in sheets, invoices, and 
receipts. 

Evidence corroborating the source documents may include, but is not 
limited to, worksheets, cost allocation reports (system generated), 
agendas, and declarations. Declarations must include a certification or 
declaration stating, "I certify (or declare) under penalty of perjury 
under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true and 
correct," and must further comply with the requirements of Code of 
Civil Procedure section 2015.5. Evidence corroborating the source 
documents may include data relevant to the reimbursable activities 
otherwise in compliance with local state, and federal government 
requirements. However, corroborating documents cannot be substituted 
for source documents. 

-9-
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Oceanside Unified School District The Stull Act Program 

Recommendation 

We recommend that the district ensure that all costs related to the 
mandated program are properly reported and supported with source 
documents. 

District's Response 

... we feel that we submitted claims appropriate to the costs incurred. 
While we were able to supply supporting documentation, it was not 
accepted as sufficient by the audit team. The additional documentation 
requested was, and is, available but would be a significant drain on 
district resources, including staff and funds, to provide. Consequently, 
the district cannot expend any further time or resources to produce the 
requested records. 

SCO's Comment 

The finding and recommendation remain unchanged. 

As noted in the finding, the district provided only estimated time spent 
performing mandated activities. We worked with the district in 
developing alternative methods to determine a unit time allowance for 
time spent on reimbursable activities. The district provided us only with 
documentation supporting the number of employees evaluated as well as 
related pay and benefit information for FY 2006-07 and FY 2007-08. 
The district did not provide us with this type of information for FY 
1997-98 through FY 2004-05. Consequently, we allowed no costs for 
FY 1997-98 through FY 2004-05. 

We will reissue the final report, as appropriate, if the district provides us 
additional documentation supporting costs incurred for FY 1997-98 
through FY 2004-05. 

-10-
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Oceanside Unified School District 

OTHER ISSUE
Noncompliance with 
mandated 
requirements 

The Stull Act Program 

Probationary certificated instructional employees were not evaluated 
and assessed. 

The district did not evaluate and assess the performance of probationary 
certificated employees in FY 2006-07 and FY 2007-08. Therefore, it did 
not claim costs for this activity. 

The district provided system-generated lists of certificated instructional 
employees (CIE) for FY 2006-07 and FY 2007-08. The lists disclosed 
tenure status as temporary, substitute, probationary, or permanent. The 
lists reported that 85 out of I52 (56%) probationary CIEs for FY 2006-07 
and 4I out of 108 (38%) probationary CIEs for FY 2007-08 were not 
evaluated. The district researched and printed evidence of evaluation for 
I8 CIEs for FY 2006-07 and I I CIEs for FY 2007-08. The district's 
system-generated lists of probationary employees who were not 
evaluated were erroneous. 

The district's corrected numbers of probationary employees who were 
not evaluated are as follows: 

• FY 2006-07-67 out of I52 (44%) 
• FY 2007-08-30 out of 108 (28%) 

The parameters and guidelines for the program state that the CSM found 
that Education Code sections 44660-44665 constitute a new program or 
higher level of service and impose a state-mandated program upon 
school districts to evaluate and assess the performance of probationary 
certificated instructional employees once each year for the following 
reimbursable activities: 

• Reviewing the employee's instructional techniques and strategies and 
adherence to curricular objectives, and including in the written 
evaluation the assessment of these factors, 

• Reviewing the results of the STAR test as it reasonably relates to the 
performance of those certificated employees who teach reading, 
writing, mathematics, history/social science, and science in grades 2 
to I I, and including in the written evaluation of those certificated 
employees the assessment of the employee's performance based on 
the ST AR results for the pupils they teach. 

Certificated instructional employees were not evaluated and assessed 
based on STAR test results. 

The district did not evaluate and assess the performance of CIEs based 
on the ST AR test results of the pupils they taught during the evaluation 
periods. 

The district's collective bargaining agreement in effect for the audit 
period did not allow for teacher evaluation based on the ST AR test 
results of the students they taught. 

-11-
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Oceanside Unified School District The Stull Act Program 

The parameters and guidelines state that the CSM found that Education 
Code sections 44660-44665 constitute a new program or higher level of 
service and impose a state mandated program upon school districts to: 

Evaluate and assess the performance of probationary certificated 
instructional employees that teach reading, writing, mathematics, 
history/social science, and science in grades 2 to 11 as it reasonably 
relates to the progress of pupils towards the state adopted academic 
content standards as measured by state adopted assessment tests. 
Reimbursement for this activity is limited to the review of the results of 
the ST AR test as it reasonably relates to the performance of those 
certificated employees that teach reading, writing, mathematics, 
history/social science, and science in grades 2 to 11, and to include in 
the written evaluation of those certificated employees the assessment of 
the employee's performance based on the STAR results for the pupils 
they teach during the evaluation periods specific in Education Code 
section 44664, and described below: 

• Once each year for probationary certificated employees; 

• Every other year for permanent certificated employees; and 

• Beginning January 1, 2004, every five years for certificated 
employees with permanent status who have been employed at least 
ten years with the school district, are highly qualified (as defined in 
20 USC section 7801), and whose previous evaluation rated the 
employee as meeting or exceeding standards, if the evaluator and 
certificated employee being evaluated agree. 

Staff were not trained on implementing the mandate. 

The district did not train staff on implementing the legislatively 
mandated Stull Act program reimbursable activities. 

The parameters and guidelines state that the following activity is 
reimbursable: 

Train staff on implementing the reimbursable activities listed in section 
IV of these parameters and guidelines. (One-time activity for each 
employee.) (Reimbursement period begins July 1, 1997) 

Recommendation 

We recommend that the district: 

• Include in the certificated administrator's job description 
responsibility for the assessment and evaluation of certificated 
instructional employees according to Education Code section 44660-
49665; 

• Develop and implement board policies and district procedures on 
assessment and evaluation of certificated instructional employees that 
are in compliance with the Education Code; and 

• Improve management oversight of mandated activities imposed on 
school districts. 

-12-
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Oceanside Unified School District The Stull Act Program 

District's Response 

... the district complied fully with the requirements of the Stull Act 
during the claiming period. 

SCO's Comment 

The observation and recommendation remain unchanged. The district did 
not respond to the specific issues identified above. 

-13-
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Oceanside Unified School District 

Attachment
District's Response to 

Draft Audit Report 

The Stull Act Program 
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.. Oceanside 
March 22, 201 I 

Jim L. Spano, Chief 
Mimdated Cost Audits BureauiDivision of Audits 
California State Controller's Office 
P.O. Box 942850 
Sacrament\), CA 94250-5874 

RE: Stull Act Program -July I, 1997, through June 30, 2008 

Dear Chief Spano, 
In connection with the State Controller's OlfJce (SCO) audit of the Oceanside lJnified's claims for the mandated program 
and audit period identified above, we allirm, to the best of our lmowledgc and belief, the following representations made 
to the SCO's audit staff during the audit: 

1. We maintain accurate financial records and data to support the mandated cost claims submitted to the SCO. 
ry We designed and implemented the district's accounting system to ensure aemratc and timely records. 
3. We prepared and submitted our reimbursement claims according to the Stull Act Program's parameters and 

guidelines. 
4. We claimed mandated costs based on actual expenditures allowable per the Stull Act Program's parameters and 

guidelines. 
5. We made available to the sco·s audit staff all financial records, correspondence, and other data pertinent to the 

mandated cost claims. 
6. We are not aware of any: 

a. Violations or possible violations of laws and regulations involving management or employees \\ho 
had significant roles in the accounting system or in preparing the mandated cost claims. 

b. Violations or possible violations oflaws and regulations involving other employees that could have 
had a material effect on the mandated cost claims. 

c. Communications from regulatory agencies concerning noncompliance with, or deficiencies in, 
:iccounling and reporting practices tlmt could have a material effect on the mandated cost claims. 

d. Relevant, material transacti@s that were not properly r'-corded in the accounting records that could 
have a material effect on the mandated cos! claims. 

7. We arc not aware of any events that occurred after the audit period that would require us to aqjust the mandated 
cost claims. 

Furthermore, the district complied fully with the rcquiremcuts of the Stull Act during the claiming period and we feel that 
we submitted claims appropriate to the costs incurred. While we were able to supply supporting documentation, it was not 
accepted as sufficient by the audil team. The additional documentation requested was, and is, available but would be a 
significant drain on district resources, including staff and funds, to provide. Consequently, the district cannot expend any 
fm1hcr time or r7 J;?duce the requested records. 

Sinccrclv, MY-
K"" ~""' C""troll" 
Cc: Shelly Morr, Ed.D. 

Associate Superintendent, Human Resources 

Oceanside Unified School District 
Fiscal Services Department 

2111 Mission Avenue • Oceanside, CA 92058 
760.966.4075 ph • 760.750036 fx 
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S 10-MCC-020 

State Controller's Office 
Division of Audits 

Post Office Box 942850 
Sacramento, CA 94250-5874 

http://www.sco.ca.gov 
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. , 
State of California School Mandated Cost Manual 

CLAIM FOR PAYMENT · ~9t~lee11~~f llll$,pn1y 
;• 

P~~rn .· ' 

Pursuant to Government Code Section 17561 (19) Program NumA~~6l 
(20) Date Ried___ 1 · 2006 218. 

. , .. 
THE STULL ACT .. 

(21} LRS Input I I 

(01) Claimant Identification Number: S37135 Reimbursement Claim Data 

L (02) (22) SA-1(03)(a) 507 

A Claimant Name: Oceanside Unified School District 

B (23) SA-1(03)(b) -
E County: San Diego 

L (24) SA-1(04)(A)(1)(a)(f) $ 25,860 
PO Box: 0 

H (25) SA-1(04)(A)(1)(b)(f) $ 25,860 

E Address: 2111 Mission Avenue 

R (26) SA-1(04)(A)(2)(a)(f) $ -
E City: Oceanside Zip: 92054-2395 

(03) Type of Claim Estimated Claim Reimbursement Claim (27) SA-1 (04)(A)(2)(b)(f) $ -

(03) Estimated [x) (09) Reimbursement [x) (28) SA-1(04)(8)(1)(a){f) $ -
(04} Combined f I (10) Combined [ 1 
(05} Amended [ 1 (11) Amended C I (29) SA-1 (04)(8)(1 )(b){f) $ -

Fiscal Year of Cost (06) 1998-99 (12) 1997-98 (30) SA-1(04)(8)(1)(c)(f) $ -
Total Claimed Amount (07) (13) $ 54,305 
Less: 10% Late Penaltv,not to exceed $1,000 (14) (31) SA-1(04)(8)(1 )( d)(fl $ -
Less: Estimate Payment Received (15) (32) SA-1<04lf8)(1)(e)(f) $ -

33) SA-1 <06l ..$" ~% 
Net Claimed Amount (16) $ 54,305 34) c:tSJ?6 
Due from State (08) $ - (17) $ 54,305 {35) 

Due to State ::···· .. 

·• ·· . ,:<::', (18) (36) .. ··.· .·. -
(37) CERTIFICATION OF CLAIM: 
In accordance with the provisions of Government Code 17561, I certify that I am the officer authorized by the school district to 
file mandated costs claims with the State of California for this program, and certify under penalty of perjury that I have not violated 
any of the provisions ofGovemment Code Sections 1090 to 1098, inclusive. 

I further certify that there was no application other than from the claimant, nor any grants or payments received, for reimbursement of 
costs claimed herein, and such costs are for a new program or increased level of services of an existing program. All offsetting 
savings and reimbursements set forth in the Parameters and Guidelines are identified, and all costs claims are supported by source 
documentation currently maint~ined by the claimant. 

The amounts for the Estimated Claim and/or the Reimbursement Claim are hereby claimed from the State for payment of estimated 
and/or actual costs set forth on the attached statements. I certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California 
that the foregoing is true and correct. 

·~-~z· Date -
~1kG· ~ .. , dz_ 

./ 

Karen Huddleston, Controller 
ITvpe or Print Name Title 
(39) Name of Contact person for Claim Telephone Number (951) 303-3034 

Sandra Reynolds E-mail Address sandrare~nolds 30c@msn.com 
Form FAM-27 ·(Revised 01/06) 
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State Con!roller's Office 

!, 

Progra~ .. 
260 

' ·-, ::_ ... :'. .. 

(01) Claimant: 

.. 

Oceanside Unified School District 

MANDATED COSTS 
THE STULL ACT 

CLAIM SUMMARY 

(02) Type of Claim 

Reimbursemet'it 

Estimated 

(03) (a) Number of Certificated Instructional Employees (CIE's) evaluated per (04)(A) 

(b) Number of CIE's and Non-Instructional Employees (NIE's) evaluated per (04)(8) 

Direct Costs 

(04) Reimbursable Components (a) (b) (c) 

Salaries Materials Contracted 

A. CIE's Benefits & Suoolies Services 

School Mandated Cost Manual 

x 

Object Accounts 

(d) (e) 

Fixed Travel 

Assets & Trainino 

FORM 

SA-1 

Fiscal Year 

1997-98 

507 

(f) 

Total 

1. Evaluation/Assessment-Ed. Code 44662, subd. (b), as amended b} Ch. 4199; Reimbursement oeriod bealns fy 1997-98 

/ 

a. Review employee's techniques and strategies 

b. Evaluation of techniaues and strategies 

~s---~_25_.8_s_o+s-'--~~-__,~s~~---1--s~~-·-+S..._~--~~s'--~~~25~,s~s~o ~ 
$ 25,860 $ - $ - $ - $ - $ 25,860 

2. Evaluation/Assessment·Ed. Code 44662, subd. (b), as amended b\ Ch. 498/83; Reimbursement period be4 ins 3/15199 

a. Review ST AR results $ - $ $ $ $ - $ 

b. Assessment per STAR $ - $ $ $ $ - $ 

B. CIE's and NIE's 

1. Evaluation/Assessment-Ed. Code 44664, subd. (b}, as amended bl Ch. 498/93; Reimbursement period be< lins fy 1997-98 

a. Evaluating and assessing CIE per certain criteria $ - - - - - $ -
b. Writing evaluation $ - - - - - $ -
c. Transmitting evaluation $ - - - - - $ -
d. Attaching to personnel file $ - - - - - $ -
e. Discussing evaluation $ - - - - - $ -
05) Total Direct Costs $ 51,719 - - - - $ 51,719 

'; •. " ,,., : .· ... · ... . •.• .... ;• '"• ;J' i' . : . ' ••··· 'J .··. ;": : .. .. '> 

.·. 

.:• . .. .. ·:>• ...• ·, '.; . .. ; •· :·· ,; .. /:·, ... , ..: . . ·<: .. ., . ·: .... , •. .···· /:.;.. ;i~· 
~'~"d~i~rec;;..;;.;;.t~C~os~ts __________________________________________________________________________ r-----------1 ~ 

(06) Indirect Cost Rate 

(07) Total Indirect Costs: 

(08) Total Direct and Indirect Costs 

Cost Reduction 

09) Less: Offsetting Savinas, if applicable 

(10) Less: Other Reimbursements, if applicable 

(11) Total Claimed Amount 

Revised 01106 

[From J-380 or J580) 

[Line (06) x (Line (05)(a)) 

[Line (05)(f) + Line (07)) 
,' :• ,,,. ;',:•:.' . . ,, ' ': : 

:: ··'·'·:.,:·,:':: ::; ····· . "':··'· 

(Line (OB) -{Line (9) +Line (10)}) 

$ 
5.00% ..... D/ 

/f.586 

$ 54,305 

102



. ·. 
Program 

260 

.• 

. 

MANDATED COSTS 

THE STULL ACT 
COMPONENT/ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 

(01) Claimant: 1(02) Fiscal year costs were incurred: 

Oceanside Unified School District 
(03) Reimbursable Component Check only one box per fonn to identify the cost being claimed. 

A. CIE I X I Review employee's techniques I I Evaluation to include assessment 

,__ ___ __,and strategies of techniques and strategies 

I Review STAR results I I Assessment based on STAR results 

B.Cie&NIE I !Evaluating and assessing I !Reducing evaluation to I 
I 

. CIE according to certain criteria 

!Attaching response to 

writing 

I loiscussing evaluation with CIE 

personnel file 

(04) Description of Expense Object Accounts 

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) 
Employee Names, Job Hour1y Hours Salaries Materials Fixed Contracted 

Classifications, Functions Performed, Rate or Worked or and and Assets Services 

and Description of Expenses Unit Cost Quantity Benefits Supplies 

BDl!!W emi;il!lYJ!!'!I bl~hDl!l!!!!l l!Dll !il!E!!ll!!I 

' Bob Rowe Principal $ 46.52 66.67 $ 3, 101.49 

~ 9e1"8a1ts+ Assistant Principal $ 45.28 97.29 $ 4,405.29 

~ Frank Gomez Principal $ 46.52 29.14 $ 1,355.59 

I( Jeanne Iman Principal $ 46.52 89.17 $ 4,148.19 

) "im Har(lware& Principal $ 46.52 39.13 $ 1,820.33 

( PatBames Principal $ 49.11 57.23 $ 2,810.57 

t Peg Cowman Principal $ 53.30 32.07 $ 1,709.33 

f Phyllis Morgan -+'ri11cipal $ 49.11 52.25 $ 2,566.00 

t Raye Clendenin' Principal $ 49.11 36.00 $ 1,767.96 

i> Sherry Freeman Principal $ 46.52 46.75 $ 2, 174.81 

' $ -
$ -. $ -

i:t: .2....::D A-Al ])l't ft...\ b $ -
k ,:ri t) 

$ -
-N5 111 tt r 7 u ({.,(' cJ r $ -

$ -
$ -
$ -
$ -
$ -
$ -
$ . 
$ -
$ -
$ . 
$ -
$ -
$ -
$ . 
$ -
$ -
$ -

(05) Total (x) Subtotal Page: 1of1 $ 25,859.55 $ - $ - $ -
New12/05 

FORM 

SA-2 

1997-98 

!Transmitting 

evaluation to CIE 

(h) 
Travel 

and 

Training 

$ -
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• 

···Program 

· ·iao 
" ... , 

MANDATED COSTS 

THE STULL ACT 
COMPONENT/ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 

(01) Claimant: 1(02) Fiscal year costs were incurred: 
Oceanside Unified School District 

(03) Reimbursable Component: Check only one box per form to identify the cost being claimed. 

A. CIE I I Review employee's techniques I X I Evaluation to include assessment 
____ __,and strategies 

I Review STAR results 1
..----..... of techniques and strategies 

I Assessment based on STAR results 

FORM 

SA-2 

1997-98 

B. Cie & NIE ... I ____ .. I Evaluating and assessing l..._ ___ _....IReduclng evaluation to l._ ___ __.ITransmitling 

I 
.. ____ _,CIE according to certain criteria 
... _____ !Attaching response to 

personnel file 

04) Description of Expense 
(a) 

Employee Names, Job 

Classifications, Functions Performed, 
and Description of Expenses 

(b) 
Hourly 
Rate or 

Unit Cost 

~~l!lltl!!n 1S! in1<IY!l1! Hll!l!l!!l!!Dl 2f l!!<bDl!H!!!I !!ld 1trJ!tegl!! 

' Bob Rowe Principal $ 46.52 

Zoan~ Assistant Principal $ 45.28 

~ Frank Gomez Principal $ 46.52 

I Jeanne Iman Principal $ 46.52 

: Kim Marguarat Principal $ 46.52 

, PatBames Principal $ 49.11 

, Peg Cowman Principal $ 53.30 

:> Phyllis Morgan Principal $ 49.11 

~ Raye Clendenin' Principal $ 49.11 

) Sherry Freeman Principal $ 46.52 

(05) Total (x) Subtotal Page: 1 of 1 

New12/05 

(C) 
Hours 

Worked or 
Quantity 

66.67 

97.29 

29.14 

89.17 

39.13 

5723 

32.07 

5225 

36.00 

46.75 

....-----...writing evaluation to CIE 

._I ____ _,!Discussing evaluation with CIE 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 
$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 
$ 

$ 

$ 
$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 
$ 

$ 

(d) 
Salaries 

and 
Benefits 

3, 101.49 

4,405.29 

1,355.59 

4,148.19 

1,820.33 

2,810.57 

1,709.33 

2,566.00 

1,767.96 

2,174.81 
. 
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
. 
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-. 
. 
-

25,859.55 

Object Accounts 

$ 

(e) 
Materials 

and 
Supplies 

- $ 

(f) 

Fixed 
Assets 

- $ 

(g) 
Contracted 
Services 

- $ 

(h) 
Travel 

and 
Training 

-
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State of California School Mandated Cost Manual 

CLAIM FOR PAYMENT 
Pursuant to Government Code Section 17561 

THE STULL ACT 

(01) Claimant Identification Number: 

. (02) 
537135 

Claimant Name: Oceanside Unified School District 

County: San Diego 

Address: 2111 Mission Avenue 

City: Oceanside Zip: 92054-2395 

,~o(State c,~"'trolktr ttse·~ty ·; · 

(19) Program Numberliji.0 1 l 200 i 
(20) Date Filed _/_/_ 

(21) LRS Input I I 

Reimbursement Claim Data 
(22) SA-1 (03)(a) 

(23) SA-1(03)(b) 

(24) SA-1(04)(A)(1)(a)(f) $ 

(25) SA-1 (04)(A)(1 )(b)(f) $ 

(26) SA-1 (04)(A)(2}(a)(f) $ 

(03) Type of Claim Estimated Claim Reimbursement Claim (27) SA-1(04)(A)(2)(b)(f) $ 

(03) Estimated [x] 

(04) Combined [ ] 
(05) Amended [ J 

(09) Reimbursement [x] (28) SA-1(04)(8)(1)(a)(f) 
(10) Combined [ ] 
(11) Amended [] (29) SA-1(04)(8)(1)(b)(f) 

11-F_is_c_al_Y_e_ar_o_f_C_os_t_ ........ (06......_) ____ 1_99_9_-0_0_+'(._12 .. ) ___ 19_9...;..8-...;..9_9 --1 (30) SA-1(04)(8)(1 )(c)(f) 
Total Claimed Amount (07} (13} $ 74,656 
less: 10% late Penalty,not to exceed $1,000 (14) (31) SA-1{04)(8)(1)(d)(f) 
less: Estimate Payment Received (15) (32) SA-1(04)(8){1){e)(f) 

(33) SA-1 {06) 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 
$ 

··, 

260 

550 

35,551 

35,551 

-

-

-

-

-

-
-

s~ 
Net Claimed Amount (16) $ 74,656 {34) <3~~'5 
Due from State (08) $ - '17) $ 74,656 '35) 
Due to State ., ·· •·.·.. · · · ·· · > ·· ' ... ···· ··.(18) (36) 
(37) CERTIFICATION OF CLAIM: 
In accordance with the provisions of Government Code 17561, I certify that I am the officer authorized by the school district to 
file mandated costs claims with the State of California for this program, and certify under penalty of perjury that I have not violated 
any of the provisions of Government Code Sections 1090 to 1098, inclusive. 

I further certify that there was no application other than from the claimant, nor any grants or payments received, for reimbursement of 
costs claimed herein, and such costs are for a new program or increased level of services of an existing program. All offsetting 
savings and reimbursements set forth in the Parameters and Guidelines are identified, and all costs claims are supported by source 
documentation currently maintained by the claimant 

The amounts for the Estimated Claim and/or the Reimbursement Claim are hereby claimed from the Slate for payment of estimated 
and/or actual costs set forth on the attached statements. I certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California 
that the foregoing is true and correct. 

Signature of Auth~~. O~er 
l~/~J-

Karen H6ddleston, Controller 
Type or Print Name 
(39) Name of Contact person for Claim 

Sandra Reynolds 

Form FAM-27 - (Revised 01/06) 

Date 

Trtle 
Telephone Number (951) 303-3034 

E-mail Address sandrareynolds 30@msn.com 

--
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tate Controller's Office School Mandated Cost Manual 
... ' t!'' 

MANDATED COSTS 
f>rc>gram THE STULL ACT FORM 

260 CLAIM SUMMARY SA-1 
. ·.· ":": · .. 

(01) Claimant: (02) Type of Claim Fiscal Year 

Oceanside Unified School District Reimbursement x 1998-99 

Estimated 
/ 

3) fa) Number of Certificated Instructional Emolovees (CIE's) evaluated oer (04)(A) 550 

(b) Number of CIE's and Non-Instructional Employees (NIE's) evaluated per (04)(8) 

irectCosts Object Accounts 

4) Reimbursable Components (a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) 

Salaries Materials Contracted Fixed Travel 

. CIE's Benefits & Supplies Services Assets & Training Total 

Evaluation/Assessment-Ed. Code 44662, subd. (b), as amended b~ Ch. 4199; Reimbursement period beains fy 1997-98 

/ Review employee's techniques and strategies $ 35,551 $ - $ - $ - $ - $ 35,551 

Evaluation of techniaues and strategies $ 35,551 $ $ - $ - $ - $ 35,551 / -
Evaluation/Assessment-Ed. Code 44662, subd. (b), as amended bl Ch. 498/83; Reimbursement period be ins 3/15/99 

Review STAR results $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Assessment per STAR $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -

. CIE's and NIE's 

Evaluation/Assessment-Ed. Code 44664, subd. (b), as amended b Ch. 498/93; Reimbursement oeriod be! ins fy 1997-98 

Evaluating and assessing CIE per certain criteria $ - - . - - $ . 

Writing evaluation $ - - - - - $ -
Transmitting evaluation $ - - - - - $ -
Attaching to personnel file $ - - - - - $ -
Discussina evaluation $ - - - - - $ -

15) Total Direct Costs $ 71, 101 - - - - $ 71, 101 
.... :'·· ., . :·, x· . ·:;. .... , '; , . :: ... •,;.;' ::': " 

.·· ::.; 

___ -.• ''. ,.· "·: :'. ":.: '·"' 
: .. :'•" ·-"·: ·-. ··,.-. ;:.: 

" 

; ' 

1direct Costs v 16) Indirect Cost Rate [From J-380 or J580] 5.00% ~ 

17) Total Indirect Costs: [Line (06) x [Line (05)(a)J $ !3.s55 

18) Total Direct and Indirect Costs [Line (05)(t) + Line (07)] $ 74,656 

.·,,, : ";, - -.. _, '", .. ·> _:· +. '•" -_ ' ''. i ? ".' ; ": ''. 'L. :, '.". / 
'+",-..•" ·: 

' · ... · .•.... ·:,,.·:. >;.- :,.,,,,.,," :. ", :,:. : : "" .. ;:_ ·> : : :-: ·:'. ' _;,'.::," ' "::C: . /·(. .. 
" ~" " 

ost Reduction 

)9) Less: Offsetting SavinQs, if applicable I 10) Less: Other Reimbursements, if applicable 

11) Total Claimed Amount: (Line (08) - {Line (9) +Line (10)}] $ 74,656 

evised 01/06 
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Pr:og~m 

26fl 
MANDATED COSTS 

THE STULL ACT 
COMPONENT/ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 

{01) Claimant: 1(02) Fiscal year costs were incurred: 

Oceanside Unified School District 
(03) Reimbursable Component: Check only one box per form to identify the cost being claimed. 

A. CIE I X lReview employee's techniques I I Evaluation to include assessment 

____ __,and strategies of techniques and strategies 

I Review STAR results I I Assessment based on STAR results 

B.Cle&NIE I !Evaluating and assessing I !Reducing evaluation to I 
CIE according to certain criteria writing 

I !Attaching response to I lDiscussing evaluation with CIE 

personnel file 

04) Description of Expense Obiect Accounts 
(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) 

Employee Names, Job Hourly Hours Salaries Materials Fixed Contracted 
Classifications, Functions Performed, Rate or Worked or and and Assets Services 

and Description of Expenses Unit Cost Quantity Benefits Supplies 

Rgv!!w gmgloitee's mi;hnigl!!!I am;! 11£!!1!g!!!1 

Bob Rowe Principal $ 49.52 50.00 $ 2,476.00 
Brian Kolb Principal $ 49.52 40.67 $ 2,013.98 ,_ ... 

1:6- i ··- ... ~.,~· $ 50.87 41.80 $ 2, 126.37 
Frank Gomez Principal $ 49.52 26.90 $ 1,332.09 ,_ '* S"' $ 46.93 118.15 $ 5,544.78 ··- ....... _.,._. 
Jeanne Iman Principal $ 49.52 84.71 $ 4, 194.84 
Kim Marguarat Principal $ 49.52 39.13 $ 1,937.72 
Martha Munden Principal $ 49.52 74.70 $ 3,699.14 
Pat Barnes Principal $ 50.87 57.23 $ 2,911.29 
Peg Cowman Principal $ 55.18 32.07 $ 1,769.62 
Phyllis Morgan Principal $ 49.52 62.13 $ 3,076.68 

Raye Clendenin, Principal $ 50.87 45.00 $ 2,289.15 
Sherry Freeman Principal $ 49.52 44.00 $ 2,178.88 

$ -
$ -
$ -
$ -
$ -
$ -
$ -
$ -

~ 3 --01u.> u1H-l~ fr/A-~-t $ -
; $ -. 

$• 
G.-a ... r:.J -th&? r-hr-r I 

-
~s IJ.Ss1s ff.µT fn.hc. t-1 -

-
$ -
$ -
$ -
$ -
$ -
$ -
$ -

(05) Total (x) Subtotal Page: 1of1 $ 35,550.53 $ - $ - $ -
New 12/05 

FORM 

SA-2 

1998-99 

I Transmitting 

evaluation to CIE 

(h) 
Travel 

and 

Training 

$ -
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.. Program 

·'280 
MANDATED COSTS 

THE STULL ACT 
COMPONENT/ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 

1) Claimant: 1(02) Fiscal year costs were incurred: 

Oceanside Unified School District 
3) Reimbursable Component: Check only one box per form to identify the cost being claimed. 

CIE I I Review employee's techniques I X I Evaluation to include assessment 

.-----__,and strategies 

I Review STAR results 
...------.. of techniques and strategies 
I I Assessment based on STAR results 

FORM 

SA-2 

1998-99 

Cle & NIE ._I ____ ~I Evaluating and assessing ._I ____ ..... !Reducing evaluation to ._I ___ __,!Transmitting 

'

,... ____ ..,CIE according to certain criteria 

.... ----~'Attaching response to 
personnel file 

4) Description of Expense 
(a) 

Employee Names, Job 

Classifications, Functions Performed, 

and Description of Expenses 

(b) 
Hourly 

Rate or 

Unit Cost 

11u1t1on to i!]!ill!!lll !!HllHment of technigues and snteglu 

•b Rowe Principal $ 49.52 

ian Kolb Principal $ 49.52 

in Darts Principal $ 50.87 

ankGomez Principal $ 49.52 

1rry Shoenton Assistant Principal $ 46.93 

anne Iman Principal $ 49.52 

11 Marguarat Principal $ 49.52 

1rtha Munden Principal $ 49.52 

1tBames Principal $ 50.87 

19 Cowman Principal $ 55.18 

1yllis Morgan Principal $ 49.52 

1ye Clendenin~ Principal $ 50.87 

1erry Freeman Principal $ 49.52 

15) Total (x) Subtotal Page: 1of1 

ew 12105 

(c) 
Hours 

Worked or 

Quantity 

50.00 

40.67 

41.80 

26.90 

118.15 

84.71 

39.13 

74.70 

57.23 

32.07 

62.13 

45.00 

44.00 

..------.writing evaluation to CIE 

... I ____ _.I Discussing evaluation with CIE 

$ 
$ 
$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

(d) 
Salaries 

and 

Benefits 

2,476.00 

2,013.98 

2, 126.37 

1,332.09 

5,544.78 

4, 194.84 

1,937.72 

3,699.14 

2,911.29 

1,769.62 

3,076.68 

2,289.15 

2,178.88 

-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-

35,550.53 

Object Accounts 
(e) (f) 

Materials Fixed 

and Assets 

Supplies 

$ - $ - $ 

(g) 
Contracted 

Services 

- $ 

(h) 
Travel 

and 

Training 

-
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• State o! California School Mandated Cost Manual 

CLAIM FOR PAYMENT 
Pursuant to Government Code Section 17561 

THE STULL ACT 

. ~~ .. ~~c~ntiq~~ruse'QJJIY .·· .... · ... Ptq~. 
(19) Program NumbeAf.Rol 1 2001 
(20) Date Filed_/ __ /_ 

(21) LRS Input I I 
(01) Claimant Identification Number: 

' (02) 
S37135 Reimbursement Claim Data 

(22) SA-1(03)(a) 509 

Claimant Name: Oceanside Unified School District 

County: San Diego 

PO Box: 0 

Address: 2111 Mission Avenue 

City: Oceanside 
(03) Type of Claim Estimated Claim 

(03) Estimated [x] 
(04) Combined [ ] 
(05) Amended [ I 

(23) SA-1(03)(b) 

(24) SA-1{04)(A)(1)(a){f) 

{25) SA-1{04)(A)(1)(b)(f) 

(26) SA-1{04)(A){2)(a)(f) 
Zip: 92054-2395 
Reimbursement Claim {27) SA-1(04)(A)(2)(b)(f) 

(09) Reimbursement [x] (28) SA-1(04)(8)(1)(a)(f) 
(10) Combined [ ] 
(11) Amended [] (29) SA-1(04)(8)(1)(b)(f) 

t-F_is_ca_l_Y_ea_r_o_f _C_os.,..t_-t-(06_.._) ____ 2_00_0_.0_1_.._+(,_12_.) ___ 19_9_9_·0_0--t(30) SA-1 {04)(8)(1 )(c)(f) 
Total Claimed Amount {07) (13) $ 105,477 
Less: 10% Late Penalty,not to exceed $1,000 '14) (31) SA-1(04)(8)(1)(d)(f) 
Less: Estimate Payment Received {15) (32) SA-1 {04)(8){1)(e)(f) 

(33) SA-1 {06) 
Net Claimed Amount (16) $ 105,477 {34) 

$ 50,227 

$ 50,227 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ . 

$ -
$ -

. 

Due from State (08) $ - (17) $ 105,477 (35) 
DuetoState ...,_,~ .. ~ ..... .,.....,.c..-,...,..··~.,.....,. ... ....,,... -f--l-{1-8~)--=~--....;..;.~~~{36;;..;.£..)~------------------1----------------1 
(37) CERTIFICATION OF CLAIM: 
In accordance with the provisions of Government Code 17561, I certify that I am the officer authorize~ by the school district to 
file mandated costs claims with the State of California for this program, and certify under penalty of perjury that I have not violated 
any of the provisions of Government Code Sections 1090 to 1098, inclusive. 

I further certify that there was no application other than from the claimant, nor any grants or payments received, for reimbursement of 
costs claimed herein, and such costs are for a new program or increased level of services of an existing program. All offsetting 
savings and reimbursements set forth in the Parameters and Guidelines are identified, and all costs claims are supported by source 
documentation currently maintained by the claimant. 

The amounts for the Estimated Claim and/or the Reimbursement Claim are hereby claimed from the State for payment of estimated 
and/or actual costs set forth on the attached statements. I certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California 
that the foregoing is true and correct. 

·~ ...... of -L ~· 
kd.'!J-_ 

Karen Ruddleston, Controller 
Type or Print Name 
(39) Name of Contact person for Claim 

Sandra Reynolds 

Form FAM-27 ·(Revised 01/06) 

Date 

q)/'1f: 

Title 
Telephone Number (951) 303-3034 

E-mail Address sandrareynolds 30@msn.com 
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ate Contloller's Office School Mandated Cost Manual 
. ': ~ ···: . 

'· ',, 
MANDATED COSTS 

.;Program THE STULL ACT FORM 

260 CLAIM SUMMARY SA-1 
. 

(01) Claimant: (02) Type of Claim Fiscal Year 

Oceanside Unified School District Reimbursement x 1999-00 

Estimated 

5) (a) Number of Certificated Instructional Employees (CIE's) evaluated per (04)(A) 509 

(b) Number of CIE's and Non-Instructional Employees (NIE's) evaluated per (04)(8) 

rect Costs Object Accounts 

J) Reimbursable Components (a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) 

Salaries Materials Contracted Fixed Travel 

Cl E's Benefits & Suoolies Services Assets & Training Total 

Evaluation/Assessment-Ed. Code 44662, subd. {b), as amended b Ch. 4/99; Reimbursement period begins fy 1997-98 

Review employee's techniques and strategies $ 50,227 $ - $ - $ - $ - $ 50,227 

Evaluation of techniques and strategies $ 50,227 $ - $ - $ - $ - $ 50,227 

Evaluation/Assessment-Ed. Code44662, subd. fb), as amended b1• Ch. 498/83; Reimbursement period be ins 3/15/99 

Review STAR results $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Assessment per STAR $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
CIE's and NIE's 

Evaluation/Assessment-Ed. Code 44664, subd. (b), as amended bJ Ch. 498193; Reimbursement oeriod be! 1ins fy 1997-98 

Evaluating and assessing CIE per certain criteria $ - - - - - $ -
Writing evaluation $ - - - - - $ -
Transmitting evaluation $ - - - - - $ -
Attaching to personnel file $ - - - - - $ -
Discussina evaluation $ - - - - - $ -

5) Total Direct Costs $ 100,454 - - - - $ 100,454 
·.:. ·:. ·:: :·; : :· : ,1 : : '. . · " ... : :·. ... ; . . ...... .. 

.: ,'.•" ' .. 
.. 

.... , .. ' . . · . ' ... · ... •.,· y >:: ':• .. . ,· ."· .·· : ': -i:;-:,,··, ... ·,: . . ' 

direct Costs 

16) Indirect Cost Rate [From J-380 or J580] 5.00% 

17) Total Indirect Costs: [Line (06) x [Line (05)(a)] $ f5.io2a ) 

18) Total Direct and Indirect Costs [Line (05)(f) + Line (07)] $ 105,477 
··;.: · .. · ' :(.' .. ·:. ; :. ·: . ... ·····•'. . .....•.. :'T ,:·x·>• .,. ··.. . .. ·:· ";'·: ." "•i ; •. > : : ·~. '.: 

··"'' · ... .:::. '··'·' .•·.:·,,.':: :. .' :,,:· :.;: . . . · .. : . :: ';·. , .. '::. : .. : .. , i:•:•' 

ost Reduction 

19) Less: Offsettino Savinas, if apolicable 

0) Less: Other Reimbursements, if applicable 

1) Total Claimed Amount: [Line (08) - {Line (9) + Line (1 O)}) $ 105,477 

evlsed 01/06 

./ 

/ 
/ 

/ 
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... l ... 
· t:>r0f1ram · 
· ::2e,o. .. ·. 

MANDATED COSTS 

THE STULL ACT 
COMPONENT/ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 

FORM 

SA-2 

1999-00 ) Claimant: 1(02) Fiscal year costs were incurred: 

Oceanside Unified School District 
I) Reimbursable Component: Check only one box per form to identify the cost being claimed. 

::1E I X I Review employee's techniques I I Evaluation to include assessment 

.------.and strategies 
I Review STAR results 

Cle & NIE !._ _____ !Evaluating and assessing 

I 
... ----... CIE according to certain criteria 
.... ____ _,!Attaching response to 

personnel file 

I) Description of Expense 

(a) (b) 

Employee Names, Job Hourly 

Classifications, Functions Performed, Rate or 

and Description of Expenses Unit Cost 

view !mRl2H!'I Wlh!!jgyu 1ni;I 1traW1iU 
bRowe Principal $ 51.20 

an Kolb Principal $ 51.20 

n Darts Principal $ 52.60 

ink Gomez Principal $ 51.20 

ny Shoenton Assistant Principal $ 49.85 

mne Iman Principal $ 51.20 

1 Shirley Principal $ 57.04 

n Marguarat Principal $ 51.20 

rtha Munden Principal $ 51.20 

tBames Principal $ 52.60 

g Cowman Principal $ 57.04 

yllis Morgan Principal $ 51.20 

ndel Gibson Principal $ 51.20 

ye Clendenin' Principal $ 52.60 

n Briggs Principal $ 57.04 

i) Total (x) Subtotal_ Page: 1of1 

tW 12/05 

(c) 
Hours 

Worked or 

Quantity 

60.00 

50.83 

53.20 

24.66 

149.43 

107.00 

69.00 

44.34 

84.15 

53.41 

36.08 

68.04 

59.25 

27.00 

74.42 

I
.------. of techniques and strategies 

I Assessment based on STAR results 

._I ____ _.lReducing evaluation to ._I ___ __,!Transmitting 

...------.writing evaluation to CIE 

._I ____ _.I Discussing evaluation with CIE 

(d) 
Salaries 

and 

Benefits 

$ 3,072.00 

$ 2,602.50 

$ 2,798.32 

$ 1,262.59 

$ 7,449.09 

$ 5,478.40 

$ 3,935.76 

$ 2,270.21 

$ 4,308.48 

$ 2,809.37 

$ 2,058.00 

$ 3,483.65 

$ 3,033.60 

$ 1,420.20 

$ 4,244.92 

$ -
$ -
$ -
$ -
$ -
$ -
$ -
$ -
$ -
$ -
$ -
$ -
$ -
$ -
$ -
$ -
$ -
$ -
$ 50,227.08 

Object Accounts 

(e) (f) 
Materials Fixed 

and Assets 

Supplies 

$ $ $ 

(g) 
Contracted 

Services 

. 

(h) 
Travel 

and 

Training 

~/J 

- Ee-tf5 

$ 
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.. . 
.. . ··.' ·. 

Prog ... m. 
.•.. 260 

MANDATED COSTS 

THE STULL ACT 
COMPONENT/ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 

) Claimant 1(02) Fiscal year costs were incurred: 
Oceanside Unified School District 

I) Reimbursable Component: Check only one box per form to identify the cost being claimed. 

t:IE I I Review employee's techniques I X I Evaluation to include assessment 

'

.-------..and strategies 
Review STAR results I

...------. of techniques and strategies 
I Assessment based on STAR results 

FORM 

SA-2 

1999-00 

Cle & NIE ._I ____ _.!Evaluating and assessing l._ ____ __,IReducing evaluation to .... I ___ __,I Transmitting 

'

,.. ____ ....,CIE according to certain criteria 
.... ____ _,!Attaching response to 

personnel file 

~) Description of Expense 
(a) (b) 

Employee Names, Job Hourly 
Classifications, Functions Performed, Rate or 

and Description of Expenses Unit Cost 

alUl!!iQ!! &Q incfUd! aS!!8!!S!!J!01 Qf 1!1<hnigue11 i!nd Stral!gies 
bRowe Principal $ 51.20 

an Kolb Principal $ 51.20 

n Darts Principal $ 52.60 

ink Gomez Principal $ 51.20 

rry Shoenton Assistant Principal $ 49.85 

mne Iman Principal $ 51.20 

1 Shirley Principal $ 57.04 

n Marguarat Principal $ 51.20 

1rtha Munden Principal $ 51.20 

tBames Principal $ 52.60 

g Cowman Principal $ 57.04 

yllis Morgan Principal $ 51.20 

.ndel Gibson Principal $ 51.20 

,ye Clendenin~ Principal $ 52.60 

•n Briggs Principal $ 57.04 

5) Total (x) Subtotal Page: 1 of 1 

JW 12/05 

(c) 
Hours 

Worked or 
Quantity 

60.00 

50.83 

53.20 

24.66 

149.43 

107.00 

69.00 

44.34 

84.15 

53.41 

36.08 

68.04 

59.25 

27.00 

74.42 

____ __,writing 

... I ____ _,!Discussing evaluation with CIE 

Object Accounts 
(d) (e) (f) 

Salaries Materials Fixed 

and and Assets 

Benefits Supplies 

$ 3,072.00 

$ 2,602.50 

$ 2,798.32 

$ 1,262.59 

$ 7,449.09 

$ 5,478.40 

$ 3,935.76 

$ 2,270.21 

$ 4,308.48 

$ 2,809.37 

$ 2,058.00 

$ 3,483.65 

$ 3,033.60 

$ 1,420.20 

$ 4,244.92 

$ -
$ -
$ -
$ -
$ -
$ -
$ -
$ -
$ -
$ -
$ -
$ -
$ -
$ -
$ -
$ -
$ -
$ -
$ 50,227.08 $ - $ - $ 

(g) 
Contracted 
Services 

-

evaluation to CIE 

$ 

(h) 
Travel 
and 

Training 

-
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State of California School Mandated Cost Manual 

CLAIM FOR PAYMENT Fw _~ta~ Controltet~~e Only: .. Program 
Pursuant to Government Code Section 17561 

THE STULL ACT 
(19) Program Numj{p0260 

(20) Date Filed __ ~ 11 2006 .. 266 
(21) LRS Input I I 

(01) Claimant Identification Number: S37135 Reimbursement Claim Data 
L (02) (22) SA-1(03)(a) 557 
A Claimant Name: Oceanside Unified School District 

B (23) SA-1(03)(b) -
E County: San Diego 

L (24) SA-1 (04)(A)(1)(a)(f) $ 70,837 
PO Box: 0 

H (25) SA-1(04)(A)(1)(b)(f) $ 70,837 

E Address: 2111 Mission Avenue· 

R (26) SA-1 (04)(A)(2)( a)(f) $ -
E City: Oceanside Zip: 92054-2395 

(03) Type of Claim Estimated Claim Reimbursement Claim (27) SA-1(04)(A)(2)(b)(f) $ -
(03) Estimated [x] (09) Reimbursement [x] (28) SA-1(04)(8)(1)(a)(f) $ -
(04) Combined [ 1 (10) Combined [ l 
(05) Amended [ J (11) Amended [ 1 (29) SA-1(04){8)(1)(b)(f) $ -

Fiscal Year of Cost (06) 2001-02 (12) 2000-01 (30) SA-1(04)(8)(1)(c)(f) $ -
Total Claimed Amount (07) (13) $ 148,092 
Less: 10% Late Penalty,not to exceed $1,000 (14) (31) SA-1(04)(8)(1 )( d)(f) $ -
Less: Estimate Payment Received (15) (32) SA-1(04)(8){1)(e)(f) $ -

(33) SA-1 (06) s ~ 
Net Claimed Amount (16) $ 148,092 (34) ·ht/IS' 
Due from State (08) $ - '17) $ 148,092 (35) -
Due to State .. :. 

'.'. .: .. '18) (36) -... 
(37) CERTIFICATION OF CLAIM: 
In accordance with the provisions of Government Code 17561, I certify that I am the officer authorized by the school district to 
file mandated costs daims with the State of California for this program, and certify under penalty of pe~ury that I have not violated 
any of the provisions of Government Code Sections 1090 to 1098, inclusive. 

I further certify that there was no application other than from the claimant, nor any grants or payments received, for reimbursement of 
costs claimed herein, and such costs are for a new program or increased level of services of an existing program. All offsetting 
savings and reimbursements set forth in the Parameters and Guidelines are identified, and all costs claims are supported by source 
documentation currently maintained by the claimant. 

The amounts for the Estimated Claim and/or the Reimbursement Claim are hereby claimed from the State for payment of estimated 
and/or actual costs set forth on the attached statements. I certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California 
that the foregoing is true and correct. 

·~·~12 Date ,. 
~'r1k6 '/"'"""' y, .,. 

Karen Jlf uddleston, Controller 
Type or Print Name Title 
(39) Name of Contact person for Claim Telephone Number (951) 303-3034 

Sandra Reynolds E-mail Address sandrare~nolds 30(@.msn.com 
Form FAM-27 - (Revised 01/06) 
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State Controller's Office School Mandated Cost Manual ,, ··.: 
•' 

MANDATED COSTS .. 

Pl'.Og ... m·. . : THE STULL ACT FORM 

2~0 CLAIM SUMMARY SA-1 

(01) Claimant: (02) Type of Claim Fiscal Year 

Oceanside Unified School Disbict Reimbursement x 2000-01 

Estimated 

(03) (a) Number of Certificated Instructional Emolovees (CIE's) evaluated per (04l(Al 557 

(b) Number of CIE's and Non-Instructional Employees (NIE's) evaluated per (04)(8) 

Direct Costs Obiect Accounts 

(04) Reimbursable Components (a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) 

Salaries Materials Contracted Fixed Travel 

A. CIE's Benefits & Suoolies Services Assets & Training Total 

1. Evaluation/Assessment-Ed. Code 44662, subd. (b), as amended by Ch. 4/99; Reimbursement period begins fv 1997-98 

a. Review employee's techniques and strategies $ 70,837 $ . $ . $ . $ . $ 70,837 

b. Evaluation of techniques and strateaies $ 70,837 $ . $ . $ . $ . $ 70,837 

2. Evaluation/Assessment-Ed. Code 44662, subd. (b), as amended b} Ch. 498/83; Reimbursement period bel ins 3/15199 

a. Review STAR results $ . $ . $ - $ - $ . $ . 

b. Assessment per STAR $ . $ . $ . $ - $ - $ . 

B. CIE's and NIE's 

1. Evaluation/Assessment-Ed. Code 44664, subd. (b), as amended bl Ch. 498/93; Reimbursement period b&l •ins fy 1997-98 

a. Evaluating and assessing CIE per certain criteria $ . . . . . $ . 

b. Writing evaluation $ . . . . . $ . 

c. Transmitting evaluation $ . . . . . $ . 

d. Attaching to personnel file $ . . . . . $ . 

e. Discussing evaluation $ . . . . . $ . 

(05) Total Direct Costs $ 141,674 . . . . $ 141,674 
:_._:: ·• ·.• ·•"<c' ··,·:·· " . i • ,· . . " .. ' .. '.·:<O•.;' ,_, .. . : " .,. . ·.• " . ··: 

' '' .. :. .·.· I ,:; f'_,:::.' ,:,•:;;: :·,,;i ·> ·• .• , :;. ':, :, . ~:'.U ·: "· : .• · ': :y . 1 · • ,. .:• f'i, : ~- • i. <:}: . :.,; ''--' ::•. . "' s& .• ;' .<<< . . ... : ·' . 
Indirect Costs 

(06) Indirect Cost Rate [From J-380 or J5BOJ 5% - .. 

/ 

/ 
/ 

(07) Total Indirect Costs: [Line (06) x [Line (05)(a)] $ 

/ 
/ (6,418 ). 

(08) Total Direct and Indirect Costs [Line (05)(f) + Line (07)] $ 148,092 
-;.~. •' .. ··· }''+::.: ::•• c • ) .• ;• ' 

., 
', •, '· . ... ·.:,· .. -, ,, . ·. . . . ·:· •': :· ·.~ :, ·.:.. ' ; ~:- ' 

....... 
.. ' . ,:, •; ·-.; . . . :.; . :•;· ·• " -" 'c~ . , ; .... ' '· •' ,., >.c 

Cost Reduction 

(09) Less: Offsellirn:i Savings, if applicable 

(10) Less: Other Reimbursements, if applicable 

(11) Total Claimed Amount: [Line (08) ·{Line (9) + Line (1 O)}] $ 148,092 / 
Revised 01/06 
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Program 

260 
', 

MANDATED COSTS 

THE STULL ACT 
COMPONENT/ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 

(01) Claimant 1(02) Fiscal year costs were incurred: 
Oceanside Unified School District 

(03) Reimbursable Component: Check only one box per form to identify the cost being claimed. 

A CIE I X I Review employee's techniques I I Evaluation to include assessment 

.-------.and strategies 
I Review STAR results 

.--------. of techniques and strategies 
I Assessment based on STAR results 

FORM 

SA-2 

2000-01 

B. Cle & NIE Ll ____ __,!Evaluating and assessing ..._ ___ __.!Reducing evaluation to ... I ___ _..1ITransmitting 
evaluation to CIE ,..

1 

____ ...,CIE according to certain criteria 
.... ____ __,!Attaching response to 

____ __,writing 

I Discussing evaluation with CIE 
personnel file 

(04) Description of Expense 

R1vi11w emeloyn'11!s;hnigyes an~ ll!l!l!gles 

I Bob Rowe Principal $ 55.77 

2 Brian Kolb Principal $ 55.77 

3 Cheri Sanders Assistant Principal $ 51.43 

I Dan,[lal:te. Principal $ 57.30 

:' Frank Gomez Principal $ 55.77 

~ Jeanne Iman Principal $ 5U7 

7 Jim Shirley Principal $ 62.19 

r ICill!-Margoarst Principal $ 55.77 

1 Lois Grazioli Assistant Principal $ 50.07 

1i Martha Munden Principal $ 55.77 

I PatBames Principal $ 57.30 

~ Paulette ThompsAssistant Principal $ 50.07 

: PegCowman Principal $ 62.19 

I Phyllis Morgan Principal $ 55.77 

i Randel Gibson Principal $ 55.77 

r Raye Clendenin' Principal $ 57.30 

1 Robert Nelson Assistant Principal $ 54,28 

r Ron Briggs Principal $ 62,19 

f Shelly Morr Principal $ 55.77 

f:t '-/ '"D1t ,J J>a. r1~ 

#-~ l<lmo M1r7u.tird'-

New 12/05 
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.·. 

·Progra~. 

2eo·· 
MANDATED COSTS 

THE STULL ACT 
COMPONENT/ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 

(01) Claimant: 1(02) Fiscal year costs were incurred: 

Oceanside Unified School Disbict 
(03) Reimbursable Component: Check only one box per form to identify the cost being claimed. 

A. CU: I lReview employee's techniques I X I Evaluation to include assessment 
,..... ___ __,and strategies 

I Review STAR results 

'

------.of techniques and strategies 

I Assessment based on STAR results 

FORM 

SA-2 

2000-01 

B. Cie & NIE ... I _____ !Evaluating and assessing ... I ____ _.!Reducing evaluation to l.__ ___ _.ITransmitting 

... 

1 

____ ...,CIE according to certain criteria 

.._ _____ _.!Attaching response to 

personnel file 

(04) Description of Expense 
(a) (b) 

Employee Names. Job Hourly 

Classifications, Functions Perlormed, Rate or 

and Description of Expenses Unit Cost 

Eyaluation to Include assessment of techniques and strategies 

Bob Rowe Principal $ 55.77 

Brian Kolb Principal $ 55.77 

Cheri Sanders Assistant Principal $ 51.43 

Dan Darts Principal $ 57.30 

Frank Gomez Principal $ 55.77 

Jeanne Iman Principal $ 55.77 

Jim Shirley Principal $ 62.19 

Kim Marguarat Principal $ 55.77 

Lois Grazioli Assistant Principal $ 50.07 

Martha Munden Principal $ 55.77 

Pat Barnes Principal $ 57.30 

Paulette Thomps Assistant Principal $ 50.07 

Peg Cowman Principal $ 62.19 

Phyllis Morgan Principal $ 55.77 

Randel Gibson Principal $ 55.77 

Raye Clendeni~ Principal $ 57.30 

Robert Nelson Assistant Principal $ 54.28 

Ron Briggs Principal $ 62.19 

Shelly Morr Principal $ 55.77 

(05) Total (x) Subtotal Page: 1 of 1 

New12/05 

(c) 
Hours 

Worked or 

Quantity 

53.33 

45.75 

92.00 

45.60 

22.42 

84.71 

72.83 

52.17 

83.42 

83.00 

53.41 

95.67 

36.07 

65.08 

75.71 

45.00 

132.05 

70.50 

65.83 

.-----__,writing evaluation to CIE 

... I ____ _.lDiscussing evaluation with CIE 

(d) 

Salaries 

and 

Benefits 

$ 2,974.21 

$ 2,551.48 

$ 4,731.56 

$ 2,612.88 

$ 1,250.36 

$ 4,724.28 

$ 4,529.30 

$ 2,909.52 

$ 4,176.84 

$ 4,628.91 

$ 3,060.39 

$ 4,790.20 

$ 2,243.19 

$ 3,629.51 

$ 4,222.35 

$ 2,578.50 

$ 7,167.67 

$ 4,384.40 

$ 3,671.34 

$ -
$ -
$ -
$ -
$ . 
$ -
$ . 
$ . 
$ . 
$ . 
$ -
$ . 
$ -
$ . 
$ 70,836.89 

Obiect Accounts 
(e) (f) 

Materials Fixed 

and Assets 

Supplies 

$ . $ . 

(g) 
Contracted 

Services 

$ . $ 

(h) 
Travel 

and 

Training 

. 
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State of California School Mandated Cost Manual 

CLAIM FOR PAYMENT for -te Cqntt~er U~!J_Only .- Program· . .. ' .. - -
Pursuant to Government Code Section 17561 (19) Program Number 00260 

THE STULL ACT (20) Date Filed _/ APtB_l 1 2006 ,260 .. 

(21) LRS Input I I : ; 

(01) Claimant Identification Number: S37135 Reimbursement Claim Data 

- (02) (22) SA-1(03)(a) 512 

~ Claimant Name: Oceanside Unified School District 
3 (23) SA-1 (03){b) -
- County: San Diego 

' (24) SA-1(04){A)(1)(a)(f) $ 97,069 .. 
PO Box: 0 

i {25) SA-1{04)(A)(1)(b)(f) $ 97,069 

- Address: 2111 Mission Avenue 

~ (26) SA-1(04)(A)(2)(a)(f) $ -
- City: Oceanside Zip: 92054-2395 

{03) Type of Claim Estimated Claim Reimbursement Claim (27) SA-1(04)(A)(2)(b)(f) $ -

(03) Estimated (X) (09) Reimbursement [x) (28) SA-1(04)(8)(1)(a)(f) $ -
(04) Combined C I (10) Combined C I 
(05) Amended C I (11) Amended C I {29) SA-1(04)(8)(1){b)(f) $ -

Fiscal Year of Cost (06) 2002-03 (12) 2001-02 {30) SA-1{04)(8)(1){c)(f) $ -
Total Claimed Amount (07) (13) $ 203,727 
Less: 10% Late Penalty,not to exceed $1,000 (14) (31) SA-1(04)(8)(1)(d)(f) $ -
Less: Estimate Payment Received (15) !(32) SA-1(04)(8)(1)(e)(f) $ -

(33) SA-1 (06) 5·~1o 

Net Claimed Amount (16) $ 203,727 (34) 'fS-9() 
Due from State (08) $ - (17) $ 203,727 (35) ..-
Due to State 

I'\' ..... (( ··_: (18) (36) -
(37) CERTIFICATION OF CLAIM: 
In accordance with the provisions of Government Code 17561, I certify that I am the officer authorized by the school district to 
file mandated costs claims with the State of California for this program, and certify under penalty of perjury that I have not violated 
any of the provisions of Government Code Sections 1090to1098, inclusive, 

I further certify that there was no application other than from the claimant, nor any grants or payments received, for reimbursement of 
costs claimed herein, and such costs are for a new program or increased level of services of an existing program. All offsetting 
savings and reimbursements set forth in the Parameters and Guidelines are identified, and all costs claims are supported by source 
documentation currently maintained by the claimant. 

The amounts for the Estimated Claim and/or the Reimbursement Claim are hereby claimed from the State for payment of estimated 
and/or actual costs set forth on the attached statements. I certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California 
that the foregoing is true and correct. 

Signature of Auth~ cer_. Date 

/7:_ ~J-. '-f'/rr flt , 
Karen Huddleston, Controller 
Type or Print Name Title 
(39) Name of Contact person for Claim Telephone Number (951) 303-3034 

Sandra Reynolds E-mail Address sandrareynolds 30c@msn.com 
Form FAM-27 - (Revised 01/06) 
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:ate Controller's Office School Mandated Cost Manual 
'. .. · .. 

.. MANDATED COSTS 
<··Program. THE STULL ACT 

260 CLAIM SUMMARY 

•· 

(01) Claimant: (02) Type of Claim 

Oceanside Unified School District Reimbursement x 
Estimated 

3) (a) Number of Certificated Instructional Employees (CIE's) evaluated per (04){A) 

(b) Number of CIE's and Non-Instructional Employees (NIE's) evaluated per (04)(8) 

rectCosts Object Accounts 

4) Reimbursable Components (a) (b) (c) (d) (e) 

Salaries Materials Contracted Fixed Travel 

Cl E's Benefits & Supplies Services Assets & Training 

Evaluation/Assessment-Ed. Code 44662, subd. (b), as amended by Ch. 4199; Reimbursement oeriod beains fy 1997~98 

Review employee's techniques and strategies $ 97,069 $ - $ - $ - $ - $ 

Evaluation of techniques and strategies $ 97,069 $ - $ - $ - $ - $ 

Evaluation/Assessment-Ed. Code 44662, subd. (b), as amended b~ Ch. 498/83; Reimbursement period be1 ins 3/15/99 

Review STAR results $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ 

Assessment per STAR $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ 

CIE's and NIE's 

Evaluation/Assessment-Ed. Code 44664, subd. (b), as amended b~ Ch. 498/93; Reimbursement oeriod be! lins fy 1997-98 

Evaluating and assessing CIE per certain criteria $ - - - - - $ 

Writing evaluation $ - - - - - $ 

Transmitting evaluation $ - - - - - $ 

Attaching to personnel file $ - - - - - $ 

Discussing evaluation $ - - - - - $ 

5) Total Direct Costs $ 194, 137 - - - - $ 
.. ···.·• .. .·.· : .. .. .· ." ... ::_:: '" .. . •:. 

: .. _::·:: : '"·:>:1· 
.. 

;:· .:-: '.:: .. . : ; . .. • . .: ·.:: '''. . _. .. •. ·. 
direct Costs 

6) Indirect Cost Rate [From J-380 or J580) 

7) Total Indirect Costs: [Line (06) x [Line (05)(a)J $ 

8) Total Direct and Indirect Costs [Line (05)(f) + Line (07)) $ 

_·.. . ... ····· ;;· ·-····· .·. .. ·: ... • 
;,:::/': :-7 •• 

<·; .. · : ' ..·. : . 
. :·. ·' .... • . ':;: .. .-· , . :'. ':. ..... : . ·. 

' -. . ~: ---: . . .. 

ost Reduction 

9) Less: Offsetting Savings, if applicable 

0) Less: Other Reimbursements, if applicable 

1) Total Claimed Amount [Line {08) - {Line (9) +Line (10)}) $ 

Jvised 01/06 

FORM 

SA-1 

Fiscal Year 

2001-02 

512 / 

(f) 

Total 

97,069 

97,069 

-
-

-
-
-
-
-

194, 137 
-,, -·- .-_ .-

.. 

4.94% ---'""" ) 

l9,590 

/ 
/ 

-
203,727 

. . . . 

/ 
203,727 
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.Pr~gram 

260 
. 

. ' 

MANDATED COSTS 

THE STULL ACT 
COMPONENT/ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 

1) Claimant: 1(02) Fiscal year costs were incurred: 
Oceanside Unified School District 

3) Reimbursable Component: Check only one box per form to identify the cost being claimed. 
CIE I X I Review employee's techniques I I Evaluation to include assessment 

.-------.and strategies of techniques and strategies 
I Review STAR results I I Assessment based on STAR results 

FORM 

SA-2 

2001-02 

Cle & NIE ._I ____ _,!Evaluating and assessing .. I ____ __.I Reducing evaluation to .. I ____ !Transmitting 

' 

... ____ _,CIE according to certain criteria 

.... ____ _,!Attaching response to 
personnel file 

¢) Description of Exoense 
(a) 

Employee Names, Job 

Classifications, Functions Performed, 

and Description of Expenses 

IVi&!f !ml21QXe&'S !!!C!Jnigyg 1nsj §!rat!Uli&S 
issJohnson Principal 

1bRowe Principal 

ian Kolb Principal 

1eri Sanders Principal 

Shreves Assistant Principal 

in Darts Principal 

ank Balanon Assistant Principal 

ank Gomez Principal 

anne Iman Principal 

n Shirley Principal 

•isGrazioli Assistant Principal 

1is Ibarra Principal 

artha Munden Principal 

ary Gleisberg Principal 

1ulette Thomps Assistant Principal 

igCowman Principal 

iyllis Morgan Principal 

andel Gibson Principal 

aye Clendenin~ Principal 
)bert Miller Assistant Principal 

)bert Nelson Assistant Principal 

Jn Briggs Principal 

ielly Morr Principal 

x:ld Mcateer Principal 

15) Total (x) Subtotal Page: 1of1 

ew12/05 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 
$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

(b) 
Hourly 

Rate or 
Unit Cost 

60.70 

60.70 

61.97 

60.70 

56.09 

61.97 

56.09 

60.70 
60.70 

68.61 

54.62 

60.70 

60.70 

60.70 

54.62 

68.61 

60.70 

60.70 
61.97 

56.09 

68.61 
68.61 

60.70 

60.70 

(c} 
Hours 

Worked or 

Quantity 

65.08 

46.67 

57.25 

55.13 

51.04 

49.40 

49.48 

29.14 

98.08 

61.33 

90.96 

45.50 

70.55 

65.00 

82.00 

36.08 

71.00 

65.83 

39.00 

59.78 
170.28 

97.92 

75.71 

45.75 

.-------.writing 

._I ____ _.!Discussing evaluation with CIE 

Object Accounts 
(d) (e) (f) 

Salaries Materials Fixed 

and and Assets 

Benefits Supplies 

$ 3,950.36 

$ 2,832.87 

$ 3,547.78 

$ 3,346.39 

$ 2,862.83 

$ 3,061.32 

$ 2,775.33 

$ 1,768.80 

$ 5,953.46 

$ 4,207.85 

$ 4,968.24 

$ 2,761.85 

$ 4,282.39 

$ 3,945.50 

$ 4,478.84 

$ 2,475.45 

$ 4,309.70 

$ 3,995.88 

$ 2,416.83 

$ 3,353.06 

$ 11,682.91 

$ 6,718.29 

$ 4,595.60 

$ 2,777.03 

$ -
$ -
$ -
$ -
$ -
$ -
$ -
$ -
$ -
$ 97,068.54 $ - $ - $ 

(g) 
Contracted 

Services 

-

evaluation to CIE 

$ 

(h} 
Travel 

and 

Training 

-
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STULL ACT AUDIT SCHEDULE 

DATE CLAIMED EVALUATOR YEAR OF CLAIM LOCATION TIME 
3/1/2010 Todd McAteer 2006-2007 Mission EL 1 : 15 - 3: 15 pm 

3/2/2010 Randi Gibson 1999-2005 (Mission ES) ESS 1 :00 - 2:00 pm 

3/2/2010 Bess Bronson 2001-2005 (Libby ES) ESS 1 :00 - 2:00 pm 

3/3/2010 Eileen Frazier 2006-2008 Jefferson MS 8:00 - 10:00 am 

3/3/2010 Bob Rowe 1997-2005 (North Terrace ES) King MS 8:00 - 10:00 am 

3/3/2010 Duane Coleman 2003-05; 2006-07 (Jefferson MS) District Office 1 :30 - 2:30 pm 

3/4/2010 Duane Legg 2007-2008 Ocean Shores 8:00 - 10:00 am 

3/4/2010 Kimo Marquardt 1997-2001; 2006-2008 Oceanside HS 8:00 - 10:00 am 

3/4/2010 Dan Daris 1998-2001 (Jefferson MS) El Camino HS 11 :00 - 1 :00 pm 

3/5/2010 Betsy Wilcox 2006-2008 North Terrace 9:30 - 11:30 am 

3/5/2010 Laura Philyaw 2006-2008 Libby ES 9:30 - 11:30 am 

3/5/2010 Margie Oliver 2002-2005; 2006-2007 Garrison 1 : 15 - 3: 15 pm 

124



STULL ACT AUDIT SCHEDULE 

DATE CLAIMED EVALUATOR YEAR OF CLAIM LOCATION TIME 
--

3/1/2010 Todd McAteer 2006-2007 Mission EL 1 : 1 5 - 3: 1 5 pm 

3/2/2010 Randi Gibson 1999-2005 (Mission ES) ESS 1 :00 - 2:00 pm 

3/2/2010 Bess Bronson 2001-2005 (Libby ES) ESS 1 :00 - 2:00 pm 

3/3/2010 Eileen Frazier 2006-2008 Jefferson MS 8:00 - 10:00 am 

3/3/2010 Bob Rowe 1997-2005 (North Terrace ES) King MS 8:00 - 10:00 am 

3/3/2010 Duane Coleman 2003-05; 2006-07 (Jefferson MS) District Office 1 :30 - 2:30 pm 

3/4/2010 Duane Legg 2007-2008 Ocean Shores 8:00 - 10:00 am 

3/4/2010 Kimo Marquardt 1997-2001; 2006-2008 Oceanside HS 8:00 - 10:00 am 

3/4/2010 Dan Daris 1998-2001 (Jefferson MS) El Camino HS 11 :00 - 1 :00 pm 
--

3/5/2010 Betsy Wilcox 2006-2008 North Terrace 9:30 - 11:30 am 

3/5/2010 Laura Philyaw 2006-2008 Libby ES 9:30 - 11:30 am 

3/5/2010 Margie Oliver 2002-2005; 2006-2007 Garrison 1: 15 - 3: 15 pm 
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. Pr()g,,..~ 

2$0 
.· 

MANDATED COSTS 

THE STULL ACT 
COMPONENT/ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 

I) Claimant: 1(02) Fiscal year costs were incurred: 
Oceanside Unified School District 

3) Reimbursable Component: Check only one box per form to identify the cost being claimed. 

CIE I lReview employee's techniques I X I Evaluation to include assessment 
____ ___,and strategies 

I Review STAR results 

'

.-------. of techniques and strategies 
I Assessment based on STAR results 

FORM 

SA-2 

2001-02 

Cle & NIE .. l ____ _.lEvaluating and assessing 

I 
... ____ _,CIE according to certain criteria 

... I ____ _.!Reducing evaluation to 

.------..writing 

... I __ _,___.!Transmitting 

evaluation to CIE 

!Attaching response to 
,___ _____ _ 

personnel file 

$) Description of Expense 
(a) 

Employee Names, Job 

Classifications, Functions Performed, 

and Description of Expenses 

(b) 
Hourly 

Rate or 

Unit Cost 

!!111ai12n t2 ln!ill!s!! i!IH!Sm§nt Qf technigyes 1nd !Y.ll!gl!!l 

ss Johnson Principal $ 60.70 

bRowe Principal $ 60.70 

an Kolb Principal $ 61.97 

eri Sanders Principal $ 60.70 

Shreves Assistant Principal $ 56.09 

n Darts Principal $ 61.97 

ink Balanon Assistant Principal $ 56.09 

ink Gomez Principal $ 60.70 

enne Iman Principal $ 60.70 

1 Shirley Principal $ 68.61 

is Grazioli Assistant Principal $ 54.62 

is Ibarra Principal $ 60.70 

1rtha Munden Principal $ 60.70 

1ry Gleisberg Principal $ 60.70 

ulette Thomps Assistant Principal $ 54.62 

g Cowman Principal $ 68.61 

yllis Morgan Principal $ 60.70 

1ndel Gibson Principal $ 60.70 

1ye Clendenin~ Principal $ 61.97 

1bert Miller Assistant Principal $ 56.09 

1bert Nelson Assistant Principal $ 68.61 

1n Briggs Principal $ 68.61 

1ellyMorr Principal $ 60.70 

dd Mcateer Principal $ 60.70 

)) Total (x) Subtotal_ Page: 1 of 1 

tW 12105 

(c) 
Hours 

Worked or 

Quantity 

65.08 

46.67 

57.25 

55.13 

51.04 

49.40 

49.48 

29.14 

98.08 

61.33 

90.96 

45.50 

70.55 

65.00 

82.00 

36.08 

71.00 

65.83 

39.00 

59.78 

170.28 

97.92 

75.71 

45.75 

l._ ____ _.IDiscussing evaluation with CIE 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 
$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 
$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 
$ 

$ 

$ 
$ 

(d) 
Salaries 

and 

Benefits 

3,950.36 

2,832,87 

3,547.78 

3,346.39 

2,862.83 

3,061.32 

2,775.33 

1,768.80 

5,953.46 

4,207.85 

4,968.24 

2,761.85 

4,282.39 

3,945.50 

4,478.84 

2,475.45 

4,309.70 

3,995.88 

2,416.83 

3,353.06 

11,682.91 

6,718.29 

4,595.60 

2,777.03 

-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-

97,068.54 

Object Accounts 
(e) (f) 

Materials Fixed 

and Assets 

Supplies 

$ - $ - $ 

(g) 
Contracted 

Services 

- $ 

(h) 
Travel 

and 

Training 

-
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State of California School Mandated Cost Manual 

CLAIM FOR PAYMENT 
Pursuant to Government Code Section 17561 

THE STULL ACT 

For State Controller Use Only 

(19) Program Number 00260 

(20) Date Filed_/_/_ 

(21) LRS Input_/_/_ 

(01) Claimant Identification Number: 537135 Reimbursement Claim Data 

L (02) (22) SA-1 (03)(a) 

A Claimant Name: Oceanside Unified School District 

B 
E 
L 

County: San Diego 

(23) SA-1 (03)(b) 

(24) SA-1 (04)(A)(1 )(a)(f) 

H 

E 
R 
E 

Address: 2111 Mission Avenue 

(03) Type of Claim 

City: Oceanside 

Estimated Claim 

(03) Estimated [x] 

(04) Combined [ ] 

(05) Amended [ ] 

(25) SA-1(04)(A)(1)(b)(f) 

(26) SA-1 (04 )(A)(2)(a)(f) 

Zip: 92054-2395 
Reimbursement Claim (27) SA-1 (04)(A)(2)(b)(f) 

(09) Reimbursement [x] (28) SA-1(04)(B)(1)(a)(f) 

(10) Combined [ ] 

(11) Amended [] (29) SA-1(04)(8)(1)(b)(f) 

J.:.F..;..;is..;..;c_al_Y_e_a_r o_f_C_o_s_t --r-(0_6)......_ ___ 2_0_0_3-_04_-r-( 1_2..:...) ___ 20_0_2_-0_3_-i (30) SA-1 (04)(8)(1 )( c)(f) 

Total Claimed Amount (07) (13) $ 207,885 

Less: 10% Late Penalty,not to exceed $1,000 
Less: Estimate Payment Received 

Net Claimed Amount 

Due from State 

Due to State 

(08) 

(37) CERTIFICATION OF CLAIM: 

$ 

(14) 

(15) 

(16) 

(17) 
(18) 

(31) SA-1(04)(8)(1)(d)(f) 

(32) SA-1 (04)(B)(1)(e)(f) 

(33) SA-1 (06) 

$ 207,885 (34) 

$ 207,885 (35) 

(36) 

In accordance with the provisions of Government Code 17561, I certify that I am the officer authorized by the school district to 
file mandated costs claims with the State of California for this program, and certify under penalty of perjury that I have not violated 
any of the provisions of Government Code Sections 1090 to 1098, inclusive. 

1 further certify that there was no application other than from the claimant, nor any grants or payments received, for reimbursement of 
costs claimed herein, and such costs are for a new program or increased level of services of an existing program. All offsetting 
savings and reimbursements set forth in the Parameters and Guidelines are identified, and all costs claims are supported by source 
documentation currently maintained by the claimant. 

The amounts for the Estimated Claim and/or the Reimbursement Claim are hereby claimed from the State for payment of estimated 
and/or actual costs set forth on the attached statements. I certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California 
that the foregoing is true and correct. 

,. 
Karen Huddleston, Controller 
Type or Print Name 

(39) Name of Contact person for Claim 

Sandra Reynolds 

Form FAM-27 - (Revised 01/06) 

Date 
/ ; 

4/11/()(: 

Title 

Telephone Number (951) 303-3034 

E-mail Address sandrareynolds 30@msn.com 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 
$ 

Program 

260 

562 

98,937 

98,937 

-

-

-

-

-

-
-

5.06% 
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itate Controller's Office School Mandated Cost Manual 

MANDATED COSTS 
Program THE STULL ACT FORM 

260 : CLAIM SUMMARY SA-1 

(01) Claimant: (02) Type of Claim Fiscal Year 

Oceanside Unified School District Reimbursement x 2002-03 

: Estimated 

03) (a) Number of Certificated Instructional Employees (CIE's) evaluated per (04)(A) 562 

(b) Number of CIE's and Non-Instructional Employees (NIE's) evaluated per (04)(8) 

)irect Costs 
i Object Accounts ' 

04) Reimbursable Components (a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) 

Salaries Materials Contracted Fixed Travel 

'· CIE's Benefits & Supplies Services Assets & Training Total 

Evaluation/Assessment-Ed. Code 44662, subd. (b), as amended by Ch. 4/99; Reimbursement period begins fy 1997-98 

1. Review employee's techniques and strategies $ 98,937 $ - $ - $ - $ - $ 98,937 

'· Evaluation of techniques and strategies $ 98,937 $ - $ - $ - $ - $ 98,937 

" 
Evaluation/Assessment-Ed. Code 44662, subd. (b), as amended by Ch. 498/83; Reimbursement period begins 3/15/99 

Review STAR results $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
. Assessment per ST AR $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
I. CIE's and NIE's 

Evaluation/Assessment-Ed. Code 44664, subd. (b). as amended by Ch. 498/93; Reimbursement period begins fy 1997-98 

Evaluating and assessing CIE per certain criteria $ - - - - - $ -
. Writing evaluation $ - - - - - $ -
. Transmitting evaluation $ - - - - - $ -
. Attaching to personnel file $ - - - - - $ -
. Discussing evaluation $ - - - - - $ -

)5) Total Direct Costs $ 197,873 - - - - $ 197,873 

idirect Costs 

)6) Indirect Cost Rate [From J-380 or J580] 5.06% 

)7) Total Indirect Costs: [Line (06) x [Line (05)(a)] $ 10,012 

)8) Total Direct and Indirect Costs [Line (05)(f) + Line (07)] $ 207,885 

:ost Reduction 

)9) Less: Offsetting Savings, if applicable 

10) Less: Other Reimbursements, if applicable 

11) Total Claimed Amount: [Line (08) - {Line (9) + Line (1 O)}] $ 207,885 

evised 01/06 
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Program 

260 
MANDATED COSTS 

THE STULL ACT 
COMPONENT/ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 

)1) Claimant: 1(02) Fiscal year costs were incurred: 

Oceanside Unified School District 

~I ____ __, CIE according to certain criteria 

._ _____ __.!Attaching response to 

personnel file 

04) Description of Expense 

(a) (b) 

Employee Names, Job Hourly 

Classifications, Functions Performed, Rate or 

and Description of Expenses Unit Cost 

~eview em11lol£ee's technigues and strategies 

>ess Johnson Principal $ 63.24 

:ob Rowe Principal $ 63.24 

:rian Kolb Principal $ 61.97 

:heri Sanders Principal $ 63.24 

>.Shreves Assistant Principal $ 57.25 

>an Darts Principal $ 61.97 

:dward Bessant Assistant Principal $ 57.25 

aye Wilson Principal $ 63.24 

·rank Balanon Assistant Principal $ 57.25 

·rank Gomez Principal $ 63.24 

eanne Iman Principal $ 63.24 

im Shirley Principal $ 70.00 

.ois Grazioli Assistant Principal $ 55.75 

.uis Ibarra Principal $ 63.24 

nargaret Veoma Principal $ 63.24 

nartha Munden Principal $ 61.97 

'aulette Thomp~ Principal $ 63.24 

'eg Cowman Principal $ 70.00 

'hyllis Morgan Principal $ 63.24 

~andel Gibson Principal $ 63.24 

~obert Miller Assistant Principal $ 57.25 

~obert Nelson Assistant Principal $ 60.30 

~on Briggs Principal $ 70.00 

)helly Morr Principal $ 63.24 

:odd Mcateer Principal $ 63.24 

05) Total (x) Subtotal Page: 1 of 1 

llew 12/05 

(c) 
Hours 

Worked or 

Quantity 

71.00 

53.33 

57.25 

36.75 

63.29 

49.40 

74.83 

75.83 

61.35 

33.63 

99.17 

65.17 

98.58 

39.00 

46.71 

45.80 

60.75 

32.07 

53.25 

72.42 

63.30 

156.38 

78.33 

59.25 

45.75 

..------~writing 

.... I ____ __,I Discussing evaluation with CIE 

Object Accounts 

(d) (e) (f) 
Salaries Materials Fixed 

and and Assets 

Benefits Supplies 

$ 4,490.04 

$ 3,372.59 

$ 3,547.78 

$ 2,324.07 

$ 3,623.35 

$ 3,061.32 

$ 4,284.02 

$ 4,795.49 

$ 3,512.29 

$ 2,126.76 

$ 6,271.51 

$ 4,561.90 

$ 5,495.84 

$ 2,466.36 

$ 2,953.94 

$ 2,838.23 

$ 3,841.83 

$ 2,244.90 

$ 3,367.53 

$ 4,579.84 

$ 3,623.93 

$ 9,429.71 

$ 5,483.10 

$ 3,746.97 

$ 2,893.23 

$ -
$ -
$ -
$ -
$ -
$ . 
$ -
$ -
$ 98,936.52 $ - $ -

(g) 
Contracted 

Services 

$ - $ 

FORM 

SA-2 

2002-03 

(h) 
Travel 

and 

Training 

. 
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Program MANDATED COSTS FORM 

260 THE STULL ACT SA-2 
COMPONENT/ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 

01) Claimant: 
I 
I 1(02) Fiscal year costs were incurred: 2002-03 

Oceanside Unified School District 1 

03) Reimbursable Component: Check only one box per form to identify the cost being claimed. 

t CIE I I Review employee's techniques I x I Evaluation to include assessment 

and strategies of techniques and strategies 

I Review STAR results I I Assessment based on STAR results 

' 

I !Evaluating and assessing 
I 

I !Reducing evaluation to I lrransmitting 3. Cie & NIE 

CIE according to certain criteria writing evaluation to CIE 

I !Attaching response to I !Discussing evaluation with CIE 

personnel file 
I 
I 

:o4) Description of Expense Object Accounts 

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e} (f) (g) (h) 
Employee Names, Job Hourly Hours Salaries Materials Fixed Contracted Travel 

Classifications, Functions Performed, Rate or Worked or and and Assets Services and 

and Description of Expenses Unit Cost Quantity Benefits Supplies Training 

::valuation to include assessment of technigues and strategies 

less Johnson Principal $ 63.24 71.00 $ 4,490.04 

lob Rowe Principal $ 63.24 53.33 $ 3,372.59 

lrian Kolb Principal $ 61.97 57.25 $ 3,547.78 

;heri Sanders Principal $ 63.24 36.75 $ 2,324.07 

). Shreves Assistant Principal $ 57.25 63.29 $ 3,623.35 

)an Darts Principal $ 61.97 49.40 $ 3,061.32 

:dward Bessant Assistant Principal $ 57.25 74.83 $ 4,284.02 

'aye Wilson Principal $ 63.24 75.83 $ 4,795.49 

'rank Balanon Assistant Principal $ 57.25 61.35 $ 3,512.29 

'rank Gomez Principal $ 63.24 33.63 $ 2, 126.76 

eanne Iman Principal $ 63.24 99.17 $ 6,271.51 

im Shirley Principal $ 70.00 65.17 $ 4,561.90 

ois Grazioli Assistant Principal $ 55.75 98.58 $ 5,495.84 

uis Ibarra Principal $ 63.24 39.00 $ 2,466.36 

1argaret Veoma Principal $ 63.24 46.71 $ 2,953.94 

lartha Munden Principal $ 61.97 45.80 $ 2,838.23 

'aulette Thomps Principal $ 63.24 60.75 $ 3,841.83 

•eg Cowman Principal $ 70.00 32.07 $ 2,244.90 

'hyllis Morgan Principal $ 63.24 53.25 $ 3,367.53 

:andel Gibson Principal $ 63.24 72.42 $ 4,579.84 

:obert Miller Assistant Principal $ 57.25 63.30 $ 3,623.93 

:obert Nelson Assistant Principal $ 60.30 156.38 $ 9,429.71 

.on Briggs Principal $ 70.00 78.33 $ 5,483.10 

helly Morr Principal $ 63.24 59.25 $ 3,746.97 

odd Mcateer Principal $ 63.24 45.75 $ 2,893.23 

$ -
$ -
$ -
$ -
$ -
$ -
$ -
$ -

15) Total (x) Subtotal_ Page: 1 of 1 $ 98,936.52 $ - $ - $ - $ -
ew 12/05 
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State of California School Mandated Cost Manual 

CLAIM FOR PAYMENT For State Controller Use Only Program 

Pursuant to Government Code Section 17561 (19) Program Number 00260 

THE STULL ACT (20) Date Filed_/_/_ 260 
(21) LRS Input I I 

(01) Claimant Identification Number: S37135 Reimbursement Claim Data 

L (02) (22) SA-1 (03)(a) 570 

A Claimant Name: Oceanside Unified School District 

B (23) SA-1(03)(b) -
E County: San Diego 

L (24) SA-1(04)(A)(1)(a)(f) $ 110,625 

PO Box: 0 

H (25) SA-1(04)(A)(1 )(b )(f) $ 110,625 

E Address: 2111 Mission Avenue 

R (26) SA-1 (04)(A)(2)(a)(f) $ -
E City: Oceanside Zip: 92054-2395 

(03) Type of Claim Estimated Claim Reimbursement Claim (27) SA-1 (04)(A)(2)(b)(f) $ -

(03) Estimated [x] (09) Reimbursement [x] (28) SA-1 (04)(8)(1 )(a)(f) $ -
(04) Combined [ J (10) Combined [ l 
(05) Amended [ l ( 11) Amended [ J (29) SA-1 (04)(8)(1 )(b)(f) $ -

Fiscal Year of Cost (06) 2004-05 (12) 2003-04 (30) SA-1 (04)(8)(1 )( c)(f) $ -
Total Claimed Amount (07) (13) $ 230,431 

Less: 10% Late Penalty.not to exceed $1,000 (14) (31) SA-1(04)(8)(1)(d)(f) $ -
Less: Estimate Payment Received (15) (32) SA-1(04){8)(1)(e)(f) $ -

(33) SA-1 (06) 4.15% 
Net Claimed Amount (16) $ 230,431 (34) 

Due from State (08) $ - (17) $ 230,431 (35) 

Due to State (18) (36) 

(37) CERTIFICATION OF CLAIM: 
In accordance with the provisions of Government Code 17561, I certify that I am the officer authorized by the school district to 
file mandated costs claims with the State of California for this program, and certify under penalty of perjury that I have not violated 
any of the provisions of Government Code Sections 1090 to 1098, inclusive. 

1 further certify that there was no application other than from the claimant, nor any grants or payments received, for reimbursement of 
costs claimed herein, and such costs are for a new program or increased level of services of an existing program. All offsetting 
savings and reimbursements set forth in the Parameters and Guidelines are identified, and all costs claims are supported by source 
documentation currently maintained by the claimant. 

The amounts for the Estimated Claim and/or the Reimbursement Claim are hereby claimed from the State for payment of estimated 
and/or actual costs set forth on the attached statements. I certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California 
that the foregoing is true and correct. 

Slg.,tu~./.d Offioe• Date di i-//11 /c( .· /, Y-
, 

Karen Huddleston, Controller 

Type or Print Name Title 

(39) Name of Contact person for Claim Telephone Number (951) 303-3034 

Sandra Reynolds E-mail Address sandrare~nolds 30@msn.com 

Form FAM-27 - (Revised 01106) 
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State Controller's Office School Mandated Cost Manual 

MANDATED COSTS 

Program THE STULL ACT FORM 

260 CLAIM SUMMARY SA-1 

(01) Claimant: (02) Type of Claim Fiscal Year 

Oceanside Unified School District Reimbursement x 2003-04 
I 

Estimated 

:o3) (a) Number of Certificated Instructional Employees (CIE's) evaluated per (04)(A) 570 

(b) Number of CIE's and Non-Instructional Employees (NIE's) evaluated per (04)(8) 

)irect Costs Obiect Accounts 

:o4) Reimbursable Components (a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) 

Salaries Materials Contracted Fixed Travel 

"· CIE's Benefits & Supplies Services Assets & Training Total 

I. Evaluation/Assessment-Ed. Code 44662, subd. (b), as amended by Ch. 4/99; Reimbursement period begins fy 1997-98 

3. Review employee's techniques and strategies $ 110,625 $ - $ - $ - $ - $ 110,625 

>. Evaluation of techniques and strategies $ 110,625 $ - $ - $ - $ - $ 110,625 

!. Evaluation/Assessment-Ed. Code 44662, subd. (b), as amended by Ch. 498/83; Reimbursement period begins 3/15/99 

1. Review ST AR results $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
l. Assessment per STAR $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
3. CIE's and NIE's 

Evaluation/Assessment-Ed. Code 44664, subd. (b), as amended by Ch. 498/93; Reimbursement period begins fv 1997-98 

1. Evaluating and assessing CIE per certain criteria $ - - - - - $ -
1. Writing evaluation $ - . - - - $ -
:. Transmitting evaluation $ - . - - - $ -
I. Attaching to personnel file $ - - - - - $ -

'· Discussing evaluation $ - - - - - $ -

::JS) Total Direct Costs $ 221,249 - - - - $ 221,249 

idirect Costs 

)6) Indirect Cost Rate [From J-380 or J580] 4.15% 

)7) Total Indirect Costs: [Line (06) x [Line (05)(a)] $ 9,182 

)8) Total Direct and Indirect Costs [Line (05)(f) + Line (07)] $ 230,431 

:ost Reduction 

J9) Less: Offsetting Savings, if applicable 

10) Less: Other Reimbursements, if applicable 

11) Total Claimed Amount: [Line (08) - {Line (9) +Line (10)}] $ 230,431 

evised 01/06 
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Program MANDATED COSTS FORM 

260 THE STULL ACT SA-2 
COMPONENT/ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 

)1) Claimant: 1(02) Fiscal year costs were incurred: 2003-04 
Oceanside Unified School District 

)3) Reimbursable Component: Check only one box per form to identify the cost being claimed. 

.. CIE I x I Review employee's techniques I I Evaluation to include assessment 

and strategies of techniques and strategies 

I Review STAR results I I Assessment based on STAR results 

I. Cie & NIE I !Evaluating and assessing I !Reducing evaluation to I I Transmitting 

CIE according to certain criteria writing evaluation to CIE 

I !Attaching response to I I Discussing evaluation with CIE 

personnel file 

04) Description of Expense Object Accounts 

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) (h) 
Employee Names, Job Hourly Hours Salaries Materials Fixed Contracted Travel 

Classifications, Functions Performed, Rate or Worked or and and Assets Services and 

and Description of Expenses Unit Cost Quantity Benefits Supplies Training 

teview em11lo~ee's technigues and strategies 

less Johnson Principal $ 61.98 59.17 $ 3,667.36 

lob Rowe Principal $ 61.98 63.33 $ 3,925.19 

lrian Kolb Principal $ 64.13 49.62 $ 3, 182.13 

:heri Sanders Principal $ 61.98 52.50 $ 3,253.95 

l. Shreves Assistant Principal $ 56.09 57.17 $ 3,206.67 

Ian Darts Principal $ 68.62 80.85 $ 5,547.93 

>uane Coleman Principal $ 64.13 63.92 $ 4,099.19 

:dward Bessant Assistant Principal $ 59.09 92.65 $ 5,474.69 

·aye Wilson Principal $ 61.98 79.63 $ 4,935.47 

·rank Balanon Assistant Principal $ 56.09 55.42 $ 3, 108.51 

·rank Gomez Principal $ 61.98 24.66 $ 1,528.43 

eanne Iman Principal $ 61.98 74.38 $ 4,610.07 

im Shirley Principal $ 68.62 61.33 $ 4,208.46 

ohn Schmit Assistant Principal $ 56.09 48.00 $ 2,692.32 

udy Reimer Principal $ 61.98 55.00 $ 3,408.90 

:asia Obrzut Coordinator $ 61.98 82.50 $ 5,113.35 

ois Grazioli Principal $ 61.98 83.42 $ 5, 170.37 

uis Ibarra Principal $ 61.98 36.83 $ 2,282.72 

largaret Veoma Principal $ 61.98 36.90 $ 2,287.06 

lartha Munden Principal $ 64.13 49.62 $ 3,182.13 

•aulette Thomps Principal $ 61.98 91.13 $ 5,648.24 

'eg Cowman Principal $ 68.62 28.06 $ 1,925.48 

'hyllis Morgan Principal $ 61.98 50.29 $ 3, 116.97 

!andel Gibson Principal $ 61.98 79.00 $ 4,896.42 

!obert Mueller Assistant Principal $ 59.09 127.40 $ 7,528.07 

!obert Nelson Assistant Principal $ 59.09 88.61 $ 5,235.96 

;helly Morr Principal $ 61.98 65.83 $ 4,080.14 

·odd Mcateer Principal $ 61.98 53.38 $ 3,308.49 

$ -
$ -
$ -
$ -
$ -

)5) Total (x) Subtotal Page: 1 of 1 $ 110,624.67 $ - $ - $ - $ -
lew 12/05 
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Program MANDATED COSTS FORM 

260 THE STULL ACT SA-2 

COMPONENT/ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 

J1) Claimant: 
1(02} Fiscal year costs were incurred: 2003-04 

Oceanside Unified School District 

J3) Reimbursable Component: Check only one box per form to identify the cost being claimed. 

•. CIE I I Review employee's techniques I x I Evaluation to include assessment 

and strategies of techniques and strategies 

I Review STAR results I I l Assessment based on STAR results 
' 

I. Cie & NIE I I Evaluating and assessing I !Reducing evaluation to I !Transmitting 

CIE according to certain criteria writing evaluation to CIE 

I !Attaching response to I I Discussing evaluation with CIE 

personnel file 

04) Description of Expense Object Accounts 

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) (h) 

Employee Names, Job Hourly Hours Salaries Materials Fixed Contracted Travel 

Classifications, Functions Performed, Rate or Worked or and and Assets Services and 

and Description of Expenses Unit Cost Quantity Benefits Supplies Training 

valuation to include assessment of technigues and strategies 

ess Johnson Principal $ 61.98 59.17 $ 3,667.36 

ob Rowe Principal $ 61.98 63.33 $ 3,925.19 

rian Kolb Principal $ 64.13 49.62 $ 3,182.13 

heri Sanders Principal $ 61.98 52.50 $ 3,253.95 

. Shreves Assistant Principal $ 56.09 57.17 $ 3,206.67 

an Darts Principal $ 68.62 80.85 $ 5,547.93 

uane Coleman Principal $ 64.13 63.92 $ 4,099.19 

dward Bessant Assistant Principal $ 59.09 92.65 $ 5,474.69 

3ye Wilson Principal $ 61.98 79.63 $ 4,935.47 

·ank Balanon Assistant Principal $ 56.09 55.42 $ 3, 108.51 

·ank Gomez Principal $ 61.98 24.66 $ 1,528.43 

ianne Iman Principal $ 61.98 74.38 $ 4,610.07 

m Shirley Principal $ 68.62 61.33 $ 4,208.46 

>hn Schmit Assistant Principal $ 56.09 48.00 $ 2,692.32 

1dy Reimer Principal $ 61.98 55.00 $ 3,408.90 

3sia Obrzut Coordinator $ 61.98 82.50 $ 5,113.35 

>is Grazioli Principal $ 61.98 83.42 $ 5, 170.37 

tis Ibarra Principal $ 61.98 36.83 $ 2,282.72 

argaret Veoma Principal $ 61.98 36.90 $ 2,287.06 

artha Munden Principal $ 64.13 49.62 $ 3, 182.13 

1ulette Thomp~ Principal $ 61.98 91.13 $ 5,648.24 

19 Cowman Principal $ 68.62 28.06 $ 1,925.48 

1yllis Morgan Principal $ 61.98 50.29 $ 3, 116.97 

indel Gibson Principal $ 61.98 79.00 $ 4,896.42 

Jbert Mueller Assistant Principal $ 59.09 127.40 $ 7,528.07 

Jbert Nelson Assistant Principal $ 59.09 88.61 $ 5,235.96 

telly Morr Principal $ 61.98 65.83 $ 4,080.14 

1dd Mcateer Principal $ 61.98 53.38 $ 3,308.49 

$ -
$ -
$ -
$ -
$ -

i) Total (x} Subtotal Page: 1 of 1 $ 110,624.67 $ - $ - $ - $ -
•W 12/05 
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State of California School Mandated Cost Manual 

CLAIM FOR PAYMENT For State Controller Use Only Program 

Pursuant to Government Code Section 17561 (19) Program Number 00260 

THE STULL ACT (20) Date Filed_!_!_ 260 
(21) LRS Input I I 

(01) Claimant Identification Number: S37135 Reimbursement Claim Data 

L (02) (22) SA-1 (03)(a) 507 

A Claimant Name: Oceanside Unified School District 

B (23) SA-1(03)(b) -
E County: San Diego 

L (24) SA-1(04)(A)(1)(a)(f) $ 117,596 
PO Box: 0 

H (25) SA-1 (04)(A)(1)(b)(f) $ 117,596 

E Address: 2111 Mission Avenue 

R (26) SA-1 (04)(A)(2)(a)(f) $ -
E City: Oceanside Zip: 92054-2395 

(03) Type of Claim Estimated Claim Reimbursement Claim (27) SA-1 (04)(A)(2)(b)(f) $ -

(03) Estimated [x] (09) Reimbursement [x] (28) SA-1 (04)(8)(1)(a)(f) $ -
(04) Combined [ 1 (10) Combined [ 1 
(05) Amended [ 1 ( 11) Amended [ 1 (29) SA-1 (04)(8)(1)(b)(f) $ -

Fiscal Year of Cost (06) 2005-06 (12) 2004-05 (30) SA-1 (04)(8)(1)(c)(f) $ -
Total Claimed Amount (07) $ 50,000 (13) $ 245,847 

Less: 10% Late Penalty,not to exceed $1,000 (14) (31) SA-1(04)(8)(1)(d}(f) $ -
Less: Estimate Payment Received (15) (32) SA-1 (04)(8)(1)(e}(f) $ -

(33) SA-1 (06) 4.53% 
Net Claimed Amount (16) $ 245,847 (34) 

Due from State (08) $ 50,000 (17) $ 245,847 (35) 

Due to State (18) (36) 

(37) CERTIFICATION OF CLAIM: 
In accordance with the provisions of Government Code 17561, I certify that I am the officer authorized by the school district to 
file mandated costs claims with the State of California for this program, and certify under penalty of perjury that I have not violated 
any of the provisions of Government Code Sections 1090 to 1098, inclusive. 

I further certify that there was no application other than from the claimant, nor any grants or payments received, for reimbursement of 
costs claimed herein, and such costs are for a new program or increased level of services of an existing program. All offsetting 
savings and reimbursements set forth in the Parameters and Guidelines are identified, and all costs claims are supported by source 
documentation currently maintained by the claimant. 

The amounts for the Estimated Claim and/or the Reimbursement Claim are hereby claimed from the State for payment of estimated 
and/or actual costs set forth on the attached statements. I certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California 
that the foregoing is true and correct. 

/ 
Slgnot"~;;?'"ZQ Date 

1-1/11!0( 
Karen Huddlesto.n, Controller 

Type or Print Name Title 

(39) Name of Contact person for Claim Telephone Number (951) 303-3034 

Sandra Reynolds E-mail Address sandrare~nolds 30(@msn.com 
Form FAM-27 - (Revised 01/06) 
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State Controller's Office School Mandated Cost Manual 

MANDATED COSTS 

Program THE STULL ACT FORM 

260 CLAIM SUMMARY SA-1 

(01) Claimant: (02) Type of Claim Fiscal Year 

Oceanside Unified School District Reimbursement x 2004-05 

Estimated 

:o3) (a) Number of Certificated Instructional Employees (CIE's) evaluated per (04)(A) 507 

(b) Number of CIE's and Non-Instructional Employees (NIE's) evaluated per (04)(8) 

Obiect Accounts ' 
)irect Costs 

:o4) Reimbursable Components (a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) 

Salaries Materials Contracted Fixed Travel 

~. CIE's Benefits & Supplies Services Assets & Training Total 

I. Evaluation/Assessment-Ed. Code 44662, subd. (b), as amended by Ch. 4/99; Reimbursement period begins fy 1997-98 

1. Review employee's techniques and strategies $ 117,596 $ - $ - $ - $ - $ 117,596 

>. Evaluation of techniques and strategies $ 117,596 $ - $ - $ - $ - $ 117,596 

!. Evaluation/Assessment-Ed. Code 44662, subd. (b), as amended by Ch. 498/83; Reimbursement period begins 3/15/99 

1. Review STAR results $ - $ - $ - $ . $ - $ . 

1. Assessment per ST AR $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
I. CIE's and NIE's 

Evaluation/Assessment-Ed. Code 44664, subd. (b), as amended by Ch. 498/93; Reimbursement period begins fy 1997-98 

Evaluating and assessing CIE per certain criteria $ - - - - - $ -
. Writing evaluation $ - - - . - $ -
. Transmitting evaluation $ - - - - - $ -
. Attaching to personnel file $ - - - . - $ -
. Discussing evaluation $ . - - - - $ -

)5) Total Direct Costs $ 235, 193 - - - - $ 235, 193 

1direct Costs 

l6) Indirect Cost Rate [From J-380 or J580) 4.53% 

l7) Total Indirect Costs: [Line (06) x [Line (05)(a)) $ 10,654 

>8) Total Direct and Indirect Costs [Line (05)(f) + Line (07)] $ 245,847 

ost Reduction 

l9) Less: Offsetting Savings, if applicable 

O) Less: Other Reimbursements, if applicable 

1) Total Claimed Amount: [Line (08) - {Line (9) + Line (1 O)}] $ 245,847 

evised 01106 
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Program 

260 
MANDATED COSTS 

THE STULL ACT 
COMPONENT/ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 

01) Claimant: 1(02) Fiscal year costs were incurred: 

Oceanside Unified School District 
03) Reimbursable Component: Check only one box per form to identify the cost being claimed. 

" CIE l X I Review employee's techniques I I Evaluation to include assessment 

.------..,and strategies 
I Review ST AR results 

..------.--. of techniques and strategies 
I ' I Assessment based on STAR results 

FORM 

SA-2 

2004-05 

I. Cie & NIE ._l ____ ___.lEvaluating and assessing 

..------..,CIE according to certain criteria 

... I ____ ___.!Reducing evaluation to _I ____ _,!Transmitting 

l !Attaching response to 

personnel file 

04) Description of Expense 
(a) 

Employee Names, Job 

Classifications, Functions Performed, 

and Description of Expenses 

teview employee's techniques and strategies 

less Johnson Principal $ 

lob Rowe Principal 

lrian Kolb Principal 

:heri Sanders Principal 

1. Shreves Assistant Principal 

1an Darts Principal 

1uane Coleman Principal 

dward Bessant Principal 

dward Bessant Assistant Principal 

aye Wilson Principal 

rank Balanon Assistant Principal 

rank Gomez Principal 

iarry Shoenton Assistant Principal 

eanne Iman 

ohn Schmit 

udy Reimer 

asia Obrzut 

ois Grazioli 

uis Ibarra 

Principal 

Assistant Principal 

Principal 

Coordinator 

Principal 

Principal 

largaret Veoma Principal 

lartha Munden Principal 

aulette Thomp~ Principal 

eg Cowman Principal 

hyllis Morgan Principal 

andel Gibson Principal 

obert Mueller Assistant Principal 

obert Nelson Assistant Principal 

helly Morr Principal 

odd Mcateer Principal 

15) Total (x) Subtotal_ Page: 1 of 1 

ew 12/05 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

(b) 
Hourly 

Rate or 

Unit Cost 

64.90 

64.90 

67.11 

64.90 

58.86 

71.71 

67.11 

64.90 

61.93 

64.90 

58.86 

64.90 

61.93 

64.90 

58.86 

64.90 

61.93 

64.90 

64.90 

64.90 

67.11 

64.90 

71.71 

64.90 

64.90 

61.93 

61.93 

64.90 

64.90 

..------_,writing evaluation to CIE 

._I ____ ___.I Discussing evaluation with CIE 

(c) 
Hours 

Worked or 

Quantity 

(d) 
Salaries 

and 

Benefits 

62.13 $ 4,032.24 

56.67 $ 

53.43 $ 

28.88 $ 

57.17 $ 

88.20 $ 

72.75 $ 

22.67 $ 

55.71 $ 

3,677.88 

3,585.69 

1,874.31 

3,365.03 

6,324.82 

4,882.25 

1,471.28 

3,450.12 

83.42 $ 5,413.96 

55.42 $ 3,262.02 

24.66 $ 

53.27 $ 

109.08 $ 

54.00 $ 

46.75 $ 

152.63 $ 

83.42 $ 

39.00 $ 

44.28 $ 

61.07 $ 

74.25 $ 

28.07 $ 

50.29 $ 

69.13 $ 

120.87 $ 

53.27 $ 

72.42 $ 

1,600.43 

3,299.01 

7,079.29 

3,178.44 

3,034.08 

9,452.38 

5,413.96 

2,531.10 

2,873.77 

4,098.41 

4,818.83 

2,012.90 

3,263.82 

4,486.54 

7,485.48 

3,299.01 

4,700.06 

55.92 $ 3,629.21 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

Object Accounts 
(e) (f) 

Materials 

and 

Supplies 

Fixed 

Assets 

$ 117,596.31 $ $ $ 

(g) 
Contracted 

Services 

$ 

(h) 
Travel 

and 

Training 
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Program MANDATED COSTS FORM 

260 THE STULL ACT SA-2 
COMPONENT/ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 

J1) Claimant: I (02) Fiscal year costs were incurred: 2004-05 
Oceanside Unified School District 

J3) Reimbursable Component: Check only one box per form to identify the cost being claimed. 

•. CIE I !Review employee's techniques I x I Evaluation to include assessment 

and strategies of techniques and strategies 

I Review ST AR results I ' I Assessment based on STAR results 

:. Cie & NIE I I Evaluating and assessing I I Reducing evaluation to I I Transmitting 

CIE according to certain criteria writing evaluation to CIE 

I !Attaching response to I I Discussing evaluation with CIE 

personnel file 

)4) Description of Expense Object Accounts 

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) (h) 
Employee Names, Job Hourly Hours Salaries Materials Fixed Contracted Travel 

Classifications, Functions Performed, Rate or Worked or and and Assets Services and 

and Description of Expenses Unit Cost Quantity Benefits Supplies Training 

valuation to include assessment of technigues and strategies 

ess Johnson Principal $ 64.90 62.13 $ 4,032.24 

ob Rowe Principal $ 64.90 56.67 $ 3,677.88 

rian Kolb Principal $ 67.11 53.43 $ 3,585.69 

heri Sanders Principal $ 64.90 28.88 $ 1,874.31 

. Shreves Assistant Principal $ 58.86 57.17 $ 3,365.03 

an Darts Principal $ 71.71 88.20 $ 6,324.82 

uane Coleman Principal $ 67.11 72.75 $ 4,882.25 

dward Bessant Principal $ 64.90 22.67 $ 1,471.28 

dward Bessant Assistant Principal $ 61.93 55.71 $ 3,450.12 

aye Wilson Principal $ 64.90 83.42 $ 5,413.96 

·ank Balanon Assistant Principal $ 58.86 55.42 $ 3,262.02 

·ank Gomez Principal $ 64.90 24.66 $ 1,600.43 

arry Shoenton Assistant Principal $ 61.93 53.27 $ 3,299.01 

lanne Iman Principal $ 64.90 109.08 $ 7,079.29 

>hn Schmit Assistant Principal $ 58.86 54.00 $ 3, 178.44 

Jdy Reimer Principal $ 64.90 46.75 $ 3,034.08 

asia Obrzut Coordinator $ 61.93 152.63 $ 9,452.38 

>is Grazioli Principal $ 64.90 83.42 $ 5,413.96 

Jis Ibarra Principal $ 64.90 39.00 $ 2,531.10 

argaret Veoma Principal $ 64.90 44.28 $ 2,873.77 

artha Munden Principal $ 67.11 61.07 $ 4,098.41 

aulette Thomp~ Principal $ 64.90 74.25 $ 4,818.83 

eg Cowman Principal $ 71.71 28.07 $ 2,012.90 

iyllis Morgan Principal $ 64.90 50.29 $ 3,263.82 

andel Gibson Principal $ 64.90 69.13 $ 4,486.54 

::ibert Mueller Assistant Principal $ 61.93 120.87 $ 7,485.48 

::ibert Nelson Assistant Principal $ 61.93 53.27 $ 3,299.01 

ielly Morr Principal $ 64.90 72.42 $ 4,700.06 

>dd Mcateer Principal $ 64.90 55.92 $ 3,629.21 

$ -
$ -
$ -
$ -

5) Total (x) Subtotal Page: 1 of 1 $ 117,596.31 $ - $ - $ - $ -
ew 12/05 
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SA 1.7-1 

Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The .. $.tull A~! (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors 
Flease report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 
llDf the reimbursable activities for the mandated program. 

Cctv\N.:S IDc C ,"J iFiGj) 

District/COE Department/Locat1on 

~ bD M <:..A-rt=.E:R... 
nployee Name 

a.GM E:N'T,l'\-.-t.. y P.a.1N (__\ "l'l L 
Exact Position Title 

71sJc::_-'7S 7·-250 o 12m 11mo/10mo/hrl 
I eephone # year length( circ e) 

Fiscal>---....,;:::-- ~--"--,... ~~.,,.. 00-01 
_ __... """""=~ ----..?'--,;;..-- 05-06 

Rehnbursable Activities Codes: 
Co~e 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Co~e 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Colle 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 
Code 14 Classroom observation of instructor 
Colle 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
Code 16 Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria: 
(A) district standards and test results 
(B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(0) suitable learning environment 

Coll 17 o· trict rti LA e IS re po ng c SSROO MTEACH Tl T ER ME S NO REIMBURSED 

Allocate the average tfme spent on each criterion (A-0) for Average Time fn Minutes 
eai:h of the following evaluation steps: 

A B c D 

C()de 11 Preparing for the evaluation }o /D } £) JO 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor Is- lo iO iO 

Code 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 5 5 5 5 

Code 14 Classroom observation of instructor j() /0 JO JD 

Code 15 Post.observation conference with instructor 5 lD JO s 
Code 16 Final conference with instructor JD f D Jo JO 

Code 17 District Reporting 20 20 20 --z.__o 

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school district personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this form certifies that 
you have reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which you •certify (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of the State of California to be true and correct based on your personal knowledge or 
information." This information is used for cost accountil)9 purposes only. PLEASE USE BLUE INK 

Employee Signature J<-~ J11 1 ~-C::Z:... Date 2 / Z l J CJ (e 
I I 

If you have any questions, please contact ______________ , at ______ _ 

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ______ ; TO ____________ _ 

COPYRIGHT 2004 SixTen and Associates Revised December 2005 

OUSDOOOl 143



Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors 

SA 1.7-1 

Flease report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 
110f he reimbursable a~tivities for the mandated program. 

Jj;f.c~ ~o~ 
~~,,~) ~ ~,h?,..~i--VJ;J 
~me Ex~ 
-=-"',....__,.. _ __,.,.. __ 12mo/11mo/10mo/hrly FiscalYear: ~ ~~~ 
'Telephone# Work year length(circle) 01-02 02-03 ~ o -

Circle the years for which you are responding. 

Rei111bursable Activities Codes: 
Co~e 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Code 12 Goals and .objectives conference with instructor 
Code 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 
Code 14 Classroom observation of Instructor 
Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
Code 16 Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria: 
(A) district standards and test results . 
(B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(D) suitable learning environment 

c ~ 17 D' t. t rti oe 1s nc repo ng CLASSROOM TEACHER TIME IS NO T REIMBURSED 

Allocate the average time spent on each criterion (A-D) for Average Time In Minutes 
eai:h of the following evaluation steps: 

A B c D 

Code 11 Preparing for the evaluation ,:<o /a /o /C) 

Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
/.5 /(J /O /0 

Code 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 5 5 s .5 
Code 14 Classroom observation of instructor 

/o /CJ /C/ /O 

Code 15 · Post*observation conference with instructor $ /d /CJ s-
Code 16 Final conference with instructor 

/0 /U /o /ti 
Code 17 District Reporting 

~o ~o ~o dd 

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school district personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this form certifies that 
you have reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which you •certify (or declare) under penalty of 
per]ury under the laws of the State of California to be true and correct based on your personal knowledge or 
information." This information is used for cost accounting purposes only. PLEASE USE BLUE INK 

Employee Signature ~- a+, I'd. i)., Date 3 -/ - (? ~ 
If you have any questions, please contact , at ______ _ 

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ______ ; TO-------------

COPYRIGHT 2004 SixTen and Associates Revised December 2005 

OUSD0002 
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SA 1.7-1 

Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors 
IPlease report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 
fDf he reimbursable activities for the mandated program. 

t2 Nen 0; cl<e Li,(\\ ~· e,J 
DThfrict/ OE 

~)e o.J'l ~"--~'trY\O.J/\ 
111ployee Name 

=-,___.,.-___,.,.-- 12mo/11 mo/1 Omo/hrlv 
'Teephone # Work year length(circle) 

Fiscal Year: ~7-98 98-9 99- 00-01 
01-02 - - -0 1 

- I 

Circle the years for w ch you are respon~ 
Reinbursable Activities Codes: 
Code 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Code 13 Pre-observation conference with inStructor 
Code 14 Classroom observation of instructor 
Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
Code 18 Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria: 
(A) district standards and test results 
{B) instructional techniques/strategies 
{C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(D) suitable learning environment 

1 D' . Code 7 1strict reportinq CLASSROOM TEACHER TIME IS NOT REIMBURSED 

Albcate the average time spent on each criterion (A-D) for Average Time In Minutes 
each of the following evaluation steps: 

A B c D 

Code 11. Preparing for the evaluation 
;:i_b ) 5" ,s-IS-

Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
I~ JO 10 (0 

Code 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor s 10 iO 10 
C<>de 14 Classroom observation of instructor --lf D ~o '9-0 a-~ 

Code 15 Post .. observation conference with instructor 
d-0 

,-,. d--D ·30 ~u 
Code 16 Final conference with instructor -~~ c?o ~() ;;J-0 
Code 17 District Reporting Jf{J i-/0 30 L/O 

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school district personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this form certifies that 
you have reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which you •certify (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of the State of California to be true and correct based on your personal knowledge or 
information: This information is used for cost accounting purposes only. PLEASE USE BLUE INK 

Employee Signature .,f/tLA}LL/ . ~ Date d--- c)_ /- D ~1 

If you have any questi 

COPYRIGHT 2004 SixTen and Associates Revised December 2005 
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SA 1.7-1 

Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors . " ' ~ ' . ' . : ' . 

!Please report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 
1110f he reimbursable activities for the mandated program. 

OtJ_ffJ 
l5itricUCOE 

,/;>t.l/2(4' C.0L-e:"'77 .. ?J 
E111ployee Name Exact Positioriffie 

/l l· -7..,-2-t (){ (: 
leephone # 

12mo111 mo/1 omo/hrtre 
Work year length(circ e) 

Fiscal Year: 97-98 ~. 99~.9 00-01 
01-02 02-03 ~ 05-06 

Circle the years for which you are responding. 

Reinbursable Activities Codes: 
Code 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Code 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 
Code 14 Classroom observation of Instructor 
Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
Code 16 Final conference with instructor 
Code 17 o· trict rf CLAS 00 T IS repo mg SR M 

Albcate the average time spent on each criterion (A-0} for 
each of the following evaluation steps: 

Cede 11 Preparing for the evaluation 

Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 

Code 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 

Code 14 Classroom observation of instructor 

Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 

Code 16 Fina/ conference with instructor 

Code 17 District Reporting 

Evaluation Criteria: 
(A) district standards and test results . 
(B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objeCtlves 
(D) suitable learning environment 

EA CHE R MEI Tl S NOT REIMBURSED 

Average Time In Minutes 

A B c 0 

·<_ 
..__. CJ ... \o 30 2:c:> 

v ],,-V 2-- (;) 2-A 

:z.v VJ 'l-v l.--v 

3<> ).A)· 3o Z-0 

2) L-s- L::,-- z.-.r 

~ 2A> LA-· . L-c 

10 ( cJ fo 
' C> 

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school district personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order fort 1 ict to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this form certifies that 
you have reported actual data or h e provi ed a good faith estimate which you "certify (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of the Sta of Calif ia to be true and correct based on your personal knowledge or 
information." This information i r st accounting purposes only. PLEASE USE BLUE INK 

Employee Signature Date ?c /~ 7 /i (. 
'" I If you have any questions, please contact '.vl'lJ-r.tlL C-oLp_., 4-<. I at 76u - ? rz -4 0 "' 

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ______ ; TO ____________ _ 

COPYRIGliT 2004 SixTen and Associates Revtsed December 2oos 
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Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors 

SA 1.7-1 

Flease report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 
.of he reimbursable activities for the mandated program. -SS 0\S 
District/COE =o-e-p-=-m..__en-=t1,.....L ..... o"=ca=-t~io_n ______ _ 

Reinbursable Activities Codes: 
Code 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Code 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 
Code 14 Classroom observation of Instructor 
Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
Code 18 Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria: 
(A) district standards and test results 
(B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(D) suitable learning environment 

COiie 17 District re rtin CLASSROOM TEACHER TIME IS NOT REIMBURSED 

Afbcate the average time spent on each criterion (A-0) for 
each of the following evaluation steps: 

Average Time In Minutes 

A B c D 

C«te 11 Preparing for the evaluation 

Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 

Code 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 

Code 14 Classroom observation of instructor 

Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 

Code 16 Final conference with instructor 

Code 17 District Reporting 

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school district personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in orde for the di "ct to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this form certifies that 
you have reported actual data ave pro · a good faith estimate which you "certify (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of the S t of Calm ·a to be true and correct based on your p rsonal knowledge or 
information." This informati u ed co t accounting purposes only. P E USE U INK 

Employee Signature __ ...._. __ ...._ __________ Date _..;;:;..--i,__a-o-_~0-..,t..::.~--
If you have any questions, please contact--------------

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ______ ; TO------------

COPYRIGHT 2004 SixTen and Associates Revised December 2005 

OUSD0005 147



SA 1.7-1 

Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors 
.=>tease report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 
110f he reimbursable activities for the mandated program. 

0 !J.s D 1 tfiiitl s(A 1:1, Qdr e, Sd1ivl 
District/COE Departme Ulocation 

Ph7ifl1~ ~ rv]orgoi) ~· · taiJr · z11Jc..iroJ 
'Enployee N me , act osit1on · le 

'7/vD ~ 133-3J?Ji Fiscal Year: 
leephone # · 01-02 

Circle the years for which you are responding. 

Reinbursable Activities Codes: 
Code 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Code 13 Pre-observation conference with inStructor 
Code 14 Classroom observation of Instructor 
Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
Code 18 Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria: 
(A) district standards and test results . 
(B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(0) suitable learning environment 

1 Dis . Code 7 tJict reoorting CLASSROOM TEACHER TIME IS NOT REIMBURSED 

Allocate the average time spent on each criterion (A-D) for Average Time In Minutes 
eaeh of the following evaluation steps: 

A B c D 

Cede 11 Preparing for the evaluation /(} Io 10 /0 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 

/0 /0 /0 JO 
Code 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 

~a c){) c2J J-() 
Code 14 Classroom observation of instructor 1< 3u /) 3{) 
Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 

JO d--0 J] clu 
Code 16 Final conference with instructor /a /() /0 lo 

r' 

Code 17 District Reporting ;--Z, /~ /~ /~ 

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school district personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this form certifies that 
you have reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which you •certify (or declare) under penalty of 
peljury under the laws of the State of California to be true and correct based on your personal knowledge or 
information: This i otmatio~s ~_secHor t accounti purposes only. PLEASE USE BLUE INK 

Employee Signa Date a& I /ob .... 
If you have any questions please 

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION 

COPYRIGHT 2004 SbcTen and Associates 

' 
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SA 1.7-1 

Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors 
f>lease report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 
llDf he reimbursable activities for the mandated program. 

//(IUJ/Jv:Ud~~ ~~o&u /liu:idtej df:1~JJO-b 
l5istrict/COE Department/location 

i=1iWe!~m~ ~ 
=-,,__.....,.----...---- 12mo/11 mo/1 Omo/hrl~ 
lelephone # Work year length( circle) 

Relinbursable Activities Codes: 
Co~e 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Cafe 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 
Code 14 Classroom observation of Instructor 
Cafe 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
Code 16 Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria: 
{A) district standards and test results 
(B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C} adherence to curricular objectives 
(D) suitable learning environment 

c 1 ode 7 District reoortinq CLASSROOM TEACHER T IME IS NOT REIMBURSED 

Allocate the average time spent on each criterion (A-0) for Average Trme fn Minutes 
eaeh of the following evaluation steps: 

A 8 c D 

C«fe 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
/{.) /cJ /o /o 

Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
/o /c> /0 / () 

Code 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 
~o .;:lo Ao ~c) 

C-Ode 14 Classroom observation of instructor /5 d~ /~; Jo 
Code 15 Post.observation conference with instructor 

.??a o'.(o .;{o .:?u 
Code 16 Final conference with instructor 

/C) /c:J /o /U 

Code 17 District Reporting 
~o< J~ d2 ';(.:LJ 

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school district personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this form certifies that 
you have reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which you "certify {or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of the State of California to be true and correct based on your personal knowfedge or 
information." This information is used for cost accounting purposes only. PLEASE USE BLUE INK 

Employee Signature ~· J;..d ~J • {), Date $ .... /- 0 k 
If you have any questions, pf ease contact J , at-------

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ______ ; TO-------------

COPYRIGHT 2004 SixTen and Associates Revised December 2005 

OUSD0007 
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Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors 

SA 1.7-1 

Flease report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 
rof he reimbursable activities for the mandated program. . . 

OtL .. f/) (~~/}1/Y.J-bv/MddAv#ed~ 
Uistrict/COE ~ment/Lqcation 
~~/ ~/lb 

E11lJ)IOyee Name Exact Pos1tiorilritle 

==-,____,,---= __ 12mo/11mo/10mo/hrly Fiscal Year: ~ ~~ 
lelephone # Work year length(circle) 01-02 02-03 o~oi6s ~ 

Circle the years for which you are responding. 

Reinbursable Activities Codes: 
Code 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Code 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 
Code 14 Classroom observation of Instructor 
Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
Code 18 Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria: 
(A) district standards and test results 
(B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(D) suitable learning environment 

Code 1 7 District reportmq Cl.J\SSROOM TEACHER TIME IS NOT REIMBURSED 

Allocate the average time spent on each criterion (A-0) for Average Time In Minutes 
each of the following evaluation steps: 

A B c D 

C«fe 11 Preparing for the evaluation ,/0 /0 /CJ /0 

Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
/0 /0 /t:} /a 

Code 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 
~o c:;o ;;fa .d?O 

Code 14 Classroom observation of instructor /5 Jo /5- JcJ 
Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor ~o :;{o ~CJ c?(<) 

Code 16 Final conference with instructor 
/CJ /0 /0 /<) 

Code 17 District Reporting pf~ ;(.,< ;:<.,< v?..O 

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school district personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this form certifies that 
you have reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which you "certify {or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the Jaws of the State of California to be true and correct based on your personal knowledge or 
information." This info~ is used for cost accounting purposes only. PLEASE USE BLUE INK 

Employee Signature ,ta k cd&~J Date ,_;r.)/pi 1 /CJ t 
If you have any questions, please contact , at-------
PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ______ ; TO ____________ _ 

COPYRIGHT 2004 SixTen and Associates Revised December 2005 
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SA 1.7-1 

Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors ' .. ~ ~ " . . . : . . 

!Please report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by1you to impl~~nt each 
11Df he reimbursable activities for the mandated program. 6-f o 2- - "f' o3 

O~::.,·i£.., V::. D Je~°"' \V\...·cU..~ ~J,...,..S! 
Diitfi~ Department/Location 

~~me 'S- · ges>6 0....,.\.- &s;P*nTfe }3-..'"-'-'~ 
::JS" -Z ~'-f> 12m~Omo/hrl~ Fiscal Year: 97-98 98-99 99-00 00-01 
'Telephone# Work year length(circe) 01-02~ 03-04 04-05 05-06 

Circle the years for which you are responding. 

Reinbursable Activities Codes: 
Code 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Code 13 Pre-observation conference with inStructor 
Code 14 Classroom observation of instructor 
Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
Code 18 Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria: 
(A) district standards and test results . 
(B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(D) suitable learning environment 

Colle 17 District reportina CLASSROOM TEACHER TIME IS NOT REIMBURSED 

Albcate the average time spent on each criterion (A-0) for Average Time In Minutes 
eaeh of the following evaluation steps: 

A B c D 

C«ie 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
'lO 30 '30 ~o 

Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor :.a.o -zo iO 10 

Code 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 3 3. 3 3 

Code14 Classroom observation of instructor 
(p IS-: l -S- ls-

Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
12 I 8' l fs' l& 

Code 16 Final conference with instructor 
IO tO t:b tO 

Code 17 District Reporting "!> {" l~ ts- I~ 

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school district personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this form certifies that 
you have reported actual data or ha rovided a good faith estimate which you •certify (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws ofthe ta f C ifomia to be true and correct based on your personal knowledge or · 
information." This inform 1 i or cost accounti purposes only. PLEASE USE BLUE INK 

Employee Signature Date Z.. • 2.. l · Z> le 
If you have any questions, please contact ~ , at (1 '-O) 'i 'St 0 S-~I 
PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ; TO-------------

COPYRIGHT 2004 SixTen and Associates Revl-.....i 0-mhlar ?nrv.; 
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SA 1.7-1 

Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors 

FiscalYear: 97-9~00-01 
01-02 02-0 ! . . 05-06 

Circle the years for whlc you are ponding. 
'T phone# 

Reinbursable Activities Codes: 
Code 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instruct.or 
Cc»e 13 Pre-observation conference with inStructor 
Code 14 Classroom observation of Instructor 
Cc»e 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
Code 18 Final conference with instruct.or 

Evaluation Criteria: 
(A) district standards and test results 

' (B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(0) suitable learning environment 

c 1 Dis" ode 7 trict reoorting CLASSROO TEACH R M N M ETIEISOT REIMBURSED 

Albcate the average time spent on each criterion (A-D) for Average Time In Minutes 
each of the following evaluation steps: 

A B c 0 

C«le 11 Preparing for the evaluation .5 ~ 5 5 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor tu ID (D (0 
Code 13 Pre-Observation conference with instructor 

''() {O (o (0 
Code 14 Classroom observation of instructor ~- ZJ-- v< 2..;f ... 

I--

Code 15 Post·observation conference with instructor 1< (( /) . --{~ 

Code 16 Final conference with instructor co ('D {O {O 
Code 17 District Reporting tS- (S' rs- rr-

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school district personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this form certifies that 
you have reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which you •certify (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of the State alifomia to be true and correct based on your personal knowledge or 
information.· This informa · sed cost accounting purposes only. PLEASE USE BLUE INK 

Employee Signatuli Date ¥z-.?/06 
If you have any questi s, please contact _____________ , at ______ _ 

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ____ _ 

COPYRIGHT 2004 SixTen and Associates Revtsed December 2005 
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SA 1.7-1 

Employee AVERAGE Time Record for MandateCJ Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors 

111ployee Name 

7L <::> 12<- -SL c.etf 
ieephone# 

2m 111 mo/1 Omo/hrl 
year length(circ e) 

Fiscal Year: ~~ 98-99 99-00 00-01 
t61-02~ 03-04 04-05 05-06 

Circle thb--ye8rs for which you are responding. 

Reinbursable Activities Codes: 
Code 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Code 13 Pre-0bservation conference with inStructor 
Code 14 Classroom observation of Instructor 
COiie 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
Code 18 Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria: 
(A) district standards and test results . 
(B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(0) suitable learning environment 

c 1 rti <>lie 7 District reoo1 ng CLASSROOM TEACHER TIME IS NOT REIMBURSED 

Albcate the average time spent on each criterion (A-D) for Average Time In Minutes 
each of the following evaluation steps: 

A B c D 

Cede 11 Preparing for the evaluation c t: s s / 

Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor (D 10 tu Jo 

Code 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor - I::>' )~ I~ 
' .. ,.,.,. 
l '::> 

Code 14 Classroom observation of instructor 
£,~ -z,) ~ 30 

Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
/,}) 7_j;) Zo '60 

Code 16 Final conference with instructor g ~ g & 
Code 17 District Reporting w 2..D z;::> -zD 

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school distrid personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this form certifies that 
you have reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which you "certify (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of th t f California to be true and correct based on your personal knowledge or 
information." This inform rs se for ccou ·ng purposes only. PLEASE USE BLUE INK 

Employee Signature 'f' _ Date L,,{ '2. l ! bb 
' i If you have any questions, please contact _____________ , at ______ _ 

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ______ ; TO ____________ _ 

COPYRIGHT 2004 SixTen and Associates Revised December 2005 

OUSDOOll 153



SA 1.7-1 

Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors 
Flease report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 
11Df he reimbursable activities for the mandated program. 

~Za 1!1dt/k i',c:J_,J!__ {)USD 
Departm19 ~o ~Ion 

rr1 fl L' I Pct~ 
E111ploye Name . 

Z'fi 1 ~ .2.5 ftJo j{_.£)6 12mo/11 mo OmC'thrl 
leephone # Work year I (circe) 

Reinbursable Activities Codes: 
Code 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Code 13 Pre-observation conference with inStructor 
Code 14 Classroom observation of Instructor 
Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
Code 18 Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria: 
, (A) district standards and test results 

(B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(0) suitable learning environment 

Code 1 o· trict c 7 IS reoorting LASSROOM TEACHER TIME IS NOT REIMBURSED 

Albcate the average time spent on each criterion (A-D) for Average Time In Minutes 
eaeh of the following evaluation steps: 

A B c 0 

C«le 11 Preparing for the evaluation ;<s- Ji> » .2.o 

Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor ·-- IS- /!:>~ j () ~" 

Code 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 6- /() !:) .~ . 

Code 14 Classroom observation of instructor 
!) ,:z,5 ...:u;- io 

Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 3- ,3 {) ~ /0 

Code 16 Final conference with instructor /() j() .:Lo 16 

Code 17 District Reporting .10 ,J..O /0 

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school distrid personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this form certifies that 
you have reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which you "certify (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of the tate of California to be true and correct based on your personal knowledge or 
infonnation: This inform. ·o 1s used fornst accounting purposes only. PLEASE USE BLUE INK 

Employee Signature 
1 

. , ,; if .-' ·'- ·4/i . Date----------

If you have any questions, please contact < , at-------

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ; TO------------

COPYRIGHT 2004 SlxTen and Associates ReVlsed December 2005 

OUSD0012 154



SA 1.7-1 

Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors 
t=>lease report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 
l!Df he reimbursable activities for the mandated program. 

011so A • 

Reinbursable Activities Codes: 
Code 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Code 13 Pre-observation conference with inStructor 
Code 14 Classroom observation of instructor 
Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
Code 16 Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria: 
(A) district standards·and test results 
(B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(D) suitable learning environment 

c 1 olle 7 OtStrict reportinQ CLASSROOM TEACHER TIME IS NOT REIMBURSED 

Allocate the average time spent on each criterion (A-0) for Average Time In Minutes 
each of the following evaluation steps: 

A B c D 

Code 11~0 Preparing for the evaluation /0 10 /;d I l5 

Code 12~ 0 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 10 {O /D .,o 
Code 1,0 Pre-observation conference with instructor ~ 1.Q '1J ~o 

Code 14 qg ... Classroom observation of instructor ,~ 30 JS 30 
Code 15 j• , Post.observation conference with instructor d!J 20 J.-0 )-IJ 

Code 16 1} Final conference with instructor /cJ /IJ /?J /tJ 
Code 17 ~~ District Reporting 7i,- ;ti,, k ~ 

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school district personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this form certifies that 
you have reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which you "certify (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of the State of California to be true and correct based on your personal knowledge or 
information: Th" info · is used or co ta ting purpos s only. PLEASE USE BLUE INK 

ate rU/rx/ /a 6 
_ __.::::::.._ _________ /: __ ,at/ ______ _ If you have any qu 

PLEASE SUBM THIS INFORMATION BY ______ ; TO ____________ _ 

COPYRIGHT 2004 SixTen and Associates Revised December 2005 

OUSD0013 155



Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors 

SA 1.7-1 

IP lease report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 
flDf he reimbursable activities for the mandated program. 

District/COE 
h\~ . 

Departme ocation 

~IL\ Scc!C\ho 
nployee Name ~~~~xr~EI'~ 

--=-.,._,...._____,,,__-- 12mo/11 mo/1 Omo/hrl~ Fiscal Year. 97-98 98-99 99-00 ~ 
leephone # Work year length(circJe) 01-02 02-03 03-04 04-05 05-06 

Clrcle the years for which you are responding. 

Reinbursable Activities Codes: 
Code 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Code 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 
Code 14 Classroom observation of Instructor 
Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
Code 18 Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria: 
(A) district standards and test results . 
(B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(0) suitable teaming environment 

Code 17 o· . istrict reoortinQ c LASSROO TEA M CHE RTIMEIS OT R N EIMBURSED 

Afbcate the average time spent on each criterion (A-D) for Average Time In Minutes 
each of the following evaluation steps: 

A B c D 

Code 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
~ ~ ~ 23-2 

Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
/~ I S'"' is- JO 

Code 13 Pre-:.observation conference with instructor 2P ~ 20 20 

Cade 14 Classroom observation of instructor ~ •ff;Y ~ s 
Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor :;LJJ :;LO ~ c;;;:20 

Code 16 Final conference with instructor 
/0 IS ;_s- rs 

Code 17 District Reporting /0 /S- ;5 13.--

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school district personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the distrid to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this fonn certifies that 
you have reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which you "certify (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of the State of California to be true and correct based on your personal knowledge or 
information.· This information is u~ed fo~ng purposes only. PLEA~E,USE BLUE INK 

Employee Signature CJ2 - Date d ·J2J D Cf' 
i 

If you have any questions, please contact _____________ , at ______ _ 

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ______ ; TO ___________ _ 

COPYRIGHT 2004 SixTen and Associates 

OUSD0014 156



SA 1.7-1 

Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors 
.. ,. ' 

"'!\!"•··:• 

&Please report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 
111Df he reimbursable activities for the mandated program. 

District/COE 
k\~ ~.s. 

Department/L tion 

f (' ct. Y\\c \:J 0.. \, °'-"'- ()'A, 

Eniployee Name 
f\ S? \sWe+ ~ c\ l\t-\ ~a,\ 

EXact Position it e . 

12mo/11 mo/1 Omo/hrl~ 
""""T=--ee.,.._ph,..._o_n_e-#,.,.----- Work year length( circle) 

fleinbursable Activities Codes: 
Code 11 Preparing for the evaluation 

Fiscal 

Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Code 13 Pre-observation conference with inStructor 
Code 14 Classroom observation of Instructor 
Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
Code 18 Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria: 
(A) district standards and test results. 
(B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(0) suitable teaming environment 

c 17 <>!le District reoorting CLAS SR 00 TEA M CHER Tl E M ISN OT REIMBURSED 

Albcate the average time spent on each criterion (A-0) for Average Time In Minutes 
each of the following evaluation steps: 

A B c D 

Cede 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
~c) ~i) ao ao 

Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
tO t5 \0 tO 

Code 13 Pre:.observation conference with instructor 
JS \is ~() ao 

Code 14 Classroom observation of instructor 
,5 '15 25 J..5" 

Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
~~ 15 d-.D ~() 

Code 16 Final conference with instructor 
\U \.0 \D \D 

Code 17 District Reporting 
\~ - ls- -\ !:> I ';) 

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school distrid personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement Your signature on this form certifies that 
you have reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which you "certify (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of the State of California to be true and correct based on your personal knowledge or 
information." This information is used for cost a~nting purposes only. PLEASE USE BLUE INK 

Employee Signature '=t __.J( 1:J ... ~ - Date ;l.. \ 1.l \ ~ b 
< " If you h·ave any questions, please contact _____________ , at ______ _ 

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ______ ; TO ___________ _ 

COPYRIGHT 2004 SixTen and Associates Revised 0-mMr ?nn<; 

OUSD0015 157



Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors 

SA 1.7-1 

IPlease report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes} by you to implement each 
flOf he reimbursable activities for the mandated program. 

us 72 bf '/?CJ 
l5istric~ . . Departmentil96ation 

~e:s .4P 
Enployee Name .,..EX,_a-~r.-t:::-o--s'r."'iti=-o-n~T""itr-le ______ _ 

11fi6 eJ/; 7,,. /j(p 2 12mo/11 mo/1 Omo/hn~ 
lelephone # Work year length(circle) 

Reinbursable Activities Codes: 
Co4e 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Code 13 Pre-observation conference with inStructor 
Code 14 Classroom observation of Instructor 
Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
Code 18 Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria: 
(A) district standards and test results . 
(B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(D} suitable leamlng environment 

C()(fe 17 District re rti CLASSROOM TEACHER TIME IS NOT REIMBURSED 

Albcate the average time spent on each criterion (A-0) for 
each of the following evaluation steps: 

Code 11 Preparing for the evaluation 

Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 

Code 13 Pr&.observation conference with instructor 
/tJ .;;< . /JS&n.JcdJif 1'15 

Code 14 Classroom observation of instructor 

;;:( CJ .6st1rva!Jbrz S 
Code 15 Post..observation conference with instructor 

;<. t1bserva.1?'t;M s 
Code 16 Final conference with instructor 

Code 17 District Reporting 

Average Time In Minutes 

A B c D 

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school distrid personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the distrid to receive reimbursement Your signature on this form certifies that 
you have reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which you •certify (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of the State of California to be true and correct based on your persooal knowledge or · 
information." This information ·s us o cost accounting purposes only. PLEASE USE BLUE INK 

Employee Signature Date d-cil/-ci h 
If you have any questions, please contact _____________ , at ______ _ 

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ______ ; TO _____________ , 

COPYRIGHT 2004 SilcTen and Associates 

OUSD0016 158



SA 1.7-1 

Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors 

Fiscal Year: 97-98 ~9 00-01 
01-02 02-03 - -0 05-06 

Circle the years for which yo res ndlng. 

Reinbursable Activities Codes: 
C~e 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Code 13 Pre-observation conference with inStructor 
Code 14 Classroom observation of Instructor 
Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
Code 18 Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria: 
(A) district standards and test results 
(B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(D} suitable learning environment 

Code 17 District re ortin CLASSROOM TEACHER TIME IS NOT REIMBURSED 

Afbcate the average time spent on each criterion (A-D) for 
each of the following evaluation steps: 

C«ie 11 Preparing for the evaluation 

C«ie 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 

C-Ode 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 

C-Ode 14 Classroom observation of instructor 

Code 15 Post~observation conference with instructor 

Code 16 Final conference with instructor 

Code 17 District Reporting 

Average Time In Minutes 

A B c D 

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school district personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in or r for the · rict to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this fonn certifies that 
you have reported actual da r have p · ed a good faith estimate which you •ce · (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of th te of C i ia to be true and correct based on your p rsonal kn wle e or 
information.n This informati accounting purposes only. P ~ "fJ K 

Employee Signature Date ---T----+--+---

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ______ ; TO ____________ _ 

COPYRIGHT 2004 SixTen and Associates Revised December 2005 

QUSD0017 

! 

159



Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors 

SA 1.7-1 

.=>lease report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 
11Df he reimbursable activities for the mandated program. 

oosv £.t ~ ~/2,{/}w 
15fstff ct/CO r= Departmeryt/Locat1on 

~ 6v.~/2_) ~,,~_) 
ErllPfuY9eName ~ ExactPOSitiOfjll"ffle 

~,---:----_,.,.-- 12mo/11 mo/1 Omo/hrly Fiscal Y~, ~~98-99<99-0Q@QD 
'Telephone# Work year length(circle) CQ.1:02-"~3-04 ~ 05-06 

Circle the years for which you are responding. 

Reinbursable Activities Codes: 
Code 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Colle 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Code 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 
Code 14 Classroom observation of instructor 
Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
Code 18 Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria: 
(A) district standards and test results 
(B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(D) suitable learning environment 

Code 17 District reoortino CLASSROOM TEACHER TIME IS NOT REIMBURSED 

Allocate the average time spent on each criterion (A-0) for Average Time In Minutes 
each of the following evaluation steps: 

A B c D 

Code 11 Preparing for the evaluation JI 5? 3Y 3? 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 

p{O c:?o ~o b,7c) 

Code 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor f 5 3 3 
Code 14 Classroom observation of instructor jJ // // // 

Code 15 Post .. observation conference with instructor 
/9' /r /Y /-y 

Code 16 Final conference with instructor :7 7 7 7 
Code 17 District Reporting c:ry c:?(y ~y- ~$/ 

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school district personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this form certifies that 
you have reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which you "certify (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of the State of California to be true and correct based on your personal knowledge or 
information." This inform~on is used for ~st accounting purposes only. PLEASE .USE BLUE INK 

Employee Signature ~ ~ Date --'3"'-t/-."'....,,1-/(}--"-y. _____ _ 

If you have any questions, please contact , at-------

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ______ ; TO ____________ _ 

COPYRIGHT 2004 SixTen and Associates Revised December 2005 

OUSD0018 160



Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors 

SA 1.7-1 

J>lease report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 
110f he reimbursable activities for the mandated program. 

l5istrict/COE Department/Location 

Enployee Name 
/} .. u /: ~- h.J , , r'-') I 

Exact Position Title 

12mo/11mo/10mo/hrly 
==r:::-ee,_p_,h,...-o_n_e_#,.,---- Work year length( circie) 

Reinbursable Activities Codes: 
Code 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Code 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 
Code 14 Classroom observation of instructor 
Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
Code 18 Final conference with instructor 
Cod 17 District rti 00 e reoo ng CLASSR MT 

Albcate the average time spent on each criterion (A-D) for 
each of the following evaluation steps: 

C«fe 11 Preparing for the evaluation 

C«fe 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 

C«le 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 

C«le 14 Classroom observation of instructor 

Code 15 Post·observation conference with instructor 

Code 16 Final conference with instructor 

Code 17 District Reporting 

Evaluation Criteria: 
(A) district standards and test results 
(B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(D) suitable learning environment 

EACH R Tl E IS 0 R E M N T EIMBURSED 

Average Time In Minutes 

A B c 0 

.Jc J l-, _s C: .J (J 

)_1} J..L:' 2 I) .2.. l-) 

.3 J 3 _] 

s !/ It I I 

I 5 /j I _5 I J' 

(:, b 6 b 

20 ., c· ~ (.) 2. l:J 

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school district personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this form certifies that 
you have reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which you "certify (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of the State of California to be true and correct based on your personal knowledge or 
information." This information is used for ggst accounting purposes only. PLEASE USE BLUE INK 

Employee Signature <~V f!' / 1

-/. //c/"---.. Date 2. /2 / / 0 ( 
;i• -

lfyouhaveanyquestions,pleasecontact i(.;6:,,,? /V, 1-l<'iv ,at 7t,, 7s l .J"-i.i ,, 

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ______ ; TO _____________ , 

COPYRIGHT 2004 SixTen and Associates ReVised December 2005 

OUSD0019 161



SA1.7-1 

Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors 
!Please report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 
11Df he reimbursable activities for the mandated program. ·{ 6" / 

'6 0:3 - ros 
QD1.~1·ct1c~ .. b.. \J ~ Q ...,.DE ____ Ck\:-rt~S--.,_U..,_L____,t.,._, -----

"' ;ot:: epa men oca ion ~ 

~~ime S -~~ S cw-.\- ~~~~~itlp.-,~.: ~ 
/S-Z.bS"":bl 
'Teephone # 

Fiscal Year. 97-98 }!_~ ~ 00-01 
01-02 02-03 ~~05-06 

Circle the years for which you are responding. 

Reinbursable Activities Codes: 
Code 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Cote 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Co4e 13 Pre-observation conference with inStructor 
COiie 14 Classroom observation of Instructor 
Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
COiie 18 Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria: 
(A) district standards and test results . 
(B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(D) suitable learning environment 

Colle 17 District reoortina CLASSROOM TEACHER TIME IS NOT REIMBURSED 

Albcate the average time spent on each criterion (A-0) for Average Time In Minutes 
each of the following evaluation steps: 

A B c 0 

Cede 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
~o 30 30 .30 

Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
1..0 to Jb zj) 

Code 13 PnK>bservation conference with instructor ti{ ti ~ t!f . 

Code 14 Classroom observation of instructor 
~ l \. L \. tl 

Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
I [( '" Us t " 

Code 16 Final conference with instructor '[,_~ s /0 tD to 
Code 17 District Reporting \lb..~ '.?> 6" 16' tS ,s-

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school district personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for district to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this fonn certifies that 
you have reported actual data or h ve ovided a good faith estimate which you "certify (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of th S o alifomia to be true and correct based on your personal knowledge or 
information." This info a n s for cost accounting urposes only. PLEASE USE BLUE INK 

Employee Signature Date _z_. _'z..l>_ • ..,o ... v ____ _ 
If you have any questions, please contact ~ ~ &? , 4 , al "1~ ') "? S-7 0 S"' 3,. ( 

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ; TO------------

COPYRIGHT 2004 SixTen and Associates ReVlsed December 2005 

OUSD0020 162



SA 1.7-1 

Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors 
f'lease report below the average amount of ti~msp t (in minutes) by you to implement each 
llDf reimbursable activities for the nda ed pm m. . 

' . ·. '- ., ..... 

I 

Reinbursable Activities Codes: 
Code 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Code 13 Pre-observation conference with inStructor 
Code 14 Classroom observation of Instructor 
Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
COiie 18 Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria: 
(A) district standards and test results . 
(B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(0) suitable learning envJronment 

Code 17 District reoortina CLASSROOM TEACHER TIME IS NOT REIMBURSED 

Arbcate the average time spent on each criterion (A...O) for Average Time In Minutes 
each of the following evaluation steps: 

A B c D 

C«le 11 Preparing for the evaluation d-l 9JJ .3cJ 3() 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor ,;; d() :Jo QO 
Code 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 5 5 r) ,5 . 

Code 14 Classroom observation of instructor 
ln ID j_j /{) 

Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 

Io //) IS- /0 
~ . 

Code 16 Final conference with instructor 
,CJ s /() !) 

Code 17 District Reporting !15 «2.o QD ~c 

If you have any questions, please 

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ______ ; TO ____________ _ 

COPYRIGHT 2004 SixTen and Associates Revised December 2005 

OUSD0021 163



SA 1.7-1 

Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors 

Fiscal Year: ~~. 9 ~ 9 - ~/LO 
~~~ 

Circle the years for which you are responding. 

Reinbursable Activities Codes: 
Code 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Code 13 Pre-observation conference with inStructor 
Code 14 Classroom observation of Instructor 
Coe 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
Code 18 Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria: 
(A) district standards and test results . 
(B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(D} suitable learning environment 

1 COiie 7 District reoortina CLASSROOM TEACHER TIME IS NOT REIMBURSED 

Afbcate the average time spent on each criterion (A-D) for Average Time In Minutes 
each of the following evaluation steps: 

A B ro D v 

Cuje 11 Preparing for the evaluation 30 ?0 ?0 30 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor w ;AO w J..V 
Code 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 

~ 3 ~ '1 
Code 14 Classroom observation of instructor 

~ l l ( ( I { 

Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor IL,, 1'2 12 /Z.,~ 

Code 16 Final conference with instructor e:::;- s-- ~ s-
Code 17 District Reporting 1)) U) zo ziJ 

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school distrid personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this fonn certifies that 
you have reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which you •certify (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of the State of Caflfomia to be true and correct based on your personal knowledge or 
information.• This informatio~. ~~ crfl a~u~ses only. PLEAS: us: BLUE INK 

Employee Signature °'JZ::p1 m~ Date Z, Z,( 0 U 
If you have any questions, please contad , at ______ _ 

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ; TO-------------

COPYRIGHT 2004 SixTen and Associates Revised December 2005 

OUSD0022 164



SA 1.7-1 

Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors 
f>lease report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 
llfDf the reimbursable activities /or th~ mandated program. 

(' C {tl.c'~~·)t({i:; Cf/it. ·'r((/, lt<;)tfl 1~·;1(-/e fl,/:/'i :>,/'JC>,)/ 
istrict/CO Def>artment/Location ) 

~chi ti Cbr? Lli Jc:covci ;,Jti~v' 
Employee Name act Position itle 

12mo/11 mo/1 Omo/hrl~ 
=1=-e1e,__..,ph.-o-n-e-#=----work year length(circte) 

Fiscal Year: 97-98~~ 00~01 
01 ~2 02~3 - os:..os 

Circle the years for which - ondlng. 

Reinbursable Activities Codes: 
Code 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
COiie 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 
COiie 14 Classroom observation of instructor 
Code 15 Post-0bservation conference with instructor 
COiie 18 Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria: 
(A) district standards and test results 
(B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(D) suitable learning environment 

COii 17 D" trict rti LASS e IS reoo1 ng c ROOM TEACHER T 0 IME S N T REIMBURSED 

Allocate the average time spent on each criterion (A-0) for Average Time In Minutes 
each of the following evaluation steps: 

A B c D 

Code 11 Preparing for the evaluation ?JJ )Cl 
,.., - r; 

-.:_)() .")('; 

Code 12 Gqals and objectives conference with instructor :-1 ( /" . 
2t) ') ---.. ·c L.. .) ,,:.:_ ) ,.L_l/ 

Code 13 Pre-Observation conference with instructor -- 5 , ... -- _,...-

s ~ ~ 
Code 14 Classroom observation of instructor 2 ·-- 2c~ 2.c; 2--~ __ ) ~ 

Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor I'- t 15" ··- --__ 'J I~ I:) 
Code 16 Final conference with instructor -

'.:) (() 10 I (! 

Code 17 District Reporting 2o n. ,., 
L.C )J_} ?-.0 

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school district personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this form certifies that 
you have reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which you "certify {or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of th~ State of California to be true and correct based on your personal knowledge or 

information.~ This inform~~l·u~e.d f~7cost accounting purposes only. r· P_~EA:~,USE BLUE INK 

Employee Signature d(qc_ 1\b'TLVt= Date ...;..L.;;;-__....2_1__..( .._.1 
..... lv'-" -----

If you have any questions, pl~se '>l}tSct , at ______ _ 

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ; TO-------------

COPYRIGHT 2004 SixTen and Associates Revised December 2005 
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Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors 

SA 1.7-1 

Flease report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 
11Df he reimbursable activities for the mandated program. /~ . AC 

f'y_lm ~fr- U ~l[ JJ ....----:.--u-:-...-v--c>--,..--__ _ Vi.P:ctlf oen Jl DMartment/Location 

bhLJLr r Hv UL ;:Jrl. v. f a-i~~~. 
Enployee Name exactositiOn Title I 

2mo 11 mo/1 Omo/hrl 
............ ~ year length( circ e) 

Fiscal Year: 97-98~0 00-01 
01-02 02-0 3-04 5 05-06 

Circle the years for whlc • ndlng. 

Reinbursable Activities Codes: 
Code 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Co4e 13 Pre-observation conference with inStructor 
Code 14 Classroom observation of Instructor 
Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
Colle 18 Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria: 
(A) district standards and test results 

' (B) insb'uctional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(0) suitable learning environment 

Code 17 District re.,.,. &i. IH CLASSROOM TEACHER TIME IS NOT REIMBURSED 

Albcate the average tJme spent on each criterion (A-0) tor Average Time In Minutes 
each of the following evaluation steps: 

A B c D 

Cede 11 Preparing for the evaluation - s-~ 5:. ~ 
Cede 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 

lo lo lV {o 

Code 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 
JS: (~ . 

J~ 15 
Code 14 Classroom observation of instructor 

~'> ~ :S,D 3D 
Code 15 Post..observation conference with instructor 

2J) 2b ?-v ~ 
Code 16 Final conference with instructor 

~ i g & 
Code 17 District Reporting 

21) 2-0 21) :Z-0 

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school district personnel maintain a record of 
data tor state mandates in order fo district to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this form certifies that 
you have reported actual data ~vided a good faith estimate which you •certify (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of of C lifomia to e and correct based on your personal knowledge or 
information: This inform · is sed r cost a ·ng pu ses only. PLEA{ SE USE BLUE INK 

Employee Signature Date u _ :Z.1. l bb 
If you have any questions, please contact _____________ , at-------

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ______ ; TO ___________ _ 

COPYRIGHT 2004 SixTen and Associates ReVlsed December 2005 

OUSD0024 166



SA 1.7-1 

Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors 
!Please report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 
l!Of he reimbursable activities for the mandated program. 

00-01 
05-06 

Circle the years for which you are responding. 

Reinbursable Activities Codes: 
Code 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Co4e 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Code 13 Pre-observation conference with inStructor 
Co4e 14 Classroom observation of Instructor 
Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria: 
(A) district standards and test results 
(B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(0) suitable learning environment 

Code 18 Final conference with instructor 
Code 17 District re CLASSROOM TEACHER TIME IS NOT REIMBURSED 

Allocate the average tJme spent on each criterion (A-D) for 
each of the following evaluation steps: 

Ctlde 11 Preparing for the evaluation 

Ctlde 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 

Code 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 

Code 14 Classroom observation of instructor 

Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 

Code 16 Final conference with instructor 

Code 17 District Reporting 

Average Time In Minutes 

A B c 

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school district personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the d'strict to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this fonn certifies that 
you have reported actual da or have · ed a good faith estimate which you "certify (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of the te of car ia to be true and correct based on your rsonal owtedge or 
information." This informa · n 1 us for t accounting purposes only. Sl U~E UU~ l~K 
Employee Signature Date ---+-VV--"_,__...;.'P __ _ 
If you have any questions, pl 

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ______ ; TO ___________ _ 

COPYRIGHT 2004 SixTen and AssOCiates ReVlsed December 2005 

OUSD0025 167



Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors 

SA 1.7-1 

Please report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 

.c;f he reimbursa?le activities for ~e mandated program. . . ' ~ C' n n 
d!&w6/,# d~ ~ . I J::Vl.Odf" 
~lr k Dep~Uloc&1on , · 

(_,()11/71~ {., -~ £~Name ExactOSit~ 
J~-(!f-j_Jl/CJ 12mo/11mo/10mo/hrl~ 
. eep one# Work year length(circ e) 

Reinbursable Activities Codes: 
Code 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Code 13 Pre-observation conference with inStructor 
Code 14 Classroom observation of instructor 
Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
Code 18 Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria: 
(A) district standards and test results 
{B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(D) suitable learning environment 

c 11 o· ·ct ode IStri reporting CLASSR E I BU SEO OOM TEACH R TIME IS NOT RE M R 

Albcate the average time spent on each criterion (A-D) for Average Time In Minutes 
each of the following evaluation steps: 

A B c D 

Cede 11 Preparing for the evaluation w 84 ~ St) 
Cede 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor a5 a~ a.ctJ ao 
Code 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 

3 ~ 8 3 
Code 14 Classroom observation of instructor y /'(- d /~ 
Code 15 Post*observation conference with instructor /3 /lj 15 13 
Code 16 Final conference with instructor tJ ·1 7 b 
Code 17 District Reporting J_j 2t/ 21 2/ 

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school district personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement Your signature on this form certifies that 
you have reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which you •certify (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of the State of California to be true and correct based on your personal knowledge or 
information." This informa · · for ~ccounting purposes only. PLEASE USE BLUE INK 

Employee Signature _-=~~~Z,..~~~~==---- Date CK-. q ~cJ ~ 
If you have any questions, pie 

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ______ ; TO ____________ _ 

COPYRIGHT 2004 SiXTen and Associates ReVlsed December 2005 

OUSD0026 168



Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors 

SA 1.7-1 

IPlease report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 
.of he reimbursable activities for the mandated program. 

I)~~{~ D~~~ 
~V~ ~o/MJ PfuYEie arne Exact oSion itie 

12mo/11mo/10mo/hrlv Fiscal~ar: ~98 -99 9iQQ)~ 
lelephone # Work year length(circle) 01-0 02-. 3- 04-05 05:00 

Circle the rs for wh ch you are responding. 

Reinbursable Activities Codes: 
Cc»e 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Co.te 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 
Code 14 Classroom observation of Instructor 
Co.te 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
Co.te 18 Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria: 
(A} district standards and test results 
(B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(D) suitable learning environment 

Co.t 17 D. trict rti e IS repo ng CLASS ROOM TEACHER TIME IS NOT REIMBURSED 

Allocate the average time spent on each criterion (A-0) for Average Time In Minutes 
each of the following evaluation steps: 

A B c D 

Code 11 Preparing for the evaluation Jo JO Ju 30 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor s s 5 s· 
Code 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor s . s 5-- s 
Code 14 Classroom observation of instructor $; $? ._# oc.> 
Code 15 Post·observation conference with instructor 15· JS 15· IS 

Code 16 Final conference with instructor 
/CJ /o /C) /CJ 

Code 17 District Reporting JS /S /5 /6 

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school district personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this form certifies that 
you have reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which you "certify (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of the State of California to be true and correct based on your personal knowledge or 
information." This in~ rmation is used for cost ccounting rposes only, PLEASE yse BLU~ INK 

Employee Signature Date Q, ~2 J ,l e2 Lo 
If you have any questr , at ______ _ 

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ; TO ____________ _ 

COPYRIGHT 2004 SixTen and Associates Revised December 2005 

OUSD0027 169



SA 1.7-1 

Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors 

~ 1 mo/1 Omo/hrl~ 
OfkYear length( circ e) 

Fiscal Year: 97-98 98-99 ~ 00-01 
01-02 02-03 03-04 ~OS.:06 

Circle the years for which you are responding. 

Reinbursable Activities Codes: 
Code 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Code 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 
Code 14 Classroom observation of Instructor 
Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
Code 18 Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria: 
(A) district standards and test results 
(B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(0) suitable learning environment 

Cod 17 o· trict rti e IS reoo1 ing CLASSROOM TEACHER TIME IS NOT REIMBURSED 

Allocate the average time spent on each criterion (A-0) for Average Time In Minutes 
each of the following evaluation steps: 

A B c D 

Code 11 Preparing for the evaluation Z>o ~ °1.() 30 

Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor s- s s- ~ 

Code 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor s s- ~ s-
Code 14 Classroom observation of instructor 

LO lD l'O t..D 

Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 6 ~ S" s-
Code 16 Final conference with instructor 

tO lC> to to 
Code 17 District Reporting 3S:- I~ tS- I~ 

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school district personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for · · to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this fonn certifies that 
you have reported actual data or nmlR"l!Al'I a good faith estimate which you •certify (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws oft tat ia to be true and correct based on your personal knowledge or 
information." This informa · 1s st accoun · purposes only. PLEASE USE BLUE INK 

Employee Signature -+--,;i.~..;.._---,...--_.--~r-- Date "Z.. • Z.. l · 0(.,, 
If you have any questions, please contact--""~::..::;._:;;;;__ _________ , at -z •o I $1 0 S ;a, 
PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ______ ; TO ____________ _ 

COPYRIGHT 2004 SixTen and Associates ReVised December 2005 

OUSD0028 170



SA 1.7-1 

Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors 
f'lease report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 
iDf he reimbursable activities for the mandated program. 

Enployee Name 

q lL-j2.DO 12mo/11mo/10mo/hrl~ 
,!dl~-&,__p_,.h.._o..;;..ne .............. # __ Woik year length(circJe) 

Fiscal Year: 97-98 98-99 99-00 00-01 
~9~~05-06 

Circle the years for Which you are responding. 

Reinbursable Activities Codes: 
Code 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Code 13 Pre-observation conference with inStructor 
Code 14 Classroom observation of Instructor 
Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
Code 18 Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria: 
(A) district standards and test results . 
(B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(D) suitable learning environment 

c 11 o· trict rti ode IS reoo rng CLASSROOM TEAC R TIME IS NOT RE HE IMBURSED 

Albcate the average time spent on each criterion (A-0) for Average Time In Minutes 
each of the following evaluation steps: 

A B c D 

Cute 11 Preparing for the evaluation ;20 JD ID ID 
Cade 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 

ts iv 10 \D 

Code 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 5 10 - 5 j 

Code 14 Classroom observation of instructor 
Is s IS IS 

Code 15 Post.observation conference with instrudor 

I 0 /0 5' s 
Code 16 Final conference with instructor 

/{) /0 10 ID 

Code 17 Oistrid Reporting 
5 B""" 5 s-

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school distrid personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement Your signature on this fonn certifies that 
you have reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which you •certify (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of the State of California to be true and correct based on your personal knowledge or 
information." This information is used for cost accounting purposes only. PLEASE USE BLUE INK 

Employee Signature L .. ~ ~ Date __.2...._-.... 6 .... l.._-... P_,6..__ ___ _ 
If you have any questions, please contact _____________ , at ______ _ 

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ______ ; TO _____________ . 

COPYRIGHT 2004 SIXTen and Associates Revised December 2005 

OUSD0029 171



SA 1.7-1 

Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors 
llPlease report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 

.of he reimbursable ~ctivities J' lh7 mand47ram. 

istnet/ ....---tr--":"'r."--r...-------"7'f---

nployee Name 

7S7l- S'lt1/ 
T~phone# 

12mo/11mo/10mo/hrlv 
Work year length( circle) 

Reinbursable Activities Codes: 
Code 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Code 13 Pre-observation conference with inStructor 
Code 14 Classroom observation of Instructor 
Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
Code 18 Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria: 
, (A) district standards and test results . 

(B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(0) suitable learning environment 

Code 17 DIStrict reporting CLASSROOM TEACHER TIME IS NOT REIMBURSED 

Albcate the average time spent on each criterion (A-0) for Average Time In Minutes 
each of the following evaluation steps: 

A B c D 

CClde 11 Preparing for the evaluation d(J t<J to '{) 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructt>r 

t~ /0 to 10 
Code 13 Pre:.observation conference with instructor t< r; 5 5 . 

Code 14 Classroom observation of instructor 

l:i5 5 E 5 
Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 

31J 15 16 f 5 
, 

Final conference with instructor Code 16 

:io t5 t5 15 
Code 17 District Reporting 

d..f) ~ ,U) ~~ 
EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school distrid personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this fonn certifies that 
you have reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which you "certify (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of the State of California true and correct based on your personal knowledge or 
information: This information is us or cos a un · g purposes only. ~USE BLUE INK 

Employee Signature Date-¥f:..,.....:U-r_O_C;; ______ _ 
If you have any questions, please contact , at ______ _ 

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ; TO ___________ _ 

COPYRIGHT 2004 SixTen and Associates Revised December 2005 

OUSD0030 172



SA 1.7-1 

Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors 
f'lease report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 
110f he reimbursable activities for the mandated program. 

$ 1%'b'bt'cJ1J' b7EIW~7"4-,Z 
istr" Departmen ocation 

l 

1 mo/1 Omo/hrl Fiscal Y ,eah---
&1:02 

Circle ears for which you are responding. 

Reinbursable Activities Codes: 
Code 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Code 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 
Code 14 Classroom observation of instructor 
Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
Code 18 Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria: 
(A) district standards and test results 
{B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(D) suitable learning environment 

Cod 17 District rti e repo1 ng CLASSROOM TEACHER TIME IS NOT REIMBURS ED 

Allocate the average time spent on each criterion (A-0) for Average Time fn Minutes 
each of the following evaluation steps: 

A B c D 

C«fe 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
'if) (0 Io /8 

Cooe 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
16 /?!; /0 (0> 

Code 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor s /c1J ? 1~ 

Code 14 Classroom observation of instructor fO ?J) 36 Bb> 
Code 15 Post·observation conference with instructor 10 ~ ~ I ~ -

Code 16 Final conference with instructor 5 /5 /() 8 . 

Code 17 District Reporting 15 ;w ~ a-~ 

If you have any questions, please contact ______________ , at ______ _ 

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ______ : TO ____________ _ 

COPYRIGHT 2004 SixTen and Associates ReVised December 2005 

OUSD0031 173



Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors 

SA 1.7-1 

IPlease report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 
fDf he reimbursable activities for the mandated program. 

baUYe ( ttfrv/'en/rir V 
Department/Locati!n I 

Exac~~lftt~R~~ 
-=-~-~.,..----- 12mo/11 mo/1 Omo/hrl~ 
i elephone # Work year length( circle) 

Fiscal Year: ~ ~~ 
01-02 02-03 03-04 04-05 05-06 

Circle the years for which you are responding. 

Reinbursable Activities Codes: 
Code 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Co4e 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 
Code 14 Classroom observation of instructor 
Co4e 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
Co4e 16 Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria: 
(A) district standards and test results 
(B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(D) suitable learning environment 

Co4 11 o· trict rti e IS repo1 no CLASSROOM TEACHER TIME IS NOT REIMBURSE D 

Afbcate the average time spent on each criterion (A-D) for Average Time In Minutes 
each of the following evaluation steps: 

A B c D 

C«fe 11 Preparing for the evaluation ls er ~ ~ 

C«fe 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 

l lf lL- {l- ti, 

C«fe 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor s ~ s- ~ 
C«fe 14 Classroom observation of instructor 

L6 io { 1-- tO 

Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
/7,, {(,,, {(__ { 2..---

Code 16 Final conference with instructor 

l it {O [U C6 
Code 17 District Reporting ['j ,~ /\ l}..,, 

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school district personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this form certifies that 
you have reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which you "certify (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of the State of Califom · to be true and correct based on your personal knowledge or 
information." This infonnation is use for co ting purposes only. PLEASE USE BLUE INK 

Employee Signature ----~-4-'---&A.~....u.----- Date ___ v_ .... & .... r_o_~-----
If you have any questions, please contact ______________ • at ______ _ 

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ______ ; TO ____________ _ 

COPYRIGHT 2004 SixTen and Associates Revised December 2005 

OUSD0032 174



03/24/2006 14:40 7604392652 OUSD ACCT 

MAR-24-2006 09:25 

Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandabed Co.a 
496/83 The Stull Act (K .. 12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors 
PltlH raport betowthe iPl9tlP amount of time spent (in minutes) by yau to implement each 
Df he reimbutlable adMties for the man elated program. 

PAGE 02 

P.03 

~~~911a-mrff $~~ 
.PAIJJ.J..i__~/).tf) ~~, ~~"""-
~ _ . on 

~---12mg,l11mot1Qm~ 
-ri!pno.ne • WCirl( year length(Cirde) 

M'?1"1""•AdivffinCad•: 
coee 11 Preparing for ftl~ l'Nllb.lalion 
'Qalie 12 Gwls llnd ob~ ~renee with Instructor 
iC:cde 13 Pre<O~ confemnee ¥Afh ln!imcfor 
Cclde 14 Classroom o.bseiwtlon Of InGtrudol' 

·CGde15 ~~wlthlnstM.lCor 
Cede 11 Final c:cn1erem:ewith inslructor 
CCllll 17 DiBCrt:t ,.,._;;,M Cl.ASSRC<M TEACHER m8' JI NOT REIMBURSB> 

Albcate the ..,.,. ume spent on eaeh cr1UU'Jon (A--DJ ror Awirase Time flt •nutu 
eacb of the fo!fowing Mlblt.ion steps; 

A B c D -
Oade1i Prrliparln; for the evalwtlon do 3C) So .:J'C) 

Code 12 Gcela and cojactiv8 co~enoe 'Ntttl J~r ,;:<o P?o o(o .;?o 

Qide 13 ~on eonfetMoe Wit\ iM!nu:tcr of s 5 3 
c:edv 14 Cl9lllll"OOm ~ CJf iostructOf ? //. // // 

C<de 1S Paflt.o0bMM:tion confvtonea wf!ll IMtruetcr /5 /,>.- /.;/"' /.J,... 

Code 1C F'IMI C:01'fMtnee wllh fn~ 
~ ~ ~ ~ 

Col!l• 17 District Raporti"g k:<o ;;/(.) ~o ~o 

lf:vou have any quest.iOl'la, pl contact~--------~- , at _____ _ 
Pl.SASE SlJSMrT'T>-l!S INFORMATION BY _____ ; TO--------------' 

TOTRL P.1213 

OUSD0033 175



Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors 

SA 1.7-1 

lPlease report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 
11Df he reimbursable activities for the mandated program. 

OC(t!~t' de,. lA 5'1) ']) drM-r Sebo a I 
IThtrict/COE Department/Location 

?nhfyf{Harfeenan de UtJ VI./ EXacJn~'?o~1~/ 
(1r,o ~ ~ - () of 1mo/10mo/hrl Fiscal Year: 97- ~ 99-00 00-01 
leephone year length(circe) 01-02 -03 03-04 04-05 05-06 

Circle the years for Which you are responding. 

Reinbursable Activities Codes: 
Co4e 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Coile 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Co4e 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 
Coile 14 Classroom observation of instructor 
Co4e 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
Coile 18 Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria: 
(A) district standards and test results 
(B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(D) suitable learning environment 

Co4e 17 District reP<>rtirm CLASSROOM TEACHER TIME IS NOT REIMBURSED 

Albcate the average time spent on each criterion (A-D) for Average Time In Minutes 
ea:h of the following evaluation steps: 

A B ,... 
D n '-' 

Code11 Preparing for the evaluation 
J..o /0 /0 I o 

Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
15 /0 lo /() 

Code 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor s 5 s s 
Code14 Classroom observation of instructor 

IS- IS IS IS' 
Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor. 

IS 15 1s- IS 
Code 16 Final conference with instructor IS" /O 10 /0 
Code 17 District Reporting Jo IS Jo IS 

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school distrid personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this fonn certifies that 
you have reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which )'.QU~~Rreetai'e]~~lty of 
perjury under the laws of the State of California to be true and correct based--6n your personal knowledge or "< 
information." This information is used for cost accounting pu ses nly.C,,,__ PLEASE USE BLUl;JNK ' 

e ------?W,-lo-~--
; 

If you have any questions, please 

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ______ ; TO ___________ _ 

COPYRIGHT 2004 SixTen and Associates Revised December 2005 

OUSD0034 176



Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors 

SA 1.7-1 

!Please report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 
l!Df he reimbursable activities for the mandated program. 

{jc.£l'tN~1D& l/AJtFl@.S{'Jkk)l, DIST. 
istrict/COE 

M1tet':J1uee1 V&tJHA-N~ -Ot..l veil 

Department/Location 

P/ltt.JCA p It l-
E111ployee Name EXact Position Title 

(Jw..f.l'-~210 
phone# 

Fiscal Year: ~-98 - 9 9 - 00~01 
01-02 -0 3- -0 05-06 

Circle the years ch you are responding. 

Relnbursable Activities Codes: 
Code 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
COiie 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 
Code 14 Classroom observation of Instructor 
Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
Code 18 Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria: 
(A) district standards and test results 
(8) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(D) suitable learning environment 

Code 17 o· tStrict reoortina CLASSROOM TEACHER TIME IS NOT REIMBURSED 

Afbcate the average time spent on each criterion (A-0) for Average Time In Minutes 
each of the following evaluation steps: 

A B c D 

C«le 11 Preparing for the evaluation /} () /0 !{) /{) 0--. 

C«te 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 15 Io ' ,, 
i /) I /J ' . 

Code 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor (:, c c: ;:; 
J ._) J .._/ 

C<>de 14 Classroom observation of instructor ;j 30 5 5 
Code 15 Post·observation conference with instructor 5 JO /.,.,.--

J s 
Code 16 Final conference with instructor 

/ 

J5 I!) j() !J f \./ 

Code 17 District Reporting 5 15 
,,.. -/ l:J I:;; 

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school district personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this form certifies that 
you have reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which you •certify (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of the State of California to be true and correct based on your personal knowledge or 
information: This information is used for cost, accounting purpQ~ only. PLEASE USE BLUE INK 

X) /.J; /'/-" ~ "' . ri ( ' / 
Employee Signature if 1 /!.k _,,.,~··~Ir l::.--:/.~:· ·r'/~:-,_, (:, . ·· Date ef - e "'/.! ~ 

If you have any questions, pleas.~ ~ntact t>. , at-------

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ; TO------------

COPYRIGHT 2004 SixTen and Associates ReVlsed December 2005 
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SA 1.7-1 

Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors 
!Please report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 
f!Df he reimbursable activities for the mandated program. 

ok-f'C01S1dt: L\'\d:-;ed ~or+h Te-rro.ce L:le_;'Vltr\-fo.(V 
District/COE Department/Location / 

Boh Bow~ ~~-'~'~~c~1 p~~~1··r--~~~-
Enployee Name &act Positton Title . 

( 100 ~ " ~ . 
phone 

Fiscal )'~f3:.::·~-1!9&99SS::OOro~·1~ 
~ ·~~ 

Clrcte the years Which you are responding. 

~einbursable Activities Codes: 
Code 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Code 13 Pre-observation conference with inStructor 
Code 14 Classroom observation of Instructor 
Cofe 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
Code 18 Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria: 
(A) district standards and test results. 
(B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(D) suitable learning environment 

Code 17 District reoortinQ CLASSROOM TEACHER TIME IS NOT REIMBURSED 

Afbcate the average time spent on each criterion (A-D) for Average Time In Minutes 
eai:h of the following evaluation steps: 

A B c D 

C«le 11 Preparing for the evaluation t,,o /0 /0 /O 

Code 12 Goals end objectives conference with instructor 15' JO ) (} )0 

Code 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor s- /c s- b 
Code 14 Classroom observation of instructor /0 30. 30 'fi_O 

Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor /0 ·fo zo 1_() 

Code 16 Final conference with instructor 5 JS JO 5 

Code 17 District Reporting zo ·zo 1.,0 to 

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school distrid personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the distrid to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this fonn certifies that 
you have reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which you "certify (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of the State of California to be true and correct based on your personal knowledge or · 
information." This informati is use st accounting purposes only. PLEASE USE BLUE INK 

Employee Signature ---~~"'--..Ii:-~~--..;:------- Date_,;_· -_.l_f -_D ___ (y ____ _ 
If you have any questions, please conta --------------~·m _____ ~--
PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ______ ; TO ____________ _ 

COPYRIGHT 2004 SixTen and Associates ReVISed December 2005 
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Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors 

SA 1.7-1 

!Please report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 
f/Of he reimbursable activities for the mandated program. 

~o.c:fuC& 
Departmenocation 

E111 oyee Name ~ -
~\\r' \f'\ ~eJ 
Exact Posit10ilitle 

1 lt>D· 757·3:il_L/ 12mo/11mo/10mo/hrl~ 
ieephone # Work year length(circe) 

Reinbursable Activities Codes: 
Code 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Code 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 
Code 14 Classroom observation of Instructor 
Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
Code 18 Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria: 
(A) district standards and test results 
(B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(D) suitable learning environment 

Cod 17 rti e District repo ng CLASSROOM TEACHER TIME IS NOT REIMBURSED 

Albcate the average time spent on each criterion (A-0) for Average Time In Minutes 
each of the following evaluation steps: 

A B c D 

Cede 11 Preparing for the evaluation w /0 /r? [/0 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 

15 lo 10 lD 
C«ie 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor cs s ~ s -
C«ie 14 Classroom observation of instructor ·1< 1( L)-- L\ 
Code 15 Post"'°bservation conference with instructor 

Jo /0 /0 IV 
Code 16 Fina/ conference with instructor Io ID [O 10 
Code 17 District Reporting l!JJ/f rr ~ Is_/ /s·-v . 

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school district personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this form certifies that 
you have reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which you "certify (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of the State of California to be true and correct based on your personal knowledge or 
information." This information is used f cost a ting purposes only. PLEASE USE BLUE INK 

Employee Signature Date d ' ;L l ' 0 0 
If you have any questions, please con 

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ______ ; TO ____________ _ 

COPYRIGHT 2004 SixTen and Associates Revised December 2005 
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Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors 

SA 1.7-1 

Flease report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 
fDf he reimbursable activities for the mandated program. 

Q:.e ox1.s; dt \ iv\~-;=: .J ~c-t-=-o-=~~-o:-v.;...;...'Vl...:..i..«-Af:u'"'""'J=---\""""~ ....... l ____ _ 
D'¥ct!Cf0t: J, O-~rt~enUf ocat1on 

5 VH~ J L D' ) ( c ;{ =--'-t__,\~L~r:....,..,1. L,,_l-+10....,.,1C'\_,,.,-'--{ -----
E111ployeeNlime Exact Positiodiitle 

7 bl> 7 51- 'f)JSQI (~11 mo/1 Omo/hrly 
I phone # WQrkYear length( circle) 

IReinbursable Activities Codes: 
Code 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Code 13 Pre-observation conference with inStructor 
Code 14 Classroom observation of Instructor 
Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
Code 18 Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria: 
(A) district standards and test results 
(B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(D) suitable learning environment 

Code 17 District reporting CLASSROOM TEACHER TIME IS NOT REIMBURSED 

Allocate the average time spent on each criterion (A-D) for Average Time In Minutes 
each of the following evaluation steps: 

A B c D 

Cede 11 Preparing for the evaluation ,f'> 
\(I \0 iO .-, lJ 

0. v 
Cede 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 

'~ \0 IC I~' (_1 

Code 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 

~ £ ~ ~ 
·./ I 

~~/ 

Code 14 Classroom observation of instructor ao JD .d._G .as 
Code 15 Post·observation conference with instructor do ·~c 0c zJJ c~ I 

Code 16 Final conference with instructor 10 [C { [; IC' 
Code 17 District Reporting J_G cw z_c "7 [, 

C' 

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school district personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this form certifies that 
you have reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which you •certify (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of the State of California to be true and correct based on your personal knowledge or 
information." This inform ·.~21·s u ]Ld for corccounting purposes only. PLEAS.E SE BLUE INK 

J ;._,t ') ') I ("\ I 
Employee Signature -~ , / 1 U c~ Date ex.. ci I U u 
If you have any questions, please contact _____________ , at ______ _ 

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ______ ; TO ____________ _ 

COPYRIGHT 2004 SixTen and Associates Revised December 2005 
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SA 1.7-1 

Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors 
f'lease report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 
fDf he reimbursable activities for the mandated program. 

Reinbursable Activities Codes: 
Code 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Code 13 Pre-observation conference with inStructor 
Code 14 Classroom observation of Instructor 
Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
COiie 18 Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria: 
(A) district standards and test resuhs . 
(B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to cunicular objectives 
(D) suitable Jeamlng environment 

C 17 D' . rti LAS R M ode !Strict reoo1 100 c s 00 TEACHER TIME IS NOT REIMBURSED 

Albcate the average time spent on each criterion (A-0) for Average Time In Minutes 
each of the following evaluation steps: 

A B c D 

Code 11 Preparing for the evaluation Jo ;w )0 'r70 
Code 12 Goals end objectives conference with instructor I !J /0 /0 /() 

Code 13 Pre-Observation conference with instructor to 2fJ ?{) ;-& 
Code 14 Classroom observation of instructor I~ JD ;5 l3cJ 
Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor :JO ?-& ;M ;J_!) 

Code 16 Final conference with instructor ((} /() Io /'lJ 
Code 17 District Reporting J_Z--~ w ~ 

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school district personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement Your signature on this fonn certifies that 
you have reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which you •c:ertify (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of the State of California to be true and correct based on your personal knowledge or 
infonnation." Th' infonn · ·s used 'ng purpos only. PLEA E USE BLUE jt'K 

Date e-2_ [) P 
~~/_,,;.~~~k..L-~~~:...,,,.~~~...;;..~~ 

If you have any e 

PLEASE SUBMIT 

COPYRIGHT 2004 SixTen and Associates Revised December ?OM 

/ 
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Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors 

SA 1.7-1 

f>lease report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 
llDf he reimbursable activities for the mandated program. 

District/COE 

~~~:lb~ i au. -e~o mo;, 
niployee ame 

San Lu~- ~e~ 
Department/Locat1on ~ 

?r1nc1 oaA 
EXact Position Title 

JuO - /5/-~:56 0 
i elephone # 

12mo/11 mo/1 Omo/hrl~ 
Work year length(circ e) 

Fiscal Year: 
01-02 

00-01 
05-06 

Reinbursable Activities Codes: 
Code 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Code 13 Pre-observation conference with inStructor 
Code 14 Classroom observation of instructor 
Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
Code 18 Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria: 
(A) district standards and test results 
(B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(D) suitable learning environment 

Code 17 District rePC>rtinQ CLASSROOM TEACHER TIME IS NOT REIMBURSED 

AJbcate the average time spent on each criterion (A-0) for Average Time In Minutes 
each of the following evaluation steps: 

A B c D 

C«fe 11 Preparing for the evaluation 10 ID Io / () 

Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor f !J (() I() Id 
Code 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 5 15 5 5 
Code 14 Classroom observation of instructor w 30 J) zj 
Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor IS IL) 15 15 
Code 16 Final conference with instructor )5 JD [? 15 
Code 17 District Reporting d--0 J.-0 i7 ·uJ 

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school district personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this form certifies that 
you have reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which you "certify (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of the State of California to be true and correct based on your personal knowledge or 
information." This inform · n is used for cost accounting purposes only. PLEASE USE BLUE INK 

Employee Signature Date :2 J .,,2. I - (} 6 
If you have any questions, please contact _____________ , at ______ _ 

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ______ ; TO ____________ _ 

COPYRIGHT 2004 SixTen and Associates Revised December 2005 

OUSD0040 182



SA 1.7-1 

Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors 
t=>lease report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 
11Df he reimbursable activities for the mandated program. 

i<:'>o/\·\o, ITT Cs<' L~o.-r\ \-<A f k\'))g..ffi"&\'--\. 
District/COE uepartment/Location':J . .) 

~ c,o~ Ge( mf:z..._... ....--B...,...('=inc __ ·_ .. ,e.,...0_....\.._.,.,,.--------
'EniployeeName EXact Position Title 

11 mo/1 Omo/hrf 
ielephone# year length(circ e) 

FiscalYear: ~-- ~. ~ 
~~~~05-06 

Clrcle the years for Which you are responding. 

fleinbursable Activities Codes: 
Code 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Code 13 Pre-observation conference with inStructor 
Code 14 Classroom observation of Instructor 
Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
Code 18 Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria: 
(A} district standards and test results 
(B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(0) suitable learning environment 

c 11 o· · rti ode istrict repo1 1ng CLASSROOM TEAC R Tl E IS NO RE HE M T IMBU RS ED 

Albcate the average time spent on each criterion (A-D) for Average Time In Minutes 
each of the following evaluation steps: 

A B c D 

Code 11 Preparing for the evaluation 

20 10 \0 io 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 

{S i0 \o 10 
Code 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor s s s 13 
Code 14 Classroom observation of instructor ro JO 2JJ 20 
Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 5 5 c 5 J 
Code 16 Final conference with instructor 8 JO 10 iD 
Code 17 District Reporting ~ JD /0 ~ 

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school distrid personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement Your signature on this form certifies that 
you have reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which you acertify (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of the State of California to be true and correct based on your personal knowledge or 
information." This informa ·on is used for cost accounting purposes only. PLEASE USE BLUE INK 

Employee Signature <,...--- Date :<.. I 2 \ \ 0 lo ___.. ................. ~.~~~~~~-
If you have any questions, please contact _____________ , at ______ _ 

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ______ ; TO ___________ _ 

COPYRIGHT 2004 SixTen and Associates ReVlsed December 2005 
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SA 1.7-1 

Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors 
IPlease report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 
llOf he reimbursable activities for the mandated program. 

Q " Q I 
\._)o L6 + b1 f(~ 05 I elf ,; 

nploye~ a e ' 

'1 kO hj,3s -:] \ ou 12mo/11 mo/1 Omo/hrl~ 
I elephone # Work year length( circ e) 

Fiscal Year: 97-98~9 ~~ __ 
01-02 02-03 3 ' ~ 06 ~u 

Circle the years for whlc you are respon • 

Reinbursable Activities Codes: 
Code 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Code 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 
Coile 14 Classroom observation of instructor 
Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
Coile 16 Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria: 
(A) district standards and test results 
(B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(0) suitable learning environment 

c 17 o· · ode 1strict reoorting CLASSROOMT HERTI E T REIMBURSED EAC M ISNO 

Allocate the average time spent on each criterion (A-0) for Average Time In Minutes 
each of the following evaluation steps: 

A B c D 

Code 11 Preparing for the evaluation 

1D ID ){) JO 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 

15 JO JO JO 
Code 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 

5 5 5 
,.--

__:;; 

Code 14 Classroom observation of instructor Ir ')_, 0 15 JC -~ 

Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
IC I·~ JO 5 l ..'.::) 

Code 16 Final conference with instructor 
/0 15 /0 /0 

Code 17 District Reporting 
~c ;zo 15 15 

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school distrid personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this form certifies that 
you have reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which you "certify (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of the State of California to be true and correct based on your personal knowfedge or 
information.n This inforation is use r cost accounting purposes only. PLEASE USE BLUE INK 

Employee Signature : · , • Date :J - ~ I -0 (p 
If you have any questio , please onta 

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS NFORMATION BY ______ ; TO ____________ _ 

COPYRIGHT 2004 SixTen and Associates ReVised December 2005 

OUSD0042 
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SA 1.7-1 

Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors 
l!Please report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 
ll!Of he reimbursable activities for the mandated program. 

{J.US.D· 
Uistrict/COE 

Htl/ Ll! ;i f. MORQtJJ 
E111ploy~e Name o 
7 hO -L/ 3 3- 32 32 ~11 mo/1 Omo/hrtv 
ieephone # year length(circle) 

fr.w.- ;qqe -d t)Ob &11\1 o 
Reinbursable Activities Codes: 
Code 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Code 13 Pre-observation conference with inStructor 
Code 14 Classroom observation of Instructor 
Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
Code 16 Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria: 
(A) district standards and test results 
(B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(D) suitable learning environment 

1 Code 7 District reoortinct CLASSROOM TEACHER TIME IS NOT REIMBURSED 

Albcate the average time spent on each criterion (A-0) for Average Time In Minutes 
each of the following evaluation steps: 

,A, B c I"\ ..... 

Code 11 Preparing for the evaluation ZiJ /() .2o IV 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 15 1JJ lJJ )0 

Code 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor _) 5 s 5 
Code14 Classroom observation of instructor 16 JS' 15 5 

Code 15 Post~observation conference with instructor 
/0 lo lo /0 

Code 16 Final conference with instructor /lj I !S 15 IQ 

Code 17 District Reporting J-U c!JU cJ() 5" 

COPYRIGHT 2004 SixTen and Associates Revised December 2005 

OUSD0043 185
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SA 1.7-1 

Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12} 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors 
IPlease report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 
.of he reimbursable activities for the mandated program. 

l5istrict/COE DepartmenULocation 

/.-0/S !?. C,,-VU1()L I 
Elllployee Name . 

~/~ ·. 
EXact Position Title~ 

1/IJ-%7-.2 )/a CJ 12m~Omo/hrlrf 
'i"eephone # Work y ength(circe) 

Fiscal ~---97-98 98-99 99-00 ttiQ-01) 
~02-03 03-04 04-05 ~ 

Circle the years for which you are responding. 

Reinbursable Activities Codes: 
Code 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Code 13 Pre-observation conference with inStructor 
Code 14 Classroom observation of Instructor 
Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
Code 18 Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria: 
(A) district standards and test results 
(B) instructional techniques/sb"ategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(D) suitable learning environment 

c 17 District rti ode repo1 ing c LAS ROOM TEAC s HER Tl ME IS T NO REIMBURSED 

Albcate the average time spent on each criterion (A-0) for Average Time In Minutes 
each of the following evaluation steps: 

A B c D 

Cede 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
;}{) /0 /{} /{) 

Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
/) /t) /{) /{) 

Code 13 Pr~observation conference with instructor 
5 6 . 

~ 5 
Code 14 Classroom observation of instructor ftJ ,),5 dS- .20-

Code 15 Postoo0bservation conference with instructor 
.30 /i)_. /j- /0 

Code 16 Final conference with instructor 
31J /j- /S /5-

Code 17 District Reporting 
c20 :20 70 d() 

If you have any questions, please ntact _____________ ,at ______ _ 

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ______ ; TO ____________ _ 

COPYRIGHT 2004 SixTen and Associates 
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SA 1.7-1 

Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors 
f>lease report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 
110f he reimbursable activities for the mandated program. 

·~ ~cJ \ ds E le t)Le ,'l.._-\e._ fttA 
Vistrict/COE DepartmsLOcation "':J 
~CL<-d-e..-\--\-e- \'\, o M.psA. Ass ;-,-k, b + ffil'\.C..w c"'- L 

iliployee Name Exact Position Title 

7ldJ -;i5 7 ~ c25t 0 12mo/11mo/10mo/hrl~ Fisca~Y · 97-98 98-99 99-00 ~) 
T phone# Work year length(circe) 01-02 02-03 03-04 04-05 ~ 

Circle rs for which you are responding. 

Reinbursable Activities Codes: 
Code 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Cote 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 
Code 14 Classroom observation of Instructor 
Cote 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
Code 18 Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria: 
(A) district standards and test results 
(8) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
{D) suitable learning environment 

~ 17 District rti repo1 ng CLASS OOM T C E Tl E I R EA H R M SNOT REIMBURSED 

Albcate the average time spent on each criterion (A-0) for Average Time In Minutes 
each of the following evaluation steps: 

A B c D 

Code 11 Preparing for the evaluation ;;LU /() /0 lo 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 15 /() 10 {() 

Code 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 

5 15 5 /(J 
Code 14 Classroom observation of instructor 2u 30 lO zo 
Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 

/~ /) 15 15 
Code 16 Final conference with instructor 

/5 /0 15 /5 
Code 17 District Reporting zu zu i5 z..o 

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school district personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this form certifies that 
you have reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which you •certify (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of the State of California to be true and correct based on your personal knowledge or 
information.# This inform ion is used f r cost accounting purposes only. PLEASE USE BLUE INK 

Employee Signature Date C2. - o2. / - () ' 
If you have any questions, please contact _____________ , at ______ _ 

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ______ ; TO-------------· 

COPYRIGHT 2004 SixTen and AssOciates ReVised December 2005 

OUSD0045 187



SA 1.7-1 

Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors 

E111ployee Name 

1/t) ~5 - t?- S-6 
'T eephone # y lengt ( circ e) 

p~ tJ3-(Jtl; Jt/-t);/; t1~--tJb 
Reinbursable Activities Codes: 
Code 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Colle 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Code 13 Pre-observation conference with inStructor 
Code 14 Classroom observation of instructor 
Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
Colle 18 Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria: 
(A) district standards and test results 
(B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(D) suitable learning environment 

Code 17 District reporting CLASSROOM TEACHER TIME IS NOT REJMBURSED 

Albcate the average time spent on each criterion (A-0) for Average Time In Minutes 
each of the following evaluation steps: 

A B c D 

Cede 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
~{J /{) /ff /D 

Cede 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
/S I 

/(; /fJ /() 

Cede 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor s 5 s s-
Code 14 Classroom observation of instructor tP ,~ ~§ j5 ~ 
Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor /?J /') /0 3o 
Code 16 Final conference with instructor 

30 /5' /) /s 
Code 17 District Reporting 

d..tJ ,.2() dl() O<o 
EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school district personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this form certifies that 
you have reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which you •certify (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of the State of California to be true and correct based on your personal knowledge or 
information." This information is u d for st unting purposes only. PLEASE USE BLUE INK 

Employee Signature .~ Date ?61 /;26 T-1 
~-~-~-~~-~-~~'at~-----~ 

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ______ ; TO _____________ , 
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SA 1.7-1 

12mo/11mo/10mo/hrl~ Fiscal Year: 97-98 9 - ·99-00 00-01 J"",JJ .fX/Jn, 
==.,-~ee.,__ph=-o-n_e_#::----Work year length(circre) 01-02 02-03 03-04 04-05 - ftlll'~U 

Circle the years for which you are responding. 

Reinbursable Activities Codes: 
Code 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Code 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 
Code 14 Classroom observation of instructor 
Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
Code 18 Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria: 
(A) district standards and test results 
(B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular obje~i~ _ 
(D) suitable leaniihg env1ronmen 

Code 17 District reporting CLASSROOM TEACHER TIME IS NOT REIMBURSED 

Albcate the average time spent on each criterion (A-0) for Average Time In Minutes 
each of the following evaluation steps: 

A B c D 

Code 11 Preparing for the evaluation 

~ 10 lo {() 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 

15 lo /() {) 
Code 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 

5 _C) f) 5 
Code 14 Classroom observation of instructor 10 Jb" --tlO b 
Code 15 Post..abservation conference with instructor 

10 {f) /() In 
Code 16 Final conference with instructor 

}~ lo Io ID 
Code 17 District Reporting ~ ~c) ~o tb 

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school district personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this form certifies that 
you have reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which you •certify (or declare) under penalty of 
peljury under the laws of the State of Califo ·a to e true a correct based on your personal knowledge or 
information." This inf~- o · used for s nting ses only. L SE U E B E INK 

Employee Signature __,~-i.b~~-.:::::::;i,.¥=>.....i:~~~~:.:q...+-+ 

If you have any questions, pie se 

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMA 

COPYRIGHT 2004 SixTen and Associates Revised December 2005 
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SA 1.7-1 

Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors 
IPlease report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 
lllDf he reimbursable activities for the mandated program. 

0 Q.Q£'-1\S\dt.. \J1'\\ \1 fc\ ~ I~Q"l Ro/\c:_ ~\ ff Qwvzv·, l--<iJ 
DIStrictlCOE ~ent/Location 

'"-..~ CO-- V\f\. {!,/ ~ a._ v'\ TY i Y'\ c \ (-) {'._ \ 
Employee Name ...,EX_a_c__,..t_P,_o--.sit*"tfo-n-.T"'"'it,.,-le ______ _ 

757- d5loV 12mo/11mo/10mo/hrtv Fiscal~"'-~)~~~ 
ieephone # Work year length( circle) @::9-2 02-03 03-04 ~5 05:.-06 

Circle the years for which you are responding. 

Reinbursable Activities Codes: 
eo.e 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Code 13 Pre-observation conference with inStructor 
Code 14 Classroom observation of Instructor 
Colle 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
Colle 18 Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria: 
(A) district standards and test results 
(B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(D) suitable learning environment 

CO\le 17 District re..,.,, ~' IH CLASSROOM TEACHER TIME IS NOT REIMBURSED 

Afbcate the average time spent on each criterion (A-D) for Average Time In Minutes 
ea:h of the following evaluation steps: 

A B c D 

Cede 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
d-0 ID Ii) ID 

Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor -/) i r) //) to 
Code 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor ,c-

) J b- s-
Code 14 Classroom observation of instructor fj_D lfo IS ~') 

Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 

:20 :30 ~() ,:;_O 

Code 16 Final conference with instructor rs I 5-do d--0 
Code 17 District Reporting lfo t-(0 30 3() 

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school district personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this form certifies that 
you have reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which you "certify (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of the State of California to be true and correct based on your personal knowledge or 
information." This information is used for cost accounting purposes only. PLEASE USE BLUE INK 

Employee Signature ? /l!V'~ Yl'{/i.__- Date S- - :? / - 6 (e 
If you have any questioni, lease contact , at-------

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS FORMATION BY ; TO-------------· 
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SA 1.7-1 

Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors 
IPlease report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 
11Df he reimbursable activities for the mandated program. 

District/COE D~tnlo~tFon'=>------------
.....- t.1· 1 ' J$ I//.( l.N I $47 tJ 

E111playee Name ____ ~ctNP~o~itle 
2m 111 mo/1 Omo/hrl 

elephone W year length( circ e) 
Fiscal~r:-,. 2I~,~~ ~ 00-01 

~05-06 
Circle ars for which You are responding. 

Reinbursable Activities Codes: 
Code 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Code 13 Pre-observation conference with inStructor 
Code 14 Classroom observation of Instructor 
Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
Code 18 Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria: PG :'S 
(A) district standards and test results " . · 
(B) instructional techniques/strategies 'ic\. 6-e_. 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(0) suitable learning environment 

COiie 17 District reoortino CLASSROOM TEACHER Tl ME IS NOT REIMBURSED 

Afbcate the average time spent on each criterion (A-D) for Average Time fn Minutes 
each of the following evaluation steps: 

A B c D 

C«te 11 Preparing for the evaluation Ji t'[) ID ~ iD 
Code 12 Goals and objectives_~ with instructor 

(/i-

~ ){J /{) ID 
Code 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor /' ~1J- ,,.....-. 

" ,/' 

~ •/ '7 
Code14 Classroom observation of instructor ,)o ?a 30 3D 
Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 

j ·' •. (J 50 ?O ,9._ 0 
Code 16 Final conference with instructor ~ I~ I() xo I 0 
Code 17 District Reporting 7 ,.- ~ s-- ~s-

~ /--, 
:7' .~ "" ::::::. 

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school district personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement Your signature on this form certifies that 
you have reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which you "certify (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of the State of California to be true and correct based on your personal knowledge or 
information: This information is used for cost accounting purposes only. PLEASE USE BLUE INK 

Employee Signature 1a..M e I l< )' ~ ~C:'Y>. Date .!)..).;;1 Jo lo 
~ -;7"'-"-r1~~----~--

lf you have any questions, please contact , at-------

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ; TO------------

COPYRIGHT 2004 SixTen and Associates Revtsed December 2005 
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STUTZ ARTIANO SHINOFF & HOLTZ 
A Professional Corporation 
Arthur M. Palkowitz, Esq. (SBN 106141) 
2488 Historic Decatur Road, Suite 200 
San Diego, California 92106 
TelelJhone: (619) 232-3122 
Facsimile: (619) 232-3264 

Attorneys for Claimant 
OCEANSIDE UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT 

BEFORE THE COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

IN RE INCORRECT REDUCTION 
CLAIM ON: 

CHAPTER 498 STATUTES OF 1983; 

INCORRECT REDUCTION CLAIM OF 
OCEANSIDE UNIFIED SCHOOL 
DISTRICT; 

CHAPTER 4, STATUTES OF 1999; CHAPTER 498, STATUTES OF 1983 
CHAPTER 4, STATUTES OF 1999 

THE STULL ACT PROGRAM: FISCAL (THE STULL ACT PROGRAM) 
YEARS 1997-1998, 1998-1999, 
1999-2000, 2000-2001, 2001-2002, 2002- DECLARATION OF KATHY FERGUSON 
2003,2003-2004,2004-2005. 

I, KA THY FERGUSON, declare as follows: 

1. I am the Director of Payroll and Benefits at Oceanside Unified School District. 

I have personal knowledge of the matters stated herein, and if called as a witness could, and 

would, competently testify thereto. 

2. I have provided true and correct copies of the Article 15 (Evaluation) from the 

Bargaining Unit agreements with the Oceanside Teachers Association for the Fiscal Years of 

1997-2005. 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the 

foregoing is true and correct, executed this _J_j_ day of_~ft~l'~jr-,..u.---""""".s~f-___ , 2014, at 

San Diego, California. ~ {l_~ 

KJkiFe~jjiOn (} 

Declaration of Kathy Ferguson 

Stutz Law San Diego/I 183/2/PUS0197227.DOCX 
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1 ARTICLE XV: EVALUATION 

2 15.1. Personal and Academic Freedom 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

15.2. 

15.1.1. 

15.1.2. 

The Board will not institute dismissal action against 

employees solely on the basis of unsubstantiated 

allegations in citizen or parent complaints. 

The Board will not predicate any adverse action upon 

employees' personal, political, or organizational 

activities and preferences, unless those activities 

and preferences affect the employees' job'performance. 

Eyaluation Procedures 

15.2.l. 

1s.2.2. 

15.2.3. 

All probationary certificated employees will be 

evaluated by the administration in writing at least 

once each school-year, and this written evaluation 

will be transmitted to employees not later than thirty 

(30) calendar days prior to the end of the student

year in which the evaluation takes place. 

All permanent· certificated employees will be evaluated 

by the administration on a continu~ng basis in writing 

at least once every other year, and this written 

evaluation will be transmitted to employees not later 

than thirty (30) calendar days prior to the end of the 

student-year in which the evaluation takes place. 

Prior to the end of the seventh school-week of the 

. appropriate semester, Evaluatees and Evaluators will 

meet to establish acceptable goals and objectives upon 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

15.2.4. 

15.2.5. 

15.2.6. 

which evaluations will be based. In the event mutual 

consent cannot be reached on the goals and objectives, 

Evaluators will inform Evalutees, in writing, of the 

goals and objectives on which final evaluations will 

be based. If Evalutees do not concur with said goals 

and objectives, they may submit written statements 

indicating why the Evaluator's statements are not 

appropriate. The Evalutees' statements as described 

herein will become part of the official evaluation 

documentation. 

If, during the course of the evaluation period, 

mitigating circumstances arise which may require 

modification of goals and objectives, the modification 

may be initiated by Evaluators or Evalutees, and any 

amended goals and objectives will be established in 

accordance with 15.2.3. 

Evaluations wili include at least one 

classroom/assignment observation. Negative comments 

will not be included in the final evaluation, unless 

Evalutees have previously been notified in writing of 

the areas of concern and provided opportunities for 

written response. 

Before the end of the school-year, Evaluators and 

Evaluatees will meet to discuss the evaluations. 
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3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

15.2.7. 

15.2.8. 

15.2.9. 

15.2.10. 

15.2.11. 

15.2.12. 

Evaluatees will have the right to initiate written 

reactions or responses to their evaluations. These 

responses will become attachments to the evaluations 

and will be placed in the Evaluatee's personnel files. 

In the event Evaluatees receive "unsatisfactory" 

evaluations, Evaluators will provide Evaluatees with 

specific recommendations as to areas of needed 

improvement, and Evaluators will endeavor to assist 

Evaluatees to improve. 

Employees will not be required to participate in the 

evaluation of other employees, nor will any self

evaluation be included in the formal evaluation. 

However, at the option of their immediate 

administrators, department chairpersons may be 

required to serve as resources to the administration 

in employee evaluation matters. 

Prior to setting goals and objectives, Evaluatees will 

be given copies of existing releva~t sections of the 

goals and objectives of their Evaluators, schools, or 

departments. 

The evaluation process established by the District 

will not be in conflict with the provisions of this 

article or prevailing state law. 

Neither the District evaluation process nor the 

Evaluators' judgments and recommendations contained in 
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1 

2 

3 

classroom observation reports and formal evaluations 

will be subject to the provisions contained in Article 

VII. However, alleged violations of the provisions of 

4 this article are grievable. 

5 15.3. personnel Files 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

15.3.1. 

15.3.2. 

15.3.3. 

15.3.4. 

Materials in personnel files of employees which may 

serve as a basis for affecting the status of their 

employment will be made available for their 

inspection. 

Materials in Personnel Files will not include ratings, 

reports, or records which (1) were obtained prior to 

employment, (2) were prepared by identifiable 

examination committee members, or (3) were obtained in 

connection with promotional examinations. 

Employees will have the right to inspect materials in 

their Personnel Files upon request, normally during 

non-instructional time. 

Information of a derogatory nature, except material 

mentioned in 15.3.2, will not be entered or filed in 

Personnel Files unless and until employees are given 

notice and an opportunity to review and comment, and 

employees will have the right to enter, and have 

attached to any such derogatory statements, their own 

comments. The review will take place during normal 

business hours, and, if convenient for the employees 
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2 
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6 
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8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

15.3.S. 

15.3.6. 

15.3.7. 

15.3.8. 

15.3.9. 

and their immediate administrators, may be done during 

the instructional day without salary reduction. 

Upon written authorization.by employees, 

representatives of the Association will be permitted 

to examine materials in the employees' personnel 

files. 

Individuals who draft non-routine material for 

placement in employees' personnel files will sign the 

material and signify the dates on which the material 

was placed in the files. 

The District will keep a log listing individuals other 

than District management employees and appropriate 

Personnel Department employees who have examined 

personnel files, as well as the dates when the 

examinations were made. The log will be available for 

examination by employees or their Association 

representatives, if authorized by the employees. 

Access to personnel files will be limited to members 

of the District Management Team, members of the Board 

of Education, and appropriate Personnel Department 

employees, on a need-to-know basis. The contents of 

all personnel files will be kept in the strictest 

confidence. 

These provisions will apply to employee personnel 

files maintained at the District Central Office. 
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25 

//Ill 

I/Ill 

/Ill/ 

Ill/I 

15.4. Evaluation Documentation Files 

Employees may have reasonable access to any evaluation 

documentation files that their immediate administrators may 

maintain at the work-sites. 
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ARTICLE 15: EVALUATION 

15.1. Evaluation Procedures 

The purposes of the evaluation system are: 1) to improve the 

delivery of educational services; 2) to provide constructive 

assistance to employees; and 3) to rate the service of employees to 

the District. 

15.1.1. Probationary Employees 

All probationary certificated employees will be evaluated 

in writing at least once each school-year, and this 

written evaluation will be transmitted to employees not 

later than thirty (30) calendar days prior to the end of 

the student-year in which the evaluation takes place. 

15.1.2. Permanent Employees 

All permanent certificated employees will be evaluated on 

a continuing basis in writing at least once every other 

year, and this written evaluation will be transmitted to 

employees not later than thirty (30) calendar days prior 

to the end of the student-year in which the evaluation 

takes place. 

15.1.3. Goals and Objectives 

Prior to the end of the seventh school-week of the 

appropriate semester, Evaluatees and Evaluators will meet 

to establish acceptable goals and objectives upon which 

evaluations will be based. In the event mutual consent 

cannot be reached on the goals and objectives, Evaluators 
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will inform Evaluatees, in writing, of the goals and 

objectives on which final evaluations will be based. If 

Evaluatees do not concur, they may submit written 

statements indicating why the goals and objectives 

prepared by their Evaluators are not appropriate, and 

those statements will become part of their official 

evaluation documentation. 

15.1.3.1. Prior to setting goals and objectives, 

Evaluatees will be given 

copies of existing relevant sections of the 

goals and objectives of their Evaluators, 

schools, and/or departments. 

15.1.3.2. If, during the course of the evaluation period, 

mitigating circumstances arise which require 

changing goals and objectives, modifications may 

be initiated by Evaluators or Evaluatees, and 

any amended goals and objectives will be 

established in accordance with 15.1.3. 

15.1.4. Basis for Evaluation 

15.1.4.1. Evaluations of all employees will 

include, but not be limited to, 

consideration of: 

15.1.4.1.1. Goals and objectives of 

employees. 
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15.1.4.1.2. The progress of students 

toward standards of 

expected student 

achievement; 

15.1.4.1.3. Instructional techniques 

and strategies; 

15.1.4.1.4. Adherence to curricular 

objectives; 

15.1.4.1.5. Establishment and 

maintenance of suitable 

learning environments, 

including classroom 

control; 

15.1.4.1.6. Performance of other duties 

normally required as 

adjunct to the regular 

assignments of employees. 

15.1.4.2. Evaluation of student progress will be 

based upon standards expected of 

students at each grade level in each 

area of study. Information to support 

evaluations will be obtained through a 

variety of sources including, but not 

limited to: classroom observations, 

student work products, judgments, 
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5.1.4.3. 

responsibilities carried, criterion

referenced tests, and anecdotal 

records. 

The basis for objective evaluation and 

student progress assessment will be 

data collected related to standards of 

expected student growth and progress. 

15.1.4.4. Evaluation of non-instructional 

employees will be based on their 

fulfillment of defined job 

responsibilities. 

15.1.5. Classroom Observations 

15.l.S.l. Evaluations of classroom performance will 

include at least one formal 

classroom/assignment observation, normally by 

December 15. Observations will be followed 

by personal conferences between Evaluators 

and Evaluatees, normally within five (5) 

work-days; this timeline may be extended by 

mutual agreement. Evaluators will prepare 

written classroom observation reports for 

conferences, which will be presented to and 

discussed with Evaluatees. If Evaluators 

have concerns about performances of 

Evaluatees in any of the observed areas, 
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1s.1.s.2. 

15.1.S.3. 

15.1.S.4. 

Evaluators will discuss those concerns with 

Evaluatees at the post-observation 

conferences. continuing concerns will be 

reduced to writing and given to Evaluatees, 

along with assistance plans. 

Except in cases of significant violations of 

job duties, work-rules or professional 

competence, at least three (3) formal and 

scheduled classroom/assignment observations 

will take place prior to issuance of final 

annual evaluations with overall ratings of 

unsatisfactory. 

Classroom observations may be made by more 

than one administrator provided that 

administrators who are not the primary 

Evaluators have discussed the goals and 

objectives with Evaluatees prior to 

observations. Evaluatees or their primary 

Evaluators may request that formal scheduled 

classroom observations be done by other 

administrators. 

Nothing herein will prevent Evaluators from 

making unscheduled classroom observations in 

addition to formal scheduled observations. 

Unscheduled classroom observations are formal 
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15.1.6. Leeson Plane 

15.1.6.1. 

15.1.6.2. 

observations ae opposed to informal walk

throughe or drop-in visits. Evaluators are 

expected to meet with Evaluateee to discuss 

unscheduled classroom observations within (3) 

three work-days unless deadlines are extended 

by mutual agreement. If Evaluators have 

concerns about performances of Evaluatees in 

any of the observed areas, Evaluators will 

discuss those concerns with Evaluateee at 

post-observation conferences. 

Temporary and probationary employees and 

employees on assistance plans (Section 

15.14.8) will prepare daily lesson plans and 

provide them to their immediate 

administrators. All other employees will be 

responsible for preparing daily lesson plans 

and having them available for review; 

however, they will not be required to turn in 

the lesson plans. 

If employees fail to leave lesson plans for 

substitutes on at least two occasions within 

a school-year, they may be required by their 

immediate administrators to turn in lesson 

plans for the remainder of that school-year. 
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15.1.7. Final Annual Evaluations 

15.1.7.1. 

15.1.7.2. 

15.1.7.3. 

15.1.7.4. 

15.1.7.5. 

There should be no surprises in final 

evaluations; therefore, negative comments 

will not be included unless Evaluatees have 

previously been notified in writing of the 

area(s) of concern and provided opportunities 

for written responses. 

Before the end of the school-year, Evaluators 

and Evaluatees will meet to discuss 

evaluations; normally, these meetings will 

occur by June 1. 

Evaluatees will have the right to initiate 

written responses to their evaluations. 

These responses will become attachments to 

the evaluations and will be placed in the 

personnel files of Evaluatees. 

In the event Evaluatees receive 

"unsatisfactory" evaluations, Evaluators 

will provide Evaluatees with specific 

recommendations about areas of needed 

improvement, and Evaluators will offer 

assistance intended to help Evaluatees 

improve. 

Employees will not be required to participate 

in evaluations of other employees, nor will 

- 107 

208



self-evaluations be included in the formal 

evaluations. However, at the option of their 

immediate administrators, department 

chairpersons may be required to serve as 

resources in employee evaluations. 

15.1.8. Employee Assistance Plans 

15.1.8.1. 

15.1.8.2. 

Employee Assistance Plans are written plans, 

with timelines, to help employees who 

voluntarily request assistance or for whom 

remediation is recommended by their immediate 

administrators. Employee Assistance Plans 

will not be required in instances of 

egregious behavior by employees or when 

notices of unprofessional conduct have been 

issued. 

If employees receive overall unsatisfactory 

evaluations or unsatisfactory ratings in any 

areas designated in 15.1.4.1, their 

Evaluators will prepare written assistance 

plans with specific timelines and strategies 

that will include, but not be limited to, the 

following: 

lS.1.e.2.1. Identification of specific 

deficiencies; 

15.1.B.2.2. Detailed outline of assistance; 
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15.1.8.3. 

15.1.8.4. 

15.1.8.5. 

15.1.8.2.3. Specific expectations; 

15.1.8.2.4. Date by which deficiencies must 

be corrected; 

15.1.8.2.5. Method for reassessment. 

If final evaluations contain areas ranked as 

"unsatisfactory," assistance plans will be 

implemented for the following school-year. 

Before plans are implemented, Evaluatees and 

their Evaluators will meet to discuss and 

review employee assistance plans, including 

timelines for reassessment. At the end of 

reassessment periods, Evaluatees and 

Evaluators will meet again to discuss 

progress of Evaluatees. Evaluators may 

require Evaluatees to continue on assistance 

plans until reaching satisfactory levels of 

performance. 

Employee assistance plans may include, but 

will not be limited to: a) weekly meetings 

with their Evaluators to review the lesson 

plans of Evaluatees; b) having administrators 

or peer coaches model lessons; c) providing 

Evaluatees with released time to observe 

other classes; or d) attendance at in-service 

training or other applicable courses. If 
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15.1.8.6. 

15.1.8.7. 

Evaluators require Evaluatees to take 

specific training or in-service for which 

there is a fee, the District will pay for the 

cost of the required training. Evaluators 

will meet regularly with Evaluatees to 

monitor progress on assistance plans. 

Employees who receive overall unsatisfactory 

evaluations, or who are within the duration 

of notices of unprofessional conduct, will 

not be eligible to receive step increases or 

anniversary increments (see section 8.17). 

Employees will have the right to appeal to 

the District Personnel Administrator whose 

decision will be final. If employees achieve 

overall satisfactory evaluations when they 

are reassessed as specified in employee 

assistance plans, they will receive step 

increases at the next pay period. 

"Overall unsatisfactory evaluation," will 

mean a final annual evaluation in which three 

(3) or more areas are ranked as 

"unsatisfactory" by the Evaluator. 
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//Ill 

//Ill 

/Ill/ 

/Ill/ 

15.2. 

15.1.9. Legal Conformance 

The evaluation process established by the District will 

not be in conflict with the provisions of this article or 

prevailing state law. 

15.1.10. Greivability 

Neither the' District evaluation process nor judgments and 

recommendations of Evaluators contained in classroom 

observation reports and formal evaluations will be subject 

to the provisions contained in the Grievance and 

Arbitration Article of this agreement; how~ver, alleged 

violations of the provisions of this article are 

grievable. 

Personal and Academic Freedom 

15.2.l. The District will not begin dismissal action against 

employees solely on the basis of unsubstantiated 

allegations in citizen or parent complaints. 

15.2.2. The District will not base any adverse action against 

employees on their personal, political, or organizational 

activities and preferences, unless those activities and 

preferences affect the job performance of the employees. 

- 111 
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ARTICLE 15: EVALUATION 

15.1. Evaluation Procedures 

The purposes of the evaluation system are: 1) to improve the delivery of educational services; 2) 

to provide constructive assistance to employees; and 3) to rate the service of employees to the 

District. 

15.i1. probationarv Employees 

All probationary certificated employees will be evaluated in writing at least once each 

school-year, and this written evaluation will be transmitted to employees not later 

than thirty (30) calendar days prior to the end of the student-year in which the 

evaluation takes place. 

15.1.2. permanent Employees 

All permanent certificated employees will be evaluated on a conlinuing basis in 

writing at least once every other year, and this written evaluation will be transmitted 

to employees not later than thirty (30) calendar days prior to the end of the student

year in which the evaluation takes place. 

15.1.3. Goals and Objectives 

Prior to the end of the seventh school-week of the appropriate semester, Evaluatees 

and Evaluators will meet to establish acceptable goals and objectives upon which 

evaluations will be based. In the event mutual consent cannot be reached on the 

goals and objectives, Evaluators will Inform Evaluatees, in writing, of the goals and 

objectives on which final evaluations will be based. If Evaluatees do not concur, they 

may submit written statements indicating why the goals and objectives prepared by 

their Evaluators are not appropriate, and those statements will become part of their 

official evaluation documentation. 

15.1.3.1. Prior to setting goals and objectives, Evaluatees will be given 

copies of existing relevant sections of the goals and objectives of their 

Evaluators, schools, and/or departments. 
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15.1..3.2. If, during the course of the evaluation period, mitigating 

circumstances arise which require changing goals and objectives, 

modifications may be initiated by Evaluators or Evaluatees, and any 

amended goals and objectives will be established in accordance with 

15.1.3. 

15.1.4. Basis for Evaluation 

15.i.4.1. Evaluations of all employees will include, but not be limited to, 

consideration of: 

15.1.4.1..1. Goals and objectives of employees; 

15.1.4.1.2. The progress of students toward standards of expected 

student achievement; 

15.1.4.1.3. Instructional techniques and strategies; 

15.1.4.1.4. Adherence to curricular objectives; 

15.1.4.1.5. Establishment and maintenance of suitable learning 

environments, Including classroom control; and 
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15.1.4.1.6. Performance of other duties normally required as adjunct 

to the regular assignments of employees. 

15.1.4.2. Evaluation of student progress will be based upon standards expected of 

students at each grade level In each area of study. Information to 

support evaluations will be obtained through a variety of sources 

Including, but not limited to: classroom observations, student work 

products, judgments, responsibilities carried, criterion-referenced tests, 

and anecdotal records. 

15.1.4.3. The basis for objective evaluation and student progress assessment will 

be data collected related to standards of expected student growth and 

progress. 

15.1.4.4. Evaluation of non-instructional employees will be based on their 

fulfillment of.defined job responsibilities. 
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15.1.5. Classroom Observatjons 

15.1.5.1. Evaluations of classroom performance will include at least one formal 

classroom/assignment observation, normally by December 15. 

Observations will be followed by personal conferences between 

Evaluators and Evaluatees, normally within five (5) work-days; this 

timeline may be extended by mutual agreement. Evaluators will prepare 

written classroom observation reports for conferences, which will be 

presented to and discussed with Evaluatees. If Evaluators have concerns 

about performances of Evaluatees in any of the observed areas, 

Evaluators will discuss those concerns with Evaluatees at the post

observation conferences. Continuing concerns will be reduced to writing 

and given to Evaluatees, along with assistance plans. 

15.1.5.2. Except in cases of significant violations of job duties, work-rules or 

professional competence, at least three (3) formal and scheduled 

classroom/assignment observations will take place prior to issuance of 

final annual evaluations with overall ratings of unsatisfactory. 

15.1.5.3. Classroom observations may be made by more than one administrator 

provided that administrators who are not the primary Evaluators have 

discussed the goals and objectives with Evaluatees prior to observations. 

Evaluatees or their primary Evaluators may request that formal 

scheduled classroom observations be done by other administrators. 

15.1.5.4. Nothing herein will prevent Evaluators from making unscheduled 

classroom observations in addition to formal scheduled observations. 

Unscheduled classroom observations are formal observations as 

opposed to informal walk-throughs or drop-in visits. Evaluators are 

expected to meet with Evaluatees to discuss unscheduled classroom 

observations within (3) three work-days unless deadlines are extended by 

mutual agreement. If Evaluators have concerns about performances of 
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Evaluatees in any of the observed areas, Evaluators will discuss those 

concerns with 

15.1.6. Lesson Plans 
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15.1.6.1. Temporary and probationary employees and employees on assistance 

plans (Section 15.14.8) will prepare daily lesson plans and provide them 

to their immediate administrators. All other employees will be 

responsible for preparing dally lesson plans and having them available 

tor review; however, they will not be required to turn in the lesson plans. 

15.1.6.2. If employees fail to leave lesson plans tor substitutes on at least two 

occasions within a school-year, they may be required by their immediate 

administrators to turn in lesson plans for the remainder of that school

year. 

15.1.7. Final Annual Evaluations 

15.1.7.1. There should be no surprises in final evaluations; therefore, negative 

comments will not be included unless Evaluatees have previously been 

notified In writing of the area(s) of concern and provided opportunities for 

written responses. 

15.1. 7 .2. Before the end of the school-year, Evaluators and Evaluatees will meet to 

discuss evaluations; normally, these meetings will occur by June 1. 

15.1.7.3. Evaluatees will have the right to Initiate written responses to their 

evaluations. These responses will become attachments to the 

evaluations and will be placed In the personnel files of Evatuatees. 

15.1.7.4. In the event Evaluatees receive "unsatisfactory• evaluations, Evaluators 

will provide Evaluatees with specific recommendations about areas of 

needed Improvement, and Evaluators will offer assistance intended to 

help Evaluatees Improve. 

15.1.7.5. Employees will not be required to participate In evaluations of other 

employees, nor will self-evaluations be Included in the formal 
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evaluations. However, at the option of their immediate 

administrators, department chairpersons may be required to serve as 

resources in employee evaluations. 

15.1.8. Employee Assistance Plans 

76 

15.1.8.1. Employee Assistance Plans are written plans, with tlmelines, to help 

employees who voluntarily request assistance or for whom remediation 

is recommended by their immediate administrators. Employee 

Assistance Plans will not be required in instances of egregious behavior 

by employees or when notices of unprofessional conduct have been 

issued. 

15.1.8.2. If employees receive overall unsatisfactory evaluations or unsatisfactory 

ratings in any areas designated in 15.1.4.1, their Evaluators will prepare 

written assistance plans with specific timelines and strategies that will 

Include, but not be limited to, the following: 

15.1.8.2.1. 

15.1.8.2.2. 

15.1.8.2.3. 

15.1.8.2.4. 

15.1.8.2.5. 

Identification of specific deficiencies; 

Detailed outline of assistance; 

Specific expectations; 

Date by which deficiencies must be corrected; and 

Method for reassessment. 

15.1.8.3. If final evaluations contain areas ranked as "unsatisfactory", assistance 

plans will be implemented for the following school-year. 

15.1.8.4. Before plans are implemented, Evaluatees and their Evaluators will meet 

to discuss and review employee assistance plans, including timelines for 

reassessment. At the end of reassessment periods, Evaluatees and 

Evaluators will meet again to discuss progress of Evaluatees. Evaluators 

may require Evaluatees to continue on assistance plans until reaching 

satisfactory levels of performance. 
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15.1.8.5. Employee assistance plans may include, but will not be limited to: a) 

weekly meetings with their Evaluators to review the lesson plans of 

Evaluatees; b) having administrators or peer coaches model lessons; c) 

providing Evaluatees with released time to observe other classes; or d) 

attendance at in-service training or other applicable courses. If 

Evaluators require Evaluatees to take specific training or in-service for 

which there is a fee, the District will pay for the cost of the required 

training. Evaluators will meet regularly with Evaluatees to monitor 

progress on assistance plans. 
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15.1.8.6. Employees who receive overall unsatisfactory evaluations, or who are 

within the duration of notices of unprofessional conduct, will not be 

eligible to receive step increases or anniversary increments (see section 

8. 18). Employees will have the right to appeal to the District Personnel 

Administrator whose decision will be final. If employees achieve overall 

satisfactory evaluations when they are reassessed as specified in 

employee assistance plans, they will receive step increases at the next 

pay period. 

15.1.8.7. "Overall unsatisfactory evaluation" will mean a final annual evaluation in 

which three (3) or more areas are ranked as "unsatisfactory" by the 

Evaluator. 

15.1.9. Legal Conformance 

The evaluation process established by the District will not be in conflict with the 

provisions of this article or prevailing state law. 

15.1.10. Grievabilitv 

Neither the District evaluation process nor judgments and recommendations of 

Evaluators contained in classroom observation reports and formal evaluations will be 

subject to the provisions contained in Article 7 of this agreement; however, alleged 

violations of the provisions of this article are grievable. 
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/Ill/ 

//Ill 

I/Ill 

//Ill 

15.2. Personal and Academic Freedom 

15.2.1. The District will not begin dismissal action against employees solely on the basis of 

unsubstantiated allegations in citizen or parent complaints. 

15.2.2. The District will not base any adverse action against employees on their personal, 

political, or organizational activities and preferences, unless those activities and 

preferences affect the job performance of the employees. 
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ARTICLE 15: EVALUATION 

15.1. Evaluation Procedures 

The purposes of the evaluation system are: 1) to improve the delivery of educational 

services; 2) to provide constructive assistance to employees; and 3) to rate the service 

of employees to the District. 

15.1.1. Probationary Employees 

All probationary employees will be evaluated in writing at least once each 

school-year, and this written evaluation will be transmitted to employees not 

later than thirty (30) calendar days prior to the end of the student-year in which 

the evaluation takes place. 

15.1.2. Permanent Employees 

All permanent employees will be evaluated on a continuing basis in writing at 

least once every other year, and this written evaluation will be transmitted to 

employees not later than thirty (30) calendar days prior to the end of the 

student-year in which the evaluation takes place. 

15.1.3. Goals and Objectives 

Prior to the end of the seventh school-week of the appropriate semester, 

employees scheduled for evaluation and their Evaluators will meet to establish 

acceptable goals and objectives upon which evaluations will be based. In the 

event mutual consent cannot be reached on the goals and objectives, 

Evaluators will inform Evaluatees, in writing, of the goals and objectives on 

which final evaluations will be based. If Evaluatees do not concur, they may 

submit written statements indicating why the goals and objectives prepared by 

their Evaluators are not appropriate, and those statements will become part of 

their official evaluation documentation. 

15.1.3.1. Prior to setting goals and objectives, Evaluatees will be given 

copies of existing relevant sections of the goals and objectives of 

their Evaluators, schools, and/or departments. 
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15.1.3.2. If, during the course of the evaluation period, mitigating 

circumstances arise which require changing goals and objectives, 

modifications may be initiated by Evaluators or Evaluatees, and 

any amended goals and objectives will be established in 

accordance with 15.1.3. 

15.1.4. Basis for Eyaluation 

15.1.4.1. Evaluations of all employees will include, but not be limited to, 

consideration of: 

15.1.4.1.1. Goals and objectives of employees; 

15.1.4.1.2. The progress of students toward standards of 

expected student achievement; 

15.1.4.1.3. Instructional techniques and strategies; 

15.1.4.1.4. Adherence to curricular objectives; 

15.1.4.1.5. Establishment and maintenance of suitable learning 

environments, including classroom control; a.rut 

15.1.4.1.6. Performance of other duties normally required as 

adjunct to the regular assignments of employees. 

15.1.4.2. Evaluation of student progress will be based upon standards 

expected of students at each grade level in each area of study. 

Information to support evaluations will be obtained through a 

variety of sources including, but not limited to: classroom 

observations, student work products, judgments, responsibilities 

carried, criterion-referenced tests, and anecdotal records. 

15.1.4.3. The basis for objective evaluation and student progress 

assessment will be data collected related to standards of 

expected student growth and progress. 

15.1.4.4. Evaluation of non-instructional employees will be based on their 

fulfillment of defined job responsibilities. 
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15.1.5. Classroom Observations 

15.1.5.1. Evaluations of classroom performance will Include at least two 

formal classroom/assignment observations of 30 minutes each, 

with one completed prior to December 15. Observations will be 

followed by personal conferences between Evaluators and 

Evaluatees, normally within five (5) work-days, (th's timeline may 

be extende~ by mutual agreement), unless the primary evaluator 

finds that the observation was completely satisfactory and that a 

formal conference Is not necessary, in which case the evaluatee 

will sign the observation report and return it to the evaluator to 

distribute copies as indicated on the report itself. Evaluators will 

prepare written classroom observation reports for' conferences, 

which will be presented to and may be discussed with Evaluatees. 

If Evaluators have concerns about performances of Evaluatees in 

any of the observed areas, Evaluators will discuss those concerns 

with Evaluatees at the post-observation conferences. Continuing 

concerns will be reduced to writing and given to Evaluatees, along 

with assistance plans. 

15.1.5.2. Except In cases of significant violations of job duties, work-rules 

or professional competence, at least three (3) formal and 

scheduled classroom/assignment observations will take place 

prior to issuance of final annual evaluations with overall ratings of 

unsatisfactory. 

15.1.5.3. Classroom observations may be made by more than one 

administrator provided that administrators who are not the 

primary Evaluators have discussed the goals and objectives with 

Evaluatees prior to observations. Evaluatees or their primary 
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Evaluators may request that formal scheduled classroom 

observations be done by other administrators. 
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15.1.5.4. Nothing herein will prevent Evaluators from making unscheduled 

classroom observations in addition to formal scheduled 

observations. Unscheduled classroom observations are formal 

observations as opposed to informal walk-throughs or drop-in 

visits. If Evaluators have concerns about performances of 

Evaluatees in any of the observed areas, Evaluators will discuss 

those concerns with Evaluatees at post-observation conferences. 

15.1.6. Lesson Plans 

15.1.6.1. All employees will be responsible for preparing daily' lesson plans 

and having them available for review; however, they will not be 

required to turn in the lesson plans. 

15.1.6.2. If employees fail to leave lesson plans for substitutes on at least 

two occasions within a school-year, they may be required by their 

immediate administrators to turn in lesson plans for the remainder 

of that school-year. 

15.1.7. Final Annual Evaluations 

15.1.7.1. There should be.no surprises in final evaluations; therefore, 

negative comments will not be included unless Evaluatees have 

previously been notified in writing of the area(s) of concern and 

provided opportunities for written responses. 

15.1.7.2. Evaluators and Evaluatees will meet to discuss evaluations not 

later than thirty (30) calendar days prior to the end of the student 

year in which the evaluation takes place. 

15.1.7.3. Evaluatees will have the right to initiate written responses to their 

evaluations. These responses will become attachments to the 

evaluations and will be placed in the personnel files of Evaluatees. 
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15.1.7.4. In the event Evaluatees receive "unsatisfactory" evaluations, 

Evaluators will provide Evaluatees with specific recommendations 

about areas of needed improvement, and Evaluators will offer 

assistance intended to help Evaluatees improve. 

15.1.7.5. Employees will not be required to participate in evaluations of 

other employees, nor will self-evaluations be included in the 

formal evaluations except those staff members who volunteer and 

qualify to participate in an alternative evaluation. . However, at 

the option of their immediate administrators, department 

chairpersons may be required to serve as resources in employee 

evaluations. 

15.1.8. Employee Assistance Plans 

15.1.8.1. Employee Assistance Plans are written plans, with timelines, to 

help employees who voluntarily request assistance or for whom 

remediation is recommended by their immediate administrators. 

Employee Assistance Plans will not be required in instances of 

egregious behavior by employees or when notices of 

unprofessional conduct have been issued. 

15.1.8.2. If employees rec:eive overall unsatisfactory evaluations or 

unsatisfactory ratings in any areas designated in 15.1.4.1, their 

Evaluators will prepare written assistance plans with specific 

timelines and strategies that will include, but not be limited to, the 

following: 

15.1.8.2.1. Identification of specific deficiencies; 

15.1.8.2.2. 

15.1.8.2.3. 

15.1.8.2.4. 

15.1.8.2.5. 

Detailed outline of assistance; 

Specific expectations; 

Date by which deficiencies must be corrected; and 

Method for reassessment. 
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15.1.8.3. lffinal evaluations contain areas ranked as "unsatisfactory", 

assistance plans will be implemented for the following school

year. 
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15.1.8.4. Before plans are implemented, Evaluatees and their Evaluators 

will meet to discuss and review employee assistance plans, 

including timelines for reassessment. At the end of reassessment 

periods, Evaluatees and Evaluators will meet again to discuss 

progress of Evaluatees. Evaluators may require Evaluatees to 

continue on assistance plans until reaching satisfactory levels of 

performance. 

15.1.8.5. Employee Assistance Plans may include, but will not be limited to: 

a) weekly meetings with their Evaluators to revievlthe lesson 

plans of Evaluatees; b) having administrators or other teachers 

model lessons; c) providing Evaluatees with released time to 

observe other classes; or d) attendance at in-service training or 

other applicable courses. If Evaluators require Evaluatees to take 

specific training or in-service for which there is a fee, the District 

will pay for the cost of the required training. Evaluators will meet 

regularly with Evaluatees to monitor progress on assistance 

plans. 

15.1.8.6. Employees who receive overall unsatisfactory evaluations or who 

are within the duration of notices of unprofessional conduct 

(pursuant to Education Code Section 44932 of the 2001 edition) 

will not be eligible to receive step increases or anniversary 

increments (see Section 8.18). Employees will have the right to 

appeal to the District Personnel Administrator whose decision will 

be final. If employees achieve overall satisfactory evaluations 
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when they are reassessed as specified in employee assistance 

plans, they will receive step increases at the next pay period. 

15.1.8.7. "Overall unsatisfactory evaluation" will mean a final annual 

evaluation in which three (3) or more areas are ranked as 

"unsatisfactory" by the Evaluator. 

15.1.9. Alternative Evaluation Program 

Immediate administrators will invite tenured employees who meet the 

requirements outlined below to participate in the Alternative Evaluation 

Program. 

15.1.9.1. To participate in the voluntary Alternative Evaluation Program, 

employees must: 

15.1.9.1.1. Be nominated by their immediate ad'rninistrators; 

15.1.9.1.2. Be scheduled as "on-year" for evaluations; 

15.1.9.1.3. Have received an overall rating of "Satisfactory" 

during the previous evaluation period. 
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15.1.9.2. Participants will be limited to not more than fifty (50) percent of 

the employees scheduled as "on-year" for evaluation at any given 

school. 

15.1.9.3. Participants may not withdraw from this year-long evaluation 

option during the course of the school term. 

15.1.9.4. Formal classroom observations are not required for participants 

in the Alternative Evaluation Program, although nothing in this 

language prevents their Evaluators from conducting and writing 

such observations. 

15.1.9.5. Once participants in the Alternative Evaluation are Identified, they 

will meet individually with their Evaluators to develop goals to be 

used as part of the evaluation process. The goal, or goals, will be 
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in addition to those described in the "Evaluation Goals and 

Objectives Review Report." 
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15. 1.9.6. Evaluators and Evaluatees will also determine the criteria for 

evaluating goals. The following information summarizes the types 

of evaluation methods that may be used to determine attainment 

of goals: 

15.1.9.6. 1. Portfolio Assessment - Employees will assemble 

portfolios of materials to illustrate progress in 

meeting a goal or goals. Sample portfolio items may 

include logs of activities, student work, examples of 

assignments for curriculum, photographs, video

tapes, or student evaluations of activities. 

15.1.9.6.2. Classroom Action Research - Employees will 

outline specific concepts, instructional strategies, or 

learning theories to be researched and implemented 

in their work. Research projects wlll include specific 

evaluation methods and documentation. 

15.1.9.7. Regardless of the alternative evaluation option selected, the 

Alternative Evaluation Program will include regularly scheduled 

interactive sessions regarding the progress of employees on 

identified goals. 

15.1.9.8. Evaluatees and their Evaluators participating in the Alternative 

Evaluation Program will complete end-of-year summaries of their 

work not later than thirty (30) days before the last school-day. 

Employees participating in the Alternative Evaluation Program will 

provide written self-analyses on their progress toward meeting 

their established goal or goals on an Alternative Evaluation Goals 
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I/Ill 

I/Ill 

I/Ill 

form. Copies of the forms will be given to participants and will be 

filed in their personnel files. 

15.1.10. Legal Conformance 

The evaluation process established by the District will not be in conflict 

with the provisions of this article or prevailing state law. 

15.1.11. Grieyability 

Neither the District e.valuation process nor judgments and 

recommendations of Evaluators contained in classroom observation 

reports and formal evaluations will be subject to the Grievance and 

Arbitration Article; however, alleged violations of the provisions of this 

article are grievable. 

15.2. Personal and Academic Freedom 
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15.2.1. The District will not begin dismissal action against employees solely on the 

basis of unsubstantiated allegations in citizen or parent complaints. 

15.2.2. The District will not base any adverse action against employees on their 

personal, political, or organizational activities and preferences, unless 

those activities and preferences affect the job performance of the 

employees. 

C:\W1nwor4\C:ont.raet • OTA\l0Cl•2DCH.\contr.Ct•Mll8tef doe 

230



231



85 

1 ARTICLE 15: EVALUATION 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

15.1. Evaluation Procedures 

The purposes of the evaluation system are to (1) improve the delivery of educational 

services, (2) provide constructive assistance to employees, and (3) rate the service 

of employees to the District. 

15.1.1. Probationary Employees 

All probationary employees will be evaluated in writing at least once each 

school year, and this written evaluatic_>n will be transmitted to employees 

not later than thirty (30) calendar days prior to the end of the student year 

in which the evaluation takes place. 

15.1.2. Permanent Employees 

All permanent employees will be evaluated in writing on a continuing basis, 

at least once every other year, and this written evaluation will be 

transmitted to employees not later than thirty (30) calendar days prior to 

the end of the student year in which the evaluation takes place. 

15.1.3. Goals and Objectives 

Prior to the end of the seventh school week of the appropriate semester, 

employees scheduled for evaluation and their Evaluators will meet to 

establish acceptable goals _and objectives upon which evaluations will be 

based. In the event mutual consent cannot be reached on the goals and 

objectives, Evaluators will inform Evaluatees, in writing, of the goals and 

objectives on which final evaluations will be based. If Evaluatees do not 

concur, they may submit written statements indicating why the goals and 

objectives prepared by their Evaluators are not appropriate, and those 

statements will become part of their official evaluation documentation. 

15.1.3.1. Prior to setting goals and objectives, Evaluatees will be given 

copies of existing relevant sections of the goals and 

objectives of their Evaluators, schools, and/or departments. 
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15.1.3.2. 

15.1.3.3. 

If during the course of the evaluation period, mitigating 

circumstances arise that require changing goals and 

objectives, modifications may be initiated by Evaluators or 

Evaluatees, and any amended goals and objectives will be 

established in accordance with 15.1.3. 

A subcommittee comprised of the District and the 

Association negotiating teams shall meet to resolve 

outstanding issues {regarding unsatisfactory ratings) in the 

new Professional Growth System (PGS). 
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15.1.3.3.1. The PGS shall be piloted Districtwide as the 

evaluation system during the 2004-2005 school 

year. 

15.1.3.3.2. 

15.1.3.3.3. 

Following the pilot, focus groups will provide 

feedback, and appropriate notification, if any, 

will be made. 

The Agreement reached by this subcommittee 

shall be submitted to the District and the 

Association negotiation teams for potential 

• agreement. 

15.1.3.3.4. Upon agreement, any recommendation shall be 

submitted for ratification. 

15.1.4. Basis for Evaluation 

15.1.4.1. Evaluations of all employees will include, but not be limited 

to, consideration of the following: 

15.1.4.1.1. Goals and objectives of employees. 

15.1.4.1.2. The progress of students toward standards of 

expected student achievement. 

15.1.4.1.3. Instructional techniques and strategies. 

15.1.4.1.4. Adherence to curricular objectives: 
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15.1.4.2. 

15.1.4.3. 

15.1.4.4. 
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15.1.4.1.5. The Professional Growth System (PGS) will be 

submitted for ratification as the exclusive 

evaluation program commencing with the 2005· 

2006 school year. 

15.1.4.1.6. Establishment and maintenance of suitable 

learning environments, including classroom 

Control. 

15.1.4.1.7. And, performance of other duties normally 

required as adjunct to the regular assignments 

of employees. 

Evaluation of student progress will be based upon standards 

expected of students at each grade level in each area of study. 

Information to support evaluations will be obtained through a variety 

of sources including, but not limited to classroom observations, 

student work products, judgments, responsibilities carried, criterion· 

referenced tests, and anecdotal records. 

The basis for objective evaluation and student progress assessment 

will be data collected related to standards of expected student 

growth and progress. 

Evaluation of noninstructional employees will be based on their 

fulfillment of defined job responsibilities. 

15.1.5. Classroom Observations 

15.1.5.1. Evaluations of classroom performance will include at least 

two (2) formal classroom/assignment observations of thirty 

(30) minutes each, with one (1) completed prior to December 

15. Observations will be followed by personal conferences 

between Evaluators and Evaluatees, normally within five (5) 

workdays, (this timeline may be extended by mutual 

agreement), unless the primary Evaluator finds that the 
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15.1.5.2. 

15.1.5.3. 

15.1.5.4. 
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observation was completely satisfactory and that a formal 

conference is not necessary, In which case the Evaluatee will 

sign the observation report and return it to the Evaluator to 

distribute copies as indicated on the report itself. Evaluators 

will prepare written classroom observation reports for 

conferences that will be presented to and may be discussed 

with Evaluatees. If Evaluators have concerns about 

performances of Evaluatees In any of the observed areas, 

Evaluators will discuss those concerns with Evaluatees at the 

post-observation conferences. Continuing concerns will be 

reduced to writing and given to Evaluatees, along with 

assistance plans. 

Except in cases of significant violations of job duties, work 

rules, or professional competence, at least three (3) formal 

and scheduled classroom/assignment observations will take 

place prior to issuance of final annual evaluations with 

overall ratings of unsatisfactory. 

Classroom observations may be made by more than one 

administrato~ provided that administrators who are not the 

primary Evaluators have discussed the goals and objectives 

with Evaluatees prior to observations. Evaluatees or their 

primary Evaluators may request that formal, scheduled 

classroom observations be done by other administrators. 

Nothing herein will prevent Evaluators from making 

unscheduled classroom observations In addition to formal, 

scheduled observations. Unscheduled classroom 

observations are formal observations as opposed to informal 

walk·throughs or drop-in visits. If Evaluators have concerns 

about performances of Evaluatees in any of the observed 
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areas, Evaluators will discuss those concerns with 

Evaluatees at post-observation conferences. 

15.1.6. Lesson Plans 

15.1.6.1. 

15.1.6.2. 

All employees will be responsible for preparing daily lesson 

plans and having them available for review; however, they 

will not be required to turn in the lesson plans. 

If employees fail to leave lesson plans for substitutes on at 

least tw'o (2) occasions within a school year, they may be 

required by their immediate administrators to turn in lesson 

plans for the remainder of that school year. 

15.1.7. Final Annual Evaluations 

15.1.7.1. 

15.1.7.2. 

15.1.7.3. 

15.1.7.4. 

15.1.7.5. 

There should be no surprises in final evaluations; therefore, 

negative comments will not be included unless Evaluatees 

have previously been notified in writing of the area(s) of 

concern and provided opportunities for written responses. 

Evaluators and Evaluatees will meet to discuss evaluations 

not later than thirty (30) calendar days prior to the end of the 

student year in which the evaluation takes place. 

Evaluatees will have the right to initiate written responses to 

their evaluations. These responses will become attachments 

to the evaluations and will be placed in the personnel files of 

Evaluatees. 

In the event Evaluatees receive unsatisfactory evaluations, 

Evaluators will provide Evaluatees with specific 

recommendations about areas of needed improvement, and 

Evaluators will offer assistance intended to help Evaluatees 

improve. 

Employees will not be required to participate in evaluations of 

other employees, nor will self-evaluations be included in the 
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formal evaluations except those staff members who volunteer 

and qualify to participate in an alternative evaluation; 

however, at the option of their immediate administrators, 

department chairpersons may be required to serve as 

resources in employee evaluations. 

15.1.8. Employee Assistance Plans 

15.1.8.1. 

15.1.8.2. 

15.1.8.3. 

15.1.8.4. 

Employee Assistance Plans are written plans, with timelines, 

to help employees who voluntarily request assistance or for 

whom remediation is recommended by their immediate 

administrators. Employee Assistance Plans will not be 

required in instances of egregious behavior by ei;nployees or 

when notices of unprofessional conduct have been issued. 

If employees receive overall unsatisfactory evaluations or 

unsatisfactory ratings in any areas designated in 15.1.4.1, 

their Evaluators will prepare written assistance plans with 

specific timelines and strategies that will include, but not be 

limited to, the following: 

15.1.8.2.1. Identification of specific deficiencies. 

15.1.8.2.2. Detailed outline of assistance. 

15.1.8 .2.3. Specific expectations. 

15.1.8.2.4. Date by which deficiencies must be corrected. 

15.1.8.2.5. Method for reassessment. 

If final evaluations contain areas ranked as unsatisfactory, 

assistance plans will be implemented for the following school 

year. 

Before plans are implemented, Evaluatees and their 

Evaluators will meet to discuss and review Employee 

Assistance Plans, including timelines for reassessment. At 

the end of reassessment periods, Evaluatees and Evaluators 
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1 will meet again to discuss progress of Evaluatees. 

2 Evaluators may require Evaluatees to continue on assistance 

3 plans until reaching satisfactory levels of performance. 

4 15.1.8.5. Employee Assistance Plans may include, but will not be 

5 limited to (1) weekly meetings with their Evaluators to review 

6 the lesson plans of Evaluatees, (2) having administrators or 

7 other teachers' model lessons, (3) providing Evaluatees with 

8 released time to observe other classes, or (4) attendance at 

9 in-service training or other applicable courses. If Evaluators 

10 require Evaluatees to take specific training or in-service for 

11 which there is a fee, the District will pay for the cost of the 

12 required training. Evaluators will meet regularly with 

13 Evaluatees to monitor progress on assistance plans. 

14 15.1.8.6. Employees who receive overall unsatisfactory evaluations or 

15 who are within the duration of notices of unprofessional 

16 conduct (pursuant to Education Code Section 44932 of the 

17 2001 Edition) will not be eligible to receive step increases or 

18 anniversary increments (see Section 8.18). Employees will 

19 have the right. to appeal to the District Personnel 

20 Administrator whose decision will be final. If employees 

21 achieve overall satisfactory evaluations when they are 

22 reassessed as specified in Employee Assistance Plans, they 

23 will receive step increases at the next pay period. 

24 15.1.8.7. "Overall unsatisfactory evaluation" will mean a final annual 

25 evaluation in which three (3) or more areas are ranked as 

26 unsatisfactory by the Evaluator. 
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15.1.9. Alternative Evaluation Program 

Immediate administrators will invite tenured employees who meet the 

requirements outlined below to participate in the Alternative Evaluation 

Program. 

15.1.9.1. To participate in the voluntary Alternative Evaluation 

Program, employees must have the following: 

15.1.9.2. 

15.1.9.3. 

15.1.9.4. 

15.1.9.5. 

15.1.9.6. 

15.1.9.1.1. Be nominated by their immediate administrators. 

15.1.9.1.2. Be scheduled as "on-year" for evaluations. 

15.1.9.1.3. Have received an overall rating of satisfactory 

during the previous evaluation period. 

Participants will be limited to not more than fifty (50) percent 

of the employees scheduled as "on-year" for evaluation at 

any given school. 

Participants may not withdraw from this yearlong evaluation 

option during the course of the school term. 

Formal classroom observations are not required for 

participants in the Alternative Evaluation Program, although 

nothing in this language prevents their Evaluators from 

conducting a!ld writing such observations. 

Once participants in the Alternative Evaluation Program are 

identified, they will meet individually with their Evaluators to 

develop goals to be used as part of the evaluation process. 

The goal or goals will be in addition to those described in the 

Evaluation Goals and Objectives Review Report. 

Evaluators and Evaluatees will also determine the criteria for 

evaluating goals. The following information summarizes the 

types of evaluation methods that may be used to determine 

attainment of goals: 
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15.1.10. 

15.1.9.7. 

15.1.9.8. 

15.1.9.6.1. Portfolio Assessment-Employees will 

assemble portfolios of materials to illustrate 

progress in meeting a goal or goals. Sample 

portfolio items may include logs of activities, 

student work, examples of assignments for 

curriculum, photographs, videotapes, or 

student evaluations of activities. 

93 

15.1.9.6.2. Classroom Action Research-Employees will 

outline specific concepts, instructional 

strategies, or learning theories to be researched 

and implemented In their work. Research 

projects will include specific evatuation 

methods and documentation. 

Regardless of the alternative-evaluation option selected, the 

Alternative Evaluation Program will include regularly 

scheduled Interactive sessions regarding the progress of 

employees on identified goals. 

Evaluatees and their Evaluators participating in the 

Alternative Ev;iluation Program will complete end-of-year 

summaries of their work not later than thirty (30) days before 

the last school day. Employees participating in the Alternative 

Evaluation Program will provide written self-analyses on their 

progress toward meeting their established goal or goals on an 

alternative-evaluation-goals form. Copies of the forms will be 

given to participants and will be filed in their personnel files. 

Legal Conformance 

The evaluation process established by the District will not be in conflict 

with the provisions of this Article or prevailing state law. 
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15.2. 

15.1.11. Grievability 

Neither the District evaluation process nor judgments and 

recommendations of Evaluators contained in classroom observation 

reports and formal evaluations will be subject to the Grievance, 

Arbitration and Complaint Procedure Article; however, alleged 

violations of the provisions of this Article are grievable. 

Personal and Academic Freedom 

15.2.1. 

15.2.2. 

The District will not begin dismissal action against employees solely 

on the basis of unsubstantiated allegations in citizen or parent 

complaints. 

The District will not base any adverse action against employees on 

their personal, political, or organizational activities and preferences, 

unless those activities and preferences affect the job performance of 

the employees. 
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* * * * Circular No. A-87 

Attachment B 

SELECTED ITEMS OF COST 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

1. Accounting 
2. Advertising and public relations costs 
3. Advisory councils 
4. Alcoholic beverages 
5. Audit services 
6. Automatic electronic data processing 
7. Bad debts 
8. Bonding costs 
9. Budgeting 

10. Communications 
11. Compensation for personnel services 

a. General 
b. Reasonableness 
c. Unallowable costs 
d. Fringe benefits 
e. Pension plan costs 
t: Post-retirement health benefits 
g. Severance Pay 
h. Support of salaries and wages 
i. Donated services 

12. Contingencies 
13. Contributions and donations 

Monday, November 8, 21 

14. Defense and prosecution of criminal and civil proceedings, and claims 
15. Depreciation and use allowances 
16. Disbursing service 
17. Employee morale, health, and welfare costs 
18. Entertainment 
19. Equipment and other capital expenditures 
20. Fines and penalties 
21. Fund raising and investment management costs 
22. Gains and losses on disposition of depreciable property and other capital a 

and substantial relocation of Federal programs. 

http://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/circulars/a087 /a087b.html 11/8/2004 

243



Welcome to the Office of Management and Budget(OMB) Page I of2 

6. Substitute systems for allocating salaries and wages to Federal awards may be used in place of activity 
reports. These systems are subject to approval ifrequired by the cognizant agency. Such systems may 
include, but are not limited to, random moment sampling, case counts, or other quantifiable measures of 
employee effort. 

(a) Substitute systems which use sampling methods (primarily for Aid to Families with Dependent 
Children (AFDC), Medicaid, and other public assistance programs) must meet acceptable statistical 
sampling standards including: 

(i) The sampling universe must include all of the employees whose salaries and wages are to 
be allocated based on sample results except as provided in subsection (c); 

(ii) The entire time period involved must be covered by the sample; and 

(iii) The results must be statistically valid and applied to the period being sampled. 

(b) Allocating charges for the sampled employees' supervisors, clerical and support staffs, based on 
the results of the sampled employees, will be acceptable. 

(c) Less than full compliance with the statistical sampling standards noted in subsection (a) may be 
accepted by the cognizant agency if it concludes that the amounts to be allocated to Federal awards 
will be minimal, or if it concludes that the system proposed by the governmental unit will result in 
lower costs to Federal awards than a system which complies with the standards. 

http://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/circulars/a087/a087b.html 11/8/2004 
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March 27, 2015 

Heather Halsey 

BETTYT. YEE 
California State Controller 

Executive Director 
Commission on State Mandates 
980 Ninth Street, Suite 300 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Re: Incorrect Reduction Claim (IRC) 
The Stull Act, 14-9825-1-01 
Education Code Sections 44660-44665; 
Statutes 1983, Chapter 498; Statutes 1999, Chapter 4 
Fiscal Years: 1997-98, 1998-99, 1999-2000, 2000-01 
2001-02, 2002-03, 2003-04, and 2004-05 
Oceanside Unified School District, Claimant 

Dear Ms. Halsey: 

The State Controller's Office is transmitting our response to the above-named IRC. 

If you have any questions, please contact me by telephone at (916) 323-5849. 

sinc,ereJ ,/,:' ar 
L. SP ANO, Chief 
dated Cost Audits Bureau 

Division of Audits 

JLS/sa 

15350 

P.O. Box 942850, Sacramento, CA 94250 + (916) 445-2636 
3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816 + (916) 324-8907 

901 Corporate Center Drive, Suite 200, Monterey Park, CA 91754 + (323) 981-6802 

Exhibit B
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RESPONSE BY THE STATE CONTROLLER'S OFFICE 
TO THE INCORRECT REDUCTION CLAIM (IRC) BY 

OCEANSIDE UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT 

Stull Act Program 

Table of Contents 

Description 

SCO Response to District's Comments 

Declaration ............................................................................................................................... Tab 1 

State Controller's Office Analysis and Response................................................................... Tab 2 

Time records provided by district for FY 1997-98 through FY 2004-05 ............................... Tab 3 

Email from district's consultant to SCa on December 19, 2014, which included the list 
of all evaluations performed by the district for FY 1997-98 through FY 2004-05 ................ Tab 4 

Email to district's consultant from SCO on December 24, 2014, questioning the list.. ......... Tab 5 

Email from district's consultant to sea on January 5, 2015, stating the list i~ complete ...... Tab 6 

Email to district's consultant from SCO on January 21, 2015, which provided an analysis 
of the list and proposed final audit report revisions................................................................ Tab 7 

Email from district's consultant to SCO on January 29, 2015, which stated that the district 
was not in agreement with SCO's proposed final audit report revisions ................................ Tab 8 

Note: References to Exhibits relate to the district's IRC filed on August 20, 2014, as follows: 

• Exhibit A - PDF page 9 

• Exhibit B - PDF page 49 

• Exhibit C - PDF page 60 

• Exhibit D - PDF page 79 

• Exhibit E - PDF page 100 

• Exhibit F - PDF page 105 

• Exhibit G - PDF page 110 

• Exhibit H - PDF page 115 

• Exhibit I - PDF page 120 

• Exhibit J - PDF page 127 

• Exhibit K - PDF page 132 

• Exhibit L- PDF page 137 

• Exhibit M-PDF page 142 

• Exhibit N - PDF page 192 

246



Tab 1 

247



1 OFFICE OF THE STATE CONTROLLER 
3301 C Street, Suite 725 

2 Sacramento, CA 95818 

3 
Telephone No.: (916) 324-8907 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

BEFORE THE 

COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

INCORRECT REDUCTION CLAIM (IRC) 
ON: 

The Stull Act 

Education Code Sections 44660-44665; 
Statutes 1983, Chapter 498; Statutes 1999, 
Chapter 4 

Oceanside Unified School District, Claimant 

No.: IRC No. 14-9825-I-01 

AFFIDAVIT OF BUREAU CHIEF 

I, Jim L. Spano, make the following declarations: 

1) I am an employee of the State Controller's Office (SCO) and am over the age of 18 
years. 

2) I am currently employed as a bureau chief, and have been so since April 21, 2000. 
Before that, I was employed as an audit manager for two years and three months. 

3) I am a California Certified Public Accountant. 

4) I reviewed the work performed by the SCO auditor. 

5) Any attached copies of records are true copies of records, as provided by Oceanside 
Unified School District or retained at our place of business. 

1 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6) The records include claims for reimbursement, and attached supporting documentation, 
explanatory letters, or other documents relating to the above-entitled IRC. 

7) A field audit of the claims for fiscal year (FY) 1997-98, FY 1998-99, FY 1999-2000, 
FY 2000-01, FY 2001-02, FY 2002-03, FY 2003-04, FY 2004-05, FY 2006-07, and 
FY 2007-08 commenced on February 11, 2010 (date of start letter), and ended on August 24, 
2011 (issuance date of final audit report). 

I do declare that the above declarations are made under penalty of perjury and are true and correct 
6 to the best of my knowledge, and that such knowledge is based on personal observation, 

information, or belief. 
7 

8 

9 Date: March 27, 2015 

10 
OFFICE OF THE STATE CONTROLLER 

11 _______ j;L7 
12 

By: ():,., /. ~W~-
13 _/,Jim L. Span'O, ~ 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Mandated Cost Audits Bureau 
Division of Audits 
State Controller's Office 

2 
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STATE CONTROLLER'S OFFICE ANALYSIS AND RESPONSE 
TO THE INCORRECT REDUCTION CLAIM BY 

OCEANSIDE UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT 

For Fiscal Year (FY) 1997-98, FY 1998-99, FY 1999-2000, FY 2000-01, FY 2001-02, 
FY 2002-03, FY 2003-04, and FY 2004-05 

SUMMARY 

Stull Act Program 

Education Code Sections 44660-44665 
Statutes 1983, Chapter 498; Statutes 1999, Chapter 4 

The following is the State Controller's Office's (SCO) response to the Incorrect Reduction Claim (IRC) 
that Oceanside Unified School District submitted on August 20, 2014. The SCO audited the district's 
claims for costs of the legislatively mandated Stull Act Program for the period of July 1, 1997, through 
June 30, 2005; and July 1, 2006, through June 30, 2008. The SCO issued its final report on August 24, 
2011 (Exhibit D). 

The district submitted reimbursement claims totaling $1,286,956---$54,305 for fiscal year (FY) 1997-98 
(Exhibit E), $74,656 for FY 1998-99 (Exhibit F), $105,477 for FY 1999-2000 (Exhibit G), $148,092 for 
FY 2000-01 (Exhibit H), $203,727 for FY 2001-02 (Exhibit I), $207,885 for FY 2002-03 (Exhibit J), 
$230,431 for FY 2003-04 (Exhibit K), $245,847 for FY 2004-05 (Exhibit L), $7,081 for FY 2006-07, 
and $9,455 for FY 2007-08. Subsequently, the SCO audited these claims and found that the entire 
amount is (1) unallowable for FY 1997-98 through FY 2004-05 because the district did not support the 
costs claimed with source documents and (2) allowable for FY 2006-07 and FY 2007-08 because the 
district supported costs claimed. 

The following table summarizes the audit results: 

Cost Elements 

July l, 1997, through June 30, 1998 

Direct costs: 
Salaries and benefits: 

Review certificated instructional employees' 
(CIE) techniques and strategies 

Evaluation to include assessment of CIEs' 
techniques and strategies 

Total salaries and benefits 
Indirect costs 

Total program costs 
Less amount paid by the State 2 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) 
amount paid 

-1-

Actual Costs 
Claimed 

$ 25,860 

25,859 

51,719 
2,586 

$ 54,305 

$ 

$ 

Allowable 
per Audit 

$ 

$ 

Audit 
Adjustment 

(25,860) 

{25,859} 

(51,719) 
{2,586} 

{54,305} 
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Actual Costs Allowable Audit 
Cost Elements Claimed eer Audit Adjustment 

July 1, 1998, through June 30, 1999 

Direct costs: 
Salaries and benefits: 

Review CIEs' techniques and strategies $ 35,551 $ $ (35,551) 
Evaluation to include assessment of CIEs' 

techniques and strategies 35,550 (35,550} 

Total salaries and benefits 71,101 (71,101) 
Indirect costs 3,555 (3,555} 

Total program costs $ 74,656 $ {74,656} 
Less amount paid by the State 2 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) 
amount paid $ 

July 1, 1999, through June 30, 2000 

Direct costs: 
Salaries and benefits: 

Review CIEs' techniques and strategies $ 50,227 $ $ (50,227) 
Evaluation to include assessment of CIEs' 

techniques and strategies 50,227 {50,227} 

Total salaries and benefits 100,454 (100,454) 
Indirect costs 5,023 {5,023} 

Total program costs $ 105,477 $ {105,477} 
Less amount paid by the State 2 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) 
amount paid $ 

July 1, 2000, through June 30, 2001 

Direct costs: 
Salaries and benefits: 

Review CIEs' techniques and strategies $ 70,837 $ $ (70,837) 
Evaluation to include assessment of CIEs' 

techniques and strategies 70,837 {70,837} 

Total salaries and benefits 141,674 (141,674) 
Indirect costs 6,418 (6,418} 

Total program costs $ 148,092 $ {148,092} 
Less amount paid by the State 2 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) 
amount paid $ 

-2-
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Actual Costs Allowable Audit 
Cost Elements Claimed Qer Audit Adjustment 

July 1, 2001, through June 30, 2002 

Direct costs: 
Salaries and benefits: 

Review CIEs' techniques and strategies $ 97,069 $ $ (97,069) 
Evaluation to include assessment of CIEs' 

techniques and strategies 97,068 (97,068} 

Total salaries and benefits 194,137 (194,137) 
Indirect costs 9,590 (9,590} 

Total program costs $ 203,727 $ (203,727} 
Less amount paid by the State 2 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) 
amount paid $ 

July 1, 2002, through June 30, 2003 

Direct costs: 
Salaries and benefits: 

Review CIEs' techniques and strategies $ 98,937 $ $ (98,937) 
Evaluation to include assessment of CIEs' 

techniques and strategies 98,936 (98,936} 

Total salaries and benefits 197,873 (197,873) 
Indirect costs 10,012 (10,012} 

Total program costs $ 207,885 $ (207,885l 
Less amount paid by the State 2 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) 
amount paid $ 

July 1, 2003, through June 30, 2004 

Direct costs: 
Salaries and benefits: 

Review CIEs' techniques and strategies $ 110,625 $ $ (110,625) 
Evaluation to include assessment of CIEs' 

techniques and strategies 110,624 (110,624} 

Total salaries and benefits 221,249 (221,249) 
Indirect costs 9,182 (9,182} 

Total program costs $ 230,431 $ (230,431} 
Less amount paid by the State 2 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) 
amount paid $ 

-3-
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Actual Costs Allowable Audit 
Cost Elements Claimed 2er Audit Adjustment 

July 1, 2004, through June 30, 2005 

Direct costs: 
Salaries and benefits: 

Review CIEs' techniques and strategies $ 117,596 $ $ (117,596) 
Evaluation to include assessment of CIEs' 

techniques and strategies 117,597 (117,597} 

Total salaries and benefits 235,193 (235,193) 
Indirect costs 10,654 (10,654} 

Total program costs $ 245,847 $ {245,847} 
Less amount paid by the State 2 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) 
amount paid $ 

July 1, 2006, through June 30, 2007 3 

Direct costs: 
Salaries and benefits: 

Review CIEs' techniques and strategies $ 6,788 $ 5,772 $ (1,016) 
Evaluation to include assessment of CIEs' 

techniques and strategies 4,193 4,193 

Total salaries and benefits 6,788 9,965 3,177 
Indirect costs 293 430 137 

Total direct and indirect costs 7,081 10,395 3,314 
Less allowable costs that exceed claimed costs 1 (3,314} {3,314} 

Total program costs $ 7,081 7,081 $ 
Less amount paid by the State 2 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) 
amount paid $ 7,081 

July 1, 2007, through June 30, 2008 3 

Direct costs: 
Salaries and benefits: 

Review CIEs' techniques and strategies $ 9,161 $ 6,371 $ (2,790) 
Evaluation to include assessment of CIEs' 

techniques and strategies 4,263 4,263 

Total salaries and benefits 9,161 10,634 1,473 
Indirect costs 294 341 47 

Total direct and indirect costs 9,455 10,975 1,520 
Less allowable costs that exceed claimed costs 1 

{l,520} {l,520} 

Total program costs $ 9,455 9,455 $ 
Less amount paid by the State 2 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) 
amount paid $ 9,455 

-4-
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Cost Elements 

Summary: July l, 1997, through June 30, 2005, and 
July 1,2006 through June 30. 2008 

Direct costs: 
Salaries and benefits: 

Review CIEs' techniques and strategies 
Evaluation to include assessment of CIEs' 

techniques and strategies 

Total salaries and benefits 
Indirect costs 

Total direct and indirect costs 
Less allowable costs that exceed claimed costs 

Total program costs 
Less amount paid by the State 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) 
amount paid 

Actual Costs 
Claimed 

$ 622,651 

606,698 

1,229,349 
57,607 

1,286,956 

$ 1,286,956 

$ 

$ 

Allowable 
per Audit 

12,143 

8,456 

20,599 
771 

21,370 
(4,834} 

16,536 

16,536 

$ 

Audit 
Adjustment 

(610,508) 

(598,242} 

(1,208,750) 
(56,836} 

(1,265,586) 
(4,834} 

$ (1,270,420} 

1 Government Code section 17568 stipulates that the State will not reimburse any claim more than one year after 
the filing deadline specified in the SCO's claiming instructions. That deadline has expired for FY 2006-07 and FY 
2007-08. 

2 Payment information is current as of January 12, 2015. 
3 The district is disputing the adjustments for FY 1997-98 though FY 2004-05. The district is not disputing the 

adjustments for FY 2006-07 and FY 2007-08. Therefore, the comments related to this IRC address only the FY 
1997-98 through FY 2007-08 adjustments. 

I. STULL ACT PROGRAM CRITERIA 

Parameters and Guidelines 

On September 27, 2005, the Commission on State Mandates (Commission) adopted parameters and 
guidelines for Education Code Sections 44660-44665; Statutes 1983, Chapter 498; and Statutes 1999, 
Chapter 4 (Exhibit B). These parameters and guidelines are applicable to the district's FY 1997-98, 
FY 1998-99, FY 1999-2000, FY 2000-01, FY 2001-02, FY 2002-03, FY 2003-04, and FY 2004-05 
claims. 

SCO Claiming Instructions 

The SCO annually issues mandated cost claiming instructions, which contain filing instructions for 
mandated cost programs. For the Stull Act Program, the SCO issued claiming instructions on 
December 12, 2005 (Exhibit C). For the years represented by this IRC, the claiming instructions for 
this program did not change. 
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II. THE DISTRICT MISSTATED SALARIES AND BENEFITS AND RELATED INDIRECT 
COSTS 

The district's IRC contests the adjustments in the SCO's final audit report dated August 24, 2011, for 
FY 1997-98 through FY 2004-05, totaling $1,213,400 in salaries and benefits and $57,020 in related 
indirect costs. The SCO concluded that the district did not provide source documentation to support 
the claimed salaries and benefits for FY 1997-98 through FY 2004-05, or the number of evaluations 
performed for this period. The district also did not provide the auditors access to employee 
evaluations completed during this period. 

The district believes that it provided sufficient documentation to prove each school site performed the 
activities of assessing and evaluating the certificated employees, as required by the mandate. The 
district states that "there can be no doubt the district's school staff performed the reimbursable 
activities," and that therefore, the entire amount of $1,270,420 must be reinstated. 

SCO's Analysis 

In support of FY 1997-98 through FY 2004-05 costs, the district provided SCO auditors with SixTen 
and Associates' "Employee Average Time Records for Mandated Costs." Each employee recorded 
average time spent annually to perform evaluation activities for the period of FY 1997-98 through 
FY 2004-05 on one form, and certified that it reported actual data or provided a good faith estimate. 
All forms were signed by claimed staff and dated in either February or March of 2006 (Tab 3). The 
district did not provide source documents supporting the average time per teacher evaluation or the 
number of employee evaluations performed. 

District's Response 

The District provided list of employees, title, hourly rate for each fiscal year that evaluations were 
performed. The District provided employee average time records for mandated costs. (Exhibit M). 
Each employee recorded average time performing evaluation activities for the period of Fiscal Year 
1997-98 through Fiscal Year 2004-05. The Audit Report states "The District did not provide source 
documents supporting the average time or access to employee evaluations to support the number of 
employees evaluated." (Exhibit D, p. 8.) 

The audit developed alternative methods to determine the allowable salary benefits and related 
indirect costs given the District's inadequate documentation detailed above. We obtained a copy 
of the District's teacher evaluation procedures and forms and interviewed administrators who 
actually performed the mandated activities in the ordered years. The District's teacher evaluation 
forms disclosed half-an-hour of actual classroom observation. The District requested that it be 
allowed to support its claim with auditor verification of its written observations and final summary 
performance teacher evaluations from the personnel records. The District agreed to our 
recommendation that it allow half-an-hour for each written observation and final teacher 
evaluation verified. (Exhibit D; p. 8). 

The District complied with the evaluation requirements contained in Article 15 of the Collective 
Bargaining Agreement for years 1997-2005. (Exhibit N). 

The above ratifies that the District performed the activities required under the state mandate. 
Despite confirming that the activities were performed and receiving the District's procedure and 
forms, the State Controller disallowed all of the activities claimed for in the fiscal years noted 
above. 
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There can be no doubt the District's school site staff performed the reimbursable activities. Thus, 
the District has sufficient documentation to prove each school site performed the activities of 
assessing and evaluating the certificated employees as required by the mandate. The District 
documents are evidenced that all school sites perform the reimbursable activities. The statistical 
method used by the District is reasonable and non-excessive. The amount of $1,270,420 must be 
reinstated. 

The Office of Management and Budget Circular A-87 establishes costs, principles of standards for 
state and local governments to determine administrative costs applicable to grants, contracts, and 
other agreements with state and local governments. Randomly sampling workers to find out what 
they are working on is one of the federally approved methods of identifying worker effort. Such 
method is reasonable and may be implemented rather than 100% percent time reporting method. 
(Exhibit 0). 

In its response to the draft audit report (Exhibit D), the district stated the following: 

Furthermore, the district complied fully with the requirements of the Stull Act during the claiming 
period and we feel that we submitted claims appropriate to the costs incurred. While we were able 
to supply supporting documentation, it was not accepted as sufficient by the audit team. The 
additional documentation requested was, and is, available but would be a significant drain on 
district resources, including staff and funds, to provide. Consequently, the district cannot expend 
any further time or resources to produce the requested records. 

SCO's Comment 

As noted previously, FY 2006-07 and FY 2007-08 were part of the audit period, but were not 
included in this IRC. For these two years, the district provided a list of employees who evaluated 
teachers, their title, productive hourly rate detail, as well as contemporaneous time documentation 
that supported an average time of approximately 30 minutes per allowable evaluation. The district 
also provided a list of teachers who were evaluated, which allowed the SCO auditors to determine 
which evaluations were reimbursable. 

For FY 1997-98 through FY 2004-05, the district provided only annual certifications that estimated 
the time spent by evaluators on reimbursable activities. The district did not provide actual cost 
documentation supporting costs claimed or identify a list of certificated instructional employees 
evaluated during this period (Exhibit M). Such information is necessary to determine whether the 
evaluations are reimbursable. Therefore, none of the costs claimed for FY 1997-98 through 
FY 2004-05 are allowable. As indicated in the response to the draft report, the district stated that, 
"The additional documentation requested was, and is, available but would be a significant drain on 
district resources, including staff and funds, to provide. Consequently, the district cannot expend any 
further time or resources to produce the requested records." 

The program's parameters and guidelines state that, 

To be eligible for mandated cost reimbursement for any fiscal year, only actual costs may be claimed. 
Actual costs are those costs actually incurred to implement the mandated activities. Actual costs must 
be traceable and supported by source documents that show the validity of such costs, when they were 
incurred, and their relationship to the reimbursable activities. A source document is a document 
created at or near the same time the actual cost was incurred for the event or activity in question. 
Source documents may include, but are not limited to, employee time records or time logs, sign-in 
sheets, invoices, and receipts. 

The district indicated that it: (1) performed the required evaluations as contained in its Collective 
Bargaining Agreement, (2) confirmed that the activities were performed, and (3) provided the SCO 
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auditors the district's procedure and forms. We agree. However, as noted above, the district did not 
provide the auditors with source documentation supporting the number of certificated instructional 
employees evaluated for FY 1997-98 through FY 2004-05. Further, actual cost documentation 
supporting the time to perform the reimbursable activities, a listing of certificated instructional 
employees evaluated, and the nature of the evaluations were provided only for FY 2006-07 and 
FY 2007-08. There is no reasonable means of applying the time allowance to FY 1997-98 through 
FY 2004-05 without knowing the certificated instructional employees evaluated and the 
reimbursability of the evaluations. 

In reference to the Office of Management and Budget Circular A-87, the district did not provide the 
auditors with any reasonable sampling methodology to arrive at allowable costs. 

Subsequent to receiving the district's IRC, we contacted the district's representative, Art Palkowitz, 
to discuss the audit adjustments. We agreed to reevaluate the adjustment if the district was able to 
provide documentation supporting the number of employees evaluated for FY 1997-98 through FY 
2004-05. The district agreed. 

Mr. Palkowitz provided the requested support for FY 1997-98 through FY 2004-05 on 
December 19, 2014 (Tabs 4, 5, and 6). Using this support, we recalculated allowable costs based on 
the time allowance of approximately 30 mintues per evalutation that the district supported with 
contemporaneous documentation during FY 2006-07 and FY 2007-08. The recalculation totaled 
$35,967 (Tab 7). In his response, Mr. Palkowitz indicated that the district is not in agreement with 
the 30-rninute time allowance per evaluation and that the time allowance should be five to six hours 
per evaluation (Tab 8). 

Time documentation supporting the reimbursable activities of the Stull Act Program for other audits 
is not relevant to this audit. The district's records supported approximately 30 minutes for the 
reimbursable activities of the Stull Act Program, not five to six hours, as requested by Mr. Palkowitz. 
Therefore, we reached an impasse in reinstating any of the audit adjustments, and as such, we did not 
expand our audit procedures to test the validity of the FY 1997-98 through FY 2004-05 listing of 
evaluations the district provided. 

A timeline of events relevant to the IRC is as follows: 

• August 20, 2014 - The district submitted an IRC to the Commission for the Stull Act 
Program (Exhibit D). 

• Early October, 2014 - After reviewing the filed IRC, we contacted the district's 
representative by phone. Based on our analysis, we believed that adjustments for 
FY 1997-98 through FY 2004-05 may be appropriate, and requested that the district provide a 
listing of every employee evaluated for this time period. 

• November 26, 2014 - SCO requested an extension of 60 days to respond to the IRC. 
• December 1, 2014-The Commission approved the SCO's requested 60-day extension. 
• December 19, 2014 - After several conversations with the district's representative, we 

received the list (Tab 4). 
• December 24, 2014 - SCO auditors requested clarification on the list because it appeared 

that the list may be incomplete (Tab 5). 
• January 5, 2015 - The district confirmed that the list "represents the complete listing of 

certificated instructional employees that received evaluations for FY 1997-98 through FY 
2004-05." (Tab 6) 
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• January 21, 2015 - We provided the district representative with our final analysis of the 
evaluation listing, including the total dollar impact, if we were to revise the final audit report 
(Tab 7). 

• January 29, 2015 - The district's representative disagreed with our assessment of the 
documentation provided and the time allotment of 30 minutes per evaluation. An impasse 
was reached (Tab 8). 

• January 30, 2015 - SCO requested an extension of 60 days to respond to the IRC. 
• February 2, 2015-The Commission approved the SCO's requested 60 day extension. 

III. CONCLUSION 

The SCO audited Oceanside Unified School District's claims for costs of the legislatively mandated 
Stull Act Program (Education Code Sections 44660-44665; Statutes 1983, Chapter 498; and Statutes 
1999, Chapter 4) for the period of July 1, 1997, through June 30, 2005. The district claimed 
$1,270,420 for the mandated program. Our audit found that the entire amount is unallowable. The 
costs are unallowable because the district claimed unsupported costs. 

The Commission should find that: (1) the SCO correctly reduced the district's FY 1997-98 claim by 
$54,305; (2) the SCO correctly reduced the district's FY 1998-99 claim by $74,656; (3) the SCO 
correctly reduced the district's FY 1999-2000 claim by $105,477; (4) the SCO correctly reduced the 
district's FY 2000-01 claim by $148,092; ( 5) the SCO correctly reduced the district's FY 2001-02 
claim by $203,727; (6) the SCO correctly reduced the district's FY 2002-03 claim by $207,885; (7) 
the SCO correctly reduced the district's FY 2003-04 claim by $230,431; and (8) the SCO correctly 
reduced the district's FY 2004-05 claim by $245,847. 

IV. CERTIFICATION 

I hereby certify by my signature below that the statements made in this document are true and correct 
of my own knowledge, or, as to all other matters, I believe them to be true and correct based upon 
information and belief. 

Executed on March 27, 2015, at Sacramento, California, by: 

m L. Spano, Chie 
Mandated Cost Audits Bureau 
Division of Audits 
State Controller's Office 
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Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 

498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 
Routine Evaluations of Instructors 

. l i '( I I l/ /(._: 

!Please report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 
fOf he reimbursable activities for the mandated program. 

D~~ ~fn~ 
Lkv o<JAL.d_/) _.u ~ ~ J 
~~~ Ei~f'nWe 

. ~mo/11 mo/1 omotprl~ Fiscalar: . - 8 • 9 ~~ 
'lelephone # ofk year lengt (c1rc e) 01-0 02 3-- 04-05 05:56 

Clrcle the rs for Wh h you are responding. 

Rehlbursable Activities Codes: 
Code 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Cole 13 Pre-observation conference.with instructor 
Code 14 Classroom observation of instructor 

· COiie 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
COiie 18 Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria: 
(A) district standards and test results . 
(B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(0) suitable learning environment 

Cod 17 o· . e 1stnct reoortina CLASSROOM TEACHER TIME IS NOT REIMBURSED 
~ 

Allocate the average time spent on each crltel"k>n (A..O) for \ Average Time In Minutes 
each of the following evaluation steps: 

A B c D 

CGde11 Preparing for the evaluation Jo 5o o:ro 30 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 

~ 5 5' s 
Cc>de 13 Pre~observation conference with instructor $' s 5 5· 

Code14 Classroom observation of instructor $:; ~· ~ &(Q 
Code15 Post-observation conference with instructor 15 JS 1.:5 IS 

Code 16 Final conference with instructor 
/CJ /o /0 /~ 

Code 17 District Reporting J5 /S /5 /6 

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICAilON: The State of California requires that school district personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement Your signature on this form certifies that 
you have reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which you "certify (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of the State of California to be true and correct based on your personal knowledge or 
information." This in~ rmation is used for cost unting rposes only. PLEASElSE BLU~ INK 

Employee Signature Date Q _J 1 / © (D • l 
~-------~---~'at ______ _ If you have any quest1 

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ______ ; TO ____________ _ 

COPYRIGHT 2004 SixTen and Associates lf ['.Ji l :\'•"-' l( t I c \ ,...- 1. I s'I Revised December 2005 
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Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act {K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors 
IP lease report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 
.of he reimbursable activities for the mandated program. O"l-o ~ 

15;~"'~.:L.- tJ~D he:~.~~~~~ ""1 
'Eclw~ ~. ~~s~ --'. ~,,.....-~~~\-~ ~----

'Enployee ·Name ~clPOStticlrfTitfe 
11.0 "'l f' 0~'3 l 
,.eephone # ~1m~10mo/hd~ · 

oyear ngth(circe) 
Fiscal Year: 97•98 98-99--0 00 .. 01 

01-02 02-03 03-04 05-'06 
Circle the years for which you are res ndlng. 

Rembursable Activities Codes: 
Colle 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Cole 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 
Code 14 Classroom observation of Instructor 
Colle 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
COiie 18 Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria: 
(A) district standards and test results . 
(B) instructional techniques/strategies -
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(0) suitable learning environment 

Co:I 1 e 7 D1striet reoortina CLASSROOM TEACHER TIME IS NOT REIMBURS ED 

Allocate the average time spent on each criterion (A-D) for Average Time In Minutes 
each of the following evaluation steps: 

A B c D 

C«le 11 Preparing for the evaluation 1>0 'J.O 'J.() 30 

Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor - s s-- ~ ~ 

Code13 Pre-observation conference with instructor s s- ~ s-
Code14 Classroom observation of instructor 

LO lo 1.0 to 

Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 6 ~ ~ s-
Code 16 Final conference with instructor 

tO t,0 to ID 

Code 17 District Reporting 3S" '~ '$"" ·~ 
EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school distrld personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for · · to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this form certifies that 
you have reported actual data or pro · a good faith estimate which you •certify (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws oft tat · ia to be true and correct based on your personal knowledge or 
information." This informa · t accoun · purposes only. PLEASE USE BLUE INK 

Employee Signature Date ~· ~l ·I)~ 

.......;::oou..;;:=------------~-------
'at '"Z"'-° ..,~..., o~i1 

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY _______ ; TO ____________ , 

COPYRIGHT 2004 SixTen and Associates Revised December 2005 
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SA 1.7-1 

Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors 
Flease report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 
fOf he reimbursable activities for the mandated program. 

f5itncJof S · D . Departrn1tdr-o7!:.on ~0'/ . 
PHt1 Ll1 $ f. /v/oR.qqJ i1. · · ~ 

'Ernploy~e Name . v 

7/dJ-433- 31 2 :2mo 11 /10mo hrl 
phone year eng 

frffYl.' ,qqf -d fXJb. &el 810 
Reinbursable Activities Codes: 
Code 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
COiie 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Co4e 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 
COiie 14 Classroom observation of Instructor 
Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
COiie 18 Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria; 
(A) district standards arid test results . 

. (B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(0) suitable learning environment 

Cod 11 o· trict e IS reoortino CLASSROOM TEACHER Tl M E IS NOT REIMBURSED 

Albcate the average time spent on each criterion (A-D) for Average Time In Minutes 
each of the following evaluation steps: 

A B c D 

Cclde 11 Preparing for the evaluation 2.JJ /() 1JJ IV 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 15 lO J.o )0 

Code 13 Pre--observation conference with instructor 5 5 5' 5 
Code14 Classroom observation of instructor 15 15° 15 5 

Code15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
/0 /0 10 j/J 

Code 16 Final conference with instructor 1!5 15 15 10 

Code17 District Reporting J-U JO ;7.0 ~ 

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school district personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this form certifies that 
you have reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which you •certify (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of the State of California to be true and correct based on your personal knowledge or 
information." . . tio . r cos unting purposes only. PLEASE USE BLUE INK 

:::::z~.....-~~7-'"-'f~~;;;.__ Date ~/JJjtJ6 
~~-r-~~--~~~~~~-·m~~~~~~-

COPYRIGHT 2004 SixTen and Associates Revised December 2001i 
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.-.,,1·' 

Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

SA 1.7·1 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors .. ,,, ...... 
Please report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 
.of he reimbursable activities for the mandated program. 

Distri£~L?v tLAl;/'lb-0 

~()/S 8. CJ1C4z.14L I 
Enployee Name . 

Department/Location 

~a-. 
Exact Position Title~ 

711J-g7--< 5"4CJ ~~Omo/hd~· 
i phone#-o~gth(circe) 

Fiscal&,· . 97-98 98-99 99-00 mn:o1) 
1-0 02-03 03-04 04-05 ~ 

Clrcle the l"8 for Which you are responding. 

Reinbursable Activities Cod!!: 
Colle 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with· instructor 
Cole 13 Pre-observatiOn ·conference with inStructor 
Code 14 ·Classroom observation of Instructor 
Colle 16 Post-observation conference with instructor 
Colle 18 Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria: 
, (A) district standards and test results . 

. (B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objeCtlves 
(0) suitable leamlng environment 

Cod 17 D' bict rti LAS • IS· reoo1 100 c EA SROOMT CHER Tl M E IS NOT REIMBU RSED 

Allocate the average tlm~ spent on each crltei'lori (A-D) for .Average Time In Minutes 
each of the followlng evaluation steps: 

A B c D 

C«le 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
,;).{) /t:? /(} /() 

CGde 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
/) /{) /t) ID 

Cede 13 Pr~servation conference with instructor 
~ ~ C s-

Code14 Classroom observation of instructor 
~ ;LS- ~s- .20 

Code 15 Post-observation conference with Instructor 
.30 /j- /j- /0 

Code 16 Final conference with instructor 
6tJ /.S- /S /S-

Code17 District Reporting 
,. 

dlO ;1..0 .,;l{) dl.() 

If you have any questions, please ntact ____________ ,at _____ _ 

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ______ ; TO ___________ _ 

COPYRIGHT 2004 SIXTen and Associates Revised December 2006 
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SA 1.7-1 j 

Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act {K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors · .... · , .. 
Please report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 
fOf he reimbursable activities for the mandated program. 

Ditri 
:D~r ochool 

Departmenocation 
. . I · DCl.jf'~ 

Fiscal Year. ~ ~ 99-00 00-01 
01-02 '-M.-03 03-04 04-05 05-06 

Clrcle the years fOr Which you are responding. 

Reinbursabte ACttyttleS Codes: 
COde 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with· instructor 
Co4e 13 Pre-observation conference with inStructor 
Code 14 Classroom observation of Instructor 
Code 15 Post-observatioll conference with instructor 
Cade 18 Final conference with instructor 

Eva:ilJation Criteria: 
(A) district standards and test results . 
(B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(O) suitable learning environment 

Cod 17 o· . e istrictreoortina EA CLASSROOMT CHERTI M E IS NOT REIMBU RSED 

Allocate t~e average time spent on each criterion (A-0) for . Average Time In Minutes 
each "of the following evaluation steps: 

A B c D 

C«fe 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
~D /0 Io LO 

Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
15 /0 /0 /(). 

Code 13 Pr~obsetvation conference with instructor s 5 5 s . 

Code14 Classroom observation of instructor 
IS- IS· IS IS' 

Code 15 Post.Observation conference with instructor. 
IS 15 IS 15 -

Code 16 Final conference with instructor 
15" /O /0 /0 

Code 17 District Reporting Jo IS /0 IS ., 

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school district personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this form certifies that 
you have reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which • • lty of 
perjury under the laws of the State of California to be true and correct ba · 
information.· This information is used for cost accounting pu ses nly. -:---!~~~~~!i.Ww.--

Employee Signature?!iic~£c::::JL.i¢1.~t::lid~:Wr:....tu.~,,,4.~,U-vme --..:~~~;...:;;;.. ___ _ 

If you have any questions, please ntact ______ -+-.~-----

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ______ ; TO------------· 
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SA 1.7-1 

FiscalYear: 97-98~9 - 00~01 
01-02 02-03 05-06 

Clrcle the years fOr Which yo hdlng. 

Relnbursable Activities Codes: 
Colle 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Co.le 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Co:le 13 Pre-observation conference with inStructor 
COiie 14 Classroom observation of Instructor 
Colle 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria: 
(A) district standards and test results . 
(B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(0) suitable learning environment 

COiie 18 Final conference with instructor 
Code 17 District re rti CLASSROOM TEACHER TIME IS NOT REIMBURSED 

Allocate the average time spent on each criterion (A-D) fOr 
~h of the following evaluation steps: 

Average Time In Minutes 

A B c D 

CGde11 Preparing for the evaluation 

Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 

Code 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 

Ccde14 Classroom observation of instructor 

Code15 Post-observation conference with instructor 

Code 16 Final conference with instructor 

Code 17 District Reporting 

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school district personnet maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in o r for the · ·ct to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this form certifies that 
you have reported actual da r have p · ed a good faith estimate which you • · (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of th e of · ia to be true and correct based on your p rsonal kn wle e or 
information.· This informati accounting purposes only. P ~ ~ K 

Employee Signature Date -----'~--1--~--

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ______ : TO ____________ . 

COPYRIGHT 2004 SixTen and Associates Revised December 2005 
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SA 1.7-1 

Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors 
Please report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 
.of he reimbursable activities for the mandated program. 

~~ • D~rtm~ ;tdj1£ 
.._/)~&1/J(h_} ~~2 
E~uarni"~ ~ijlfffie 

12mo/11 mo/1 Omo/hrly Fiscal Y~ ~g5.99c'99-0Q<OQ:Qj) 
.... ,. ..... ee,__p_h_o_n_e_# __ Work year length(circle) @1.:W~3-04 ~ 05-06 

Circle the years for which you are responding. 

fielnbursable Activities Codes: 
Cote 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Colle 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
COiie 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 
Colle 14 Classroom observation of Instructor 
Colle 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
COiie 18 Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria: 
(A} district standards and test results . 
(B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(0) sultabte learning environment . 

Cod 1 e 7 District reoortina CLASSROOM TEACHER Tl M E IS NOT REIMBURSED 

Allocate the average time spent on each criterion (A-D) for Average Time In Minutes 
each of the following evaluatiOn steps: 

A B c D 

C«fe 11 Preparing for the evaluation JI 5? 3Y 3? 
code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 

Pit? ~t) c:<a b?o 
Code 13 Pre~observation conference with instructor f 5 3 3 
<:Gde 14 Classroom observation of instructor ;; // // // 

Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
/7/ /~ /f' /.Y 

Code 16 Final conference with instructor :7 :7 7 ?' 
Code 17 District Reporting 

c:t-'/ oty ~y h1Y' 
EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school district personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this form certifies that 
you have reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which you "certify (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of the State of California to be true and correct based on your personal knowledge or 
information." This inform&)}on is used for cost accounting purposes only. · PLEASE USE BLUE INK 

Employee Signature ~ ~/? Date --=3:,i/:....(..,=-i/r...;o_s,;i:;;_ ____ _ 

If you have any questions, please contact , at-------
PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ______ ; TO ___________ _ 

COPYRIGHT 2004 SixTen and Associates Revised December 2005 

267



SA 1.7-1 

Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs j 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors 
Please report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 
1110f 1he reimbursable activities for the mandated program. 

DfstriCt/COE 
Ra b--< r.1 1v ... 1..; c.• ;>1 

E111ployee Name 

Department/Location 

,4J;;·;-: /'r1,,J (IC'<' I 
EXact Position Title 

..,,,,...,._...,,--___, ___ 12mo/11 mo/1 Omo/brlv 
1'eephone # Work year length( circle) FiscalYear: a-: m-ft 

~ 2-0 3-04 04 
Circle~ · ch y are oolng. 

Rembursable Activities Codes: 
Cote 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Cole 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 
Code 14 Classroom observation of Instructor 
Cote 15 Post-observation conference with Instructor 
Code 18 Final conference with instructor 
Cod 17 D"strict rti e I repo1 ng CLASSROOMT 

Allocate the average time spent on each criterion (A-D) for 
each of the following evaluation steps: 

C«le 11 Preparing for the evaluation 

Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 

Code 13 Pre-<>bservation conference with instructor 

Code14 Classroom observation of instructor 

Code15 Post-observation conference with instructor 

Code 16 Final conference with instructor 

Code17 District Reporting 

Evaluation Criteria: 
(A) district standards and test resultS . 
(B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(0) suitable learning environment 

EA M CHER Tl E IS NOT REIMBURSED 

Average Time In Minutes 

A B c D 

30 3o 30 3o 

i_p zo 2. {) .J..O 

3 .3 3 3 

8 II ,, ,, 
15' 1.S iS I J' 

6 6 6 6 

:.( 0 4.0 :J..O :i.O 

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of Califomia requires that school district personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this form certifies that 
you have reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which you "certify (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of the State of California to be true and correct based on your personal knowfedge or 
information: This information is used :?st accounting purposes only. PLEASE USE B~UE INK 

Employee Signature £_~ dJ~ Date .2./..z. 1 / 0 l 

If you have any que~lease cantact ii'o6 o· r 1v~ l...J:(.';V I at 7 t ,, 7s· 7 41'.J".S (.) 

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ; TO------------

COPYRIGHT 2004 SixTen and Associates Revised December 2005 
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Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

SA 1.7-1 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors ... ,, .... , .. 
Please report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 

~he reimbursable activities for the mandated program. ts{ 
0 3 

_ t>j s 

v~chif J..,.. u ~ D o~Stfe;t7Location . 

irr•o.c-ct ::!, • ~s.Sa.v-..\- ~ .. kl.,, .. ~ B-.-....'~ 
np oyee Name xaa Position itle . 

,,, t> S":& •.. 
Fiscal Year.. 97-98 ~ ~ 00-01 

01-02 02-03 ~IM::Q§]05-06 
Circle the years for Which you are responding. 

1'eephone # '/ear lengt~(---;1 e) 

Rlittnbursable Activltkns COd!!: 
Co!Je 11 Preparing for the ewluation 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with ·instructor 
Code 13 Pre-observation ·conference with inStructor 
Coda 14 · Classroom observation of Instructor 
Co!Je 16 Post-observation conference with Instructor 
Colle 18. Final conference with instructor 

Evaiuatlon Criteria; 
(A) district standards and test results . 

. (B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(0) sultabte leamlng envttonment 

c 1 o· · ode 7 1strict reoortina CLASSROOM TEACHER TIME IS NOT REIMBURSED 

Albcata the average tlm~ •pent on each crltei'lon (A-D) for .Average Time In Mlnllt8$ 
each of the following evaluation steps: 

A B c D 

C«la 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
~o 3.0 30 30 

Code 12 Goals and objedives conference with instructor 
1D 'I./) 'lb z/) 

Code 13 Pr&observation conference with instructor Ii{ Ii{ ft . . 

Code 14 Classroom observation of instructor 
~ l \. (. \. C. l 

Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
Ii' 10 '' 

,, 
Code 16 Final conference with instructor '?~ s 10 t 0 ' to 
Coda 17 District Reporting \ l/,_~ ->6° 

,. 

.~ ,s &S 

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school distrid personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for istrict to receive reimbursement Your signature on this form certifies that 
you have reported actual data or h ve vided a good faith estimate which you •certify (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of th S o alifomia to be true and correct based on your personal knowledge or 
information." This info for cost accounting urposes only. PLEASE USE BLUE INK 

Z.· z.f . o<., 

COPYRIGHT 2004 Sbffen and Associates Revised December 2005 
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::r:: 11 . .1 

03/24/2006 14:40 

MAR-24-21i'l06 ~9l25 

7604392652 OUSD ACCT 
\? / 

PAGE 02 1I1 e 

Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Manded Colta 
49Bl83 The Stull Ad. (K .. 12) 

Routine Evaluations of lnstructors 
P1411ae report betawthe .,.,..;. amount of time spent (in minutes) by You to implement eacl'l 
of 'he rvirnbw'lable actMties for the mandated ~gram, 

~fi4)9'1Nr1'1ft' ~~~ 
.NA4J.J.L_~/;,,.,,_) ~~· ~~~ 
~~ . . on 

\ 

~~-12n:ioi11mol~ 
"Tiiptio.ne • W&ri(year 18ri9th(Cirae) 

00..01 
01-02 02-0! 05-06 

CIW'llilfe Utt V11ft forwlllch )'GU.,., ,_petl,.."I· 

Ccm 17 Diatrtct I CU11RD011 TEACHISR nr.18 Not REIMBURSED 

Aloclte the .....-urne spent on eacJt crft9rfon (A-DJ ftN' Awrage Tllft• f11 tlnuta 
... Gf tft• ~ng MIUltlon ltepl: 

A . B C· D 

Cade1i Pnlparlng for the evalvatlan Jo 3c; cXa Sa 

Code12 Goels and~~ confetetme '#!ti'! ~r ,;<o ,,;;o d/t:J :ta 
Code13 ~lerl&ti~n conterenoa wRh inll:n.lctor J s 5 3 
oed• 14 Claaeroom ~ d inutnR:\o1' ? /I // // 

CGda1~ ~~on confwtortce wlPI IM!n.lctar /5 /.>- /.;;,,_,. /.J-

Code 1C \ Fift•I canf81"9nea wfth fniltruc:tor 

' ~ ~ ~ 
~.,., Di1trrct Reporting 

~o ,;/(,) ~o ~a 

lf:YOu have anyquestiCll'\1t1 pl contaat.~-----------, at ____ _ 
Fil.SASE SUBMrr'n-11$ JNFORMATION ar _____ ; T0------~----1 

P.03 

I A 
I ! \ 
t • \ 

/ 

I . 

TOTRI... P.03 

) 
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Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of lnstrudors 

SA 1.7-1 

Please report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 
,.,f he reimbursable activities for the mandated program. 

"8iceA-N SID e 
itriCt/COE 

UAllFl@.See«Ji,, DJS r. Ci1tt<.R.ISON 
-o-e-p=a~rtm..__e_nO~L~o-ca........,.,ti-on------~----~ 

Mlte6Plt¥il ve1>1J1tN~ -01.1 veR. 
E111ployee Name 

P~IJc,,t Pit(., 
EXact Position Title 

(?bo.f.l'~111J 
phone# ~11 mo/10mft'bJt 

~ear lengt'Ci e) 
Fiscal Year: ~-98 - 9 9 · 00-01 

01-02 - 3- 05-06 
Clrcle the years · h you are ndlng. 

Reinbursable Activities Codes: 
Cote 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
C~a 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Co4e 13 Pre-observation conference with inStructor 
C~a 14 Classroom observation of Instructor 
COiie 16 Post-observation conference with Instructor 
COtfa 18 Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria: 
(A) district standards and test results . 
(B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to cunicular objectives 
(0) suitable learning environment 

Coll 11 o· trict rti 8 IS repo ng CLASSR H OOM TEAC ER TIME IS NOT REIMBURSED 

Allocate the average time spent on each criterion (A-D) for . Average Time In Minutes 
each of the following evaluation steps: 

A B c D 

Cufe11 Preparing for the evaluation :to /0 /{) /{) 

Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 15 10 10 !O 
Code 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 5 :i 5' 5 
Code14 Classroom observation of instructor 6 30 5 5 
Coda 15 Post"'°bservation conference with Instructor 5 J-0 :J 5' 
Code 16 Final conference with instructor 5 J5 JO 16 
Code 17 District Reporting 5 15 16 

.; 

/!) 

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school district personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this form certifies that 
you have reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which you •certify (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of the State of California to be true and correct based on your personal knowledge or 
information." This information is used for cost accounting pu only. PLEASE USE BLUE INK ... 
Employee Signature Date e2-'2- I-() b 
If you have any questions, pleasi ntact--------~----, at ______ _ 

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ______ : TO ___________ _ 

COPYRIGHT 2004 SixTen and Associates ReVlsed December 2005 
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sA 1.1-1 Ji Y/r:;/irs 

Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors 
Please report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 
"f he reimbursable activities for the mandated program. 

j 

Q ~\d.e.. lAV\.t ~ecS. ~titl J:\.\Q'-' RQt\~~ [/Q.wt<-rA 1-u~ 
DiirictlCOE . oePartment/Location t 
~ eoA\J\_ e_.,. ~ llV\ Sf>y i \"\ C \pc.__\ 

Enployee Name •EX-a;....ct...:,.-.P,....;o;;;...s"""ltfc.-o-n""'T"""it ..... le ______ _ 

7 S 7- C) st;o 12m..Q/11 mo/1 Omgfbrt~ · 
*feephone # . Work year length((ircte) 

Fiscal~.~~ 
~ 02-03 03-04"~ 

Clrcle the years for which you are responding. 

Reinbursable .Act1Yttle8 Codes: 
Cate 11 . Preparing for the evaluation 
Cote 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Cole 13•· Pr&observation ·conference with. inStructor 
Colle 14 Classroom observation of Instructor 
Cote 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
Cole 18 Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria; 
(A) district standards and test results . 

' (B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(D) suitable teaming environment 

COii . 17 o· tiict rti • IS reoo· ina CLASSROOM TEACHER TIME IS NOT REIMBURSED 

Allocate the average time $pent on each crltei'lon (A-D) for .Average Time In Minutes 
aa=h of the follC>wlng evaluation steps: 

A B c D ' 

C«le 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
;;LO ID ID tlJ 

Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 1) 10 JO to 
C«le 13 Pre:.observation conference with instructor 

~ s- 0 s-
C«le 14 Classroom observation of instructor Ito ffo /5 ~ 
Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 

:Lo 30 b>.,7) .,:;. 0 

Code 16 Final conference with instructor rs ~o IS-~ 
Code 17 District Reporting 

.. 
t/O 30 30 l.fD 

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of Califomia requires th!llt school district personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the diStrict to receive reimbursemeril Your signature on this form certifies that 
you have reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which you "certify (or declare)' under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of the state of California to be true and correct based on your personal knowledge or 
information." This information is used for cost accounti purposes only. PLEASE USE BLUE INK 

Employee Signature Date SJ. - :2 /- 6 ti 
If you have any question , lease contact _____________ , at ______ _ 

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS FORMATION BY ______ ; TO ___________ _ 

COPYRIGHT 2004 SiXTen and Associates Revised December 2005 
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1!r~l~ 

sA 1.1-1° 'i/n/;u 

Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs / 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors 
Please report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 
.of he reimbursable activities for the mandated program. 

Vitnct/COE oeS~1a°Jtfon6-
~ f(£ [AJ·, l<;tv,J . ~:i)M-=---!'J~~=-wr-~;=...,,;· ih::-r-------

J:nJ)rdyee Name .. . ~act POSifiOnTitle 

__,.-...---=----1,.<-;-::J,11 mo/1 ODll}L!:lrl~ Fiscal ~· .• ~~ ~ ~ 00-.01 
1°eephone # ~year length(Cfrcfe) ~ 05-06 

Clrcle th are tor which you are responding. 

Reinbursab!e Activities Codes: 
Code 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Co4e 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 
Code 14 Classroom observation of Instructor 
Colle 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
COiie 18 Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria: PG 2>. 
(A) district standards and test results . 
(8) instructional techniques/strategies 7t1.. bt.. 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(0) suitable learning environment 

COii 1 e 7 D1sbict reoortina CLASSROOM TEACHER TIME IS NOT REIMBURSED 

Allocate the average time spent on each criterion (A-D) for Average Time In Minutes 
each of the following evaluation steps: 

A B c 0 

~e11 Preparing for the evaluation & J() J lJ fD ~ 

Code 12 Goals and objectives.~ with instructor 
(£. ' 

~ Jo ){) ID 
C«te 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor ,,...... 5" 

5 
.,..... 

J fl ~ 

Cade14 Classroom observation of instructor Jo ~· 30 3D 
Code15 Post-observation conference with instructor 

&o 20 ()6 8,0 

Code 16 Final conference with instructor 

~ :t 6(() I 0 
Code 17 District Reporting 

J-~ as- cig- ~~-

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school district personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement; Your signature on this form certifies that 
you have reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which you "certify {or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of the .State of California to be true and correct based on your personaJ knowledge or 
information." This information is used for cost accounting purposes only. PLEASE USE BLUE INK 

Employee Signature Ja___.. 0 X Le >~ ~ .a..C::\r::,,,, Date -~~>L=G!)"'-'J.,_/o=.;.lo=------
~ I I 

If You have any questions, please contact , at-------

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ; TO------------

COPYRIGHT 2004 SixTen and Associates Revtsed December 2005 
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Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors 

SA 1.7-1 

Flease report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 
lllOf he reimbursable activities for the mandated program. 

Ov~.LJ ~~~0.,;. ~,a~t..er s~'-
t>istrict1coE DepartmentiLOcat1on 

hv~ C..0£,/1'7 4J //t../;Vc,<"°d:::k. Enp'loyeeName ·E~x~ac~t~Pro-s~lt~1o~riTitl--1t~e----------------

7G "-?fu;2-l fJt" ieep one# 
12mo/11 mo/1 Omo/prl~ 
WOfk year length(c1rce) 

Fiscal Year: 97-98 ~ 00-01 
01-02 02-03 ~ 05-06 

Circle the years for which you are responding. 

Reinbursable Activities Codet: 
Code 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Colle 12 Goals and objectives conference with· instructor 
Co.le 13 Pre-observation.conference with lnStructor 
Colle 14 Classroom observation of Instructor 
Code 16 Post-observation conference with instructor 
Colle 18 Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria; 
(A) district standards and test results . 
(B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence tO curricular objedlves 
(D) suitable learning environment 

Cod 17 D. trict rti e IS re po ng CLASSROOM TEA CHER TIME IS NOT REIMBU ED RS 

Allocate the average time spent on each criterion (A-0) for Average Time In Minutes 
each of the following evaluation steps: 

A B c D 

C«te 11 Preparing for the evaluation 

3u ·~o "30 ~ 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 

v z_.\J i.-,..., Z...,.. 

Code13 Pre~observation conference with instructor 
2.-D z,,o . 2-o &1> 

Code14 Classroom observation of instructor 
:3 (} :J...-0· 30 z.o 

Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 

2.S- ~ LS- z..-r 
Code 16 Final conference with instructor 

2,-d 2.-<J bl Z.....o 

Code 17 District Reporting 
(0 (o Jo Jo 

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school district personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order fort 1 'ct to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this form certifies that 
you have reported actual data or· e pro ed a good faith estimate which you •certify (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of the Sta of Cali . ia to be true and correct based on your personal knowledge or 
information: This information i r st accounting purposes only. PLEASE USE BLUE INK 

Employee Signature Date J.c / ~ 7 (,, <. 
I'\ I 

If you have any questions, please contact ,Vt/ .th'< C.Ohc.., 4./ I at 7 Ge>- 7 n _, 0 "' 

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ; TO ___________ _ 

COPYRIGHT 2004 SixTen and Associates Revised December 2005 
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·~~..<t":;!'"J-

Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act {K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of lnstrudors 
Please report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 
.cf he reimbunsable activities for the mandated program.SJ' s 
DillriCOCOE Dep e.IDocabon 

Relnburaable Activftle! Codes: 
COte 11 . Preparing for the evaluation 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
COiie 13 PriH>bservation conference With Instructor 
Code 14 Classroom observation of Instructor 
Code 1 & Post-observation conference With instructor 

Evaluation Criteria: 
(A) district standards and test results . 
(B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(0) suitable learning environment 

Code 18 Final conference with instructor 
Code 17 District re rtin · CLASSROOM TEACHER TIME IS NOT REIMBURSED 

Albcate the average time spent on each criterion (A-D) for 
each ·ot the foRowlng evaluation steps: 

Cul~ 11 Preparing for the evaluation 

Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instrudi:>r 

Code 13 Pr&.observation conference with instructor 

Code14 Classroom observation of instructor 

Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 

Code 16 Final conference with instructor 

Code 17 District Reporting 

Average Time In Minutes 

A B c D 

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school district personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in orde for the d". "d to receive reimburisemenl Your signature on this form certifies that 
you have reported actual data ve pro · a good faith estimate which you •certify (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of the t of Cali . a to be true and correct based on your p rsonal knowledge or 
information." This informati u ed co I accounting purposes only. P E US U INK 

Employee Signature Date -=--1----=~--1-~--
at _ _._ _____ _ 

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ______ ; TO ____________ , 

COPYRIGHT 2004 SixTen and Associates Revtsed December 2005 
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SA 1.7-1 

Reinbursable Activitlp Codes: 
COiie 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
COiie 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
COiie 13 Pre-observation conference with inStructor 
COiie 14 ·Classroom observation of Instructor 
Colle 16 Post-observation conference with instructor 
COiie 18 Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Crtteria; 
(A) district standards and test results . 
(B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objedtves 
(0) suitable learning environment 

c 1 . ode 7 District reoortina CLASSROOM TEACHER TIME IS NOT REIMBURSED 

Albcate the average time spent on each crtteiiori (A-D) for _Average Time In Minutes 
each ·of the following evaluation steps: 

A B c D 

Cade 11 Preparing for the evaluation /() /D 10 /0 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 

/0 /0 /0 JO 
Cocle13 PrEH>bservation conference with instructor 

~o c)_(J c')_~ . cJ-() 
Code14 Classroom observation of instructor 1< 30 IS' 3D 
Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 

J-.0 J-0 JJ c}_() 

Code 16 Final conference with instructor /a /<J /0 lo 
,... 

Code 17 District Reporting n '/?,,, /b J~ 

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school district personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement Your signature on this form certifies that 
you have reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which you •certify (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of the State of California to be true and correct based on your personal knowledge or 
information." This i · is u accountl purposes only. PLEASE USE 8 UE INK 

Employee Signa Date (}...., Ol f Ob .... 
If you h·ave any questions please ct_...._ __________ , at _____ _ 

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION· 

COPYRIGHT 2004 SIXTen and Associates Revised December 2005 
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SA 1.7-1 

Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors ... ,,,, ... ; .. 
f>lease report below the avera.ge amount of time spent (in minutes) by1you to implEJ!J;l9nt each 
lllOf he reimbursable activities for the mandated program. Ii'/ o 'Z.. - 'f o~ 

Q~;.,·&.., v~D J,b°"t'\..·cU.le. <£c\...,..Q 
Dfsfri Department/Location · 

~e '5. · 'ge$6o.~+- b~rti:n""t.fe 2,-,,-''~ 
~S", (,DC..O 

eephone# ~~Q~/bd~' 0 yearengtClfc e) 
Fiscal Year: a 98-99 99-00 00-01 

01-02 . 03-04 04-05 05-06 
Clrcle the years for. Which you· are responding. 

Aeinbursable ActlVltln Cod!!: 
Code 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Colle 13 Pre-observatiOn conference with inStructor 
Code 14 Classroom observation of Instructor 
Code 1 & Post-observation conference with instructor 
Colle 18. Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria: 
(A) district standards and test results . 

. (B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objedlves 
(0) suitable leamlng environment 

Coll 17 o· . 8 1strict ·reoorting CLASSR OOMTEA RT CHE I NOT REIMBURSED IMES 

Allocate the average time spent on each criterion (A-0) for Average Time In Minutes 
each of the following evaluation steps: 

A B c D 

C«le 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
'lO ~o 'J.O ~o 

Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor :ao ~o 10 10 

Code 13 PrEH>bservation conference with instrudor 3 . "3. .3 3 

Code14 Classroom observation of instructor l9· ·~ ls- l-S'"" 

Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
13' tS- L& l'Z. 

Code 16 Final conference with instructor 
10 tO tb 10 

Code 17 District Reporting ?>(° 
,. 

l~ • S'"' IS° 

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school district personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this form certifies that 
you have reported actual data or ha vided a good faith estimate which you •certify (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of the ta f C ifomia to be true and correct based on your personal knowledge or 
information.• This inform r cost account! purposes only. PLEASE USE BLUE INK 

lf c I<. 3 
JTc//i 7 /f i.; 

j 

Employee Signature Date '2.-• Z. l • D le 
If you have any questions, please contact ~ 'at (,•ec) , n 0 S"1JI 

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ; TO------------

COPYRIGHT 2004 SixTen and Associates Revised December 2006 
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-------------------~ 

Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

SA 1.7-1 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors ........ 
!Please report below the average amount <?f time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 
flOf he reimbursable activities for the mandated program. ~ 

OUSb ~1;; J!,ddk J.~ 
DistriCl/COE/I Departm~ , o ~on 
~/N- Jemie-tu~ rnflC-tptt-C, . 

Enp QYe6 ime • - EXact Position Hte . ~ 

'lfi~tf.:~K.Qk 12o o/~ar? F~cal~~ ~~ 05-06 
· Clrcle th:).;7. for Which you are responding. 

Aeiribursable Activities Codes: 
COte 11 Prepating for the evaluation 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with· instructor 
Cote 13 Pre-observatiOn ·conference with inStructor 
Code 14 Classroom observation of Instructor 
Cote 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
Colle 18. Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Crfteria; 
, (A) district standards and test results . 

{B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(0) sultable leamlng environment 

Cod 17 • District reoortina CLASSROOM TEACHER TIME IS NOT REIMBURSED 

Allocate the average time spent on each criterion (A-D) for Average Time In Minutes 
each of the foltoWlng evaluation steps: 

A B c D 

Cade 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
~s /0 ~ :lo 

Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
.b IS' IS- ./() 

Code 13 Pr..:.Observation conference with instructor s- /() 5' s-. 

Ccde 14 Classroom observation of instructor 
5' M" ~ 5""" It> 

Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor s- 30 .s- JO 

Code 16 Final conference with instructor /{) /{) UJ /() 

Code 17 District Reporting ·:io ,J.,O /0 

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school dlstrid personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this fonn certifies that 
you have reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which you "certify (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of the tate of Califomia to be true and correct based on your personal knowledge or 
information: This infonn s used fo st accounting purposes only. PLEASE USE BLUE INK 

Employee Signature _~.r;::Q.,p:;.._..i...a.~.-:i.....:~~~""'""- Date _________ _ 

If YQU have any questions, please contact _ __....,.. .......... -----------, at _____ _ 

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ~~-d~t.....; TO------------

COPYRIGHT 2004 SixTen and Associates Revised December 2005 

Ut/xr1 
' • f 

ii 'IJ1-r/;c 

J 
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SA 1.7-1 

Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors 
Please report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 
llfJf he reimbursable activities for the mandated program. 

(}!IS/) . A . • 

... 
mo/11 mo/1 Omo/hrl~ · 

Work year length( circe) 
Fiscal Year: ~~a.. 9 9 0 

01-02 2-0 -04 
Clrcle the years tor which you are ild ng. 

Rembursable ActMties Codes: 
Code 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Co.le 13 Pre-observation conference with inStructor 
Code 14 Classroom observation of instructor 
COiie 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
Code 18 Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria: • 
(A) district standa.rds·and test results 
(B) instructionaJ ~niques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(0) suitable learning environment 

Cod 1 e 7 Disb'ict reoortino CLASSROOM TEACHER TIME IS NOT REIMBURSED 

Albcate the average time spent on each criterion (A-D) for Average Time In Minutes 
ea:h of the following evaluation steps: 

A B c D 

Cclde11~0 Preparing for the evaluation /0 /0 /;4 I fJ 

Code12~ 0 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 10 tO /D ·I{) 
' 

C«le 13i40 Pre-observation conference with instructor ~ ~ '-D io 
Code 14 'ff-· Classroom observation of instructor JG' 36 )$ 31-' 

Code 15 36 , Post..observation conference with instructor d!J :zp J.-0 )-0 

Code 16 ;f) Final conference with instructor /tJ /IJ /() /() 
Code 17 ~~ District Reporting tv ;!_~ ~ :..J-

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school district personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this form certifies that 
you have reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which you •certify (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of the State of California to be true and correct based on your personal knowledge or 
information: Th" info · is used r ta ting purJ><N! only. PLEASE USE BLUE INK 

ofrl?//r2 6 
If you have any qu 
PLEASE SUBM THIS INFORMATION BY ______ ; TO ____________ . 

COPYRIGHT 2004 SixTen and Assoelates Revised December 2006 

lfic/.<,\, 
F '--1I1-://;1. { ,, . y 
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Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors ... ,, .... 

SA 1.7-1 

t=>lease report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 
~f he reimbursable activities for the mandated program. 

l>istrict/COE :K\~ . 
Departme ocation 

~rtiSe&owk.o ~~~a?e~~~ 
__ ,_.---___, ___ 12mo/11 mo/1 Omo/bd'!l Fiscal Year: 97-98 9S.99 99-00 ~ 
1'eephone # Work year length(c1rcle) 01-02 02-03 03-04 04...()5 05-06 

Clrcle the years for which you· are raepondlng. 

Aeinbursable Actlvitln Codes: 
COiie 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
COiie 12 Goals and .objectives conference with· instructor 
Co4e 13 Pre-observation ·conference with lnStructor 
COiie 14 Classroom observation of Instructor 
Code 1S Post-observation conference with instructor 
Code 18 Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria; 
(A) district standards and test results . 

. (B) instructional techniqueslab'ategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objeCtives 
(O) suitable learning environment · 

Cod 17 o· . e 1strict reoortino CLASSROOM TEACHER TIME IS NOT REIMBURSED 

Albcate the average time $pent on each criterion (A-0) for .Average Time In Minutes 
each of the folloWtng evaluation steps: 

A B c D 

C«le 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
~ ~ d-S:> ~ 

Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
I~ ls- t.S- /0 

Code 13 Pre~observation conference with instructor 2P 2A 20 12..0 

· Code14 Classroom observation of instructor '3P 7J!P ~ s-
Code 15 Post-observation conference with Instructor :J-D ;w ;;:tr:> ¢).0 

Code 16 Final conference with instructor 
/0 IS is-. s-( . 

Code 17 District Reporting /0 ';s- ;_5 /_ 13..-· 

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school dlstrid personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement Your signature on this fonn certifies that 
you have reported actual data or ·have provided a good faith estimate which you •certify (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of the State of California to be true and correct based on your personal knowledge or 
information." This information is used fo~ting purposes only. PLEASE USE BLUE INK 

Employee Signature en . I~ . Date ,;l·J2J r D'f:? 
If you h·ave any questions, please contact , at-------

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ; TO------------

COPYRIGliT 2004 SlxTen and Associates Revised December 2005 
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SA 1.7-1 

1/( /ff 

ST·J/1 +! . , ' · le 

Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 

Ro::~8~v!~uea~~~~~~~~~ors :;;. : J 
Flease report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 
.of he reimbursable activities for the mandated program. 

District/c~E u S]::) Depart~~OC~tio~ . S .. 
f rq_~ -~ ~\o..~ei"' Ptse;,~s~re* ~c\"d.9u,\ 

Enployee Name . . EXact Position it e . 

ieephone# 
Fiscal 

fleinburaable Activities Codas: 
Code 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
COiie 12 Goals and objectives conference with-instructor 
Cote 13 Pre-observation conference with inStructor 
Cote 14 Classroom observation of Instructor 
Colle 16 Post-observation conference with Instructor 
COiie 18 Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria; 
(A) district standards and test results . 
{B) instructional technlques/~ies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(0) sultable leamlng environment 

Cod 17 D' trict rti • IS reno ·na CLASSROOM TEA CHER Tl M E IS NOT REIMBU RSED 

Albcate the average time $pent on each criterion (A-D) for Average Ttm8 In Minutes 
each of the following evaluation steps: 

A B c D 

Cute 11 Preparing fOf the evaluation 
~D au ao ao 

Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
tO t5 \\) tO 

~e13 PrEH>bservation conf~rence with instructor 
c2 s a.0 ao . \ 5" 

Code14 Classroom observation of instructor ,5 ;J.5 a.. 5" i5 
Cocle 15 Post.Observation conference with instructor 

~5" 15 d-.D ;l() 

Code 16 Final conference with instructor 
\V \.0 \0 \D 

.. 
Code 17 District Reporting ,. - -\b -\ b l ~ I';) 

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of Callfomia requires that school district personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the· district to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this form certifies that 
you have reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which you "certify (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of the State of California to be true and correct based on your personal knowledge or 
information: This information is used for cost a~nting purposes only. PLEASE USE BLUE INK 

Employee Signature '":t __.JL 0 ~.U Date Cl \ l. \ \ ~ b 

' ' If you h·ave any questions, please contact _____________ , at ______ _ 

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ______ ; TO ___________ _ 

COPYRIGHT 2004 SiXTen and Associates Revised December 2005 281



SA 1.7-1 

Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors 

~elnbursable Activltie!I Cc:id•: 
Cole 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Code 13 Pre-observation conference with inStructor 
Code 14 ·Classroom observation of instructor 
Cole 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 

Evaiuation Criteria: 
(A) district standards and test results . 
(B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(0) suitable learning environment 

Code 18. Final conference with instructor 
Code 17 District re orti CLASSROOM TEACHER TIME IS NOT REIMBURSED 

Allocate the average time $pent on each criterion (A-0) for 
each of the following evaluation steps: 

Cute 11 Preparing for the evaluation 

Code 12 Goals and objectives conference.with instructor 

Code 13 Pr~observation conference with instructor 
10 ;;l. • /Js~abd 115 

Code 14 Classroom observation of instructor 
~· d!Jserua/J 5 

Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
~ t1bserva.r/i(fn s 

Code 16 Final conference with instructor 

Code 17 District Reporting 

Average Time In Minutes 

A B c D 

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of CalHomia requires that school distrid personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this form certifies that 
you have reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which you "certify (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of the State of California to be true and correct based on your personal knowledge or 
information.• This infonn~tion · s cost accounting purposes only. PLEASE USE BLUE INK 

Employee Signature Date d-0/-/-() ~ 
> 

If you have any questions, please contact , at ______ _ 

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ; TO------------

COPYRIGHT 2004 SIXTen and Associates Revised December 2006 

Cle /vy 
' - \l~ 

iT c;-; JJ,j . .. 
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·~--

Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

SA 1.7-1 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors .. ,, ...... 
Flease report below the average amount of time spent (In minutes) by you to implement each 
.of he reimbursable activities for the mandated program. 

t5istr9c1f6&s'•d.t ).b~J Deplrfmi~ftlo~J~Fia-:J 
En~O';:e N!,~ 1 'b tA"f"f" f\ _EX_a_ct+f .... ~--1011-+,W,.;.;.1:::;.:~--~..,.lti<L~-------
q L.l.__- '-t 2 DO 12mo/11 mo/1 Omo/prl~ · 
.. 'T,..;eei-p-1-h-.;:;:o;..L.ne.>L..rr#-- Work year length( c1rde) 

Fiscal Year: . 97"'.98 98-99 ~ 00-01 
~~~~05-06 

Circle the years tor Which you are l"Mpondlng. 

Aembunsable Activities Codes: 
Colle 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Code 12 Goals and _objectives conference with instructor 
Cote 13 Pre-observation conference with inStructor 
Code 1-4 · Classroom observation of Instructor 
Colle 16 Post-observation conference with instruct.or 
Code 18 Final conference with instructor 

Ewiuatlon Criteria; 
(A) district standards and test results . 

. (B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objeCtlves 
(0) suitable learning environment 

Cod 1 o· . e 7 1sbict reoortina CLASSROOM TEACHER TIME IS NOT REIMBURSED 

Albcate the average tlm~ spent on each crltei'lon (A-0) for _Average Tim8 In Minutes 
each of the following evaluation steps: 

A B c D 

C«ie 11 Preparing for the evaluation ;20 JD ID //) 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 

ts Ju 10 \D 
Code 13 Pr~bservation conference with instructor 5 JO - 5 j 

Code14 Classroom observation of instructor 
Is 5 IS IS 

Code 15 Post.Observation conference with instructor 
I IJ /0 ~- 5 

Code 16 Final conference with instructor 
/() It> . 10 I l> 

Code 17 District Reporting 
,. 

5' 5" 5" s-

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of Callfomla requires that school district personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this fonn certifies that 
you have reported actual data or ·have provided a good faith estimate which you "certify (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of the State of California to be true and correct based on your personal knowledge or 
information: This information is used for cost accounting purposes only. PLEASE USE BLUE INK 

Employee Signature L " ~ ,fZ, · Date __,.2...._-2~1--~P ... t ____ _ 
If You have any questions, please contact ____________ , at _____ _ 

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ______ ; TO ___________ _ 

COPVRIGHT 2004 SlxTen and Associates Revtsecl December 2006 
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SA 1.7-1 

Departme. ntT ~n I 

exaJ~1~~~ 
........,. __ -...-__ 12mo/11mo/10moftlrl'L FiscalYear: WB> ~~ 
"feephone # Work year length(arcte) 01-02 02-03 ~ ~ 05-06 

Circle the years for which you are responding. 

Reinbursable Activities Codes: 
Code 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Catie 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Co4e 13 Pre-observation conference with inStructor 
Code 14 Classroom observation of Instructor 
Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
Code 18 Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria: 
(A) district standards arid test results 
(B} instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(0) suitable leamlng environment 

Cod 17 D'strict rti e I reco1 ng c R M H E I LASS 00 TEAC ER TIM IS NOT RE MBURSED 

Allocate the average time spent on each crltei'lon (A-D) for Average Time In Minutes 
each of the following evaluation steps: 

A B c D 

C«te 11 Preparing for the evaluation ls er ~ ~ 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 

l lf {1- { 7-, tL, 

Code 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 
~ ~ 0 ~ 

Code14 Classroom observation of instructor 
t..6 io l'l- tD 

Code 15 Post..observation conference With Instructor 
{ (,,,, ([.,. (~ /7,.,. 

Code 16 Final conference with instructor 

l it {O l (./ t6 
Code17 District Reporting lcj ,~ /\ ii.-

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school district personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this form certifies that 
you have reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which you "certify (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury Onderthe laws of the State ofCalifom' to be true and correct based on your person.$r knowledge or 
inf0tmation." This information is use for co ting purposes only. PLEASE USE BLUE INK 

Employee Signature . Date vur l) Ct 
If you have any questions, please contact _____________ , at ______ _ 

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY _______ ; TO ___________ _ 

COPYRIGHT 2004 SixTen and Assoelates Revised December 2005 
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l/ { )<j I 
Ji ?lnA 

SA 1.7•1 J 
Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 

498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 
Routine Evaluations of Instructors .. ,,,, ... , .. 

!Please report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 
~f he reimbursable activities for the manda~ ~~ram. 

(" . ~ 

Aeinbursable ActMtie! COdes: 
Code 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Cote 12 Goals and objectives conference with· instructor 
Cc4e 13 Pre-observation conference with lnStructor 
Co4e 14 Classroom observation of Instructor 
Code 16 Post-observation conference with instructor 
Co4e 18 Final conference with instructor 

Evaiuatlon Criteria: . 
, (A) district standards and test results . 

(B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objedives 
(D) sultable·leamlng environment 

COii 17 o· trict rti • IS reco1 1na CLASSROOM TEACHER TIME IS NOT REIMBURSED 

Albcate the average time epent on each criterion (A-D) for .Average Time In Minutes 
&a:h ·of the follOwlng evaluation steps: 

A B c D 

Cute 11 Preparing for the evaluation 'di) f() to ID 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor t§ 10 to /() 

Code 13 Pr~bservation conference with instructor t.< K 5 5 . 

Code 14 Classroom observation of instructor 
1-15 5 s· 5 

Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
8/J 15 15 16 

Code 16 /,/ Final conference with instructor ____ ,,-' 
~/) tS t5 1.5 

Code 17 District Reporting 
,. 

~~ ~ ~ ,U) 

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school dlstiid personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this form certifies that 
you have reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which you •certify (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of the state of California true and correct based on your personal knowledge or 
information." This information is us r cos un · g purposes only. · ~P 151 USE BLUE INK 

Employee Signature Date __.._+=-~~-fJ .... ~""------
lf you h·ave any questions, please contact , at ______ _ 

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ; TO------------

COPYRIGHT 2004 SlxTen and Associates Revised December 2005 285



Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stun Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors 

SA 1.7-1 

Flease report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 
.c>f he reimbursable activities for the mandated program. 

&,;~. ·~~~ 
~//),.;>') ~ ~/ ~ 
~me. .~~ 
___,.-......-......--- 12mo/11 mo/1 OroQ/t)nv 
1elephone #. Work year length{etrcle) 

Reinbursable Activities Codes: 
COde 11 Preparing for th& evaluation 
Code 12 Goals and objectives Conference with instructor 
Code 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 
Code 14 Classroom observation of Instructor 

·Code 16 Post-observation conference with lnstruci.or 
COde 18 Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Crtteria: 
(A) distrtct standards and test results . 

.. (B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(0} suitable leamlng environment . 

COii 11 o· bict rti 9 IS reoo1 ·na CLASSROOMT EA CHER Tl M E E IS NOT R IMBURSED 

Allocate the· average time spent on each criterion (A-0) for .Average Time in Minutes 
·each of the following evaluation steps: 

A B c 0 

Cede 11 Preparing for the evaluation /o /cJ /o /O 

Cede 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
/d /o /C) /O 

Code 13 Pre--observation conference with instructor ;/C) .::fo ~CJ ..::l.cJ 

Code 14 Classroom observation of Instructor /S Jc> /S Jo 
Code 15 · Post•observation conference with .instructor 

~o ,;<o .;{o ;{c) 

Code 16 Final conference with instructor 
/C) /c) /O /o 

Code 17 District Reporting cJ(;l. d~ d;;.,' '; :; ..I n -

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school district personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this form certifies that 
you have reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which you "certify (or declare} under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of the State of California to be true and correct based on your personal knowfedge or 
information." This information is used for cost accounting purposes only, PLEASE USE BLUE INK 

Employee Signature ~· A4rt1= /1'/, 0,. Date > -/- 0 k 
If you have any questions, please contact J , at-------

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ; TO------------

COPYRIGHT 2004 SlxTen and Associates Revised December 2005 286



Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors 

'f E/j 3 

SA1.7-1 fi Y/!f/jc 

Please report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 
1C>f he reimbursable activities for the mandated program. • • 

~rfr2 -~/)!~~/t&d~d 
Uistri o ~menqcation 

~ee~W . ~~~ 
1"eephone# ~mo/11mo/10mo/hrl~ FiscalYear: ~ ~tOO:Q0 

ofk year length(circ e) 01-02 02-03 o~ ~ 
Clrcle the years for which you are responding. 

fieinbursable Activities Codes: 
Cote 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Code 13 Pre-observation conference with Instructor 
Colle 14 Classroom observation of Instructor 

· Cote 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
Code 18 Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria: 
(A) district standards and test results . 
(B) Instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(0) sultabte learning environment 

c 1 . Olle 7 District reoortina CLASSROOM TEACHER TIME IS NOT REIMBURSED 

Allocate the average time spent on each criterion (A-D) for Average Time In Minutes 
each of the following evaluation steps: 

A B c D 

C«fe 11 Preparing for the evaluation /() /0 /t} /0 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 

/0 /~ /l) /C) 

Cclde 13 Pre--observatlon conference with instructor :?(O c5/cJ ;;;fo df?O 

Code 14 Classroom observation of instructor /5 Jc:J /S- Su 
Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor ~o ~o .;;<c; t5ld 
Code 16 Final conference with instructor 

/CJ /0 /0 /CJ 

Code 17 District Reporting 
w~ ;(,;{ ~...< ~-2.J 

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school district personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement Your signature on this form certifies that 
you have reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which you "certify (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of the State of California to be true and correct based on your personal knowledge or 
information." This info:?9J ~used for cost accounting wrposes only. PLEASE USE BLUE INK 

Employee Signature ~ c;y:l~ Date ~/¢7 J CJ /: 

If you have any questions, please contact , at-------

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ______ ; TO ____________ _ 

COPYRIGHT 2004 SixTen and Associates Revised December 2005 
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Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors 

SA 1.7-1 

I 

Please report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 

..,, 1ie rei~~ activities 1orza-program. . , 

D~...tL {ltA., ~ . . ~ ffif«. NriJk. 
11 lenf" f:fN E- .)c,6frA1£ lC . . ;\r{·f · ·· lt1Cd~ 

E'ilroyee Name . . ~!Position~ ~ 
~ 1n-rJ10 ~11mll'1amr~ 

"Telephone# ~~year engtharc e) 
FiscalYear. 97-9~800-01 

01-02 02:-0 .-. 05-06 
Clrcl' the years {Qr Whlc you are ponding. 

R•inbursable ActMtle! ·¢octu: 
Cate 11 Preparing tor th& &Valuation 
COiie 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Cole 13 P~bservation conference WithOinStructor . 
Cote 14 . Classroom ·observation of Instructor 
Cote 15 ·:Post-observatton conference with instructor 
COiie 18 Final conference with instructor 

Evaiuriitlon Criteria: 
·(A) district standards and test results . 

' . (B) instructional techniques/strategies 
· (C) adherence to culTicular objectives 
(0) su1tab1&:1eamlng environment 

c ode 17 Distiict·reoortino D CLASSROOM TEACHER TIME IS NOT REIMBURSE 

Albcate the average time spent on each crltei'lon (A-D) for 
n;h of the fol.Ing ewiluatton steps: · 

Average Time In Minutes 

A B c D 

C«te 11 Preparing for the evaluation 5' < 5' s 
Code12 Goals and objectives eonference with inStructor 

; 

fO ID (0 (0 
Code 13 Pr&.observation conference with instructor 11) (0 {o (0 
Code 14 Classroom observation of instructor. IU ZJ" u ,,i.. 

u 
Code 15 Post.Observation conference with Instructor ·1< ( 5" 1r- t-s 
Code 16 Final conference with instructor 

lO (1J (0 (0 ' 

Code 17 District Reporting t) (S' I~ tr' 
EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires truit school district personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the diitrict to -receive reimbursement. Your signature on this form certifies that 
you have reported actual data or have provide(f a good .faith estimate which you "certify (or declare) under penalty of 
peljury under the laws of the State alifomia to be true and correct based on your personal knowledge or 
information: This informa . sed cost accounting purposes only. PLEASE USE BLUE INK 

Employee Signatu . Date ;/v.1 / 06 
~ , 

If you have any ques · , please contact , at------

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ; TO------------

COPYRIGHT 2004 SiXTen and Associates Revised December 2005 
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Reinbursable ACttvitie& ·cOdes: 
Co.le 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Catie 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Cole 13 · Pre-observation conference with inStructor 
Catie 14 Classroom obse1Vation of Instructor 
Cole 15 Post-observation conference with instruct.or 
Code 18 Final conference with instructor 
Cod 17 o· trict rt" oo e IS repo1 1ng CLASSR MT 

Albcate the average time spent on each crltel"fon (A-D) for 
each.of the fOllOWlng evaluation steps: 

CGde 11 Preparing for the evaluation 

Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 

Code 13 Pre:.observation conference with instructor . 

Code 14 Classroom observation of instructor 

Code 15 Post..abservation conference with instructor 

Code 16 Final conference with instructor 

Code 17 District Reporting 

SA 1.7-1 

Evaluation Criteria; 
(A) district standards and test results . 
(B) instructional techniques/~ies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(0) sultabte leamlng environment 

EA CHER Tl M E IS NOT REIMBURSE D 

Average Time In Minutes 

A B c 0 

~ t: ~ ~ 

(0 to JO jo 

_.,.,.. 

)~ I~ 15 i '< 
- b) ~ ,JC ~~ 

w -zj;) '7P "z,"{) 

~ ~ g & 
•· 

-z.j) U> zD "Z-D 

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school district personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this form certifies that 
you have reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which you •certify (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of th t f California to be true and correct based on your personal knowledge or 
information: This info 1s s for ccou "ng purposes only. PLEASE !SE BLUE INK 

Employee Signature f' ~ Date £.,/ 'z.,~ b<a 
If you have any questions, please contact , at ______ _ 

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ; TO------------· 

COPYRIGHT 2004 SiXTen and Associates Revised December 2005 
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r,. I. 'L <(( 
ir , . 

sA1.7-1 !fi 

Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act {K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors 
Please report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 
r0f he reimbursable activities for the mandated program. ' n /, 

C 'fttj., I 

_..,...._,_____,..---__ 12mo/11 mo/1 Omotprty 
*feephone # Work year length(etrcle) 

Fiscal Year: 
01-02 

Circle the years fOr which you are respQndlng. 

Reinburyble ActlVities Codes: 
Cote 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Cote 12 Goa~ and objectives conference with instructor 
COiie 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 
Cote 14 Cla$Sroom observation of Instructor 
Colle 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria: 
(A} district standards and test results . 
(B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular o~"!M _ 
(0) suitable learnlhg envlronmei . 

Code 18 Final conference with instructor 
Code 17 District re ortin CLASSROOM TEACHER TIME IS NOT REIMBURSED 

Allocate the average time spent on each criterion (A-D) for 
each of the following evaluation steps: 

C«le 11 Preparing for the evaluation 

Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 

Code 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 

Code14 Classroom observation of instructor 

Code15 Post.Observation conference with instructor 

Code 16 Final conference with instructor 

Code 17 District Reporting 

Average Time In Minutes 

A B c D 

lo 
15 
5 

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school distrid personnel maintain a record of 
· data for state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement Your signature on this form certifies that. 

you have reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which you •certify (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of th State of Califor ·a to true a correct based on your personal knowledge or 
information.* This int · used for nmg ses only. SEU E INK 

Employee Signature --\ftl.~~"4--~~-.JU.~.,Q,,Pf-~++ 
If you have any questions, pl 

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMA 

COPYRIGHT 2004 SixTen and Associates Revised December 2005 
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Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors 
Flease report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 
fDf he reimbursable activities for the mandated program. 

Reinbursable ActiVities Codes: 
Code 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Code 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 
Code 14 Classroom observation of Instructor 
Colle 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
Code 18 Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria: 
(A) district standards and test results . 
(B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(0) suitable learning environment 

COiie 17 District reporting CLASSROOM TEACHER TIME IS NOT REIMBURSED 

Albcate the average time spent on each crltei'fon (A-D) for Average Time In Minutes 
each of the following evaluation steps: 

A B c D 

~e11 Preparing for the evaluation 

'IA (f> /IJ {8 

Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
15 1@ 10 (r/P 

Code 13 Pre--observation conference with instructor s /I> 6 ,~ 

Code14 Classroom observation of instructor [fJ ~ ~ Oil> 
Code15 Post-observation conference with instructor ,o ~ ~ ~ 
Code 16 Final conference with instructor s 16> /() 8 
Code17 District Reporting I;; ~ ~ ~ 

If you have any questions, please contact _____________ , at ______ _ 

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ______ ; TO ____________ _ 

COPYRIGHT 2004 SixTen and Associates Revised December 2005 
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l/[ /.?.{ 
!T Ci/I JI/( 

SA 1.7-1 I L 

Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs J 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors 
l?lease report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 
ffJf he reimbursable activities for the mandated program. 

rt.i~~<> ide__ Llv\1 hJ 0e~~i\>cJoJewi.ui +~ 
~Je a..JU'\ .. ~Y\(lV'\ ~ \V\Cl Vl tl. \ 
£nployee Name -E.-xa-c-=t ...... P"""'o-s ..... itT-io_n_,,T..,.it,......le _______ _ 

..........,.__,__....,,,_ __ 12mo/11 mo/1 Omo/hJ1y 
ieephone # Work year length(circle) 

Fiscal Year: ~7-9 98- 99- 00 .. 01 
01-02 -

Clrcle the years for w ch you are respo~ 
Reinbursable ActlYities Codes: 
Colle 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Colle 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Cole 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 
Code 14 Classroom observation of Instructor 
Cote 1 S Post-observation conference with instructor 
Code 18 Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria: 
(A) district standards and test results 
(B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(0) suitable learning environment 

Cod 17 o· tri e 1s ct recortina CLASSROOM TEACHER TIME IS NOT REIMBURSED 

Allocate the average time spent on each criterion (A-D) for Average Time In Minutes 
ech of the following evaluation steps: 

A B c D 

Cute11 Preparing for the evaluation 
~{:) J'S" 15'" JS-

Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 1:r )0 10 10 
~e13 Pr&.observation conference with instructor c 10 10 JO 
Ccde14 Classroom observation of instructor 

_ ... 

lf D tiO ~o a-~ 

Code15 Post .. observation conference with instructor 
e-0 ~D a-D "30 

Code 16 Final conference with instructor 
~5' .?o 01--0 ~o 

Code 17 District Reporting )/() t-(0 30 10 
EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school district personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this form certifies that 
you have reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which you •certify (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of the State of California to be true and correct based on your personal knowledge or 
information: This information is used for cost a u ting purposes only. PLEASE USE BLUE INK 

Employee Signature Date d-- ~ /- D ~ 
If you have any questi 

PLEASE SUBMIT 

COPYRIGHT 2004 SixTen and Associates 

__________ ;TO ______________________ ___ 

Revised December 2006 
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t/£17'! 
i (J / ! / / k· ,/ 

pi'""' 

SA 1.7-1 / 

i Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of lnstrudors .... ,,, ... ,. 
Flease report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 
fDf he reimbursable activities for the mandated program. 

D.1strQ1~c..,.ea.E~s,de 0tl\,f;ed Nor+h !errDL~ L'.le.Mer\to.y\J 
ct/COi Ojf artmenlllolition / 
Bo h ' Rowe_ lrr, 1' C. 1 .Pa.I· 

E111ployee "A'ame _E .... xa-c-=t"""'P"'""o-s...iitt1-o.;;..:n1..,11T...,itl ..... e ______ _ 

(7'10 . - '.3 
phone 

Relnbursable Actlvltie! Cod!!: 
Cote 11 Preparing for the e\taluation 
Cote 12 Goals and .objectives conference with instructor 
Colle 13 Pre-observation conference with inStructor 
Cote 14 Classroom obseivatlon of Instructor 
Cote 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
Colle 18. Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Crlferla: 
(A) district standards and test results . 
(8) instructional techniques/sb'ategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objedlves 
(D) suitable learning environment 

Cod 17 o· trict rti e IS reoo1 1no CLASSROOM TEAC E HER TIM IS NOT REMBURSED I 

Allocate the average tlm~ spent on each criterion (A-D) for .Average Time In Minutes 
each of the follOwlng evaluation steps: 

A B c D 

Cede 11 Preparing for the evaluation io 10 /0 IO 

Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
J ::r JO Io 10 

Code 13 Pr.H>bservation conference with instructor 5" /o s- b 
Code 14 Classroom observation of instructor 10 30. ~ '/-0 
Code 15 Post·observatlon conference with instrudor /0 f.O '/.O "i./J 
Code 16 Final conference with instructor 

~. 15 JO 5 
Code 17 Oistrid Reporting zo ·zo io to 

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school district personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this form certifies that 
you have reported actual data or ·have provided a good faith estimate which you "certify (or declare) under penalty of 
peljury under the laws of the State of California to be true and correct based on yolir personal knowledge or 
information: This informati is us t accounting purposes only. PLEASE USE BLUE INK 

Employee Signature Date _J_-..... t ...... 1 .... -_D_,,Ce ____ _ 

If you have any questions, please conta 
PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ______ ; TO ___________ _ 

COPYRIGtfT 2004 SlxTen and Associates Revised December 200S 293



SA 1.7-1 

"District/COE 

E ~ 5"'.Je£S n oyee ame ExactPoslt~rte 

1~D· ?5'l~J.j ~"m/11mo/10mo/hrl~ · 
eephone #~ ~o ~year length(circe) 

Reinbursable Activities Codes: 
Code 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Code 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 
Code 14 Classroom observation of Instructor 
Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria: 
(A) district standards and test results . 
{B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(D) suitable learning environment 

Code 18 Final conference with instructor 
Cotle 17 District re rtin CLASSROOM TEACHER TIME IS NOT REIMBURSED 

Allocate the average time spent on each criterion (A-0) for 
each of the following evaluation steps: 

C«fe 11 Preparing for the evaluation 

Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 

Code 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 

Cade14 Classroom observation of instructor 

Code15 Post-observation conference with instructor 

Code 16 Final conference with instructor 

Code 17 District Reporting 

Average Time In Minutes 

A B c D 

t rs 

.0 /0 

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school district personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this form certifies that 
you have reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which you "certify (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of the State of California to be true and correct based on your personal knowledge or 
information." This information is used cost a ting purposes only. PLEASE USE BLUE INK 

Employee Signature Date ,] ' cl l f 0 {O 

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ______ ; TO ___________ _ 

COPYRIGHT 2004 SixTen and Assoeiates Revised December 2005 
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Ye /;(j/ 

J7 9!n/1c 
SA 1.7-1 

Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of lnstrudors 
Please report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 
.:>f he reimbursable activities for the mandated program . 

.Qx:~ns;df \ L\~\=:~ 1>~~wi~\:± 
m:JlstncilCOI= lYMrtmenuLciCa6-1n 
6 \/\DJ L \\. }j o r< Y \f( !\ C ( 00\.< 
EnpiQYe~%e .. E .... xa-c"""'t-.P..-o-s=iti .... o-l'n\"T ........ itr-le~------

1bQ,,,751--~ta 2 · 1 0110 o/hrl 
1"eephone # o year ength(ci e) 

Reilnbursable Actiyities Codes: 
Cote 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Co4e 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 
Code 14 Classroom observation of Instructor 
Code 1 S Post-observation conference with instructor 
Code 18 Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria: 
(A) district standards and test results . 
(B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(0) suitable teaming environment 

Cod 1 o· e 7 !Strict reoortina CLASSROOM TEACHER TIME IS NOT REIMBURSED 

Allocate the average time spent on each criterion (A-D) for Average Time In Minutes 
each of the following evaluation steps: 

A B c D 

C«le 11 Preparing for the evaluation °'o \0 \0 10 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 

'~ \D 10 lu 
Code13 Pre--observation conference with instructor fJ) $ 5 5 
Code14 Classroom observation of instructor [o ao ao av 
Code15 Post-observation conference with instructor do ~o 2..-0 zJJ 
Code 16 Final conference with instructor ro [0 {D ID 
Code 17 District Reporting J,6 C2J) io ZD 

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school distrld pel'.'Sonnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the distrid to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this form certifies that 
you have reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which you "certify (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of the State of California to be true and correct based on your personal knowledge or 
information." This in:=!J!6~r co~ccounting purposes only. PLjASEJJSE BLUE INK 

Employee Signatur~~ LJ J-'4.___ Date d ~ / LO Le 
If you have any questions, please conta~ , at-------

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ; TO------------

COPYRIGHT 2004 SixTen and Associates Revised December 2005 
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,.. 

Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

I )l 
SA1.7-; 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors 

Fiscal Year: . ..SJ~H~ts-99=:00-eEM 
01-02 02-03 03-04 04-05 05-06 

Clrcle the years for Which you are responding. 

Aelnbursable Actlyitles Cc:ides: 
Cote 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
CQte 12 Goals and .objectives conference with instructor 
Code 13 Pre-observation conference with lnStructor 
CQte 14 · Classroom observation of Instructor 
Cote 15 Post-observation conference with Instructor 

Evaluation Criteria: 
, (A) district standards and test results . 

(8) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(0) suitable leamlng environment 

Cote 18. Final conference with instructor 
Cotle 17 District re rtin CLASSROOM TEACHER TIME IS NOT REIMBURSED 

Allocate the average tlm' spent on each criterion (A-D) for 
each. of the following ev81ua0on steps: 

Cute11 Preparing for the evaluation 

Code 12 Goals and objectives conference.with instructor 

Code 13 Pre-:.observation conference with instructor 

Code 14 Classroom observation of instructor 

Code 15 Post.Observation conference with instructor 

Code 16 Final conference with instructor 

Code 17 District Reporting 

_Average nm& In Minutes 

A B c D 

If you have any questions, please ct ______________ , at _________ _ 

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ______ ; TO ___________ _ 

COPYRIGHT 2004 SixTen and Associates Revised December 2005 296



Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act {K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors 

SA 1.7-1 

Please report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 
IOf he reimbursable activities for the mandated program. 

OtfS 

EX'act Posit'lon Title 

YE /·1c 3 
JI '// n/;c 

J 

12mo/11mo/10mg/brlv· FiscalYear:. ~-~ 9 .·. ~~-
...... <,...:....,.--_,..-'"'---work year length(etrcfe) ~~ 05:06' . 

Clrcle the yeal"8 tor which you are responding. 

Rt;lnburaable ActMtle! Codes: 
COte 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Colle 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Co4e 13 Pre-observation conference with inStructor 
Colle 1"4 .Classroom observation of Instructor 
Colle 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
Code 18 Final conference with instructor 

Evaiuation Criteria: 
(A) district standards and test results . 
(B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(0) sultable~leamlng environment 

Cod 1 e 7 District reDOrtiria CLASSROOM TEACHER TIME IS NOT REIMBURSED 

Albcate the average tlm• spent on each crftei'fon (A-D) for Average Time In Minutes 
~h ·01 the tollowtng evaluation steps: 

A B c 0 , 

C«le 11 Preparing for the evaluation 30 ?0 10 30 
CC>de 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor ~ 2'0 w io 
Code13 Pr~servation conference with instructor 1 ~ ~ ~ . 

Code14 Classroom observation of instructor '6 l l ( { I { 

Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor I 't- l'l 12 (?, 

COde 16 Final conference with instructor e::;- s- ~ s-
COde 17 District Reporting 1J) ·w io zjJ 

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school district personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the diStrict to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this fonn certifies that 
you have reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which you "certify (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of the State of California to be true and correct based on your personal knowledge or 
information: This information~ ~Ac;Tt ~u~es only. PLEAS: us: BLUE INK 

EmployeeSignature ¥ m~ Date 'l Z,..( O{t 
If you have any questions, please contact , at-------

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ; TO------------

COPYRIGHT 2004 SixTen and Associates Revised December 2005 297
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¥ L //cf 
JI (l/11/Ju 

SA 1.7-1 

Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors 
!Please report below the average amount of time spent On minutes) by you to implement each 
11Df he reimbursable activities or the mandated program. _ 

c i1tli'61rle U V1 · Ps;rti'llf2ciC/e ti!) h.:x ho,)/ 
1stri De artmen ocation , 

li~~c\- Ob•zu+ ~i"Vl-tif 
Eillpoyee Name act Positionltle 

12m.Q/11 mo/1 Omo/hrl~ 
.,. ...... ele'l"--:ph,.....o_n_e....,#.----work year length(circfe) Fiscal Year: 97-98~ 00 ... 01 

01-02 02-03 - 05-06 
Circle the years for which ndlng. 

Reinburyble Activities Codes: 
Colle 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Co4e 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Colle 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 
Co4e 14 Classroom observation of Instructor 
COiie 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
Cote 18 Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria; 
(A) district standards and test results . 
(B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(0) suitable learning environment 

Coll 1 o· · e 7 1strict reoortina CLASSROOM TEACHER TIME IS NOT REIMBURSED 

Allocate the average time spent on each criterion (A-0) for Average Time In Minutes 
each of the following evaluation steps: 

A B c 0 

C«le 11 Preparing for the evaluation ?f_,) 30 30 3o 
Code 12 G~ls and objectives conference with instructor LO 20 20 20 ' 

Code 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor s 5 s- ·-=> 
Code14 Classroom observation of instructor 25 25 2_t; 2.£' 
Code15 Post..abservation conference with !nstructor 15 15"° 15' ·-" I':> 
Code16 Final conference with instructor -

~ 10 ID ID 
Code17 District Reporting 2o 2o ').[) 20 

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school district personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this form certifies that 
you have reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which you "certify (or declare) under penalty of 
peljury under the laws of th State of California to be true and correct based on your personal knowledge or 
information: This info · n · sed cost accounting purposes only. PLEASE USE BLUE INK 

Employee Signature Date ..:;L=--'-=-1-_,Q"'"'""Lz'-----
ct~~~~--~-~~-~_,at~----~-

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ______ : TO ___________ -: 

COPYRIGHT 2004 SlxTen and Associates Revised December 2005 
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!/£lie~ 
lJ </I l:::r 

SA1.7-1 . 

Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors 
Please report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 
.of he reimbursable activities for the mandated program. 

DMartmenOLocation 
~· ta.i,va~ 

ex8CtosiMnTitle I 

Fiscal Year: . 97-9~8 00-01 
01-02 02-0 -04 05-06 

Clrcle the years for whlc . .. ndlng. 

Relibursable Activlti.S Codes: 
COie 11 Preparing· fOr the evaluation 
Cote 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Cole 13 Pi'e-observation conference with inStructor 
Code 14 Classroom observation of Instructor 
Code 15 Post-observation conference with Instructor 
Code 18 Final conference with insbuctor 

Evaiuatlon Criteria: _ 
(A) district standards and test resutts . 

' (B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(0) sultable leamlng environment 

Co.le 17·· DiStrict reoortina CLASSROOM TEACHER TIME IS NOT REIMBURSED 

Allocate q,e average time spent on each criterion (A-0) for Average Time In Minutes 
each Of the follOwlng evaluation steps: 

A B c D 

Cclde 11 Preparing for the evaluation - > ("' ~ .s:. 
CC>de 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 

lO lo ro to 
Code 13 Pr.observation conference with instructor 

J'=> J~ 15 I~ . 

Cede 14 Classroom observation of instructor 
2<i' "Z-) $.D ~() 

Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
2D 20 ~ L:b 

Code 16 Final conference with instructor 
~ ~ g g 

Code 17 District Reporting 
21> "2b ZD ?o 

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school district personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order fo e district to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this form certifies that 
you have rePortecl actual data e vided a good faith estimate which you ·certify (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws oft of C lifomia to e and correct based on your personal knowfedge or 
information." This inform is sed r cost~ "ng pu es only. PLEA' SE USE BLUE INK 

Employee Signature Date .-z.. _ Z' l o'2 
If you have any questions, please contact _____________ , at ______ _ 

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ______ ; TO------------

COPYRIGHT 2004 StxTen and Assoeiates Revised December 2005 299



lff/!l{ 
JT 

SA 1.7-1 

Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) j 1 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors .... · ··· 
f>lease report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 
.of he reimbursable activities for the mandated program. 

1JJ::- dO .... ·. 12mo/11mo/10 oltJ v 
ieepone # Work year leng\R(ci~) 

Circle the years fOr Whlc.h you· are responding. 

Relnbursable ActivttleS Codes: 
COte 11 ·Preparing for the evaluation 
Cote 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Coa 13 Pr&observation conference with inStructor 
Cote 14 Classroc>m observation of Instructor 
Cote 16 Post-observation conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria: 
(A) district standards and test results . 
(B) insbuctional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(D} suitable leamlng environment 

Cede 18. FinaJ conference with instructor 
COiie 17 District re rtin CLASSROOM TEACHER TIME IS NOT REIMBURSED 

Albcate the average tlm~ $pent on each criterion (A-D) for 
each of the foDowlng evaluation steps: 

C«te 11 Preparing for the evaluation 

Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 

Code 13 Pr~observation conference with instructor 

Code 14 Classroom observation of instructor 

Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 

Code 16 Final conference with instructor 

Code 17 District Reporting 

Average Time In Minutes 

A B c D 

Employee Signature ________________ Date __________ _ 

If you have any questions, pl 

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ______ ; TO ____________ . 

COPYRIGHT 2004 SiXTen and Associates Revised December 2005 300



Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors 

'-IT::-/ /0.:; 

L )IJ1/;<-" 
SA1.7·1; 

Flease report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 

.of he reimbursa~ activitie11 for tt;ie mandated program. . . ~ ~ 

. ~ Dep~ 
Elia~ 

Reinbursable Activities Codes: 
Colle 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Colle 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
COiie 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 
Colle 14 Classroom observation of Instructor 
Cote 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
Colle 18 Final conference with instructor 
Cod 17 o· . e 1strict reoortina CLASSROOMT 

Albcate the average time spent on each criterion (A-D) for 
each of the following evaluation steps: 

C«le 11 Preparing for the evaluation 

Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 

Code 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 

Code14 Classroom observation of instructor 

Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 

Code 16 Final conference with instructor 

Code 17 District Reporting 

Evaluation Criteria: 
(A) district standards and test results 
(B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(0) suitable learning environment 

CHER Tl M E EIS NOT R IMBURS ED 

Average Time In Minutes 

A B c D 

U) 6l ~ ~ 
~5 ag a_'fj ~6 

3 ~ B 3 

I !if II #-
/3 ft/ Id 13 
(; 1 7 b 

~j 21( zt/ 2/ 
EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of Califomia requires that school district personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursem~nt. Your signature on this form certifies that 
you have reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which you •certify (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of the State of California to be true and correct based on your personal knowledge or 
information.· This inform · for ccounting purposes only. PLEASE USE BLUE INK 

Employee Signature --=-.U.~~1;...~~L'i!:::::::=._:_ __ Date __ «_--___ e?/__,,,,_-__..t:J_~--
-~ ......... ~.-.=--------, at OUIZ.A. ~ ~ If you have any questions, pie 

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ______ ; TO ___________ _ 

COPYRIGHT 2004 SlxTen and Associates Revised December 2005 
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/!(!~ 
! ~ (i/ / -:J 

SA 1.7-1 

Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs j 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors 
Please report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 
~f he reimbursable activities for the mandated program. 

District/CO~ 0~~Jns E le rM&..-k'-' 
~c:u.t,l-e,.\-\-e- "\'hom,'f'SA ks-.1--k b + Xn~w e..f 

riiployee Name EXact Position Title 

7(,(1 i=eZ~Z .. iii~() 12mo/11mo/10mo/hrlv Fisca~Y · 97-98 98-99 99-00 t<o-00 
p one . Work year length(circle) 01-02 02-03 03-04 04-05 ~ 

Clrcli for which you are responding. 

Reilnbursable Activities Codes: 
COde 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Co4e 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 
COiie 14 Classroom observation of Instructor 
COiie 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
COiie 18 Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria: 
(A) district standards and test results . 
(8) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(0) suitable leamlng environment 

Code 17 District reporting CLASSROOM TEACHER TIME IS NOT REIMBURSED 

Allocate the average time spent on each criterion (A-D) for Average Time In Minutes 
each of the following evaluation steps: 

A B c D 

CGde11 Preparing for the evaluation 
~u (0 /0 /'{) 

Ccde12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 15 /() I 0 { () 

Code13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 
5 I> 5' /{) 

Code14 Classroom observation of instructor 20 30 2.0 zo 
Code15 Post·observation conference with instructor 

15 /5' 15 15 
Code 16 Final conference with instructor 

15 15 /5 /0 
Code 17 District Reporting 

20 zo 11 liJ 

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school district personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this form certifies that 
you have reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which you •certify (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of the State of California to be true and correct based on your personal knowledge or 
information." This info~r cost accounting purposes only. PLEASE USE BLUE INK 

Employee Signature ~ " i)i~ Date t5l. - o2/- () {, 
If you have any questions, please contact , at-------

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ; TO------------· 

COf>YRIGHT 2004 SlxTen and Associates Revised December 2005 
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Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors 
Flease report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 
.:>f he reimbursable activities for the mandated program. 

o~~e- ai!11'11ib ~~ 
"DistriCt/C Departme <>Cation 

.{_/)I S R <P& ~I()? t 
'E111ployee Name 

tJ:J..-tJ3-~~ d5-t16-
Exact Positioriite ~ 

7;o ~s - · s-6 
phone eng Cl e) 

Fiscal Year: ~8 98-99 99-00 00 .. 01 
01-02_ 02-03 o3-M o+® ~Q§)--A~~- _u 

Clrcle the years for which you are respond:;. ~ f.frJai¢¥: g3~4'J lt/--tJf": tJS--l)b 
Evaluation Criteria: 
(A) district standards arid test results . 
(B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(D) suitable learning environment 

e 7 1sb'ict reoortino CLASSROOM TEACHER TIME IS NOT REIMBURSED 

Allocate the average time spent on each crftei'lon (A-D) for Average Time In Minutes 
each of the following evaluation steps: 

A B c D 

Cute11 Preparing for the evaluation 
:2.tJ /0 /(T 10 

Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
/S /O /a /() 

Code 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 
J ~ -s- s-

Code14 Classroom observation of instructor p ,, 1~6 ts- z-
Code15 Post-observation conference with instructor /S- /5 /0 36 
Code 16 Final conference with instructor 

30 /() /~ 15 
Code 17 District Reporting 

dl.IJ tfl.() t5J.() ~/) 

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school district personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this form certifies that 
you have reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which you •certify (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of the State of California to be true and correct based on your personaJ knowledge or 
information.• This information is u for t unting purposes only. PLEASE USE BLUE INK 

Employee Signature .....J.~+;,q..~~&...,L.~~~t'.6..--- Date __ :il-+_~_.'l.,..Yt .... ~ ... ¢..._ ___ _ r1 
If you have any questions, plea e contact _____________ , at ______ _ 

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ______ ; TO ___________ _ 

COPYRIGHT 2004 SixTen and Associates Revised December 2000 
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SA 1.7-1 

Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors .: :::::: .::. 
Please report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 
~f he reimbursable activities for the mandated program. 

Rembursable Activities· Codet: 
Code 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference withinstructor 
Co4e 13 Pre-observation conference with lnStructor 
COiie 1-4 Classroom observation oflnstructor 
COiie 1 S Post-observation conference with instructor 
COiie 18 Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria: 
(A) district standards and test results . 
(B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(0) suitable learning environment 

Ced 17 o· bict rti • IS reno ·na CLASSROOM TEACHER TIME IS NOT REIM URSED B 

Albcate the average tlm~ $pent on each criterion (A-0) for 
each of the following evaluation steps: 

C«le 11 Preparing for the evaluation 

Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 

Code 13 Pre-:.observation conference with instructor . 

Code14 Classroom observation of instructor 

Code 15 Post.Observation conference with instructor 

Code 16 Final conference with instructor 

Code 17 District Reporting 

If you have any e 

PLEASE SUBMIT 

COPYRIGHT 2004 SixTen and Associates 

.Average Time In Minutes 

A e· c D 

$J ;LfJ J-o b-20 
I tJ /0 /0 rJ 

1-0 UY ;it) 

/~ -:JD ;5 l?O 
;}(} ~ ;u ;;_& 

((} /!) Io. /'?J 

l~ ~ ·~ ~ 

Revised December 2006 

v r:J; Jc, 

J) '1/!7/10 

j 

,,/ 
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7C /t I/ 
' rJ (1/1 7--) 

Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

SA 1.7-1 I ',, 

Routine Evaluations of lnstrudors 
Flease report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 
flOf he reimbursable activities for the mandated program. 

t>istrict/COE 

~·\+m :fuorn.p;:o"' rnpoyeearne 

JuO -157-:l.5'1 O. 
· 1"eephone # 

12mo/11 mo/1 omo/hrlv 
Work year lengt (circle) 

Rehtbursable Activities Codes: 

San · 4ti~ ·j\~ 
Department/Location 

fri net Oa:,,( 
EXact Position 1'itle 

Fiscal Year. 
01-02 

Evaluation Criteria: 
COiie 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
COiie 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Co.le 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 
COiie 14 Classroom observation of instructor 

(A) district standards and test results . 
(B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(0) suitable learning environment 

Co«e 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
COiie 18 Final conference with instructor 
Cod 17 o· trict e IS reportina E RSED CLASSROOM TEACHER TIME IS NOT R. IMBU 

Allocate the average time spent on each criterion (A-D) for Average Time In Minutes 
each of the following evaluation steps: 

A B c D 

C«le 11 Preparing for the evaluation .:2,0 ID I() 10 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor f 5" /() 10 Id 
Code 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 5 15 5 ~ 
Code14 Classroom observation of instructor 2.fJ 30 J) 2) 
Code15 · Post-observation conference with instructor IS I~ 15 t '5 
Code 16 Final conference with instructor J5 /D L? 15 
Code 17 District Reporting ~o ~ I? uJ 

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school district personnel maintain a re(:Ord of 
data for state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this form certifies that 
you have reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which you •certify (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of the State of California to be true and correct based on your personal knowledge or 
information: This inform · n is used for cost accounting purposes only. PLEASE USE BLUE INK 

Employee Signature Date ;J J -2. I- 0 6 
If you have any questions, please contact _____________ , at ______ _ 

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ______ ; TO ___________ _ 

COPYRIGHT 2004 SixTen and Associates Revised December 200~ 
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Y+: ! 112-

Jf,/i r/1( 
SA 1.7-1 

Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors .... ,,, .... 
!Please report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 
.,f he reimbursable activities for the mandated program. 

~{)Th r(\ c..r ~lbi"'~*'Q.. fkrnu*6..'\\~ 
District/COE [}epartment/LOCatiOn J .J 

~<\Ah Ga.,.., rof,k. ~~\nc:.,eo.\ · Enployee'l'lame -EX'"""a_c...,.t ... P ..... o""'srmiti .... o ..... n-T...,.it.-le ______ _ 

ieephone # it'~~f~~gffi{~h~~) 
Reinbursable Activities Codes: 
Cc>de 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with·instructor 
Cote 13 P~bservation conference with inStructor 
Code 14 Classroom observation of Instructor 
Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
COiie 18 Final conference with instructor 

Evaiuatlon Criteria: 
(A) district standards and test results . 
(B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objeCtives 
(D) suitable learning environment 

Cod 17 o· . e 1strict reoortina CLASSROOM TEACHER TIME IS NOT REIMBURSED 

Albc;ate the average time spent on each criterion (A-D) for .Average Time In Minutes 
~h of the following eviltuatlon steps: 

A B c D 

C«le 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
20 \0 10 to 

Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor ts (D \o \0 
Code 13 Pr~bservation conference with instructor s, 5 . s s . .. 

Code14 Classroom observation of instructor ro JO 2!) 2.0 
Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 

5 s 5 s 
Code 16 Final conference with instructor 8 /0 f O IV 
Code 17 District Reporting 8 

•· 

ID ID <3 

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school dlstiid personnel ma1ntain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this form certifies that 
you have reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which you •certify (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of the State of California to be true and correct based on your personal knowledge or 
infOrmation." This informa ·on is used for cost accounting purposes only. PLEASE USE BLUE INK ,---
Employee Signature Date ...;3.~l .::2:..:\~\.-=o_/o~-----

-------------·at ______ _ 
PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ______ ; TO ___________ _ 

COPYRIGHT 2004 SlxTen and Associates ReVlsed December 2006 
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yr:_ /115 
J! "//1 "Jr/;,. 

SA 1.7-1 · '~ 

Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors 
!Please report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 
1Df lhe reimbursable activities for the mandated program. 

~ ()aLJ\ Choons.1de -1 

l>istriCt/COE Departmenillocat1on 

~o~4 ~e;ims: ,( ... fi.._j....,c?--~~~~"-li'!~'P'1o"""'n \_fi,,.....tle _____ _ 

~*1~i~g~; ~00 . ~m,e111 mo/1 omo/brl~ 
o year Ieng (arc e) 

Fiscal Year: 97-98~9 j9-0Q~ C.O 
01-02 02-03 . ~ J 

Clrcle the years for vihlc you are respo • 

Reinbursable ActiVities Codes: 
Cote 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Colle 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Coa 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 
Cotle 14 Classroom observation of Instructor 
Cote 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
Cade 18 Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria: 
(A) district standards and test results 
{B) instructional techniques/strategies 
{C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(0) sultabte learning environment 

Cod 1 o· · e 7 istrict reoortina CLASSROOM TEACHER TIME IS NOT REIMBURSED 

Allocate the average time spent on each criterion (A-0) for Average Time In Minutes 
each of the following evaluation steps: 

A . B c D 

C«fe 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
1D JD ){) JO 

Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
15 JD JO /0 

COde 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 5 5 5 5 
Ccde14 Classroom observation of instructor 

15 ')..0 15 JO 
Code15 Post..observation conference with instructor 

ID 15 JO 5 
Code 16 Final conference with instructor 

JD 15 JO /0 
Code17 District Reporting 

~o .')..0 15 15 

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school district personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this form certifies that · 
you have reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which you "certify (or declare) under penalty of 
peljury under the laws of the State of California to be true and correct based on your personal knowledge or 
information: This info ation is us r cost accounting purposes only. PLEASE USE BLUE INK 

Employee Signature Date ~ - ~ } - 0 le 
If you have any questio --------------------------------~-------------'at _____________________ _ 

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS NFORMA ION BY _______ ; TO------------· 

COPYRIGHT 2004 SixTen and Associates Revtsed December 2005 
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SA 1.7-1 JT ~//r =t/!1 I . 
Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 

498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 
Routine Evaluations of Instructors 

Please report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 
llOf he reimbursable activities for the mandated program. 

~N.5 \'\) € u 1\11Fi6'j) :STUA~T W\E.:SA 
15istriCt7COE Department/Location 

rnployee Name 

7toc-4s1--25too· 12m 

aEMcl'J·T~y Pa-u\\C..\ ""L 
EXact Position Title 

eephone# 

Reinbursable ActMties Codes: 
Cote 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Colle 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Colle 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 
Colle 14 Classroom observation of Instructor 
Colle 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
COiie 18 Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria: 
(A) district standards and test results . 
(B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objectives 
(0) suitable learning environment 

Coll 1 o· . e 7 istrict reoortina CLASSROOM TEACHER Tl M E E IS NOT REIMBURS D 

Allocate the average time spent on each criterion (A-D) for Average Time In Minutes 
each of the following evaluation steps: 

A B c D 

CGde11 Preparing for the evaluation ,Ao /D JO JO 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor j s- to iC iO 

Code 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 5 5 5 5 

Code14 Classroom observation of instructor JO JO JO /D 

Code15 Post-observation conference with instructor 5 lD /0 s 
Code 16 Final conference with instructor JD [D )D JO 

Code17 District Reporting 20 20 20 ~ 

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school district personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this form certifies that 
you have reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which you •certify (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of the State of California to be true and correct based on your personal knowledge or 
information." This information is used for cost :~unti~ ~rposes only. PLEASE USE BLUE INK 

Employee Signature 7~ J1ll ~ Date 2 / z. l } 0 Y, 
If you have any questions, please contact _____________ , at ______ _ 

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ______ ; TO ___________ _ 

COPYRIGHT 2004 SixTen and Associates Revised December 2005 
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Employee AVERAGE Time Record for Mandated Costs 
498/83 The Stull Act (K-12) 

Routine Evaluations of Instructors 

SA 1.7-1 

Flease report below the average amount of time spent (in minutes) by you to implement each 
"'f he reimbursable a9livities for the mandated program. 

0fYLIA'7A~N1J 1'7<1fr~/J~~ ~ 
Distric~ rfePa~on 
A,~'1M) ~ ~.1/»/'1ru,/) 
~~me ~ 
___,~---=---12moi11mo/10mo/hrl~ Fiscal Year. ~ ~6().-01) 
telephone# Work year length(circle) 01-02 ·02-03 ~ OS:08 

Circle the years for which you are responding. 

Reinbursable Activities Codes: 
COde 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Cede 12 Goals and _objectives conference with instructor 
Co4e 13 Pre--observatlon conference with lnStructor 
Cede 14 Classroom observation of Instructor 

·Cote 15 Post-observation conference with Instructor 
COiie 18 Final conference with instructor 

Evaluation Criteria: 
(A) district standards and test results . 

.. (B) instructional techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular objective8 
(0) sultabfe learning. environment . 

COii 17 o· t 'ct rti e 1sn reP01 ·ng CLASSROOMT EA M CHER Tl E IS NOT REIMBURSED 

AJ!ocate the· average time spent on each criterion (A-0) for _Average Time in Minutes 
·each of the following evaluation steps: 

A B c 0 ... 
C«te 11 Preparing for the evaluation 

,,:to /a /~ /C) 

Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
/.5 A:J /O /0 

Code 13 Pre·observation conference with instructor 5 s s .s 
Code14 Classroom observation of instructor 

/o /CJ /Cl /O 

Code 15 · Post·observation conference with instructor $ /d /CJ s-
Code 16 Final conference with instructor 

/0 /() /(J /d 
Code 17 District Reporting do ~C) ~o dO 

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school district personnel maintain a record of 
data for state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this form certitie& that 
you have reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which you "certify (or declare) under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of the State of California to be true and correct based on your personal knowledge or 
information." This information is used for cost accounting purposes only. PLEASE USE BLUE INK 

Employee Signature ~ ~ ~ £d. .fJ.. Date 3 -I - (J~ 
If you have any questions, please contact , at ______ _ 

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ; TO------------

COPYRIGHT 2004 SlxTen and Associates Revised December 2005 309
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Howell, Kenneth 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Ken, 

FYI 

Jim L. Spano, CPA 

Spano, Jim 
Monday, December 22, 2014 4:29 PM 
Howell, Kenneth 
FW: Oceanside-Stull Act 
Oceanside Permanent CIE Less Than 10 yrs Tenure-FINAL (S0214390).xls; Oceanside 
Permanent CIE Less Than 10 yrs Tenure-FINAL PDF (S0214395).pdf 

Chief, Mandated Cost Audits Bureau 
Division of Audits 
State Controller's Office 
Work- (916) 323-5849 
Fax - (916) 327-0832 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication with its contents may contain confidential and/or legally privileged information. It is solely for the use of the 
intended recipient (s). Unauthorized interception, review, use or disclosure is prohibited and may violate applicable laws including the Electronic Communications 
Privacy Act. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender and destroy all copies of the communication. Nothing in this email, including any 
attachment, is intended to be a legally binding signature or acknowledgement. Any views or opinions presented are solely those of the author and do not 
necessarily represent those of the State Controller's Office or the State of California. 

From: Arthur M. Palkowitz [mailto:apalkowitz@sashlaw.com] 
Sent: Friday, December 19, 2014 10:39 AM 
To: Spano, Jim 
Subject: Oceanside-Stull Act 

Hi Jim, 

Please find attached the Stull Act information you requested from Oceanside USO. The information is provided in excel 
and 
pdf format. 

Please contact if you have any questions. Thank you for your cooperation. 

Happy Holidays! 

Art 

Art Palkowitz, Esq. 

1 
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Stutz Artiano Shinoff & Holtz, APC 
2488 Historic Decatur Road, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92106 
Telephone: (619) 232-3122 x481 

Fax: (619) 232-3264 

This email and its attachment(s) are for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and privileged information. Any 
unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply mail and 
destroy all copies of the original message. To reply to our email administrator directly, send an email to: info@stutzartiano.com 

~ Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail. 

2 
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Lname Fname Tenure Status 

ADAMS JENNIFER T 

ADAMS JENNIFER T 

ADAMS JENNIFER T 

ADAMS JENNIFER T 

ADAMS JENNIFER T 

AFZALI FARANAK Temp/Prob 

AFZALI FARANAK Temp/Prob 

AFZALI FARANAK T 

AFZALI FARANAK T 

Afzali Faranak Tenured 

AHLES MANNY Temp/Prob 

AHLES MANNY Temp/Prob 

AHLES MANNY T 
AHLES MANNY T 

ALBRIGHT KRISTIN Temp/Prob 

ALBRIGHT KRISTIN Temp/Prob 

ALBRIGHT KRISTIN T 
ALBRIGHT KRISTIN 

Albright Kristin Tenured 

ALLEN DEANN Temp/Prob 

ALLEN DEANN Temp/Prob 

ALLEN DEANN T 

ALLEN DEANN T 

Allender Julie Temp/Prnb 

Allender Julie Temp/Prob 

Allender Julie Tenured 

Allender Julie Tenured 

ALVARADO MARIA Temp/Prob 

ALVARADO MARIA Temp/Prob 

ALVARADO MARIA T 

ALVARADO MARIA T 

ALVARADO MARIA T 

Alvarado Maria Tenured 

AMBROGIO KRISTY Temp/Prob 

AMBROGIO KRISTY Temp/Prob 

AMBROGIO KRISTY T 

AMIDON c T 

AMIDON c T 

AMIDON c T 

AMIDON c T 

Amidon c Tenured 

ANDERSEN TROY Temp/Prob 

ANDERSEN TROY Temp/Prob 

ANDERSEN TROY T 

Andersen Troy Tenured 

ANDERSON THITHI Temp/Prob 

ANDERSON THITHI Temp/Prob 

ANDERSON THITHI T 
ANDERSON THITHI T 

Anderson Thithi Tenured 

Anderson Thlthi Tenured 

ANDERSON WARREN T 

ANDERSON WARREN T 

ANDERSON WARREN T 

ANDERSON WARREN T 

ANDERSON WARREN T 

ANDERSON WARREN T 

ANDREWS JENNIFER Temp/Prob 

ANDREWS JENNIFER Temp/Prob 

3/27/201S 8:S8 AM 

Oceanside USD - Permanent Certificated Instructional Employees (CIE) <10 yrs Tenure 

Stull Act Program Hrs, FY 1997-98 through FY 2007-08 (Every Other Year Evaluation) 

Job Title Obs1 I Obs2 I Summative Eval Work Location Fiscal Year 

Teacher x San Luis Rey Elem 1998-99 

Teacher x San Luis Rey Elem 2000-01 

Teacher x San Luis Rey Elem 2001-02 

Teacher San Luis Rey Elem 2003-04 

Teacher x San Luis Rey Elem 200S-06 

Teacher x Pacifica Elem 1999-00 

Teacher x Pacifica Elem 2000-01 

Teacher x Pacifica Elem 2002-03 

Teacher x Pacifica Elem 2004-0S 

Teacher Pacifica Elem School 2006-07 

Teacher x Lincoln Middle 2000-01 

Teacher x Lincoln Middle 2001-02 

Teacher x Lincoln Middle 2003-04 

Teacher x Lincoln Middle 200S-06 

Teacher x Palmquist Elem 1999-00 

Teacher x Palmquist Elem 2000-01 

Teacher x Palmquist Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x Palmquist Elem 2003-04 

Teacher x Oitmar Elem School 2006-07 

Teacher x Lincoln Middle 2000-01 

Teacher x Lincoln Middle 2001-02 

Teacher x Lincoln Middle 2003-04 

Teacher x Lincoln Middle 200S-06 

Teacher x King MS 2002-03 

Teacher x King MS 2003-04 

Teacher x King MS 2004-0S 

Teacher x King MS 200S-06 

Teacher x Mission Elem 1998-99 

Teacher x Mission Elem 1999-00 

Teacher x Mission Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x Mission Elem 2003-04 

Teacher x Mission Elem 200S-06 

Teacher x Mission Elem School 2006-07 

Teacher x Del Rio Elem 1999-00 

Teacher x Del Rio Elem 2000-01 

Teacher x Del Rio Elem 2002-03 

Teacher x Clair W. Burgener Academy 1999-00 

Teacher Clair W. Burgener Academy 2001-02 

Teacher x Clair W. Burgener Academy 2002-03 

Teacher x Clair W. Burgener Academy 2004-0S 

Teacher x Clair W. Burgener Academy 2006-07 

Teacher x Pacifica Elem 2000-01 

Teacher x Pacifica Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x Pacifica Elem 2003-04 

Teacher x Pacifica Elem School 200S-06 

Teacher x King Middle 1999-00 

Teacher x King Middle 2000-01 

Teacher x King Middle 2002-03 

Teacher x King Middle 2004-0S 

Teacher x King MS 2006-07 

Teacher x King MS 2007-08 

Teacher x El Camino High 1997·98 

Teacher x Ocean Shores High 1999-00 

Teacher x Ocean Shores High 2000-01 

Teacher x Ocean Shores High 2001-02 

Teacher x Ocean Shores High 2002-03 

Teacher x Ocean Shores High 2004-0S 

Teacher Pacifica Elem 2000-01 

Teacher x Pacifica Elem 2001-02 
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Evaluator Grade Level 

M. Munden 1st 
M.Munden 1st 
M.Munden 1st 

P. Thompson 1st 
P. Thompson 1st 

P.Trayrn Kinder 
C. Sanders Kinder 

C. Sanders 1st/2nd 

C. Sanders 2nd 

P. Morgan 2nd 

P.Bames 6th 

J. Schmidt MS 

J. Schmidt MS 

J. Schmidt 6th Math/Sci 

J.Assman 3rd/4th 

S.Morr 3rd 

S. Morr 3rd 

S.Morr 4th 

F. Balanon 3rd 

P.Barnes Sci, Eng, SS 

J. Schmidt MS 

J.Schmidt MS 

M. Higareda Ochoa 8th Sci 

M.Munden 8th Sci 

M. Munden 8th Sci 

M. Munden 7th Sci 

C. Turner 7th Sci 

J. Farley 

R.Gibson 

R. Gibson 
R.Gibson 

T. McAteer 
T. McAteer 

P.Morgan 2nd 

L.Graziola 2nd 

P. Morgan 2nd 

L. Goldstein MS Math 

J. Shirley MS Math 

J. Shirley MS Math 

E. S. Bessant MS Math 

E. S. Bessant MS Math 

C. Sanders 2nd 

C. Sanders 2nd 

C. Sanders 2nd 

C. Sanders 2nd 

R. Oendening MS Math 

R. dendenlng MS Math 

F. Balanon MS Math 

0. Shreves MS Math 

C. Turner MS Math 

R. Rowe MS Math 

S. Avila·Molina HS SS 

P.Cowman HS SS 

P.Cowman HS SS 

P.Cowman HS SS 

P.Cowman HS SS 

P.Cowman HS SS 

C. Sanders 4th 

C. Sanders 4th 
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Lname Fname Tenure Status 
ANDREWS JENNIFER T 

Armann Christian Temp/Prob 

Armann Christian Temp/Prob 

ARSENAULT JACQUELYN T 

ARSENAULT JACQUELYN T 

ARSENAULT JACQUELYN T 
ARSENAULT JACQUELYN T 

Arsenault Jacquelyn Tenured 

ASHCRAFT REGINA Temp/Prob 

ASHCRAFT REGINA Temp/Prob 

ASHCRAFT REGINA T 

Ashcraft Regina Tenured 

AYALA BETTINA Temp/Prob 

AYALA BETTINA Temp/Prob 

AYALA BETTINA T 
BAHR AMANDA Temp/Prob 
BAHR AMANDA Temp/Prob 

BAHR AMANDA T 

BARETTE VALLERI Temp/Prob 

BARETTE VALLERI Temp/Prob 

BARETTE VALLERI Temp/Prob 

BARETTE VALLERI T 
Barette Valleri Tenured 

BAYHAM BONNIE Temp/Prob 

BAYHAM BONNIE Temp/Prob 

BAYHAM BONNIE T 
Bayham Bonnie Tenured 

Bell (Bahr) Amanda Temp/Prob 
Bell (Bahr) Amanda Temp/Prob 

Bell (Bahr) Amanda Tenured 
Bell (Bahr) Amanda Tenured 

BENNETT DAVID T 

Bennett David Tenured 

Benson-Clark Kristi T 

BENSON-CLARK KRISTI T 

Benson-Clark Kristi Tenured 

Berman (GREY) EMILY T 

Berman (GREY) EMILY T 

Berman (GREY) EMILY T 

BERNARD LENORE T 

BERNARD LENORE T 

Bernard Lenore Tenured 

Bernard Lenore Tenured 

BEST KENTON Temp/Prob 

BEST KENTON Temp/Prob 

BEST KENTON T 

BEST KENTON T 
BEST KENTON 

Best Kenton Tenured 

Best (Cross) Lisa Temp/Prob 

Best (Cross) Lisa Temp/Prob 

Best (Cross) Lisa Tenured 

Best (Cross) LISA T 

Best (Cross) Lisa Tenured 

BILLING SUSAN Temp/Prob 

BILLING SUSAN Temp/Prob 

BILLING SUSAN T 

BILLING SUSAN T 

Billing SUsan Tenured 

3/27 /2015 8:58 AM 

Oceanside USD - Permanent Certificated Instructional Employees (CIE) <10 yrs Tenure 

Stull Act Program Hrs, FY 1997-98 through FY 2007-08 (Every Other Year Evaluation) 

Job Title Obs1 I ObsZ I 5ummative Eval Wort LOcation Fiscal Year 
Teacher x Pacifica Elem 2003-04 

Teacher x Lincoln MS 2004-05 

Teacher x Lincoln MS 200S-06 

Teacher x Santa Margarita Elem 1998-99 

Teacher x Santa Margarita Elem 2000-01 

Teacher x Santa Margarita Elem 2002-03 

Teacher x Santa Margarita Elem 2004-05 

Teacher x Santa Margarita Elem School 2006-07 

Teacher- LH SOC x South Oceanside Elem 2001-02 

Teacher- LH SOC x South Oceanside Elem 2002-03 

Teacher - LH SOC x South Oceanside Elem 2003-04 

Teacher- LH SOC South Oceanside Elem School 2005-06 

Teacher-SH North Terrace Elem 2002-03 

Teacher-SH North Terrace Elem 2003-04 

Teacher-SH x North Terrace Elem 2004-05 

Teacher x Laurel Elem 2000-01 

Teacher x Laurel Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x Laurel Elem 2003-04 

Teacher x King Middle 2001-02 

Teacher x King Middle 2002-03 

Teacher x King Middle 2003-04 

Teacher x Palmquist Elem 2005-06 

Teacher x Del Rio Elem School 2006-07 

Teacher x El Camino High 2001-02 

Teacher x El Camino High 2002-03 

Teacher x El Camino High 2004-05 

Teacher El Camino HS 2006-07 

Teacher Laurel Elem School 2000-01 

Teacher Laurel Elem School 2001-02 

Teacher Laurel Elem School 2003-04 

Teacher Laurel Elem School 200S-06 

Teacher x El Camino High 2003-04 

Teacher x El Camino HS 2005-06 

Teacher Oceanside HS 2001-02 

Teacher x Oceanside High 2004-05 

Teacher x x Oceanside HS 2006-07 

Resource Specialist x Ivey Ranch Elem 2000-01 

Resource Specialist x Ivey Ranch Elem 2002-03 

Resource Specialist x Ivey Ranch Elem 2004-05 

Teacher x Libby Elem 2003-04 

Teacher x Libby Elem 200S-06 

Teacher x Libby Elem School 2000-01 

Teacher x Libby Elem School 2001-02 

Teacher x Laurel Elem 1998-99 

Teacher x Laurel Elem 1999-00 

Teacher x Laurel Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x Laurel Elem 2003-04 

Teacher x Laurel Elem 2005-06 

Teacher x Laurel Elem School 2007-08 

Teacher x Ivey Ranch Elem School 2000-01 

Teacher x Ivey Ranch Elem School 2001-02 

Teacher x Ivey Ranch Elem School 2002-03 

Teacher x Laurel Elem 2004-0S 

Teacher x Ivey Ranch Elem School 2006-07 

Resource Specialist x King Middle 2000-01 

Resource Specialist x King Middle 2001-02 

Resource Specialist x King Middle 2003-04 

Resource Specialist x King Middle 200S-06 

Resource Specialist x King MS 2007-08 
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Evaluator Grade Level 
C. Sanders 4th 

8. Kolb MSPE 

J. Schmidt MSPE 

L. Goldstein MS 

F. Gomez MS 

F. Gomez MS 

F.Gomez MS 

P. Kurtz MS 

T. Keane Elem 5pEd 

T. Keane ElemSpEd 

J.Reimer ElemSpEd 

J.Relmer ElemSpEd 

B.Rowe Elem SpEd 

B.Rowe Elem SpEd 

B. Rowe Elem SpEd 

K. Marquardt 3rd 
L.lbarra 3rd 

L.lbarra 2nd 

F. Balanon 7th 

F. Balanon MS 

M.Munden MS 

8. Johnson 
P. Morgan 

R. Briggs HS Math 

R. Briggs HS Math 

E.S. Bessant HS Math 

l. Sanchez HS Eng 

K. Marquardt 3rd 

L. Ibarra 4th 

l. Ibarra 2nd 

K. Marquardt Kinder 
D. Daris HS Math 

D. Daris HS Math 

K. Marquardt HS PE 

C. Mora HS PE 

J. Poumele HS PE 

J. Assman Elem SpEd 

F.Wilson Elem SpEd 

F.Wilson Elem SpEd 

8. Johns9n 4th 

B. Johnson 4th 

E. Szielenski 4th/5th 

B. Johnson 4th 

K. Marquardt Sth 

K. Marquardt 5th 

L.lbarra 5th 

L.lbarra 5th 

K. Marquardt 5th 

K. Marquardt Sth 

K. Marquardt 6th 

L.lbarra Elem 

L.lbarra 4th 

L.lbarra 1st 

F.Wilson 2nd 

R. Clendening MSSpEd 

0. Shreves MSSpEd 

0. Shreves MSSpEd 

D. Shreves MSSpEd 

~.Rowe MSSpEd 
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Lname Fname Tenure Status 

BLEHA (Thompson) JENNIFER Temp/Prob 
BLEHA (Thompson) JENNIFER Temp/Prob 

BLEHA (Thompson) JENNIFER 

BLEHA (Thompson) Jennifer Tenured 

BOKOR DAYLE Temp/Prob 

BOKOR DAYLE Temp/Prob 

BOKOR DAYLE T 

Bokor Dayle Tenured 
BOLES MUROYA LISA Temp/Prob 

BOLES MUROYA LISA Temp/Prob 

BOLES MUROYA LISA T 

Boles Muroya Lisa Tenured 

Bou Ian Carly Tenured 

Bouret (METCALF) TARA Temp/Prob 

Bouret (METCALF) TARA Temp/Prob 

Bouret (METCALF) TARA T 

Bouret (METCALF) TARA 

Bouret (Metcalf) Tara Tenured 

BOYD KEITH Temp/Prob 

BOYD KEITH Temp/Prob 

BOYD KEITH T 

Boyd Keith Tenured 
BOYD KIMBERLY Temp/Prob 

BOYD KIMBERLY Temp/Prob 

BOYD KIMBERLY T 

BOYSTER (Watson) LISA Temp/Prob 

BOYSTER (Watson) LISA Temp/Prob 

BOYSTER (Watson) LISA T 

BOYSTER (Watson) Lisa Tenured 

BRIGGS (Janisch) CHRISTINE Temp/Prob 
BRIGGS (Janisch) CHRISTINE Temp/Prob 

BRIGGS (Janisch) CHRISTINE T 

BRIGGS JAMES Temp/Prob 

BRIGGS JAMES Temp/Prob 

BRIGGS JAMES T 

BRIGGS JAMES T 

BRINKMAN JOSEPHINE T 

BRINKMAN JOSEPHINE T 

BRINKMAN JOSEPHINE T 

Britts Rachel T 
BROWN MARIANNE T 

BROWN MARIANNE T 

Broyles Christian Temp 

Broyles Christian Prob 

Broyles Christian T 
Broyles Christian T 

BRUCKNER SCOTT 

BRUCKNER SCOTT Tenured 

Bruckner (Chase) AMANDA T 

Bruckner (Chase) Amanda Tenured 

Bullard Sandra 

BUNRASI JOHN Temp/Prob 

BUNRASI JOHN Temp/Prob 

BUNRASI JOHN T 

BUNRASI JOHN T 

Bunrasi John Tenured 

Burton (BUTTERIS) JULIA Temp/Prob 

Burton (BUTTERIS) JULIA Temp/Prob 
Burton (BUTTERIS) JULIA T 

3/27 /2015 8:58 AM 

Oceanside USO - Permanent Certificated Instructional Employees (CIE) <10 yrs Tenure 

Stull Act Program Hrs, FY 1997-98 through FY 2007-08 (Every Other Year Evaluation) 

Jobrotle Obsl I Obs2 I Summative Eval Work Location Fiscal Year 
Teacher x Lincoln Middle 2001-02 

Teacher x Lincoln Middle 2002-03 

Teacher x Lincoln Middle 2004-05 

Teacher x Lincoln MS 2006-07 

Teacher x Garrison Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x Garrison Elem 2002-03 

Teacher x Garrison Elem 2004-05 

Teacher x Garrison Elem School 2006-07 

Teacher x San Luis Rey Elem 2000-01 

Teacher x San Luis Rey Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x San Luis Rey Elem 2003-04 

Teacher x San Luis Rey Elem School 2005-06 

Teacher x Nichols Elem School 2006-07 

Teacher x Reynolds Elem 2000-01 

Teacher x Reynolds Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x Reynolds Elem 2003-04 

Teacher x Reynolds Elem 2005-06 

Teacher Reynolds Elem School 2007-08 

Teacher-SH x Laurel Elem 2001-02 

Teacher-SH x Laurel Elem 2002-03 

Teacher-SH x Laurel Elem 2004-05 

Teacher-SH x Laurel Elem School 2006-07 

Resource Specialist x Laurel Elem 2001-02 

Resource Specialist Laurel Elem 2002-03 

Resource Specialist x Laurel Elem 2004-05 

Teacher x Mission Elem 1999-00 

Teacher x Mission Elem 2000-01 

Teacher x San Luis Rey Elem 2004-05 

Teacher x King MS 2006-07 

Teacher x San Rafael 2000-01 

Teacher x San Rafael 2001-02 

Teacher x Ivey Ranch Elem 2003-04 

Teacher x Libby Elem 1998-99 

Teacher x Libby Elem 1999-00 

Teacher x Libby Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x Libby Elem 2003-04 

Teacher x Laurel Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x Laurel Elem 2003-04 

Teacher x Laurel Elem 2005-06 

Teacher x Oceanside HS 2005-06 

Resource Specialist x Jefferson Middle 2002-03 

Resource Specialist x Jefferson Middle 2005-06 

Teacher x Pacifica Elem School 2001-02 

Teacher x Nichols Elem School 2002-03 

Teacher Nichols Elem School 2003-04 

Teacher x Nichols Elem School 2005-06 

Teacher x Oceanside High 2002-03 

Teacher x Oceanside High 2005-06 

Teacher x Oceanside High 2003-04 

Teacher-ARC x Oceanside HS 2005-06 

Teacher x El Camino HS 2005-06 

Teacher Jefferson Middle 1999-00 

Teacher x Jefferson Middle 2000-01 

Teacher Jefferson Middle 2002-03 

Teacher x Jefferson Middle 2004-05 

Teacher x x Jefferson MS 2006-07 

Teacher Libby Elem 2000-01 

Teacher Libby Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x Libby Elem 2003-04 
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Evaluator Grade Level 

B.Kolb 6th 

B. Kolb 6th 

J.Schmidt 6th 

Marie Higareda de Ochoa 6th 

8. Johnson 

8. Johnson 5th/6th 

M.Oliver 

M.Oliver Elem 
M. Munden 2nd 

M. Munden 2nd 

P. Thompson 2nd 

P. Thompson 2nd 

J.lman 

L.Hess Elem 

P. Thompson 
L.Graziola 

L.Graziola 

L.Graziola 

R. Gibson Elem SpEd 

R.Gibson Elem SpEd 

Llbarra ElemSpEd 

K. Marquardt Elem SpEd 

l.lbarra Elem SpEd 

l.lbarra Elem SpEd 

l.lbarra Elem SpEd 

R.Gibson 2nd 

R. Gibson 2nd 

P. Thompson 2nd 

8. Rowe 5th/6th 

D.D. Alcorn 3rd 

D.D. Alcorn 3rd 

F.Wilson 2nd 

E. Szielenski 6th 

E. Szielenski 6th 

B. Johnson 6th 

8.Johnson 6th 

Ubarra 3rd 

Ubarra 4th 

K.Obrzut 4th 

E. Frazier 4th 

E. S. Bessant English 

L.Philyaw MSSpEd 

C. Sanders MSSpEd 

J.lman 2nd/3rd 

J.lman 3rd 

J.lman 3rd 

K. Marquardt 2nd 

E. Frazier EnglO 

K.Obrzut HS Eng 

E. Frazier HS Eng 

l. Sanchez HS Eng 

D.Daris HS Physics 

D. Daris MS Math 

D.Daris MS Math 

D.Coleman MS Math 

D.Coleman MS Math 

B.Johnson MS Math 

B. Johnson 4th 

a.Johnson 3rd 

315



Lname Fname Tenure Status 

Burton (BUTIERIS) Julia Tenured 
Bush Jolyn 
Bush Jolyn Tenured 

Calvert Lisa Temp/Prob 

Calvert Lisa Temp/Prob 

Calvert Lisa Temp/Prob 

CAMPBEU Pl KAKE Temp/Prob 

CAMPBEU Pl KAKE Temp/Prob 

CAMPBEU Pl KAKE Tenured 

CAMPBEU Pl KAKE Tenured 

Campbell Scott 

CANTRALL ELIZABETH Temp/Prob 

CANTRALL ELIZABETH Temp/Prob 

CANTRALL ELIZABETH 

CANTRAU ELIZABETH T 

CAPABIANCO JENNIFER Temp/Prob 

CAPABIANCO JENNIFER Temp/Prob 

CAPABIANCO JENNIFER T 

Capabianco Jennifer Tenured 

CARLE NO DAVID T 

CARLENO DAVID T 

CARLE NO DAVID Tenured 

Carlisle Erin Temp/Prob 

CARLSON CATHERINE Temp/Prob 

CARLSON CATHERINE Temp/Prob 

CARLSON CATHERINE T 

CARLSON CATHERINE T 

Carlson Catherine Tenured 

CARRASCO ARTURO Temp/Prob 

CARRASCO ARTURO Temp/Prob 

CARRASCO ARTURO T 

CARRILLO LINDA T 

CARRILLO LINDA T 

CARRILLO (ABEL) LINDA T 

CARTER JOHNNY Temp/Prob 

CARTER JOHNNY Temp/Prob 

CARTER JOHNNY T 

CARTER JOHNNY T 

CASIAS LEVI Temp/Prob 

CASIAS LEVI Temp/Prob 

CASIAS LEVI T 

Casias Levi Tenured 

CASILLAS ALMA Temp/Prob 

CASILLAS ALMA Temp/Prob 

CASILLAS ALMA 

CASILLAS ALMA T 

Casselberry Nadedja 

Casselberry Nadedja Tenured 
Cerda Jennifer 

CHAMBERS ANNIE Temp/Prob 

CHAMBERS ANNIE Temp/Prob 

CHAMBERS ANNIE 

CHAMBERS ANNIE 

CHAMBERS ANNIE 

CHAMBERS ANNIE T 

Chambers Annie Tenured 

CHAMBERS RACHEL Temp/Prob 

CHAMBERS RACHEL Temp/Prob 

CHAMBERS RACHEL T 

3/27 /2015 8:58 AM 

Oceanside USO - Permanent Certificated Instructional Employees (CIE) <10 yrs Tenure 

Stull Act Program Hrs, FY 1997-98 through FY 2007-08 (Every Other Year Evaluation) 

Job Title Obsl I Obs2 I Summative Eval Work Location Fiscal Year 
Teacher x Libby Elem School 2005-06 

Teacher- ED x x Jefferson MS 2004-05 

Teacher- ED x Jefferson MS 2005-06 

Teacher x Santa Margarita 2003-04 

Teacher x Santa Margarita 2004-05 

Teacher x Reynolds 2005-06 

Teacher - LH SOC x Oceanside High 2000-01 

Teacher - LH SOC x Oceanside High 2001-02 

Teacher - LH SOC x Oceanside High 2003-04 

Teacher - LH SOC x Oceanside High 2005-06 

Teacher x El Camino HS 2005-06 

Teacher Libby Elem 2000-01 

Teacher Libby Elem 2001-02 

Teacher Libby Elem 2003-04 

Teacher Libby Elem 2005-06 

Resource Specialist Del Rio 1999-00 

Resource Specialist Del Rio 2000-01 

Resource Specialist x Lincoln Middle 2004-05 

Resource Specialist x Lincoln MS 2006-07 

Teacher x El Camino HS 1998·99 

Teacher x El Camino HS 2000-01 

Teacher x El Camino HS 2002-03 

Teacher- LH SOC x San Luis Rey Elem School 2004-05 

Teacher x McAuliffe 2000-01 

Teacher x McAuliffe 2001-02 

Teacher x McAuliffe 2002-03 

Teacher x Nichols Elem 2004-05 

Teacher x Nichols Elem School 2006-07 

Teacher x Reynolds Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x Reynolds Elem 2002-03 

TOSA Reynolds Elem 2004-05 

Teacher x Ivey Ranch Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x Ivey Ranch Elem 2005-06 

Teacher x Ivey Ranch Elem 2000-01 

Teacher x El Camino High 2000-01 

Teacher x El Camino High 2001-02 

Teacher x El Camino High 2003-04 

Teacher x El Camino High 2005-06 

Teacher x El Camino High 2001-02 

Teacher x El Camino High 2002-03 

Teacher x El C3mino High 2004-05 

Teacher x El Camino HS 2006-07 

Teacher x Palmquist 1998-99 

Teacher x Palmquist 1999-00 

Teacher x Palmquist 2001-02 

Teacher x Palmquist 2005-06 

Teacher x King MS 2004-05 

Teacher x King MS 2006-07 

Teacher x Elcamino HS 2005-06 

x Libby Elem 1997-98 

x Del Rio Elem 1998-99 

x Del Rio Elem 1999-00 

x Del Rio Elem 2000-01 

x Del Rio Elem 2002-03 

Teacher x Del Rio Elem 2004-05 

Teacher x Del Rio Elem School 2006-07 

Teacher x Jefferson Middle 2000-01 

Teacher x Jefferson Middle 2001-02 

Teacher x Jefferson Middle 2003-04 
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Evaluator Grade Level 

B. Johnson 1st 
D.Coleman 1st 

D.Coleman MSSpEd 

F.Gomez MSSpEd 

F. Gomez 1st 

L. Graziola 1st 

K. Marquardt 1st 

K. Marquardt HS SpEd 

K.Obrzut HS SpEd 

E. Frazier HSSpEd 

0. Daris HSSpEd 

E. Szielenski HS Eng 

B.Johnson 4th 

B. Johnson 4th 

B. Johnson 3rd 

P. Morgan 3rd 

L.Graziola Elem SpEd 

B. Kolb Elem SpEd 

M. Higareda Ochoa MSSpEd 

$.Molina MSSpEd 

E. Watters HS Eng 

R. Nelson HS Eng 

P. Thompson HS Eng 

M. Gleisberg Elem SpEd 

M. Gleisberg 1st 

M. Gleisberg 1st 

J.lman 1st 

J.lman 1st 

L. Hess 1st 

L. Hess Elem 
L.Graziola Elem 

J.lman 4th 

J.lman 3rd 

J.lman 4th 

R. Briggs 3rd 

R. Briggs HS Physics 

F. Degado HS Physics 
L.Sanchez HS Physics 

R. Nelson HS Physics 

R. Nelson HS Art 

R. Nelson HS Art 

D. Legg HS Art 

J. Assman HS Art 

J.Assman Kinder 

S.Morr Kinder 

S.Morr Kinder 

M. Munden Kinder 

C. Turner Bth Lang Arts 

R. Nelson Lang Arts 

E. Szielenski HS Eng 

P. Morgan 3rd 

P. Morgan K/1st 

L.Graziola 3rd 

P. Morgan Elem 

P. Morgan 5th 

P. Morgan 2nd/3rd 

F. Degado 3rd 

E. S. Bessant MS Math/Sci 

D.Coleman MS Math/Sci 
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Lname Fname Tenure Status 

OiAMBERS RACHEL T 

Chavarria Freddie 

Chavarria Freddie Tenured 

OilLCOTE TEKOA Temp/Prob 

CHILCOTE TEKOA Temp/Prob 

CHILCOTE TEKOA T 
CHILCOTE TEKOA T 

CHRIST SHANE Tenured 
Christian (Crooks) KRIS Temp/Prob 

Christian (Crooks) KRIS Temp/Prob 

Christian {Crooks) KRIS T 

Christian {Crooks) KRIS T 

CHRISTOPHER MARY Temp/Prob 

CHRISTOPHER MARY Temp/Prob 

CHRISTOPHER MARY T 
CHRISTOPHER MARY T 

OiU-KRAMER MAGGIE Temp/Prob 

OiU-KRAMER MAGGIE Temp/Prob 

CHU-KRAMER MAGGIE 

OiU-KRAMER MAGGIE T 
CLARK CAMERON 

CLARK CAMERON T 

CLARK CAMERON T 

CLARK JULIANNE Temp/Prob 

CLARK JULIANNE Temp/Prob 

CLARK JULIANNE 

CLARK JULIANNE T 

CLARK KRISTI Temp/Prob 

CLARK KRISTI Temp/Prob 

CLARK KRISTI 

CLARK SUSAN Temp/Prob 

CLARK SUSAN Temp/Prob 

CLARK SUSAN T 

CLARK SUSAN T 

COHEN APRIL Temp/Prob 

COHEN APRIL Temp/Prob 

COHEN APRIL T 

Cohen April Tenured 

COHEN CHARLES Temp/Prob 

COHEN CHARLES Temp/Prob 

COHEN CHARLES T 
Cohen Charles Tenured 

COHEN PATRICIA Temp/Prob 

COHEN PATRICIA Temp/Prob 

COHEN PATRICIA 

COHEN PATRICIA 

Cohen Patricia Tenured 

COHEN ii NELSON Temp/Prob 

COHEN ii NELSON Temp/Prob 

COHEN II NELSON 

COHEN ii NELSON T 

COHEN ii NELSON T 

COLE VERNAL Temp/Prob 

COLE VERNAL Temp/Prob 

COLE VERNAL 

COLE VERNAL TROP 

WEAVER (CONNOR) CATHERINE Temp/Prob 

WEAVER (CONNOR) CATHERINE Temp/Prob 

WEAVER (CONNOR) CATHERINE 

3/27/201S 8:S8 AM 

Oceanside USD - Permanent Certificated Instructional Employees (CIE) <10 yrs Tenure 

Stull Act Program Hrs, FY 1997-98 through FY 2007-08 (Every Other Year Evaluation) 

Job Title Obsl I Obs2 I Summative Eval Work Location Fiscal Year 

Teacher x Jefferson Middle 200S-06 

Teacher x Jefferson MS 2003-04 

Teacher x Jefferson MS 2004-05 

Teacher x Palmquist Elem 2000-01 

Teacher x Palmquist Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x Palmquist Elem 2003-04 

Teacher x DitmarElem 2005-06 

Teacher x oceanside High 2003-04 

Teacher x Nichols Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x Nichols Elem 2002-03 

Teacher x Nichols Elem 2003-04 

Teacher x Nichols Elem 2005-06 

Teacher x Pacifica Elem 2000-01 

Teacher x Pacifica Elem 2001-02 

Teacher Pacifica Elem 2003-04 

Teacher x Pacifica Elem 2005-06 

Teacher Del Rio Elem 1999-00 

Teacher x Del Rio Elem 2000-01 

Teacher x Del Rio Elem 2002-03 

Teacher x Del Rio Elem 2004-0S 

Teacher x Oceanside High 1999-00 

Teacher x Oceanside High 2003-04 

Teacher Oceanside High 2005-06 

Teacher x Stuart Mesa Elem 2000-01 

Teacher x Stuart Mesa Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x Stuart Mesa Elem 2003-04 

Teacher x Stuart Mesa Elem 200S-06 

Teacher x Del Rio 2000-01 

Teacher x Del Rio 2001-02 

Teacher x Nichols Elem 200S-06 

Teacher x Mission Elem 1998-99 

Teacher Mission Elem 1999-00 

Teacher Mission Elem 2003-04 

Teacher x Mission Elem 2005-06 

Teacher North Terrace Elem School 2001-02 

Teacher Del Rio Elem 2002-03 

Teacher x Del Rio Elem 2003-04 

Teacher x Libby Elem School 2005-06 

Teacher x El Camino High 2001-02 

Teacher x El Camino High 2002-03 

Teacher x El Camino High 2004-05 

Teacher x El Camino HS 2006-07 

Teacher x King Middle 1999-00 

Teacher x King Middle 2000-01 

Teacher x King Middle 2002-03 

Teacher x King Middle 2004-0S 

Teacher x King MS 2006-07 

Teacher x Reynolds Elem 1998-99 

Teacher x Reynolds Elem 1999-00 

Teacher x Reynolds Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x Reynolds Elem 2003-04 

Teacher x Reynolds Elem 200S-06 

Teacher x Ocean Shores High 2000-01 

Teacher x Ocean Shores High 2001-02 

Teacher x Ocean Shores High 2002-03 

Teacher x Ocean Shores High 2004-05 

Resource Specialist x Mission Elem 1998-99 

Resource Specialist Mission Elem 1999-00 

Resource Specialist x Mission Elem 2001-02 
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Evaluator Grade Level 

LPhilyaw MS Math/Sci 

D.Coleman 6th Math 

W.Cocita MS 

S.Morr MSPre_Alg 

S.Morr 3rd 

S.Morr 3rd 

F. Delgado 3rd 

C. Mora 3rd 

T. Tanner HS Spanish 

J.lman Sth 

J.lman 1st 

J.lman 1st 
C. Sanders 1st 

C. Sanders 1st 

C. Sanders 1st 

C. Sanders 2nd 

P. Morgan 4th 

L Graziola Kinder 

P. Morgan Kinder 

P. Morgan Kinder 

K. Marquardt Kinder 

C.Mora HS Math 

E. Frazier HS Math 

B.Kolb HS Math 

T. McAteer Elem 

T. McAteer Elem 

R. Gibson 4th 

P. Morgan 3rd 

P. Morgan 5th 

J.lman 5th 

J. Farley Sth 

R.Gibson Elem 

R.Gibson 4th 

T. McAteer 3rd 

B.Rowe 3rd 

P. Morgan 1st/2nd 

P. Morgan 3rd 

B.Johnson 3rd 

G. Thornton 6th 

G. Thornton HS Eng 

D. Daris HS Eng 

D. Legg HS Eng 

E. Galvan HS Eng 

R. Clendening MS 7th Core 

D. Shreves MS 7th Core 

D. Shreves MS 7th Core 

D.Shreves MS 7th Core 

R.Briggs MS Lang Arts 

LHess Elem 

P. Thompson 3rd 

l.Graziola 3rd 

L Graziola 3rd 

P.Cowman HS Math 

P.Cowman HS Math 

P.Cowman HS Math 

P.Cowman HS Math 

J. Farley Elem SpEd 

R.Gibson Elem SpEd 

R.Gibson Elem SpEd 
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Lname Fname I Tenure Status 

WEAVER (CONNOR) CATHERINE I T 
CORDOVA BERLIN DA 

CORDOVA BERUNDA I T 

CORNISH SUZANNE I Temp/Prob 

CORNISH SUZANNE \ Temp/Prob 

CORNISH SUZANNE 

CORNISH SUZANNE I T 

CORNISH SUZANNE T 

Cornish Suzanne Tenured 
Coscuna Cynthia Temp/Prob 

Coscuna Cynthia Temp/Prob 

Coscuna Cynthia Tenured 
COUILLARD DEBORAH Temp/Prob 

COUILLARD DEBORAH Temp/Prob 

COUILLARD DEBORAH 

COUILLARD DEBORAH T 

COUILLARD DEBORAH T 

Couillard Deborah Tenured 

COULTHARD KAREN Temp/Prob 

COULTHARD KAREN Temp/Prob 

COULTHARD KAREN 

COULTHARD KAREN T 

COVARRUBIAS-KELLY ANNA Temp/Prob 

COVARRUBIAS-KELLY ANNA Temp/Prob 

COVARRUBIAS-KELLY ANNA T 

Covarrubias-Kelly Anna Tenured 
Covarrubias-Kelly Anna Tenured 

cox ERICA Temp/Prob 

cox ERICA Temp/Prob 

cox ERICA 

cox ERICA T 

cox ERICA T 

COYLE CHRISTOPHER Temp/Prob 

COYLE CHRISTOPHER Temp/Prob 

COYLE CHRISTOPHER T 

COYLE CHRISTOPHER T 

CROUTHAMEL KELLY 
CROUTHAMEL KELLY 

Crouthamel Kelly Tenured 
Crouthamel Kelly Tenured 

CUSH ARRON Temp/Prob 

CUSH ARRON Temp/Prob 
CUSH ARRON 

CUSH ARRON T 

Cush Arron Tenured 

Cush Arron Tenured 

DANIELS BLAIR Temp/Prob 

DANIELS BLAIR Temp/Prob 

DANIELS BLAIR 

DANIELS BLAIR T 
DANIELS BLAIR T 

Daniels Blair Tenured 

Daniels Erika Tenured 
DANIELS (Seemann) ERIKA 

DANNECKER CHAD RICK Temp/Prob 
DANNECKER CHADRICK Temp/Prob 

DANNECKER CHAD RICK T 

DAVIS CRAIG T 

DEAN MARIA Temp/Prob 

3/27/201S 8:S8 AM 

Oceanside USO - Permanent Certificated Instructional Employees (CIE) <10 yrs Tenure 

Stull Act Program Hrs, FY 1997-98 through FY 2007-08 (Every Other Year Evaluation) 

JobTrtle Obsl I Obs2 I Summative Eval Work Location Fiscal Year 
Resource Specialist x Mission Elem 2003-04 

Teacher Mission Elem 1999-00 

Teacher Mission Elem 2003-04 

Teacher x San Luis Rey Elem 1998-99 

Teacher x San Luis Rey Elem 1999-00 

Teacher x San Luis Rey Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x San Luis Rey Elem 2003-04 

Teacher San Luis Rey Elem 200S-06 

Teacher San Luis Rey Elem School 2007-08 

Teacher King MS 2004-0S 

Teacher x King MS 200S-06 

Teacher x King MS 2006-07 

Teacher- LH SOC x King Middle 2000-01 

Teacher- LH SOC x King Middle 2001-02 

Teacher· LH SOC x King Middle 2002-03 

Teacher - LH SOC x King Middle 2003-04 

Teacher - LH SOC x King Middle 200S-06 

Teacher - LH SOC x King MS 2007-08 

Teacher x Ocean Shores High 1999-00 

Teacher x Ocean Shores High 2000-01 

Teacher x Ocean Shores High 2001-02 

Teacher x Ocean Shores High 2003-04 

Teacher x Libby Elem School 2000-01 

Teacher x Libby Elem School 2001-02 

Teacher Libby Elem School 2003-04 

Teacher Libby Elem School 200S-06 

Teacher x Libby Elem School 2007-08 

Teacher x Laurel Elem 1998-99 

Teacher x Laurel Elem 1999-00 

Teacher x Laurel Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x Laurel Elem 2003-04 

Teacher x Laurel Elem 200S-06 

Teacher x El Camino High 2000-01 

Teacher El Camino High 2001-02 

Teacher El Camino High 2003-04 

Teacher x El Camino High 200S-06 

Teacher San Rafael 2001-02 

Teacher x Mission Elem 2003-04 

Teacher x Del Rio Elem School 200S-06 

Teacher x Palmquist Elem School 2007-08 

Teacher x King Middle 1998-99 

Teacher x King Middle 1999-00 

Teacher x King Middle 2001-02 

Teacher x King Middle 2003-04 

Teacher x King MS 2005-06 

Teacher x King MS 2007-08 

Teacher x Jefferson Middle 2000-01 

Teacher Jefferson Middle 2001-02 

Teacher x Jefferson Middle 2002-03 

Teacher x Jefferson Middle 2003-04 

Teacher x Jefferson Middle 200S-06 

Teacher x x Jefferson MS 2007-08 

Teacher x Jefferson MS 200S-06 

Teacher x Jefferson MS 1998-99 

Teacher x El Camino High 2002-03 

Teacher x El Camino High 2003-04 

Teacher x El Camino High 2005-06 

Teacher x x Oceanside High 2004-05 

Teacher x Mission Elem 2000-01 
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Evaluator Grade Level 

R.Gibson Elem SpEd 
R.Gibson 1st 
R.Gibson 1st 

M. Munden 3rd 
M.Munden 4th 
M. Munden 4th 

P. Thompson 4th 
P. Thompson Kinder 

L. Sanchez Kinder 
M. Munden MS 

M. Munden MS 

B. Rowe MS 

R. Clendening MSSpEd 

R. dendening MSSpEd 

F. Balanon MSSpEd 

D. Shreves MSSpEd 
D. Shreves MSSpEd 

D.Shreves MSSpEd 

P. Cowman HS Art 

P.Cowman HS Art 

P.Cowman HS Art 

P.Cowman HS Art 
E. Szielenski Kinder 
B. Johnson Kinder 
B. Johnson Kinder 
B. Bronson Kinder 
L. Philyaw Kinder 

K. Marquardt 2nd 

K. Marquardt 2nd 

l.lbarra 2nd 

l.lbarra 2nd 

K. Marquardt 2nd 

R. Briggs HS 

R. Briggs HS 

F. Delgado HS 

D. Daris HS 

D.Alcorn 2nd 
R.Gibson 3rd 

P.Morgan 

P. Morgan 

E. Galvan MS 

R. Clendening MS 

D. Shreves MS 

F. Balanon MS 

D. Shreves MS 

D. Shreves MS 

D. Daris MS 

F. Delgado MS 

E.S. Bessant MS 

D. Daris MS 

D. Daris MS 

E. Frazier MS 

W.Cocita MS 

l. Goldstein MS Lang Arts 

V. Esquibel HS 

D. Legg HS Spanish 
D. Legg HS Spanish 

K. Marquardt HS 
R. Gibson Sth 
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Lname Fname Tenure Status 

DEAN MARIA Temp/Prob 
DEAN MARIA T 

Dean Maria Tenured 
DeSanto (Swanberg)(Smith) Christina Temp/Prob 

DeSanto (Swanberg)(Smith) Christina Temp/Prob 

DeSanto (Swanberg)(Smith) Christina 
DeSa nto (Swanberg)(Smlth) Christina 
DeSanto (Swanberg)(Smith) Christina 

DeSanto (Swanberg)(Smith) Christina Tenured 
DEVRIES HllARY Temp/Prob 

DEVRIES HllARY Temp/Prob 

DEVRIES HllARY T 

DISCHNER JUDITH Temp/Prob 

DISCHNER JUDITH Temp/Prob 

DISCHNER JUDITH T 
Dischner Judith Tenured 
DOOSE DANIEL Temp/Prob 

DOOSE DANIEL Temp/Prob 

DOOSE DANIEL T 

DOOSE DANIEL 

Doose Daniel Tenured 
DOUGHERTY SHANNON Temp/Prob 
DOUGHERTY SHANNON Temp/Prob 
DOUGHERTY SHANNON T 

Dougherty Shannon Tenured 
DOUGLAS ERIK 

Douglas Erik Tenured 
DOYLE (Dinh) BECKY Temp/Prob 

DOYLE (Dinh) BECKY Temp/Prob 
DOYLE (Dinh) BECKY T 

DOYLE (Dinh) Becky Tenured 
DRAGO DARREN 

DRAGO DARREN T 

DRAGO DARREN T 

DRAGO DEREK Temp/Prob 

DRAGO DEREK Temp/Prob 

DRAGO DEREK T 

DRAGO DEREK 

DRAIM DAVID Temp/Prob 

DRAIM DAVID Temp/Prob 

DRAIM DAVID T 

Draim David Tenured 
DREDGE CHRISTINE T 
DREDGE CHRISTINE 

DREISBACH JUDE Temp/Prob 

DREISBACH JUDE Temp/Prob 

DREISBACH JUDE T 

DREISBACH JUDE T 

DREISBACH JUDE T 

Dreisbach Jude Tenured 
DUDLEY LISA 

DUDLEY LISA T 

DUDLEY LISA T 
Dudley Lisa Tenured 

DUNNING FARZIN 

DUNNING FARZIN T 

DUNNING FARZIN T 

Dunning Farzin Tenured 
Eacott Christopher Temp/Prob 

3/27 /2015 8:58 AM 

Oceanside USO - Permanent Certificated Instructional Employees (CIE) <10 yrs Tenure 

Stull Act Program Hrs, FY 1997-98 through FY 2007-08 (Every Other Year Evaluation) 

Job Title Obsl I Obs2 I Summative Eval Work Location Fiscal Year 

Teacher x Mission Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x Jefferson Middle 2003-04 

Teacher x x Jefferson MS 2007-08 

Teacher x King MS 1998-99 

Teacher x King MS 1999-00 

Teacher x King MS 2000-01 

Teacher x King MS 2002-03 

Teacher King MS 2004-05 

Teacher Chavez MS 2007-08 

Teacher Garrison 1999-00 

Teacher x 2000-01 

Teacher x Laurel Elem 2002-03 

Teacher· SH x Jefferson HS 2002-03 

Teacher· SH x Jefferson HS 2003-04 

Teacher· SH x Pacifica Elem 2004-05 

Teacher· SH x Pacifica Elem School 2006-07 

Teacher Jefferson Middle 2000-01 

Teacher Jefferson Middle 2001-02 

Teacher Jefferson Middle 2003-04 

Teacher x Jefferson Middle 2005-06 

Teacher x King MS 2007-08 

Teacher x King MS 2000-01 

Teacher x King MS 2001-02 

Teacher x King Middle 2003-04 

Teacher x King MS 2007-08 

Teacher Oceanside HS 2000-01 

Teacher x Oceanside HS 2006-07 

Teacher x Libby Elem 1999-00 

Teacher Libby Elem 2000-01 

Teacher x Libby Elem 2002-03 

Teacher x Libby Elem School 2006-07 

Teacher Oceanside High 2001-02 

Teacher x Oceanside High 2003-04 

Teacher x Oceanside High 2005-06 

Teacher x El Camino High 2000-01 

Teacher x El Camino High 2001-02 

Teacher x El Camino High 2003-04 

Teacher x El Camino High 2005-06 

Teacher x El Camino High 2001-02 

Teacher x El Camino High 2002-03 

Teacher x El Camino High 2004-05 

Teacher x El Camino HS 2006-07 

Teacher· LH SOC Lincoln Middle 2003-04 

Teacher· LH SOC Lincoln Middle 200S-06 

Teacher· LH SOC El Camino High 2000-01 

Teacher - LH SOC El Camino High 2001-02 

Teacher- LH SOC El Camino High 2002-03 

Teacher· LH SOC El Comino High 2003-04 

Teacher· LH SOC El Camino High 2004-05 

Teacher· LH SOC x El Camino HS 2006-07 

Teacher x Reynolds Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x Reynolds Elem 2002-03 

Teacher x Reynolds Elem 2003-04 

Teacher x Reynolds Elem School 2007-08 

Teacher x King Middle 2000-01 

Teacher x King Middle 2002-03 

Teacher x King Middle 2004-05 

Teacher x King MS 2006-07 

Teacher x Palmquist Elem School 2003-04 
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Evaluator Grade Level 

R.Gibson 5th 

D.Coleman MS 

E. Frazier 7th 

R. Clendening 6th 

R. dendening 6th 

R. dendening 6th 

D.Shreves 6th 
O. Shreves 6th 

C. Sanders 7th 

E. Council 3rd/4th 

E. Council 3rd 

L.lbarra 2nd 

E.S. Bessant MSSpEd 

W.Cocita MSSpEd 

C. Sanders Elem SpEd 

P. Morgan Elem SpEd 

D.Daris MS 

F. Delgado MS 

W.Cocita MS 

W.Cocita MS 

B. Rowe 6th 

R. dendening MS 

F. Balanon MS 

F. Balanon MS 

J.Schmidt MS 

K. Marquardt MS 

K. Marquardt MS 

E. Szielenski 4th 

E. Szielenski Kinder 
B. Johnson Kinder 
B. Bronson Kinder 

A.Diaz HS 

C.Mora HS 

E. Frazier HS 

V. Esquibel HS 

V. Esquibel HS 

E.S. Bessant HS 

D. Legg HS 

R. Nelson HS 

R. Nelson HS 

R. Nelson HS 

D. Legg HS 

J. SCHMIDT MS 

M. H.DE OCHOA MS 

E. WALTERS HS 

R. NELSON HS 

R. NELSON HS 

D. DARIS HS 

R. NELSON HS 

I.JOHNSON HS 

L. HESS Elem 
L. HESS Elem 

L.Graziola 
P. Thompson 

R. Clendening MS Math 

F. Balanon MS Math 

D. Shreves MS Math 

O. Shreves MS Math 

S.Morr 1st 
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Lname Fname Tenure Status 

Eacott Christopher Temp/Prob 

Eacott Christopher T 

EASTERBROOK Kathryn Temp/Prob 

EASTERBROOK Kathryn Temp/Prob 

EASTERBROOK Kathryn T 

EASTERBROOK KATHRYN T 

Easterbrook Kathryn Tenured 
Elliott (Sommerville) MILANI 

Elliott (Sommerville) MILANI T 

Elliott (Sommerville) MILANI T 

Elliott (Sommerville) Milani Tenured 

Engen Michael 

Engen Michael T 

ESCOBAR MARIA Temp/Prob 

ESCOBAR MARIA Temp/Prob 

ESCOBAR MARIA 

ESCOBAR MARIA T 

ESCOBAR MARIA T 

Escobar Maria Tenured 

ESQUIVEL USA Temp/Prob 

ESQUIVEL USA Temp/Prob 

ESQUIVEL USA T 

Esteban Christine Temp/Prob 

Esteban Christine Temp/Prob 

Esteban Christine Tenured 

Esteban Christine Tenured 

Esteban Christine Tenured 

EVANS TEANNA Temp/Prob 

EVANS TEANNA Temp/Prob 

EVANS TEANNA T 

FAIRCHILD NICOLE 

FAIRCHILD NICOLE 

Fairchild Nicole Tenured 

Fairchild Nicole Tenured 

FAIRCLOTH ANGELA Temp/Prob 

FAIRCLOTH ANGELA Temp/Prob 

FAIRCLOTH ANGELA T 

Faircloth Angela Tenured 

Faircloth Angela Tenured 

FALK TODD 

FALK TODD 

FALK TODD 

FANALE LORA Temp/Prob 

FANALE LORA Temp/Prob 

FANALE LORA T 

FANALE LORA T 

Fanale Lora Tenured 

FARAH LINDA Temp/Prob 

FARAH LINDA Temp/Prob 

FARAH LINDA T 

FARAH LINDA T 

FARAH LINDA T 

Farah Linda Tenured 
FARQUHAR STEPHANIE 

FARQUHAR STEPHANIE T 

FARRELL BARBARA 

FARRELL BARBARA 

FARRELL BARBARA 

FARRELL BARBARA T 

3/27 /2015 8:S8 AM 

Oceanside USD - Permanent Certificated Instructional Employees (CIE) <10 yrs Tenure 

Stull Act Program Hrs, FY 1997-98 through FY 2007-08 (Every Other Year Evaluation) 

Job Title Obsl I Obs2 I Summatlve Eval Work Location Fiscal Year 
Teacher x Palmquist Elem School 2004-05 
Teacher x Palmquist Elem School 2006-07 

Teacher x El Camino High 2000-01 

Teacher x El Camino High 2001-02 

Teacher x El Camino High 2003-04 

Teacher El Camino High 200S-06 

Teacher El Camino HS 2007-08 

Teacher x Pacifica Elem 2000-01 

Teacher x Pacifica Elem 2002-03 

Teacher x Pacifica Elem 2004-0S 

Teacher x Pacffica Elem School 2006-07 
Resource Specialist x Ocean Shores High 2004-05 

Resource Specialist x Ocean Shores High 2006-07 

Teacher x San Luis Rey Elem 1998-99 

Teacher x San Luis Rey Elem 1999-00 

Teacher x San Luis Rey Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x San Luis Rey Elem 2003-04 

Teacher x San Luis Rey Elem 2005-06 

Teacher x San Luis Rey Elem School 2007-08 

Teacher x El Camino High 2001-02 

Teacher x El Camino High 2002-03 

Teacher x El Camino High 2005-06 
Teacher x El Camino HS 2000-01 

Teacher x El Camino HS 2001-02 

Teacher x El Camino HS 2003-04 

Teacher x El Camino HS 200S-06 

Teacher x El Camino HS 2007-08 

Teacher King Middle 2001-02 

Teacher King Middle 2002-03 

Teacher x King Middle 2003-04 
Teacher San Luis Rey Elem 2000-01 

Teacher x San Luis Rey Elem 2002-03 

Teacher Santa Margarita Elem School 2005-06 

Teacher x Santa Margarita Elem School 2007-08 

Teacher x Stuart Mesa Elem 2000-01 

Teacher x Stuart Mesa Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x Stuart Mesa Elem 2003-04 

Teacher x Nichols Elem School 2005-06 

Teacher x x Nichols Elem School 2007-08 

Teacher - APE x Pupil Services 1998-99 

Teacher- APE x Pupil Services 2000-01 

Teacher - APE x Pupil Services 2005-06 

Teacher x North Terrace Elem 2000-01 

Teacher x North Terrace Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x North Terrace Elem 2003-04 

Teacher x North Terrace Elem 2005-06 

Teacher x x Nichols Elem School 2007-08 

Teacher x Mission Elem 1998-99 

Teacher x Mission Elem 1999-00 

Teacher x Mission Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x Mission Elem 2003-04 

Teacher x Mission Elem 2005-06 

Teacher x Mission Elem School 2007-08 

Teacher x Oceanside High 2002-03 

Teacher x Oceanside High 2004-05 

Preschool Teacher x Mission 1998-99 

Preschool Teacher x Mission 1999-00 

Preschool Teacher x Mission 2001-02 

Preschool Teacher x Laurel Elem 2003-04 
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Evaluator Grade Level 
S.Morr 5th 
S.Morr 5th 

E.Walters HS Eng 

G. Thornton HS Eng 

D. Daris HS Eng 

D. Daris HS Eng 

D. Daris HS Eng 

C. Sanders 

c. sanders 
C. Sanders 

C. Sanders 
P. Cowman HSSpEd 

P.Cowman HSSpEd 

M.Munden 

M. Munden 

M.Munden 
P. Thompson 

P. Thompson 

L Sanchez 

V. Esquibel HS SS 

V. Esquibel HS SS 

L. Sanchez HS SS 

E.Walters HS Eng 

G. Thornton HS Eng 

D.Daris HS Eng 

L Sanchez HS Eng 

0. Daris HS Eng 

0. Shreves MS 

D. Shreves MS 

M.Munden 7th 
M.Munden 

P. Thompson 
P. Kurtz 4th 
P.Kurtz 

B.Kolb 

T. McAteer K 

T. McAteer K 

J.lman 

K. Boyd 

G. Serna various 

G. Serna various 
F.Gomez various 
T. Turner 2nd 

T. Keane 2nd/3rd 

B. Rowe 1st 

J.lman 2nd 

T. Decker 2nd 

J. Farley 5th/6th 

R.Gibson 5th/6th 

R.Gibson 5th 

R.Gibson 5th 

T. McAteer 5th 
T. McAteer 5th 

K. Marquardt HS 

C.Mora HS 

J. Farley Preschool 

R.Gibson Preschool 

R. Gibson Preschool 
l.lbarra Preschool 
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Lname Fname Tenure Status 

FARRELL BARBARA T 

Faumuina Merideth Temp/Prob 
Faumuina Merideth Temp/Prob 

Faumulna Merideth Tenured 
Femia Suzanne Temp 
Femia Suzanne Temp/Prob 
Femia Suzanne Temp/Prob 

FENNELL DENISE Temp/Prob 
FENNELL DENISE Temp/Prob 
FENNELL DENISE 

FENNELL DENISE T 

FENNELL DENISE T 
FIERZ GEORGIANN 

FIERZ GEORGIANN 

FIERZ GEORGIANN T 

FISHER (Potter) ANN T 

Flaherty Robert Temp/Prob 

Flaherty Robert Temp/Prob 

Flaherty Robert 

FLANAGAN TERESA 

FLANAGAN TERESA 

FLANAGAN TERESA T 

Flanagan Teresa Tenured 

FLEMING CINDY Temp/Prob 

FLEMING CINDY Temp/Prob 

FLEMING CINDY 

FLEMING CINDY T 

FLORIO MICHAEL Temp/Prob 

FLORIO MICHAEL Temp/Prob 

FLORIO MICHAEL T 

Florio Michael Tenured 
FLYNN LINDA Temp/Prob 

FLYNN LINDA Temp/Prob 
FLYNN LINDA T 

FLYNN LINDA T 

Flynn Linda Tenured 
FORBERG LAURA 

FORBERG LAURA 

FORD COREY Temp/Prob 

FORD COREY Temp/Prob 

Francis Joy 

Francis Joy 

FRANDSEN ERIC Temp/Prob 

FRANDSEN ERIC Temp/Prob 

FRANDSEN ERIC T 

FRANDSEN ERIC T 

Franklin Michael Temp/Prob 

Franklin Michael Temp/Prob 

Franklin Michael 

FRASER SCOTT Temp/Prob 

FRASER SCOTT Temp/Prob 

FRASER SCOTT 

FRASER SCOTT T 

Fraser (Mitchell) ERIN Temp/Prob 

Fraser (Mitchell) ERIN Temp/Prob 

Fraser (Mitchell) ERIN 

Fraser (Mitchell) Erin Tenured 
FRUIN (Nitti) JOHANNA Temp/Prob 

FRUIN (Nitti) JOHANNA Temp/Prob 

3/27 /2015 8:58 AM 

Oceanside USO - Permanent Certificated Instructional Employees (CIE) <10 yrs Tenure 

Stull Act Program Hrs, FY 1997-98 through FY 2007-08 (Every Other Year Evaluation) 

Job Title Obsl I Obs2 I Summatlve Eval Work Location Fiscal Year 

Preschool Teacher x laurel Elem 2005-06 

Teacher - LH soc x Oceanside HS 2003-04 

Teacher - LH SOC x Oceanside HS 2004-05 

Teacher - LH SOC x Oceanside HS 2005-06 

Teacher x Del Rio 2003-04 

Teacher x Del Rio 2004-05 

Teacher x El Camino 2005-06 

Resource Specialist x Lincoln Middle 1999-00 

Resource Specialist x Lincoln Middle 2000-01 

Resource Specialist x Lincoln Middle 2001-02 

Resource Specialist x Lincoln Middle 2003-04 

Resource Specialist Lincoln Middle 2005-06 

Teacher x Oceanside High 2002-03 

Teacher x Oceanside High 2003-04 

Teacher Oceanside High 2005-06 

Teacher x El Camino High 2004-05 

Teacher - LH SOC x Nichols 2002-03 

Teacher - LH SOC x Nichols 2003-04 

Teacher- LH SOC x Nichols 2005-06 

Teacher x Reynolds Elem 2000-01 

Teacher x Reynolds Elem 2002-03 

Teacher Reynolds Elem 2004-05 

Teacher Reynolds Elem School 2006-07 

Teacher x south Oceanside 2000-01 

Teacher x South Oceanside 2001-02 

Teacher x Nichols Elem 2002-03 

Teacher x Nichols Elem 2005-06 

Teacher x Garrison Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x Garrison Elem 2002-03 

Teacher x Garrison Elem 2004-05 

Teacher x Garrison Elem School 2006-07 

Teacher x Del Rio Elem 1999-00 

Teacher x Del Rio Elem 2000-01 

Teacher x Del Rio Elem 2002-03 

Teacher Del Rio Elem 2004-05 

Teacher Del Rio Elem School 2006-07 

Teacher Ivey Ranch Elem 1999-00 

Teacher Ivey Ranch Elem 2002-03 

Teacher McAuliffe 2000-01 

Teacher x McAuliffe 2001-02 

Teacher x El Camino 2003-04 

Teacher x El Camino 2005-06 

Teacher x King Middle 2000-01 

Teacher x King Middle 2001-02 

Teacher x King Middle 2003-04 

Teacher x King Middle 2005-06 

Teacher x El Camino HS 2003-04 

Teacher x El Camino HS 2004-05 

Teacher x El Camino HS 2005-06 

Teacher x Oceanside High 2001-02 

Teacher x Oceanside High 2002-03 

Teacher x Oceanside High 2003-04 

Teacher x El Camino High 2005-06 

Teacher x Oceanside High 2000-01 

Teacher x Oceanside High 2001-02 

Teacher x Oceanside High 2003-04 

Teacher x El Camino HS 2005-06 

Teacher Del Rio Elem 2000-01 

Teacher x Del Rio Elem 2001-02 
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Evaluator Grade Level 

K.Obrzut Preschool 
K.Obrzut HS5pEd 

K.Obrzut HSSpEd 

E. Frazier HS SpEd 

P. Morgan 4th 

P. Morgan 5th 

L Sanchez HSELO 

P. Barnes MSSpEd 

P. Barnes MSSpEd 

P. Barnes MSSpEd 

J.Schmidt MSSpEd 

J.Schmidt MS SpEd 

K. Marquardt HS Eng 

C.Mora HS Eng 

E. Frazier HS Eng 

D. Daris HS 

J.lman 3rd 

J.lman 3rd 

J.lman 3rd 

L.Hess Kinder 
L.Hess Kinder 

L Graziola Kinder 
L.Graziola Kinder 
T. Keane 1st 
T. Keane 1st 

J.lman 3rd 

J.lman 3rd 

E. Council 5th 

M.Oliver 5th 

M.Oliver 5th 

M.Oliver 5th 

P.Morgan 3rd 

P. Morgan Literacy Coach 

P. Morgan 3rd 

P. Morgan 2nd 

P. Morgan 3rd 

J.lman 2nd 

F.Wilson 2nd 

M. Gleisberg 2nd 

M. Gleisberg 2nd 

F. Degado HS 

l. Sanchez HS 

E.Galvan MS Math 

R. Clendening MS Math 

F. Balanon MS Math 

D.Shreves MS Math 

O.Daris HS Eng 

D.Daris HS Eng 

D. Legg HS Eng 

K. Marquardt HS Math 

K. Marquardt HS Math 

K. Marquardt HS Math 

D.Daris HS Math 

M. Gleisberg HS Math 

K. Marquardt HS Math 

K. Marquardt HS Math 

D. Daris HS Math 

L. Graziola Elem 
L. Graziola Elem 
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Lname Fname Tenure Status 
FRUIN (Nitti) JOHANNA T 

FURQUERON JEFFREY Temp/Prob 

FURQUERON JEFFREY Temp/Prob 

FURQUERON JEFFREY 

FURQUERON JEFFREY T 

Furqueron Jeffrey Tenured 

FURQUERON SHERRI Temp/Prob 

FURQUERON SHERRI Temp/Prob 

FURQUERON SHERRI 

FURQUERON SHERRI T 

FURQUERON SHERRI T 
GALVE2 SUZANNE Temp/Prob 

GALVE2 SUZANNE Temp/Prob 

GALVE2 SUZANNE T 

Garcia Monica 

GASPARO JACLYN Temp/Prob 

GASPARO JACLYN Temp/Prob 

GASPARO JACLYN T 

Gavin Shannon Temp/Prob 

Gavin Shannon Temp/Prob 

Gavin Shannon T 

Gavin Shannon T 

GEE JEREMEY Temp/Prob 

GEE JEREMEY Temp/Prob 

GEE JEREMEY T 

GEIERMAN ANN Temp/Prob 

GEIERMAN ANN Temp/Prob 

GEIERMAN ANN T 

George Tamara Temp/Prob 

George Tamara Temp/Prob 

George Tamara Tenured 

GIBBA TRACY Temp/Prob 

GIBBA TRACY Temp/Prob 

GIBBA TRACY T 

Gibba Tracy Tenured 

GIBBENS ALISON Temp/Prob 

GIBBENS ALISON Temp/Prob 

GIBBENS ALISON 

Gisbert Cynthia 

Gisbert Cynthia Tenured 

Glasco Nora Tenured 

GLENN LEE Temp/Prob 

GLENN LEE Temp/Prob 

GLENN LEE T 

GOMM EL WALTER Temp/Prob 

GOMM EL WALTER Temp/Prob 

GOMM EL WALTER 

GOMMEL WALTER T 

Gorn me I Walter Tenured 

FARRELL (GONZALES) USA 

FARRELL (GONZALES) LISA T 

FARRELL (GONZALES) LISA T 
FARRELL (GONZALES) Lisa Tenured 

FARRELL (GONZALES) Lisa Tenured 

GONZALEZ DE ARAIZA ISELA Temp/Prob 

GONZALEZ DE ARAIZA ISELA Temp/Prob 

GONZALEZ DE ARAIZA ISELA 

GOODll RICHARD 

GOODll RICHARD T 

3/27/201S B:SB AM 

Oceanside USO - Permanent Certificated Instructional Employees (CIE) <10 yrs Tenure 

Stull Act Program Hrs, FY 1997-98 through FY 2007-08 (Every Other Year Evaluation) 

Jobritle Obsl I Obs2 I Summative Eval Work Location Fiscal Year 

Teacher Ivey Ranch Elem 200S-06 

Teacher x Libby Elem 1999-00 

Teacher x Libby Elem 2000-01 

Teacher x Libby Elem 2002-03 

Teacher x Libby Elem 2004-0S 

Teacher x Libby Elem School 2006-07 

Teacher x Lincoln Middle 1998-99 

Teacher x Lincoln Middle 1999-00 

Teacher x Lincoln Middle 2001-02 

Teacher Lincoln Middle 2003-04 

Teacher Ivey Ranch Elem School 200S-06 

Teacher x Nichols Elem 2002-03 

Teacher x Nichols Elem 2003-04 

Teacher x King MS 200S-06 

Teacher x Reynolds 2006-07 

Teacher x Reynolds 2001-02 

Teacher x Reynolds 2002-03 

Teacher x San Luis Rey Elem 2003-04 

Teacher x Santa Margarita 2001-02 

Teacher x Santa Margarita 2002-03 

Teacher x Santa Margarita 2004-0S 

Teacher-LH x Santa Margarita 200S-06 

Teacher x El Camino High 2001-02 

Teacher x El Camino High 2002-03 

Teacher x El Camino High 2004-0S 

Teacher x Lincoln Middle , 2000-01 

Teacher x Lincoln Middle 2001-02 

Teacher x Lincoln Middle 2003-04 

Resource Specialist x Lincoln Middle 2003-04 

Resource Specialist x El Camino HS 2004-0S 

Resource Specialist x Oceanside HS 200S-06 

Teacher El Camino High 2000-01 

Teacher x El Camino High 2001-02 

Teacher El Camino High 2004-0S 

Teacher x El Camino HS 2006-07 

Teacher x San Rafael 2001-02 

Teacher San Luis Rey 2002-03 

Teacher x San Luis Rey Elem 2003-04 

Teacher - LH SOC x King MS 2004-0S 

Teacher - LH SOC x King MS 200S-06 

Teacher x El Camino HS 2006-07 

Teacher x Jefferson Middle 2001-02 

Teacher x Jefferson Middle 2002-03 

Teacher x Jefferson Middle 2003-04 

Teacher x San Rafael Elem 1998-99 

Teacher x Mission Elem 1999-00 

Teacher x Mission Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x Mission Elem 2003-04 

Teacher x Mission Elem School 2006-07 

Teacher x Libby Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x Libby Elem 2003-04 

Teacher x Libby Elem 200S-06 

Teacher x Libby Elem School 2006-07 

Teacher x x Libby Elem School 2007-08 

Teacher x Lincoln Middle 1998-99 

Teacher x Lincoln Middle 1999-00 

Teacher x Lincoln Middle 2001-02 

Teacher Oceanside High 2001-02 

Teacher x Oceanside High 2004-0S 
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Evaluator Grade Level 
F. Wilson Elem 

E. Szielenski Elem 
E. Szielenski 6th 

B. Johnson 6th 
B. Johnson 6th 

B. Bronson 6th 
P. Barnes Sth 

P. Barnes 8th History 

J. Schmidt 8th History 

J. Schmidt 8th History 

F.Wilson 8th History 

J.lman 1st 

J.lman 1st 

D. Shreves 6th LA 

L. Graziola Kinder 

L. Hess 2nd 

L. Hess 2nd 

P. Thompson 2nd 

F.Gomez Preschool 

F. Gomez Preschool 

F.Gomez Preschool 

P.Kurtz Preschool 
R. Briggs HS Math 

R. Briggs HS Math 

E. S. Bessant HS Math 

P. Barnes MS 

J. Schmidt 6th Core 

J. Schmidt MS 

B. Kolb MSSpEd 

K. Obrzut/J. Schmidt MSSpEd 

E. Frazier HSSpEd 

V. Esquibel HS SpEd 

V. Esquibel HS 55 

E. S. Bessant HS 55 
R. Nelson HS SS 

D.Alcorn HS SS 

P. Thompson 1st/2nd 
P. Thompson Kinder 

O. Schreves Kinder 

D. Schreves MSSpEd 

L. Sanchez MSSpEd 

F. Delgado HS 

F. Delgado MS Band 

0.Coleman MS Band 

T. Keane MS 

R. Gibson 3rd /4th 

R. Gibson 4th 

R. Gibson 4th 

R.Gibson 4th 

B. Johnson 4th 

B. Johnson 4th 

B. Johnson 4th 

B. Bronson 4th 

L. Philyaw 4th 

P. Barnes MS ELD 

J. Schmidt MS ELD 

J. Schmidt MS ELD 

J.Walters HS Science 
C.Mora HS Science 
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Lname Fname Tenure Status 

Good II Richard Tenured 

GRABLE GINA Temp/Prob 

GRABLE GINA Temp/Prob 

GRABLE GINA T 

Grable Gina Tenured 

GRAY ANN Temp/Prob 

GRAY ANN Temp/Prob 

GRAY ANN T 

Gray Ann Tenured 

GRAY CHRISTOPHER Temp/Prob 

GRAY CHRISTOPHER Temp/Prob 

GRAY CHRISTOPHER T 
GRAY CHRISTOPHER T 

GREENE MICHELE Temp/Prob 

GREENE MICHELE Temp/Prob 

GREENE MICHELE T 

Greene Michele Tenured 

GRIFFIN LAURA Temp/Prob 

GRIFFIN LAURA Temp/Prob 

GRIFFIN LAURA 

GRIFFIN LAURA 

GRIFFITH DANA Temp/Prob 

GRIFFITH DANA Temp/Prob 

GROGAN PATRICIA Temp/Prob 

GROGAN PATRICIA Temp/Prob 

GROGAN PATRICIA 

GROGAN PATRICIA T 

GRUBER ALLEN Temp/Prob 

GRUBER ALLEN Temp/Prob 

GRUBER ALLEN T 

Gruber Allen Tenured 

GUAYANTE GREGORY Temp/Prob 

GUAYANTE GREGORY Temp/Prob 

GUAYANTE GREGORY 

GUAYANTE GREGORY T 

Guayante Gregory Tenured 

GUILLEN JESSE Temp/Prob 

GUILLEN JESSE Temp/Prob 

GUILLEN JESSE T 

GUILLEN JESSE T 

HAAS MARY Temp/Prob 

HAAS MARY Temp/Prob 

HAAS MARY T 
Haas Mary Tenured 

Haas Mary Tenured 

HAESLE TRIENNE 

HAGEN SUZANNE 

HAGEN SUZANNE 

HAGEN SUZANNE T 

HAGEN SUZANNE T 

Hajek-Schalge ELLEN Temp/Prob 

Hajek-Schalge ELLEN Temp/Prob 

Hajek-Schalge ELLEN 

Hajek-Schalge ELLEN T 

Hakala Andrea 

Hakala Andrea Tenured 

HAMANO MICHELLE Temp/Prob 

HAMANO MICHELLE Temp/Prob 

HAMANO MICHELLE T 

3/27/201S 8:S8 AM 

Oceanside USO - Permanent Certificated Instructional Employees (CIE) <10 yrs Tenure 

Stull Act Program Hrs, FY 1997-98 through FY 2007-08 (Every Other Year Evaluation) 

Job Title Obsl I ObsZ I Summative Eval Work Location Fiscal Year 
Teacher x x Oceanside HS 2006-07 

Teacher x King Middle 2002-03 

Teacher x Del Rio Elem 2003-04 

Teacher x King Middle 2004-0S 

Teacher x King MS 2006-07 

Teacher x Clair W. Burgener Academy 2001-02 

Teacher x Clair W. Burgener Academy 2002-03 

Teacher x x Clair W. Burgener Academy 2004-0S 

Teacher x Clair W. Burgener Academy 2006-07 

Teacher x Lincoln Middle 2000-01 

Teacher x Lincoln Middle 2001-02 

Teacher x Lincoln Middle 2003-04 

Teacher x Lincoln Middle 200S-06 

Resource Specialist x El Camino High 2000-01 

Resource Specialist x El Camino High 2001-02 

Resource Specialist x El Camino High 2003-04 

Resource Specialist x El Camino HS 2006-07 

Teacher- LH SOC x McAuliffe 1999-00 

Teacher- LH SOC x McAuliffe 2000-01 

Teacher- LH SOC x McAuliffe 2002-03 

Teacher- LH SOC McAuliffe 200S-06 

Resource Specialist x King Middle 2002-03 

Resource Specialist King Middle 2003-04 

Teacher Lincoln Middle 1999-00 

Teacher Lincoln Middle 2000-01 

Teacher Lincoln Middle 2001-02 

Teacher x Lincoln Middle 2003-04 

Teacher - LH SOC x Palmquist Elem 2001-02 

Teacher - LH SOC x Palmquist Elem 2002-03 

Teacher - LH SOC x Palmquist Elem 2004-0S 

Teacher - LH SOC x Palmquist Elem School 2006-07 

Teacher x El Camino High 1999-00 

Teacher x El Camino High 2000-01 

Teacher x El Camino High 2002-03 

Teacher x El Camino High 2004-0S 

Teacher x El Camino HS 2006-07 

Teacher x Mission Elem 2001-02 

Teacher Mission Elem 2002-03 

Teacher x Oceanside High 2003-04 

Teacher Oceanside High 200S-06 

Teacher Ocean Shores High 2000-01 

Teacher Ocean Shores High 2001-02 

Teacher x Ocean Shores High 2003-04 

Teacher x Clair W. Burgener Academy 2006-07 

Teacher x Clair W. Burgener Academy 2007-08 

Teacher x Lincoln MS 2001-02 

Teacher x South Oceanside Elem 1998-99 

Teacher x South Oceanside Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x South Oceanside Elem 2003-04 

Teacher South Oceanside Elem 200S-06 

Teacher x Del Rio Elem 1998-99 

Teacher x Del Rio Elem 1999-00 

Teacher x Del Rio Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x Del Rio Elem 2004-0S 

Teacher- LH SOC x IVEYRANCH 2006-07 

Teacher- LH SOC x Ivey Ranch Elem School 2008-09 

Teacher x SAN LUIS REY 2000-01 

Teacher SAN LUIS REY 2001-02 

Teacher x Nichols Elem 2003-04 
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Evaluator Grade Level 

C.Mora HS Science 

M.Munden MS Eng 

P. Morgan 4th 

D. Shreves 7th Science 

0. Shreves 7th History 

J. Shirley various 

J. Shirley various 
E. S. Bessant ELD 

E. S. Bessant ELD 

P. Sames MS Math/Sci 

B.Kolb MS 

J. Schmidt MS 

M.Higareda 6TH Math/ Sci 

E. Walters HS SpEd 

R. Nelson HSSpEd 

R. Nelson HSSpEd 

R. Nelson HS SpEd 

C.Motes Elem SpEd 

C.Motes Elem SpEd 

M. Gleisberg Elem SpEd 

M. Gleisberg ElemSpEd 

M. Munden MSSpEd 

0. Shreves MSSpEd 

P.Bames MS 

P. Barnes MS 

J. Schmidt MS 

J. Schmidt MS 

S.Morr Elem SpEd 

S.Morr Elem SpEd 

S.Morr ElemSpEd 

S.Morr ElemSpEd 

R.Briggs HS 

Ron Briggs HS 

R. Briggs HS 

D.Daris HS 

L. Sanchez HS 

R. Gibson Elem PE 

R. Gibson Elem PE 

K. Marquardt HS 

K. Marquardt HS 

P.Cowman HS 

P.Cowman HS 

P.Cowman HS 

E. S. Bessant MS 

E. S. Bessant MS 

B. Kolb MS 

L. Hess 4 

T. Keane 4 

J. Reimer 4 

R. Gibson 4 

P. Morgan 

P.MORGAN K-1 

L.GRA210LI 

P. MORGAN 1&2 

F. WILSON Elem SpEd 

F. WILSON Elem SpEd 

M.MUNDON 

M.MUNDON 

J.IMAN 
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Lname Fname Tenure Status 
HAMANO MICHELLE T 

Hamand Michelle Tenured 
HAMBY BRADLY Temp/Prob 
HAMBY BRADLY Temp/Prob 

HAMBY BRADLY T 

HAMBY BRADLY T 
Hamby Bradly Tenured 
HAMME KELLY Temp/Prob 
HAMME KELLY Temp/Prob 
HAMME KELLY T 

HAMME KELLY T 

Hamme Kelly Tenured 
Hamme Kelly Tenured 
HARRIS HOLLY Temp/Prob 

HARRIS HOLLY Temp/Prob 
HARRIS HOLLY T 

HARRIS HOLLY T 

Harris Holly Tenured 
HARTZ JESSE T 

HARTZ JESSE T 

HARTZ JESSE T 

HARTZ JESSE T 
Hartz Jesse Tenured 
Hatter Nickolas 

HAUGEN JESSICA Temp/Prob 
HAUGEN JESSICA Temp/Prob 
Haugen Jessica Tenured 

HAYWAS ASKOLD T 

HAYWAS ASK OLD T 

HAYWAS ASK OLD T 
HAYWAS ASK OLD T 

Haywas Askold Tenured 
Haywas Askold Tenured 

Hebert-Del Cuadro Heather 
HEMMEN ROSANNE Temp/Prob 

HEMMEN ROSANNE Temp/Prob 
HEMMEN ROSANNE T 

Hemmen Rosanne Tenured 
Hemmen Rosanne Tenured 

Henchy (Colony) BRIDGET Temp/Prob 

Henchy (Colony) BRIDGET Temp/Prob 

Henchy (Colony) BRIDGET T 

HERNANDEZ CASEY Temp/Prob 

HERNANDEZ CASEY Temp/Prob 

Hernandez Casey Tenured 
Hernandez Casey Tenured 

HERNANDEZ NICOLE Temp/Prob 

HERNANDEZ NICOLE Temp/Prob 

HERNANDEZ NICOLE T 

HERNANDEZ NICOLE T 

Hill Keith Temp/Prob 

Hill Keith Temp/Prob 

Hill Keith Tenured 
HILL-COLLIS TERESA 

HILL-COLLIS TERESA T 

Hill-Collis Teresa Tenured 
HILLHOUSE-SHOKES VALERIE Temp/Prob 

HILLHOUSE-SHOKES VALERIE Temp/Prob 
HILLHOUSE-SHOKES VALERIE T 

3/27/201S 8:S8 AM 

Oceanside USD - Permanent Certificated Instructional Employees (CIE) <10 yrs Tenure 

Stull Act Program Hrs, FY 1997-98 through FY 2007-08 (Every Other Year Evaluation) 

Job Title Obsl I Obs2 I Summatlve Eval Work Location Fiscal Year 
Teacher x Nichols Elem 2005-06 

Teacher x x Nichols Elem SChool 2007-08 

Teacher x REYNOLDS Elem 2000-01 

Teacher x REYNOLDS Elem 2001-02 
Teacher x Reynolds Elem 2003-04 

Teacher x Pacifica Elem 2005-06 

Teacher x x Chavez MS 2007-08 

Teacher x IVEYRANCH 1999-00 

Teacher x IVEY RANCH Elem 2000-01 

Teacher x IVEY RANCH Elem 2002-03 

Teacher Ivey Ranch Elem 2004-05 

Teacher Ivey Ranch Elem School 2006-07 

Teacher x Ivey Ranch Elem School 2007-08 

Teacher x DEL RIO Elem 2000-01 

Teacher x MISSION Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x MISSION Elem 2002-03 

Teacher x Mission Elem 2004-05 

Teacher Mission Elem School 2006-07 

Teacher x Clair W. Burgener Academy 1998-99 

Teacher x Clair W. Burgener Academy 2001-02 

Teacher x Clair W. Burgener Academy 2002-03 

Teacher x Clair W. Burgener Academy 2004-05 

Teacher x Clair W. Burgener Academy 2006-07 

Teacher x· Oceanside HS 2005-06 

Teacher x El Camino HS 2001-02 

Teacher El Camino HS 2002-03 

Teacher x Jefferson MS 2007-08 

Teacher El Camino HS 1998-99 

Teacher x El Camino HS 2000-01 

Teacher x El Camino HS 2001-02 

Teacher x El Camino High 2003-04 

Teacher x El Camino HS 2005-06 

Teacher x El Camino HS 2007-08 

Teacher- LH x STUART MESA Elem 2006-07 

Teacher - LH SOC x JEFFERSON MIDDLE 2001-02 

Teacher - LH SOC x Jefferson MS 2002-03 

Teacher - LH SOC Jefferson Middle 2005-06 

Teacher- LH SOC Jefferson MS 2006-07 

Teacher- LH SOC Jefferson MS 2007-08 

Teacher Del Rio 2000-01 

Teacher x Del Rio 2001-02 

Teacher x North Terrace Elem 2005-06 

Teacher x Garrison Elem 2002-03 

Teacher x Garrison Elem 2003-04 

Teacher x Lincoln MS 2005-06 

Teacher x South Oceanside Elem School 2007-08 

Teacher x North Terrace Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x North Terrace Elem 2002-03 

Teacher x North Terrace Elem 2003-04 

Teacher x San Luis Rey Elem 2005-06 

Teacher x Jefferson MS 2004-0S 

Teacher Jefferson MS 2005-06 

Teacher Jefferson MS 2007-08 

Resource Specialist x Oceanside HS 2001-02 

Resource Specialist x Oceanside High 2003-04 

Resource Specialist x Oceanside HS 2005-06 

Teacher DitmarElem 2000-01 

Teacher x DitmarElem 2001-02 

Teacher DitmarElem 2003-04 
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Evaluator Grade level 

J.IMAN 
T. DECKER 

L. HESS 

P. THOMPSON 

L.GRA20LI 4 
C. SANDERS 

C.MORA 

J.IMAN 

J.IMAN 

F. WILSON 

F. WILSON 

F. WILSON 

F. WILSON 

L.GRA210LI K-3 

R.GIBSON 

R.GIBSON 

R.GIBSON 

T.MCATEER 

L.GOLDSTEIN MS 

J. SHIRLEY MS 

J. SHIRLEY MS 

E. S. Bessant MS 
E. S. Bessant MS 

K. Marquardt HS 

V. Esquibel HS 

V. Esquibel HS 

E. Frazier MS 
V. Esquibel HS 

V. Esquibel HS 

V. Esquibel HS 
S. BESSANT HS 

L.SANCHEZ HS 

R. Nelson HS 
R.GIBSON RSP 

0. Daris soc 
S. Bessant soc 

L. PHILYAW soc 
D.Coleman soc 
F. CHEVERIA .soc 

L.Graziola Elem SEI 

L.Graziola 1st 
P.Kurtz 1st 

M.Oliver 4 

M.Oliver 4 

J. SCHMIET 6 

J. REIMEER 

B.JOHNSON 

B.ROWE 4 
B. ROWE 4 

P. THOMPSON 

D.COLEMAN MS 

W.COOTAS MS 

F. CHERVEIA MS 
K. Marquardt HS 

K. Marquardt HS 

K. Marquardt HS 

T. TURNER 

T. TURNER 2&3 
T. TURNER 
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Lname Fname Tenure Status 

Hillhouse-Shakes Valerie Tenured 
HINDERLITER JAMES Temp/Prob 
HINDERLITER JAMES Temp/Prob 

HINDERLITER JAMES 

HINDERLITER JAMES T 

Hinderliter James Tenured 

HINDMAN RENEE Temp/Prob 

HINDMAN RENEE Temp/Prob 

HINDMAN RENEE T 

Hindman Renee Tenured 

HO CHIA (ROBERT) 

HO CHIA (ROBERT) 

HO CHIA (ROBERT) 

HO CHIA (ROBERT) T 

HO FRANCINE Temp/Prob 

HO FRANCINE Temp/Prob 

HO FRANCINE T 
Ho Francine Tenured 

HOGUE LOR RAH Temp/Prob 

HOGUE LOR RAH Temp/Prob 

HOGUE LOR RAH 

HOGUE LOR RAH T 
Hogue lorrah Tenured 

HOLGUIN JENNIFER Temp/Prob 

HOLGUIN JENNIFER Temp/Prob 

HOLGUIN JENNIFER 

HOLGUIN JENNIFER T 

Holguin Jennifer Tenured 

Scott (Hoover) Mary Temp/Prob 

Scott {Hoover) Mary Temp/Prob 

Scott (Hoover) Mary 

Scott (Hoover) Mary Tenured 
HOWARD KEITH Temp/Prob 

HOWARD KEITH Temp/Prob 

HOWARD KEITH T 

HOWARD KEITH T 

Howard Keith Tenured 
Howard Keith Tenured 

Howard Mervi 

Howard Mervi Tenured 

HUERTERO (Cellar) Amy Temp/Prob 

HUERTERO (Cellar) Amy Temp/Prob 

HUERTERO (Cellar) Amy Tenured 

Hueth Dave Temp/Prob 

Hueth Dave Temp/Prob 

Hue th Dave Tenured 

HUGHES ERIN Temp/Prob 

HUGHES ERIN Temp/Prob 

HUGHES ERIN 

HUGHES ERIN T 
Hughes Erin Tenured 
Hughes Erin Tenured 

HUMPHRIES RHONDA Temp/Prob 

HUMPHRIES RHONDA Temp/Prob 

HUMPHRIES RHONDA T 
HUMPHRIES RHONDA T 

Humphries Rhonda Tenured 

HUTCHISON TIMOTHY Temp/Prob 
HUTCHISON TIMOTHY Temp/Prob 

3/27 /201S 8:S8 AM 

Oceanside USO - Permanent Certificated Instructional Employees (CIE) <10 yrs Tenure 

Stull Act Program Hrs, FY 1997-98 through FY 2007-08 (Every Other Year Evaluation) 

Job Title Obs1 I Obs2 I Summative Eval Work Location Fiscal Year 

Teacher Ivey Ranch Elem School 2006-07 
Teacher - LH SOC Jefferson MS 1999-00 

Teacher- LH SOC Jefferson MS 2000-01 

Teacher- LH SOC x Jefferson MS 2002-03 
Teacher- LH SOC x x Jefferson Middle 2004-0S 

Teacher- LH SOC x x Jefferson MS 2006-07 

Teacher x DEL RIO Elem 2000-01 

Teacher x DELRIO Elem 2001-02 
Teacher x Del Rio Elem 2004-0S 

Teacher x Del Rio Elem School 2006-07 

Teacher x KING MIDDLE 1998-99 

Teacher x KING MIDDLE 2000-01 

Teacher x KING MIDDLE 2002-03 

Teacher x King Middle 2004-0S 

Teacher x LINCOLN MIDDLE 2000-01 
Teacher LINCOLN MIDDLE 2001-02 

Teacher x x Lincoln Middle 200S-06 

Teacher x Lincoln MS 2007-08 

Teacher STUART MESA Elem 1999-00 

Teacher STUART MESA Elem 2000-01 

Teacher x STUART MESA Elem 2002-03 

Teacher Stuart Mesa Elem 2004-0S 

Teacher Stuart Mesa Elem School 2006-07 

Teacher LAUREL Elem 1999-00 

Teacher LAUREL Elem 2000-01 

Teacher LAUREL Elem 2002-03 

Teacher x Laurel Elem 2004-0S 
Teacher x Laurel Elem School 2006-07 

Teacher x DITMARElem 2001-02 

Teacher DitmarElem 2002-03 

Teacher x DITMARElem 2004-0S 

Teacher x Nichols Elem School 2007-08 

Teacher x LIBBY Elem 2000-01 
Teacher LIBBY Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x Libby Elem 2003-04 

Teacher x Libby Elem 200S-06 

Teacher x Libby Elem School 2006-07 

Teacher x Chavez MS 2007-08 

Teacher Oceanside HS 2004-0S 

Teacher Oceanside HS 200S-06 

Resource Specialist Jefferson MS 2004-0S 

Resource Specialist Jefferson MS 200S-06 

Resource Specialist x x Jefferson MS 2007-08 

Teacher Oceanside HS 2004-0S 

Teacher x Oceanside HS 200S-06 

Teacher x El Camino HS 2007-08 

Teacher SANTA MARGARITA 1998-99 

Teacher x SANTA MARGARITA 1999-00 
Teacher SANTA MARGARITA 2001-02 

Teacher Santa Margarita Elem 2003-04 

Teacher Santa Margarita Elem School 200S-06 

Teacher x Santa Margarita Elem School 2007-08 

Teacher x Stuart Mesa Elem 2000-01 

Teacher x Stuart Mesa Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x Stuart Mesa Elem 2003-04 

Teacher x Stuart Mesa Elem 200S-06 

Teacher x Stuart Mesa Elem School 2007-08 

Teacher x JEFFERSON MS 2000-01 

Teacher x Jefferson Middle 2001-02 

Page 13 of 29 

Evaluator Grade Level 

F. WILSON 

D. Daris soc 
F. CHERVEIA soc 

S. Bessant soc 
W.COCITAS soc 
W.COOTAS soc 
P. MORGAN 

P. MORGAN 

P. Morgan 1&2 

P. Morgan 

R. CLENDENING MS 

E. Galvan MS 

D. SHRIEVES MS 

D. SHREVES MS 

P. BARNES 

B. KOLB MS 

M. Higareda DE OCHOA MS 

C. TURNER MS 

B. KOLB Elem 

B. KOLB Elem 

T. MCATEER 

T. MCATEER 

R.GIBSON 

K. Marquardt 

K. Marquardt 
L. IBARRA 

L. IBARRA 

K. Marquardt 

T. TURNER 4 
T. TURNER 4 

T. TURNER 

T. DECKER 

E. S21ELENSKI K-6 

B.JOHNSON PE 

B.Johnson PE 

a.Johnson PE 

B. Bronson PE 

C.MORA PE 

K. OBRIZT HISTORY 

K. OBRIZT HISTORY 

W.Cocita MSSpEd 

L. Philyaw MSSpEd 

E. Frazier MSSpEd 

D. DARIS ENGLISH 

D.DARIS ENGLISH 

D. DARIS ENGLISH 

F.GOMEZ Elem 
F.GOMEZ S&6 
F.GOMEZ Elem 

F.GOMEZ Elem 
P. KURTZ 

P. KURTZ K 
B. KOLB Elem 

T. MCATEER Elem 
T. McAteer Elem 

R.GIBSON 4 

L.GRAZOLI 4 

F. DELGADO MATH 

F. DELGADO MATH 
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Lname Fname Tenure Status 
HUTCHISON TIMOTHY T 

HUTCHISON TIMOTHY T 

Hutchison Timothy Tenured 
JACKSON ARIS 

JACKSON ARIS 

JACKSON ARIS 

JARRARD JEFFREY 

JARRARD JEFFREY 

JARRARD JEFFREY T 

Jarrard Jeffrey Tenured 
JARVIS DANIEL Temp/Prob 

JARVIS DANIEL Temp/Prob 

JARVIS DANIEL 

JARVIS DANIEL T 

JARVIS DANIEL T 

Jarvis Daniel Tenured 
JENSEN JENNIFER Temp/Prob 

JENSEN JENNIFER Temp/Prob 

JENSEN JENNIFER 

JENSEN JENNIFER T 

Jensen Jennifer Tenured 

JOHNSON CYNTHIA T 
JOHNSON CYNTHIA T 

JOHNSON CYNTHIA T 
Johnson Cynthia Tenured 

JOHNSON HEIDI Temp/Prob 

JOHNSON HEIDI Temp/Prob 

JOHNSON HEIDI 

JOHNSON HEIDI T 

JONES ANETA T 
Jones Aneta Tenured 

JOOLINGEN JEANNE Temp/Prob 
JOOLINGEN JEANNE Temp/Prob 

JOOUNGEN JEANNE T 

JOOLINGEN JEANNE T 

Joolingen Jeanne Tenured 
Joolingen Jeanne Tenured 
Joolingen Kimberly T 

JOOUNGEN WILLIAM Temp/Prob 
JOOUNGEN WILLIAM Temp/Prob 
JOOLINGEN WIWAM T 

JOOLINGEN WILLIAM T 

JOOLINGEN WILLIAM T 

Joolingen William Tenured 
Joolingen William Tenured 
Kamansky Jeffrey 

KAMINSKI LYNN Temp/Prob 

KAMINSKI LYNN Temp/Prob 

KAMINSKI LYNN T 

KAMINSKI LYNN T 

KASSIS-DIKIY STEPHANI Temp/Prob 

KASSIS-DIKIY STEPHANI Temp/Prob 
KASSIS-DIKIY STEPHANI T 

Kassis-Dikiy Stephani Tenured 

KEARNEY SHERI Temp/Prob 

KEARNEY SHERI Temp/Prob 

KEARNEY SHERI T 

Kearney Sheri Tenured 
KELLERMAN APRIL Temp/Prob 

3/27 /201S 8:S8 AM 

Oceanside USD - Permanent Certificated Instructional Employees (CIE) <10 yrs Tenure 

Stull Act Program Hrs, FY 1997-98 through FY 2007-08 (Every Other Year Evaluation) 

Job Title Obsl I Obs2 I Summatlve Eval Work Locatk>n Fiscal Year 
Teacher x Jefferson Middle 2003-04 

Teacher x Jefferson Middle 200S-06 

Teacher x North Terrace Elem School 2007-08 

Preschool Teacher x DITMARElem 1999-00 

Preschool Teacher DitmarElem 2000-01 

Preschool Teacher x OitmarElem 2002-03 

Teacher x El Camino HS 2000-01 

Teacher x El Camino HS 2002-03 

Teacher x El Camino High 2004-0S 

Teacher x El Camino HS 2006-07 

Teacher x PALMQUIST Elem 1998-99 

Teacher x Palmquist Elem 1999-00 

Teacher x Palmquist Elem 2001-02 

Teacher Palmquist Elem 2003-04 

Teacher Palmquist Elem 200S-06 

Teacher Palmquist Elem School 2007-08 

Teacher x King MS 1998-99 

Teacher x King MS 1999-00 

Teacher x King MS 2001-02 

Teacher x King Middle 2004-0S 

Teacher x King MS 2006-07 

Teacher x King MS 2000-01 

Teacher x King MS 2001-02 

Teacher x King Middle 2003-04 

Teacher King MS 200S-06 

Teacher- LH SOC San Luis Rey Elem 1998-99 

Teacher- LH SOC x San Luis Rey Elem 1999-00 

Teacher- LH SOC x San Luis Rey Elem 2001-02 

Teacher- LH SOC x San Luis Rey Elem 2003-04 

Teacher-SH x Oceanside High 2004-0S 

Teacher-SH x El Camino HS 2006-07 

Teacher x OelRioElem 1998-99 

Teacher x Del Rio Elem 1999-00 

Teacher x OelRioElem 2001-02 

Teacher x OelRioElem 2003-04 

Teacher x Del Rio Elem School 200S-06 

Teacher x Palmquist Elem School 2007-08 

Teacher Ivey Ranch Elem School 2006-07 

Teacher Del Rio Elem 1999-00 

Teacher Del Rio Elem 2000-01 

Teacher Del Rio Elem 2002-03 

Teacher x Del Rio Elem 2003-04 

Teacher x Del Rio Elem 2004-0S 

Teacher x Del Rio Elem School 2006-07 

Teacher x Del Rio Elem School 2007-08 

Teacher x Oceanside HS 200S-06 

Teacher x Libby Elem 1999-00 

Teacher x Libby Elem 2000-01 

Teacher x Libby Elem 2002-03 

Teacher x Libby Elem 2004-0S 

Teacher x DELRIO Elem 2000-01 

Teacher x DELRIO Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x North Terrace Elem 2004-0S 

Teacher x Ivey Ranch Elem School 2006-07 

Teacher x Santa Margarita Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x Santa Margarita Elem 2002-03 

Teacher x Santa Margarita Elem 2004-0S 

Teacher x Santa Margarita Elem School 2006-07 

Teacher x Libby Elem 1999-00 
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Evaluator Grade Level 
D.COLEMAN MATH 
L. PHILYAW 6THMATH 

B. WILCOX 4 

T. TURNER PRESCHOOL 

T. TURNER PRESCHOOL 

T. TURNER PRESCHOOL 

V.ESQUIVEL HS 

V. ESQUIVEL HS 

E. BESSENT SS/ASS 

R. NELSON SS/ASS 

J.ASSMAN 1&2 

J.ASSMANN 

S. MORR 

S.MORR 

S.MORR 

P. MORGAN 

E.GALVAN SCIENCE 

R. CLENDENING 7 &8SCIENCE 

F. BALANON 8 SCIENCE 

D. SHREVES 8 SCIENCE 

C. TURNER SO ENCE 

E.GALVAN LA/H 
D. SHREVES 7CDRE 

D. SHREVES 8HISTORY 

D. SHREVES 8HISTORY 

M.MUNOEN soc 
M.MUNDEN soc 
M.MUNDEN soc 

P. THOMPSON soc 
K. Marquardt soc 

R. NELSON SH 

P. MORGAN HS SpEd 

P. MORGAN 

L.GRA210LI 

P. Morgan 

P. Morgan 
P.MORGAN 

J.JOHNSON 

P.MORGAN 

P. MORGAN 

P. MORGAN 

P. Morgan Elem 
P. Morgan 4 

P. Morgan Elem 
M.H DE OCHOA 

K. Marquardt ALGEBRA 

E. 521ELENSKI 

E. 521ELENSKI 

B.JOHNSON 

B. Johnson 

P. MORGAN 

P. MORGAN 

B. ROWE 

F. WILSON Elem 

K. Marquardt 4&S 

F.GOME2 4&S 

F.GOMEZ 4&S 

P. KURTZ 

E. 521ELENSKI 4 

326



Lname Fname Tenure Status 

KELLERMAN APRIL Temp/Prob 
KELLERMAN APRIL T 

KELLY PATRICIA Temp/Prob 

KELLY PATRICIA Temp/Prob 

KELLY PATRICIA T 

KELLY PATRIOA T 
KELLY PATRICIA 

Kelly Patricia Tenured 
KENT MARY T 

KENT MARY T 

Kent Mary Tenured 
KERN CARA Temp/Prob 

KERN CARA Temp/Prob 

Kern Justin 

Kem Justin T 

Kern Justin T 

Kern Justin T 

Klein-Campana le Kimberly 

KLOOS THOMAS Temp/Prob 

KLOOS THOMAS Temp/Prob 

KNEPPER SHELLEY 

KNEPPER SHELLEY T 
Knepper Shelley Tenured 

KOENIGS, JR JOSEPH Temp/Prob 
KOENIGS, JR JOSEPH Temp/Prob 
KOENIGS, JR JOSEPH 

KOENIGS, JR JOSEPH T 

Koenigs, Jr Joseph Tenured 
KOVACEVICH DILLIE Tenured 

KROEPEL HEATHER Temp/Prob 
KROEPEL HEATHER Temp/Prob 
KR OE PEL HEATHER T 

KUCHINSKY VICKIE Temp/Prob 
KUCHINSKY VICKIE Temp/Prob 

KUCHINSKY VICKIE T 

KUCHINSKY VICKIE T 

Kuchinsky Vickie Tenured 
LANGAN-GRAVLIN VICKI 

LANGAN-GRAVLIN VICKI T 

LANGAN-GRAVLIN VICKI T 

LANGAN-GRAVLIN VICKI T/CAT 

Langen Mandy 

Langen Mandy T 

Langen Mandy Tenured 

Lao Matven 

Lao Maiven Tenured 

LAVELLE SHELLEY 

LAVELLE SHELLEY T 
LAVELLE SHELLEY T 

LAVELLE SHELLEY T 

Lavelle Shelley Tenured 

Lavelle Shelley Tenured 

LEAVERTON SHERI 

LEAVERTON SHERI T 

LEAVERTON SHERI T 

LEAVERTON SHERI T 

Leaverton Sheri Tenured 

LEE SABRINA Temp/Prob 
LEE SABRINA Temp/Prob 

3/27 /2015 8:58 AM 

Oceanside USO - Permanent Certificated Instructional Employees (CIE) <10 yrs Tenure 

Stull Act Program Hrs, FY 1997-98 through FY 2007-08 (Every Other Year Evaluation) 

Job Title Obsl I Obs2 I Summatlve Eva! Work Location Fiscal Year 

Teacher x Libby Elem 2000-01 

Teacher x Libby Elem 2002-03 

Teacher SAN RAFAEL Elem 1998-99 

Teacher x SAN RAFAEL Elem 1999-00 

Teacher x Lincoln Middle 2001-02 

Teacher x Lincoln Middle 2003-04 

Teacher x Lincoln Middle 200S-06 

SBRT Resource Teacher x McAuliffe Elem School 2007-08 

Teacher - LH SOC x SAN RAFAEL Elem 2001-02 

Teacher - LH SOC x South Oceanside Elem 2003-04 

Teacher- LH SOC x South Oceanside Elem School 200S-06 

Teacher x Oceanside HS 2002-03 

Teacher Oceanside HS 2003-04 

Teacher Jefferson MS 2003-04 

Teacher x Jefferson MS 2004-0S 

Teacher x Jefferson MS 200S-06 

Teacher x Jefferson MS 2007-08 

Teacher x El Camino HS 200S-06 

Teacher x El Camino HS 2002-03 

Teacher x El Camino HS 2003-04 

Resource Specialist x SOUTH OCEANSIDE Elem 2001-02 

Resource Specialist SOUTH OCEANSIDE Elem 2002-03 

Resource Specialist Clair W. Burgener Academy 2006-07 

Teacher SANTA MARGARITA Elem 2000-01 

Teacher SANTA MARGARITA Elem 2001-02 

Teacher Santa Margarita Elem 2003-04 

Teacher x Santa Margarita Elem 200S-06 

Teacher x Santa Margarita Elem School 2007-08 

Teacher x El Camino HS 2002-03 

Teacher x IVEY RANCH Elem 2000-01 

Teacher x IVEY RANCH Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x Nichols Elem 2003-04 

Teacher x Jefferson MS 2000-01 

Teacher x Jefferson MS 2001-02 

Teacher x Jefferson Middle 2003-04 

Teacher x Jefferson Middle 200S-06 

Teacher x x Jefferson MS 2007-08 

Teacher x SAN LUIS REY Elem 2000-01 

Teacher x SAN LUIS REY Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x San Luis Rey Elem 2003-04 

Resource Teacher x San Luis Rey Elem 200S-06 

Teacher El Camino HS 2004-0S 

Teacher EL CAMINO HS 200S-06 

Teacher El Camino HS 2007-08 

Teacher Oceanside HS 2006-07 

Teacher Oceanside HS 2007-08 

Teacher Lincoln MS 1998-99 

Teacher Lincoln MS 1999-00 

Teacher Lincoln MS 2001-02 

Teacher x Lincoln Middle 2003-04 

Teacher x Lincoln MS 200S-06 

Teacher Lincoln MS 2007-08 

Teacher Jefferson MS 2000-01 

Teacher Jefferson MS 2001-02 

Teacher Jefferson MS 2002-03 

Teacher x Jefferson Middle 2004-0S 

Teacher x x Jefferson MS 2006-07 

Teacher x IVEY RANCH Elem 2000-01 

Teacher IVEY RANCH Elem 2001-02 
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Evaluator Grade Level 

E. SZIELENSKI 

B.JOHNSON 

T. KEANE 6 

T. KEANE 6 

J.SCHMIDT MS 
J.SCHMIDT MS 

I.SCHMIDT 7 E/H 

M. GLEISBERG 

D.ALCORN soc 
J. REIMER 5DCK-3 

J. REIMER SDCK-3 

K. Marquardt GEOMETRY 

K. Marquardt GEOMETRY 

D.COLEMAN MS 

D.COLEMAN MS 

D.COLEMAN MS 

E. FRAZIER MS 

D. LEGG 

V. ESQUIVEL HS 

S. Bessant HS 

T. KEANE RSP 

T. KEANE RSP 

E. S. Bessant RSP 

F.GOMEZ Elem 
F. GOMEZ Elem 
F.GOMEZ Elem 
P. KURTZ 

P. KURTZ 

G. THORTON HS 

J.IMAN 

J.IMAN 

J.IMAN 

D. DARIS MS 

S. Bessant 8 

D.COLEMAN MS 

W.CONSITIS MS 

F. CHEVERIA MS 

M. MUNDEN 

M. MUNDEN 

P. THOMPSON 4 

P. THOMPSON Elem 

S. Bessant HS 

D. LEGG HS 

R. NELSON HS 

K. Marquardt HS 

K. Marquardt HS 

P. BARNES 6&7 
P. BARNES MS 

J.SCHMIDT MS 

J.SCHMIDT MS 

M.H DE OCHOA 

C. TURNER 6, 7,8 

F.DELGADO RSP 

F. DELGADO MS 

F. DELGADO 

D.Coleman MS 

W.Cocita MS 

J.IMAN 

J.IMAN 
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Lname Fname Tenure Status 

LEE SABRINA T 

LEE SABRINA T 

lee Sabrina Tenured 

Leste Adam 

Leste Adam Tenured 

LEYVA I SABEL T 

LEYVA ISABEL T 

Lindgren Roberta Temp/Prob 

Lindgren Roberta Temp/Prob 

Lindgren Roberta T 
Lindgren Roberta Tenured 

LISH ANITA Temp/Prob 

LISH ANITA Temp/Prob 

LISH ANITA T 

LISH ANITA T 

Lish Anita Tenured 
Lish Anita Tenured 

LOPEZ JULIO Temp/Prob 

LOPEZ JULIO Temp/Prob 

LOPEZ JULIO T 

LOPEZ JULIO T 

Lopez Julio Tenured 
Lopez Julio Tenured 

LOPEZ-MCCLELLAND LISA 

LOPEZ-MCCLELLAND LISA T 

Luft Jeffrey T 

Luft Jeffrey T 

Lurker Erin T 
LUTHER JULIE Temp/Prob 

LUTHER JULIE Temp/Prob 

LUTHER JULIE T 

LUTHER JULIE T 
Luther Julie Tenured 

MACKENZIE SUZANNE T 

MACKENZIE SUZANNE 

MACKENZIE SUZANNE 

Mackenzie Suzanne Tenured 
MacManus-Oenison Lauren Tenured 
MacManus-Denison Lauren Tenured 

Maddox (BIGGS) HEATHER Temp/Prob 

Maddox (BIGGS) HEATHER Temp/Prob 

Maddox (BIGGS) HEATHER T 

Maddox (BIGGS) HEATHER T 

Maddox (BIGGS) Heather Tenured 

MAGANA ROSEMARY T 

MAGANA ROSEMARY T 

MAGANA ROSEMARY T 

MAGANA ROSEMARY 

Magana Rosemary Tenured 

MARANDA COLETTE Temp/Prob 

MARANDA COLITTE Temp/Prob 

MARANDA COLETTE T 

MARBLE ZSANNA T 

MARBLE ZSANNA T 

MARBLE ZSANNA T 

MARCON RACHELLE Temp/Prob 

MARCON RACHELLE Temp/Prob 

MARCON RACHELLE T 

MARCON RACHELLE T 

3/27/2015 8:58 AM 

Oceanside USD - Permanent Certificated Instructional Employees (CIE) <10 yrs Tenure 

Stull Act Program Hrs, FY 1997-98 through FY 2007-08 (Every Other Year Evaluation) 

JobT~fe Obsl I ObsZ I Summatlve Eva! Work Location Fiscal Year 
Teacher x Nichols Elem 2003-04 

Program Specialist:d' x Centralized Services 2005-06 

Program Specialistd' x Centralized Services 2007-08 

Teacher x El Camino HS 2005-06 

Teacher x El Camino HS 2007-08 
Teacher Oceanside High 2003-04 
Teacher Oceanside High 2005-06 

Teacher x Libby Elem School 2003-04 
Teacher x Libby Elem Schoof 2004-0S 

Teacher x Libby Elem Schoof 2005-06 

Teacher x Libby Elem Schoof 2006-07 
Resource Specialist x Jefferson Middle 1998-99 

Resource Specialist x Jefferson Middle 1999-00 
Resource Specialist x Jefferson Middle 2001-02 

Resource Specialist x•• x El Camino High 2004-05 

Resource Specialist x El Camino HS 2005-06 
Resource Specialist El Camino HS 2007-08 

Teacher x Libby Elem Schoof 2000-01 
Teacher Libby Elem Schoof 2001-02 

Teacher x Libby Elem 2003-04 
Teacher x Libby Elem 2005-06 

Teacher x Libby Elem School 2006-07 
Teacher x x Libby Elem School 2007-08 

Teacher x Oceanside High 2001-02 
Teacher x Oceanside High 2003-04 

Teacher x King MS 2005-06 

Teacher x King MS 2006-07 

Teacher x Oceanside HS 2005-06 

Teacher x Mission Elem 2000-01 

Teacher x Mission Elem 2001-02 
Teacher x Mission Elem 2003-04 

Teacher x Mission Elem 2005-06 

Teacher Mission Elem School 2007-08 

Teacher Ivey Ranch Elem 2000-01 

Teacher x Ivey Ranch Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x Ivey Ranch Elem 2003-04 

Teacher x Ivey Ranch Elem School 2005-06 

Teacher x Oceanside HS 2005-06 

Teacher x Oceanside HS 2006-07 

Teacher Laurel Elem School 1999-00 

Teacher x Laurel Elem School 2000-01 

Teacher Nichols Elem 2003-04 

Teacher x Nichols Elem 2005-06 

Teacher x Laurel Elem School 2007-08 

Teacher x DitmarElem 1999-00 

Teacher x DitmarElem 2000-01 
Teacher x Ditmar Elem 2002-03 

Teacher x DitmarElem 2004-0S 

Teacher x Ditmar Elem School 2006-07 

Teacher x LAUREL Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x Nichols Elem 2002-03 
Teacher x Nichols Elem 2004-0S 

Teacher x Ivey Ranch Elem 2000-01 
Teacher x Libby Elem 2003-04 

Teacher x Ivey Ranch Elem 2005-06 

Teacher x Garrison Elem 1999-00 

Teacher x Garrison Elem 2000-01 

Teacher x Garrison Elem 2002-03 

Teacher x Garrison Elem 2004-05 
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Evaluator Grade Level 

J.IMAN 4 

G.CUEVAS Program Speclallstd' 
G.CUEVAS Program Speclalistd' 

D.LEGG HS 
R. NELSON HS 

C. MORA HS 
K. Marquardt HS 

B.JOHNSON READ 180 
B.JOHNSON 5,6 

B.JOHNSON 5,6 

B. BRONSON 

D. DARIS MS 

F. DELGADO MS 

S. BESSANT 

R. NELSON HS 

R. NELSON HS 

J.JOHNSON HS 

E. S21ELENSKI 

B.JOHNSON 

a.Johnson 

a.Johnson 

B. Bronson Elem 
L PHILYAW 

J.Walters 10, ll 

K. Marquardt 10, ll 

C. TURNER 6,7,8 

C. TURNER MS 

C. MORA HS 

R.GIBSON 

R.GIBSON 

R.GIBSON 

T. MCATEER 

T. MCATEER 

J.IMAN 

J.IMAN 

F. WILSON 

F. WILSON 

C. MORA HS 

J. PUMELLE HS 

K. Marquardt 

K. Marquardt 

J.IMAN 

J.IMAN 

K.ORBITZ 

T. TURNER 

T. TURNER 

T. TURNER 

T. TURNER 

F. Balanon 4 

l.IBARRA 

J.IMAN 

J.IMAN 

E. 5YELENSKI 

B. Johnson 

F. WILSON 

E.COUNCIL SDC/PRI 

E.COUNCIL 

M.OLIVER 

M.Oliver 
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Lname Fname Tenure Status 
MARQUARDT MARTHA Temp/Prob 
MARQUARDT MARTHA Temp/Prob 
MARQUARDT MARTHA T 

Marquardt Martha Tenured 
Marquardt Martha Tenured 

MARSHALL GAIL T 

MARSHALL GAIL T 

MARTINELLI NANCY Temp/Prob 

MARTINELLI NANCY Temp/Prob 
MARTINELLI NANCY T 

MARTINELLI NANCY T 

Martinelli Nancy Tenured 

Martinelli Nancy Tenured 
MATEUAN ERIK Temp/Prob 

MATEUAN ERIK Temp/Prob 

MATEUAN ERIK T 

Mateljan Erik Tenured 

Mateljan Erik Tenured 
MATTHEWS CHERYL Temp/Prob 

MATTHEWS CHERYL Temp/Prob 

MATTHEWS CHERYL T 

Matthews Cheryl Tenured 
Matzke Theresa Tenured 

MAYA NELLIE Temp/Prob 

MAYA NELLIE Temp/Prob 

MAYA NELLIE T 

MAYA NELLIE T 

MAYA NELLIE 

MAYA NELLIE T 
Maya Nellie Tenured 

MAYTORENA BRIAN Temp 
MAYTORENA BRIAN Temp/Prob 

MAYTORENA BRIAN Temp/Prob 
MAYTORENA BRIAN T 

Maytorena Brian Tenured 
MCANEAR DEANNA Temp/Prob 

MCANEAR DEANNA Temp/Prob 
MCANEAR DEANNA T 

MCANEAR DEANNA T 

MCCARTHY ANNETTE Temp/Prob 

MCCARTHY ANNETTE Temp/Prob 

MCCARTHY ANNETTE T 

MCCARTHY ANNETTE 

MCCARTHY ANNETTE T 

McCarthy Annette Tenured 

MCCarthy (DEDGE) ERIN Temp/Prob 

MCCarthy (DEDGE) ERIN Temp/Prob 

MCCarthy (DEDGE) ERIN T 

MCCARTHY Dedge) ERIN T 

McCluskey Rebecca Tenured 

McCluskey Rebecca Tenured 

McCluskey Rebecca Tenured 

Mcduskey Rebecca Tenured 
McCluskey Rebecca Tenured 

MCCONCHIE BRIAR Temp/Prob 

MCCONCHIE BRIAR Temp/Prob 

MCCONCHIE BRIAR T 

MCCONCHIE BRIAR T 

McConchie Briar Tenured 

3/27 /2015 8:58 AM 

Oceanside USO - Permanent Certificated Instructional Employees {CIE) <10 yrs Tenure 

Stull Act Program Hrs, FY 1997-98 through FY 2007-08 (Every Other Year Evaluation) 

Job Title Obsl I Obs2 I Summative Eval Work Location Fiscal Year 
Teacher Mission Elem 2000-01 
Teacher Mission Elem 2001-02 
Teacher Mission Elem 2003-04 
Teacher Mission Elem School 2007-06 

Teacher x Mission Elem School 2007-08 
Teacher· LH SOC x Jefferson Middle 2002-03 
Teacher· LH SOC x Jefferson Middle 2004-05 

Teacher x SAN RAFAEL Elem 2000-01 
Teacher x SAN RAFAEL Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x Nichols Elem 2003-04 

Teacher Nichols Elem 200S-06 
Teacher Nichols Elem School 2006-07 

Teacher x Nichols Elem School 2007-08 
Teacher x JEFFERSON MIDDLE 2001-02 

Teacher x JEFFERSON MIDDLE 2002-03 
Teacher x King Middle 2003-04 

Teacher x King Middle School 2005-06 

Teacher x Jefferson Middle School 2006-07 
Resource Specialist x Lincoln Middle School 1999-00 

Resource Specialist x Lincoln Middle School 2000-01 
Resource Specialist x Lincoln Middle 2003-04 

Resource Specialist x Lincoln Middle School 2007-08 
Teacher Oceanside HS 2006-07 

Preschool Teacher LIBBY Elem 1998-99 
Preschool Teacher LIBBY Elem 1999-00 
Preschool Teacher LIBBY Elem 2000-01 

Preschool Teacher LIBBY Elem 2001-02 

Preschool Teacher LIBBY Elem 2002-03 
Preschool Teacher x Libby Elem 2003-04 
Preschool Teacher Oitmar Elem School 2006-07 

Teacher x El Camino HS 2000-01 

Teacher El Camino HS 2001-02 
Teacher x El Camino High 2003-04 

Teacher x El Camino High 2005-06 
Teacher x El Camino HS 2007-08 

Teacher· LH SOC x El Camino High 2000-01 
Teacher· LH SOC x El Camino High 2001-02 
Teacher· LH SOC x El Camino High 2002-03 

Teacher· LH SOC x El Camino High 2004-05 

Teacher x San Luis Rey Elem 1998-99 

Teacher x San Luis Rey Elem 1999-00 

Teacher x San Luis Rey Elem 2000-01 

Teacher x San Luis Rey Elem 2002-03 
Teacher x San Luis Rey Elem 2004-05 

Teacher x San Luis Rey Elem School 2007-08 

Teacher x Reynolds Elem 2000-01 

Teacher x Reynolds Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x Reynolds Elem 2003-04 
Teacher Reynolds Elem 2005-06 

Teacher x DITMARElem 2003-04 

Teacher Del Rio Elem School 2004-0S 
Teacher Libby Elem School 2005-06 

Teacher x Libby Elem School 2006-07 

Teacher x x Libby Elem School 2007-08 

Teacher x North Terrace Elem 2000-01 

Teacher x North Terrace Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x North Terrace Elem 2002-03 

Teacher North Terrace Elem 2004-05 

Teacher Ivey Ranch Elem School 2006-07 
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Evaluator Grade Level 

R.GIBSON 

R.GIBSON 

R.GIBSON 

T. MCATEER 

T. MCATEER 

S. Bessant SOC/MIDDLE 
D.COLEMAN SOC/MIDDLE 

D.ALCORN 4 

O.ALCORN 

J.IMAN 

J.IMAN 

K.BOYD 

K. BOYD 

F. DELGADO MIDDLE 

D. DARIS MIDDLE 

F. BALANON 8 

C. TURNER 7 

D. SHREVES MIDDLE 

P. BARNS MIDDLE 

P. BARNS MIDDLE 

B. KOLB MIDDLE 

C. TURNER MIDDLE 

K. Marquardt HS 

E. S21ELENSKI PRESCHOOL 

E. S21ELENSKI PRESCHOOL 

E. S21ELENSKI PRESCHOOL 

B.JOHNSON PRESCHOOL 

B.JOHNSON PRESCHOOL 

B.Johnson PRESCHOOL 

F. Balanon PRESCHOOL 

R.BRIGGS HS 

R.BRIGGS HS 

F. DELGADO HS 

LSANCHEZ HS 

J.JOHNSON HS 

E. WALTERS HS 

R. NELSON HS 

R. NELSON HS 

R. NELSON HS 

M.MUNDON 

M.MUNDON 

M.MUNDON 

P. THOMPSON 

P. THOMPSON 

L. SANCHEZ 

L. HESS 

L. HESS 

L.GRAZIOLI 

L.GRAZIOLI 

T. TURNER PRESCHOOL 

P. MORGAN 

B.JOHNSON PRESCHOOL 

B. BRONSON 

L. PHILYAW 

B.ROWE 

B.ROWE 

B.ROWE 

B.ROWE 

F. WILSON 
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Lname Fname Tenure Status 
MCCULLOUGH-LEAKE DANA T 
MCCULLOUGH-LEAKE DANA T 

MCCULLOUGH-LEAKE DANA 

McEwen Aracely Temp/Prob 

McEwen Aracely Temp/Prob 

McFadden Tim Tenured 
Mcfadden Tim Tenured 
MCGRAW WENDY T 

MCGUIRE PATRICIA Temp/Prob 

MCGUIRE PATRICIA Temp/Prob 

MCGUIRE PATRICIA T 
McGuire Patricia Tenured 

McGuire Patricia Tenured 

MCKENNEY SHELLEY Temp/Prob 

MCKENNEY SHEUEY Temp/Prob 

MCKENNEY SHELLEY T 

MCKENNEY SHELLEY T 

MCKENNEY SHELLEY T 

McKenney Shelley Tenured 
MCKINLEY JENIFER Temp/Prob 

MCKINLEY JENIFER Temp/Prob 

MCKINLEY JENIFER T 
MCKINLEY JENIFER T 

MCKINLEY JENIFER 

McKinley Jenifer Tenured 
MCNAUGHTON PAULA Temp/Prob 
MCNAUGHTON PAULA Temp/Prob 

MCNAUGHTON PAULA T 

MCNAUGHTON PAULA T 

McNaughton Paula Tenured 
MCRAY MONIKA Temp/Prob 
MCRAY MONIKA Temp/Prob 
MCRAY MONIKA T 

Mena (Wiedle) AMY Temp/Prob 

Mena (Wiedle) AMY Temp/Prob 

Mena (Wiedle) AMY T 

Mena (Wiedle) AMY T 

Mena (Wiedle) Amy Tenured 

MESSERSCHMITT DIANE Temp/Prob 

MESSERSCHMITT DIANE Temp/Prob 

MESSERSCHMITT DIANE T 
Messerschmitt Diane Tenured 

Meyers Heather Temp/Prob 

Meyers Heather Temp/Prob 

Meyers Heather Tenured 

Meyers Heather Tenured 

MEZA CHRISTINE Temp/Prob 

MEZA CHRISTINE Temp/Prob 

MEZA CHRISTINE T 
MEZA CHRISTINE T 

MEZA CHRISTINE T 

Meza Christine Tenured 

MEZA-MAGALLANES LYDIA Temp/Prob 

MEZA-MAGALLANES LYDIA Temp/Prob 
MEZA-MAGALLANES LYDIA T 

Meza-Magallanes Lydia Tenured 
MICHAEL NICOLE Temp/Prob 

MICHAEL NICOLE Temp/Prob 

MICHAEL NICOLE T 

3/27 /2015 8:58 AM 

Oceanside USO - Permanent Certificated Instructional Employees (CIE) <10 yrs Tenure 

Stull Act Program Hrs, FY 1997-98 through FY 2007-08 (Every Other Year Evaluation) 

Job irtle I Obsl I Obs2 I Summative Eval work Location Fiscal Year 
Teacher l X Oceanside HS 2001-02 

Teacher X Oceanside High 2003-04 

Teacher l X oceanside High 200S-06 

Teacher Lincoln Middle School 2006-07 

Teacher I I X Del Rio Elem School 2007-08 

Teacher I I X Oceanside HS 200S-06 

Teacher I X I I X Oceanside HS 2007-08 

Teacher I X Pacifica Elem School 2001-02 

Teacher I X Mission Elem 2000-01 

Teacher X Mission Elem 2001-02 

Teacher X Mission Elem 2003-04 

Teacher Mission Elem School 200S-06 

Teacher I X Mission Elem School 2007-08 

Teacher I I X King Middle School 1998-99 

Teacher I I X King Middle School 1999-00 

Teacher I I X King Middle School 2001-02 

Teacher I X King Middle 2003-04 

Teacher I X King Middle 200S-06 

Teacher X King Middle School 2007-08 

Teacher l X El Camino HS 1999-00 

Teacher El Camino HS 2000-01 

Teacher I I X El Camino HS 2001-02 

Teacher I I X El Camino HS 2002-03 

Teacher I I X El Camino High 2004-0S 

Teacher I I X El Camino HS 2006-07 

Teacher I I X Pacifica Elem School 2000-01 

Teacher I X Pacifica Elem School 2001-02 

Teacher I X Ivey Ranch Elem 2003-04 

Teacher X Ivey Ranch Elem 200S-06 

Resource Teacher - EL Coach Mission Elem School 2007-08 

Teacher X Santa Margarita Elem 2000-01 

Teacher X Santa Margarita Elem 2001-02 

Teacher X Santa Margarita Elem 2003-04 

Teacher I l X Libby Elem 2000-01 

Teacher I I X Libby Elem 2001-02 

Teacher I I X Libby Elem 2003-04 

Teacher I I X Reynolds Elem 2004-0S 

Teacher I l X Reynolds Elem School 2006-07 

Teacher I I X Stuart Mesa Elem 1999-00 

Teacher I X Stuart Mesa Elem 2000-01 

Teacher I X Stuart Mesa Elem 200S-06 

Teacher I X Stuart Mesa Elem School 2007-08 

Teacher Jefferson Middle School 2003-04 

Teacher X Jefferson Middle School 2004-05 

Teacher X Jefferson Middle School 200S-06 

Teacher Jefferson Middle School 2007-08 

Teacher Jefferson Middle School 1998-99 

Teacher El Camino HS 1999-00 

Teacher x El Camino HS 2000-01 

Teacher x El Camino HS 2002-03 

Teacher x El Camino High 2004-05 

Teacher x El Camino HS 2006-07 

Teacher Reynolds Elem 2000-01 

Teacher x Reynolds Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x Reynolds Elem 2003-04 

Teacher x North Terrace Elem School 2007-08 

Teacher x laurel Elem 2000-01 

Teacher x laurel Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x DitmarElem 2003-04 
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Evaluator Grade Level 

K. Marquardt HS 

C. MORA 9, 10 
C.MORA HS 

M.H DE OCHOA MIDDLE 

M. H DE OCHOA 

C.MORA HS 

J.PUMELLE HS 

C. SANDERS 

R.GIBSON 

R.GIBSON 

R.GIBSON 

T. MCATEER 

T. MCATEER 

R. CLENDENING MIDDLE 

E.GALVAN MIDDLE 

F. Balanon MIDDLE 

D. SHREVES MIDDLE 

C. TURNER MIDDLE 

J.SCHMIDT MIDDLE 

R. BRIGGS HS 

R. BRIGGS HS 

R. BRIGGS HS 

R. BRIGGS HS 

R. NELSON HS 

D. DARIS HS 

C.SANDERS 

C.SANDERS 

F. WILSON 

F. WILSON Elem 
T.MCATEER Elem 
F.GOMEZ Elem 

F.GOMEZ Elem 
F.GOMEZ Elem 

E. SZIELENSKI 

B. Johnson 

B. Johnson 

L. GRAZIOLI 

L.GRAZIOLI 

B. KOLB Elem 

B. KOLB Elem 

R.GIBSON 

L.GRAZIOLI 

D.COLEMAN MIDDLE 

D.COLEMAN MIDDLE 

D.COLEMAN MIDDLE 

F.CHAVERIA MIDDLE 

D. DARIS MIDDLE 

R.BRIGGS HS 

R. BRIGGS HS 

R. BRIGGS HS 

S. Bessant HS 

L. SANCHEZ HS 

L. HESS Elem 
L. HESS Elem 

L.GRAZIOLI 

B. WILCOX K 

K. Marquardt 4 

L. IBARRA 

T. TURNER 
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Lname Fname Tenure Status 

MILLER MICHAEL Temp/Prob 

MILLER MICHAEL Temp/Prob 

MILLER MICHAEL T 

MILLER MICHAEL T 

Miller Michael Tenured 

Miller Tara Temp/Prob 
Miller Tara Temp/Prob 

Miller Tara Tenured 
MILLER, JR JAY Temp/Prob 

MILLER, JR JAY Temp/Prob 

MILLER, JR JAY T 

MILLER, JR JAY T 

Miller, Jr Jay Tenured 

MIRELES EDUARDO Temp/Prob 

MIRELES EDUARDO Temp/Prob 

MIRELES EDUARDO T 

MIRELES EDUARDO T 

Mireles Eduardo Tenured 

MIZOGUCHI ROBYN T 

MIZOGUCHI ROBYN T 

Mizoguchi Robyn Tenured 

Mizoguchi Robyn Tenured 
MOCNY KELLI Temp/Prob 

MOCNY KELLI Temp/Prob 

MOCNY KELLI T 

MOCNY KELLI T 

Mocny Kelli Tenured 
MOHR NANCY Temp/Prob 

MOHR NANCY Temp/Prob 

MOHR NANCY T 

MOHR NANCY T 

MOH UN BRANDI Temp/Prob 

MOH UN BRANDI Temp/Prob 

Mohun Brandi Tenured 

Mohun Brandi Tenured 

MOORE LORI Temp/Prob 

MOORE LORI Temp/Prob 

MOORE LORI T 

Moore Lori Tenured 

MOORE SCOTT Temp/Prob 

MOORE SCOTT Temp/Prob 

MOORE SCOTT T 
MOORE SCOTT T 

Morey Andrea 

Morey Andrea 

Morgan Kathleen Temp/Prob 

Morgan Kathleen Temp/Prob 

Morgan Kathleen Tenured 

Morgan Kathleen Tenured 

MOSSA-MARIANI VICTORIA Temp/Prob 

MOSSA-MARIANI VICTORIA Temp/Prob 

MOSSA-MARIANI VICTORIA T 

MOSSA-MARIANI VICTORIA T 

MULLER RANDOLPH Temp/Prob 

MULLER RANDOLPH Temp/Prob 

MULLER RANDOLPH 

MULLER RANDOLPH 

Muller Randolph Tenured 

MULQUEEN LYNN Temp/Prob 

3/27 /201S 8:58 AM 

Oceanside USD - Permanent Certificated Instructional Employees (CIE) <10 yrs Tenure 

Stull Act Program Hrs, FY 1997-98 through FY 2007-08 (Every Other Year Evaluation) 

JobTrtle Obsl I Obs2 I Summatlve Eval Work Location Fiscal Year 

Teacher Jefferson Middle School 1998-99 

Teacher Jefferson Middle School 1999-00 

Teacher x Jefferson Middle School 2001-02 

Teacher x Lincoln Middle 2004-0S 

Teacher x El Camino HS 2006-07 

Teacher - ARC x El Camino HS 2003-04 

Teacher - ARC x Oceanside HS 2004-0S 

Teacher - ARC x Oceanside HS 200S-06 

Teacher x San Luis Rey Elem 2000-01 

Teacher x San Luis Rey Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x San Luis Rey Elem 2003-04 

Teacher x San Luis Rey Elem 200S-06 

Teacher x Ditmar Elem School 2007-08 

Teacher x Libby Elem School 2000-01 

Teacher x Libby Elem School 2001-02 

Teacher x Libby Elem 2003-04 

Teacher x Libby Elem 200S-06 

Teacher x x Libby Elem School 2007-08 

Resource Specialist Oceanside HS 1998-99 

Resource Specialist Oceanside High 2003-04 

Resource Specialist x Oceanside HS 2006-07 

Resource Specialist x Oceanside HS 2007-08 

Teacher OitmarElem 1999-00 

Teacher x OitmarElem 2000-01 

Teacher x OitmarElem 2002-03 

Teacher DitmarElem 2004-0S 

Teacher Ditmar Elem School 2006-07 

Teacher x Santa Margarita Elem 1998-99 

Teacher Santa Margarita Elem 1999-00 

Teacher Santa Margarita Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x Santa Margarita Elem 2003-04 

Teacher Mission Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x Mission Elem 2002-03 

Teacher x Jefferson Middle School 200S-06 

Teacher x x Jefferson Middle School 2007-08 

Teacher x Libby Elem 2000-01 

Teacher x Libby Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x Libby Elem 2003-04 

Teacher x Libby Elem School 200S-06 

Teacher x King Middle 1998-99 

Teacher x King Middle 1999-00 

Teacher x King Middle 2001-02 

Teacher x King Middle 2003-04 

Teacher SE (ECE) x Santa Margarita Elem School 200S-06 

Teacher SE (ECE) x Resigned - Santa Margarita Elem School 2006-07 

Teacher x PAQFICA Elem 2000-01 

Teacher x PAOFICAElem 2001-02 

Teacher x Pacifica Elem School ZOOS-06 

Teacher x Foussat Elem School 2007-08 

Teacher x Libby Elem 2000-01 

Teacher x Libby Elem 2001-02 

Teacher Libby Elem 2003-04 

Teacher Libby Elem 2005-06 

Teacher- LH SOC Garrison Elem 2000-01 

Teacher - LH SOC Garrison Elem 2001-02 

Teacher - LH SOC Garrison Elem 2002-03 

Teacher - LH SOC Garrison Elem 2004-0S 

Teacher - LH SOC Garrison Elem School 2006-07 

Teacher x Palmquist Elem 2000-01 
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Evaluator Grade Level 
F. DELGADO 

D. DARIS MIDDLE 

S. Bessant MIDDLE 

J. SCHMIDT 7,8 

D. DARIS HS 

D. DARIS HS 

K. Marquardt HS 

C. MORA HS 

M.MUNDON 

M.MUNDON 

P. THOMPSON 

P. THOMPSON 

F. Balanon 4 

E. SZIELENSKI 4 

B.Johnson 4 

B. Johnson 4 

B. Johnson 

L. PHILYAW 

M. GLEISBERG HS 

K.ORBITZ HS 

C.MORA HS 

J. PUMELLE HS 

T. TURNER 

T. TURNER 

T. TURNER 2,3 

T. TURNER 

F. Balanon 4 

F.Gomez 4th 

F.Gomez 4th 

F. Gomez 2nd 

F.Gomez 2nd 

R.GIBSON 

R.GIBSON 

W.CONOTIS MIDDLE 

E. FRAZIER MIDDLE 

E. SZIELENSKI 

B.JOHNSON 

B. Johnson 

B. Bronson 

R. CLENDENING MIDDLE 

E.GALVAN MIDDLE 

F. Balanon MIDDLE 

F. Balanon MIDDLE 

P. KURTZ PRESCHOOL 

P. KURTZ ECE-SH 

C. SANDERS 

C. SANDERS 

C. SANDERS 4 
S. MORR 

E. SZIELENSKI s, 6 

8.JOHNSON 6 

B. Johnson 

B.Johnson 
E.COUNCIL ELM/SOC 

E.COUNCIL ELM/SOC 

M.Oliver ELM/SOC 

M.Oliver ELM/SOC 

M.Oliver ELM/SOC 

S. MORR 
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Lname Fname Tenure Status 

MULQUEEN LYNN Temp/Prob 
MULQUEEN LYNN T 

Mulqueen Lynn Tenured 

MURRAY DANIEL Temp/Prob 
MURRAY DANIEL Temp/Prob 

Murray David Tenured 
Murray David Tenured 

MURRAY LISA Temp/Prob 

MURRAY LISA Temp/Prob 

MURRAY LISA T 

MURRAY LISA T 

Musgrove Douglas Temp/Prob 

Musgrove Douglas Temp/Prob 

Musgrove Douglas Tenured 

Musgrove Douglas Tenured 

NANK SEAN Temp/Prob 

NANK SEAN Temp/Prob 

NANK SEAN T 

Nank Sean Tenured 

Nank Sean Tenured 

NAYLOR JAMI Temp/Prob 

NAYLOR JAMI Temp/Prob 

NAYLOR JAMI T 

NAYLOR JAMI T 

Naytor Jami Tenured 

Nelms Devin Temp/Prob 

Nelms Devin Temp/Prob 

Nelms Devin Tenured 

NEWSOM CORINNE Temp/Prob 

NEWSOM CORINNE Temp/Prob 

NEWSOM CORINNE 

NEWSOM CORINNE T 

NEWSOM CORINNE T 

Newsom Corinne Tenured 

NEWVILLE (Short) TAMARA Temp/Prob 

NEWVILLE (Short) TAMARA Temp/Prob 

NEWVILLE (Short) TAMARA T 

NEWVILLE (Short) TAMARA T 

NEWVILLE (Short) TAMARA T 

NEWVILLE (Short) Tamara Tenured 

NGUYEN CONG-DUNG Temp/Prob 

NGUYEN CONG-DUNG Temp/Prob 

NGUYEN CONG-DUNG T 
NICHOLS FRANK Temp/Prob 

NICHOLS FRANK Temp/Prob 

NICHOLS FRANK T 

NICHOLS FRANK T 

NICHOLS FRANK 

Nichols Frank Tenured 

Nichols Frank Tenured 

NIELAND MICHAEL Temp/Prob 

NIELAND MICHAEL Temp/Prob 

NIELAND MICHAEL T 

NIELAND MICHAEL T 

Nieland Michael Tenured 

Nieland Michael Tenured 

RULE (Norris) Denise Tenured 

RULE (Norris) Denise Tenured 
RULE (Norris) Denise Tenured 

3/27/2015 8:58 AM 

Oceanside USO - Permanent Certificated Instructional Employees (CIE) <10 yrs Tenure 

Stull Act Program Hrs, FY 1997-98 through FY 2007-08 (Every Other Year Evaluation) 

JobTttle Obs1 I Obs2 I Summatlve Eval Work Location Fiscal Year 

Teacher x Palmquist Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x NICHOLS Elem 2003-04 

Teacher x Foussat Elem School 2007-08 

Teacher x Clair W. Burgener Academy 2001-02 

Teacher Clair W. Burgener Academy 2002-03 

Teacher x Jefferson MS 2005-06 

Teacher x x Jefferson MS 2007-08 

Teacher x South Oceanside 1999-00 

Teacher x South Oceanside 2000-01 

Teacher x South Oceanside 2002-03 

Teacher x•• x McAuliffe Elem 2004-05 

Teacher x El Camino HS 2003-04 

Teacher x El Camino HS 2004-0S 

Teacher x El Camino HS 200S-06 

Teacher x El Camino HS 2007-08 

Teacher x El Camino High 2001-02 

Teacher x El Camino High 2002-03 

Teacher x El Camino High 2004-0S 

Teacher El Camino HS 2006-07 

Teacher x El Camino HS 2007-08 

Teacher x San Luis Rey Elem 2000-01 

Teacher San Luis Rey Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x San Luis Rey Elem 2002-03 

Teacher x San Luis Rey Elem 2005-06 

Teacher x San Luis Rey Elem School 2007-08 

Teacher Oceanside HS 2004-05 

Teacher x Oceanside HS 2005-06 

Teacher x Oceanside HS 2006-07 

Teacher x McAuliffe Elem 1998-99 

Teacher x McAuliffe Elem 1999-00 

Teacher x McAuliffe Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x McAuliffe Elem 2003-04 

Teacher x McAuliffe Elem 2005-06 

Teacher x San Luis Rey Elem School 2007-08 

Teacher x Reynolds Elem 1998-99 

Teacher x Reynolds Elem 1999-00 

Teacher x Ivey Ranch Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x Ivey Ranch Elem 2003-04 

Teacher x Ivey Ranch Elem 2005-06 

Teacher x Ivey Ranch Elem School 2007-08 

Teacher x San Luis Rey Elem 2000-01 

Teacher x San Luis Rey Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x San Luis Rey Elem 2005-06 

Teacher - LH SOC x Libby Elem 2000-01 

Teacher - LH SOC Libby Elem 2001-02 

Teacher - LH SOC Libby Elem 2002-03 

Teacher - LH SOC x Libby Elem 2003-04 

Teacher - LH SOC x Libby Elem 2005-06 

Teacher - LH SOC Libby Elem School 2006-07 

Teacher - LH SOC x x Libby Elem School 2007-08 

Teacher x Palmquist Elem 2000-01 

Teacher x Palmquist Elem 2001-02 

Teacher Palmquist Elem 2002-03 

Teacher x Palmquist Elem 2004-05 

Teacher x Libby Elem School 2005-06 

Teacher x x Libby Elem School 2007-08 

Teacher x Lincoln MS 2001-02 

Teacher x Lincoln MS 2002-03 

Teacher x Lincoln MS 2004-05 
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Evaluator Grade Level 

S. MORR 

J.IMAN 

S. MORR 4 

J. Shirley various 
J. Shirley various 

D.Coleman MS 

E. Frazier MS 

J. Kastely 3rd 

T. Keane 3rd 

T. Keane Elem 

M. Gleisberg 1sV2nd 

F. Delgado HSPE 

E.S. Bessant HSPE 

R. Nelson HSPE 

R. Nelson HSPE 

R.Briggs HS Math 

ft.Briggs HS Math 

D. Daris HS Math 

0. Daris HS Math 

D. Daris HS Math 

M. Munden 3rd 

M. Munden 3rd 
P. Thompson 3rd 

P. Thompson 1st 

L. Sanchez 1st 

C. Mora HS 

C.Mora HS 

K. Marquardt HS 

C.Motes 4th 

C.Motes 3rd/4th 

M. Gleisberg 3rd 

M. Gleisberg 3rd 

L. Graziola 4th 

L. Sanchez Elem 

R.Briggs 1st 
L.Hess 1st 

J.lman 1st 

F.Wilson 1st 

F.Wilson 1st 

F.Wilson 4th/5th 

M. Munden 1st 

M. Munden 1st 

P. Thompson 1st 
E. Szielenski ElemSpEd 

B. Johnson Elem SpEd 

B. Johnson ElemSpEd 

B. Johnson ElemSpEd 

8.Johnson Elem SpEd 

8. Bronson ElemSpEd 

L. Philyaw ElemSpEd 

S.Morr 1st 

S.Morr 1sV2nd 

S.Morr 1sV2nd 

S.Morr 2nd 

8. Johnson 3rd 

L. Philyaw 3rd 

B.Kolb MS 

J. Schmidt MS 

J. Schmidt MS 
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Lname Fname Tenure Status 
RULE (Norris) Denise Tenured 

NOURANI MELODY 

NOURANI MELODY 

Nourani Melody Tenured 

NUANEZ JOSEPH T 

NUANEZ JOSEPH T 

NUANEZ JOSEPH T 

NUNEZ LEANDRA Temp/Prob 

NUNEZ LEANDRA Temp/Prob 

NUNEZ LEANORA T 

NUNEZ LEANORA T 
Nunez Leandra Tenured 

OBER (Piazza) ANGELA Temp/Prob 

OBER (Piazza) ANGELA Temp/Prob 

OBER {Piazza) ANGELA T 

OBER (Piazza) Angela Tenured 

Obrite (Kaminski) Lynn Temp/Prob 

Obrite (Kaminski) Lynn Temp/Prob 

Obrite (Kaminski) Lynn Tenured 

Obrite (Kaminski) Lynn Tenured 

Obrite (Kaminski) Lynn Tenured 

SCHMIDT {Olea ) Amanda Tenured 

SCHMIDT {Olea) Amanda Tenured 

OLSEN JEFFREY 

OLSEN JEFFREY T 

OLSEN JEFFREY T 

OLSEN JEFFREY T 

ONG CARIN Temp/Prob 

ONG CARIN Temp/Prob 

ONG CARIN T 

ONG CARIN T 

ORTEGA RENE Temp/Prob 

ORTEGA RENE Temp/Prob 

ORTEGA RENE T 

ORTEGA RENE 

Ortega Rene Tenured 

PALAFOX RENE T 

PALAFOX RENE T 

PALMER DALE T 

PALMER DALE 

PAOGOFIE {Mendez) RASE LA Temp/Prob 

PAOGOFIE (Mendez) RASE LA Temp/Prob 

PAOGOFIE {Mendez) Rasela Tenured 

PEDERSON SHAWN Temp/Prob 

PEDERSON SHAWN Temp/Prob 

PEDERSON SHAWN 

PEDERSON SHAWN 

PENNINGTON SHANNON Temp/Prob 

PENNINGTON SHANNON Temp/Prob 

PENNINGTON SHANNON T 

PETERSEN MATTHEW Temp/Prob 

PETERSEN MATTHEW Temp/Prob 

PETERSEN MATTHEW T 

Petersen Matthew Tenured 

PHILLIPS MICHAEL Temp/Prob 

PHILLIPS MICHAEL Temp/Prob 

PHILLIPS MICHAEL T 

PHILLIPS MICHAEL 

Phillips Michael Tenured 

3/27 /2015 8:58 AM 

Oceanside USO - Permanent Certificated Instructional Employees (CIE) <10 yrs Tenure 

Stull Act Program Hrs, FY 1997-98 through FY 2007-08 (Every Other Year Evaluation) 

JobTltle Obsl I Obs2 I Summatlve Eval Work Location Fiscal Year 
Teacher x Lincoln MS 2006-07 

Teacher x Garrison Elem 2002-03 

Teacher x Garrison Elem 2004-05 

Teacher x Garrison Elem School 2006-07 

Teacher x Oceanside High 2000-01 

Teacher x Oceanside High 2003-04 

Teacher x Oceanside High 2005-06 

Teacher Dltmar Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x San Luis Rey Elem 2002-03 

Teacher San Luis Rey Elem 2003-04 

Teacher x San Luis Rey Elem 2005-06 

Teacher x Foussat Elem School 2007-08 

Teacher.SH x San Rafael Elem 1999-00 

Teacher-SH x San Rafael Elem 2000-01 

Teacher-SH x South Oceanside Elem 2003-04 

Teacher-SH x South Oceanside Elem School 2005-06 

Teacher x Libby Elem 1999-00 

Teacher x Libby Elem 2000-01 

Teacher x Libby Elem 2002-03 

Teacher x Libby Elem 2004-0S 

Teacher x Garrison Elem School 2006-07 

Teacher x King MS 200S-06 

Teacher x Chavez MS 2006-07 

Teacher x El Camino High 1999-00 

Teacher x El Camino High 2001-02 

Teacher x El Camino High 2003-04 

Teacher El Camino High 200S-06 

Teacher laurel Elem 1998-99 

Teacher laurel Elem 1999-00 

Teacher laurel Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x laurel Elem 2003-04 

Teacher Del Rio Elem 1998-99 

Teacher Del Rio Elem 1999-00 

Teacher Del Rio Elem 2001-02 

Teacher Reynolds Elem 2003-04 

Teacher x El Camino HS 2006-07 

Teacher x El Camino HS 2001-02 

Teacher El Camino HS 2003-04 

Teacher - APE Pupil Services 2000-01 

Teacher - APE x Pupil Services 2001-02 

Teacher x Ivey Ranch Elem 2002-03 

Teacher x North Terrace Elem 2003-04 

Teacher Jefferson MS 200S-06 

Teacher x Jefferson Middle 2000-01 

Teacher Jefferson Middle 2001-02 

Teacher Jefferson Middle 2003-04 

Teacher x Jefferson Middle 2005-06 

Teacher- SH Nichols Elem 2002-03 

Teacher- SH Nichols Elem 2003-04 

Teacher- SH Nichols Elem 2005-06 

Teacher El Camino High 2000-01 

Teacher x El Camino High 2001-02 

Teacher x El Camino High 2003-04 

Teacher x El Camino HS 200S-06 

Teacher x Pacifica 2000-01 

Teacher x Pacifica 2001-02 

Teacher x Pacifica 2002-03 

Teacher x King Middle 2004-05 

Teacher x Nichols Elem School 2006-07 
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Evaluator Grade Level 
M. Hagareda de Ochoa 7th 

M.Oliver 3rd 

M.Oliver 3rd 

M.Oliver 4th 

A. Diaz HS 

C.Mora HS 

C. Mora HS 

T. Turner 4th 

P. Thompson 1st 

P. Thompson 1st 

P. Thompson Kinder 

S.Morr Kinder 

T. Keane Elem SpEd 

D. Alcorn Elem SpEd 

J.Reimer Elem SpEd 

J.Reimer Elem SpEd 

E. Szjefenski 5th 

E. Szielenski Sth 

B. Johnson 5th 

B. Johnson Sth 

M.Oliver 4th 

C. Turner 7th 

0. Shreves 7th 
V. Esquibel HS 

V. Esquibel HS 

E. S. Bessant HS 

D. Legg HS 

K. Marquardt 3rd 

K. Marquardt 3rd 

L. Ibarra 3rd 

l.lbarra 3rd 

P. Morgan Kinder 

P. Morgan 1st 

P. Morgan 1st 

L.Graziola Kinder 

L. Sanchez HS 

V. Esquibel HS 

F. Delgado HS 

A.Gamble various 

A. Gamble various 

F.Wilson 2nd/3rd 

B. Rowe 5th 

L. Philyaw MS Math 

O.Daris MS Lang Arts 

E. S. Bessant 7th 

D.Coleman MSlangArts 

W.Cocita MS Lang Arts 

J.lman Elem SpEd 

J.lman Elem SpEd 

J.lman Elem SpEd 

V. Esquibel HS SS 

V. Esquibel HS SS 

E. S. Bessant HS SS 

L. Sanchez HS SS 

C. Sanders Sth 

C. Sanders 5th 

C. Sanders 5th/6th 

M. Munden Elem 

J.lman 
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Lname Fname Tenure Status 
PHILLIPS (Stenerodden) STACY Temp/Prob 
PHILLIPS (Stenerodden) STACY Temp/Prob 
PHIUIPS (Stenerodden) STACY T 

PHIUIPS (Stenerodden) STACY T 

POKLETAR ROBERT Temp/Prob 
POKLETAR ROBERT Temp/Prob 

POKLETAR ROBERT T 

POKLETAR ROBERT T 

Post Jenny Tenured 

Post Jenny Tenured 

POTTS MICHAEL Temp/Prob 

POTTS MICHAEL Temp/Prob 

POTTS MICHAEL T 

Potts Michael Tenured 

Pou me le Pululipano Tenured 

Pou me le Pululipano Tenured 

Pou me le Pululipano Tenured 

Pou me le Pululipano Tenured 

POWELL KIMBERLEE Temp/Prob 

POWELL KIMBERLEE Temp/Prob 

POWELL KIMBERLEE T 
POWELL KIMBERLEE T 

Powell Kimberlee Tenured 

POWELL JR ROBERT T 

POWELLJR ROBERT T 

Powell Jr Robert Tenured 
Faist (Prather) Chandra Temp/Prob 

Faist (Prather) Chandra Temp/Prob 

Faist (Prather) Chandra Tenured 

QUARRIE M Temp/Prob 
QUARRIE M Temp/Prob 

QUARRIE M T 

Quarrie M Tenured 

Quarrie M Tenured 

QUINLAN ESTELLE Temp/Prob 

QUINLAN ESTELLE Temp/Prob 

QUINLAN ESTELLE T 

QUINLAN ESTELLE T 

RAMOS (Figaro) ANNA Temp/Prob 

RAMOS (Figaro) ANNA Temp/Prob 

RAMOS (Figaro) ANNA 

RAMOS (Figaro) ANNA 

RAMOS (Figaro) Anna Tenured 

Redmond Brad Tenured 

Redmond Brad Tenured 

Redmond Brad Tenured 

REED JULIE Temp/Prob 

REED JULIE Temp/Prob 

REED JULIE T 

REED JULIE T 

Reed (Sherwood) AMERET Temp/Prob 

Reed (Sherwood) AMERET Temp/Prob 

Reed (Sherwood) AMERET T 

REESE MARA Temp/Prob 

REESE MARA Temp/Prob 

REESE MARA T 

Reese Mara Tenured 

REINER LAURIE T 

Reyes Raymond Tenured 

3/27 /2015 8:58 AM 

Oceanside USO - Permanent Certificated Instructional Employees (CIE) <10 yrs Tenure 

Stull Act Program Hrs, FY 1997-98 through FY 2007-08 (Every Other Year Evaluation) 

Job Title Obsl I Obs2 I Summative Eval Work Location Fiscal Year 
Teacher x Pacifica Elem 2000-01 

Teacher x Pacifica Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x Pacifica Elem 2003-04 

Teacher x Pacifica Elem 200S-06 

Teacher - LH SOC Mission Elem 2000-01 

Teacher - LH SOC Mission Elem 2001-02 

Teacher - LH SOC Mission Elem 2002-03 

Teacher - LH SOC x Mission Elem 2004-05 

Teacher x Pupil Services 2004-05 

Teacher Pupil Services 2005-06 

Teacher x OitmarElem 2001-02 

Teacher x OitmarElem 2002-03 

Teacher x OitmarElem 2004-05 

Teacher x San Luis Rey Elem School 2006-07 

Teacher- LH SOC x Oceanside HS 2003-04 

Teacher - LH SOC Oceanside HS 2004-05 

Teacher - LH SOC Oceanside HS 2005-06 

Teacher - LH SOC Oceanside HS 2007-0B 

Teacher x King Middle 1999-00 

Teacher King Middle 2000-01 

Teacher x King Middle 2002-03 

Teacher x x King Middle 2004-0S 

Teacher x King MS 2006-07 

Teacher x King Middle 2002-03 

Teacher x King Middle 2003-04 

Teacher x King MS 200S-06 

Teacher x Oceanside HS 2004-05 

Teacher x x Oceanside HS 2005-06 

Teacher Oceanside HS 2007-08 

Teacher Pacifica Elem 1999-00 

Teacher Pacifica Elem 2000-01 

Teacher Pacifica Elem 2002-03 

Teacher Pacifica Elem 2004-05 

Teacher Libby Elem School 2006-07 

Teacher - LH SOC x Garrison Elem 2000-01 

Teacher - LH SOC x Garrison Elem 2001-02 

Teacher - LH SOC McAuliffe EJem 2003-04 

Teacher - LH SOC x McAuliffe Elem 2005-06 

Teacher x Laurel Elem 2000-01 

Teacher x Laurel Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x Laurel Elem 2003-04 

Teacher x Laurel Elem 2004-05 

Teacher x Laurel Elem School 2006-07 

Teacher x Oceanside HS 2004-0S 

Teacher x Oceanside HS 200S-06 

Teacher x Oceanside HS 2006-07 

Teacher- LH SOC x Libby Elem 2000-01 

Teacher - LH SOC x Libby Elem 2001-02 

Teacher-LH SOC x Libby Elem 2003-04 

Teacher - LH SOC x Libby Elem 2005-06 

Teacher x Lincoln Middle 2001-02 

Teacher x Lincoln Middle 2002-03 

Teacher x Lincoln Middle 2004-05 

Teacher x Jefferson MS 2001-02 

Teacher x Jefferson MS 2002-03 

Teacher x Palmquist Elem 2004-05 

Teacher x Santa Margarita Elem School 2006-07 

Teacher x San Luis Rey Elem 2003-04 

Teacher - LH SOC x Jefferson MS 2003-04 
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Evaluator Grade Level 

C. Sanders 2nd 
C. Sanders 2nd 

C. Sanders 3rd 

C. Sanders 3rd 

R. Gibson Elem SpEd 

R. Gibson Elem SpEd 

R. Gibson Elem SpEd 

R.Gibson Elem SpEd 

M. Munden Elem Music 
C. Turner MS Music 
T. Turner 4th 

T. Turner 4th 

T. Turner 4th 

P. Thompson 5th 

K.Obrzut HSSpEd 

K.Obrzut HSSpEd 

C. Mora HSSpEd 

K. Marquardt HSSpEd 

R. Clendening 6th 

R. Clendening 6th 

F. Balanon 6th 

M. Munden 6th 
B. Rowe 6th 

F. Balanon 7th 

M.Munden 7th 
C. Turner 7th 

R. Mueller HS 

C. Mora HS 

J.Poumele HS 

P. Traynor 1st 

C. Sanders 1st 

C. Sanders 3rd 

C. Sanders 3rd 

B. Bronson 6th 

E. Council Elem SpEd 

E. Council Elem SpEd 

M. Gleisberg Elem SpEd 

M. Gleisberg Elem SpEd 

K. Marquardt 2nd 

Luis Ibarra 2nd 

L.lbarra 1st 

l.lbarra 1st 

K.Obrzut 1st 

K. Marquardt HS Math 

J. Stephens HS Math 

E. Frazier HS Math 

E. Szielenski Elem SpEd 

B.Johnson Elem SpEd 

B.Johnson Elem SpEd 

B.Johnson Elem SpEd 

B. Kolb MS 

J. Schmidt MS 

B. Kolb MS 

O.Oaris 6th 

O.Oaris 6th 

S.Morr 2nd 

P.Kurtz 3rd 

P. Thompson 3rd 

O.Coleman MSSpEd 
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Lname Fname Tenure Status 

Reyes Raymond Tenured 
Reyes Raymond Tenured 

RICHARDS PATRICIA Temp/Prob 

RICHARDS PATRICIA Temp/Prob 

RICHARDS PATRICIA T 

RICHMAN WIWAM T 

RICHMAN WIWAM 

RICHMAN WILLIAM I T 

Richman William Tenured 

RILEY JACQUELINE I Temp/Prob 

RILEY JACQUELINE I Temp/Prob 

RILEY JACQUELINE I T 

RILEY JACQUELINE I T 

Roberts Jacqueline I Tenure ROP GF 

Roberts Jacqueline Tenure ROP GF 
Roberts Jacqueline Tenure ROP GF 

Roberts Jacqueline Tenure ROP GF 

ROBINSON KELLY Temp/Prob 

ROBINSON KELLY Temp/Prob 

ROBINSON KELLY 

ROCCOFORTE SHERYL Temp/Prob 

ROCCOFORTE SHERYL Temp/Prob 

ROCCO FORTE SHERYL T 

Rocco forte Sheryl Tenured 

ROCHE JANICE Tenured 

ROCHE JANICE Tenured 

ROCHE JANICE T 

ROCHE JANICE T 

Rockdale (Scott) KRISTY T 

Rockdale( Scott) KRISTY Temp/Prob 
Rockdale(Scott) KRISTY Temp/Prob 
Rockdale( Scott) KRISTY T 

Roeder Stephen Tenured 
Roeder Stephen Tenured 
ROERIG TODD Temp/Prob 

ROERIG TODD Temp/Prob 

ROERIG TODD T 

ROGERS SCOTT T 

ROGERS SCOTT 

ROGERS SCOTT T 

ROGERS THOMAS Temp/Prob 

ROGERS THOMAS Temp/Prob 

ROGERS THOMAS 

Rogers Thomas Tenured 

ROMERO DAWN Temp/Prob 

ROMERO DAWN Temp/Prob 

ROMERO DAWN T 

ROMERO DAWN T 

ROWAN II MICHAEL Temp/Prob 

ROWAN II MICHAEL Temp/Prob 

ROWAN II MICHAEL T 

ROWAN II MICHAEL T 

Rowan II Michael Tenured 
RUIZ ERIN T 

RUIZ ERIN 

RUIZ SOCORRO Temp/Prob 

RUIZ SOCORRO Temp/Prob 

RUIZ SOCORRO 

Ruiz Socorro Tenured 

3/27 /2015 8:58 AM 

Oceanside USO - Permanent Certificated Instructional Employees (CIE) <10 yrs Tenure 

Stull Act Program Hrs, FY 1997-98 through FY 2007-08 (Every Other Year Evaluation) 

Job Title Obsl I Obs2 I Summative Eval Work Location Fiscal Year 

Teacher - LH SOC x Jefferson MS 2004-05 

Teacher - LH soc x Jefferson MS 2006-07 

Teacher x Pacifica Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x Nichols Elem 2002-03 

Teacher x Nichols Elem 2005-06 

Teacher x El Camino High 2001-02 

Teacher x El Camino High 2002-03 

Teacher x x Oceanside High 2004-05 

Teacher x x Oceanside HS 2006-07 

Teacher x Jefferson Middle 2000-01 

Teacher x Jefferson Middle 2001-02 

Teacher x Jefferson Middle 2003-04 

Teacher x Jefferson Middle 2005-06 

ROP Teacher x El Camino HS 2000-01 

ROPTeacher x El Camino HS 2001-02 

ROP Teacher x El Camino HS 2003-04 

ROPTeacher x El Camino HS 2005-06 

Teacher x Ivey Ranch Elem 1999-00 

Teacher x Ivey Ranch Elem 2000-01 

Teacher x Ivey Ranch Elem 2002-03 

Teacher x Oceanside High 2001-02 

Teacher x Oceanside High 2002-03 

Teacher x Oceanside High 2003-04 

Teacher x Oceanside HS 2006-07 

Teacher x Palmquist Elem 2004-0S 

Teacher x Nichols Elem 200S-06 

Teacher x Palmquist Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x Palmquist Elem 2002-03 

Teacher Ivey Ranch Elem School 2005-06 

Teacher x Ivey Ranch Elem School 2000-01 

Teacher x Ivey Ranch Elem School 2001-02 

Teacher Ivey Ranch Elem School 2003-04 

Teacher x El Camino HS 2004-0S 

Teacher x El Camino HS 2005-06 

Teacher El Camino High 2002-03 

Teacher El Camino High 2003-04 

Teacher El Camino High 2005-06 

Teacher Del Rio Elem 1999-00 

Teacher x Del Rio Elem 2002-03 

Teacher Del Rio Elem 2004-05 

Teacher Lincoln Middle 2001-02 

Teacher x Lincoln Middle 2002-03 

Teacher Lincoln Middle 2004-05 

Teacher x Oceanside HS 2006-07 

Teacher Jefferson MS 2000-01 

Teacher Jefferson MS 2001-02 

Teacher x Lincoln Middle 2003-04 

Teacher Lincoln Middle 200S-06 

Teacher x North Terrace Elem 1999-00 

Teacher x North Terrace Elem 2000-01 

Teacher North Terrace Elem 2002-03 

Teacher North Terrace Elem 2004-05 

Teacher x Santa Margarita Elem School 2006-07 

Teacher x North Terrace Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x King Middle 2002-03 

Teacher x El Camino High 2001-02 

Teacher x El Camino High 2002-03 

Teacher x El Camino High 2004-05 

Teacher x El Camino HS 2006-07 
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Evaluator Grade Level 
W.Cocita MSSpEd 

D.Coleman MSSpEd 

C. Sanders Kinder 
J.lman 1st 

J.lman 1st 
R. Briggs H5Math 

R. Briggs HS Math 

K. Marquardt HS Math 

C.Mora HS Math 

F. Degado MS Lang Arts 

E.S. Bessant 6th 

w .. Cocita 6th 

W.Cocita MS Lang Arts 

R. Briggs HS 

G. Thornton HS 

F. Delgado HS 

D. Daris HS 

J.lman 1st 

J.lman 1st 

F. Wilson Kinder 

K. Marquardt HS 

K. Marquardt HS 

C.Mora HS 

E. Frazier HS 

S.Morr 1st 
J.lman 4th 

S.Morr K 

S.Morr 1st 

F.Wilson 1st 

J.lman 1st 

J.lman 1st 

F. Wilson 1st 
D. Daris HS Math 

D. Daris HS Math 

R.Briggs HS Sci 

F. Delgado HS Sci 

L. Sanchez HS Sci 

l. Graziola Elem 

P. Morgan Sth 

P. Morgan 5th 

B.Kolb MS 

R. Mueller MS Math 

J. Schmidt MS Math 

E. Frazier HS Math 

D. Daris MSPE 

D. Daris MSPE 

B. Kolb MSPE 

J. Schmidt MSPE 

B.Rowe 

B. Rowe K/1st 

B. Rowe K/lst 

B. Rowe K/1st 

P. Kurtz 2nd/3rd 

R. Rowe 4th 

M. Munden 6th 

R. Briggs HS 

R. Briggs HS 

E.S. Bessant HS 

D. Daris HS 
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Lname Fname Tenure Status 
SAAVEDRA MARLENA Temp/Prob 

SAAVEDRA MARLENA Temp/Prob 

SAAVEDRA MARLENA T 
Saavedra Marlena Tenured 

Sacos·Francis Julie Tenured 

SALMON BLAIR Temp/Prob 

SALMON BLAIR Temp/Prob 

SALMON BLAIR T 

SALMON BLAIR T 

SALMON BLAIR T 

Salmon Blair Tenured 

SANCHEZ SALVADOR Temp/Prob 

SANCHEZ SALVADOR Temp/Prob 

SANCHEZ SALVADOR T 

SANCHEZ SALVADOR T 

SANCHEZ SALVADOR T 

Sanders Xylena Tenured 

Sanders Xylena Tenured 

SAUNDERS, JR Temp/Prob 

SAUNDERS, JR Temp/Prob 

SAUNDERS, JR R 
SAUNDERS, JR R T 

SCHWARTZ JONATHAN Temp/Prob 

SCHWARTZ JONATHAN Temp/Prob 

SCHWARTZ JONATHAN T 
SCHWARTZ JONATHAN T 

Rockdale (SCOTT) KRISTY Temp/Prob 

Rockdale (SCOTT) KRISTY Temp/Prob 

Rockdale (SCOTT) KRISTY T 

Rockdale (SCOTT) KRISTY T 

scan MARLENE Temp/Prob 

scan MARLENE Temp/Prob 

scan MARLENE T 

scan MARLENE T 

Sellers Peggy Tenured 

Seiters Peggy Tenured 

SHANAHAN (Young) LAURA Temp/Prob 

SHANAHAN (Young) LAURA Temp/Prob 

SHANAHAN (Young) LAURA T 

SHAW HOLLY T 

SHAW HOLLY T 

SHAW HOLLY T 

SHAW HOLLY T 

SHAW HOLLY T 

SHIRLEY COLLEEN Temp/Prob 

SHIRLEY COLLEEN Temp/Prob 

SHIRLEY COLLEEN T 

SHORTMAN LESLEY Temp/Prob 

SHORTMAN LESLEY Temp/Prob 

SHORTMAN LESLEY T 
Shortman Lesley Tenured 

Sifuentes Therese Tenured 

Sifuentes Therese Tenured 

SIFUENTES THERESE T 

SIMMONS BRENDA Temp/Prob 

SIMMONS BRENDA Temp/Prob 

SIMMONS BRENDA T 

SIMMONS DOUGLAS T 

SIMMONS DOUGLAS T 

3/27 /2015 8:58 AM 

Oceanside USD - Permanent Certificated Instructional Employees (CIE) <10 yrs Tenure 

Stull Act Program Hrs, FY 1997-98 through FY 2007-08 (Every Other Year Evaluation) 

Job Title Obsl I Obs2 I Summative fval Work Location Fiscal Year 
Teacher x Del Rio Elem 2000-01 

Teacher x Del Rio Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x Del Rio Elem 2004-05 

Teacher x Del Rio Elem School 2006-07 

Teacher· LH SOC x Jefferson MS 2005-06 

Teacher x San Luis Rey Elem 1998-99 

Teacher x San Luis Rey Elem 1999-00 

Teacher x San Luis Rey Elem 2000-01 

Teacher x San Luis Rey Elem 2002-03 

Teacher x San Luis Rey Elem 2004-05 

Teacher x San Luis Rey Elem School 2006-07 

Teacher x San Luis Rey Elem 1998-99 

Teacher x San Luis Rey Elem 1999-00 

Teacher x San Luis Rey Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x San Luis Rey Elem 2003-04 

Teacher x San Luis Rey Elem 2005-06 

Resource Specialist x King MS 2004-05 

Resource Specialist x King MS 2005-06 

Teacher x Santa Margarita Elem 2000-01 

Teacher x Santa Margarita Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x Santa Margarita Elem 2003-04 

Teacher x Santa Margarita Elem 2005-06 

Teacher x Santa Margarita Elem 2000-01 

Teacher x Santa Margarita Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x Santa Margarita Elem 2003-04 

Teacher x Santa Margarita Elem 2005-06 

Teacher x Ivey Ranch Elem 2000-01 

Teacher x Ivey Ranch Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x Ivey Ranch Elem 2003-04 

Teacher x Ivey Ranch Elem 2005-06 

Teacher x Santa Margarita Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x Nichols Elem 2002-03 

Teacher x Nichols Elem 2003-04 

Teacher x Nichols Elem 2005-06 

Teacher x El Camino HS 2004-05 

Teacher x El Camino HS 2005-06 

Teacher x El Camino High 2001-02 

Teacher x El Camino High 2002-03 

Teacher x El Camino High 2004-05 

Teacher x McAuliffe Elem 1997-98 

Teacher x McAuliffe Elem 2000-01 

Teacher x McAuliffe Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x McAuliffe Elem 2003-04 

Teacher x Mission Elem 2005-06 

Teacher x King Middle 2001-02 

Teacher x King Middle 2002-03 

Teacher x King Middle 2003-04 

Teacher x El Camino High 2001-02 

Teacher x El Camino High 2002-03 

Teacher x El Camino High 2004-05 

Teacher x El Camino HS 2006-07 

Teacher x Pacifica Elem 2000-01 

Teacher x Pacifica Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x Pacifica Elem 2003-04 

Teacher - SH x Garrison Elem 2002-03 

Teacher- SH x Garrison Elem 2004-05 

Teacher-SH x Garrison Elem 2005-06 

Teacher x Jefferson Middle 2001-02 

Teacher x Jefferson Middle 2003-04 
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Evaluator Grade Level 
P. Morgan Elem 
P. Morgan 2nd 

P. Morgan 3rd 

P.Morgan lst 

L. Philyaw MSSpEd 

M. Munden lst 

M.Munden lst 

M. Munden lst 

P. Thompson lst 

P. Thompson 1st 

P. Thompson 1st 

1st 

M.Munden 1st 

M. Munden 1st 

P. Thompson Kinder 

P. Thompson 4th 

D. Shreves MSSpEd 

C. Turner MSSpEd 

F. Gomez 4th/5th 

F.Gomez ElemSpEd 

F.Gomez Elem 

P. Kurtz 3rd 
F.Gomez lst 

F.Gomez Elem 

F.Gomez Elem 

P. Kurtz 2nd 

J.lman lst 

J.lman lst 

F.Wilson lst 

F.Wilson lst 

F.Gomez Elem 

J.lman lst 

J.lman lst 

J.lman 3rd 

0. Daris HS Math 

O. Daris HS Math 

G. Thornton HS Eng 

G. Thornton HS Eng 

0. Daris HS Eng 

C. Motes 4th 

C. Motes Kinder 

M. Gleisberg Kinder 

M. Gleisberg lst 

T. McAteer 3rd 
D. Shreves 6th 

F. Balanon 6th 

M.Munden 7th 

G. Thornton HS Eng 

G. Thornton HS Eng 

O.Oaris HS Eng 

l. Sanchez HS Eng 

C. Sanders 5th/6th 

C. Sanders 6th 

C. Sanders Kinder 

M.Oliver Elem SpEd 

M.Oliver ElemSpEd 

M.Oliver ElemSpEd 

E.S. Bessant 7th 

W.Cocita MS Math 
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Lname Fname Tenure Status 

Simmons Douglas Tenured 
SINCLAIR SAMANTHA T 

SINCLAIR (Stevens-Allen) SAMANTHA T 

Sisson (Sporl) Ellie Tenured 
Sisson (Sperl) Ellie Tenured 

Sisson (Sporl) Ellie Tenured 
SKINNER BEVERLY Temp/Prob 

SKINNER BEVERLY Temp/Prob 

SKINNER BEVERLY T 

SKINNER BEVERLY T 
SLASOR JANELLE Temp/Prob 

SLASOR JANELLE Temp/Prob 

SLASOR JANELLE T 
SLASOR JANELLE T 
SLASOR JANELLE T 
Slater Linda Tenured 

Sleiman-Stearman Zein Tenured 

Sleiman-Stearman Zein Tenured 

SMITH MATTHEW Temp/Prob 

SMITH MATIHEW Temp/Prob 

SMITH MATTHEW T 

SMITH MATIHEW T 

SOTO JOSE T 

SOTO JOSE T 

SOTO JOSE T 

SOTO JOSE T 

Soto Jose Tenured 

SPENCER DANA Temp/Prob 

SPENCER DANA Temp/Prob 

SPENCER DANA T 

Spencer Dana Tenured 

Spooner Marguerite Tenured 

Spooner Marguerite Tenured 

Spooner Marguerite Tenured 

Stafford Kortni Tenured 

Stafford Kortni Tenured 

Stanford (Clark) JANNA Temp/Prob 

Stanford {Clark) JANNA Temp/Prob 

Stanford (Clark) JANNA T 

Stanford (Clark) JANNA T 

Stein (PODOLSKY) JESSICA T 

Stein (PODOLSKY) JESSICA T 

Stein (PODOLSKY) JESSICA T 

Stein (Podolsky) Jessica Tenured 

Steiner Patricia Tenured 

Steiner Patricia Tenured 

STEPHENS DAVID Temp/Prob 

STEPHENS DAVID Temp/Prob 

STEPHENS DAVID T 

STEPHENS DAVID T 

STEPHENS DAVID T 

STICKLES MARTHA Temp/Prob 

STICKLES MARTHA Temp/Prob 

STICKLES MARTHA T 

Stickles Martha Tenured 

Stone Dulce Tenured 

Stone Dulce Tenured 

Stone Dulce Tenured 
STONE JONATHAN Temp/Prob 

3/27/2015 8:58 AM 

Oceanside USO - Permanent Certificated Instructional Employees (CIE) <10 yrs Tenure 

Stull Act Program Hrs, FY 1997-98 through FY 2007-08 (Every Other Year Evaluation) 

Job Title Obs1 I Obs2 I Summatlve Eval Work Location Fiscal Year 

Teacher x Jefferson Middle 2005-06 

Teacher x King Middle 1999-00 

Teacher x King Middle 2001-02 

Teacher x Ditmar 2003-04 

Teacher x Ivey Ranch Elem School 2004-05 

Teacher x Ivey Ranch Elem School 2006-07 

Teacher x King Middle 2001-02 

Teacher x King Middle 2002-03 

Teacher x King Middle 2003-04 

Teacher x King Middle 200S-06 

Resource Specialist x Jefferson MS 1998-99 

Resource Specialist x Jefferson MS 1999-00 

Resource Specialist x Jefferson MS 2001-02 

Resource Specialist King Middle 2003-04 

Resource Specialist King Middle 200S-06 

Teacher - SH x Oceanside HS 2006-07 

Teacher El Camino HS 2000-01 

Teacher El camino HS 2006-07 

Teacher Jefferson Middle 1998-99 

Teacher Jefferson Middle 1999-00 

Teacher Jefferson Middle 2001-02 

Teacher Jefferson Middle 2003-04 

Resource Specialist x Del Rio Elem 1998-99 

Resource Specialist Del Rio Elem 2000-01 

Resource Specialist Del Rio Elem 2002-03 

Resource Specialist Del Rio Elem 2004-05 

Resource Specialist Del Rio Elem School 2006-07 

Teacher x Mission Elem 2000-01 

Teacher Mission Elem 2001-02 

Teacher Mission Elem 2003-04 

Teacher King MS 2006-07 

Teacher Clair W. Burgener Academy 2004-05 

Teacher Mission 2005-06 

Teacher Clair W. Burgener Academy 2006-07 

Teacher Oceanside HS 2004-05 

Teacher x Jefferson MS 2005-06 

Teacher San Luis Rey Elem 2000-01 

Teacher San Luis Rey Elem 2001-02 

Teacher San Luis Rey Elem 2003-04 

Teacher San Luis Rey Elem 2005-06 

Teacher Lincoln Middle 2000-01 

Teacher x Lincoln Middle 2001-02 

Teacher Lincoln Middle 2003-04 

Teacher x Lincoln MS 200S-06 

Teacher x El Camino HS 200S-06 

Teacher x El Camino HS 2006-07 

Teacher x Clair W. Burgener Academy 1998-99 

Teacher x Stuart Mesa Elem 1999-00 

Teacher x Stuart Mesa Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x Stuart Mesa Elem 2003-04 

Resource Teacher- SBRT x OitmarElem 2005-06 

Teacher x· Laurel Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x Mission Elem 2002-03 

Teacher x Mission Elem 2004-05 

Teacher Mission Elem School 2006-07 

Resource Specialist Pacifica Elem School 2003-04 

Resource Specialist Pacifica Elem School 2004-0S 

Resource Specialist Pacifica Elem School 2006-07 

Teacher Pacifica Elem School 2000-01 
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Evaluator Grade Level 
L. Philyaw 7th 

E. Galvan MS 

R. Clendening MS 

Tim Turner 3rd 

F. Wilson 4th/5th 

J. Johnson 3rd 

O.Shreves MS 

D.Shreves MS 

M.Munden MS 

0. Shreves MS 

F. Delgado MSSpEd 

F. Delgado MSSpEd 

O.Oaris MSSpEd 

D. Shreves MSSpEd 

D. Shreves MSSpEd 

J. Poumele HSSpEd 

E.Walters HS Eng 

D. Daris HS Eng 

D. Daris 8th 

D. Daris MS 

F. Delgado MS Lang Arts 

W.Cocita MS Lang Arts 

P. Morgan Elem SpEd 

P. Morgan ElemSpEd 

P. Morgan Elem SpEd 

P. Morgan Elem SpEd 

P. Morgan Elem SpEd 

R. Gibson 2nd 

R. Gibson 2nd 

R.Gibson 5th 

B. Rowe 6th 

E.S. Bessant Various 

T. McAteer Sth 

E.S. Bessant Various 
K. Marquardt HS Biology 

W.Cocita MS Science 

M. Munden 3rd 

M. Munden 3rd 

P. Thompson 3rd 

P. Thompson 3rd 

P. Sames MS Math 

B. Kolb MS Math 

J. SChmidt MS 

J. SChmidt 7th/8th 

L. Sanchez HSS.S. 

R. Nelson HSS.S. 

L. Goldstein various 

B.Kolb Elem 

T. McAteer Elem 

T. McAteer Sth 

F. Balanon Elem 

L. Ibarra 4th 

R. Gibson 3rd 

R.Gibson 4th 

R.Gibson 4th 

C. Sanders Elem. SpEd 

C. Sanders Elem. SpEd 

P. Morgan Elem. SpEd 

C. Sanders 2nd/3rd 
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Lname Fname Tenure Status 

STONE JONATHAN Temp/Prob 

STONE JONATHAN T 

STONE JONATHAN T 

Stone Jonathan Tenured 

Stone (Tuft) Catrina Temp/Prob 

Stone (Tuft) Catrina Temp/Prob 

Stone (Tuft) Catrina Tenured 

Stone (Tuft) Catrina Tenured 

Stone (Van der Molen) MELANIE Temp/Prob 

Stone (Van der Molen) MELANIE Temp/Prob 

Stone (Van der Molen) MELANIE T 

Stone (Van der Molen) MELANIE 

Stone (Van der Molen) MELANIE T 

Story Mark Tenured 

Story Mark Tenured 

STRATHMAN SHARON Temp/Prob 

STRATHMAN SHARON Temp/Prob 

STRATHMAN SHARON T 

STRATHMAN SHARON T 
STRAUSE HENRY T 
STRAUSE HENRY T 
STRAUSE HENRY T 

STRUVE (Drane) MARY Temp/Prob 

STRUVE (Drane) MARY Temp/Prob 

STRUVE (Drane) MARY T 

STRUVE (Drane) MARY T 

Sturgeon (Dennis) Erin Tenured 

SWANSON SHERRY T 

SWANSON SHERRY T 

SWARTZ CATHI Temp/Prob 

SWARTZ CATHI Temp/Prob 

SWARTZ CATHI T 

SWARTZ CATHI T 

Swartz Cathi Tenured 

SWEENEY MOYA Temp/Prob 

SWEENEY MOYA Temp/Prob 

SWEENEY MOYA T 

SWEENEY MOYA 

Tatiana Michael Tenured 

Taliana Michael Tenured 

Tatiana Michael Tenured 

Taliana Michael Tenured 

TARGHETTA CARRIE 

TARGHETTA CARRIE T 

TARGHETTA CARRIE 

Targhetta Carrie Tenured 

THIBODEAUX JOSHUA Temp/Prob 

THIBODEAUX JOSHUA Temp/Prob 

THIBODEAUX JOSHUA 

Thibodeaux Joshua Tenured 

THIELEN KARYN Temp/Prob 

THIELEN KARYN Temp/Prob 

THIELEN KARYN T 

THIELEN KARYN T 

THOMPSON DAVID T 

THOMPSON DAVID T 

THOMPSON DAVID T 

Thompson David Tenured 

Thompson Kevin Tenured 

3/27 /2015 8:58 AM 

Oceanside USO - Permanent Certificated Instructional Employees {CIE) <10 yrs Tenure 

Stull Act Program Hrs, FY 1997-98 through FY 2007-08 (Every Other Year Evaluation) 

Job Title Obsl I Obs2 I Summatlve Eval Work Location Fiscal Year 

Teacher x Pacifica Elem school 2001-02 

Teacher x Ivey Ranch Elem 2002-03 

Teacher x Ivey Ranch Elem 2004-05 

Teacher x Ivey Ranch Elem SChool 2006-07 

Teacher x King Middle 2003-04 

Teacher x King Middle 2004-05 

Teacher x King Middle 2005-06 

Teacher King MS 2006-07 

Teacher x Laurel Elem 2000-01 

Teacher Laurel Elem 2001-02 

Teacher Laurel Elem 2002-03 

Teacher San Luis Rey Elem 2003-04 

Teacher x Laurel Elem 2004-05 

Teacher - LH SOC x Lincoln MS 2006-07 

Teacher - LH SOC x Lincoln MS 2007-08 

Teacher x Libby Elem 2000-01 

Teacher x Libby Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x Libby Elem 2003-04 

Teacher x Jefferson Middle 2005-06 

Teacher x El Camino High 2001-02 

Teacher x El Camino High 2003-04 

Teacher x El Camino High 2004-05 

Teacher x San Luis Rey Elem 2000-01 

Teacher x San Luis Rey Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x San Luis Rey Elem 2003-04 

Teacher x San Luis Rey Elem 2005-06 

Teacher-SH King MS 2005-06 

Teacher x Oceanside High 2003-04 

Teacher x Oceanside High 2005-06 

Teacher King MS 2000-01 

Teacher Stuart Mesa Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x Santa Margarita Elem 2002-03 

Teacher Santa Margarita Elem 2004-05 

Teacher Santa Margarita Elem School 2006-07 

Teacher Laurel Elem 2001-02 

Teacher Jefferson MS 2002-03 

Teacher Mission Elem 2003-04 

Teacher x Mission Elem 2004-05 

Teacher Jefferson MS 2002-03 

Teacher Reynolds Elem 2003-04 

Teacher Clair W. Burgener Academy 2004-05 

Teacher Lincoln MS 200S-06 

Teacher El Camino High 2001-02 

Teacher El Camino High 2002-03 

Teacher El Camino High 2004-05 

Teacher El Camino HS 2006-07 

Teacher Oceanside High 2002-03 

Teacher Oceanside High 2003-04 

Teacher Oceanside High 2004-05 

Teacher El Camino HS 2006-07 

Teacher Del Rio Elem 1999-00 

Teacher Del Rio Elem 2000-01 

Teacher x Del Rio Elem 2002-03 

Teacher Del Rio Elem 2004-0S 

Teacher - LH SOC El Camino High 2000-01 

Teacher - LH SOC x El Camino High 2002-03 

Teacher - LH SOC x El Camino High 2004-05 

Teacher- LH SOC x El Camino HS 2006-07 

Teacher x El Camino HS 2005-06 
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Evaluator Grade Level 
C. Sanders 3rd 

F. Wilson 4th/5th 

F.Wilson 4th/5th 

J. Johnson 4th 

M. Munden 8th Lang Arts 

M.Munden 8th Lang Arts 

D. Shreves 8th Lang Arts 

C. Turner 8th Lang Arts 

K. Marquardt 1st 

L. Ibarra 1st 

L. Ibarra 1st 

P. Thompson 

K. Obrwt 1st/2nd 

J.Schmidt MSSpEd 

R. Mueller MSSpEd 

E. Szielenski 1st 

B. Johnson 1st 

B.Johnson 5th 

W.Cocita MSSCience 

R. Nelson HS Art 

R. Nelson HS Art 

R. Nelson HS Art 

M. Munden 4th 

M. Munden 4th 

P. Thompson 4th 

P. Thompson 4th 

D. Shreves MSSpEd 

J.Walters 9th Eng 

J. Stephens 12th Eng 

E. Galvan MSSpEd 

T. McAteer Elem 

F. Gomez 2nd 

F. Gomez 4th 

P. Kurtz 2nd 

L.lbarra 6th 

F. Delgado ELO 
R.Gibson 4th 

F. Balanon 5th 

D. Daris MS Math 

L. Graziola 3rd 

E.S. Bessant Alg 

J. Schmidt 8thAlg 

G. Thornton HS Eng 

G. Thornton HS Eng 

D. Daris HS Eng 

L. Sanchez HS Eng 

K. Marquardt HS Math 

K. Marquardt HS Math 

C.Mora HS Math 

D. Legg HS Math 

P. Morgan 2nd 

P. Morgan 3rd 

P. Morgan 3rd 

P. Morgan 4th 

E. Walters HSSpEd 

R. Nelson HSSpEd 

R. Nelson HS SpEd 

R. Nelson HS SpEd 

L. Sanchez HSS.S. 
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Lname Fname Tenure Status 
THOMPSON ORLANDO T 

THOMPSON ORLANDO T 

THOMPSON ORLANDO T 

Thompson Orlando Tenured 

THORNBURY TERESA Temp/Prob 

THORNBURY TERESA Temp/Prob 

THORNBURY TERESA 

Torrez Cynthia Tenured 
TRAUGH STEVEN Temp/Prob 

TRAUGH STEVEN Temp/Prob 

TRAUGH STEVEN T 
TRAUGH STEVEN T 

TR ELEASE RENEE Temp/Prob 

TRELEASE RENEE Temp/Prob 

TRELEASE RENEE T 

Trelease Renee Tenured 
TURNER JOHNNY Temp/Prob 

TURNER JOHNNY Temp/Prob 

TURNER JOHNNY T 
Turner Johnny Tenured 

Vallete Teresa Tenured 

VAN DIEPEN LEA Temp/Prob 

VAN DIEPEN LEA Temp/Prob 

VAN DIEPEN LEA 

VAN DIEPEN LEA T 

Van Diepen Lea Tenured 

VANHOOSER MALINDA T 

VANHOOSER MALINDA T 

VANHOOSER MALINDA T 

Vanhooser Malinda Tenured 
Vico (RUBEN) !RENE Temp/Prob 
Vico (RUBEN) !RENE Temp/Prob 

Vico (RUBEN) !RENE T 

Vico (RUBEN) !RENE T 

Vico (Ruben) Irene Tenured 

Villalpando (Robertson) JENNIFER T 

Villalpando (Robertson) JENNIFER T 

Villalpando (Robertson) Jennifer Tenured 

VOGEL JEFFREY T 

VOGEL JEFFREY T 

VOGEL JEFFREY T 

Vogel Jeffrey Tenured 

VOGEL REBECCA T 

VOGEL REBECCA T 

Vogel Rebecca Tenured 

VORIS REBECCA T 

VORIS REBECCA T 

VORIS THOMAS T 
VORIS THOMAS T 

VORIS THOMAS T 

Voris Thomas Tenured 

WAGGETI,JR DONALD Temp/Prob 

WAGGETI,JR DONALD Temp/Prob 

WAGGETI,JR DONALD T 
WAGGETI,JR DONALD T 

WAGGETI,JR DONALD T 

Waggett, Jr Donald Tenured 

WAGNER CLAUDIA T 

WAGNER CLAUDIA T 

3/27/201S 8:S8 AM 

Oceanside USD - Permanent Certificated Instructional Employees (CIE) <10 yrs Tenure 

Stull Act Program Hrs, FY 1997-98 through FY 2007-08 (Every Other Year Evaluation) 

Job Title Obsl I Obs2 I Summatlve Eval Work Location Fiscal Year 

Teacher x Jefferson MS 1998-99 

Teacher x Clair W. Burgener Academy 2002-03 

Teacher x x Clair W. Burgener Academy 2004-05 

Teacher Clair W. Burgener Academy 2006-07 

Teacher x Oceanside HS 2002-03 

Teacher Oceanside HS 2003-04 

Teacher Oceanside High 200S-06 

Resource Specialist King MS 2006-07 

Teacher North Terrace Elem School 1999-00 

Teacher Libby 2000-01 

Teacher Libby 2002-03 

Teacher x Jefferson Middle 2004-05 

Teacher Palmquist Elem 1999-00 

Teacher x Palmquist Elem 2000-01 

Teacher Palmquist Elem 2004-05 

Teacher x Palmquist Elem School 2006-07 

Teacher Reynolds Elem 2000-01 

Teacher x Reynolds Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x Reynolds Elem 2003-04 

Teacher x Reynolds Elem School 2005-06 

Teacher- LH SOC x El Camino HS 2006-07 

Teacher x Pacifica Elem 1999-00 

Teacher x Pacifica Elem 2000-01 

Teacher x Pacifica Elem 2002-03 

Teacher x Pacifica Elem 2004-05 

Teacher x Pacifica Elem School 2006-07 

Resource Specialist x El Camino High 2000-01 

Resource Specialist x El Camino High 2002-03 

Resource Specialist x El Camino High 2004-05 

Resource Specialist x El Camino HS 2006-07 

Teacher x Jefferson Middle 1999-00 

Teacher x Jefferson Middle 2000-01 

Teacher x Jefferson Middle 2002-03 

Teacher x x Jefferson Middle 2004-05 

SBRT Resource Teacher x North Terrace Elem School 2006-07 

Teacher x Clair W. Burgener Academy 2002-03 

Teacher x x Jefferson Middle 2004-05 

Teacher x x Jefferson MS 2006-07 

Teacher x Clair W. Burgener Academy 2000-01 

Teacher x Clair W. Burgener Academy 2002-03 

Teacher x Oceanside High 2004-05 

Teacher x x Oceanside HS 2006-07 

Teacher x Nichols Elem School 2002-03 

Teacher x Nichols Elem School 2004-05 

Teacher Nichols Elem School 2006-07 

Teacher Reynolds Elem 2003-04 

Teacher x Reynolds Elem 2005-06 

Teacher Clair W. Burgener Academy 2001-02 

Teacher Clair W. Burgener Academy 2002-03 

Teacher El Camino High 2004-05 

Teacher x El Camino HS 2006-07 

Teacher King MS 1999-00 

Teacher King MS 2000-01 

Teacher King MS 2002-03 

Teacher x Oceanside High 2003-04 

Teacher x Oceanside High 2004-05 

Teacher x Oceanside HS 2006-07 

Teacher x Oceanside HS 2001-02 

Teacher x Jefferson Middle 2005-06 
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Evaluator Grade Level 
L. Goldstein MS 

J. Shirley TOSA 

E. S. Bessant Math 

E. S. Bessant Math 

K. Marquardt HS Math 

K. Marquardt HS Math 

L. Philyaw HS Math 

B. Rowe MSSpEd 

B.Rowe Music 

E. Szielenski Music 

B.Johnson Music 
D.Daris Music 

J. Assman 1st 

S. Morr K/1st 

5. Morr 1st 

S.Morr 1st 

LHess 1st 

P. Thompson 5th 

L Graziola 5th 

L Graziola 5th 

0. Daris HS SpEd 

P. Traynor 2nd 

C. Sanders 2nd 

c. Sanders 2nd 

C. Sanders 2nd 

P. Morgan 2nd 

E. Walters HS SpEd 

R. Nelson HSSpEd 

R. Nelson HSSpEd 

O.Oaris HSSpEd 

F. Delgado MS Lang Arts 

F. Delgado MS Lang Arts 
D.Oaris MS Lang Arts 

O.Coleman MS 

B. Wilcox ElemSBRT 

J. Shirley Various 

W.Cocita MS Lang Arts 
W.Cocita MS Lang Arts 

J. Shirley Various 

J. Shirley Various 

K.Obrzut HS Eng 

J.Poumele HS Eng 

J.lman 4th 

J.lman 4th 

J.lman 5th 

LGraziola 

l.Graziola 

J. Shirley Various 

J. Shirley Various 

E. S. Bessant HS S.S. 

D. Legg HS S.S. 

R. Clendening MS Math 

E. Galvan MS Math 

M. Munden MS Math 

K. Marquardt HS Math 

R. Mueller HS Math 

E. Frazier HS Math 

K. Marquardt HS Math 

L. Philyaw MS Math 
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Lname Fname Tenure Status 

WAGNER DAVID T 
WAGNER DAVID T 

WAGNER DAVID T 

Wagner David Tenured 
WALKER ANDREA Temp/Prob 

WALKER ANDREA Temp/Prob 

WALKER ANDREA T 

WALKER ANDREA T 

WALKER ANDREA T 

WALSH MICHAEL Temp/Prob 

WALSH MICHAEL Temp/Prob 

WALSH MICHAEL T 

Watts Sylvia Tenured 

Watts Sylvia Tenured 
WEBB (Strom-Zigler) DARCY Temp/Prob 

WEBB (Strom-Zigler) DARCY Temp/Prob 

WEBB (Strom-Zigler) DARCY T 
WEBB (Strom-Zigler) DARCY 

WEBB (Strom-Zigler) MARK T 

WEBB (Strom-Zigler) MARK T 

WEBB (Strom-Zigler) MARK T 

WEBB (Strom-Zigler) MARK T 

WEICKGENANT MARY Temp/Prob 

WEICKGENANT MARY Temp/Prob 

WEICKGENANT MARY T 

WEICKGENANT MARY T 

WERTS SHEREEN Temp/Prob 
WERTS SHEREEN Temp/Prob 

WEST DARLENE T 

WEST DARLENE T 

WEST SERINA T 

WEST SERINA T 

WEST SERINA T 

West Serina Tenured 

Whalen (WALTON) CASEY Temp/Prob 

Whalen (WALTON) CASEY Temp/Prob 

Whalen (WALTON) CASEY 

Whalen (Walton) Casey Tenured 

WIELAND PATRICIA Temp/Prob 

WIELAND PATRIOA Temp/Prob 

WILHOVSKY ERIK Temp/Prob 

WILHOVSKY ERIK Temp/Prob 

WILHOVSKY ERIK 

Wilhovsky Erik Tenured 

WILKINS DONNA Temp/Prob 

WILKINS DONNA Temp/Prob 

WILKINS DONNA T 

Wilkins Donna Tenured 
WILLIAMS ALLEN Temp/Prob 

WILLIAMS ALLEN Temp/Prob 

WILLIAMS ALLEN T 
Williams Allen Tenured 

WILLIAMS BARBARA T 

WILLIAMS BARBARA T 
WILLIAMS BARBARA 

WILLIAMS CHERYL Temp/Prob 

WILLIAMS CHERYL Temp/Prob 

WILLIAMS CHERYL T 

Williams Cheryl Tenured 

3/27 /201S 8:58 AM 

Oceanside USD - Permanent Certificated Instructional Employees (CIE) <10 yrs Tenure 

Stull Act Program Hrs, FY 1997-98 through FY 2007-08 (Every Other Year Evaluation) 

Job Title Obsl I Obs2 I Summatlve Eval Work Location Fiscal Year 
Teacher x Oceanside High 1997-98 

Teacher Oceanside High 2000-01 

Teacher Oceanside High 2004-05 
Teacher x Oceanside HS 2006-07 
Teacher x South Oceanside Elem 1998-99 

Teacher x South Oceanside Elem 1999-00 
Teacher x South Oceanside Elem 2001-02 
Teacher x South Oceanside Elem 2003-04 

Teacher x South Oceanside Elem 2005-06 

Resource Specialist Nichols Elem 2002-03 

Resource Specialist Nichols Elem 2003-04 
Resource Specialist x Nichols Elem 2005-06 

Preschool Teacher x Del Rio Elem School 2003-04 

Preschool Teacher x Del Rio Elem School 2006-07 

Teacher x Pacifica Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x King Middle 2002-03 
Teacher x King Middle 2003-04 

Teacher King Middle 2005-06 

Teacher Pacifica Elem 2000-01 

Teacher Pacifica Elem 2001-02 

Teacher Pacifica Elem 2003-04 
Teacher x Pacifica Elem 2005-06 
Teacher x Jefferson Middle 2000-01 

Teacher x Jefferson Middle 2001-02 
Teacher Jefferson Middle 2003-04 

Teacher x Jefferson Middle 2005-06 

Teacher x Del Rio Elem 2000-01 
Teacher x Del Rio Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x Ocean Shores High 2001-02 

Teacher x Ocean Shores High 2002-03 

Teacher x Libby Elem 1999-00 
Teacher x Libby Elem 2002-03 

Teacher x Libby Elem 2004-05 

Teacher Libby Elem School 2006-07 

Teacher El Camino High 2001-02 

Teacher El Camino High 2002-03 

Teacher El Camino High 2004-05 
Teacher El Camino HS 2006-07 

Teacher Stuart Mesa Elem 2000-01 

Teacher Stuart Mesa Elem 2001-02 
Resource Specialist El Camino High 2001-02 

Resource Specialist x El Camino High 2002-03 

Resource Specialist x El Camino High 2004-05 

Teacher - ARC x El Camino HS 2006-07 

Teacher Santa Margarita Elem 2000-01 
Teacher x Santa Margarita Elem 2001-02 

Teacher x Santa Margarita Elem 2003-04 

SBRT Resource Teacher x Santa Margarita Elem School 2005-06 

Teacher El Camino High 2001-02 

Teacher x El Camino High 2002-03 

Teacher x El Camino High 2004-05 

Teacher - ARC x El Camino HS 2006-07 

Resource Specialist x San Luis Rey Elem 2001-02 
Resource Specialist x San Luis Rey Elem 2003-04 

Resource Specialist x San Luis Rey Elem 2004-05 

Teacher-SH x Santa Margarita Elem 2000-01 

Teacher-SH x Santa Margarita Elem 2001-02 
Teacher-SH x Stuart Mesa Elem 2003-04 
Teacher-SH x Stuart Mesa Elem School 2006-07 
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Evaluator Grade Level 

D. Daris HS 55. 
M. Gleisberg HS SS. 

C.Mora HS SS. 

K. Marquardt HS 55. 

L Hess 3rd 

J.Kastely 3rd 

T. Keane 3rd 

J.Reimer 3rd 
M.Oliver 6th 

J. Iman Elem SpEd 

J.lman Elem SpEd 

J. Iman ElemSpEd 

P. Morgan Pre-K 

P. Morgan Pre-K 

C. Sanders 5th 

M.Munden 6th 

D. Shreves 6th 

0. Shreves 6th 

C. Sanders 6th 

C. Sanders 3rd 

C. Sanders 3rd 

C. Sanders 1st 
F. Delgado MS Lang Arts 

E.S. Bessant MS Lang Arts 

W.Cocita MS 

L. Philyaw MS 

P. Morgan 3rd 

P. Morgan 3rd 

P.Cowman HS Eng 

P.Cowman HS Eng 

E. Szielenski 2nd 

8. Johnson 2nd 

B. Johnson 2nd 

B. Bronson 2nd 

V. Esquibel HS 

V. Esquibel HS 

E.S. Bessant HS 

R. Nelson HS 

B.Kolb Elem 

T. McAteer Elem 

R. Nelson HSSpEd 

R. Nelson HSSpEd 

R. Nelson HSSpEd 

D. Legg HSSpEd 

F.Gomez Elem 

F. Gomez Elem 

F.Gomez Elem 

P. Kurtz SBRT 

R. Briggs HS 

V. Esquibel HS 

E.S. Bessant HS ARC 

D. Legg HS ARC 

M.Munden Elem SpEd 

P. Thompson Elem SpEd 

P. Thompson Elem SpEd 

F. Gomez Elem 

F.Gomez Elem 

T. McAteer Elem SpEd 

R.Gibson Elem SpEd 
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Lname Fname Tenure Status 

WILLIAMS {Plttroff) ELISA Temp/Prob 
WILLIAMS (Pittroff) ELISA Temp/Prob 

WILLIAMS (Pittroff) ELISA T 

WILLSEY FRANK T 

WILLSEY FRANK T 

Windham Daniel Tenured 

Winn Kristy Tenured 

Winn Kristy Tenured 

Winters{Rasmussen) Holly HOLLY Temp/Prob 

Winters{Rasmussen) Holly HOLLY Temp/Prob 

Winters(Rasmussen) Holly HOLLY T 

WintersRasmussen) Holly Tenured 

Yan (Norlander) Joanne Temp/Prob 

Yan {Norlander) Joanne Temp/Prob 

Yan {Norlander) Joanne Tenured 

YA2EL DENNIS Temp/Prob 

YA2EL DENNIS Temp/Prob 

YA2EL DENNIS T 

YA2EL DENNIS T 

YEN DES DAVID Temp/Prob 

YEN DES DAVID Temp/Prob 

YEN DES DAVID T 

YEN DES DAVID T 

ZACK KATHRYN T 

ZACK KATHRYN T 

ZAVODNY NICOLE Temp/Prob 

ZAVODNY NICOLE Temp/Prob 

ZAVODNY NICOLE T 

Zavodny Nicole Tenured 

ZELEDON ANA Temp/Prob 

ZELEDON ANA Temp/Prob 

ZELEDON ANA T 

Zeledon Ana Tenured 

ZELUFF KAREN T 

Zeluff Karen Tenured 

Zendejas Kristin Tenured 

Zendejas Kristin Tenured 

ZIMNY H Temp/Prob 

ZIMNY H Temp/Prob 

ZIMNY H T 
ZIMNY H 

ZIVOTSKY ANN Temp/Prob 

ZIVOTSKY ANN Temp/Prob 

ZIVOTSKY ANN T 

ZIVOTSKY ANN T 

ZIVOTSKY ANN T 

3/27 /2015 8:58 AM 

Oceanside USD - Permanent Certificated Instructional Employees (CIE) <10 yrs Tenure 

Stull Act Program Hrs, FY 1997-98 through FY 2007-08 (Every Other Year Evaluation) 

Job Title Obsl I Obs2 I Summatlve Eval work Location Fiscal Year 

Teacher x King Middle 2001-02 

Teacher King Middle 2002-03 

Teacher King Middle 2003-04 

Teacher x Oceanside HS 2001-02 

Teacher x Oceanside HS 2002-03 

Teacher x El Camino HS 200S-06 

Resource Specialist x Palmquist Elem School 200S-06 

Resource Specialist x x Palmquist Elem School 2006-07 

Teacher x El Camino High 2001-02 

Teacher x El Camino High 2002-03 

Teacher x El Camino High 2004-0S 

Teacher x El Camino HS 2006-07 

Teacher x King Middle 2002-03 

Teacher x King Middle 2003-04 

Teacher x King MS 200S-06 

Teacher x Jefferson Middle 2000-01 

Teacher x Jefferson Middle 2001-02 

Teacher x Jefferson Middle 2003-04 

Teacher x Jefferson Middle 2005-06 

Teacher x El Camino High 2000-01 

Teacher x El Camino High 2001-02 

Teacher x El Camino High 2003-04 

Teacher x El Camino High 2005-06 

Teacher x Clair W. Burgener Academy 2001-02 

Teacher x Clair W. Burgener Academy 2002-03 

Teacher SE {ECE) x Garrison Elem 2000-01 

Teacher SE {ECE) x Garrison Elem 2001-02 

Teacher SE {ECE) x Garrison Elem 2004-0S 

Teacher SE {ECE) Garrison Elem School 2006-07 

Teacher· SH x Pacifica Elem 2002-03 

Teacher· SH x Del Rio Elem 2003-04 

Teacher· SH Del Rio Elem 2004-05 

PS Teacher· SH Del Rio Elem School 200S-06 

Teacher Ivey Ranch Elem 2004-05 

Teacher Ivey Ranch Elem School 2006-07 

Teacher x El Camino HS 2004-05 

Teacher El Camino HS 2005-06 

Teacher Lincoln Middle 2000-01 

Teacher x Lincoln Middle 2001-02 

Teacher x Lincoln Middle 2002-03 

Teacher x Lincoln Middle 200S-06 

Resource Teacher x Lincoln Middle 1998-99 

Resource Teacher x Lincoln Middle 1999-00 

Resource Teacher x Lincoln Middle 2001-02 

Resource Teacher x Lincoln Middle 2003-04 

Resource Teacher (SBRT) x Lincoln Middle 200S-06 
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Evaluator Grade Level 
F. Balanon MS Arts 

F. Balanon MS Arts 

D. Shreves MS Arts 

J.Walters HS 

J.Walters HS 

D. Daris HS Eng 

S.Morr Elem SpEd 

T. Keane/ S. Morr ElemSpEd 

V. Esquibel HS Spanish 
v. Esquibel HS Spanish 
ES. Bessant HS Spanish 

D. Legg HS Spanish 

M. Munden 7th Sci 

M.Munden 8th Sci 

D. Shreves 8th Sci 

D.Oaris MS Science 
F. Delgado MS Science 

WCocita MS Science 

W Cocita MS Science 

E.Walters HS 

G. Thornton HS 

R. Nelson HS 

D.Daris HS 

J. Shirley Various 

J. Shirley Various 

E.Council Pre·K 

E. Council Pre·K 
M.Oliver Pre·K 

M.Oliver Pre·K 

C. Sanders Pre·K 

P. Morgan Pre·K 
P. Morgan Pre·K 

P. Morgan Pre·K 

F.Wilson Kinder 

F.Wilson Kinder 

R. Nelson HS 

D. Legg HS 

P. Barnes 6th Core 

J. Schmidt MS 

J. Schmidt MS 

J. Schmidt MS 

P. Barnes 7th Sci 

J. Schmidt MS 

B. Kolb MS 

B.Kolb MS 

J. Schmidt MS 
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Howell, Kenneth 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Arthur M. Palkowitz <apalkowitz@sashlaw.com> 
Wednesday, December 24, 2014 12:53 PM 
Howell, Kenneth 

Cc: Spano, Jim 
Subject: RE: Oceanside-Stull Act 

Hi Ken, 

Thank you for your message. The District is closed until January 5, 2015. 
At that time I will respond to your questions. 

Thank you, 

Art 

From: KHowell@sco.ca.gov [mailto:KHowell@sco.ca.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, December 24, 2014 12:49 PM 
To: Arthur M. Palkowitz 
Cc: jspano@sco.ca.gov 
Subject: FW: Oceanside-Stull Act 

Art, 

I'm currently reviewing the attached document and I wanted to know if the file name is accurate. Namely, does this list 
exclude certificated instructional and non-instructional employees that have less than 10 years tenure? If so, the list 
would not represent the complete listing of certificated instructional and non-instructional employees that received 
evaluations for FY 1997-98 through FY 2004-05. 

Also, the list only mentions CIE (Certificated Instructional Employees) ... does this mean that certificated non-instructional 
employees are not included? Per the P's and G's, permanent certificated instructional and non-instructional employees 
that receive an unsatisfactory evaluation in the years in which they would not have otherwise been evaluated are 
considered reimbursable (along with various activities). 

My overarching concern with this analysis is that may be working with incomplete data, and I want to provide the 
district every opportunity to provide the full and complete listing for consideration. 

Thank you, 

Ken Howell 
Audit Manager 
State Controller's Office 
Division of Audits I Mandated Cost Audits Bureau 
Office: 916-323-2368 
khowell@sco.ca.gov 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication with its contents as well as any attachments may contain confidential 
and/or legally privileged information. It is solely for the use of the intended recipient(s). Unauthorized interception, review, 
use or disclosure is prohibited and may violate applicable laws including the Electronic Communications Privacy Act. If 
you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender and destroy all copies of the communication. 
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From: Spano, Jim 
Sent: Monday, December 22, 2014 4:29 PM 
To: Howell, Kenneth 
Subject: FW: Oceanside-Stull Act 

Ken, 

FYI 

Jim L. Spano, CPA 
Chief, Mandated Cost Audits Bureau 
Division of Audits 
State Controller's Office 
Work- (916) 323-5849 
Fax - (916) 327-0832 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication with its contents may contain confidential and/or legally privileged information. It is solely for the use of the 
intended recipient (s). Unauthorized interception, review, use or disclosure is prohibited and may violate applicable Jaws including the Electronic Communications 
Privacy Act. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender and destroy all copies of the communication. Nothing in this email, including any 
attachment, is intended to be a legally binding signature or acknowledgement. Any views or opinions presented are solely those of the author and do not 
necessarily represent those of the State Controller's Office or the State of California. 

From: Arthur M. Palkowitz [mailto:apalkowitz@sashlaw.com] 
Sent: Friday, December 19, 2014 10:39 AM 
To: Spano, Jim 
Subject: Oceanside-Stull Act 

Hi Jim, 

Please find attached the Stull Act information you requested from Oceanside USD. The information is provided in excel 
and 
pdf format. 

Please contact if you have any questions. Thank you for your cooperation. 

Happy Holidays! 

Art 

Art Palkowitz, Esq. 
Stutz Artiano Shinoff & Holtz, APC 
2488 Historic Decatur Road, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92106 
Telephone: {619) 232-3122 x481 
Fax: {619) 232-3264 
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This email and its attachment(s) are for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and privileged information. Any 
unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply mail and 
destroy all copies of the original message. To reply to our email administrator directly, send an email to: info@stutzartiano.com 

J!J Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail. 
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Howell, Kenneth 

From: 
Sent: 

Arthur M. Palkowitz <apalkowitz@sashlaw.com> 
Monday, January 05, 2015 3:32 PM 

To: Howell, Kenneth 
Cc: Spano, Jim 
Subject: RE: Oceanside-Stull Act 

HI Ken, 

I apologize for the confusion. 

Response: The list includes all certificated employees. The District does not employ individuals that are designated 
as certificated non-instructional. 

Art 

Stutz Artiano Shinoff Holtz 
(619) 232-3122 

From: KHowell@sco.ca.gov [mailto:KHowell@sco.ca.gov] 
Sent: Monday, January 05, 2015 2:58 PM 
To: Arthur M. Palkowitz 
Cc: jspano@sco.ca.gov 
Subject: RE: Oceanside-Stull Act 

Hi Arthur, 

In reading both responses, I noticed that the second sentence for each response appears to be incomplete. Specifically, 
where it says "the District does not employees that are certificated ... " What was meant by this comment? 

Thank you, 

Ken Howell 
Audit Manager 
State Controller's Office 
Division of Audits I Mandated Cost Audits Bureau 
Office: 916-323-2368 
khowell@sco.ca.gov 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication with its contents as well as any attachments may contain confidential 
and/or legally privileged information. It is solely for the use of the intended recipient(s). Unauthorized interception, review, 
use or disclosure is prohibited and may violate applicable laws including the Electronic Communications Privacy Act. If 
you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender and destroy all copies of the communication. 

From: Arthur M. Palkowitz [mailto:apalkowitz@sashlaw.com] 
Sent: Monday, January 05, 2015 2:49 PM 
To: Howell, Kenneth 
Cc: Spano, Jim 
Subject: RE: Oceanside-Stull Act 
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Hi Ken/Jim, 

I had an opportunity today to discuss with District staff your questions. 

1. Does this list exclude certificated instructional and non-instructional employees that have less than 10 years 
tenure? 

Response: The list includes all certificated employees. The District does not employees that are certificated 
non-instructional employees. The list represents the complete listing of certificated instructional employees that 
received evaluations for FY 1997-98 through FY 2004-05. 

2. Also, the list only mentions CIE (Certificated Instructional Employees) ... does this mean that certificated non
instructional employees are not included? Per the P's and G's, permanent certificated instructional and non
instructional employees that receive an unsatisfactory evaluation in the years in which they would not have 
otherwise been evaluated are considered reimbursable (along with various activities). 

Response: The list includes all certificated employees. The District does not employees that are certificated 
non-instructional employees. The list represents the complete listing of certificated instructional employees that 
received evaluations for FY 1997-98 through FY 2004-05. 

Thank you for providing us with the questions. Please do not hesitate to contact me with any further questions or 
comments 
you may have. 

Happy New Year! 

Art 

Stutz Artiano Shinoff Holtz 
(619) 232-3122 

From: KHowell@sco.ca.gov [mailto:KHowell@sco.ca.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, December 24, 2014 12:49 PM 
To: Arthur M. Palkowitz 
Cc: jspano@sco.ca.gov 
Subject: FW: Oceanside-Stull Act 

Art, 

I'm currently reviewing the attached document and I wanted to know ifthe file name is accurate. Namely, does this list 
exclude certificated instructional and non-instructional employees that have less than 10 years tenure? If so, the list 
would not represent the complete listing of certificated instructional and non-instructional employees that received 
evaluations for FY 1997-98 through FY 2004-05. 

Also, the list only mentions CIE (Certificated Instructional Employees) ... does this mean that certificated non-instructional 
employees are not included? Per the P's and G's, permanent certificated instructional and non-instructional employees 
that receive an unsatisfactory evaluation in the years in which they would not have otherwise been evaluated are 
considered reimbursable (along with various activities). 

My overarching concern with this analysis is that may be working with incomplete data, and I want to provide the 
district every opportunity to provide the full and complete listing for consideration. 
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Thank you, 

Ken Howell 
Audit Manager 
State Controller's Office 
Division of Audits I Mandated Cost Audits Bureau 
Office: 916-323-2368 
khowell@sco.ca.gov 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication with its contents as well as any attachments may contain confidential 
and/or legally privileged information. It is solely for the use of the intended recipient(s). Unauthorized interception, review, 
use or disclosure is prohibited and may violate applicable laws including the Electronic Communications Privacy Act. If 
you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender and destroy all copies of the communication. 

From: Spano, Jim 
Sent: Monday, December 22, 2014 4:29 PM 
To: Howell, Kenneth 
Subject: FW: Oceanside-Stull Act 

Ken, 

FYI 

Jim L. Spano, CPA 
Chief, Mandated Cost Audits Bureau 
Division of Audits 
State Controller's Office 
Work- (916) 323-5849 
Fax - (916) 327-0832 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication with its contents may contain confidential and/or legally privileged information. It is solely for the use of the 
intended recipient (s). Unauthorized interception, review, use or disclosure is prohibited and may violate applicable laws including the Electronic Communications 
Privacy Act. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender and destroy all copies of the communication. Nothing in this email, including any 
attachment, is intended to be a legally binding signature or acknowledgement. Any views or opinions presented are solely those of the author and do not 
necessarily represent those of the State Controller's Office or the State of California. 

From: Arthur M. Palkowitz [mailto:apalkowitz@sashlaw.com] 
Sent: Friday, December 19, 2014 10:39 AM 
To: Spano, Jim 
Subject: Oceanside-Stull Act 

Hi Jim, 

Please find attached the Stull Act information you requested from Oceanside USD. The information is provided in excel 
and 
pdf format. 

Please contact if you have any questions. Thank you for your cooperation. 

Happy Holidays! 
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Art 

Art Palkowitz, Esq. 
Stutz Artiano Shinoff & Holtz, APC 
2488 Historic Decatur Road, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92106 
Telephone: (619) 232-3122 x481 
Fax: (619) 232-3264 

This email and its attachment(s) are for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and privileged information. Any 
unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply mail and 
destroy all copies of the original message. To reply to our email administrator directly, send an email to: info@stutzartiano.com 

J!J Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail. 
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Howell, Kenneth 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Art, 

Howell, Kenneth 
Wednesday, January 21, 2015 2:11 PM 
apalkowitz@sashlaw.com 
Spano, Jim 
Oceanside USD - Stull Act IRC 
FY 1997-98 Allowable Evaluations.xis; FY 1998-99 Allowable Evaluations.xis; FY 
1999-2000 Allowable Evaluations.xis; FY 2000-01 Allowable Evaluations.xis; FY 2001-02 
Allowable Evaluations.xis; FY 2002-03 Allowable Evaluations.xis; FY 2003-04 Allowable 
Evaluations.xis; FY 2004-05 Allowable Evaluations.xis; Oceanside Permanent CIE Less 
Than 10 yrs Tenure-FINAL (S0214390)_edited.xls; Oceanside USD Schedule l.pdf; 
Summary of Indirect Costs.pdf 

Per our conversation today, I wanted to send you some documentation that may help with your review. 

The district provided a listing of 1,698 employees that received evaluations for the audit period. We removed 
evaluations from the population for the following reasons: 

• Duplicated evaluations for permanent employees performed in consecutive years, rather than every other year 
(51) 

• Duplicated evaluations performed in the same year (10) 

• Items outside of the IRC period (472) 

• Unallowable subjects/programs performed by certificated instructional employees (16) 

The allowable population was 1,149 total evaluations for the IRC period. Here's the breakdown of allowable evaluations 
per year: 

• FY 1997-98 - 4 

• FY 1998-99 - 55 

• FY 1999-2000 - 96 

• FY 2000-01 - 196 

• FY 2001-02 - 249 

• FY 2002-03 - 164 

• FY 2003-04 - 220 

• FY 2004-05 - 165 

As you know, this documentation is subject to management review and may change at any time. For now, the detail 
provided provides the most up-to-date information/analysis for the Oceanside USD Stull Act IRC. 

If possible, please provide us with an update by Friday so we can assess if an IRC extension request is necessary. 

Thank you, 

Ken Howell 
Audit Manager 
State Controller's Office 
Division of Audits I Mandated Cost Audits Bureau 
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Office: 916-323-2368 
khowell@sco.ca.gov 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication with its contents as well as any attachments may contain confidential 
and/or legally privileged information. It is solely for the use of the intended recipient(s). Unauthorized interception, review, 
use or disclosure is prohibited and may violate applicable laws including the Electronic Communications Privacy Act. If 
you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender and destroy all copies of the communication. 
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Summary of Allowable Evaluation Costs for 
FY 1997-98 through FY 2004-05 
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Oceanside Unified School District 

The Stull Act Program 

Analysis of Evaluations for FY 1997-98 through FY 2004-05 

SlO-MCC-020 

Allowable Productive 

Fiscal Year evaluations Hourly Rate 

1997-98 4 $ 47.85 

1998-99 55 various 

1999-2000 96 various 

2000-01 196 various 

2001-02 249 various 

2002-03 164 various 

2003-04 220 various 

2004-05 165 various 

1,149 

Avg. time Total 

per eval (in allowable 

hours) costs 

0.5 $ 96 

0.5 $ 1,377 

0.5 $ 2,508 

0.5 $ 5,482 

0.5 $ 7,643 

0.5 $ 5,137 

0.5 $ 6,788 

0.5 $ 5,328 

$ 34,359 
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Oceanside Unified School District 
Legislatively Mandated Stull Act Program 

·~~ ofijldit~Costs 
FY 1997-98 through 2004-05 
Audit ID#: 

Fiscal Object /\ccount 
Year (All Salaries and Benefits) 

1997-98 Evaluation Activities 
Total 

1998-99 Evaluation Activities 
Total 

1999-00 Evaluation Activities 
Total 

2000-01 Evaluation Activities 
Total 

2001-02 Evaluation Activities 
Total 

2002-03 Evaluation Activities 
Total 

2003-04 Evaluation Activities 
Total 

2004-05 Evaluation Activities 
Total 

Total 

$ 51,719 
$ 51,719 

$ 71,101 
$ 71,101 

$ 100,454 
$ 100,454 

$ 141,674 
$ 141,674 

$ 194,137 
$ 194,137 

$ 197,873 
$ 197,873 

$ 221,249 
$ 221,249 

$ 235,193 
$ 235,193 

$ 1,213,400 

From: 

5.00% $ 2,586 $ 96 
$ 2,586 $ 96 

5.00% $ 3,555 $ 1,377 
$ 3,555 $ 1,377 

5.00% $ 5,023 $ 2,508 
$ 5,023 $ 2,508 

4.53% $ 6,418 $ 5,482 
$ 6,418 $ 5,482 

4.94% $ 9,590 $ 7,643 
$ 9,590 $ 7,643 

5.06% $ 10,012 $ 5,137 
$ 10,012 $ 5,137 

4.15% $ 9,182 $ 6,788 
$ 9,182 $ 6,788 

4.53% $ 10,654 $ 5,328 
$ 10,654 $ 5,328 

$ 57,020 $ 34,359 

(Summary oflndirect Cost Rates) 

5.00% $ 5 $ (2,581) $ - $ (2,581) 
$ 5 $ !2,581) $ - $ (2,581) 

5.00% $ 69 $ (3,486) $ - $ (3,486) 
$ 69 $ (3,486) $ - $ (3,486) 

5.00% $ 125 $ (4,898) $ - $ (4,898) 
$ 125 $ (4,898) $ - $ (4,898) 

4.53% $ 248 $ (6,170) $ - $ (6,170) 
$ 248 $ (6,170) $ - $ (6,170) 

4.94% $ 378 $ (9,212) $ - $ (9,212) 
$ 378 $ (9,212) $ - $ (9,212) 

5.06% $ 260 $ (9,752) $ - $ (9,752) 
$ 260 $ (9,752) $ - $ (9,752) 

4.15% $ 282 $ (8,900) $ $ (8,900) 
$ 282 $ (8,900) $ - $ (8,900) 

4.53% $ 241 $ (10,413) $ - $ (10,413) 
$ 241 $ (10,413) $ - $ (10,413) 

$ 1,608 $ (55,412) $ $ (55,412) 
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Oceanside Unified School District 

Schedule 1-
Summary of Program Costs 

July 1, 1997, through June 30, 2005 

Actual Costs Allowable 
Cost Elements Claimed per Audit 

July l, 1997, through June 30, 1998 
Direct costs 

Salaries and benefits 
Evaluation activities $ 51,719 $ 96 

Total direct costs 51,719 96 
Indirect costs 2,586 5 
Total program costs $ 54,305 101 
Less amount paid by state 
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 101 

July 1, 1998, through June 30, 1999 
Direct costs 

Salaries and benefits 
Evaluation activities $ 71,101 $ 1,377 

Total direct costs 71,101 1,377 
Indirect costs 3,555 69 
Total program costs $ 74,656 1,446 
Less amount paid by state 
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 1,446 

July l, 1999, through June 30, 2000 
Direct costs 

Salaries and benefits 
Evaluation activities $ 100,454 $ 2,508 

Total direct costs 100,454 2,508 
Indirect costs 5,023 125 
Total program costs $ 105,477 2,633 

Less amount paid by state 
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 2,633 

July l, 2000, through June 30, 2001 
Direct costs 

Salaries and benefits 
Evaluation activities $ 141,674 $ 5,482 

Total direct costs 141,674 5,482 
Indirect costs 6,418 248 
Total program costs $ 148,092 5,730 
Less amount paid by state 
Allowable costs claimed in excess of(less than) amount paid $ 5,730 

The Stull Act Program 

Audit 
Adjustments 

$ (51,623) 
(51,623) 
(2,581) 

$ (54,204) 

$ (69,724) 
(69,724) 
(3,486) 

$ (73,210) 

$ (97,946) 
(97,946) 
(4,898) 

$ (102,844) 

$ (136,192) 
(136,192) 

(6, 170) 
$ (142,362) 
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Oceanside Unified School District 

Schedule 1-
Summary of Program Costs 

July 1, 1997, through June 30, 2005 

Actual Costs Allowable 
Cost Elements Claimed per Audit 

July 1, 2001, through June 30, 2002 
Direct costs 

Salaries and benefits 
Evaluation activities $ 194,137 $ 7,643 

Total direct costs 194,137 7,643 
Indirect costs 9,590 378 
Total program costs $ 203,727 8,021 
Less amount paid by state 
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 8,021 

July 1, 2002, through June 30, 2003 
Direct costs 

Salaries and benefits 
Evaluation activities $ 197,873 $ 5,137 

Total direct costs 197,873 5,137 
Indirect costs 10,012 260 
Total program costs $ 207,885 5,397 

Less amount paid by state 
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 5,397 

July 1, 2003, through June 30, 2004 
Direct costs 

Salaries and benefits 
Evaluation activities $ 221,249 $ 6,788 

Total direct costs 221,249 6,788 
Indirect costs 9,182 282 
Total program costs $ 230,431 7,070 

Less amount paid by state 
Allowable costs claimed in excess of(less than) amount paid $ 7,070 

July I, 2004, through June 30, 2005 
Direct costs 

Salaries and benefits 
Evaluation activities $ 235,193 $ 5,328 

Total direct costs 235,193 5,328 
Indirect costs 10,654 241 
Total program costs $ 245,847 5,569 
Less amount paid by state 
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 5,569 

Summa!Y: July 1, 1997, through June 30, 2005 
Direct costs 

Salaries and benefits 
Evaluation activities $ 1,213,400 $ 34,359 

Total direct costs 1,213,400 34,359 
Indirect costs 57,020 1,608 

Total program costs $ 1,270,420 $ 35,967 

Less amount paid by state 
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 35,967 

The Stull Act Program 

Audit 
Adjustments 

$ (186,494) 
(186,494) 

(9,212) 
$ (195, 706) 

$ (192,736) 
(192,736) 

(9,752) 
$ (202,488) 

$ (214,461) 
(214,461) 

(8,900) 
$ (223,361) 

$ (229,865) 
(229,865) 
(10,413) 

$ (240,278) 

$ (1,179,041) 
(l,179,041) 

(55,412) 

$ (l,234,453) 
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Howell, Kenneth 

From: 
Sent: 

Arthur M. Palkowitz <apalkowitz@sashlaw.com> 
Thursday, January 29, 2015 3:24 PM 

To: Howell, Kenneth 
Cc: Spano, Jim 
Subject: RE: Oceanside 

Hi Ken, 

Unfortunately, I did not receive the analysis or your email dated January 21, 2015. Could you please resend it? 

As I initially expressed to you, we are not in agreement to the estimate of 30 minutes per evaluation. The reasonable 

period to conduct the informal classroom observations; formal classroom observations, writing the final evaluation 
reports and/or preparing the Teacher Evaluation Report is approximately five- six hours. This period oftime has been 

accepted by the Controller in other Stull Act audits. 

Thank you, 
Art 

• Art Palkowitz, Esq. 
Stutz Artiano Shinoff & Holtz, APC 
2488 Historic Decatur Road, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92106 
Telephone: (619) 232-3122 x481 
Fax: (619) 232-3264 

This email and its attachment(s) are for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and privileged information. Any 
unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply mail and 
destroy all copies of the original message. To reply to our email administrator directly, send an email to: info@stutzartiano.com 

.J:J Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail. 

From: KHowell@sco.ca.gov [mailto:KHowell@sco.ca.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, January 29, 2015 3:09 PM 
To: Arthur M. Palkowitz 
Cc: jspano@sco.ca.gov 
Subject: RE: Oceanside 

Hi Art, 

Sorry about the phone tag today. Our analysis for the Oceanside USD IRC was provided in an email sent to you on 
January 21st. We attached our analysis of the allowable population provided by the district, and included an updated 

Schedule 1 of allowable costs for FY 1997-98 through FY 2004-05. 
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If the district accepts the analysis, we will reissue the final audit report and reinstate the costs as shown on the Schedule 
1. 

Thank you, 

Ken Howell 
Audit Manager 
State Controller's Office 
Division of Audits I Mandated Cost Audits Bureau 
Office: 916-323-2368 
khowell@sco.ca.gov 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication with its contents as well as any attachments may contain confidential 
and/or legally privileged information. It is solely for the use of the intended recipient(s). Unauthorized interception, review, 
use or disclosure is prohibited and may violate applicable laws including the Electronic Communications Privacy Act. If 
you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender and destroy all copies of the communication. 

From: Arthur M. Palkowitz [mailto:apalkowitz@sashlaw.com] 
Sent: Friday, January 23, 2015 2:23 PM 
To: Howell, Kenneth 
Cc: Spano, Jim 
Subject: Oceanside 

Ken, 

Thank you for reviewing your information during our recent telephone conversation. 
I look forward to receiving your analysis. 

Art 

Art Palkowitz, Esq. 
Stutz Artiano Shinoff & Holtz, APC 
2488 Historic Decatur Road, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92106 
Telephone: {619) 232-3122 x481 
Fax: {619) 232-3264 

This email and its attachment(s) are for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and privileged information. Any 
unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply mail and 
destroy all copies of the original message. To reply to our email administrator directly, send an email to: info@stutzartiano.com 

Jj_ Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail. 
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COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES

Mailing List
Last Updated: 2/3/15

Claim Number: 149825I01

Matter: The Stull Act

Claimant: Oceanside Unified School District

TO ALL PARTIES, INTERESTED PARTIES, AND INTERESTED PERSONS:
Each commission mailing list is continuously updated as requests are received to include or
remove any party or person on the mailing list. A current mailing list is provided with commission
correspondence, and a copy of the current mailing list is available upon request at any time. Except
as provided otherwise by commission rule, when a party or interested party files any written
material with the commission concerning a claim, it shall simultaneously serve a copy of the
written material on the parties and interested parties to the claim identified on the mailing list
provided by the commission. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 2, § 1181.3.)

Socorro Aquino, State Controller's Office
Division of Audits, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 3227522
SAquino@sco.ca.gov

Marieta Delfin, State Controller's Office
Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 3224320
mdelfin@sco.ca.gov

Donna Ferebee, Department of Finance
915 L Street, Suite 1280, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 4453274
donna.ferebee@dof.ca.gov

Chris Ferguson, Department of Finance
Education Systems Unit, 915 L Street, 7th Floor, 915 L Street, 7th Floor, Sacramento, CA
95814
Phone: (916) 4453274
Chris.Ferguson@dof.ca.gov

Susan Geanacou, Department of Finance 
915 L Street, Suite 1280, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 4453274
susan.geanacou@dof.ca.gov

Ed Hanson, Department of Finance
Education Systems Unit, 915 L Street, 7th Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814
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Phone: (916) 4450328
ed.hanson@dof.ca.gov

Karen Huddleston, Controller, Oceanside Unified School District
2111 Mission Avenue, Oceanside, CA 92058
Phone: (760) 9664045
khuddleston@oside.k12.ca.us

Cheryl Ide, Associate Finance Budget Analyst, Department of Finance
Education Systems Unit, 915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 4450328
Cheryl.ide@dof.ca.gov

Jill Kanemasu, State Controller's Office
Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 3229891
jkanemasu@sco.ca.gov

Shelly Kruse, Accountant, Oceanside Unified School District
Fiscal Services, 2111 Mission Avenue, Oceanside, CA 92058
Phone: (760) 9664440
michelle.kruse@oside.us

Jay Lal, State Controller's Office (B08)
Division of Accounting & Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 3240256
JLal@sco.ca.gov

Kathleen Lynch, Department of Finance (A15)
915 L Street, Suite 1280, 17th Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 4453274
kathleen.lynch@dof.ca.gov

Kathleen McPerry, Administrative Secretary II, to Karen Huddleston, Controller, Oceanside
Unified School District
Fiscal Services, 2111 Mission Avenue, Oceanside, CA 92058
Phone: (760) 9664038
kmcperry@oside.us

Yazmin Meza, Department of Finance
915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 4450328
Yazmin.meza@dof.ca.gov

Robert Miyashiro, Education Mandated Cost Network
1121 L Street, Suite 1060, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 4467517
robertm@sscal.com

Jameel Naqvi, Analyst, Legislative Analystâ€™s Office
Education Section, 925 L Street, Suite 1000, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 3198331
Jameel.naqvi@lao.ca.gov

Keith Nezaam, Department of Finance
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915 L Street, 8th Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 4458913
Keith.Nezaam@dof.ca.gov

Andy Nichols, Nichols Consulting
1857 44th Street, Sacramento, CA 95819
Phone: (916) 4553939
andy@nicholsconsulting.com

Christian Osmena, Department of Finance
915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 4450328
christian.osmena@dof.ca.gov

Arthur Palkowitz, Stutz Artiano Shinoff & Holtz
Claimant Representative
2488 Historic Decatur Road, Suite 200, San Diego, CA 92106
Phone: (619) 2323122
apalkowitz@sashlaw.com

Keith Petersen, SixTen & Associates
P.O. Box 340430, Sacramento, CA 958340430
Phone: (916) 4197093
kbpsixten@aol.com

Sandra Reynolds, Reynolds Consulting Group,Inc.
P.O. Box 894059, Temecula, CA 92589
Phone: (951) 3033034
sandrareynolds_30@msn.com

Kathy Rios, State Controller's Office
Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 3245919
krios@sco.ca.gov

David Scribner, Max8550
2200 Sunrise Boulevard, Suite 240, Gold River, CA 95670
Phone: (916) 8528970
dscribner@max8550.com

Jim Spano, Chief, Mandated Cost Audits Bureau, State Controller's Office
Division of Audits, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 3235849
jspano@sco.ca.gov

Dennis Speciale, State Controller's Office
Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 3240254
DSpeciale@sco.ca.gov
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DECLARATION OF SERVICE BY EMAIL 

 
I, the undersigned, declare as follows: 

I am a resident of the County of Solano and I am over the age of 18 years, and not a party to the 
within action.  My place of employment is 980 Ninth Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, 
California 95814. 

On May 5, 2015, I served the: 

SCO Comments on IRC  
Incorrect Reduction Claim  
The Stull Act, 14-9825-I-01 
Education Code Sections 44660-44665; 
Statutes 1983, Chapter 498; Statutes 1999, Chapter 4 
Fiscal Years:  1997-1998, 1998-1999, 1999-2000, 2000-2001,  
2001-2002, 2002-2003, 2003-2004, and 2004-2005 
Oceanside Unified School District, Claimant 

by making it available on the Commission’s website and providing notice of how to locate it to 
the email addresses provided on the attached mailing list. 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is 
true and correct, and that this declaration was executed on May 5, 2015 at Sacramento, 
California. 

             
____________________________ 
Heidi J. Palchik 

      Commission on State Mandates 
980 Ninth Street, Suite 300 
Sacramento, CA  95814 
(916) 323-3562 
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COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES

Mailing List
Last Updated: 4/24/15

Claim Number: 149825I01

Matter: The Stull Act

Claimant: Oceanside Unified School District

TO ALL PARTIES, INTERESTED PARTIES, AND INTERESTED PERSONS:
Each commission mailing list is continuously updated as requests are received to include or
remove any party or person on the mailing list. A current mailing list is provided with commission
correspondence, and a copy of the current mailing list is available upon request at any time. Except
as provided otherwise by commission rule, when a party or interested party files any written
material with the commission concerning a claim, it shall simultaneously serve a copy of the
written material on the parties and interested parties to the claim identified on the mailing list
provided by the commission. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 2, § 1181.3.)

Socorro Aquino, State Controller's Office
Division of Audits, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 3227522
SAquino@sco.ca.gov

Marieta Delfin, State Controller's Office
Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 3224320
mdelfin@sco.ca.gov

Donna Ferebee, Department of Finance
915 L Street, Suite 1280, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 4453274
donna.ferebee@dof.ca.gov

Chris Ferguson, Department of Finance
Education Systems Unit, 915 L Street, 7th Floor, 915 L Street, 7th Floor, Sacramento, CA
95814
Phone: (916) 4453274
Chris.Ferguson@dof.ca.gov

Susan Geanacou, Department of Finance 
915 L Street, Suite 1280, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 4453274
susan.geanacou@dof.ca.gov

Ed Hanson, Department of Finance
Education Systems Unit, 915 L Street, 7th Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814

541



5/5/2015 Mailing List

http://csm.ca.gov/csmint/cats/print_mailing_list_from_claim.php 2/3

Phone: (916) 4450328
ed.hanson@dof.ca.gov

Karen Huddleston, Controller, Oceanside Unified School District
2111 Mission Avenue, Oceanside, CA 92058
Phone: (760) 9664045
khuddleston@oside.k12.ca.us

Cheryl Ide, Associate Finance Budget Analyst, Department of Finance
Education Systems Unit, 915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 4450328
Cheryl.ide@dof.ca.gov

Jill Kanemasu, State Controller's Office
Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 3229891
jkanemasu@sco.ca.gov

Shelly Kruse, Accountant, Oceanside Unified School District
Fiscal Services, 2111 Mission Avenue, Oceanside, CA 92058
Phone: (760) 9664440
michelle.kruse@oside.us

Jay Lal, State Controller's Office (B08)
Division of Accounting & Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 3240256
JLal@sco.ca.gov

Kathleen Lynch, Department of Finance (A15)
915 L Street, Suite 1280, 17th Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 4453274
kathleen.lynch@dof.ca.gov

Kathleen McPerry, Administrative Secretary II, to Karen Huddleston, Controller, Oceanside
Unified School District
Fiscal Services, 2111 Mission Avenue, Oceanside, CA 92058
Phone: (760) 9664038
kmcperry@oside.us

Yazmin Meza, Department of Finance
915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 4450328
Yazmin.meza@dof.ca.gov

Robert Miyashiro, Education Mandated Cost Network
1121 L Street, Suite 1060, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 4467517
robertm@sscal.com

Jameel Naqvi, Analyst, Legislative Analystâ€™s Office
Education Section, 925 L Street, Suite 1000, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 3198331
Jameel.naqvi@lao.ca.gov

Keith Nezaam, Department of Finance
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915 L Street, 8th Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 4458913
Keith.Nezaam@dof.ca.gov

Andy Nichols, Nichols Consulting
1857 44th Street, Sacramento, CA 95819
Phone: (916) 4553939
andy@nicholsconsulting.com

Christian Osmena, Department of Finance
915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 4450328
christian.osmena@dof.ca.gov

Arthur Palkowitz, Stutz Artiano Shinoff & Holtz
Claimant Representative
2488 Historic Decatur Road, Suite 200, San Diego, CA 92106
Phone: (619) 2323122
apalkowitz@sashlaw.com

Keith Petersen, SixTen & Associates
P.O. Box 340430, Sacramento, CA 958340430
Phone: (916) 4197093
kbpsixten@aol.com

Sandra Reynolds, Reynolds Consulting Group,Inc.
P.O. Box 894059, Temecula, CA 92589
Phone: (951) 3033034
sandrareynolds_30@msn.com

David Scribner, Max8550
2200 Sunrise Boulevard, Suite 240, Gold River, CA 95670
Phone: (916) 8528970
dscribner@max8550.com

Jim Spano, Chief, Mandated Cost Audits Bureau, State Controller's Office
Division of Audits, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 3235849
jspano@sco.ca.gov

Dennis Speciale, State Controller's Office
Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 3240254
DSpeciale@sco.ca.gov
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1 
The Stull Act, 14-9825-I-01 

Draft Proposed Decision 

Hearing Date:  September 23, 2016 
J:\MANDATES\IRC\2014\9825 (Stull Act)\14-9825-I-01\IRC\Draft PD.docx 
 

ITEM _ 
INCORRECT REDUCTION CLAIM 

DRAFT PROPOSED DECISION 
Education Code Sections 44660-44665 

Statutes 1983, Chapter 498; Statutes 1999, Chapter 4 

The Stull Act 
Fiscal Years 1997-1998, 1998-1999, 1999-2000, 2000-2001,  

2001-2002, 2002-2003, 2003-2004, and 2004-2005. 

14-9825-I-01 
Oceanside Unified School District, Claimant  

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
Overview 
This Incorrect Reduction Claim (IRC) addresses audit reductions made by the State Controller’s 
Office (Controller) to reimbursement claims of the Oceanside Unified School District (claimant) 
for fiscal years 1997-1998 through 2004-2005 under the Stull Act program.  The Controller 
found $1,270,420 that was claimed for employee salaries was unallowable due to the lack of 
source documentation. 

Because the claimant did not provide the source documentation to support its actual costs, as 
required by the Parameters and Guidelines, staff finds that the Controller’s audit findings are 
correct as a matter of law and the IRC is denied. 

The Stull Act Program 

The test claim statutes amended the Stull Act, which as originally enacted in 1971 requires 
school districts to develop and adopt evaluation and assessment guidelines for the performance 
of certificated personnel, evaluate and assess certificated personnel, and prepare a written 
evaluation of certificated personnel, including, if necessary, areas of improvement.  The 
certificated employee and evaluator are required to meet and discuss the evaluation and 
assessment.  

On May 27, 2004, the Commission adopted the Statement of Decision, finding that amendments 
to Education Code sections 44660-446651 impose a state-mandated higher level of service on 
school districts to perform specified new evaluation, review, and assessment activities.2  On 
September 27, 2005, the Commission adopted the Parameters and Guidelines authorizing 

                                                 
1 Statutes 1983, Chapter 498 and Statutes 1999, Chapter 4. 
2 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 46-48 (Test Claim Statement of Decision, 98-TC-05, pages 35-37). 
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Draft Proposed Decision 

reimbursement for the activities the Commission found to be reimbursable in the Statement of 
Decision.  The Parameters and Guidelines also specify that only actual costs are reimbursable, 
and must be supported by retained source documents “created at or near the same time the actual 
cost was incurred for the event or activity in question” in order to verify claimed costs, and that 
claimants must report each employee and “describe the specific reimbursable activities 
performed and the hours devoted to each reimbursable activity performed.”3   

Procedural History 

The Controller issued the Final Audit Report on August 24, 2011.4  On August 20, 2014, the 
claimant filed the IRC.5  The Controller filed two requests for extension of time to file comments 
on the IRC on November 26, 2014 and February 2, 2015, which were granted for good cause.  
On March 27, 2015, the Controller filed comments on the IRC.6  On May 4, 2014, the claimant 
filed late rebuttal comments.7   

Commission staff issued the Draft Proposed Decision on June 17, 2016.8 

Commission Responsibilities 
Government Code section 17561(d) authorizes the Controller to audit the claims filed by local 
agencies and school districts and to reduce any claim for reimbursement of state-mandated costs 
that the Controller determines is excessive or unreasonable. 

Government Code Section 17551(d) requires the Commission to hear and decide a claim that the 
Controller has incorrectly reduced payments to the local agency or school district.  If the 
Commission determines that a reimbursement claim has been incorrectly reduced,  
section 1185.9 of the Commission’s regulations requires the Commission to send the decision to 
the Controller and request that the costs in the claim be reinstated. 

The Commission must review questions of law, including interpretation of parameters and 
guidelines, de novo, without consideration of legal conclusions made by the Controller in the 
context of an audit.  The Commission is vested with exclusive authority to adjudicate disputes 
over the existence of state-mandated programs within the meaning of article XIII B, section 6.9  
The Commission must also interpret the Government Code and implementing regulations in 
accordance with the broader constitutional and statutory scheme.  In making its decisions, the 
Commission must strictly construe article XIII B, section 6 and not apply it as an “equitable 

                                                 
3 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 53-57 (Parameters and Guidelines). 
4 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 80-98 (Final Audit Report). 
5 Exhibit A, IRC. 
6 Exhibit B, Controller’s Comments on the IRC. 
7 Exhibit C, Claimant’s Late Rebuttal Comments. 
8 Exhibit D, Draft Proposed Decision. 
9 Kinlaw v. State of California (1991) 54 Cal.3d 326, 331-334; Government Code sections 
17551, 17552.  
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remedy to cure the perceived unfairness resulting from political decisions on funding 
priorities.”10 

With regard to the Controller’s audit decisions, the Commission must determine whether they 
were arbitrary, capricious, or entirely lacking in evidentiary support.  This standard is similar to 
the standard used by the courts when reviewing an alleged abuse of discretion of a state 
agency.11    

The Commission must also review the Controller’s audit in light of the fact that the initial burden 
of providing evidence for a claim of reimbursement lies with the claimant.12  In addition, section 
1185.1(f)(3) and 1185.2(c) of the Commission’s regulations requires that any assertions of fact 
by the parties to an IRC must be supported by documentary evidence.  The Commission’s 
ultimate findings of fact must be supported by substantial evidence in the record.13 

Claims 
The following chart provides a brief summary of the claims and issues raised and staff’s 
recommendation. 

Issue Description Staff Recommendation 

Whether the audit 
reduction for inadequate 
source documentation is 
correct as a matter of law. 

The Parameters and Guidelines 
authorize claimants to file for 
actual costs and require keeping 
contemporaneous source 
documentation to validate the 
actual costs claimed.  Claimants 
must report each employee and 
“describe the specific 
reimbursable activities performed 
and the hours devoted to each 
reimbursable activity performed.” 

The documentation provided to 
the Controller for fiscal years 
1997-1998 to 2004-2005 

Correct – The claimant’s 
documentation does not 
comply with the Parameters 
and Guidelines because the 
documentation does not 
verify the actual time taken 
to perform the mandated 
activities during the audit 
period, and it was not 
prepared at or near the time 
the reimbursable activity was 
performed.  Nor does the 
documentation identify the 
employees evaluated, which 
is necessary to determine 

                                                 
10 County of Sonoma v. Commission on State Mandates (2000), 84 Cal.App.4th 1264, 1280, 
citing City of San Jose v. State of California (1996) 45 Cal.App.4th 1802, 1817.  
11 Johnston v. Sonoma County Agricultural Preservation and Open Space District (2002) 100 
Cal.App.4th 973, 983-984; American Bd. of Cosmetic Surgery, Inc. v. Medical Bd. of California 
(2008) 162 Cal.App.4th 534, 547. 
12 Gilbert v. City of Sunnyvale (2005) 130 Cal.App.4th 1264, 1274-1275. 
13 Government Code section 17559(b), which provides that a claimant or the state may 
commence a proceeding in accordance with the provisions of section 1094.5 of the Code of Civil 
Procedure to set aside a decision of the Commission on the ground that the Commission’s 
decision is not supported by substantial evidence in the record. 
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consisted of estimated average 
time on forms signed by claimed 
staff in February or March of 
2006.   

After the IRC was filed, claimant 
argues that employees took six to 
seven hours to perform the 
reimbursable activities, but 
accepts 2.5 hours per evaluation.  
However, there is no evidence in 
the record to support this number 
of hours.  

whether the costs claimed 
were limited to the scope of 
the mandate. 

Therefore, staff finds that the 
audit finding is correct as a 
matter of law. 

Staff Analysis 

Because the Claimant Did Not Provide the Controller with Contemporaneous Source 
Documentation of Actual Costs, as Required by the Parameters and Guidelines, the 
Controller’s Reductions Are Correct as a Matter of Law. 
The Parameters and Guidelines for The Stull Act program specify that only actual costs are 
reimbursable, and must be supported by retained source documents “created at or near the same 
time the actual cost was incurred for the event or activity in question” to verify claimed costs, 
and that claimants must report each employee and “describe the specific reimbursable activities 
performed and the hours devoted to each reimbursable activity performed.”14   

The record indicates that the documentation provided to the Controller for fiscal years 1997-
2005 consists of average time forms signed by claimed staff in February or March of 2006.  Each 
employee (evaluator) recorded the average minutes spent annually to perform evaluation 
activities for 1997-1998 through 2004-2005 on a single form, with estimates generally ranging 
from 5-10 hours per evaluation.15  Claimant also provided collective bargaining agreements from 
1994 to 2007, describing its evaluation policies and procedures during the audit period.16   

This documentation, however, does not comply with the Parameters and Guidelines because it 
does not verify the actual time taken to perform the mandated activities during the audit period, 
nor was the documentation prepared at or near the same time as the reimbursable activity was 
performed.  Rather, the time records were all signed in February or March 2006,17 raising 
questions of whether the estimated times of five to 10 hours are accurate and reliable, especially 
in light of the Controller’s calculation for 2006-2007 and 2007-2008 that showed that each 

                                                 
14 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 53-57 (Parameters and Guidelines). 
15 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 91 (Final Audit Report), 143-191. 
16 Exhibit A, IRC, 193-240. 
17 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 143-191. 
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evaluation took only 30 minutes, or more time than the district claimed for those years.18  

Moreover, the documentation provided during the audit does not identify the employees 
evaluated, which is necessary to determine whether the costs claimed were limited to the scope 
of the mandate which is limited to the higher level of service approved in the Test Claim 
Statement of Decision.   

After the IRC was filed, the Controller offered to revise the findings for the audit period to 
reimburse 30 minutes for each of 1,149 evaluations claimed for the audit period (the same time 
allowed for the 2006-2007 and 2007-2008 reimbursement claims).  The claimant rejected this 
offer, insisting that each evaluation took five to six hours, as in the Controller’s Stull Act audits 
of other school districts.19  In rebuttal comments, the claimant argues that the correct number of 
evaluations for 1997-1998 is 67 (instead of the four allowed by the Controller in the post-IRC 
negotiations) and that “the time spent by District employees to conduct the reimbursable 
activities would average 6-7 hours per employee.”20  But the rebuttal comments conclude that 
each evaluation should be reimbursed at 2.5 hours.21  Claimant’s various assertions about the 
time per evaluation are not supported by any contemporaneous source documentation to verify 
the actual time to perform the activities, as required by the Parameters and Guidelines.  
Moreover, there is no evidence in the record, as required by the Commission’s regulations,22 to 
justify reimbursement at 2.5 hours per evaluation. 

Conclusion 
Accordingly, staff finds that the claimant did not comply with the requirements of the Parameters 
and Guidelines because the source documentation provided was insufficient to support the 
claimant’s actual costs, and thus, the Controller’s reduction of costs claimed is correct as a 
matter of law. 

Staff Recommendation 
Staff recommends that the Commission adopt the Proposed Decision to deny the IRC, and 
authorize staff to make any technical, non-substantive changes following the hearing. 

  

                                                 
18 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 91 and 92 (Final Audit Report).  Exhibit B, Controller’s Comments on 
the IRC, page 13. 
19 Exhibit B, Controller’s Comments on the IRC, pages 15, 118. 
20 Exhibit C, Claimant’s Late Rebuttal Comments, page 3. 
21 Exhibit C, Claimant’s Late Rebuttal Comments, page 7. 
22 California Code of Regulations, title 2, sections 1185.1 and 1187.5. 
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BEFORE THE 

COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

IN RE INCORRECT REDUCTION CLAIM 
ON: 

Education Code Sections 44660-44665 

Statutes 1983, Chapter 498; 
Statutes 1999, Chapter 4 

Fiscal Years 1997-1998, 1998-1999, 1999-
2000, 2000-2001, 2001-2002, 2002-2003, 
2003-2004, and 2004-2005  

Oceanside Unified School District, Claimant 

Case No.:  14-9825-I-01 

The Stull Act 
DECISION PURSUANT TO 
GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION           
17500 ET SEQ.; CALIFORNIA CODE OF  
REGULATIONS, TITLE 2, DIVISION 2,  
CHAPTER 2.5, ARTICLE 7 

(Adopted September 23, 2016) 

DECISION 
The Commission on State Mandates (Commission) heard and decided this Incorrect Reduction 
Claim (IRC) during a regularly scheduled hearing on September 23, 2016.  [Witness list will be 
included in the adopted Decision.]   

The law applicable to the Commission’s determination of a reimbursable state-mandated 
program is article XIII B, section 6 of the California Constitution, Government Code  
section 17500 et seq., and related case law. 

The Commission [adopted/modified] the Proposed Decision to [approve/partially approve/deny] 
the IRC by a vote of [vote count will be included in the adopted Decision] as follows:  

Member Vote 

Ken Alex, Director of the Office of Planning and Research  

Richard Chivaro, Representative of the State Controller  

Mark Hariri, Representative of the State Treasurer, Vice Chairperson  

Sarah Olsen, Public Member  

Eraina Ortega, Representative of the Director of the Department of Finance, Chairperson  

Carmen Ramirez, City Council Member  

Don Saylor, County Supervisor  

Summary of the Findings  
This IRC addresses reductions made by the State Controller’s Office (Controller) to 
reimbursement claims of the Oceanside Unified School District (claimant) for fiscal years 1997-
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1998, 1998-1999, 1999-2000, 2000-2001, 2001-2002, 2002-2003, 2003-2004, and 2004-200523 
under The Stull Act program.  The Controller found that of the $1,286,956 claimed for employee 
salaries, $1,270,420 is unallowable due to lack of source documentation. 

The Commission finds that the claimant did not provide sufficient source documentation 
(contemporaneous or otherwise) to support its actual costs, as required by the Parameters and 
Guidelines, so the Controller’s audit findings are correct as a matter of law and the IRC is 
denied. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
I. Chronology 
08/24/2011 The Controller issued the Final Audit Report.24 

08/20/2014 The claimant filed the IRC.25 

11/26/14 The Controller filed a request for extension of time to file comments on the IRC, 
which was granted for good cause. 

02/02/15 The Controller filed a request for extension of time to file comments on the IRC, 
which was granted for good cause. 

03/27/2015 The Controller filed comments on the IRC.26 

05/04/2015 The Claimant filed late rebuttal comments.27 

6/17/2016 Commission staff issued the Draft Proposed Decision.28 

II. Background 
A. The Stull Act Program 

The Stull Act was originally enacted in 1971 to establish a uniform system of evaluation and 
assessment of the performance of “certificated personnel” (including certificated non-
instructional personnel) within each school district.29  As originally enacted, the Stull Act 
required the governing board of each school district to develop and adopt specific guidelines to 
evaluate and assess certificated personnel, and to avail itself of the advice of certificated 
instructional personnel before developing and adopting the guidelines.  The evaluation and 
assessment of the certificated personnel had to be in writing, conducted once each school year 
for probationary employees and every other year for permanent employees, and a copy 
                                                 
23 Fiscal years 2005-2006, 2006-2007 and 2007-2008 were also part of the audit, but were not 
included in this IRC. 
24 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 80-98 (Final Audit Report). 
25 Exhibit A, IRC. 
26 Exhibit B, Controller’s Comments on the IRC. 
27 Exhibit C, Claimant’s Late Rebuttal Comments. 
28 Exhibit D, Draft Proposed Decision. 
29 Former Education Code sections 13485-13490. 
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transmitted to the employee no later than sixty days before the end of the school year.  If the 
employee was not performing his or her duties in a satisfactory manner according to the 
standards, the “employing authority” was required to notify the employee in writing, describe the 
unsatisfactory performance, and confer with the employee in making specific recommendations 
as to areas of improvement and endeavor to assist in the improvement.  The employee then had 
the right to initiate a written response to the evaluation, which became a permanent part of the 
employee’s personnel file.  The school district was also required to hold a meeting with the 
employee to discuss the evaluation.   

The Stull Act was amended from 1975 through 1999, and a test claim was filed on these 
amendments.  On May 27, 2004, the Commission partially approved the Test Claim and adopted 
the Statement of Decision, finding that Statutes 1983, chapter 498 and Statutes 1999, chapter 4, 
which amended Education Code sections 44660-44665, impose a reimbursable state-mandated 
higher level of service on school districts.  The Commission also found many activities in the 
Test Claim pertaining to certificated personnel were required under preexisting law and were 
therefore not reimbursable, such as developing and adopting specific evaluation and assessment 
guidelines for performance; evaluating and assessing them as it relates to the established 
standards; preparing and drafting a written evaluation, to include recommendations, if necessary, 
for areas of improvement; receiving and reviewing written responses to evaluations; and 
preparing for and holding a meeting with the evaluator to discuss the evaluation and 
assessment.30  The Parameters and Guidelines were adopted on September 27, 2005, authorizing 
reimbursement for only the following activities: 

A. Certificated Instructional Employees 

1. Evaluate and assess the performance of certificated instructional 
employees that perform the requirements of educational programs 
mandated by state or federal law as it reasonably relates to the 
instructional techniques and strategies used by the employee and the 
employee's adherence to curricular objectives (Ed. Code, § 44662, subd. 
(b), as amended by Stats. 1983, ch. 498.).  (Reimbursement period begins 
July 1, 1997.) 
Reimbursement for this activity is limited to: 

a. reviewing the employee's instructional techniques and strategies 
and adherence to curricular objectives, and 

b. including in the written evaluation of the certificated instructional 
employees the assessment of these factors during the following 
evaluation periods: 

o once each year for probationary certificated employees; 

o every other year for permanent certificated employees; and 

o beginning January 1, 2004, every five years for certificated 
employees with permanent status who have been employed at 

                                                 
30 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 28 and 35 (Statement of Decision). 
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least ten years with the school district, are highly qualified (as 
defined in 20 U.S.C. § 7801), and whose previous evaluation 
rated the employee as meeting or exceeding standards, if the 
evaluator and certificated employee being evaluated agree. 

Note: For purposes of claiming reimbursement, eligible claimants must 
identify the state or federal law mandating the educational program 
being performed by the certificated instructional employees. 

2. Evaluate and assess the performance of certificated instructional 
employees that teach reading, writing, mathematics, history/social science, 
and science in grades 2 to 11 as it reasonably relates to the progress of 
pupils towards the state adopted academic content standards as measured 
by state adopted assessment tests (Ed. Code, § 44662, subd. (b), as 
amended by Stats. 1999, ch. 4.).  (Reimbursement period begins 
March 15, 1999.) 

 Reimbursement for this activity is limited to: 

a. reviewing the results of the Standardized Testing and Reporting test as 
it reasonably relates to the performance of those certificated 
employees that teach reading, writing, mathematics, history/social 
science, and science in grades 2 to 11, and 

b. including in the written evaluation of those certificated employees the 
assessment of the employee's performance based on the Standardized 
Testing and Reporting results for the pupils they teach during the 
evaluation periods specified in Education Code section 44664, and 
described below: 

o once each year for probationary certificated employees; 

o every other year for permanent certificated employees; and 

o beginning January 1, 2004, every five years for certificated 
employees with permanent status who have been employed at least 
ten years with the school district, are highly qualified (as defined in 
20 U.S.C. § 7801), and whose previous evaluation rated the 
employee as meeting or exceeding standards, if the evaluator and 
certificated employee being evaluated agree. 

B. Certificated (Instructional and Non-Instructional) Employees 

1. Evaluate and assess permanent certificated, instructional and non-
instructional, employees that perform the requirements of educational 
programs mandated by state or federal law and receive an unsatisfactory 
evaluation in the years in which the permanent certificated employee 
would not have otherwise been evaluated pursuant to Education Code 
section 44664 (i.e., every other year).  The additional evaluations shall last 
until the employee achieves a positive evaluation, or is separated from the 
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school district (Ed. Code, § 44664, as amended by Stats. 1983, ch. 498).  
(Reimbursement period begins July 1, 1997.) 

 This additional evaluation and assessment of the permanent certificated 
employee requires the school district to perform the following activities: 

a. evaluating and assessing the certificated employee performance as it 
reasonably relates to the following criteria: (1) the progress of pupils 
toward the standards established by the school district of expected 
pupil achievement at each grade level in each area of study, and, if 
applicable, the state adopted content standards as measured by state 
adopted criterion referenced assessments; (2) the instructional 
techniques and strategies used by the employee; (3) the employee's 
adherence to curricular objectives; (4) the establishment and 
maintenance of a suitable learning environment, within the scope of 
the employee's responsibilities; and, if applicable, (5) the fulfillment 
of other job responsibilities established by the school district for 
certificated non-instructional personnel (Ed. Code, § 44662, subds. (b) 
and (c)); 

b. reducing the evaluation and assessment to writing (Ed. Code,  
§ 44663, subd. (a)).  The evaluation shall include recommendations, if 
necessary, as to areas of improvement in the performance of the 
employee.  If the employee is not performing his or her duties in a 
satisfactory manner according to the standards prescribed by the 
governing board, the school district shall notify the employee in 
writing of that fact and describe the unsatisfactory performance  
(Ed. Code, § 44664, subd. (b)); 

c. transmitting a copy of the written evaluation to the certificated 
employee (Ed. Code, § 44663, subd. (a)); 

d. attaching any written reaction or response to the evaluation by the 
certificated employee to the employee's personnel file (Ed. Code, § 
44663, subd. (a)); and 

e. conducting a meeting with the certificated employee to discuss the 
evaluation (Ed. Code, § 44553, subd. (a)). 

Note: For purposes of claiming reimbursement, eligible claimants must identify 
the state or federal law mandating the educational program being 
performed by the certificated, instructional and non-instructional, 
employees. 
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C. Training 

1. Train staff on implementing the reimbursable activities listed in Section IV 
of these parameters and guidelines.  (One-time activity for each 
employee.)  (Reimbursement period begins July 1, 1997.)31 

The Parameters and Guidelines also require claimants to submit contemporaneous source 
documentation to verify their actual costs: 

To be eligible for mandated cost reimbursement for any fiscal year, only actual 
costs may be claimed.  Actual costs are those costs actually incurred to implement 
the mandated activities.  Actual costs must be traceable and supported by source 
documents that show the validity of such costs, when they were incurred, and 
their relationship to the reimbursable activities.  A source document is a document 
created at or near the same time the actual cost was incurred for the event or 
activity in question.  Source documents may include, but are not limited to, 
employee time records or time logs, sign-in sheets, invoices, and receipts.32 

Section V. of the Parameters and Guidelines authorizes reimbursement for employee salaries and 
benefits and directs claimants to: 

Report each employee implementing the reimbursable activities by name, job 
classification, and productive hourly rate (total wages and related benefits divided 
by productive hours).  Describe the specific reimbursable activities performed and 
the hours devoted to each reimbursable activity performed. 

And section VI. of the Parameters and Guidelines requires claimants to retain all documentation 
until the ultimate resolution of any audit findings: 

All documentation used to support the reimbursable activities, as described in Section IV., must 
be retained during the period subject to audit.  If an audit has been initiated by the Controller 
during the period subject to audit, the retention period is extended until the ultimate resolution of 
any audit findings.33 

B. The Controller’s Audit and Summary of the Issues 

The Controller audited claimant’s reimbursement claims for fiscal years 1997-1998 through 
2004-2005, and 2006-2007 through 2007-2008 (no claims were filed for 2005-2006).  The 
Controller reduced the reimbursement claims for fiscal years 1997-1998 through 2004-2005 to 
$0 (an audit adjustment of $1,270,420 in direct and indirect costs) because the claimant did not 
provide source documentation to support the average time claimed for each evaluation, or 
provide the Controller access to the employee evaluations completed during the audit period to 
support the number of employees evaluated.34  Instead, the claimant supported the costs claimed 
for 1997-1998 through 2004-2005 with “Employee Average Time Records for Mandated Costs” 
                                                 
31 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 54-56 (Parameters and Guidelines). 
32 Exhibit A, IRC, page 53 (Parameters and Guidelines). 
33 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 57-58 (Parameters and Guidelines). 
34 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 6 and 91 (Final Audit Report). 
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forms, prepared by the mandate consultant for purposes of claiming costs, on which each 
employee recorded an estimate of the average time performing the reimbursable activities for 
each evaluation for the audit period.  Each form was signed by the staff evaluator in either 
February or March 2006, when the initial reimbursement claims were filed, and certified under 
penalty of perjury that a good faith estimate was being reported.35  For example, the first form 
provided shows an average time to prepare for the evaluation of 50 minutes, 45 minutes for a 
goals and objectives conference with the instructor, 20 minutes for a pre-observation conference 
with the instructor, 40 minutes for the classroom observation of the instructor, 30 minutes for the 
post-observation conference with the instructor, 40 minutes for the final conference with the 
instructor, and 80 minutes to complete a district report, which totals roughly five hours for one 
evaluation as follows:36 

Reimbursable Activities Codes: 
Code 11 Preparing for the evaluation 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 
Code 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 
Code 14 Classroom observation of instructor 
Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 
Code 16 Final conference with instructor 
Code 17 District reporting  
CLASSROOM TEACHER TIME IS NOT 
REIMBURSED 

Evaluation Criteria: 
(A) district standards and test 
results 
(B) instructional 
techniques/strategies 
(C) adherence to curricular 
objectives 
(D) suitable learning environment 

Allocate the average time spent on each criterion (A-0) 
for each of the following evaluation steps: 

Average time in Minutes 
A B C D 

Code 11 Preparing for the evaluation 20 10 10 10 
Code 12 Goals and objectives conference with instructor 15 10 10 10 
Code 13 Pre-observation conference with instructor 5 5 5 5 
Code 14 Classroom observation of instructor 10 10 10 10 
Code 15 Post-observation conference with instructor 5 10 10 5 
Code 16 Final conference with instructor 10 10 10 10 
Code 17 District Reporting 20 20 20 20 

Other “Employee Average Time Records for Mandated Costs” forms show estimates of five to 
10 hours per evaluation, for a mean time of about 8 hours.37 

Although the IRC was filed only on the Controller’s reduction of costs claimed for fiscal years 
1997-1998 to 2004-2005, the audit also included the reimbursement claims for fiscal years 2006-
2007 and 2007-2008, for which no reductions occurred. 

                                                 
35 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 91, 143-191. 
36 Exhibit A, IRC, page 143. 
37 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 143-191 (Employee Average Time Record for Mandated Costs forms).  
The mean of the first ten forms (pp. 143-153) is 8.05 hours. 
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For these two years, the district provided a list of employees who evaluated 
teachers, their title, productive hourly rate detail, as well as contemporaneous time 
documentation that supported an average time of approximately 30 minutes per 
allowable evaluation.  The district also provided a list of teachers who were 
evaluated, which allowed the SCO auditors to determine which evaluations were 
reimbursable.38   

The audit report states that the claimant’s time logs for 2006-2007 were not dated or signed by 
the employees, so the Controller determined the allowable salaries by obtaining the district’s 
evaluation procedures and interviewing administrators who performed the evaluation activities in 
these fiscal years.  Ten percent of the claimant’s 23 school sites were randomly sampled and the 
Controller found an average time of approximately 30 minutes per allowable evaluation.39  The 
Controller determined that the costs claimed for fiscal years 2006-2007 and 2007-2008 were 
understated by $4,834, and the Final Audit Report indicates that the claimant “agreed to our 
recommendation that it allow half an hour for each written observation and final teacher 
evaluation verified.”40 

In the response to the IRC, the Controller explained:  “There is no reasonable means of applying 
the time allowance [from 2006-2008] to FY 1997-98 through FY 2004-05 without knowing the 
certificated instructional employees evaluated and the reimbursability of the evaluations.”41 

C. Post-IRC Negotiations 

After the claimant filed the IRC, the Controller contacted the claimant and offered to adjust the 
audit findings if the claimant provided a list of every employee evaluated during those years.42  
The Controller was emailed the list from the claimant on December 19, 2014.43  On December 
24, 2014, the Controller emailed the claimant to request clarification because the provided 
information appeared to be incomplete.44  On January 5, 2015, the claimant emailed the 
Controller to confirm that the information provided was complete.45  On January 21, 2015, the 
Controller emailed the claimant to explain that of the 1,698 employees listed by the claimant that 
received evaluations during the audit period, the Controller allowed 1,149 evaluations and 
excluded the rest because of duplicated evaluations for permanent employees performed in 
consecutive years, rather than every other year; duplicated evaluations performed in the same 
year; evaluations outside the audit period; and unallowable subjects or programs performed by 

                                                 
38 Exhibit B, Controller’s Comments on the IRC, page 13. 
39 Exhibit A, IRC, page 91 (Final Audit Report).  Exhibit B, Controller’s Comments on the IRC, 
page 13. 
40 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 91 and 92 (Final Audit Report). 
41 Exhibit B, Controller’s Comments on the IRC, page 14. 
42 Exhibit B, Controller’s Comments on the IRC, page 8. 
43 Exhibit B, Controller’s Comments on the IRC, pages 8, 67-97, 100. 
44 Exhibit B, Controller’s Comments on the IRC, pages 8, 99, 104-105. 
45 Exhibit B, Controller’s Comments on the IRC, pages 8, 103-104. 
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certificated instructional employees.46  The Controller offered to revise the audit to reimburse 30 
minutes for each of the 1,149 evaluations (the same average time allowed for the 2006-2007 and 
2007-2008 claims), and to augment the audit findings for 1997-1998 to 2004-2005 by $35,967, 
plus indirect costs.  On January 29, 2015, the claimant sent an email refusing the Controller’s 
offer, arguing that five to six hours, rather than 30 minutes, is the average time to perform the 
mandated activities, as the Controller has found in other Stull Act audits.47  As a result of the 
impasse, the Controller said it “did not expand [its] audit procedures to test the validity of the FY 
1997-98 through FY 2004-05 listing of evaluations the district provided.”48  Therefore, the 
reimbursement claims at issue in this IRC all remain reduced to $0.  

III. Positions of the Parties 
A. Oceanside Unified School District 

The claimant argues that the Controller incorrectly reduced the costs claimed for fiscal years 
1997-1998 through 2004-2005 and seeks reinstatement of $1,270,420.  The claimant argues that 
it provided a list of employees, title, and the employees’ hourly rates for each fiscal year that 
evaluations were performed.  It also provided average time records, copies of its collective 
bargaining agreements containing evaluation requirements, and policies and procedures on 
evaluations, all of which confirm that the activities were performed during the audit period.  The 
claimant states that “[t]here can be no doubt the District’s school site staff performed the 
reimbursable activities” and that “sufficient documentation” was provided to prove each school 
site performed the activities of assessing and evaluating certificated employees as required by the 
mandate.49  The claimant also states: 

Furthermore, the district complied fully with the requirements of the Stull Act 
during the claiming period and we feel that we submitted claims appropriate to 
the costs incurred.  While we were able to supply supporting documentation, it 
was not accepted as sufficient by the audit team. The additional documentation 
requested was, and is, available but would be a significant drain on district 
resources, including staff and funds, to provide. Consequently, the district cannot 
expend any further time or resources to produce the requested records.50 

The claimant also relies on the Office of Management and Budget Circular A-87,51 which 
establishes standards for state and local governments to determine administrative costs 
applicable to grants, contracts, and other agreements with state and local governments.  
According to the claimant:  “Randomly sampling workers to find out what they are working on is 

                                                 
46 Exhibit B, Controller’s Comments on the IRC, pages 15, 108. 
47 Exhibit B, Controller’s Comments on the IRC, pages 15, 118. 
48 Exhibit B, Controller’s Comments on the IRC, page 15. 
49 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 6-7.  
50 Exhibit A, IRC, (claimant’s response to the Final Audit Report) page 98. 
51 Exhibit A, IRC, page 244. 
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one of the federally approved methods of identifying worker effort.  Such method is reasonable 
and may be implemented rather than 100 percent time reporting method.”52 

In late rebuttal comments submitted on May 4, 2015, the claimant states that “the time spent by 
District employees to conduct the reimbursable activities would average 6-7 hours per 
employee.”53  The claimant further argues that the Controller’s audits on The Stull Act of other 
school district claims supports the average time claimed in this IRC.  For example, the claimant 
refers to an audit finding of the average time spent for evaluations in the Poway Unified School 
District of 1.52 hours for permanent employees, 3.57 hours for non-permanent employees, and 
12.93 hours for unsatisfactory evaluations.  For the Norwalk-LaMirada Unified School District, 
the Controller allowed 1.89 hours for permanent employees, 3.07 hours for non-permanent 
employees, and 12.99 hours for unsatisfactory evaluations.  And the claimant asserts that Long 
Beach Unified School District provided the same documentation to the Controller as the 
claimant, and was allowed an average of 2.14 hours for each evaluation for each fiscal year.  The 
claimant argues that:  

Documentation submitted by the claimant supports the reasonable time spent per 
evaluation of 6.40 hours [in] FY 1997-98 and 6.50 hours in FY 1998-99.  For the 
claimant’s time to be limited by the Controller to 30 minutes is far below the 
other times accepted in School District audits and is inconsistent with the 
documentation submitted by the claimant.  As a result [the] Controller’s decision 
to disallow the reimbursement claim is unreasonable, as well as arbitrary and 
capricious.54  

The claimant also argues that the Controller’s offer to revise the audit findings for fiscal year 
1997-1998 after the IRC was filed, by allowing only four evaluations instead of 67, is arbitrary 
and capricious.  The claimant concludes by stating that the “District accepts the Controller’s 
allowable total evaluations of 1,149 . . . adjusted for the evaluations for FY 1997-1998 for a total 
of 1,212.  The Claimant’s adjusted reimbursement claim for FY 1997-1998 to FY 2004-2005 in 
the amount of $181,800.00 is based on an average hourly rate of $60.00 per hour at 2.5 hours per 
evaluation.”55 

B. State Controller’s Office 

The Controller maintains that the reductions are correct and that the audit finding should be 
upheld because the district’s claims do not comply with the documentation requirements in the 
Parameters and Guidelines.  Insufficient source documentation was provided to support the 
number of certificated instructional employees evaluated for 1997-1998 through 2004-2005.  
Actual cost documentation supporting the time to perform the reimbursable activities, a listing of 
certificated instructional employees evaluated, and the nature of the evaluations were provided 
only for 2006-07 and 2007-08.  According to the Controller, “there is no reasonable means of 
applying the time allowance to FY 1997-98 through FY 2004-05 without knowing the 
                                                 
52 Exhibit A, IRC, page 7. 
53 Exhibit C, Claimant’s Late Rebuttal Comments, page 3. 
54 Exhibit C, Claimant’s Late Rebuttal Comments, page 4. 
55 Exhibit C, Claimant’s Late Rebuttal Comments, page 7. 
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certificated instructional employees evaluated and the reimbursability of the evaluations.”56   

As to the claimant’s reference to the Office of Management and Budget Circular A-87, the 
Controller notes that the “district did not provide the auditors with any reasonable sampling 
methodology to arrive at allowable costs.”57  And in response to the claimant’s argument that the 
Controller authorized more time per evaluation in its other audits of The Stull Act program, the 
Controller states:  “Time documentation supporting the reimbursable activities of the Stull Act 
Program for other audits is not relevant to this audit. The district's records supported 
approximately 30 minutes for the reimbursable activities of the Stull Act Program, not five to six 
hours, as requested by Mr. Palkowitz.”58 

IV. Discussion 
Government Code section 17561(d) authorizes the Controller to audit the claims filed by local 
agencies and school districts and to reduce any claim for reimbursement of state mandated costs 
that the Controller determines is excessive or unreasonable.   

Government Code Section 17551(d) requires the Commission to hear and decide a claim that the 
Controller has incorrectly reduced payments to the local agency or school district.  If the 
Commission determines that a reimbursement claim has been incorrectly reduced, section 1185.9 
of the Commission’s regulations requires the Commission to send the decision to the Controller 
and request that the costs in the claim be reinstated. 

The Commission must review questions of law, including interpretation of the parameters and 
guidelines, de novo, without consideration of legal conclusions made by the Controller in the 
context of an audit.  The Commission is vested with exclusive authority to adjudicate disputes 
over the existence of state-mandated programs within the meaning of article XIII B, section 6.59  
The Commission must also interpret the Government Code and implementing regulations in 
accordance with the broader constitutional and statutory scheme.  In making its decisions, the 
Commission must strictly construe article XIII B, section 6 and not apply it as an “equitable 
remedy to cure the perceived unfairness resulting from political decisions on funding 
priorities.”60 

With regard to the Controller’s audit decisions, the Commission must determine whether they 
were arbitrary, capricious, or entirely lacking in evidentiary support.  This standard is similar to 

                                                 
56 Exhibit B, Controller’s Comments on the IRC, page 14. 
57 Exhibit B, Controller’s Comments on the IRC, page 14. 
58 Exhibit B, Controller’s Comments on the IRC, page 14. 
59 Government Code sections 17551, 17552; Kinlaw v. State of California (1991) 54 Cal.3d 326, 
331-334. 
60 County of Sonoma v. Commission on State Mandates (2000) 84 Cal.App.4th 1264, 1281, citing 
City of San Jose v. State of California (1996) 45 Cal.App.4th 1802, 1817. 
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the standard used by the courts when reviewing an alleged abuse of discretion of a state 
agency.61  Under this standard, the courts have found that: 

When reviewing the exercise of discretion, “[t]he scope of review is limited, out 
of deference to the agency’s authority and presumed expertise:  ‘The court may 
not reweigh the evidence or substitute its judgment for that of the agency. 
[Citation.]’” ... “In general ... the inquiry is limited to whether the decision was 
arbitrary, capricious, or entirely lacking in evidentiary support. . . .” [Citations.] 
When making that inquiry, the “ ‘ “court must ensure that an agency has 
adequately considered all relevant factors, and has demonstrated a rational 
connection between those factors, the choice made, and the purposes of the 
enabling statute.” [Citation.]’ ”62 

The Commission must review the Controller’s audit in light of the fact that the initial burden of 
providing evidence for a claim of reimbursement lies with the claimant. 63  In addition, sections 
1185.1(f)(3) and 1185.2(c) of the Commission’s regulations require that any assertions of fact by 
the parties to an IRC must be supported by documentary evidence.  The Commission’s ultimate 
findings of fact must be supported by substantial evidence in the record.64 

Because the Claimant Did Not Provide the Controller with Contemporaneous Source 
Documentation of Actual Costs, as Required by the Parameters and Guidelines, the 
Controller’s Reductions Are Correct as a Matter of Law. 
After a test claim is approved, the Commission adopts parameters and guidelines to provide 
instructions for eligible claimants to prepare reimbursement claims for the direct and indirect 
costs incurred under a state-mandated program.65  At the time the earlier reimbursement claims 
in this case were filed, the Government Code also stated “[c]laims for direct and indirect costs 
filed pursuant to Section 17561 shall be filed in the manner prescribed in the parameters and 
guidelines.”66  The parameters and guidelines are regulatory, in that before their adoption, notice 
and an opportunity to comment on them are provided, and a full quasi-judicial hearing is held.67  
Once adopted, whether after judicial review or without it, the parameters and guidelines are final 
                                                 
61 Johnston v. Sonoma County Agricultural Preservation and Open Space District (2002) 100 
Cal.App.4th 973, 983-984; American Bd. of Cosmetic Surgery, Inc. v. Medical Bd. of California 
(2008) 162 Cal.App.4th 534, 547. 
62 American Bd. of Cosmetic Surgery, Inc. v. Medical Bd. of California (2008) 162 Cal.App.4th 
534, 547-548. 
63 Gilbert v. City of Sunnyvale (2005) 130 Cal.App.4th 1264, 1274-1275. 
64 Government Code section 17559(b), which provides that a claimant or the state may 
commence a proceeding in accordance with the provisions of section 1094.5 of the Code of Civil 
Procedure to set aside a decision of the Commission on the ground that the Commission’s 
decision is not supported by substantial evidence in the record. 
65 Government Code section 17557; California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 1183.7(e). 
66 Government Code section 17564, as amended by Statutes 1999, chapter 643. 
67 Clovis Unified School Dist. v. Chiang (2010) 188 Cal.App.4th 794, 799, 805, and 808. 
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and binding on the parties.68  The Controller may audit the records of the claimant “to verify the 
actual amount of the mandated costs” claimed in a reimbursement claim, and reduce any claim 
that the Controller determines is excessive or unreasonable.69   

The Parameters and Guidelines adopted for The Stull Act program authorize claimants to request 
reimbursement for actual costs incurred and require claimants and to keep contemporaneous 
source documentation (documentation created at or near the same time the actual costs was 
incurred) to support the costs claimed: 

To be eligible for mandated cost reimbursement for any fiscal year, only actual 
costs may be claimed.  Actual costs are those costs actually incurred to implement 
the mandated activities.  Actual costs must be traceable and supported by source 
documents that show the validity of such costs, when they were incurred, and 
their relationship to the reimbursable activities.  A source document is a document 
created at or near the same time the actual cost was incurred for the event or 
activity in question.  Source documents may include, but are not limited to, 
employee time records or time logs, sign-in sheets, invoices, and receipts.70 

Section V. of the Parameters and Guidelines authorizes reimbursement for employee salaries and 
benefits and directs claimants to do the following: 

Report each employee implementing the reimbursable activities by name, job 
classification, and productive hourly rate (total wages and related benefits divided 
by productive hours).  Describe the specific reimbursable activities performed 
and the hours devoted to each reimbursable activity performed.71   

And section VI. of the Parameters and Guidelines requires claimants to retain all documentation 
until the ultimate resolution of any audit findings.72 

The record indicates that the documentation provided to the Controller for fiscal years 1997-
2005 consists of average time forms signed by claimed staff in February or March of 2006, when 
the initial reimbursement claims for the program were submitted to the Controller.  Each 
employee (evaluator) estimated the average minutes spent annually to perform evaluation 
activities for 1997-1998 through 2004-2005 on a single form, with estimates generally ranging 
from 5 to 10 hours per evaluation,73 and certified under penalty of perjury that actual data or a 
good faith estimate was reported.  Claimant also provided a list of the evaluators,74 and 
                                                 
68 California School Boards Association v. State of California (2009) 171 Cal.App.4th 1183, 
1201. 
69 Government Code section 17561(d)(2)(A)(i) and (B). 
70 Exhibit A, IRC, page 53 (Parameters and Guidelines).  
71 Exhibit A, IRC, page 56 (Parameters and Guidelines), emphasis added. 
72 Exhibit A, IRC, page 57 (Parameters and Guidelines). 
73 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 143-191 (Employee Average Time Record for Mandated Costs forms).  
The mean of the first ten forms (pp. 143-153) is 8.05 hours. 
74 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 101-141. 
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collective bargaining agreements from 1994 to 2007, describing its evaluation policies and 
procedures during the audit period.75   

This documentation, however, does not verify the actual time taken to perform the mandated 
activities during the audit period, as required by the Parameters and Guidelines.  Nor was the 
documentation prepared at or near the same time as the reimbursable activity was performed, as 
required by the Parameters and Guidelines.  Rather, the time records were all signed in  
February or March 2006,76 raising questions of whether the estimated times of five to 10 hours is 
accurate and reliable, especially in light of the Controller’s calculation for 2006-2007 and 2007-
2008 that showed that each evaluation took only 30 minutes, or more time than the district 
claimed for those years.77  

Moreover, the documentation provided during the audit does not identify the employees 
evaluated, which is necessary to determine whether the costs claimed were limited to the scope 
of the mandate.  This program was approved only as a higher level of service and thus, not all 
activities required by the Education Code to evaluate employees are reimbursable.  The scope of 
the mandate is limited to:  (1) the evaluation of certificated instructional personnel who perform 
the requirements of educational programs mandated by state or federal law as it reasonably 
relates only to the instructional techniques and strategies used by the employee and the 
employee’s adherence to curricular objectives; (2) the evaluation of certificated instructional 
employees that teach core subjects in grades 2 to 11 as it reasonably relates to the progress of 
pupils on state adopted content standards and assessment tests; and (3) the continued evaluation 
of permanent certificated employees that perform the requirements of educational programs 
mandated by state or federal law and receive an unsatisfactory evaluation.78 

After the audit was completed and the IRC filed, the claimant provided to the Controller a list of 
every employee evaluated during the audit years in question.79  As part of its offer to revise the 
audit findings, the Controller said that of the 1,698 employees listed by the claimant that 
received evaluations for the audit period, the Controller allowed 1,149 evaluations and excluded 
the rest because the information the claimant provided indicated there were duplicated 
evaluations for permanent employees performed in consecutive years, rather than every other 
year; duplicated evaluations performed in the same year; evaluations made outside of the IRC 
period; and unallowable subjects or programs performed by certificated instructional 
employees.80  The claimant, however, did not provide any time logs or other contemporaneous 
documentation to support the time for each evaluation.  Nevertheless, the Controller offered to 
provide limited reimbursement for those years for 1,149 evaluations at 30 minutes per 
                                                 
75 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 193-240. 
76 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 143-191. 
77 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 91 and 92 (Final Audit Report).  Exhibit B, Controller’s Comments on 
the IRC, page 13. 
78 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 54-56 (Parameters and Guidelines). 
79 Exhibit B, Controller’s Comments on the IRC, page 14.  The list is on pages 69-97 of 
Exhibit B. 
80 Exhibit B, Controller’s Comments on the IRC, pages 15 and 108. 
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evaluation, based on the time logs prepared by the claimant’s employees at or near the time the 
reimbursable activities were performed in fiscal years 2006-2007 and 2007-2008.81  The 
claimant rejected this offer, insisting that each evaluation took five to six hours, as the Controller 
has found in audits of The Stull Act program in other school districts.82   

In rebuttal comments, the claimant states that the correct number of evaluations for 1997-1998 is 
67 (instead of the four allowed by the Controller in the post-IRC negotiations) and that “the time 
spent by District employees to conduct the reimbursable activities would average 6-7 hours per 
employee.”83  But the rebuttal comments conclude that each evaluation should be reimbursed at 
2.5 hours as follows: 

The District accepts the Controller’s allowable total evaluations of 1,149 . . . 
adjusted for the evaluations for FY 1997-1998 for a total of 1,212.  The 
Claimant’s adjusted reimbursement claim for FY 1997-1998 to FY 2004-2005 in 
the amount of $181,800.00 is based on an average hourly rate of $60.00 per hour 
at 2.5 hours per evaluation.84 

The Commission finds that the claimant’s various assertions that the evaluations took either five 
to six hours, or six to seven hours, or 2.5 hours, are not supported by any contemporaneous 
source documentation to verify the actual time to perform the activities, as required by the 
Parameters and Guidelines.  Moreover, the claimant’s assertion that evaluations take 2.5 hours is 
not supported by any evidence in the record.  Section 1185.1 of the Commission’s regulations 
requires all assertions of fact in an IRC shall be supported by testimonial or documentary 
evidence and shall be submitted in accordance with section 1187.5 of the regulations.  Section 
1187.5 requires that written representations of fact shall be under oath or affirmation by persons 
who are authorized and competent to so, based on the declarant’s personal knowledge or 
information or belief.  The Controller’s audits of the records of other school districts is not 
relevant to the claimant’s audit here and, pursuant to section 1187.5(a) of the Commission’s 
regulations, non-relevant evidence must be excluded.85   

Accordingly, the Commission finds that the claimant did not comply with the requirements of 
the Parameters and Guidelines because no contemporaneous source documentation was provided 
and the documentation that was provided was insufficient to support the claimant’s actual costs, 
and thus, the Controller’s reduction of costs claimed is correct as a matter of law. 

V. Conclusion 
For the reasons discussed above, the Commission denies this IRC. 

                                                 
81 Exhibit B, Controller’s Comments on the IRC, pages 14 and 108. 
82 Exhibit B, Controller’s Comments on the IRC, pages 15 and 118.   
83 Exhibit C, Claimant’s Late Rebuttal Comments, page 3. 
84 Exhibit C, Claimant’s Late Rebuttal Comments, page 7. 
85 California Code of Regulations, title 2, sections 1185.1 and 1187.5.  
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Executive Director 
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Sacramento, CA 95814 

July 8, 2016 

Re: Case Name: The Stull Act Program (14-9825-I-01) 
Written Comments to Draft Proposed Decision 
Claimant: Oceanside Unified School District 

Dear Ms. Halsey: 

2488 Historic Decatur Road 
Suite 200 

San Diego, California 92106 
Main: 619.232.3122 
Fax: 619.232.3264 

as?law.com 

Oceanside Unified School District ("Claimant") files the following written comments in 
response to the Draft Proposed Decision. 

A. Introduction 

Claimant has provided ample evidence they are entitled to reimbursement for performing 
the reimbursable activities required by the mandate. Despite this, State Controller Office 
("Controller") rejected 99% of the claimant's reimbursement claim despite Controller's revised 
audit findings that concluded 1, 149 evaluations were performed. As a result, the denial of the 
claim is arbitrary and capricious and must be reversed. 

B. Summary 

Oceanside Unified School District ("the District") filed claims for reimbursement of costs 
that the District incurred during Fiscal Years 1997-1998, 1998-1999, 1999-2000, 2000-2001, 
2001-2002, 2002-2003, 2003-2004, 2004-2005 (eight claims) to implement the state mandated 
Stull Program Act Program set forth in Chapter 498, Statutes (Chapter 498/83) and Chapter 4, 
Statutes of 1999 (Chapter 4/99). The costs claimed were primarily for the salaries and benefits 
of the school site staff and related indirect costs. Controller denied claimant's costs contending 
the District did not support claimed costs with source documents. 

The reimbursable activities include the following: 

1. Preparing the evaluation; 

2. Goals and objectives conference with instructor; 
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3. Pre-observation conference with instructor; 

4. Classroom observation with instructor; 

5. Post observation conference with instructor; 

6. Final conference with instructor; 

7. Conducting final conferences; written evaluations; 

8. District reporting. 

C. Analysis 

July 8, 2016 
Page 2 

The guidelines for the Stull Act program were adopted September 27, 2005, by the 
Commission. The initial claim period, Fiscal Years 1997-1998, 1998-1999, 1999-2000, 2000-
2001, 2001-2002, 2002-2003, 2003-2004, 2004-2005, predates the date of guideline adoption. 
Controller's application of an overly narrow interpretation of the supporting documentation 
guideline language to claims prior to the fiscal year 2005/06 violates the Clovis Unified School 
District appellate court decision dated September 21, 2010. This decision found Controller could 
not apply contemporaneous source documentation requirements (CSDR) prior to the date the 
CSDR language was actually approved by Commission on State Mandates and added to a 
program's guidelines. 

Claimant's claim that 2.5 hours were incurred for each evaluation is based on the 
Controller's audit from a comparable neighboring district, also serving grades k-12; as well as 
other time studies accepted by the Controller during the audits of other school districts. (Ex. P
T) The Draft Proposed Decision provides no legal authority, as there is none, to exclude the time 
studies from the as the basis for claimant's claim. 

Effectively the time studies included in the Controller's audits created a Reasonable 
Reimbursement Methodology, a uniform cost allowance, in conformity with Government Code 
section 17518.5(b ), as it is based on cost information from a representative sample of eligible 
claimants, information provided by association of local agencies and school districts, or other 
projections oflocal costs. The time study of 2.5 hours per evaluation is reliable since auditing of 
reimbursement claims is not a prerequisite for the development and approval of a reasonable 
reimbursement methodology. (Cal. Code Regs.,§ 1183.12) 

Time studies have been acceptable methodologies for reimbursement in lieu of or in 
support of contemporaneous records. To disregard its application, especially when the time 
studies have been approved by the Controller is an abuse of discretion. To conclude the 
reimbursable activities listed above were conducted in 30 minutes, allows less than 4 minutes 
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for each activity to be completed. An analysis of each activity easily concludes otherwise. As 
such the record includes evidence, as required by the Commission's regulations, to justify 
reimbursement at 2.5 hours per evaluation. 

CERTIFICATION 

I certify by my signature below, under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of 
California, that the statements made in this document are true and complete to the best of my 
own personal knowledge or information and belief. 

Attorney for the Claimant 
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ITEM2 
COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES 

SEPTEMBER 27, 2005 
PROPOSED CONSENT CALENDAR (action) 

Items 7, 8, 9, 10, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, and 19 

INFORMATIONAL HEARING PURSUANT TO CALIFORNIA CODE OF REGULATIONS, 
TITLE 2, CHAPTER 2.5, ARTICLE 8 (action) 

ADOPTION OF PROPOSED PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES AND AMENDMENTS TO 
PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES 

Item 7 

Item 8 

The Stull Act, 98-TC-25 
Denair Unified School District and Grant Joint Union High School District, 
Claimants 
Education Code Sections 44660 - 44665 (formerly Ed. Code §§ 13485-13490) 
Statutes 1975, Chapter 1216 (SB 777); Statutes 1983, Chapter 498 (SB 813); 
Statutes 1986, Chapter 393 (AB 3878); Statutes 1995, Chapter 392 (AB 729); 
Statutes 1999, Chapter 4 (SB 412) 

Mandate Reimbursement Process, CSM-4485 
Statutes 1975, Chapter 486 (AB 1375), Statutes 1984, Chapter 1459 (SB 2337); 
Statutes 1995, Chapter 303 (AB 903 - Budget Act of 1995); Statutes 1996, 
Chapter 162 (SB 1393 - Budget Act of 1996); Statutes 1997, Chapter 282 (AB 
107 - Budget Act of 1997); Statutes 1998, Chapter 324 (AB 1656 - Budget Act 
of 1998); Statutes 1999, Chapter 50 (SB 160 - Budget Act of 1999); Statutes 
2000, Chapter 52 (AB 1740 - Budget Act of2000); Statutes 2001, Chapter 106 
(SB 739-Budget Act of2001); Statutes 2002, Chapter 379 (AB 425 - Budget 
Act of2002); Statutes 2003, Chapter 157 (AB 1765 - Budget Act of 2003); 
Statutes 2004, Chapter 208 (SB 1113 - Budget Act of 2004); Statutes 2005, 
Chapter 38 (SB 77 - Budget Act of2005) 

SET ASIDE PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES, AS DIRECTED BY THE LEGISLATURE, 
STATUTES 2004, CHAPTER 72, (AB 138) 

Item 9 Brown Act Reform, 04-PGA-08 (CSM-4469) and 
Open Meetings Act (CSM-4257) 
Government Code Sections 54952, 54954.2, 54954.3, 54957.1, and 54957. 7 
Statutes 1993, Chapters 1136 (AB 1426), 1137 (SB 36), and 1138 (SB 1140); 
Statutes 1994, Chapter 32 (SB 752); and 
Statutes 1986, Chapter 641 (AB 2674) 

Item 10 Redevelopment Agencies -: Tax Disbursement Reporting, 99-TC-06 
Health and Safety Code Section 33672.7 
Statutes 1998, Chapter 39 (SB 258) 

Exhibit G
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SET ASIDE OR AMEND PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES BASED ON STATUTES 2004 
> 

CHAPTER 889, (AB 2853) AND REQUEST OF THE STATE CONTROLLER'S OFFICE • 

Item 12 Involuntary Lien Notices, 04-PGA-l 5 (SB 90-3891) 
Statutes 1980, Chapter 1281 (AB 481) 

Item 13 Property Tax: Family Transfers, 04-PGA-16 (CSM-4320) 
Statutes 1987, Chapter48 (AB 47) 

Item 14 County Treasury Oversight Committees, 04-PGA- I 7 (CSM 96-365-03) 
Government Code Sections 27130, 27131, 27132, 27132. l, 27132.2, 27132.3, 
27132.4,27133,27134,27135,27136,27137 
Statutes of 1995, Chapter 784 (SB 866); Statutes "of 1996, Chapter 156 (SB 864) 

Item 15 Investment Reports, 04-PGA-18 (CSM 96-358-02) 
Government Code Section 53646, Subdivisions (a), (b), and (e) 
Statutes 1995, Chapter 783 (SB 564) Statutes 1996, Chapter 156 (SB 864) 
Statutes 1996, Chapter 749 (SB 109) 

Item 16 Two-Way Traffic Signal Communications, 04-PGA-19 (CSM-4504) 
Vehicle Code Section 2140 
Statutes 1994, Chapter 1297 (AB 3418), Statutes 2004, Chapter 889 (AB 2853) 

SET ASIDE OR AMEND PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES BASED ON AMENDMENTS 
BY STATUTES 2004, CHAPTER 227 (SB 1102) 

Item 19 Senior Citizens' Mobilehome Property Tax Deferral Program, 04-PGA-3 l 
(SB 90-1623) 
Statutes 1983, Chapter 1051 (AB 800) 

POSTPONED TO DECEMBER HEARING 

SET ASIDE PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES BASED ON STATUTES 2004, 
CHAPTER 316 (AB 2851) 

Item 11 Residential Care Services, 04-PGA-12 (CSM-4292) (Tentative) 
Welfare and Institutions Code Sections 4075, 4076, and 5705.6 
Statutes 1985, Chapter 1352 (SB 155); Title 9, California Code of Regulations, 
Section 549, DMH Letters No. 85-40, 86-14, 86-26, 86-30, 87 

SET ASIDE OR AMEND PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES BASED ON BY STATUTES 
2004, CHAPTER 895 (AB2855) 

Item 18 Pupil Exclusions, 04-PGA-28 (CSM-4457 & 4477) {Tentative) 
Statutes 1978, Chapter 668 (AB 2191) 

2 

• 

• 
582



THIS ITEM WILL BE DISTRIBUTED AT A 
LATER TIME 

583



Hearing Date: September 27, 2005 
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ITEM7 

FINAL STAFF ANALYSIS 
PROPOSED PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES 

Education Code Sections 44660-44665 
(Foriner Ed. Code, §§ 13485-13490) 

Statutes 1983, Chapter 498 
Statutes 1999, Chapter 4 

The Stull Act (98-TC-25) 

Denair Unified School District and Grant Joint Union High School District, Claimants 
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Hearing Date: September 27, 2005 
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ITEM7 

FINAL STAFF ANALYSIS 
PROPOSED PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES 

Education Code Sections 44660-44665 
(Former Ed. Code, §§ 13485-13490) 

Statutes 1983, Chapter 498 · 
Statutes 1999, Chapter 4 

The Stull Act (98-TC-25) 

Denair Unified School District and Grant Joint Union High School District, Claimants 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

On May 27, 2004, the Commission on State Mandates (Commission) adopted the Statement of 
Decision for The Stull Act test claim, finding that Education Code sections 44660-44665 
(formerly Ed. Code,§§ 13485-13490) constitute a new program or higher level of service and 
impose a state-mandated program upon school districts within the meaning of article XIII B, 
section 6 of the California Constitution and Government Code section 17514. The Commission 
approved this test claim for specific reimbursable activities related to evaluation and assessment 
of the performance of "certificated personnel" within each school district, except for those 
employed in local, discretionary educational programs. 

Staff reviewed the claimant's proposed parameters and guidelines and the comments received. 
Non-substantive, technical changes were made for purposes of clarification, consistency with 
language in recently adopted parameters and guidelines, and conformity to the Statement of 
Decision and statutory language. 

Substantive changes were made to the following sections of the claimant's proposed parameters 
and guidelines. A draft staff analysis was issued on August 5, 2005. No comments were 
received. 

III. Period of Reimbursement 

The claimant proposed a reimbursement period beginning on or after July 1, 1998, for costs 
incurred in compliance with the mandate. The test claim was deemed filed on June 30, 1999, 
and thus, a reimbursement period beginning July 1, 1997, was established. Therefore, the costs 
incurred for compliance with Statutes 1983, chapter 498 are eligible for reimbursement on or 
after July 1, 1997. Statutes 1999, chapter 4 was an urgency statute operative March 15, 1999; 
therefore, costs incurred for compliance with Statutes 1999, chapter 4 are eligible for 
reimbursement on or after March 15, 1999. 
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IV. Reimbursable Activities 

The claimant's proposed reimbursable activities mirrored those in the Commission's Statement 
of Decision. The State Controller's Office suggested technical changes. The Department of 
Finance stated that the claimant's proposal did not provide guidance on which educational 
programs mandated by state or federal law the activities were limited to, and argued that the 
clarification was needed to ensure that offsetting funding is applied to the reimbursement claims. 

Staff notes that no comments were received when a request for additional briefing was issued 
with the draft staff analysis on the test claim on March 19, 2004. Thus, the Statement of 
Decision stated that " ... the determination of the certificated employees performing mandated 
functions for which school districts are eligible to receive reimbursement will be addressed 
during the parameters and guidelines phase." 

However, none of the parties submitted comments that identified the mandated educational 
programs. Therefore, staff recommends that for purposes of claiming reimbursement, eligible 
claimants must identify the state or federal law mandating the educational program being 
performed by the certificated employees. Staff added this language after the applicable 
activities. 

In addition, because of the complex nature of this particular program, staff finds that training is 
reasonably necessary to carry out the mandate. Thus, staff proposes that one-time training per 
employee on the implementation of the. reimbursable activities listed in Section IV be 
reimbursable. 

V. Claim Preparation and Submission 

Because staff included one-time training as a reimbursable activity, the training component was 
not deleted from this section as recommended by the Department of Finance. 

Staff Recommendation 

Staff recommends that the Commission adopt the proposed parameters and guidelines, beginning 
on page 7. 

Staff also recommends that the Commission authorize staff to make any non-substantive, 
technical corrections to the parameters and guidelines following the hearing. . 
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STAFF ANALYSIS 

Claimant 

Denair Unified School District and Grant Joint Union High School District 

Chronology 

05/27/04 

06/17/04 

08/02/04 

08/13/04 

09/29/04 

08105105 

09109105 

Commission on State Mandates (Commission) adopted Statement of Decision 

Claimant submitted proposed parameters and guidelines 

The State Controller's Office (SCO) submitted comments 

Grant Joint Union High School District added as a co-claimant to test claim 

The Department of Finance (DOF) submitted comments 

Draft staff analysis issued 

Final staff analysis issued 

Summary of the Mandate 

On May 27, 2004, the Commission adopted the Statement of Decision for The Stull Act test 
claim, finding that Education Code sections 44660-44665 (formerly Ed. Code, §§ 13485-13490) 
constitute a new program or higher level of service and impose a state-mandated program upon 
school districts within the meaning of article XIII B, section 6 of the California Constitution and 
Government Code section 17514. Accordingly, the Commission approved this test claim for the 
following reimbursable activities: 

• Evaluate and assess the performance of certificated instructional employees that 
perform the requirements of educational programs mandated by state or federal law as 
it reasonably relates to the instructional techniques and strategies used by the 
employee and the employee's adherence to curricular objectives. (Ed. Code, § 44662, 
subd. (b), as amended by Stats. 1983, ch. 498.) 

Reimbursement for this activity is limited to the review of the employee's 
instructional techniques and strategies and adherence to curricular objectives, and to 
include in the written evaluation of the certificated instructional employees the 
assessment of these factors during the following evaluation periods: 

o Once each year for probationary certificated employees; 

o Every other year for permanent certificated employees; and 

o Beginning January 1, 2004, every five years for certificated employees with 
permanent status who have been employed at least ten years with the school 
district, are highly qualified (as defined in 20 U.S.C. § 7801), and whose previous 
evaluation rated the employee as meeting or exceeding standards, if the evaluator 
and certificated employee being evaluated agree. 

• Evaluate and assess the performance of certificated instructional employees that teach 
reading, writing, mathematics, history/social science, and science in grades 2 to 11 as 
it reasonably relates to the progress of pupils towards the state adopted academic 
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content standards as measured by state adopted assessment tests. (Ed. Code, § 44662, 
subd. (b), as amended by Stats. 1999, ch. 4.) 

Reimbursement for this activity is limited to the review of the results of the ST AR 
test as it reasonably relates to the performance of those certificated employees that 
teach reading, writing, mathematics, history/social science, and science in grades 2 to 
11, and to include in the written evaluation of those certificated employees the 
assessment of the employee's performance based on the STAR results for the pupils 
they teach during the evaluation periods specified in Education Code section 44664, 
and described below: 

o Once each year for probationary certificated employees; 

o Every other year for permanent certificated employees; and 

o Beginning January 1, 2004, every five years for certificated employees with 
permanent status who have been employed at least ten years with the school 
district, are highly qualified (as defined in 20 U.S.C. § 7801), and whose previous 
evaluation rated the employee as meeting or e'xceeding standards, ifthe evaluator 
and certificated employee being evaluated agree. 

• Assess and evaluate permanent certificated, instructional and non-instructional, 
employees that perform the requirements of educational programs mandated by state 
or federal law and receive an unsatisfactory evaluation in the years in which the 
permanent certificated employee would not have otherwise been evaluated pursuant 
to Education Code section 44664 (i.e., every other year). The additional evaluations 
shall last until the employee achieves a positive evaluation, or is separated from the 
school district. (Ed. Code, § 44664, as amended by Stats. 1983, ch. 498.) This 
additional evaluation and assessment of the permanent certificated employee requires 
the school district to perform the following activities: 

o Evaluate and assess the certificated employee performance as it reasonably relates 
to the following criteria: (I) the progress of pupils toward the standards 
established by the school district of expected pupil achievement at each grade 
level in each area of study, and, if applicable, the state adopted content standards 
as measured by state adopted criterion referenced assessments; (2) the 
instructional techniques and strategies used by the employee; (3) the employee's 
adherence to curricular objectives; (4) the establishn1ent and maintenance of a 
suitable learning environment, within the scope of the employee's responsibilities; 
and, if applicable, (5) the fulfillment of other job responsibilities established by 
the school district for certificated non-instructional personnel (Ed. Code, § 44662, 
subds. (b) and (c)); 

o The evaluation and assessment shall be reduced to writing. (Ed. Code, § 44663, 
subd. (a).) The evaluation shall include recommendations, if necessary, as to 
areas of improvement in the performance of the employee. If the employee is not 
performing his or her duties in a satisfactory manner according to the standards 
prescribed by the governing board, the school district shall notify the employee in 
writing of that fact and describe the unsatisfactory performance (Ed. Code, § 
44664, subd. (b)); 

4 

e· 

588



o Transmit a copy of the written evaluation to the certificated employee (Ed. Code, 
§ 44663, subd. (a)); 

o Attach any written reaction or response to the evaluation by the certificated 
employee to the employee's personnel file (Ed. Code, § 44663, subd. (a)); and 

o Conduct a meeting with the certificated employee to discuss the evaluation 
(Ed. Code,§ 44553, subd. (a).) 

The Commission further found that the activities listed above do not constitute reimbursable 
state-mandated programs with respect to certificated personnel employed in local, discretionary 
educational programs. 

Finally, the Commission found that all other statutes in the test claim not mentioned above are 
not reimbursable state-mandated programs within the meaning of article XIII B, section 6 and 
Government Code section 17514. 

Discussion 

Staff reviewed the claimant's proposed parameters and guidelines and the comments received. 
Non-substantive, technical changes were made for purposes of clarification, consistency with 
language in recently adopted parameters and guidelines, and conformity to the Statement of 
Decision and statutory language. 

Substantive changes were made to the following sections of the claimant's proposed parameters 
and guidelines. A draft staff analysis was issued on August 5, 2005. No comments were 
received. 

Ill Period of Reimbursement 

The claimant proposed a reimbursement period beginning on or after July 1, 1998, for costs 
incurred in compliance with the mandate. The adopted Statement of Decision states that the 
claimant filed the test claim on July 7, 1999; however, staff clarifies that the test claim was 
originally filed on June 30, 1999. On July 7, 1999, the claimant submitted a corrected test claim 
form. Accordingly, the test claim is deemed filed on June 30, 1999, and a reimbursement period 
beginning July 1, 1997, was established. 

Therefore, the costs incurred for compliance with Statutes 1983, chapter 498 are eligible for 
reimbursement on or after July 1, 1997. Statutes 1999, chapter 4 was an urgency statute 
operative March 15, 1999; therefore, costs incurred for compliance with Statutes 1999, chapter 4 
are eligible for reimbursement on or after March 15, 1999. 

IV. Reimbursable Activities 

The claimant's proposed reimbursable activities mirrored those in the Commission's Statement 
Of Decision. In its comments to the claimant's proposal, the SCO suggested a technical change 
to number the activities rather than using bullets. The DOF stated that the claimant's proposal 
did not provide guidance on which educational programs mandated by state or federal law the 
activities were limited to, and argued that the clarification was needed to ensure that offsetting 
funding is applied to the reimbursement claims. 

Staff notes that the test claim draft staff analysis was issued on March 19, 2004, with a request to 
the parties for additional briefing on the following two issues: 
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1. Are there any sources of state or federal funds appropriated to school districts that can be 
applied to the activities identified in the draft staff analysis as reimbursable state
mandated activities for the evaluation of certificated personnel under the Stull Act? 

2. Are the state-mandated activities identified in the draft staff analysis reimbursable under 
article XIII .B, section 6 of the California Constitution for the evaluation of certificated 
personnel employed in local, discretionary educational programs? 

Commission staff did not receive any comments. Thus, based on the Department of Finance v. 
Commission on State Mandates case, staff limited the reimbursable activities to the evaluations 
of certificated personnel that perform the requirements of educational programs mandated by 
state or federal law. Because the parties did not file comments in response to the request for 
additional briefing, the Statement of Decision stated that" ... the determination of the certificated 
employees performing mandated functions for which school districts are eligible to receive 
reimbursement will be addressed during the parameters and guidelines phase." 1 

. However,'none of the parties submitted comments that identified the mandated educational 
programs. Thus, staff recommends that for purposes of claiming reimbursement, eligible 
claimants must identify the state or federal law mandating the educational program being 
performed by the certificated employees. Staff added this language after the applicable 
activities. 

In addition, because of the complex nature of this particular program, staff finds that training is 
reasonably necessary to carry out the mandate. Thus, staff proposes that one-time training per 
employee on the implementation of the reimbursable activities listed in Section IV be 
reimbursable. 

V. Claim Preparation and Submission 

In its comments to the claimant's proposed parameters and guidelines, DOF recommended that 
the training component under Section V.A. be deleted because training was not found to be a 
reimbursable activity by the Commission. However, because staff included one-time training as 
a reimbursable activity, the training component was not deleted from this section. 

Staff Recommendation 

Staff recommends that the Commission adopt the proposed parameters and guidelines, beginning 
on page 7. 

Staff also recommends that the Commission authorize staff to make any non-substantive, 
technical corrections to the parameters and guidelines following the hearing. 

1 Exhibit A, page 116. 
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PROPOSED PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES 

Education Code Sections 44660-44665 
(Former Ed. Code, §§ 13485-13490) 

Statutes 1975, Chapter 121 €i 
Statutes 1983, Chapter 498 
Stt!:t1:1tes 1980, Chapter 3 93 
Statutes 1995, Chapter 392 

Statutes 1999, Chapter 4 

The Stull Act (98-TC-25) 

Denair Unified School District and Grant Joint Union High School District, Claimants 

I. SUMMARY OF THE MANDATE 

On May 27, 2004, the Commission on State Mandates (!!Commission!!.) adopted the Statement of 
Decision for The Stull Act (9& TC 25) test claim. The Commission found that Education Code 
sections 44660-44665 (formerly Ed. Code, §§ 13485-13490) constitute a new program or higher 
level of service and impose a state-mandated program upon school districts within the meaning 
of article XIII 8, section 6 of the California Constitution and Government Code section 17514. 
Accordingly, the Commission approved this test claim for the following reimbursable activities: 

• Evaluate and assess the performance of certificated instructional employees that 
perform the requirements of educational programs mandated by state or federal law as 
it reasonably relates to the instructional techniques and strategies used by the 
employee and the employee's adherence to curricular objectives. (Ed. Code, § 44662, 
subd. (b), as amended by Stats. 1983, ch. 498.) 

Reimbursement for this activity is limited to the review of the employee's 
instructional techniques and strategies and adherence to curricular objectives, and to 
include in the written evaluation of the certificated instructional employees the 
assessment of these factors during the following evaluation periods: 

o Once each year for probationary certificated employees; 

o Every other year for permanent certificated employees; and 

o Beginning January I, 2004, every five years for certificated employees with 
permanent status who have been employed at least ten years with the school 
district, are highly qualified (as defined in 20 U.S.C. § 7801), and whose previous 
evaluation rated the employee as meeting or exceeding standards, ifthe evaluator 
and certificated employee being evaluated agree. 

• Evaluate and assess the performance of certificated instructional employees that teach 
reading, writing, mathematics, history/social science, and science in grades 2 to 11 as 
it reasonably relates to the progress of pupils towards the state adopted academic 
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content standards as measured by state adopted assessment tests. (Ed. Code, § 44662, 
subd. (b ), as amended by Stats. 1999, ch. 4.) 

Reimbursement for this activity is limited to the review of the results of the ST AR 
test as it reasonably relates to the performance of those certificated employees that 
teach reading, writing, mathematics, history/social science, and science in grades 2 to 
11, and to include in the written evaluation of those certificated employees the 
assessment of the employee's performance based on the ST AR results for the pupils 
they teach during the evaluation periods specified in Education Code section 44664, 
and described below: 

o Once each year for probationary certificated employees; 

o Every other year for permanent certificated employees; and 

o Beginning January 1, 2004, every five years for certificated employees with 
permanent status who have been employed at least ten years with the school 
district, are highly qualified (as defined in 20 U.S.C. § 7801), and whose previous 
evaluation rated the employee as meeting or exceeding standards, ifthe evaluator 
and certificated employee being evaluated agree. 

• Assess and evaluate permanent certificated, instructional and non-instructional, 
employees that perform the requirements of educational programs mandated by state 
or federal law and receive an unsatisfactory evaluation in the years in which the 
permanent certificated employee would not have otherwise been evaluated pursuant 
to Education Code section 44664 (i.e., every other year). The additional evaluations 
shall.last until the employee achieves a positive evaluation, or is separated from the 
school district. (Ed. Code, § 44664, as amended by Stats. 1983, ch. 498.) This 
additional evaluation and assessment of the permanent certificated employee requires 
the school district to perform the following activities: 

o Evaluate.and assess the certificated employee performance as it reasonably relates 
to the following criteria: (1) the progress of pupils toward the standards 
established by the school district of expected pupil achievement at each grade 
level in each area of study, and, if applicable, the state adopted content standards 
as measured by state adopted criterion referenced assessments; (2) the 
instructional teclmiques and strategies used by the employee; (3) the employee's 
adherence to curricular objectives; ( 4) the establishment and maintenance of a 
suitable learning environment, within the scope of the employee's responsibilities; 
and, if applicable, (5) the fulfillment of other job responsibilities established by 
the school district for certificated non-instructional personnel (Ed. Code, § 44662, 
subds. (b) and (c)); 

o The evaluation and assessment shall be reduced to writing. (Ed. Code, § 44663, 
· subd. (a).) The evaluation shall include recommendations, if necessary, as to 

areas of improvement in the performance of the employee. If the employee is not 
performing his or her duties in a satisfactory manner according to the standards 
prescribed by the governing board, the school district shall notify the employee in 
writing of that fact and describe the unsatisfactory performance (Ed. Code, 
§ 44664, subd. (b)); 
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o Transmit a copy of the written evaluation to the certificated employee (Ed. Code, 
§ 44663, subd. (a)); 

o Attach any written reaction or response to the evaluation by the certificated 
employee to the employee's personnel file (Ed. Code, § 44663, subd. (a)); and 

o Conduct a meeting with the certificated employee to discuss the evaluation 
(Ed. Code, § 44553, subd. (a).) 

The Commission further found that the activities listed above do not constitute reimbursable 
state-mandated programs with respect to certificated personnel employed in local. discretionary 
educational programs. 

Finally. the Commission found that all other statutes in the test claim not mentioned above are 
not reimhursable state-mandated programs within the meaning of a11icle Xlll B. section 6 and 
Government Code section 17514. 

II. ELIGIBLE CLAIMANTS 

Any "school district" as defined in Government Code section 17519, except for community 
colleges, which incurs increased costs as a result of this mandate is eligible to claim 
reimbursement. Charter schools are not eligible claimants. 

III. PERIOD OF REIMBURSEMENT 

Government Code section 17557 states that a test claim must be submitted on or before June 30 
following a given fiscal year to establish eligibility for that fiscal year. The test claim for this 
mandate was filed on June-2-9- 30, 1999. Therefore, the costs incurred for compliance with 
Stat1:1tes ef 1975, Cfiapter 1216; Statutes e.f-1983, Cs;;hapter 498; 8tat1:1tes ef 1986, CA:apter 393; 
Statutes ef 1995, Chapter 392; are eligible for reimbursement on or after July 1. 1997. Statutes 
e.f 1999, Gf.hapter 4 was an urgency statute operative March 15. 1999: therefore. costs incurred 
for compliance with Statutes 1999, chapter 4 are eligible for reimbursement on or after July I, 
+998- March 15, 1999. 

Actual costs for one fiscal year should be included in each claim. Estimated costs for the 
subsequent year may be included on the same claim, if applicable. Pursuant to Government 
Code section 17561, subdivision ( d)(l )(A), all claims for reimbursement of initial fiscal year 
costs. shall be submitted to the State Controller within 120 days of the issuance date for the 
claiming instructions. 

If the total costs for a given fiscal year do not exceed $1,000, no reimbursement shall be allowed, 
except as otherwise allowed by Government Code section 17564. 

IV. REIMBURSABLE ACTIVITIES 

To be eligible for mandated cost reimbursement for any fiscal year, only actual costs may be 
claimed. Actual costs are those costs actually incurred to implement the mandated activities. 
Actual costs must be traceable and supported by source documents that show the validity of such 
costs, when they were incurred, and their relationship to the reimbursable activities. A source 
document is a document created at or near the same time the actual cost was incurred for the 
event or activity in question. Source documents may include, but are not limited to, employee 
time records or time logs, sign-in sheets, invoices, and receipts. 
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Evidence corroborating the source documents may include, but is not limited to, worksheets, cost 
allocation reports (system generated), purchase orders, contracts, agendas, and declarations. 
Declarations must include a certification or declaration stating, "I certify (or declare) under 
penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true and correct," 
and must further comply with the requirements of Code of Civil Procedure section 2015.5. 
Evidence corroborating the source documents may include data relevant to the reimbursable 
activities otherwise in compliance with local, state, and federal government requirements. 
However, corroborating documents cannot be substituted for source documents. 

The claimant is only allowed to claim and be reimbursed for increased costs for the reimbursable 
activities identified below. Increased cost is limited to the cost of an activity that the claimant is 
required to incur as a result of the mandate. 

For each eligible claimant, the following activities are reimbursable: 

A. Ce11ificated Instructional Emplovees 

_l._Evaluate and assess the performance of certificated instructional employees that perform 
the requirements of educational programs mandated by state or federal law as it 
reasonably relates to the instructional techniques and strategies used by the employee and 
the employee's adherence to curricular objectives" (Ed. Code,§ 44662, subd. (b), as 
amended by Stats. 1983, ch. 498.). (Reimhursemenl period begins Julv 1. 1997.) 

Reimbursement for this activity is limited to~ 

£!.:.._ -#1€-reviewing-efthe employee's instructional techniques and strategies and 
adherence to curricular objectives, and4e 

h,_includi.nge in the written evaluation of the certificated instructional employees the 
assessment of these factors during the following evaluation periods: 

o GQnce each year for probationary certificated employees; 

o ~very other year for permanent certificated employees; and 

o B]2eginning January 1, 2004, every five years for certificated employees with 
permanent status who have been employed at least ten years with the school 
district, are highly qualified (as defined in 20 U.S.C. § 7801), and whose 
previous evaluation rated the employee as meeting or exceeding standards, if 
the evaluator and certificated employee being evaluated agree. 

Note: For purposes of claiming reimbursement. eligible claimants must idenlifv !he stale 
or federal law mandaling the educational program being performed bv the · 
certi[i.cated instructional employees. 

2. Evaluate and assess the performance of certificated instructional employees that teach 
reading, writing, mathematics, history/social science, and science in grades 2 to 11 as it 
reasonably relates to the progress of pupils towards the state adopted· academic content 
standards as measured by state adopted assessment tests" (Ed. Code, § 44662, subd. (b ), 
as amended by Stats. 1999, ch. 4.). (Reimbursement period begins March 15, 1999.) 

Reimbursement for this activity is limited to~ 
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fL.._ -tfle...reviewing-efthe results of the Standardized Testi1'1g Aand Repo1iing test as it 
reasonably relates to the performance of those certificated employees that teach 
reading, writing, mathematics, history/social science, and science in grades 2 to 
11, and-te 

b. includine.e in the written evaluation of those certificated employees the 
--assess;;nt of the employee's performance based on the Standardized Testing 

. Aand Reporting results for the pupils they teach during the evaluation periods 

. specified in Education Code section 44664, and described below: 

o GQnce each year for probationary certificated employees; 

- o ~very other year for permanent certificated employees; and 

o B]2eginning January 1, 2004, every five years for certificated employees with 
permanent status who have been employed at least ten years with the school 
district, are highly qualified (as defined in 20 U.S. C. § 780 I), and whose 
previous evaluation rated the employee as meeting or exceeding standards, if 
the evaluator and certificated employee being evaluated agree. 

13. Certificated (Instructional and Non-Instructional) Emplovees 

HI .Assess arni eB_valuate and assess permanent certificated, instructional and 
non-instructional~ employees that perform the requirements of educational programs 
mandated by state or federal law and receive an unsatisfactory evaluation in the years in 
which the permanent certificated employee would not have otherwise been evaluated 
pursuant to Education Code section 44664 (i.e., every other year). The additional 
evaluations shall last until the employee achieves a positive evaluation, or is separated 
from the school district7 (Ed. Code, § 44664, as amended by Stats. 1983, ch. 4987t 
(Reimbursement neriod begins .!ulv /, 1997.) 

This additional evaluation and assessment of the pem1anent certificated emplovee 
requires the school district to perform the following activities: 

eL~valuatinge and assessing the certificated employee performance as it reasonably 
relates to the following criteria: (I) the progress of pupils toward the standards 
established by the school district of expected pupil achievement at each grade 
level in each area of study, and, if applicable, the state adopted content standards 
as measured by state adopted criterion referenced assessments; (2) the 
instructional techniques and strategies used by the employee; (3) the employee's 
adherence to curricular objectives; ( 4) the establishment and maintenance of a 
suitable learning environment, within the scope of the employee's responsibilities; 
and, if applicable, (5) the fulfillment of other job responsibilities established by 
the school district for certificated non-instructional personnel (Ed. Code, § 44662, 
subds. (b) and (c)); 

eb: reducing +1he evaluation and assessment shall ee reduced to writing7 (Ed. Code, 
§ 44663, subd. (a)~t The evaluation shall include recommendations, if necessary, 
as to areas of improvement in the performance of the employee. If the employee 
is not perforn1ing his or her duties in a satisfactory manner according to the 
standards prescribed by the governing board, the school district shall notify the 
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employee in writing of that fact and describe the unsatisfactory performance 
(Ed. Code, § 44664, subd. (b )); 

ec-=--+1ransmitting a copy of the written evaluation to the certificated employee 
(Ed. Code, § 44663, subd. (a)); · 

ed-'-A£lttachi!!g any written reaction or response to the evaluation by the certificated 
employee to the employee's personnel file (Ed. Code, § 44663, subd. (a)); and 

ee-=--Gfonducti!!g a meeting with the certificated employee to discuss the evaluation 
(Ed. Code,§ 44553, subd. (aH~ 

Note: For purposes o(claiming reimbursement. eligible claimants must identifv the stale 
or federal law mandating the educationaf pro'51'am being performed bv the 
certificated. instructional and non-instructional. employees. 

C. Training 

1. Train staff on implementing the reimbursable activities listed in Section IV of these 
parameters and guidelines. (One-time activity for each employee.) (Reimbursement 
period begins Julv I. 1997.) 

V. CLAIM PREPARATION AND SUBMISSION 

Each of the following cost elements must be identified for each reimbursable activity identified 
in Section IV, Reimbursable Activities, of this document. Each claimed reimbursable cost must 
be supported by source documentation as described in Section IV. Additionally, each 
reimbursable claim must be filed in a timely manner. 

A. Direct Cost Reporting 

Direct cost are those costs incurred specifically for the reimbursable activities. The following . 
direct costs are eligible for reimbursement. 

I. Salaries and Benefits 

Report each employee implementing the reimbursable activities by name, job 
classification, and productive hourly rate (total wages and related benefits divided by 
productive hours). Describe the specific reimbursable activities performed and the hours 
devoted to each reimbursable activity performed. 

2. Materials and Supplies 

Report the cost of materials and supplies that have been consumed or expended for the 
purpose of the reimbursable activities. Purchases shall be claimed at the actual price after 
deducting discounts, rebates, and allowances received by the claimant. Supplies that are 
withdrawn from inventory shall be charged on an appropriate and recognized method of 
costing, consistently applied. 

3. Contracted Services 

Report the name of the contractor and services performed to implement.the reimbursable 
activities. Attach a copy of the contract to the claim. If the contractor bills for time and 
materials, report the number of hours spent on the activities and all costs charged. If the 
contract is a fixed price, report the dates when services were performed and itemize all 
costs for those services. 
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4. Fixed Assets and Equipment 

Report the purchase price paid for fixed assets and equipment (including computers) 
necessary to implement the reimbursable activities. The purchase price includes taxes, 
delivery costs, and installation costs. If the fixed asset or equipment is also used for 
purposes other than the reimbursable activities, only the pro-rata portion of the purchase 
price used to implement the reimbursable activities can be claimed. 

5. Travel 

Report the name of the employee traveling for the purpose of the reimbursable activities. 
Include the date of travel, destination point, the specific reimbursable activity requiring 
travel, and related travel expenses reimbursed to the employee in compliance with the 
rules of the local jurisdiction. Report employee travel time according to the rules of cost 
element A. I. Salaries and Benefits, for each applicable reimbursable activity. 

6. Training 

Report the cost of training an employee to perform the reimbursable activities, as 
specified in Section IV of this document. Report the name and job classification of each 
employee preparing for, attending, and/or conducting training necessary to implement the 
reimbursable activities. Provide the title, subject, and purpose (related to the mandate of 
the training session), dates attended, and location. If the training encompasses subjects 
broader than the reimbursable activities, only the pro-rata portion can be claimed. Report 
employee training time for each applicable reimbursable activity according to the rules of 
cost element A. 1, Salaries and Benefits, and A.2, Materials and Supplies. Report the 
cost of consultants who conduct the training according to the rules of cost element A.3, 
Contracted Services. 

B. Indirect Cost Rates 

Indirect costs are costs that have been incurred for common or joint purposes. These costs 
benefit more than one cost objective and cannot be readily identified with a particular final cost 
objective without effort disproportionate to the results achieved. After direct costs have been 
determined and assigned to other activities, as appropriate, indirect costs are those remaining to 
be allocated to benefited cost objectives. A cost may not be allocated as an indirect cost if any 
other cost incurred for the same puq:iose, in like circumstances, has been claimed as a direct cost. 

Indirect costs include: (a) the indirect costs originating in each department or agency of the 
governmental unit carrying out state mandated programs, and (b) the costs of central 
governmental services distributed through the central service cost allocation plan and not 
otherwise treated as direct costs. 

School districts must use the J-380 (or subsequent replacement) nonrestrictive indirect cost rate 
provisionally approved by the California Department of Education. 

County offices of education must use the J-580 (or subsequent replacement) nonrestrictive 
indirect cost rate provisionally approved by the California Department of Education. 
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VI. RECORD RETENTION 

Pursuant to Government Code section 17558.5, subdivision (a), a reimbursement claim for actual 
costs filed by a local agency or school district pursuant to this chapter1 is subject to the initiation 
of an audit by the State Controller no later than three years after the date that the actual 
reimbursement claim is filed or last amended, whichever is later. However, if no funds are 
appropriated or no payment is made to a claimant for the program for the fiscal year for which 
the claim is filed, the time for the Controller to initiate an audit shall commence to run from the 
date of initial payment of the claim. All documentation used to support the reimbursable 
activities, as described in Section IV, must be retained during the period subject to audit. If an 
audit has been initiated by the Controller during the period subject to audit, the retention period 
is extended until the ultimate resolution of any audit findings. 

VII. OFFSETTING SAVINGS AND REIMBURSEMENTS 

Any offsetting savings the claimant experiences in the same progran1 as a result of the same 
statutes or executive orders found to contain the mandates shall be deducted from the costs 
claimed. In addition, reimbursement for this mandate from any source, including, but not limited 
to, service fees collected, federal funds, and other state funds shall be identified and deducted 
from this claim. 

VIII. STATE CONTROLLER'S CLAIMING INSTRUCTIONS 

Pursuant to Government Code section 17558, subdivision (b), the Controller shall issue claiming 
instructions for each mandate that requires state reimbursement no later than 60 days after 
receiving the adopted parameters and guidelines from the Commission, to assist local agencies 
and school districts in claiming costs to be reimbursed. The claiming instructions shall be 
derived from the statute, regulations, or executive order creating the mandate and the parameters 
and guidelines adopted by the Commission. 

Pursuant to Government Code section 17561, subdivision ( d)( I), issuance of the claiming 
instructions shall constitute notice of the right of local agencies and schools districts to file 
reimbursement claims, based upon parameters and guidelines adopted by the Commission. 

IX. REMEDIES BEFORE THE COMMISSION 

Upon request of a local agency or school district, the Commission shall review the claiming 
instructions issued by the State Controller or any other authorized state agency for 
reimbursement of mandated costs pursuant to Government Code section 175 71. If the 
Commission detennines that the claiming instructions do not conform to the parameters and 
guidelines, the Commission shall direct the Controller to modify the claiming instructions and 
the Controller shall modify the claiming instructions to conform to the parameters and guidelines 
as directed by the Commission. 

In addition, requests may be made to amend parameters and guidelines pursuant to Government 
Code section 17557, subdivision (aj), and California Code of Regulations, 
title 2, section 1183.2. 

l This refers to Title 2, division 4, part 7, chapter 4 of the Government Code. 
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X. LEGAL AND FACTUAL BASIS FOR THE PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES 

· The Statement of Decision is legally binding on all parties and provides the legal and factillil 
basis for the parameters and guidelines. The support for the legal and factual findings is found in 
the administrative.record for the test claim. The administrative record, including the Statement 
of Decision, is on file with the Commission. · 

15 

599



PAGES 16-100 LEFT BLANI< INTENTIONALLY 

600



EXHIBIT A 

BEFORE THE 

COMMISSION ON ST ATE MANDATES 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

IN RE TEST CLAIM ON: 

Education Code Sections 44660-44665 
(Fonner Ed. Code,§§ 13485-13490); 

Statutes 1975, Chapter 1216; Statutes 1983, . 
Chapter 498; Statutes 1986, Chapter 393; 
Statutes 1995, Chapter 392; Statutes 1999, 
Chapter 4; 

Filed on July 7, 1999; 

By Denair Unified School District, Claimant. 

No. 98-TC-25 

The Stull Act 

STATEMENT OF DECISION PURSUANT 
TO GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 17500 
ET SEQ.; CALIFORNIA CODE OF 
REGULATIONS, TITLE 2, DIVISION 2, 
CHAPTER 2.5, ARTICLE 7 

(Adopted on May 27, 2004) 

STATEMENT OF DECISION 

The attached Statement of Decision of the Commission on State Mandates is hereby adopted in 
the above-entitled matter. 

·b- I- 'J..004-
Date 
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BEFORE THE 
. . . 

COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

IN RB TEST CLAlM ON: 

Education Code Sections 44660-44665 
(Fonner Ed. Code,§§ 13485-13490); 

Statutes 1975, Chapter 1216; Statutes 1983, 
Chapter 498; Statutes 1986, Chapter 393; 
Statutes 1995, Chapter 392; Statutes 1999, 
Chapter 4; 

Filed on July 7, 1999; 

By Denair Unified School District, Claimant. 

No. 98-TC-25 

The Stull Act 

STATEMENT OF DECISION PURSUANT 
TO GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 17500 
ET SEQ.; CALIFORNIA CODE OF 
REGULATIONS, TITLE 2; PNISION 2, 
CHAPTER 2.5, ARTICLE 7. 

(Adopted on May 27, 2004) 

PROPOSED STATEMENT OF DECISION 

The Commission on State Mandates (Commissibn) heard and decided this test claim during a 
regularly scheduled hearing on May 27, 2004. David E. Scribner appeared for the claimant, 
Denair Unified School District. Barbara Taylor appeared for the Department of Finance. 

The law applicable to the Commission's determination of a reimbursable state-maridated 
program is article XIlI B, section 6 of the California Constitution, Government Code section 
17500 et seq., and related case Jaw. 

The Commission adopted the staff.analysis at the hearing by a vote of 4 to 0. 

BACKGROUND 

This test claim addresses the Stull Act. The Stull Act was originally enacted in 1971 to. establish 
a uni fonn system of evaluation and assessment of the perfonnance of "certificated personnel" 
within each school district. (Fonner Ed. Code,§§ 13485-13490.)~ The Stull Act required the 
governing board of each school district to develop and adopt specific guidelines to evaluate and· 
assess certificated personne!2, and to avail itself of the advice of certificated instructional 
personnel before developing and adopting the guidelines.3 The evaluation and assessment of the 
certificated personnel was required to be reduced to writing and a copy transmitted to the 
employee no later than sixty days before the end of the school year.4 The employee then had the 
right to initiate a written response to the evaluation, which becan1e a pennanent part of the 

1 Statutes 1971, chapter 361. 
1 Fom1er Education Code section 13487. 
3 Former Education Code section 13486. 

' Former Education Code section 13488. 

Test Claim 98-TC-25, Statement of Decision 
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employee's personnel file.i The school district was also required tci hold a meeting with the 
employee to discuss the evaluation.6 

f'onner Education Code section 13489 required that the evaluation and assessment be 
continuous. For probationary employees, the evaluation had to occur once each school year. For 
permanent employees, the evaluation was required every 6thet'year. Fonner section 13489 also 
required that the evafoation include recommendations, if necessary, for areas of improvement in 
the performance of the employee. If the employee was not performing his or her duties in a 
satisfactory manner according to the standards, the "employing authority"' was required to notify 
the employee in writing; describe the unsatisfactory performance, and confer with the employee 
maldng specific recommendations as to areas of improvement and endeavor to assist in the · 
improvement. 

In 197 6, the Legislature renumbered the provisions of the Stull Act. The Stull Act can now ·be 
found iD. Education Code sections 44660-44665.8 

The test claim legislation, enacted between 1975 and 1999, amended the Stull Act The claimant 
alleges that the amendments constitute a reimbursable state-mandated program within the 
meaning of article XIII B, section 6 of the California Constitution.9 

· 

In addition, the claimant, a school district, alleges that compliance with the Stull Act is new as to 
county·offices of education and, thus, counties are entitled to reimbursement for all ·activities 
under the Stull Act. 10 

However, no county office of education has appeared in this action as a clairnant, nor filed a 
declaration alleging mandated costs exceeding $1000, as expressly required by Government 
Code section 17564 and section 1183 of the Commission's regulations. · 

Therefore, the test claim has not been perfected as to county offices of education. The findings 
in this analysis, therefore, are limited to school districts. 

i Ibid. 

6 Ibid. 
7 Fonner Education Code section 13490 defined "employing authority" as "the superintendent of 
the school district in which the employee is employed, or his designee, or in the case of a district 
which has no superintendent; _a school principal or other person designated by the governing 
board." 
8 Statutes 1976, chapter 1010. 
9 ln 1999, the Legislature added Education Code section 44661.5 to the Stull Act. (Stats. 1999, 
ch. 279.) Education Code section 44661.5 authorizes a school district' to include objective 
standards from the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards or arty 615jective 
standards from the California Standards for the Teaching Profession when developing evaluation 
and assessment guidelines. The claimant did not include Education Code section 44661.5 in this 
test claim. e 10 Exhibit A (Test Claim, pages 7c9) to Item 9 of the May 27, 2004 Commission Hearing. 
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Claimant's Position 

The claimant contends that the test claim legislation constitutes a reimbursable state-mandated 
program for the following "new" activities: 

• Rewrite standards for employee assess~ent to refl~ct expected student "achievement" (as 
opposed to the prior requirement of expected student "progress") and to expand the 
standards to reflect expected. student achieve1;nent at each "grade level." (Stats. 1975, 
ch. 1216.) · · · . 

• Develop job responsibilities for certificated non~instructional personnel, including but not 
limited to, supervisory and administrative personnel. (Stats. 1975, ch. 1216.). 

• Assess and evaluate non-instructional personnel. (Stats. 1975, ch. 1216; Stats. 1995, 
ch. 392.) .. 

• Receive and review responses from certificated non-instructional personnel regarding the 
employee's evaluation. (Stats. 1986, ch. 393.) . 

• Conduct a meeting between the certificated non-instructional employee and the evaluator 
to discuss the evaluation and assessment. (Stats. 1986, ch. 393.) 

• Conduct additional eviµuations of certificated employees who receive an unsatisfactory 
evaluation. (Stats. 1983; ch. 498.) · 

• Review the results of a certificated instructional employee's participation in the Peer 
Assistance and Review Program for Teachers as part of the assessment and evaluation. 

-----,(Stati:-~~~.) ' 

• Assess and evaluate the performance of certificated instructional personnel as it relates to 
the instructional techniques and strategies used and the employee's adherence to 
curricular objectives. (Stats. 1983, ch. 498.) 

• Assess and evaluate certificated instructional personnel as it relates to the progress of 
pupils towards the state adopted academic content standards, if applicable, as measured 
by state adopted criterion referenced assessments. (Stats. 1999, ch. 4.) 

• Assess and evaluate certificated persmmel employed by county superintendents of 
·education. (Stats. 1975, ch. 1216.) 11 

Department of Finance's Position 

The Department of Finance filed comments .on March 6, 2001, contending that most of the · 
activities requested by the claimant do not constitute reimbursable state-mandated activities. The 
Department of Finance states, however, that the following activities "may" be reimbursable: 

• Assess and evaluate th(!.performance of certificated instructional personnel as it relates to 
the progr~ss of students toward the attainment {)f stat(! academic standards, as measured 
by state-adopted assessments. · 

',' 

11 Exhibit A (Test Claim) to Item 9-ofthe May 27, 2004 Commission Hearing. 
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• 

• 

• 

Modification of assessment and evaluation methods to determine whether instructional 
starfis·~~ering to the curricular objectives and instructional techniques and strategies 
associat_e~ with the updated state academic standards. 

Assess and evaluate pem1anent certificated staff that has received an unsatisfactory 
evaluation a.flea.St once each year, until the employee receives a satisfactory evaluation, 
or is separated from the school district. 

Implementation of the Stull Act by county offices of education. 12 

Discussion 

The courts have found that article XIII B, section 6 ofthe California Constitution13 recognizes 
the state constitutional restrictions on the po~ers oflocal government to tax and spend. 14 "Its 
purpose is to preclude the state from shifting financial responsibility for carrying out· 
governmental functions to local agencies, which are 'ill equipped' to assun1e increased financial 
responsibilities because of the taxing and spending limitations that articles XIII A and XIIT B 
impose." 15 A test claim statute or executive order may impos~ a reimbursable state-mandated 
program if it orders or commands a local agency or school district to engage in an activity or 
task. 16 In addition, the required activity or task must be new, constituting a "new progran1," or it 
must create a "higher fovel of service" over the previously required level of service. 17 

12 Exhibit B to Item 9 of the May 27, 2004 Commission Hearing. 

'
3 Article XIII B, section 6 provides: "Whenever the Legislature or any state agency mandates a 

new program or higher level of service on any local government, the state shall provide a. · 
subvention of funds to reimburse such local government for the costs of such program or 
increased level of service, except that the Legislature may, but need not, provide such subvention 
of funds for the following mandates: (a) Legislative mandates requested by the local agency 
affected; (b) Legislation defining a new crime o.r changing an existing definition of a crime; or 
(c) Legislative mandates enacted prior to January 1, 1975, or executive orders or regulations 
initially implementing legislation enacted prior to January 1, 1975." 
14 Department of Finance v. Commission on State Mandates (2003) 30 Cal.4th 727, 735. 
15 County of San Diego v. State of California (1997) 15 Cal.4th 68, 81. 
16 Long Beach Unified School Dist. v. State of California (1990) 225 Cal.App.3d 155, 174. In 
Department of Finance v. Commission on State Mandates, supra, 30 Cal.4th at page 742, the 
co mi agreed that "activities undertaken at the option or discretion of a local government entity 
(that is, actions undertaken without any legal compulsion or threat of penalty for 
nonparticipation) do not trigger a state mandate and hence do- not require reimbursement of 
funds - even if the local entity is obligated to incur costs as a result of its discretionary decision 
to participate in a particular program or practice." The court left open the question of whether 
non-legal compulsion could result in a reimbursable state mandate, such as in a case where 
failure to participate in a progran1 results in severe penalties or "draconian" consequences, (Id., 
at p. 754.) · 

17 Lucia Mar Unified School.District v. Honig (1988) 44 Cal.Jd 830, 835-836. 
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The courts have defined a "program" subject to article XIII B, section 6, of the California 
Constitution, as one that carries.out the governmental function of providing public services, o~ a 
law that imposes unique requirements on· local agencies or school districts to implement a state 
policy, but does not apply generally to all residents and entities in the state. 18 To detennine if the 
program is new or imposes a higher level of service, the test claim legislation must be compared 
with the legal requirements in effect immediately before the enactment of the test claim 
legislation. 19 Finally, the newly required activity or increased level of service must impose costs 
mandated by the state. 20 

The Commission is vested with exclusive authority to adjudicate disputes over the existence of 
state-mandated programs within the meaning of article XIII B, section 6.21 In making its 
decisions, the Commission must strictly construe article XIII B, section 6 and not apply it as an 
"equitable remedy to cure the perceived unfairness resulting from political decisions on funding 
pri01ities. "22 

· 

Issue 1: Is the test claim legislation subject to article XIII B, section 6 of tbe 
California Constitution? 

Certain statutes in the test claim legisiation do not require school districts to petform activities 
and. thus. are not subject to article XIII B. section 6. 

In order for a statute to be subject to article XIII B, section 6 of the California Constitution, the 
statutory language must require local agencies or school districts to perfom1 an activity or task. 
If the statutory language does not mandate local agencies or school districts to perform a task, 
then compliance with the test claim statute is within the discretion of the local entity and a 
reimbursable stat~-mandated prcigram does not exist. 

Here, there are two test claim statutes, Education Code section 44664, subdivision (b) (as 
amended by Stats. 1983, ch, 498 and Stats. 1999, ch. 4) and Education Code section 44662, 
subdivision ( d) (as amended by.Stats. 1999, ch. 4) that do not require school districts to perfom1 
activities and, thus, are not subject to article XIII B, section 6 of the California Constitution. 

Education Code section 44664. subdivision (bl. as amended by Statutes 1983. chapter 498. In 
1983, the Legislature amended Education Code section 44664 by adding subdivision (b). 
Subdivision (b) authorizes a school district to require a certificated employee that receives an 

18 County of Los Angeles v. State of California (1987) 43 Cal.3d.46, 56; Lucia Mar, supra, 44 
Cal.3d 830,.835. 
19 Lucia Mar, supra, 44 Cal.3d 830, 835. 
2° County of Fresn,9 v. State of California (1991) 53 C~l.3d 482, 487; County of Sonoma v. 
Commission on State Mandates (2000) 84 Cal.App.4th 1265, 1284; Government Code sections · 
17514and 175~6. 
21 Kinlaw v. State of California (1991) 54 Cal.3d 326, 331-334; Govenunent Code sections 
17551, 17552. 

22 City of San Jose v. State of California (1996) 45 Cal.App.4tl11802, 1817; County of Sonoma, 
supra, 84 Cal.App.4th 1265, 1280. 
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·9 
unsatisfactory evaluation to participate in a program to improve the employee's performance. 
Education Code section 44664, subdivision (b), stated the following: 

Any evaluation perfonned pursuant to this article which contains an 
unsatisfactory rating of an employee's performance in the area of teaching 
methods or instruction may include the requirement that the certificated employee 
shall, as determined by the employing authority, participate in a progran1 designed 
to improve appropriate areas of the employee's performance and to further pupil 
achievement and the instructional objectives of the employing authority. 
(Emphasis added .. ) · 

The plain language of the statute authorizes, but does not mandate, a school district to require its 
ce1iificated employees to participate in a program designed to improve performance if the 
employee receives an unsatisfactory evaluation. Tirns, the Commission fmds that Education 
Code section 44664, subdivision (b), as amended by Statutes 1983, chapter 498, does not 
mandate school districts to perform an activity and, thus, it is not subject to article XIII B, 
section 6 of the California Constitutfon. · 

Education Code section 44662. subdivision (d). and Education Code section 44664. 
subdivision Cb). as amended by Statutes 1999. chapter 4. In 1999, the Legislature ainended 
Education Code section 44664, subdivision (b), by adding the following underlined sentence: 

Any evaluation performed pursuant to this article which contains an 
unsatisfactory rating of an employee's performance in the area of teaching 
methods or instruction may include the requirement that the certificated employee 
shall, as dete1mined by the employing authority, participate in a program designed 
to improve appropriate areas of the employee's performance and to further pupil 
achievement and the instructional objectives of the employing authority. If a 
district participates in the Peer Assistance and Review Program for Teachers 
established pursuant to Article 4.5 (commencing with Section 44500), any 
certificated employee who receives an unsatisfactory rating on an evaluation 
perfonned pursuant to this section shall participate in the Peer Assistance and 
Review Program for Teachers. 

The 1999 test claim legislation also amended Education Code section 44662 by adding 
subdivision (d), which states: 

Results of an employee's participation in the Peer Assistance and Review 
Program for Teachers established by Article 4.5 (conunencing with Section 
44500) shall be made available as part of the evaluation conducted pursuant to 
this section. 

The claimant requests reimbursement to "receive and review, for purposes of a certificated 
employee's assessment and evaluation, if applicable, the results.of an employee's participation in 

. the Peer Assistance and Review Progiam for Teachers established by Article 4.5 (commencing 
with section 44500.)"23 

13 Exhibit A (Test Claim, page 7) to Item 9 of the May 27, 2004 Commission Hearing. 
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The Department of Finance contends that reviewing the results of the Peer Assistance and 
Review Program, as part of the Stull Act evaluation of the employee's performance, is not a 
reimbursable state-mandated activity be.cause participation in the Peer Assistance and Review 
Program is voluntary. 24 

In response to the Department of Finance, the claimant states the following: 

The legislative intent behind the amendments to the Stull Act was to ensure. that 
school districts adopt objective, uniform evaluation and assessment guidelines 
that effectively assess certificated employee performance. To meet this desired 
goal, school districts that participate in the Peer Assistance and Review Program 
must include an employee's results of participation in the employee's evaluation. 
If this information was· not considered by the district, inconsistent, incomplete, 
and inaccurate evaluations and assessments would occur - a result contrary to the 
Legislature's stated intent. Therefore, the claimant contends that the activities 
associated with the receipt and review of an employee's participation in the Peer 
Assistance and Review Program impose reimbursable state-mandated activities 
upon school districts. 25 

For the reasons described below, the Commission finds that the receipt and review of the results 
of an employee's participation in the Peer Assistance and Review Program is iiot a state
mandated activity and, therefore, the 1999 amendments to Education Code sections 44662 and 
44664 are not subject to article XIII B, section 6 of the California Constitution. 

In Department of Finance v. Commission on State Mandates26
, the Supreme Court reviewed test 

claim legislation that required school. site councils to post a notice and an agenda of their 
meetings. The court determined that school distiicts were not legally compelled to establish 
eight of the nine school ·site councils and; thus, school districts were not mandated by the state to 
comply with the notice and agenda requirements for these school site councils.27 The court 
reviewed the ballot materials for article XIII B, which provided that "a state mandate comprises 
something that a local govenunent entity is required or forced to do."28 The ballot sumriiary by 
the Legislative Analyst further defined "state mandates" as "requirements imposed on local 
govermnents by legislation or executive orders." 29 

The court also reviewed and affirmed the holding of the City of Merced case. 30
' 

31 The court 
stated the following: 

24 Exhibit B to Item 9 of the May 27, 2004 Comrnission~e.aring. 

is Exhibit C (Claimant Rebuttal, page 7) to Item 9 of the May 27, 2004 Commission Hearing. 

1
• Department oj Finance, supra, 20 Cal.4th 72 7. 

11 Id. at page 731; 
28 Id. at page 737. 
29 Ibid. 

'
0 Id. at page 743. 

31 City of Merced v. State of California (1984) 153 Cal.App.3d 777. 
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i ' 

In City of Merced, the city was under no legal compulsion to resort to eminent 
domain-but when it elected to employ that means of acquiiing property, its 
obligation to compensate for lost business goodwill was not a reimbursable state 
mandate, because the city was not required to employ eminent domain in the first 
place. He1'e as well, if a school district elects to participate in or continue . 
participation in any underlying voluntary education-related funded program, the 
dist1ict' s obligation to comply with the notice and agenda requirements related to 
that program does not constitute a reimbursable state mandate. (Emphasis in 
original.)32 

Thus, the Supreme Court held as follows: 

[W]e reject claimants' assertion that they have been legally compelled to incur 
notice and agenda costs, and hence are entitled to reimbursement from the state, 
based merely upon the circumstance that notice and agenda .. provisions are 
mandatory elements of education-related programs in which claimants have 
pa1iicipated, without regard to whether claimant 's participation in the underlying 

· program is voluntmy or compelled. [Emphasis added.)33 

The Supreme Court left undecided whether a reimbursable state mandate "might be found in 
circumstances short of legal compulsion-for example, if the state were to in1pose. a substantial 
penalty (independent of the program funds at issue) upcin any local entity that declined to 
participate in a given program.m4 · 

The deCision of the.California Supreme Court in Department of Finance is relevant and its 
reasoning applies in this case. The Supreme Court explained that' "the proper focus under a 
legal compulsion inquiry is upon the nature of the claimants' participation in the underlying 
programs themselves."ll Thus, based on the Supreme Court's decision, the Corrunission is 
required to determine if the undei:'lying program (in this case, participation in the Peer 
Assistance and Review Program) is a voluntary decision at the local level or is legally 
compelled by the state. 

The Peer Assistance and Review Progran1 and the amendment to the Stull.Act to reflect the Peer 
Assistance and Review Program were sponsored by Governor Davis and were enacted by the 
Legislature during the 1999 special legislative session on education. As expressly provided in 
the legislation, the intent of the Legislature, in part, was to coordinate the Peer Assistance and 
Review Program with the evaluations of certificated employees under the Stull Act Section I of 
the 1999 test claim legislation states the following: 

It is the intent of the Legislature to establish a teacher peer ~ssistance and review 
system as a critical feedback mechanism that allows exemplary teachers to assist 

ll Ibid. 

.n Id. at page .731. 
3
' Ibid. 

35 Id. at page 743. 
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veteran teachers in need of development in subject matter knowledge or teaching 
strategies, or both. 

It is ftuiher the intent of the Legislature that a school district that operates a 
program pursuant to-Article 4.5 (commencing with Section 44500) of Chapter 3 
of Part 25 of the Education Code coordinate its employment policies and 
proce~ures for that program with its activities for professional staff development, 
the Beginning Teacher Support and Assessment Program, and the biennial 
evaluations of certificated employees required pursuant to Section 44664 [of the 
Stull Act]. 

The plain language of Education Code section 44500, subdivision (a), authorizes, butdoes not 
require, school districts to participate in the Peer Assistance and Review Program. That section 
states in pertinent part that "[t]he governing board of a school district and the exclusive . 
representative of the ce1tificated employees in the school district may develop and implement a 
program authorized by this article that meets local conditions and conforms with the principles 
set forth in subdivision (b)." (Emphasis added.) If a school district implement1dhe program, the 
program must assist a teacher to improve his or her teaching skills and knowledge, and provide 
that the final evaluation of a teacher's participation in the program be made available for 
placement in the personnel file of the teacher receiving assistance. (Ed. Code, § 44500, 
subd. (b).) Flllihem1ore, school districts that participate in.the Peer Assistance and Review 
Program receive state funding pursuant to Education Code sections 44505 and 44506. 

Therefore, the Commission finds that school districts are not legally compelled to participate in . 
the Peer Assistance and Review Program and, thus, not legally compelled to receive and review 
the results of the program as part of the Stull Act evaluation. · 

The Commission further finds that school districts are not practically compelled to participate in 
the Peer Assistance and Review Program and review the results as prui of the Stull Act 
evaluation. In Department of finance, the California Supreme Court, when consideiing the. 
practical compulsion ru·gument raised by the school districts, reviewed its earlier decision in City 
of Sacramento v. State of California (1990) 50 Cal.3d 51.36 The City of Sacramento case 
involved test claim legislation that extended mandatory coverage under the state's 
unemployment insurance law to include state and local governments and nonprofit corporations. 
The state legislation 'was enacted to conform to a 1976 amend.nient to the Federal U1i.ernp!Oyment 
Tax Act, which required for the first time that a "certified" state plan include unemployinent 
coverage of employees of public agencies. States that did not comply with the federal 
amendment faced a loss of a federa!tax credit and an administrative subsidy. 37 The local 
agencies, !mowing that federally mandated costs are not eligible for state subvention, argued 
against a federal mandate, The local agencies contended that article XIII B, section 9 requires 
clear legal compulsion not present in the Federal Unemployment Tax Act.38 The state, on the 
other hand, contended that California's failure to comply with the federal "carrot and stick" 
scheme was so substantial that the state had no realistic "discretion" to refuse. Thus, the state 

36 Department of Finance, supra, 30 Cal.4th at pages 749-751. 

· l 7 City of Sacramento, supra, 50 Cal.3d at pages 57-58. 

is Id. at page 71. 
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contended that the test claim statute merely implemented a federal mandate and that article 
XIII B, section 6 does not require strict legal compulsion to apply. 39 

The Supreme Court in City of Sacramento concluded that although local agencies were not 
strictly compelled to comply with the test claim iegislation, the legislation constituted a federal 
mandate. The Supreme Court concfoded that because the financial consequences to the state and 
its residents for failing to participate in the federal plan were so onerous and punitive, and the . 
consequences amounted to "certain and severe federal penalties" including "double taxation" and 
other "draconian" measures, the state was mandated by federal law to participate in the p]an.' 0 

The Supreme Court applied the same analysis in the Department of Finance case and found that 
the practical compulsion finding for a state mandate requires a showing of "certain and severe 
penalties" such as "double taxatfon" and other "draconian" consequences. The Court stated the 
following: 

Even assuming, for purposes of analysis only, that our construction of the tenn 
"federal mandate" in City of Sacramento [citation omitted], applies equally in the 
context of article XIII B, section 6, for reasons set below we conclude that, 
contrary to the situation we described in. that case, claimants here have not faced 
"certain and severe ... penalties" such a's "double ... taxation" and other 
"draconian" consequences ... 41 

Although there ai:e statutory consequences for not participating in the Peer Assistance and 
Review Program, the Commission finds, as explained below, that the consequences do not 
constitute the type of draconian penalties described in th'e Depm·tment oj Finance case. 

. . 
Pursuant to Education Code section 44504, subdivision (b), school districts that do not 
participate in the Peer Assistance and Review Program are not eligible to receive state funding 
for specified progran1s. Education Co.de section 44504, subdivision (b), states the following: 

39 Ibid. 

A school district that does not elect to participate in the program authorized under 
this article by July 1, 2001, is not eligible for any apportionment, allocation, or 
other funding from an appropriation for the programauth01ized pursuant to this 
aiticle or fo1' any apportionments, allocations, or other funding from funding for 
local assistance appropriated pursuant to the Budget Act Item 6110-231-0001, 
funding appropriated for the Administrator Training and Evaluation Program set 
forth in Article 3 (commencing with Section 44681) of Chapter 3.1 of Part 25, 
from an appropriation for the Instructional Time and Staff Development Refom1 
Program as set forth in ArtiCle 7.5 (commencing with Section 44579) of 
Chapter 3, or from an appropriation for school development plans as set forth in 
Article 1 (commencing with Section 44670.1) of Chapter 3.1 ai1d the 
Superintendent of Public Instruction shall not apportion, allocate, or otherwise 
provide any funds to the district pursuai1t to those programs. 

40 Id. at pages 73-76. e ;, Department of Finance, supra, 30 Cal.4th at page 751. 
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TI1e funding appropriated under the programs specified in Education Code section 44504, 
subdivision (b), are not state-mandated programs. Most are categmical programs undertaken at 
the discretion of the school district in order to receive grant funds. For example, the ftmding 
appropriated pursuant to the Budget Act Item 6110-231-00Ql is local assistance funding to 
school districts "for the purpose of the Proposition 98 educational programs specified in 
subdivision (b) of Section 12.40 of this act." (Stats. 1999, ch. 50, State Budget Act.) The 
education programs specified in subdivision (b) of Section 12.40 of the '1999 State Budget Act 
include the Tenth Grade Counseling Progr'iim, the Reader Service for Blind Teacher Program, 
and the Home to School Transportation Program. (A full list of the educational programs· 
identified in section 12.40 of the 1999 State Budget Act is provided in the footnote below.)42 

The same is true for the other programs identified in Education Code section 44504, 
subdivision (b), all of which are voluntary: i.e., the Administratof Training and Evaluation 
Program, the Instructional Time and Staff Development Reform Program, and the School 
Development Plans Program. 

Accordingly, the Commission finds that the 1999 amendment to Education Code sections 44662, 
subdivision (d), and 44664, subdivision (b), does.not impose a mandate on school districts to 
receive and review the results of the Peer Assistarice and Review Program as part.of the Stull Act 

42 Section 12.40 of the 1999 State Budget Act identifies the following programs: Item 6110-108-
0001 ·-Tenth Grade Counseling (Ed. Code,§ 48431.7); Item 6110-110-0001 - Reader Service 
for Blind Teachers (Ed. Code,§§ 45371, 44925); Item 6110-111-0001 - Home to School 
Transportation and Small District Transportation (Ed. Code, § 41850, 42290); Item .6110-116-
0001 - School lnlprovemerit Program (Ed. Code, § 52000 et seq.); Item 6110-118-0001 - State 
Vocational Education (in lieu of funds otherwise appropriated pursuant to. Business and 
Professions Code section 19632); Iteni'6110-119-0001 - Educational Seririces for Foster Youth 
(Ed. Code,§ 42920 et seq.); Item 6110-120-000 l - Pupil Dropout Prevention Progr8.J.11s 
(Ed. Code,§§ 52890, 52900, 54720, 58550); Item 6110-122-0001 - Specialized Secondary 
Programs (Ed. Code,§ 58800 et seq.); Item 6110-124-0001- Gifted and Talented Pupil Program 
(Ed. Code, § 52200 et seq.); Item 6110-126-0001 - Miller-Unruh Basic Reading Act of 1965 
(Ed. Code, § 54100 et seq.); Item 6110-127-0001 - Opportunity Classes and Programs 
(Ed. Code, § 48643 et seq.); Item 6110-128-0001 - Economic lnlpact Aid (Ed; Code, §§ 54020, 
54031, 54033, 54040); Item 6110-131-0001 - American Indian Early Childhood Education 
Program (Ed. Code,§ 52060 et seq.); Item 6110-146-0001 ~Demonstration Programs iri 
Intensive Instruction (Ed. Code,§ 58600 et seq.); ltem6110-151-0001 - California Indian 
Education Centers (Ed. Code,§ 33380); Item 6110-163-0001 -The Early Intervention for 
School Success Progr8.l.n (Ed. Code,§ 54685 et seq.); item 6110-167-0001 -Agricultural 
Vocational Education Incentive Program (Ed. Code,§ 52460 et seq.); Item 6110-180-0001 -
grant money pursuant to the federal Technology Literacy Challenge Grant Program; Item 6110-
181-0001 -: Educational Technology Programs (Ed. Code, § 51870 et seq.); Item 6110-193-0001 
- Administrator Training 8.1.ld Evaluation Program, School Development Pl8.1.1s and Resource 
Consortia, Bilingual Teacher Training Program; Item 6110-197-0001 - Instrnctional Support
Improving School Effectiveness - Intersegmental Programs; ~tern 6110-203-0001 - Child 
Nutrition Programs (Ed. Code,§§ 41311, 49536, 49501, 49550, 49552, 49559); Item 6110-204-
0001 - 7lh and 81h Grad Math Academies; and Item 6110-209-0001 -Teacher Dismissal 
Apportio1m1ents (Ed. Code,§ 44944). 
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evaluation and, thus, these sections are not subject to article Xill B, section 6 of the California 
Constitution. 

The remaining requirements imposed by the test claim legislation constih1te a state-mandated 
program only for those certificated employees that perfom1 the duties mandated by state and 
federal law. 

The remaining test claim legislation requires school districts, in their evaluation of certificated 
personnel, to"perfonn the following activities: 

• assess and evaluate the performance of non-instructional certificated persolUlel (former 
Ed. Code,§§ 13485, 13487, as amended by Stats. 1975, ch. 1216; Ed. Code,§ 44663, 
as amended by Stats. 1986; ch. 393); 

• establish standards of expected student achievement at each grade level in each area of 
study to be included in a district's evaluation and assessment guidelines (fom1er Ed. 
Code,§ 13487, as repealed and reenacted by Stats. 1975, ch, 1216); 

• evaluate and assess the performance of instructional ce1iificated employees as it 
reasonably relates to the instructional techniques and strategies used by certificated 
employees, the ce1iificated employee's adherence to cunicular objectives, and the 
progress of pupils towards the state adopted academic content standards (Ed. Code, § 
44662, subd. (b), as·amended by Stats. 1983, ch. 498 and Stats. 1999, ch. 4); and 

• assess and evaluate certificated personnel that receive an unsatisfactory evaluation once 
each year until the employee achieves a positive evaluation, or is separated from the 
school district (Ed. Code,§ 44664, as amended by Stats. 1983, ch. 498). 

Pursuant to the Supreme.Court's decision in the Department of Finance case, the Commission 
finds that the evaluation and assessment activities required by the test claim legislation constitute 
state-mandated activities only for those certificated employees that perfonn the duties mandated 
by state.or federal law. The activities associated with evaluating and assessing certificated 
personnel employed in local, discretionary educational programs do not constitute state
mandated activities and, thus, are not subject to article Xill B, section 6 of the California 
Constitution. 

In Department of Finance, supra, the Court found, on page 731 of the decision, that: 

[ WJ e reject claimants' assertion that they have been legally compelled to incur 
notice and agenda costs, and hence are entitled to reimbursement from the state, 
based merely upon the circumstance that notice and agenda provisions are 
mandatory elements of education-related program in which clain1ants have · 
participated, without regard to whether claimant 'sparticipation in the underlying 
program is voluntary or compelled. [Emphasis added.} 

In the present case, the California Constitution gives the Legislature plenary authority over 
education by requiting the Legislature to encourage by all suitable means the promotion of 
education and to provide for a system of common schools. 43 A system of common schools 

43 California Constitution, article IX, sections 1, 5; Hayes v. Commission on State Mandates 
(1992) 11 Cal. App.4th 1564, 1579, fn. 5. 
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means one system, which prescribes the courses of study and educational progression from grade 
to grade. 44 Schools are required to meet the minimum standards and guidelines regarding 
course instructio.n and educational progression established by the Legislature.45 

. . 
Given this background, the Legislature has hist01ically mandated specified educational programs 
that school districts are required to follow. For example, Education Code section 48200 provides 
that each person between the ages of six and 18 years is subject to compulsory full-time 
education. School districts are required to adopt a cowse of study for grades 1 to 6 that shall 
include English, Mathematics, Social Sciences, Science, Visual and Perfo1ming Arts, Health, and 
Physical Education. 46 School districts are required to offer the following courses for grades 7 to 
12: English, Social Sciences, Foreign Language, Physical Education, Science, Matheniatics; 
Visual and Performing Arts, Career Technical Education; and Driver Education.47 Education 
Code section 51225 .3 describes the state-mandated courses of instruction required for high 
school graduation. In addition, in the appropriate elementary and secondary grade levels, the 
required course of study shall include instruction in personal and public safety and accident 
.prevention (Ed. Code, § 51202), instruction about the nature and effects of alcohol, narcotics, 
and restricted dangerous drugs (Ed. Code,§ 51203), and, in grades 7 and 8, instruction on 
parenting skills and education (Ed. Code, 51220.5). Finally, Education Code section 44805 

. states that "every teacher in the public schools shall enforce the course of study ... prescribed 
.for schools." 

In addition; federal law requires school districts to provide a free and appropriate education to all 
handicapped children.48 

Thus, school districts are required to employ certificated personnel to fulfill the requirements of ~ 
the state and federal mandated educational programs. Accordingly, pursuant to the Department ~ 
of Finance case, school districtS are mandated by the state to perform the test claim requirements 
to evaluate and assess the certificated personnel perfonning the mandated functions. 

Moreover, the Commission finds that the test Claim requirements to evaluate and assess the 
certificated personnel performing mandated functions constitutes a program subject to article 
XIII B, section 6 of the California Constitution. The California Supreme Court, in the case of 
County of Los Angeles v. State of California'9

, defined the word "program" within the meaning 
of article XIII B, section 6 as a program that can-ies out the governmental function of providing a 

.., Wilson v. State Board of Education (1999) 75 Cal.App.4th 1123, 1135-1136. In Wilson, the 
cou1i detem1ined that charter schools fall within the system ·of common schools because their 
educational programs are required to meet the san1e state standards, including minimum duration 
of instruction applicable to all public schools, measurement of student progress by the same 
assessments required of all public school students, and students are taught by teachers meeting 

· the same minimum requirements as all other public school teachers. (Id. at p. 1138.) · 

45 Burton v. Pasadena City Board of Education (1977) 71 Cal.Aj:>p.3d 52,· 58. 

46 Education Co"de section 51210. 
47 Education Code section 51220. 

48 Hayes, supra, 11 Cal.App.4th at page 1592. 

49 County of Los Angeles, supra, 43 Cal.3d at page 56. 
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e. 

service to the public, or laws which, .to implement a state policy, impose unique requirements on 
local governments and do not apply generally to all residents and entities in the state. Only one 
of these findings is necessary to trigger the applicability of artiCJe XIII B, section 6.50 

Legislative intent of the test claim legislation is provided in Education Code section 44660 as 
follows: 

It is the intent of the Legislature that governing boards establish a unifom1 system 
of evaluation and assessment of the performance of all certificated personnel 
within each school district of the state; including schools conducted or maintained 
by county superintendents of educa\jon. The system shall involve the 
developnient and adoption by each school district of objective evaluation and 
assessment guidelines, which may, ~t the discretion of the governing board, be 
unifom1 tJu·oughout the district, oi"for compelling reasons, be individually 
developed for territories or schools within the district, provided that all 
certificated personnel of the district shall be subject to a system of evaluation and 
assessment adopted pursuant to this article.51 

The Commission finds that objectively evaluating the performance of certificated personnel 
performing mandated functions within a school district carries out the governmental function of 
providing a service to the public. Public education is a governmental function within the 
meaning of article XIII B, section 6. The California Supreme Court in Lucia Mar stated that 
"the contributions called for [in the test claim legislation] are used to fund a 'program' ... for 
the education of handicapped children is clearly a governmental function providing a service to 
the public. "52 Additionally, the court in the Long Beach Unified School District case held that 
"although numerous private schools exist, education in our society is considered to be a 
peculiarly governn1ental function. "5i In addition, the test claim legislation imposes unique 
requirements on school districts. 

However, the activities associated with evaluating and assessing certificated personi1el employed 
in local, discretionary educational programs do not constitute state-mandated activities and, thus, 
are not subject to article XIII B, section 6 of the California Constitution. Pursuant to existing 
law, school districts are encouraged to develop their own local programs that best fit the needs 
and interests of the pupils. Unless the Legislature expressly imposes statutory requirements on 
school districts, school dish·icts have discretionary control with their educational programs.54 

5° Carmel Valley Fire Protection Dist., supra, 190 Cal .App.3d at page 53 7. 
51 As originally enacted, former Education Code section 13485 stated the legislative intent as 
follows: "It is the intent of the Legislature to establish a uniform system of evaluation and 
assessment of the perfonnance of certificated personnel within each school district of the state. 
The system shall involve the development and· adoption by each school district of objective 
evaluation and assessment.guidelines." 
52 Lucia Mar, supra, 44 Cal.3d at page 835. 
53 Long Beach Unified School District, ;upra, 225 Cal.App.3d at page 172. 
1
• California Constitution, a1iicle IX, section 14; Education Code sections 35160, 35160. I, 
51002. 
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For example, the Supreme Court in the Department of Finance case found that eight of the nine 
educational programs were voluntary and not mandated by the state. These include the 
following programs: School Improvement Program (Ed. Code, § 52010 et seq.); American 
Indian Early Childhood Education Program (Ed. Code, § 52060 et seq.); School-Based. 
Coordinated Categorical Program (Ed. Code, § 52850 et seq.); Compensatory Education 
Programs (Ed. Code, § 54420 et seq.); Migrant Education Program (Ed. Code, § 54440 et seq.); 
Motivation and Maintenance Program (Ed. Code, § 5472.0 et seq.); Parental Involvement 
Program (Ed. Code, § 11500 et seq.); and Federal Indian Education Program (25 U.S.C, 
§ 2604). 55 

The Commission finds that school districts are free to discontinue their participation in these 
underlying voluntary programs and free to discontinue employing certificated personnel funded 
by these programs. Accordingly, the test claim requirements to evaluate and assess certificated 
persmmel funded or employed in local discretionary programs are not mandated by the state and 
not subject to article XIII B, section 6 of the California Constitutiou.56 

· 

Since the parties did not file comments in response to the request for additional briefing on this 
issue, the detennination of the ceriific.ated employees perfom1ing mandated functions for which 
schools districts are eligible to receive reimbursement will be addressed during the paran1eters 
and guidelines phase. · 

Issue 2: Does the test claim legislation impose· a new program or higher level of 
. service within the meaning of article XIII B, section 6 of the California 

Constitution? 

The California Supreme Court and the courts of appeal have held that article XIII B, section 6 
was not intended. to entitle local agencies and school districts for all costs resulting from 
legislative enactments, but only those costs mandated by a new program or higher level of 
service imposed on them by the state. 57 Generally, to detennine ifthe program is new or 
imposes a higher level of service, the analysis must compare the test claim legislation with the 
legal requ1re1iients in effe~t immediately before the enactment of the test claim legislation. 58 

As indicated above, the Stull Act was enacted in 1971. The test claim legislation, enacted from 
197 5 to 1999, amended the Stull Act. The issue is whether the amendments constitute a new 
program or higher level of service within the meaning of ariicle XIII B, section 6 of the 
California Constitution. ' 

is Department of Finance, supra, 30 Cal.4th at page 745. 

56 The court did not conclude whether school districts were legally compelled to pariicipate in the 
Bilingual-Bicultural Education program (Ed. Code,§ 52160 et seq.) since the case was denied on 
other grounds. (Department of Finance, supra, 30 Cal.4th at p. 746~ 747 .) 

57 Lucia Mar Unified School Dist., supra, 44 Cal.3d at page 834; City of San Jose v. State of 
California (1996) 45 Cal.App.4th 1802, 1816. · 

58 Lucia Mar Unified School Dist., supra, 44 Cal.3d at page 835. 
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Develop job responsibilities for certificated non-instructional personnel, and assess and evaluate 
the perfomrnnce of certificated non-instructional personnel (FormerEd. Code, §§ 13485, 13487, 
as amended by Stats. 1975, ch. 1216; Ed.'Code, § 44663, as amended by Stats. 1986, ch. 393). 

The claimant is requesting reimbursement for the following activities relating to cetiificated non-
i1istructional employees: · 

o Establish and define job responsibilities for certificated non-instructional personnel, 
including, but not limited to, supervisory and administrative personnel. 

• Evaluate and assess the performance of certificated non-instructional personnel as it 
reasonably relates to the fulfillment of the established job responsibilities. 

• Prepare and draft a written evaluation of the certificated non-instructional employee. The 
evaluation shall include recommendations, if necessary, as to areas of improvement. 

• Receive and review from a certificated non-instructional employee written responses 
regarding the evaluation. 

• Prepare and hold a meeting between the ce1iificated non-instrnctional employee and the 
evaluator to 'discuss the evaluation and assessment. 59 

As originally enacted in 1971, the Stull Act stated in fom1er Education ·code section 13485 the 
following: 

It is the intent of the Legislature to establish a uniform system of evaluation and 
assessment of the performance of certificated pers01mel within each school 
district of the state. The system shall involve the development and adoption by 
each school district of objective evaluation and assessment guidelines. 

F01111er Education Code section 13486 stated the following: 

In the development and adoption of these guidelines and procedures, the 
governing board shall avail itself of the advice of the certificated instructional 
perso1mel in the district's organization of certificated personnel. 

Former Education Code section 13487 required school districts to develop and adopt specific 
evaluation and assessment guidelines for certificated pers01mel. Former section 13487 stated the 
following: 

The governing board of each school district shall develop and adopt specific 
evaluation and assessment guidelines which shall include but shall not necessarily 
be limited in content to the following elements: 

(a) The establislunent ofstandards of expected student progress in each area 
of study and of techniques for the assessment of that progress. 

(b) Assessment of ce1tificated personnel as it relates to the established 
standards. · 

( c) Assessment of other duties normally required to pe pe1fom1ed by 
certificated employees as an adjunct to their regular assignments. 

59 Exhibit A (Test Claim, page 6) to Item 9 of the May 27, 2004 Commission Hearing. 
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(d) The establishment of procedures and techniques for ascertaining that the 
certificated employee is maintaining proper control and is preserving a 
suitable learning environment. 

Fonner Education Code section 13488 required that the evaluation and assessment be reduced to 
writing, that an opportunity to respond be given to the certificated employee, and that a meeting 
be held between the certificated employee and the evaluator to discuss the evaluation. Fom1er 
section 13488 stated the following: 

Evaluation and assessment made pursuant to this article shall be reduced to · 
writing and a copy thereof shall be transmitted to the certificated employee not 
later than 60 days before the end of each school year in which the evaluation talces 
place. The certificated employee shall have the right to initiate a written reaction 
or response to the evaluation. Such response shall become a permanent 
attachment to the employee's personnel file. Before the end of the school year, a 
meeting shall be held between the certificated personnel and the evaluator to 
discuss the evaluation. 

And, former Education Code section 13489 required that the evaluation and assessment be 
perfom1ed on a continuing basis, and that the evaluation include necessary recommendations as 
to areas ofimprovement. Fonner Education Code section 13489, as enacted in 1971, stated the 
following: · 

Evaluation and assessment of the performance of each certificated employee shall 
be made on a continuing basis, at least once each school year for probationary 
pers01mel, and at least every other year for personnel with permanent status. The 
evaluation shall include recommendations, if necessary, as to areas of 
improvement in the performance of the employee. In the event an employee is 
not performing his duties in a satisfactory manner according to the standards 
prescribed by the governing board, .the employing authority shall notify the 
employee in writing of such fact and desc1ibe such unsatisfactory perfonnance. 
The employing authority shall thereafter confer with the employee making 
specific recommendations as to are.as of improvement in the employee's 
perfonnance and endeavor to assist him in such performance. 

In addition, section 42 of the 1971 statute provided a specific exemption for certificated. 
employees of community ,colleges if a related bill was enacted. Section 42 stated the following: 

Article 5 (commencing with Section 13401) and Article 5.5 (commencing with 
Section 13485) of Chapter 2 of Division 10 of the Education Code shall not apply 
to ce1iificated employees in community colleges if,Senate Bill No. 696 or. 
Assembly Bill No. 3032 is. enacted at the 1971 Regular Session of the Legislature. 

According to the history, Senate Bill 696 was enacted as Statutes 1971, chapter 1654. Thus, 
certificated employees of community colleges were not required to comply with the Stull Act. 
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( c) The governing board of each school district shall establish and define job 
responsibilities for those certificated noninstructional personnel, including, 
but not limited to. supervisory and administrative personnel. whose 
responsibilities cannot be evaluated appropriately under the provisions of 
subd)viSion (b), and shall evaluate and assess the- competency of such 
noninstructional employees as it reasonably relates to the fulfillment of 
those responsibilities .... 

The 197 5 test claim legislation did not amend. the requirements in former Education Code 
sections 13488 or 13489 to prepare written evaluations of certificated employees, receive 
responses to those evaluations, and conduct a meeting with_ the certificated employee to discuss 
the evaluation. 

Additionally, in 1986, the test claim legislation (Stats. 1986, ch. 393) amended Education Code 
section 44663 (which derived from fonner Ed. Code,§ 13488) by adding subdivision (b) to 
provide that the evaluation and assessment of certificated non-instructional employees shall be 
reduced to writing before June 30 of the year that the evaluation is made, that an opportunity to 
respond be given to the certificated non-instrnctional employee, and that a meeting be held 
between the certificated non-instructional employee and the evaluator to discuss the evaluation 
before July 30. Education Code section 44663, subdivision (b), as added by the test claim 
legislation, states the following: 

In the case of a certificated noninstructional employee, who is employed on a 12-
month basis, the evaluation and assessment made pursuant to this article shall be 
reduced to writing and a copy thereof shall be transmitted to the certificated 
employee no later than June 30 of the year in which the evaluation and assessment 
is made. A certificated noninstructional employee, who is employed on a 12-
month basis shall have the right to initiate a written reaction or response to the 
evaluation. This response shall become a permanent attachment to the 
employee's personnel file. Before July 30 of the year in which the evaluation.and 
assessment take place, a meeting shall be held between,the certificated employee 
and the evaluator to discuss the evaluation and· assessment. 

The claimant contends that the StUll Act, as originally enacted in 1971, required the assessment 
and evaluation of teachers, or certificated instiuctional employees, only. The claimant argues 
that when the Stull Act was amended ill 1975 and 1986, it added the requirement for schools 
districts to develop job responsibilities to assess and evaluate the perfom1ance ofnon
instructional personnel. The claimant contends that under the rules of statutory construction, an 
amendment indicates the legislative intent to change the law. The claimant contends that this 
amendment imposed additional activities on school districts to develop job responsibilities and 
evaluate certificated rion-instructional employees, which constitute a higher level of service.•1 

The Depmiment of Finance argues that school districts have always had the requirement to 
assess m1d evaluate non-instructional personnel because the original legislation enacted in 1971 
refers to all certificated personnel. The Department of Finance contends that the subsequent 

e 61 Exhibit C to Item 9 of the May 27, 2004 Commission Hearing. 
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In 1972, former Education Code section 13485 was amended to specifically exclude from the 
requirements of the Stull Act certificated personnel employed on. an hourly basis in adult 
education classes. 60 

· · 

In 1973, fonner Education Code section 13489 was amended to exclude hourly and temporary 
ce1iificated employees and substitute teachers, at the discretion of the governing board, from the 
requirement to evaluate and assess on a continuing basis.61 

Thus, under prior Jaw, school districts were required to perforn1 the following activities as they 
related to "certificated personnel:" · 

• Develop and adopt specific evaluation and assessment guidelines for the performance of 
"certificated personnel." · 

• Evaluate and assess "certificated personnel" as it relates to the established standards. 

• Prepare and draft a written evaluation of the "certificated employee." The evaluation 
shall include recommendations, if necessary, as to areas of improvement. 

• Receive and review from a "certificated employee" written responses regarding the 
evaluation. 

• Prepare and hold a meeting between the "ce1iificated employee" and the evaluator to 
discuss the evaluation and assessment. 

The test claim legislation, in 1975 (Stats. 1975; ch. 1216), amended the Stull Act by adding 
language relating to certificated "non-instructional" employees. As amended, former Education 
Code section 13485 stated in relevant part the following (with the amended language A 
underlined): W 

It is the- intent of the Legislature that governing boards establish a uniform system 
of evaluation and assessment of the performance of all certificated personnel 
within each school district of the state .... 

F01mer Education Code section 13487 was also repealed and reenacted by Statutes 1975, chapter 
1216, as follows (amendments relevant to this issue are underlined): 

(a) The governing board of each school district shall establish standards of 
expected student achievement at each grade level in each area of sh1dy. 

(b) The governing board of each ~chool district shall evaluate and assess 
certificated employee competency as it reasonably relates to (1) the 
progress of students toward the established standards, (2) the performance 
of those noninstructional duties and resnonsibilities. including supervisory 
and advisory duties, as may be prescribed by the board,. and (3) the 
establishment and maintenance of a suita\)le learning enviromnent within 
the scope of the employee's responsibilities. 

60 Statutes 1972, chapter 535. 

°' Statutes 1972, chapter 1973. 
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amendments that specifically list certificated non-instructional personnel, were clarifying edits 
and not new requirements.63 

The Stull Act was an existing program when the test claim legislation was enacted. Thus, the 
issue is whether the 1975 and 1986 amendments to the Stull Act mandated an increased, or 
higher level of service to develop jol;> responsibilities and to evaluate and assess ce1tificated 11011-

instructional employees. In 1987, the California Supremi;; Court in County of Los Angeles v. 
State of Califomia expressly stated that the term "higher level· of service" must be read in 
conjunction with the pJ:rrase "new program." Both are directed at state-mandated increases in 
the se1·vices provided by local agencies. 64 

In 1990, the Second District Court of Appeal decided the Long Beach Unified School District 
case, which challenged a test claim filed with the Board of Control on executive orders issued by 
the Depa1tment of Education to alleviate racial and ethnic segregation in schools.6s The comt 
detern1ined that the executive orders did not constitute a "new program" since schools had an 
existing constitutional obligation to alleviate racial segregation.66 However, the comt found that 
the executive orders constituted a "higher level of service" because the requirements imposed by 
the state went beyond constitutional and case law requirements. The court stated in relevant part 
the following: 

The phrase "higher level of service" is not defined in article Xill B or in the ballot 
materials .. [Citation omitted.] A mere increase in the cost of providing a service 
which is the result of a requirement mandated by the state is not tantamount to a 
higher level of service. [Citation omitted.] However, a review ofthe Executive 
Order and guidelines shows that a higher level of serviee is mandated because the 
requirements go beyond constitutional and case law requirem.ents: ... While these 
steps fit within the "reasonably feasible" description of [case law], the' point is . 
that these steps are no longer mere)y being suggested as options which the local 
school distJict may wish to consider but are required acts. These requirements 
constitute a higher level of service. We are suppmted in· our conclusion by the 
report of the Board to the Legislature regarding its decision that the Claim is 
reimbursable: "Only those costs that are above and beyond the regular level of 
Service for like pupils in the district are reimbUrsable."67

' 
5

& 

63 Exhibit B to Item 9 of the May 27, 2004 Commission Hearing. 
64 County of Los Angeles, supra, 43 Cal.3d at page 56. 
61 Long Beach Unified School District, supra, 225 Cal.App.4th 155. 
66 Id. at page 173. 
67 Ibid., emphasis added. 
6a See also, County of Los Angeles v. Commission on State Mandates (2003) 110 Cal.App.4th 
1176, 1193-1194, where the Second District Court of Appeal followed the earlier rulings and 
held that in the case of an existing program, reimbursement is required only when the state is 
divesting itself of its responsibility to provide fiscal support for a program, or is forcing a new 
program on a locality for which it is ill-equipped to allocate funding. 
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Thus, in order for the 1975 and 1986 amendments to the Stull Act, relating to certificated non
instructional perso1mel, to impose a new program or higher level of service, the Commission 
must find that the state is imposing new required acts or activities on school districts beyond 
those already required by Jaw. 

For·the reasons described below, the Commission finds tha:t school districts have been reqt1ired 
to develop job responsibilities for ce1iificated non-instructional employees, evaluate and assess 
certificated non-instructional employees, draft written evaluations of certificated non
instructional employees, receive and review written responses to the evaluation from ce1iificated 
non-instructional employees, and conduct meetings regarding the evaluation with certificated 
non-instructional employees under the Stull Act since 1971, before the enactment of the test 
claim legislation .. 

Claimant argues that the statutory amendments to the Stull Act, by themselves, reflect the 
legislative intent to change the law. However, the intent to change the law may not always be 
presumed by an amendment, as suggested by the claimant. The court has recognized that 
changes in statutory language can be intended to clarify the Jaw, rather than change it. 

We assume the Legislature amends a statute for a purpose, but that purpose need 
not necessarily be to change the law. [Citation.] Our consideration of the 
surrounding circtm1stances can indicate that the Legislature made ... changes in 
statutory language in an effort only to clarify a statute's true meaning. [Citations 
omitted.]69 

Thus, to detem1ine whethyr the Stull Act, as originally enacted in 1971, applied to all ce1iificated A 
employees ofa school district, i.nstructional and non-instructional employees alike, the W 
Commission must apply the rules of statutory construction. Under the rules of statutory 
construction, the first st~p is to look at the statute's words and give them their plain and ordinary 
meaning. Where the words of the statute are not ambiguous, they must be applied as w1itten and 
may not be altered in any way. Moreover, the intent must be gathered with reference to the 
whole system of law of which it i.s a part so that all may be harii10nized and have effect. ' 0 

As indicated by the plain language of fom1er Education Code sections 13485,13487, 13488, and 
13489, school dist1icts were required tmder p1ior law to develop evaluation and assessment 
guidelines for the evaluation of "ce1iificated" employees, evaluate and assess "ce1iificated" 
employees on a continuing basis, draft written evaluations of"certificated" employees, receive 
and review Wlitten response to the evaluation from "certificated" employees, and conduct 
meetings regarding the evaluation with "certificated" employees. The plain language of these 
statutes does not distinguish between instructional employees (teachers) and non-instructional. 
employees (principals, administrators), or specifically exclude ce11ificated non.-instructional 
employees. When read in context with the whole system oflaw of which these statutes are a 
part, the requirements of the Stull Act originally applied to all ce1iificated employees under p1ior 
law. 

As enacted, the Stull Act was placed in Chapter 2 of Division 10 of the 1971 Education Code, a 
chapter add1'essing" Certificated Employees." Ce1iificated employees are those employees 

"' H'estern Security Bank v. Superior Court (1997) 15 Cal.4th 232, 243. 

10 People v. Thomas ( 1992) 4 Cal.4th 206, 210. 
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directly involved in the educational process and include both instructional and non-instrnctional 
employees such as teachers, administrators, supervisors, and principals.11 Certificated employees 
must be properly credentialed for the specific position they hold. 12 A "certificated person" was 
defined in forn1er Education Code section 12908 as "a person who holds one or more documents 
such as a certificate, a credential, or a life diploma, which singly or in combination license the 
holder to engage iri the school .service designated in the document or documents." The definition 
of"certificated person" governs the construction of Division 10 of the former Education Code 
and is not lin1ited 'to instructional employees. 73 

Thus, the plain language of former Education Code sections 13485,13487, 13488, and 13489 
read within the context of Chapter 2 of Division 10 of the 1971 Education Code, a division that 
governs both instructional and non-instructional certificated employees, required school districts 
to develop evaluation and assessment guidelines and to evaluate both instructional and non
instructional certificated employees based on the guidelines on a continuing basis. 

In addition, former Education Code section 13486; as enacted in 1971, expressly required school 
districts to avail themselves "of the advice of the certificated instructional personnel in the · 
district's organization of certificated personnel" when developing and adopting the evaluation 
guidelines. (Emphasis added.) Former Education Code sections 13485,13487, 13488, and 
13489, enacted at the same time, did ncit limit the evaluation and assessment requirements to 
"ce1iificated instructional personnel" only. Rather, "certificated employees" were required to be 
evaluated. Thus, had.the Legislature intended to require school districts to evaluate and assess 
only teachers, as argued by clain1ant, they would have limited the requirements of former 
Education Code sections 13485,13487, 13488, 13489 to "certificated instructional personnel." 
Under the rules of statutory construction, the Commission is prohibited from altering the plain 
language of a statute, or writing into a statute, by implication, express requirements that the 
Legislature itself has not seen fit to place in the statute. 74 

Moreover, under prior law, the Legislature expressly excluded ce1iain types of certificated 
employees from the requirements of the Stull Act, and never expressly excluded non
instructional employees. When the Stull Act was originally enacted in 1971, the Legislature 
excluded employees of community colleges from the requirements. 7

i In 1972, the Legislature 
revisited the Stull Act and expressly excluded certificated personnel employed on an hourly basis 
in adult education classes.76 In 1973, school districts were authorized to exclude hourly and 
temporary certificated employees, and substitute teachers from the evaluation requirement. 77 

Under the rules of statutory construction, where exceptions to a general i·ule are specified by 

71 Fonner Education Code section 13187 et seq. of the 1971 Education Code. 
71 Fom1er Education Code section 13251 et seq. of the 1971 Education Code. 
73 Former Education Code 12901 of the 1971 Education Code. 
7~ Whitcomb v. California Employment Commission (1944) 24 Cal.2d 753, 757; In re Rudy L. 
(1994) 29 Cal.App.4th 1007, 1011. 
75 Section 42 of Statutes 1971, chapter 361. 

. 
70 Statutes 1972, chapter 535. e 11 Statutes 1973, chapter 220. 
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statute, other exceptions are not to be implied or presumed, absent a discernible and contrary 
1 egi slative intent. 7B Thus, it cannot be implied from the plain language of the legislation that the 
Legislahire intended to exclude certificated non-instructional employees from the requirernents 
of the Stull Act. · . 

The conclusion that the Stull Act applied to non-instructional employees under prior law is 
further supported by case law. In 1977, the First District Co.urt of Appeal considered Grant v. 
Adams. 19 The Grant case involved a school district employee who was a certified teacher with 
credentials as an administrator who had been serving as a principal (a non-instmctional 
employee) of iln elementary school from 1973 through 1974. In May 1974, the employee was 
reassigned and demoted to a teaching position for the 1974~1975 school' year.Bo The employee 
made the argument that the Stull Act, when coupled with other statutory provisions, created a 
property interest in his position as a principal and required that an evaluation be conducted 
before tem1ination of an administrative assignment. The court disagreed with the employee;s 
argument, holding that the Stull Act evaluation was not a precondition to reassignment or 
dismissaJ.B 1 When analyzing the issue, the court made the following findings: 

In 1971, the Legislature passed the so-called "Stull Act," Education Code sections 
13485-13490. Among other things the Stull Act required that all school districts 
establish evaluation procedures for certificated personnel. (Ed. Code, § 13485.) 
The state board of education developed guidelines for evaluation of 
administrators and teachers pursuant to the Stull Act. Respondents [school 
district} adopted those .guidelines without relevant change in June 19 7 2. The 
guidelines called for evaluation of personnel on permanent status at least once 
every two years. Appellant was given no evaluation pursuant to the guidelines. 
(Emphasis added.)82 

. 

In 1979, the California Supreme Court decided Miller v. Chico Unified School District Board of 
Education, a case with similar facts.Bl In the Miller case, the employee was a principal of a 
junior high school from 1958 tintil 1976, when he was reassigned to a teaching position. In 
1973, the school board adopted procedures to formally evaluate administrators pursuant to the 
Stull Act. 84 The employee received a Stull Act evaluation in 1973, 1974, and 1975.85 In 1976, 
the school board requested the employee's cooperation in his fourth annual Stull evaluation 
report, but the employee refused on advice of counsel.86 The employee sought reinstatement to 

7B People v. Galambos (2002) 104 Cal.App.4th 1147. 
79 Grant v. Adams (1977) 69 Cal.App.3d 127. 
80 Id. at page 130. 

Bi Id. at pages 134-135. 

82 Id. at page 143, footnote 3. · 

Bl Miller v. Chico Unified School District Board of Education (1979) 24 Cal.3d 703. 

B~ Id. at page 707. 

Bl Id. at pages 708-710, 717. 

B• Id. at page 709. 
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- his position as a p1incipar on the ground that the school board failed to comply with the· Stull 
Act. 87 The court denied the employee's request and rnade the following findings: 

The record indicates, however, that the school board substantially complied with 
the Stull Act's mandate that the board fix perfom1ance guidelines for its 
certificated personnel, evaluate plaintiff in light of such guidelines, inform 
plaintiff of the results of any evaluation, and suggest to plaintiff ways to improve 
his perfom1ance. -

The school board's guidelines provide for annual evaluations of supervisory 
persmmel; accordingly, the board evaluated plaintiff in 1973, 1974, and 1975. 
Although plaintiff received generally satisfactory evaluations in 1973 and 1974, 
the board's evaluation report in 1974 contains suggestions for specific areas of 
improvement. ... 

Plaintiff's final Stull Act evaluation in June 1975 plainly notified plaintiff'.'in 
writing" of any unsatisfactory conduct on his part, and in addition-provided a 
forum for plaintiff's supervisors to make "specific recommendations as to areas of 
improvement in the employee's perfom1ance and endeavor to assist him in such 
perfom1ance." [Former Ed. Code,§ 13489.) .... 

The court is surely obligated to understand the purpose of ... [the Stull Act] and 
to apply those sections to the relevant facts. 88 

Finally, the legislative history of the 1986 test claim legislation supports the conclusion that the 
specific laitguage added to the Stull Act was not intended to impose new required acts on school 
districts. As stated above, the test claim leiislation (Stats. 1986, ch. 393) amended Education 
Code section 44663 by adding subdivision (b) to provide that the evaluation and assessment of 
certificated non-instructional employees shall be reduced to writing before June 30 of the year 
that the evaluation is made, that an opportunity to respond be given to the certificated non
instructional employee, and that a meeting be held between the certificated non-instructional 
employee and_ the evaluator to discuss the evaluation before July 30. The legislative history of 
Statutes 1986, chapter 393 (Assem. Bill No. 3878) indicates that the purpose of the bill-was to 
extend for 45 days the current requirement for the evaluation of certificated non-instructional 
employees.8

' The analysis of Assembly Bill 3878 by the Assembly Education Conm1ittee, dated 

87 Id. at page 716. 

'
8 Id. at pages 717-718. 

8
' Letter from San Diego Unified School District to the Honorable Teresa Hughes, Chairperson 
of the Assembly Education Committee, on Assembly Bill 3878, April 4, 1986; Assembly 
Education Committee, Republican Analysis on Assembly Bill 3878, April 7, 1986; Department 
of Finance, Enrolled Bill Report on Assembly Bill 3878, April 21, 1986; Legislative Analyst, 
A11alysis of Assembly Bill 3878, April 24~ 1986; Assembly Education Committee, Republican 
Analysis on Assembly Bill 3878, April 26, 1986; Senate Committee _on Education, Staff A11alysis 
on Assembly Bill 3878, May 28, 1986; Legislative Analyst, Analysis of Assembly Bill 3878, 
June 18, 1986. (Exhibit I to Item 9 of the May 27; 2004 Commission Hearing.) 
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April 7, 1986, states the following: 

Current statute requires evaluations of noninstructional certificated employe~s on 
12 month contracts to be conducted within 30 days before the last school day. 
This apparently is a problem for San Diego [Unified School District] because all 
evaluations are jammed in at the end of the school year. They feel it would make 
more sense to allow extra time to evaluate those on 12 month contracts and spread 
the process out over a longer period of time. 90 

The April 24, 1986 analysis of Assembly Bill 3878 by the Legislative Analyst states the 
following: 

Our review indicates that this bill does not mandate any new duties on school 
district governing boards, ht.it simply extends the date by which evaluations of 
certain certificated employees must be completed. 91 

Based on the foregoing authorities, the c·ommission finds that school districts were required 
under p1ior law to perform the following activities: 

• Develop and adopt specific evaluation and assessment guidelines for the performance of 
certificated non-instmctional personnel. 

• Evaluate and assess certificated non-instmctional personnel as it relates to the established 
standards. 

• Prepare and draft a written evaluation of the certificated non-instructional employee. The 
evaluation shall include recommendations, if necessary, as to areas of improvement. 

• Receive and review from a certificated non-instmctional employee written responses 
regarding the evaluation. · 

• Prepare and hold a meeting between the certificated non-instructional employee and the 
evaluator to discuss the evaluation and assessment. 

The Commission further finds that the language added to former Education Code section 13487 
by the 1975 test claim legislation to "establish and define job responsibilities" for ce1iificated 
non-instructional personnel falls within the preexisting duty to develop and adopt objective 
evaluation and assessment guidelines for all certificated employees, does not" mandaie any new 
required acts, and, thus, does not constitute a new program or higher level of service.91 

Accordingly, the Commission finds that the 1975 and 1986 amendments to former Education 
Code sections 13485 and 13487 and Education Code section 44663 as they relate to certificated 
non-instructional employees do not constitute a new program or-higher level of service.93 

90 Id. at page 301. 
91 Jd. at page 306. 
92 Long Beach Unified School District, supra, 225 Cal.App.4th at page 173. 

93 It is noted that the analysis by the J,,egislative Analyst on Senate Bill 777, which was enacted 
as Statutes 1975, chapter 1216, concludes that "there would also be undetermined increased local 
costs due to the addition ·of ... non-instructional certificated employees in evaluation and 
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Establish standards of expected pupil achievement at each grade level in each area of study 
(Fom1er Ed. Code,§ 13487, as repealed and reenacted by Stats. 1975, ch. 1216). 

The claimant is requesting reimbursement to establish standards of expected pupil achievement 
at each grade leveLin each area of study. 

Former Education Code section 13487, as originally enacted in 1971, required school districts to 
develop and adopt specific evaluation and assessment guidelines for certificated personnel. 
Fo1111er section 13487 stated in relevant part the following: 

The governing board ofeach school district shall develop and adopt specific 
evaluation and assessment guidelines which shall include but shall not necessarily 
be limited in content to the following elements: 

(a) The establishment of standards of expected student progress in each· area 
of study and ofteclmiques for the assessment of that progress. 

The test claim legislation, in Statutes 197 5, chapter 1216, repealed and reenacted former 
Education Code section 13487. As reenacted, tlie statute provided the following (amendments 
relevant to this issue are reflected with strikeout and underline): 

(a) The governing board of each school district shall establish standards of 
expected student prngress achievement at each grade level in each area of 
study. 

The claimant contends that the 1975 test claim legislation imposed a new program or higher 
level of service on school districts to rewrite standards for employee assessment to reflect 
expected student "achievement" (as opposed expected student "progress") and to expand the 
standards to reflect expected student achievement at each "grade level."94 The claimant further 
states the following: 

Prior Jaw only required that the standards of expected student achievement be· 
established to show student progress. Under.prior law, these standards may have 
tracked student progress over time. For example, a school district may have 
established reading standards for pupils upon ·graduating from eighth grade. 
Under the test claim legislation, school districts no longer have the ability to 
detennine over what peiiod standards of expected student achievement will be 

assessment requirements." (See, Exhibit I, pp. 292-294.) The courts have determined, 
however, that legislative findings are not relevant to the issue of whether a reimbursable state
mandated program exists: 

[T]he statutory scheme [in Government Code section 17500 et seq.] · 
contemplates that the Commission, as a quasi-judicial body, has the.sole and 
exclusive authority to adjudicate whether a state mandate. exists. Thus, any 
legislative findings are irrelevant to the issue of whether a state mandate exists . 
. . . "(City of San Jose, supra, 45 Cal.App.4th at pp. 1817-1818, quoting. 
Countj of Los Angeles v. Commission on State Mandates (1995) 32 Cal.App.4th 
805, 819, and Kinlaw v. State of California, supra, 54 Cal.3d at p. 333.) e 0

' Exhibit A (Test Claim, page 4) to Item 9 of the May 27, 2004 Commission Hearing. 
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established: The standards must be established by each grade level. The new 
standards outlined in the test claim legislation align more closely with the state's 
new content standards ... "95 

The Department of Finance contends that the 1975 amendment to fonner Education Code section 
13487 does not constitute a new program or higher level of service. The Department states the 
following: 

Finance notes that in practice, school district standards required by Chapter 
361/71 would have had to have been differentiated by grade in order to provid~ a 
measure of "expected student progress." Finance also notes that changing ·the 
term '.'expected student progress" to the te1m "expected student achievement" is a 
wording c)Jange that would not require additional work on the part of school 
districts. These changes did not require additional work on the part of school 
distiicts, and therefore, are not reimbursable. 9

6.9
7 

In order for the 1975 reenactment offmmer Education Code section 13487 to constitute a new 
program or higher level of service, the Commission must find that the state is imposing new 
required acts or activities on school districts beyond those already required by law.98 For the 
reasons below, the Commission finds that-the 197 5 reenactment of fonner Education Code 
section 13487 does not constitute a new program or higher level of service. . · 

On its face, the activities imposed by the 1975 reenactment of fo1mer Education Code section 
13487 do not appear d,ifferent than the activities required by the original 1971 version of fom1er 
Education Code section 13487. Both versions require that standards for evaltiation be 
established so that certificated personnel are evaluated based on student progress. As originally 
enacted in 1971, "[t]he governing board of each school district shall develop and adopt specific 
evaluation and assessment guidelines which shall include ... the establislunent of standards of 
expected student progress in each area of study ... [and the J ... assessment of certificated 
personnel competence as it relates to the established standards." (Emphasis added.) As 
reenacted in 1975, "[t]he governing bo.ard of each school district shall establish standards of 
expected student achievement at each grade level in each area of study ... artd evaluate and 
assess certificated employee competency as it reasonably relates to ... the progress of students 
toward the establishedstandards." (Emphasis added.) 

95 ExhibifC, page 2, to Item 9 of the May 27, 2004 Commission Hearing. 

96 Exhibit B, page 1, to Item 9 of the May 27, 2004 Commission Hearing. 

• 1 The Department'ofFinance's factual assertion is not supported by "documentary evidence ... 
authenticated by deClarations under penalty of perjury signed by persons who are authorized and 
competent to do so," as required by the Commission's regulatiohs. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 2, § 
1183.02, subd. (c)(l).) 

98 Coun.ty of Los Angeles, supra, 43 Cal.3d at page 56; Long Beach Unified School Dist" supm, 
225 Cal.App.4th at page 173; and County of Los Angeles, supra, 110 Cal.App.4th at pages 1193-

1194. 
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-- In addition, the legislative history of the test claim statute, Statutes 1975, chapter 1216 (Sen. Bill 
No; 777), does not reveal an intention by the Legislature to impose new required acts. 
Legislative history simply indicates that the language was "modified."99 

Moreover, claimant's argument, that the test claim statute imposes· a higher level of service 
because, under prior Jaw, school districts "may" have only tracked student progress over time 
(for example, by establishing "reading standards for pupils upon graduating from eighth grade"), 
is not persuasive. Under the claimant's interpretation, the perfom1ance of a first grade teacher 
could be evaluated and assessed ba,sed on re~qing standards for eighth grade students; students 
that the teacher did not teach. The Stull Act, as o~ginally enacted, required the school district to 
evaluate and assess the performance of all certificated employees based on the progress of their 
pupils. In addition, the claimant's factual assertion is not supported by "documentary evidence 
... au then ticated by declarations under penalty of perjury signed by persons who are 
authorized and competent to do so," as required by the Commission's regulations. 100 

Finally, assuming for the sake of argument only, that school districts were required to establish 
new standards of expected student ach_ievement due to the 1975 test claim statute, that activity 
would have occun·ed outside the reimbursement period for this claim. The reimbursement period 
for this test claim, if approved by the_ Commission, begins July 1, 1998. The test claim statute 
~as enacted in 1975, 23 years earlier than the reimbursement period. There is no requirement in 
the test claim statute that establishing the standards is an ongoing activity. 

Therefore, based on the evidence in the record, the Commission finds that fom1er Education 
Code section 13487 as reenacted by Statutes 1975, chapter 1216, does not impose a new program 
or higher level of service 011 school distii.cts. -

Evaluate and assess the performance of certificated instrnctional employees (Ed. Code, 
§ 44662. subd. (b), as amended by Stats. 1983, ch. 498 and Stats. 1999, ch. 4). 

The clain1antrequests reimbursement t~ evaiuate and assess the perfonnance of certificated 
instrnctional employees as it reasonably relates to the following: 

• the instructional techniques and strategies used by the certificated employee (Stats. 1983, 
ch. 498); 

• the ce1tificated employee's adherence to curricular objectives (Stats 1983, ch. 498); and 

• the progress of pupils towards the state adopted academic content standards as measured 
by state adopted criterion referenced assessments (Stats. 1999, ch. 4). 101 

99 Senate Committee 011 Education, Staff Analysis on Senate Bill 777, as amended o.n 
May 7, 1975; Assembly Education Committee, Analysis of Senate Bill 777, as an1erided on 
August 12, 1975; Ways and Means Staff Analysis on Senate Bill 777, as an1ended on 
August 19, 1975; Legislative Analyst, Analysis of Senate Bill 777, as an1ended on 
August 19, 1975, dated August 22, 1975; Assembly Third Reading of Senate Bill 777, as 
amended on August 19, 1975. (Exhibit I to Item 9 of the May 27, 2004 Commission Hearing.) 
10° Cal. Code Regs., tit. 2, § 1183.02, subd. (c)(l). 
101 Exhibit A (Test Claim, page 6) to Item 9 of the May 27, 2004 Commission Hearing. 
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The Department of Finance agrees thatthese activities constitute reimbursable state-mandated 
activities .under article XIII B, section 6. 102 

For the reasons described below, the Conunission finds that evaluating and assessing the 
perfom1ance of certificated instructional employees that perfonn the requirements of educational 
programs mandated by state or federal law based 0!1 these factors constitutes a new program or 
higher level of service. 

The instructional techniques and strategies used by the employee. ~nd the employee's adherence 
to curricular objectives, In 1983, the test claim legisla,tion amended Education Code section · 
44662, subdivisicin (b), to reqUire the school district to evaluate ami assess certificated employee 
competen'cy as it reasonably relates to "the instrllctional techniques' and strategies used by the 
employee," and "the employee's adherence to curricular objectives." (Stats. 1983, ch. 498.) 

Before the 1983 test claim legislation was enacted, the Stull Act required school districts to 
establish an objective and unifom1 system of evaluation and assessment of the performance of 
certificated personnel. 103 When developing these guidelines, school districts were required to 
receive advice from certificated instructional petso1mel. The court interpreted this provision to 
require districts to nieet and confer, and engage in coUeetive bargaining, with representatives of 
certificated employee organizations before adopting the evafoation guidelines. 10

' Thus, 
certificated instructional employees were evaluated based oi1 the guidelines developed through 
collective bargaining, and on the following criteria required by the state: · · . 

• the progress of students toward the established standards of expected .student 
achievement at each grade level in each area of study; aiid 

• the establishment and maintenance of a suitable learning environment within the scope of 
the employee's responsibilities, 105 

· 

Under prior law, the evaluation had to be reduced to writing and a copy of the evaluation given 
to the employee. An evaluation meeting had to be held between the certificated employee and 
the evaluator to discuss the evaluation and assessment.io6 . 

The 1983 test claim statute still requires school distiicts to reduce the evaluation to wliting, to 
transmit a copy to the employee, and to conduct a meeting with the employee to discuss the 
evaluation and assessment. 107 These activities are not new. However, the 1983 test claim statute 
amended the evaluation requirements by adding two new evaluation factors: the instructional 

102 Exhibit B to Item 9 of the May 27, 2004 Commission Hearing. 

iui Fom1er Education Code sections 13485 and 13487. 

"" Certificated Employees Council ofthe Monterey Peninsula Unified School District v. 
Monterey Peninsula Unified School District (1974) 42 CaLApp,3,d328, 334. 

105 Former Education Code section 13487, subdivision (b), as amended by Statutes 1975, 
chapter 1216. 

106 Fom1er Education Code sections 13485-13490, as 01iginally enacted by Statutes 1971, chapter 

361. 
101 Education Code sections 44662, 44663, 44664. 
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teclmiques and strategies used by the employee, and the employee's adherence. to curricular 
objectives. Thus, school districts are now required by the state to evaluate and assess the 
competency of ce1iificated instructional employees as it reasonably relates to: 

• the progress cif students toward the established standards of expected student 
achievement at each grade level in each area of study; 

• the instructional techniques and strategies used by the employee; 

• the employee's adherence to curricular objectives; and 

• the establishment and maintenance of a suitable learning envirorunent, within the 
scope of the employee's responsibilities. 

School districts may have been evaluating teachers on their instructional techniques and 
adherence to curricular objectives before the enactment of the test claim statute based on the 
evaluation guidelines developed through the collective bargaining process. But, the state did not 
previously require the evaluation in these two areas. Goverrunent Code section 17565 states that 
"if a ... school district, at its option, has been incurring costs which are subsequently mandated 
by the state, the state shall reimburse the ... school district for those costs after the operative date 
of the mandate." 

Accordingly, the Commission finds that Education Code section 44662, subdivision (b ), as 
amended by Statutes 1983, chapter 498, iinposes a new required act and, thus, a new program or 
higher level of service on school districts to evaluate and assess the performance of certificated 
instructional employees that perform the requirements of educational programs mandated by 
state or federal law as it reasonably relates to the instructional techniques and strategies used by 
the employee and th.e employee's adherence to curricular objectives. 

Reimbursement for this activity is limited to the review of the employee's instructional 
techniques and strategies and adherence to curricular objectives, and to include in the written 
evaluation of the certificated instructional employees the assessment of these factors during the 
following evaluation periods: · 

• once each year for probationary certificated employees; 

• every other year for permanent certificated employees; and 

• beginning January 1, 2004, every five years for certificated employees with pennanent 
status who have been employed at least ten years with the school dist1ict, are highly 
qualified (as defined in 20 u.s.c. § 7801)' 08

, and whose previous evaluation rated the 
employee as meeting or exceeding standards, ifthe evaluator and certificated employee 
being evaluated agree. 109 

'
08 Section 7801 of title 20 of the United States Code defines "highly qualified" as a teacher that 

has obtained full state certification as a teacher or passed the state teacher licensing exan1ination, 
and holds a license to teach, and the teacher has not had certification requirements· waived on an 
emergency, temporary, or provisional basis. e 109 Education Code section 44664, subdivision (a)(3), as amended by Statutes 2003, chapter 566. 
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State adopted academic content standards as measured by state adopted assessment tests. In 
1999, the test claim legislation (Stats. 1999, ch. 4) amended Education Code 44662, subdivision 
(b )(I), by adding the following underlined language: 

The governing board of each school distric.t shall evaluate and assess certificated 
employee competency as it reasonably relates to: · 

The progress of pupils toward the standards established pursuant to 
subdivision (a) [standards of expected pupil achievement at each grade level in 
each area of study] and, if applicable, the state adopted academic content-'· 
standards as measured by state adopted c1iterion referenced assessments. · 

Before the 1999 test claim legislation, school districts were required to evaluate and assess 
ce1tificated employees based on:the progress of pupils. The progress of pupils was measured by 
standards, adopted by local school districts, of expected student achievement at each grade level 
in each area of study. The evaluation had to be reduced to writing and a copy of the evaluation 
given to the employee. An evaluation meeting had to be held between the certificated employee 
and the evaluator to discuss the evaluation and assessment. 110 

The 1999 test claim legislation still requires school districts to evaluate and ·assess ce1tificated 
employees based on the progress of pupils. It also still requires school distiicts to reduce the 
evaluation to writing, to transmit a copy to the employee, and to conduct a meeting with the 
employee to discuss the evaluation and assessment. 111 These activities are not new. 

However, the.test claim legislation, beginning January 1, 2000 112
, imposes a new requirement on 

schoo 1 districts to evaluate the performance of certificated employees as it reasonably relates to A 
the progress oipupils based not only on standards adopted by local school distiiCts, but also on .., 
the academic content standards adopted by the state, as measured by the state adopted · 
assessment tests. 

The state academic content standards and the assessment tests that measure the academic 
progress of students· were created in 1995 with the enactment of the California Assessment of 
Academic Achievement Act. 113 The act required the State Board of Education to develop and 
adopt a set of statewide academically rigorous content standards in the core cuniculum areas of 
reading, w1iting, mathematics, history/social science, and science to serve as the basis for 
assessing the academic achievement of individual pupils and of schools. 11 ~ In addition, the Act 
established the Standardizeq TestiJ;1g and Repmting Program (otherwise known as the ST AR 
Program) 115

; which requires each school district to annually administei·. to all pupils in grades 2 
to 11 a nationally nom1ed achievement test of basic skills, and an achievement test based on the 

110 Former Education Code sections 13485-13490, as originally enacted by Statutes 1971, 
· chapter 361. 

111 Education Code sections 44662, 44663, 44664. 
112 Statutes 1999, chapter 4 became operative and effective on January 1, 2000. 

113 Education Code ·section 60600 et seq. 

114 Education Code section 60605, subdivision (a). 

115 Educ~tion Code section 60640, subdivision (a). 
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state's academic content standards. 116 The Commission deterniined that the administration of the 
STAR test to pupils constitutes a partial reimbursable state-mandated program (CSM 97-TC-23). 

Although evaluating the performance of a certificated employee based on the progress of pupils 
is not new, the Commission finds that the requirement to evaluate and assess the perfom1ance of 
certificated instructional employees that teach reading, writing, mathematics, history/social 
science, anci science in grades 2 to 11, as it reasonably relates fo the progress ofpupiis towards 
the state adopted academic content standards as measured by state. adopted criterion referenced 
assessmei1ts is a new required act and, thus a higher level of service within the meaning of article 
XIII B, section 6 of the California Constitution. 

This higher level of service is limited to the review of the results of the ST AR test as it 
reasonably relates to the performance of those certificated employees that teach reading, writing, 
mathematics, history/social science, and science in grades 2 to 11, and tci include in the written 
evaluation of those certificated employees the assessment of the employee's perfonnance based 
on the ST AR results for the pupils they teach during the evaluation periods spec~fied in 
Education Code section 44664, and described below: 

• once each year for probationary certificated employees; 

• every·other year for permanent certificated employees; and 

• beginning January 1, 2004, every five years for certificated employees with pem1anent 
status who have been employed at least ten years with the school district, are higl1 ly 
qualified (as defined in 20 U.S.C. § 7801 ), and whose previous evaluation rated the 
employee as meeting or exceeding standards, if the evaluator and ce11ificated employee 
being evaluated agree. 117 

Assess and evaluate permanent certificated. instructional and non-instructional, employees that 
receive an unsatisfactory evaluation once each year until the employee achieves a positive 
evaluation, or is separated from the school district (Ed. Code. § 44664, as amended by Stats.· 
1983, ch. 498). 

The claimant is requesting rein1bursement to conduct additional assessments and evaluations for 
pennanent ce11ificated employees that receive an unsatisfactory evaluation as follows: 

Conduct additional annual assessments and evaluations of permanent certificated 
instructimial and non-instructional employees who have received an 
unsatisfactory evaluation. The school district must conduct the annual assessment 
and evaluation of a pennanent certificated employee.until the employee achieves 
a positive evaluation or is separated from the school district. This mandated 
activity is limited to those annual assessments and evaluations that occur in years 
in which the employee would not have been required to be evaluated as per 
Section 44664 (i.e., pennanent certificated employees shall be evaluated every 
other year). W11en conducting these additional evaluations the full cost of the 

116 Education Code section 60640, subdivision (b): e . 117 Education Code section 44664, subdivision (a)(3), as amended by Statutes 2003, chapter 566. 
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·evaluation is reimbursable (e.g., evaluation under all criterion, preparing written 
evaluation, review of comments, and holding a hearing with the teacher). 118 

The Depa1iment ofFinai1ce agrees that the I 983 amendment to Education Code section 44664 
imposes a reimbursable state-mandated activity. 

Before the enactment of the test claim legislation, fonner Education Code section 13489 (as last 
amended by StatS. 1973, ch. 220) required that an evaluation for pennanent certificated 
employees occur every other year: Former Education Code section. 13489 stated in relevant part 
the following: · 

Evaluation and assessment of the performance of each certificated employee shall 
be made on a contimdng basis, at least once each school year for probationary 
personnel, 'ancf at least eve1y othery~ar for personnel wi!hpermanent status. The 
evaluation shall include n;conunendations, if necessary, as to areas of 
improvement in the perfcnmance of the employee. In the event an employee is 
not performing his duties in a satisfactory manneraccording to the standards 
prescribed by the governing board, the employing autl1ority shall notify the 
employee in writing of such fact and describe such unsatisfactory perfomrnnce. 
The employing authority shall thereafter confer witl1 tl1e employee making 
specific reconunendations as to areas of improvement in the employee's 
performance and endeavor to assist him in such performance. (Emphasis added.) 

In 1976, former Education Code section 13489 was renumbered to Education Code section 
44664. 119 The test claiin legislation (Stats. 1983, ch. 498) amended Education Code section 
44664, by adding the following sentence: ~'When any permanent certificated emp)oyee hi;tS 
received an unsatisfactory evaluation, the employing auth01ity shall annually evaluate the 
employee.until the employee achieves a positive evaluation or is separated from' the distiict." 
(Emphasis added.) 120 

The Commission finds that Education Code section 44664, as amended by Statutes 1983, 
chapter 498, imposes a new required act and, thus, a new program or higher level of service by 
requiring school dist1icts to perfom1 additional evaluations for pem1anent certificated employees 
that perform the requirements of educational programs mandated by state or federal law and 
receive an unsatisfactory evaluation. 

This higher level of service is 'limited to those annual assessments and evaluations that occur in 
years in which the pennanent ce1tificated employee would not have otherwise been evaluated 

·pursuant to Education Code section 44664 (i.e., every other year) and lasts until the employee 
achieves a positive evaluation or is separated from the school district. This additional evaluation 

118 Exhibit A (Test Claim) to Item 9 of the May 27, 2004 Commission f!earing. 
119 Statutes 1976, chapter 1010. 
120 Statutes 2003, chapter 566, amended Education Code section 44664 by changing the word 
"when" to "if." The language now states tl1e following: "w:ftefi If any pem1anent ce1iificated 
employee has received an unsatisfactory evaluation, the employing authority shall annually 
evaluate the employee until the. employee achieves a positive evaluation or is separated from the 
district." 
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and assessment of the pem1anent-certificated employee requires the school district to perfom1 the 
following activities: 

• evaluate and assess the certificated employee perfonnance as it reasonably relates to the 
following c1iteria: (1) the progress of pupils toward the standards established by the 
school district of expected pupil achievement at each grade level in each area of study, 
and, if applicable, the state adopted content standards as measured by state adopted 
criterion referenced assessments; (2) the instructional techniques and strategies used by 
the employee; (3) the employee's adherence to cunicular objectives; (4) the 
establishment and maintenance of a suitable learning environment, within the scope of 
the employee's responsibilities; and, if applicable, (5) the fulfiilment of other job 
responsibilities established by the school district for certificated non-instructional 
personnel (Ed. Code,§ 44662, subds. (b) and (c)); 

• the evaluation and assessment shall be reduced to writing. (Ed. Code, § 44663, 
subd. (a).) The evaluation shall include reconunendatioris, ifnecessar·y, as to areas of 
improvement in the performance of the employee. If the employee is not perfom1ing his 
or her duties in a satisfactory manner according to the standards prescribed by the 
governing board, the school district shall notify the employee in writing of that fact and 
describe the unsatisfactory performance (Ed. Code, § 44664, subd. (b)); 

• transmit a copy of the written evaluation to the certificated employee (Ed. Code, 
§ 44663, subd. (a)); 

• attach any written reaction or response to the evaluation by the certificated employee to 
the employee's personnel file (Ed. Code, § 44663, subd. (a)); and 

• conduct a meeting with the certificated employee to discuss the evaluation (Ed. Code, 
§ 44553, subd. (a)). 

Issue 3: Does Education Code Section 44662 (As Amended by Stats. 1999, ch. 4) and 
Education Code Section 44664 (As Amended by Stats. 1983, ch. 498) Impose 
Costs Mandated by the State \Vithin the Meaning of Government Code 
Section 17514? 

As indicated above, the Commission finds that the· following activities constitute a new program 
or higher level of service: 

• evaluate and assess the perfonnance of certificated instructional employees that perfom1 
the requirements of educational programs mandated by state or federal law as it 
reasonably relates to the instructional techniques and strategies used by the employee and 
the eniployee's adherence to curricular objectives (Ed. Code,§ 44662, subd. (b), as 
amended by Stats. 1983, ch. 498); 

• evaluate and assess the perfom1ance of certificated instructional employees that teach 
reading, w1iting, mathematics, history/social science, and science in grades 2 to 11 as it 
reasonably relates to the progress of pupils towards the state adopted academic content 
standards as measured by state adopted assessment tests (Ed. Code, § 44662, subd. (b), as 
amended by Stats. 1999, ch. 4); and 

• assess and evaluate pem1anent certificated, instructional and non-instructional, employees 
that perfonn the requirements of educational programs mandated by state or federal law 
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and receive an unsatisfactory evaluation in the years in which the pennanent certificated 
employee would not have otherwise been evaluated until the employee receives achieves 
a positive evaluation, or is separated from the school district (Ed. Code, § 44664, as 
anlended by Stats. 1983, ch. 498). . 

The Commission must continue its inquiry to detem1ine if these activities result in increased 
costs mandated ·by the state pursuant to Government Code section 17514. 

Government Code section 17 514 defines "costs mandated by the state" as any increased cost a 
local agency or school district is required to irlcur as a result of a statute that mandates a new 
program or higher level of service. The claimruit states that it has incurred sigtiificru1tly more 
than $200 to comply with the test claim statlltes plead in this claim. 121

• 
122 

· 

The Commission finds that there is nothing in the record to dispute the costs alleged by the 
claimant. The parties· have not identified any sources of state or federal funds appropriated to 
school districts that can be applied to the activities identified above. Moreover, none of the 
exceptions to finding a 1'eimbursable state-mandated progran1 under Government Code section 
17556 apply to this claim. 

Therefore, the Commission finds that Education Code section 44662 (as amended by 
Stats. 1999, ch. 4) and Education Code section 44664 (as amended by Stats. 1983, ch. 498), 
result in costs mandated by the state under Government Code section 17514. 

CONCLUSION 

The Commission concludes, that Education Code section 44662, as amended.by Statutes 1999, 
chapter 4, and Education Code section 446q4, as runended by Statutes 1983, chapter 498, 
mandate a new program or higher level of service for school distiicts within the meaning of 
article XIII B, section 6 of the California Constitution, and impose costs mandated by the state 
pursuant to Govemment Code section 17514 for the following activities only: 

• Evaluate and assess the performance of certificated instructional employees that perfom1 
the requirements of educational programs mandated by state or federal law as it 
reasonably relates to the instructional tecimiques and strategies used by the employee and 
tl1e employee's adherence to curricular objectives (Ed. Code, § 44662, subd. (b), as 
amended by Stats. 1983, ch. 498). 

Reimbursement for this activity is limited to the review of the employee's instructional 
techniques and strategies and adherence to curricular objectives, and to include in the 
written evaluation of the certificated instmctional employees the assessment of these 
factors during the following evaluation periods: 

o once each year for probationary certificated· employees; 

o every other year for pennfillent certificated employees; and 

121 Exhibit A to Item 9 of the May 27, 2004 Commission Hearing (Test Claim ru1d Declaration of 
LalTy S. Phelps, Superinten~ent ofDenair Unified School District). 

122 After this test claim was filed, Government Code' section 17564 was amended to require that 
all test claims and reimbursement claims submitted exceed $1000 in costs. (Stats. 2002, 
ch. 1124.) 
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o beginning January 1, 2004, every five years for ce1tificated employees with 
permanent status who have been employed at least ten years with the school 
district, are highly qualified (as defined in 20 U.S.C. § 7801), and whose 
preyious evaluation rated the employee as meeting or exceeding standards, if the 
evaluator and certifi_cated employee being evaluated agree. 

• Evaluate and assess the performance of certificated instructional employees that teach 
reading, writing, mathematics, history/social science, and science in grades 2 to 11 as it 
reasonably relates to the progress ofpupils towards the state adopted academic content 

" 

· standards as measured by state adopted assessment tests (Ed. Code, § 44662, subd. (b), as 
amended by Stats. 1999, ch. 4). 

Reimbursement for this activity is limited to the review of the results of the STAR test as 
it reasonably relates to the perfonnance of those ce1tificated employees that teach 
reading, w1iting, mathematics, history/social science, and science in grades 2 to 11, and 
to include in the written evaluation of those certificated employees the assessment of the 
employee's performance based on the ST AR results for the pupils they teach during the 

. evaluation pe1iods specified in Education Code section 44664, and described below: 

o · once each year for probationary certificated employees; 

o every other year for pennanent certificated employees; and 

o begi1ming January 1, 2004, every five years for ce1iificated employees with 
pemmnent status who have been employed at least ten years with the school 
dishict, are highly qualified (as defined in 20 U.S.C. § 7801), and whose previous 
evaluation rated the employee as meeting or exceeding standards, if the evaluator 
and certificated employee being evaluated agree. · 

Assess and evaluate permanent certificated, instructional and non-instructional, 
employees that perfom1 the requirements of educational programs mandated by state or 
federal law and receive an unsatisfactory evaluation in the years in which the pem1anent 
certificated employee would not have otherwise been evaluated pursuant to Education 
Code section 44664 (i.e., every other year). The additional evaluations shall last until the 
employee achieves a positive evaluation, or is separated from the school dist1ict. (Ed. 
Code, § 44664, as amended by Stats. 1983, ch. 498). This additional evaluation and 
assessment of the pe1manent certificated employee requires the school district to perform 
the following activities: · · 

o evaluate and assess the ce1iificated employee perfomrnnce as it reasonably relates 
to the following criteria: (1) the progress of pupils toward the standards 
established by the school district of expected pupil achievement at each grade 
level in each area of study, and, if applicable, the state adopted content standards 
as measured by state adopted criterion referenced assessments; (2) the 
instmctional techniques and strategies used by the employee; (3) the employee's 
adherence to curricular objectives; ( 4) the establishment and maintenance of a 
suitable learning environment, within the scope of the employee's responsibilities; 
and, if applicable, (5) the fulfillment of other job responsibilities established by 
the school district for certificated non-instructional personnel (Ed. Code, § 44662, 
subds. (b) and (c)); 
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· o the evaluation and assessment shall be reduced to writing. (Ed. Code,§ 44663, 
subd. (a).} The evaluation shall incli.ide recommendations, if necessary, as to 
areas of improvement in the performance of the employee. If the employee is not 
performing his or her duties in a satisfactory manner according to the standards 
prescribed by the governing board, the school district shall notify the employee in 
w1iting of that fact and describe the unsatisfactory perfonnance (Ed. Code, 
§ 44664, subd. (b)); · 

o transmit a copy of the written evaluation to the certificated employee (Ed. Code, 
§ 44663, subd. (a)); 

o attach any written reaction or response to the-evaluation by the certificated· 
employee to the employee's personnel file (Ed. Code, § 44663, subd. (a)); and 

o . conduct a meeting with the certificated employee to discuss the evaluation ( 
Ed. Code, § 44553, subd. (a)). 

The Commission further finds that the activities listed above do not constitute reimbursable 
state-mandated p1'ograms with respect to certificated personnel employed in local, discretionary 
educational programs. 

Finally, the Commission finds that all other statutes in the test claim not mentioned above are not 
reimbursable state-mandated progran1s within the meaning of article XIII B, section 6 and 
Government Code section 17514. 
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DECLARATION OF SERVICE BY MAIL 

I, the undersigned, declare as follows: 

I am a resident of the County of Sacramento and I am over the age of 18 years, and not a 
party to the within action. My place of employment is 980 Ninth Street, Suite 300, 
Sacramento, California 95814. 

June 1, 2004, I served the: 

Adopted Statement of Decision 
The Stull Act, 98-TC-25 
Education Code Sections 44660 - 44665 (formerly Ed. Code §§ 13485-13490) 
Statutes 1975, Chapter 1216; Statutes 1983, Chapter498; Statutes 1986, Chapter393; 
Statutes.1995, Chapter 392; Statutes 1999, Chapter 4 
Denair Unified School District, Claimant 

by placing a true copy thereof in an envelope addressed to: 

Mr. David.Scribner 
Executive Director 
School Mandates Group 
3113 Catalina Island Road 
West Sacramento, CA 95691 

State Agencies and Interested Parties (See attached mailing list); 

and by sealing and depositing said envelope in the United States mail at Sacramento, 
California, with postage thereon fully paid. 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State.of California that the foregoing 
is true and correct, and that this declaration was executed on 

·June 1, 2004, at Sacramento, California. 

tl~a kVte-
VICTORIA SORIANO . 
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EXHIBIT B 

Claimants' Proposed Parameters and Guidelines 

Education Code Sections 44660-44665 (Formerly Ed. Code,§§ 13485-13490) 

Statutes of 1975, Chapter 1216; Statutes of 1983, Chapter 498; Statutes of 1986, Chapter 393; 
Statutes of 1995, Chapter 392; Statutes of 1999, Chapter 4 

The Stull Act (98-TC-25) 

I. Summary of the Mandate 

On May 27, 2004, the Commission on State Mandates ("Commission") adopted the 
Statement of Decision for The Stull Act (98-TC-25) test claim. The Commission found that 
Education Code sections 44660-44665 (formerly Ed. Code~ §§ 13485-13490) constitute a new 
program or higher level of service and impose a state-mandated program upon school districts 
within the meaning of article XIII B, section 6 of the California Constitution and Government 
Code section 17514. Accordingly, the Commission approved this test claim for the following 
reimbursable activiti.es: 

• Evaluate and assess the perfon11ance of certificated instructional employees that 
perform the requirements of educational programs mandated by state or federal 
law as it reasonably relates to the instructional techniques and strategies used by 
the employee and the employee's adherence to curricular objectives. (Ed. Code, § 
44662, subd. (b), as amended by Stats. 1983, ch. 498.) 

Reimbursement for this activity is limited to the review of the employee's 
instructional techniques and strategies and adherence to curricular objectives, and 
to include in the written evaluation of the certificated instructional employees the 
assessment of these factors during the following evaluation periods: 

o Once each year for probationary certificated employees; 

o Every other year for permanent certificated employees; and 

o Beginning January I, 2004, every five years for certificated employees 
with permanent status who have been employed at least ten years with the 
school district, are highly qualified (as defined in 20 U.S.C. § 7801), and 
whose previous evaluation rated the employee as meeting or exceeding 
standards, if the evaluator .and certificated employee being evaluated 
agree. 

• Evaluate and assess the perfon11ance of certificated instructional employees that 
teach reading, writing, mathematics, history/social science, and science in grades 
2 to 11 as it reasonably relates to the progress of pupils towards the state adopted 
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academic content standards as measured by state adopted assessment tests. (Ed. 
Code,§ 44662, subd. (b), as amended by Stats. 1999, ch. 4.) 

Reimbursement for this activity is limited to the review of the results of the ST AR 
test as it reasonably relates to the perfonnance of those certificated employees that 
teach reading, writing, mathematics, history/social science, and science in grades 
2 to 11, and to include in the written evaluation of those certificated employees 
the assessment of the employee's performance based on the STAR results for the 
pupils they teach during the evaluation periods specified in Education Code 
section 44664, and described below: 

o Once each year for probationary certificated employees; 

o Every other year for permanent certificated employees; and 

o Beginning January 1, 2004, every five years for certificated employees 
with permanent status who have been employed at least ten years with the 
school district, are highly qualified (as defined in 20 U.S.C. § 7801), and 
whose previous evaluation rated the employee as meeting or exceeding 
standards, if the evaluator and certificated employee being evaluated 
agree. 

• Assess and evaluate permanent certificated, instructional, and non-instructional 
employees that perform the requirements of educational programs mandated by 
state or federal law and receive an unsatisfactory evaluation in the years in which 
the permanent certificated employee would not have otherwise been evaluated 
pursuant to Education Code section 44664 (i.e,, every other year). The additional 
evaluations shall last until the employee achieves a positive evaluation, or is 
separated from the school district. (Ed. Code, § 44664, as amended by Stats. 
1983, ch. 498.) This additional evaluation and assessment of the permanent 
certificated employee requires the school district to perform the following 
activities: 

0 Evaluate and assess the certificated employee performance as it 
reasonably relates to the following criteria: (1) the progress of pupils 
toward the standards established by the school district of expected pupil 
achievement at each grade level in each area of study, and, if applicable, 
the state adopted content standards as measured by state adopted criterion 
referenced assessments; (2) .the instructional techniques and strategies 
used by the employee; (3) the employee's adherence to curricular 
objectives; (4) the establishment and maintenance of a suitable learning 
environment, within. the scope of the employee's responsibilities; and, if 
applicable, (5) the fulfillment of other job responsibilities established by 
the school district for certificated non-instructional persormel (Ed. Code, § 
44662, subds. (b) and (c)); 

0 The evaluation and assessment shall be reduced to writing. (Ed. Code, § 
44663, subd. (a).) The evaluation shall include recommendations, if 
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necessary, as to areas of improvement in the performance of the employee. 
If the employee is not performing his or her duties in a satisfactory manner 
according to the standards prescribed by the governing board, the school 
district shall notify the employee in writing of that fact and describe the 
unsatisfactory performance (Ed. Code, § 44664, subd. (b)); 

Transmit a copy of the written evaluation to the certificated employee (Ed. 
Code, § 44663, subd. (a)); 

Attach any written reaction or response to the evaluation by the 
certificated employee to the employee's personnel file (Ed. Code, § 
44663, subd. (a)); and 

Conduct a meeting with the certificated employee to discuss the evaluation 
(Ed. Code, § 44553, subd. (a).) 

II. Eligible Claimants 

Any "school district" as defined in Government Code section 17519, except for 
community colleges, which incurs increased costs as a result of this mandate is eligible to claim 
reimbursement. Charter schools are not eligible claimants. 

III. Period of Reimbursement 

Govermnent Code section 17557 states that a test claim must be submitted on or before 
June 30 following a given fiscal year to establish eligibility for that fiscal year. The test claim 
for this mandate was filed on June 29, 1999. Therefore, the costs incurred for compliance with 
Statutes of 1975, Chapter 1216; Statutes of 1983, Chapter 498; Statutes of 1986, Chapter 393; 
Statutes of 1995, Chapter 392; Statutes of 1999, Chapter 4 are eligible for reimbursement on or 
after July 1, 1998. 

Actual costs for one fiscal year should be included in each claim. Estimated costs for the 
subsequent year may be included on the same claim, if applicable. Pursuant to Government 
Code section 17561, subdivision (d)(l)(A), all claims for reimbursement of initial fiscal year 
costs shall be submitted to the State Controller within 120 days of the issuance date for the 
claiming instructions. 

If the total costs for a given fiscal year do not exceed $1,000, no reimbursement shall be 
allowed, except as otherwise allowed by Government Code section 17564. 

IV. Reimbursable Activities 

To be eligible for mandated cost reimbursement for any fiscal year, only actual costs may 
be claimed. Actual costs are those costs actually incurred to implement the mandated activities. 
Actual costs must be traceable and supported y source documents that show the validity of such 
costs, when they were incurred, and their relationship to the reimbursable activities. A source 
document is a document created at or near the same time the actual cost was incurred for the 
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e·vent or activity in question. Source documents may include, but are not limited to, employee 
time records or time logs, sign-in sheets, invoices, and receipts. 

Evidence corroborating the source documents may include, but is not limited to, 
worksheets, cost allocation reports (system generated), purchase orders, contracts, agendas, and 
declarations. Declarations must include a certification or declaration stating, "I certify (or 
declare) under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is 
true and correct," and must further comply with the requirements of Code of Civil Procedure 
section 2015.5. Evidence corroborating the source documents may include data relevant to the 
reimbursable activities otherwise in compliance with local, state, and federal government 
requirements. However, co1Toborating documents cannot be substituted for source documents. 

The claimant is only allowed to claim and be reimbursed for increased costs for the 
reimbursable activities identified below. Increased cost is limited to the cost of an activity that 
the claimant is required to incur as a result of the mandate. 

For each eligible claimant, the following activities are reimbursable: 

• Evaluate and assess the performance of certificated instructional employees that 
perfonn the requirements of educational programs mandated by state or federal 
law as it reasonably relates to the instructional techniques and strategies used by 
the employee and the employee's adherence to cunicular objectives. (Ed. Code, § 
44662, subd. (b), as amended by Stats. 1983, ch. 498.) 

Reimbursement for this activity is limited to the review of the employee's 
instructional techniques and strategies and adherence to curricular objectives, and 
to include in the written evaluation of the certificated instructional employees the 
assessment of these factors during the following evaluation periods: 

o Once each year for probationary certificated employees; 

o Every other year for permanent certificated employees; and 

o Beginning January l, 2004, every five years for certificated employees 
with pennanent status who have been employed at least ten years with the 
school district, are highly qualified (as defined in 20 U.S.C. § 780 l ), and 
whose previous evaluation rated the employee as meeting or exceeding 
standards, if the evaluator and certificated employee being evaluated 
agree. 

• Evaluate and assess the performance of certificated instructional employees that 
teach reading, writing, mathematics, history/social science, and science in grades 
2 to 11 as it reasonably relates to the progress of pupils towards the state adopted 
academic content standards as measured by state adopted assessment tests. (Ed. 
Code, § 44662, subd. (b ), as amended by Stats. 1999, ch. 4.) 
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Reimbursement for this activity is limited to the review of the results of the ST AR 
test as it reasonably relates to the performance of those certificated employees that 
teach reading, writing, mathematics, history/social science, and science in grades 
2 to 11, and to include in the written evaluation of those certificated employees 
the assessment of the employee's performance based on the STAR results for the 
pupils they teach during the evaluation periods specified in Education Code 
section 44664, and described below: 

o Once each year for probationary certificated employees; 

o Every other year for permanent certificated employees; and 

o Beginning January 1, 2004, every five years for certificated employees 
with permanent status who have been employed at least ten years with the 
school district, are highly qualified (as defined in 20 U.S.C. § 7801), and 
whose previous evaluation rated the employee as meeting or exceeding 
standards, if the evaluator and certificated employee being evaluated 
agree. 

• Assess and evaluate permanent certificated, instructional, and non-instructional 
employees that perform the requirements of educational programs mandated by 
state or federal law and receive an unsatisfactory evaluation in the years in which 
the permanent certificated employee would not have otherwise been evaluated 
pursuant to Education Code section 44664 (i.e., every other year). The additional 
evaluations shall last until the employee achieves a positive evaluation, or is. 
separated from the school district. (Ed. Code, § 44664, as amended by Stats. 
1983, ch. 498.) This additional evaluation and assessment of the permanent 
certificated employee requires the school district to perform the following 
activities: 

o Evaluate and assess the certificated employee performance as it 
reasonably relates to the following criteria: (1) the progress of pupils 
toward the standards established by the school district of expected pupil 
achievement at each grade level in each area of study, and, if applicable, 
the state adopted content standards as measured by state adopted criterion 
referenced assessments; (2) the instructional techniques and strategies 
used by the employee; (3) the employee's adherence to curricular 
objectives; (4) the establishment and maintenance of a suitable learning 
environment, within the scope of the employee's responsibilities; and, if 

· applicable, (5) the fulfillment of other job responsibilities established by 
the school district for certificated non-instructional personnel (Ed. Code, § 
44662, subds. (b) and (c)); 

o The evaluation. and assessment shall be reduced to writing. (Ed. Code, § 
44663, subd. (a).) The evaluation shall include recommendations, if 
necessary, as to areas of improvement in the performance of the employee. 
If the employee is not performing his or her duties in a satisfactory manner 
according to the standards prescribed by the governing board, the school 
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district shall notify the employee in writing of that fact and describe the 
unsatisfactory performance (Ed. Code,§ 44664, subd. (b)); 

o Transmit a copy of the written evaluation to the certificated employee (Ed. 
Code, § 44663, subd. (a)); 

o Attach any written reaction or response to the evaluation by the 
certificated employee to the employee's personnel file (Ed. Code, § 
44663, subd. (a)); and 

o Conduct a meeting with the certificated employee to discuss the evaluation 
(Ed. Code, § 44553, subd. (a).) 

V. Claim Preparation and Submission 

Each of the following cost elements must be identified for each reimbursable activity 
identified in Section IV, Reimbursable Activities, of this document. Each claimed reimbursable 
cost must be supported by source documentation as described in Section IV. Additionally, each 
reimbursable claim must be filed in a timely manner. 

A. Direct Cost Repmting 

Direct cost are those costs incurred specifically for the reimbursable activities. The 
following direct costs are eligible for reimbursement. 

1. Salaries and Benefits 
Report each employee implementing the reimbursable activities by name, job 
classification, and productive hourly rate (total wages and related benefits divided 
by productive hours). Describe the specific reimbursable activities performed and 
the hours devoted to each reimbursable activity performed. 

2. Materials and Supplies 
Report the cost of materials and supplies that have been consumed or expended 
for the purpose of the reimbursable activities. Purchases shall be claimed at the 
actual price after deducting discounts, rebates, .and allowances received by the 
claimant. Supplies that are withdrawn from inventory shall be charged on an 
appropriate and recognized method of costing, consistently appiled. 

3. Contracted Services 
Report the name of the contractor and services performed to implement the 
reimbursable activities. Attach a copy of the contract to the claim. If the 

· contractor bills for time and materials, report the number of hours spent on the 
activities and all costs charged. If the contract is a fixed price, report the dates 
when services were perfonned and itemize all costs for those services. 

4. Fixed Assets and Equipment 
Report the purchase price paid for fixed assets and equipment (including 
computers) necessary to implement the reimbursable activities. The purchase 
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price includes taxes, delivery costs, and installation costs. If the fixed asset or 
equipment is also used for purposes other than the reimbursable activities, only 
the pro-rata portion of the purchase price used to implement the reimbursable 
activities can be claimed_. 

Travel 
Report the name of the employee traveling for the purpose of the reimbursable 
activities. Include the date of travel, destination point, the specific reimbursable 
activity requiring travel, and related travel expenses reimbursed to the employee 
in compliance with the rules of the local jurisdiction. Report employee travel 
time according to the rules of cost element A. I, Salaries and Benefits, for each 
applicable reimbursable activity. 

Training 
Report the cost of training an employee to perform the reimbursable activities, as 
specified in Section IV of this document. Report the name and job classification 
of each employee preparing for, attending, and/or conducting training necessary 
to implement the reimbursable activities. Provide the title, subject, and purpose 
(related to the mandate of the training session), dates attended, and location. If 
the training encompasse_s subjects broader than the reimbursable activities, only 
the pro-rata portion can be claimed. Report employee training time for each 
applicable reimbursable activity according to the rules of cost element A. I, 
Salaries and Benefits, and A.2, Materials and Supplies. Report the cost of 
consultants who conduct the training according to the rules of cost element A.3, 
Contracted Services. 

B. Indirect Cost Rates 

Indirect costs are costs that have been incun-ed for common or joint purposes. These 
costs benefit more than one cost objective and cannot be readily identified with a particular final 
cost objective without effort disproportionate to the results achieved. After direct costs have 
been detennined and assigned to other activities, as appropriate, indirect costs are those 
remaining to be allocated to benefited cost objectives. A cost may not be allocated as an indirect 
cost if any other cost incUO"ed for the same purpose, in like circumstances, has been claimed as a 
direct cost. 

Indirect costs include: (a) the indirect costs originating in each department or agency of 
the govemrnental unit can-ying out state mandated programs, and (b) the costs of central 
governmental services distributed through the central service cost allocation plan and not 
otherwise treated as direct costs. 

School districts must use the J-380 (or subsequent replacement) nonrestrictive indirect 
cost rate provisionally approved by the California Department of Education. 
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County offices of education must use the J-580 (or subsequent replacement) 
nonrestrictive indirect cost rate provisionally approved by the California Department of 
Education. 

VI. Record Retention 

Pursuant to Government Code section 17558.5, subdivision (a), a reimbursement claim 
for actual costs file~ by a local agency or school district pursuant to this chapter 1 is subject to the 
initiation of an audit by the State Controller no later than three years after the date that the actual 
reimbursement claim is filed or last 'amended, whichever is later. However, if no funds are 
appropriated or no payment is made to a claimant for the program for the fiscal year for which 
the claim is filed, the time for the Controller to initiate an audit shall commence to run: from the 
date of initial payment of the claim. All documentation used to support the reimbursable 
activities, as described in Section JV, must be retained during the period subject to audit. If an 
audit has been initiated by the Controller during the period subject to audit, the retention period 
is extended until the ultimate resolution of any audit findings. 

Vil Offsetting Savings and Reimbursements 

Any offsetting savings the claimant experiences in the san1e program as a result of the 
same statutes or executive orders found to contain the mandates shall be deducted from the costs 
claimed. In addition, reimbursement for this mandate from any source, including, but not limited 
to, service fees collected, federal funds, and other state funds shall be identified and deducted 
from this claim. 

VIII. State Controller's Claiming Instructions 

Pursuant to Government Code section 17558, subdivision (b), the Controller shall issue 
claiming instmctions for each mandate that requires state reimbursement no later than 60 days 
after receiving the adopted parameters and guidelines from the Commission, to assist local 
agencies and school districts in claiming costs to be reimbursed. The claiming instructions shall 
be derived from the statute, regulations, or executive order creating the mandate and the 
parameters and guidelines adopted by the Commission. 

Pursuant to Government Code section 17 561, subdivision ( d)( 1 ), issuance of the claiming 
instructions shall constitute notice of the right of local agencies and schools districts to file 
reimbursement claims, based upon parameters and guidelines adopted by the Commission. 

IX. Remedies Before the Commission 

Upon request of a local agency or school district, the Commission shall review the 
claiming instructions issued by the State Controller or any other authori~ed state agency for 
reimbursement of mandated costs pursuant to Government Code sect10n 17571. If the 
Commission determines that the claiming instructions .do not conform to the parameters and 
guidelines, the Commission shall direct the Controller to modify the claiming instructions and 

1 This refers to Title 2, division 4, part 7, chapter 4 of the Government Code. 

Claimant's Proposed Parameters and Guidelines: The Stull Act 1 50 
8 

650



the Controller shall modify the claiming instructions to conform to the parameters and guidelines 
as directed by the Commission. 

In addition, requests may be made to amend parameters and guidelines pursuant to 
Government Code section 17557m subdivision (a), and California Code of Regulations, title 2, 
section 1183.2. 

X. Legal and Factual Basis for the Parameters and Guidelines 

The Statement of Decision is legally binding on all parties and provides the legal and 
factual basis for the parameters and guidelines. The support for the legal and factual findings is 
found in the administrative record for the test claim. The administrative record, including the 
Statement of Decision, is on file with the Commission. 
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July 30, 2004 

Ms. Nancy Patton 

STEVE WESTLY 

OI&Hfnrtt~a ~~aie 0I.(Jnirnller 
Division of Accounting and Reporting 

Assistant Executive Director 
Commission on State. Mandates 
980 Nintl_i Street, Suite 300 · 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

RE: PROPOSED PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES 
THE STULL ACT, 98-TC-25 . 

RE Exhibit C 

AUG 0 2 2CC!t I 
~OMMISSION ON 

--...;..;.AT;..::E !\!!~~TE§ 

STATUTES 1975, CHAPTER.1216; STATIJTES 1983, CHAPTER498; 
STATUTES 1986, CHAPTER 393; STATUTES 1995, CHAPTER 392; 
STATUTES 1999, CHAPTER 4 

Dear Ms. Patton: 

We have r:eviewed.the proposed Parameters and Guidelines (P·'s & G's) submitted by 
Denair Unified School District for the above referenced subject matter. Our 
recommendations for changes to the proposed.P's & G's are attached; additions are 
underlined; deletions have a strike-through. 

We recommend that th~$e changes be taken into consideration for further-clarification of 
the reimbursable components ... 1fyou have any questjons, please contact Ginny 
Brummels, Manager ofthe Local Reimbursements Section, at (916) 324-0256. 

Sincerely, · 

ul~a--1!~ . 
Uo~ A. KORA.GR, Chief 
Division. of Accouritin,g,and Reporting 

Enclosure . · 

JAK:glb 

cc: Interested p?J11ies 

: MAILING AiibRESS P.O. Box 942850;"'Sacramerito, CA 94250 
STREET ADDRESS 3301 C Street, Suite 500, Sacramento, CA 95816 

PHONE (916) 445-8f53FAX (916) 323-4807 
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Attachment 
Parameters & Guidelines 

July 30, 2004 

COMMENTS ON PARA.METERS AND GUIDELINES 
THE STULL ACT 98-TC-25 

STATUTES OF 1975, CHAPTER 1216 

I. Summary of the Mandate 

On May 27, 2004, the Commission on State Mandates ("Commission") 
adopted the Statement of Decision for The Stull Act (98-TC-25) test claim. The · 
Commission found that Education Code sections 44660-44665 (formerly Ed. 
Code,§§ 13485-13490) constitute a new program or higher level of service and 
impose a state-mandated program upon school districts within· the meaning of 
article XIII B, section 6 of the California Constitution and Government Code 
section 17514. Accoraiagly, the Commissioe approved this test claim for the 
followieg reimbl:lrsa-9le aetivities: 

• Bvall:late and assess the performance of eertificated instruoticinal 
employees that perform the requirements of edl:lcational programs 
fBB:Fldatea by state or feaeral l&.v as it reasonably relates to the 
instnietioeal teehnitjl:les ffila strategies iised bythe employee and the 
employee's asherenceto eurrioiilar objectives. ·(Ea. Gode,§ 44662, 
subs. (b);as·ameeaedb)· Stats. 1983, eh. 498.) 

Reimbl:H'sefBent for this activity is limited to the re>,'ie>N of the 
employee's instraetional teehriiques arid strategies and adherenee to 
cl:lITiewar objeetives, aria to iilelude in the 'Nrittea e>,rfiruation of the 
certificated instractional eH'i-ployees the assessment of these factors 
d-u:ri£g the following e>.•all:latioe periods: 

G 

9 

9 

Once each year for 13roaatio0ary eertifieated employees; 

E>;ery other yea:r for perfBanent eertificates employees; and 

gegiening Jcmuary 1, 2004, O'reryfive years~~ ~eriifie!lted 
efBployees with permB:Reet statl:ls ~.vhO' have beefr'em}:llciyea at 
least tee years v!ith the school district, are highly qualified (as 
defined in 20 U.8.C. § 7801), and vrhose previous €Y;alu:ation 
rates the employee as meeting or 03£eeesing standards, ifthe 
e>;aIUator and eertifieated employee aeing eval-uated agree. 

• &;eluate and assess the 13erform:ance of oertifieated ila:strUotiosal 
employees that teaeh reading, writin:g, ma$en1aties,,~ist.ory/soeial 
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• seiesee, am! seienee in grades 2 to 11 as it reasonably relates to the . 
pregress efpupils tewards the state adapted aeadernic centent stan.dards 
as measured by state adopted assessment tests. (Ed. Code § 4 4 662, 
si:rbd. (b), as amende'd by Stats. 1999, oh. 4.) 

Reirabursement for this: activity is limited to the review of the results of 
the STAR test as it reasonably relates to the perfurmanee of thos.e 
certificated employees that teach reading, '+Vfiting, mathematics, 
history/social ·seienee, and science in grades 2 to 11, and to include in 
the 'tVritten evaluation of th9s~ certificated employees the assessment of 
the employee's performanee aased.9n the STAR r.esults for the pupils 
they teaeh during the O'lalHatien.periods specified in Education Gode 
section 44664, and described below: 

e Once. each year for probatioaary eertifieated employees; 

s Every other year for permanent certificafed'employees; and 

0 Beginning J!Hluary l, 2004., every five years for eertifieated 
employees with pennaneat status who ha'te been employed at 
least ten years \'lith the school district, are highly qualified (as 
defined in 20 U.S.G. § 7801), ancl whose pre'iious evaluation 
rated the emplo)'ee as. meeting or c;mceeding standards, if the 
evaluator and certifieated employee being eyaluated agree. 

• Assess and e>1afilate permaneat certificated, instructioaal, and rion 
iastructional employees that perfonn the requirements of edueational 
programs mandated ay state or federal law and reeei-ve an unsatisfaetory 
evaluation in the years in •,vhieh the permanent eertifieated employee 
would not have otherwise beea e>,caluated pursuant to Edueation Gode 
section 44664 (i.e., e>lery other year). The additional evaluations shall 
last until the eRlflloyee aeh:ieves a positive e•,raluation, or is separated 
from the school distriet. (Ed. Gode,§ 44664, as ameaded.by Stats. 
1983, ch. 498.) This additional B'/aluation and assessment of the 
permE!fient aertifiaated employee reEtl:lk~s the sahool dis:trict to perform 
the followrng aetiYities: · . . 

e Evaluate and assess the aertifieated employee performanee as it 
rea:sonably relates to the followiRg criteria: (1) .the progress of 
pupils to'.vard the standards established by the sehool distriet of .. 
eMpeoted pupil aehieveraent .at each. grade le>lel in eae~ area of study, 
and, if Bf!plicaale, the state· adoptecl content standards as measured 
by state adopted criterion referea.eed a~~essments; (2) the 
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mstruetional teel=1aiques and strategies used by the enlflloyee; (3) the 
e!llf!loyee's adhereaee to el:l:Frieular objecth·es; (4) the establishment 
and niaintenanee of a suitable leaffling environment, witB.m the 
scope of the eillflloyee's respoasibilities; and, if applicable, (5) the 
fulfil1n1ent of other job responsibilities established by the school 
distriet for eertifieated non iastruotional personnel (Bd. Code, § 
4 4 662, ·subds. · (b) and (c)); 

2 The e>,raluation and'assesstnent shall be redueed to writing. (Bd. 
Code, § 4 4 663, subd. (a).} The 'evaluation sB.all in elude · 
roooffil11eadations, if'necessB:Fy, as to B:Fea:S of i1llf!ro'/emen'1: in the 
performanee of the employee. If the effiplo'yee is not perforfRing B.is 
Of her duties in a satisfactory manner aeeoi'ding to the standards 
preseribed by tP.te gevenl.ing beard, ilie sel;eel eist:riet shall notify tl)e 
employee in w-riting of tllat faet and deseribe the unsatisfaetory 
performancy (Ed. Code, § 44 664., subd: (b)); 

o Transmit a eopy of the \V-ritten e>;aluation to the. certificated 
employee (Ed. Code,§ 44663, subd. (a)); . 

s A.ttaeB. any written reactioa or response to the e¥aluation by tee 
eertificated employee to the eHlployee's personnel file (Bd. Code, § 

· · 4 4 663, subd. (a)); aild 

s · Conduct a meetiag 'tvitll the certifieated employee to diseuss the 
&valuation (Ed. Gode, § 4·4 553; subd. (a).) 

The above information is repeated at the Reimbursable Activities section N. 
Therefore, it is nofneededhere. · 

ill. Period· ofReimbursement 
·' .. 

Government Code section'l 7557· states that a test Claim must be submitted 
on or before June 30 following a given fiscal year to establish eligibility for that 
fiscal year. The test claim for this mandate was filed on June 29, 1999. Therefore, 
the costsincurred for compliance with Statutes ofl975, chapter 1216; Statutes of 
1983, chapter498;· Statutes of 1986, chapter 393; and Statutes of 1995, chapter 
3 92; Statutes of 1999, CB.apter 4 are eligible for reimbursement on or after July 1, 
1998. Costs incun·ed for compliance with Statutes of 1999. chapter 4 are eligible 
for reimbursement on or after·Januarv L 2000. 
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The revision is to clarify that Statutes 1999, chapter 4 became operative and 
effective on January 1, 2000, per the Statement of Decision. 

IV. Reimbursable Activities . 

1. .._ "Evaluate and assess the performance of certificated instructional 
· employees that perform the requirements of educational 

programs mandated by state or federal law as it reasonably 
relates to the instructional techniques and strategies used by the 
employee and the employee's adherence to curricular objectives. 
(Ed. Code, § 44662, subd. (b), as amended by Stats. 1983, ch. 
498.) ... " ' 

2. • "Evaluate and assess the performance of certificated instructional 
employees that teach reading, writing, mathematics, 
history/social science, and science in grades 2 to 11 as it 
reasonably relates to the progress of pupils towards the state 
adopted academic content standards as measured by state 
adopted assessment tests. (Ed. Code§ 44662, subd. (b), as 
amended by Stats. 1999, ch. 4.) ... " 

~ -e- "Assess and evaluate permanent certificated, instructional, and 
non-instructional employees th.at perform the requirements of 
educational programs mandated by state or federal law and 
receive an unsatisfactory evaluation in the years in which the 
permanent certificated employee would not have otherwise been 
evaluated pursuant to Education Code section 44664 (i.e., every 
other year). The additional evaluations shall last until the 
employee achieves a pqsitive evalilation, or is separated from the 
school' district. (Ed: Code, § 44664, as amended by Stat:S. 1983, 
ch. 498.) This additional evaluation and assessment of the 
pemlanen~ certificated employee requi,res the school district to 
perform tlie followillg activities: 

o Evaluate and assess the certificated employee performance as 
it reason.ably relates to the foUowipg criteria: (1) the progress 
of pupils toward the standards established by the school 
district of expected pupil achievement at each grade level in 
each area of study, and, if applicable, the state adopted 
content standards as measured by state adopted criterion 
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referenced assessments; (2) the instructional techniques and 
strategies used by the employee; (3) the employee's 
adherence to curricular objectives; (4) the establishment and 
maintenance of a suitable learning environment, within the 
scope of the employee's responsibilities; and, if applicable, 
(5) the fulfillment of other job responsibilities established by 
the school district for certificated non-instructional personnel 
(Ed. Code, § 44662, subds. (b) and (c)); 

o The evaluation and assessment shal.l be reduced to writing. 
(Ed. Code, § 44663, subd. (a).} The evaluation shall include 
recommendations; if necessary,·as to areas of improvement in 
the performance of the employee. If the employee is not 
performing his or her duties in a satisfactory manner 
according to the standards prescribed by the governing board, 
the school distriet shall notify the employee in writing of that 
fact and describe the unsatisfactory perforinance (Ed. Code, § 
44664, subd. (b )); 

o Transmit a copy of the written evaluation to the certificated 
employee (Ed. Code, § 44663, subd. (a)); 

-::1 Attach any written reaction or response to the evaluation by 
the certificated employee to the employee's personnel file 
(Ed. Code, § 44663, subd. (a)); and 

·:> Conduct a meeting with the certificated employee to discuss 
the evaluation (Ed. Code, §'44553, subd. (a).)" 

. ' . . 

The Commission further finds that the activities listed above do no constitute 
reimbursable state-mandated O'rofil-ams with'respect'to certificated personnel 
employed in local, discretionary educational programs. '· 

. ~· . "':-

Finally, the Commission finds that all other .statUtes ih. t~e test' claim not 
mentioned above are not reimbursable state-mandated programs within the 
meaning of article XIII B, section 6 and Government Code section 17514. 

·' 

The add.ition above is to clarify the Commission's findings .. 
,··· 
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PROOF OF SERVICE BY MAIL 

CSM - 98-TC-25 · 

I, the undersigned, declare as follows: 

I am a citizen of the United States and a resident of the County of Sacramento. I am 
over the age o(..18 years and nota party to the within action. My place qf employment 
and business address is 3301. C Street, Suite 500, Sacramento,. California 95816. . . - . 

On July 30, 2004, I served the attached recommendation of the State Controller's Office 
by placing a true copy thereof enclosed in a sealed envelope addressed to each of the 
persons named below at the addresse.s shown and by depositing said envelopes in the 
United States m?il at Sacramento, California, with postage thereon fully prepaid. 

Dr. Carol Berg 
Education Mandated Cost Network 
1121 L Street, Suite 1060 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Mr. Bob Campbell 
Department of Finance (A-15) 
915 L Street, Suite 1190 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Ms. Beth Hunter 
Centration, Inc. 
8316 Red Oak Street, Suite 101 
Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730 

Ms. Jeannie Orpeza 
Department bf Finance (A-15) 
Education Systems Unit 
915 L Street, 7th Floor 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Mr. Edward E. Parraz 
Denair Unified School District 
3460 Lester Road 
Denair, CA. 95316-9502 

Ms. Ginny Brummels 
State Controller's Office (B-08) 
Division of Accting & Reporting 
3301 C Street, Suite 500 
Sacramento, CA 95816 

Mr. Keith Gmeinder 
Department of Finance (A-15) 
915 L Street, 8th Floor · 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Mr. Jim Jaggers 
Centration, Inc. 
12150 Tributary Point Drive, Suite 140 
Gold River, CA 95670 

Mr. Arthur Palkqvyitz 
San Diego Unified· School District 
4100 Normal Street, Room 3159 
San Diego, CA. 92103-8363 

Mr. Keith Petersen 
SixTen & Associates 
5252 Balboa Avenue, Suite 807 
San Diego, CA 92117 
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Mr. Larry Phelps 
Denair Unified School District 
3460 Lester Road 
Denair, CA 95316 

Mr. David E. Scribner 
Schools Mandate Group 
3113 Catalina Island Road·· 
West Sacramento, CA 95691 

Mr. Steve Shields 
Shields Collsuifing Group, Inc. 
1536 35th Street 
Sacramento, CA 95816 

Mr. Steve Smith 
Steve Smith Enterprises, Inc. 
4633 Whitney Avenue, Suite A 
Sacramento, CA 95821 

Mr. Paul Warren 
Legislative Analyst's Office (B-29) 
925 L Street, Suite 1000 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Mr, Joe Ronibold 
MCS Education Services 
11130 Sun Center Drive, Suite 100. 
Rancho Cordova, CA 95670 

Mr. Gene Seis 
Lasseri County Office of Education 
472'"013 Johnsonville Road North 
Susanville, CA 96130 

Mr..Gerald Shelton 
Cailforllia Department of Education (E-08) 
Fiscal & Administrative Services Division 
1430 · N Street, Suite 2213 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Mr. Jim Spano 
State Controller's Office (B-08) 
Division of Audits 
300 Capitol Mall, Suite 518 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct. 
. ' 

Executed on July 30, 2004, at Sacramento, California. 

-dff~ Jta~~~ 
· Glenn Holderbein 
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II' ~ 1- EXHIBIT D 
l 1111111 ~ 
Ill 1111 l'I c ,,, 

Jf. CE:F'ARTME:NT CF' ARNCLD SCHWARZENEGGE:R, GC\fERNCR 

. o.q'°'~"~'P. FI NAN C E---..:....-..,...,-, .,,..s..,..L"""e,,.-T-,U-te:T.,.,..-::•c-:s,,.-A=aAA:-'."'.'"M"".:"1<N:-::T=c:-:c::-:A:-:•~9~5B:-l:-:4:"'.'..3::;":7:;";0:;";e;~•":'::ww=w-::.c:=c:=-~.=cA::-.G=:c:::-:v -- September 27, 2004 . 

Ms. Paula Higashi 
Executive Director 
Commission on State Mandates 
980 Ninth Street, Suite 300 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Dear Ms. Higashi: 

~ECEIVEO 

SEP 2 9 2004 
COMMISSION ON 

STATE MANDATES 

As requested ir:i your letter of June 28, 2004, the Departme.nt of ~inance (Finance) has reviewed 
the Proposed Parameters and Guidelines submitted by the Denair Unified School Distrkt 
(claimant) for the Commission on State Mandates Test Claim 98-TC-25.titled "The Stull Act." In 
general, the parameters and guidelines appear to be consistent with the Adopted Statement of 
Decision, adopted by the Commission on May 27, 2004. However, Finance does have two 
issues of cohcern. 

First, the statement of ~ecisi9n outlined specifiq reimbursable activities limited to " ... ed_ucational 
programs mandated by State or.federal Jaw ... " _.The parameters and guidelines do not provide 
guidance on which programs meet this description. This omission has the potential to cause 
confusion in the c;laiming proqess by leaying to the interpretation of each claimant which 
programs are inc[uded in the reiimb_ursable activ_ities. Furthermore, this clarification is needed in 
order to ensure that any offsetting funding is applied to the reimbursement claims. 

Second, under Subsection 6 qf SeictionV-Cle1im:Preparation and Submission, of the Proposed 
Parameters and Guidelines, the claimant allows for costs associated with training. These costs 
are inconsistent with the Adopted Statement.of Decision. Training costs were not claimed as a 
reimbursable activity in th~ original test claim and were not found to be reimbursable by the 
Commission. Furthermore, as any training provided by school districts to their employees 
conducting the evaluations woul_d presumably occur during the course of the regular.workday, 
Finance does not believe school d_istricts are eligible for reimbursement of any,associeited salary 
and benefit costs. Therefore, Finance requests.that this subsection be removed from the 
parameters and guidelines. 

As required by the Commission's regulatio_ris, we are including a "Proof of Service" indicating 
that the parties included on the mailing list w~ich accompanied your June 28, 2004, letter have 
been provided with copies of this leitter via ,either United States Mail or, in the case of other 

. State agencies, lnteragency Mail Service. 

lf you have any questions-regarding this letter, please contact Barbara Taylor, Staff Finance 
Budget Analyst, at (916) 449-0328 orK~[th Gmeinder, State mandates claims coordinator for 
the Department of Finance, at (916) 445-8~13. ·· 

~ 
eannie Oropeza 
rogram Budget Manager 
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PROOF OF SERVICE 

Test Claim Name: The Stull Act 
Test Claim Number: CSM 98-TC-25 

!, the undersigned, declare as follows: 
I am employed in the County cif ,Sac;:r~me~to, State of California; I am 18 years of a~e or older 
and not a party to the within entitled cause; my business address is 915 L Street, 7 -- Floor, _ 
Sacramento, CA 95814. · · · · 

On September 27, 200,4, Jserve9JhE!}~tta,ched recommendation of the Department of Finance 
in said cause, by facsirni!f:3 to the Commission on State Mandates and by placing a true copy 
thereof: ( 1) to claimarits ahd honstate agencies enclosed in a sealed envelope with postage 
thereon fully prepaid in the United States Mail at Sacramento, Callforoia; and (2) to state 
agencies in the norinal pickup location af915' L Street; 7th Floor, for lriteragency Mail Service; 

- addressed as follows: - ' · · - ' -

A-16 ' 
Ms. Paula Higashi, Executive Director 
Commission on State Mandates 
980 Ninth Street, Suite 300 
Sacramento; CA 95814 

B~29 

Legislative Analyst's-Office 
Attention: Mr. Paul Warren 
925 L Street, Suite 1000 
Sacramento, (;A 95814 

E-8 
Department of Education 
Fiscal arid Administrative Services Division 
Atteriticih: Gerry Shelton 
1430 N Street;· Suite 2213 
Sacrameiit6, CA 95814 ·_ 

San Diego Unified School District 
Attention: Aitnur Palkowitz 
4100 Noniial'Streei. Room 3159 
San Diego;· CA 92103~2682 

Sixten & Associates 
Attention:·-- Keith B. Petersen 
5252 Balboa Avenue; Suite 807 
San Diego, CA 92117 

B-8 
- State 'Controller's Office 

Division of Accounting & Reporting _ -
Attention: Ginny Brummels 
330fC Street, Room 500 
Sacrameritb, CN95816 ' 

Education Mandated cost NetWork 
C/O' School S~rviees of California 

· ·Attention: -Dr'. Carol Berg, PhD 
_1121 L Street, Suite 1060 
Sacramento; CA 95814' · 

8-08 
State Controller's Office -
Division of Audits -
Attention: Jim Spano • 
300-Capitol Mall; Suite 518 
Sacramento; CA 95814 

Denair Unified School District 
Attentiori:'-La_rfy·Phelps 
3460 Lester Road· · 
Defiair, CA 95316 

Steve Smith Enterprises, Inc. 
·Attention: stevei'i'Smith - ,_ 
4633 Wh.itnex ,A.venue;· suite P:. 
sacramenfo, cA 95821 ·- · 
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Shields Consulting Group, Inc. 
Attention: Steve Shields 
1536 35t11 Street 
Sacramento, CA 95816 

Centration, Inc. 
Attention: Beth Hunter 
8316 Red Oak Street, Suite 101 
Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730 

Lassen County Office of Education 
Attention: Gene Sais 
472-013 Johnsonville Road North 
Susanville, CA 96130 

MCS Education Services 
Attention: Joe Rombold 
11130 Sun Center Drive, Suite 100 
Rancho Cordova, CA 95670 

Denair Unified School District 
Attention: Edward E. Parraz 
3460 Lester Road 
Denair, CA 95316-9502 

Schools Mandate Group 
Attention: David E. Scribner 
3113 Catalina Island Road 
West Sacramento, CA 95691 

Centration, Inc. 
Attention: Jim Jaggers 
12150 Tributary Point Drive, Suite 140 
Gold River, CA 95670 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is 
true and correct, and that this declaration was executed on September 27, 2004, at 
Sacramento, California. 

Jennifer Nelson 
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August 23, 2005 

Ms.· Paula Higashi 

STEVE WESTLY. 
(fi.a:li.fnrnia: ~ta:it (fi.nntrnl.Wr 

Division of Accounting and Reporting 

Executive Director 
Commission on State Mandates 
980 Ninth Street, Suite 300 
Sacramento, CA .95814 

LATE FILING, ITEM 7 

RECEIVED 
SEP 0 9 2005 

COMMISSION ON . 
STATE MANDA"!"~~ 

RE: DRAFT STAFF ANALYSIS AND PROPOSED PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES 
THE STULL ACT, 98-TC~25 
EDUCATION CODE SECTIONS 44660 - 44665 (FORMERLY ED. CODE §§ 13485 -
13490) STATUTES 1975, CHAPTER 1216; STATUTES 1983, CHAPTER 498; 
STATUTES 1986, CHAPTER 393; STATUTES 1995, CHAPTER 392; STATUTES 
1999, CHAPTER 4 

Dear Ms. Higashi: 

We have reviewed the draft staff analysis and proposed parameters and guidelines for 
program referenced above. We concur with your staff analysis and proposed revisions to 
the parameters and guidelines. 

If you have any questions, please contact Ginny Brumrnels, Manager of the Local 
Reimbursements Section, at (916) 324-0256. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
d~~ A. KORACH, Chief 
· Division of Accounting and Reporting 

JAK:glb 

cc: Interested parties 

MAILING ADDRESS P.O. Box 942850, Sacramento, CA 94250 
STREET ADDRESS 3301 C Street, Suite 500, Sacramento, CA 95816 
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PROOF OF SERVICE BY MAIL 

I, the undersigned, declare as follows: 

I am a citizen of the United States and a resident of the County of Sacramento. I am 
over the age of 18 years and not a party to the within action. My place of employment 
and business address is 3301 C Street, Suite 500, Sacramento, California 95816. 

On September 2, 2005, I served the attached recommendation of the State Controller's 
Office by placing a true copy thereof enclosed in a sealed envelope addressed to each 
of the persons named below at the addresses shown and by depositing said envelopes 
in the United States mail at Sacramento, California, with postage thereon fully prepaid. 

Mr. Steve Shields 
Shields Consulting Group, Inc. 
1536 36th Street 
Sacramento, CA 95816 

Ms. Susan Geanacou 
Department of Finance (A-15) 
915 L Street, Suite 1190 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Ms. Beth Hunter 
Centration, Inc. 
8316 Red Oak Street, Suite 101 
Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730 

Mr. Keith B. Peterson 
SixTen & Associates 
5252 Balboa Avenue, Suite 807 
San Diego, CA 92117 

Mr. Steve Smith 
Steve Smith Enterprises, Inc. 
4633 Whitney Avenue, Suite A 
Sacramento, CA 95821 

Ms. Jesse McGuinn 
Department of Finance (A-15) 
915 L Street, 8th Floor 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Mr. Gerald Shelton 
California Department of Education (E-08) 
Fiscal & Administrative Services Division 
1430 N Street, Suite 2213 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Mr. Edward E. Parraz 
Grant Joint Union High School District 
1333 Grand Avenue 
Sacramento, CA 95838 

Ms. Jeannie Oropeza 
Department of Finance {A-15) 
Education Systems Unit 
915 L Street, 7th Floor 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Mr. Ji.m Spano 
State Controller's Office (B-08) 
Division of Audits 
300 Capitol Mall, Suite 518 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

··.·· 

• 

• 

• 
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• 

• 

Mr. Arthur Palkowitz 
San Diego Unified School District 
4100 Normal Street, Room 3159 
San Diego, CA 92103-8363 

Mr. Gene Sies 
Lassen County Office of Education 
472-013 Johnsonville Road North 
Susanville, CA 96130 

Mr. Jim Jaggers 
Axiom, Inc. 
2440 Gold River Road, Suite 200 
Gold River, CA 95670 

Dr. Carol Berg 
Education Mandated Cost Network 
1121 L Street, Suite 1060 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Ms. Ginny Brummels 
State Controller's Office (B-08) 
Division of Accounting and Reporting 
3301 C Street, Suite 500 
Sacramento, CA 95816 

Mr. Larry Phelps 
Denair Unified School District 
3460 Lester Road 
Denair, CA 95316 

Mr. David E. Scribner 
Scribner Consulting Group, Inc. 
3840 Rosin Court, Suite 190 
Sacramento, CA 95834 

Mr. Joe Rembold 
School Innovations and Advocacy· 
11130 Sun Center Drive, Suite 100 
Rancho Cordova, CA 95670 

Mr. Paul Warren 
Legislative Analyst's Office (B-29) 
925 L Street, Suite 1000 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct. 

Executed on September 2, 2005, at Sacramento, California . 

667



September 7, 2016
RECEIVED

Commission on
State Mandates

LATE FILING

Exhibit H
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Test Claim: The Stull Act Program (14-9825-I-Ol) 
Claimants: Oceanside Unified School District 
Written Comments to Draft Proposed Decision 
Declaration: Todd McAteer 

DECLARATION 

I, Dr. Todd McAteer declare as follows: 

1. I am currently the Director of Human Resources, Certificated Employees at 
Oceanside Unified School District ("District"). 

2. In my position with the District I am very familiar with the Stull Act 
requirements. The District certificated employees performed the following activities as required 
by the Stull Act during fiscal years: 1997-1998 to 2004-2005: 

A. Preparing for the evaluation; 
B. Goals and objectives conference with instructor; 
C. Pre-observation conference with instructor; 
D. Classroom observation with instructor; 
E. Post-observation conference with instructor; 
F. Final conference with instructor; 
G. Conducting final conferences; written evaluations; 
H. District reporting. 

3. I have reviewed the following Stull Act audit reports as they pertain to the times 
spent on the Stull Act activities: 

A. Elk Grove School District 
B. Poway Union School District 
C. Norwalk School District 
D. Castro School District 

5. The Stull requirements performed by Elk Grove School District, Poway Union 
School District, and Norwalk School District are nearly identical to the Stull requirement 
performed by the Oceanside School District during the following fiscal years: 1997-1998, 1998-
1999, 1999-2000,2000-2001,2001-2002,2002-2003,2003-2004,2004-2005. 

6. The following represents the District employees' evaluations for FY 1997-1998 
and FY 1998-1999. 

1997-98 Employee Name Claimed Hours Time Per Evaluations Evaluations 

1 
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Test Claim: The Stull Act Program (14-9825-1-01) 
Claimants: Oceanside Unified School District 
Written Comments to Draft Proposed Decision 
Declaration: Todd McAteer 

Rob Rowe 66.67 (E/3) 

Dan Daris 97.29 (E/3) 

Frank Gomez 29.14 (E/3) 

Kim Marguarat 39.13 (E/3) 

Pat Barnes 57.23 (E/3) 

Peg Cowman 32.07 (E/3) 

Phyllis Morgan 52.25 (E/3) 

Raye Clendening 36.00 (E/3) 

Sherry Freeman 46.75 (E/4) 

395 minutes (Ex. M/38) 

467 minutes (Ex. M/25) 

269 minutes (Ex. M/41) 

313 minutes (Ex. M/32) 

448 minutes (Ex. M/02) 

457 minutes (Ex. M/32) 

418 minutes (Ex. M/6) 

360 minutes (Ex. M/12) 

330 minutes (Ex. M/34) 

TOTAL EVALUATIONS 1997-98 

1998-99 Employee Name Claimed Rours Time Per Evaluations 

Rob Rowe 50.00 (F/3) 395 minutes (Ex. M/38) 

Brian Kolb 40.67 (F/3) 305 minutes (Ex. M/02) 
(Ex. F/3) 

Martha Munden 74.70 (F/3) 498 minutes (Ex. M/39) 

Pat Barnes 57.23 (F/3) 448 minutes (Ex. M/02) 
(Ex. F/3) 

Kim Marguarat 39.13 (F/3) 313 minutes (Ex. M/32) 
(Ex. F/3) 

Peg Cowman 32.07 (F/3) 457 minutes (Ex. M/32) 

Raye Clendening 45.00 (F/3) 360 minutes (Ex. M/12) 

Garry Shoeton 118.15 (F/3) 417 minutes (Ex. M/3 3) 

Sherry Freeman 44.00 (F/4) 330 minutes (Ex. M/34) 

TOTAL EVALUATIONS 1998-99 

2 
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7 

6 

8 
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Test Claim: The Stull Act Program (14-9825-1-01) 
Claimants: Oceanside Unified School District 
Written Comments to Draft Proposed Decision 
Declaration: Todd McAteer 

7. The district provided a list of 1,698 employees that received evaluations for the 
audit period. Controller removed evaluations from the population for the following reasons: 

• Duplicated evaluations for permanent employees performed in consecutive years, 
rather than every other year ( 51) 

•Duplicated evaluations performed in the same year (10) 
• Items outside of the IRC period ( 4 72) 2006-07 
• Unallowable subjects/programs performed by certificated instructional employees (16) 

The allowable population determined by Controller was 1, 149 total evaluations for the 
IRC period. 

8. The period of time for each employee to perform the activities is at a minimum 
2.5 hours. This amount is less than the Controller accepted for other Stull audits. Based on the 
evaluations accepted by the controller and the average hourly rate of $60.00 represents a 
reimbursement of $172,350. 

9. I and/or my staffed have prepared the following attached documents: 

Copy of Oceanside Permanent CIE Less Than 10 Years. 

I certify by my signature below, under penalty of perjury under. the laws of the State of 
California, that the statements made in this document are true and complete to the best of my 
own personal knowledge or information and belief. 

Dated: September 7, 2016 7~t4/l ca~ 
Todd McAteer 
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JOHN CHIANG 

California State Controller 
 

July 25, 2013 

 

 

Jo A.S. Loss, President 

Board of Education 

Castro Valley Unified School District 

4400 Alma Avenue 

Castro Valley, CA  94546 

 

Dear Mr. Loss: 

 

The State Controller’s Office audited the costs claimed by the Castro Valley Unified School 

District for the legislatively mandated Stull Act Program (Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983; and 

Chapter 4, Statutes of 1999) for the period of July 1, 1997, through June 30, 2010. 

 

The district claimed $3,776,958 for the mandated program. Our audit found that $733,430 is 

allowable ($737,573 less a $4,143 penalty for filing a late claim) and $3,043,528 is unallowable. 

The costs are unallowable primarily because the district claimed reimbursement for estimated 

costs, non-mandated activities, overstated training costs, and misstated productive hourly rates. 

The State paid the district $277,602. Allowable costs claimed exceed the amount paid by 

$455,828.  

 

If you disagree with the audit findings, you may file an Incorrect Reduction Claim (IRC) with 

the Commission on State Mandates (CSM). The IRC must be filed within three years following 

the date that we notify you of a claim reduction. You may obtain IRC information at the CSM’s 

website at www.csm.ca.gov/docs/IRCForm.pdf. 

 

If you have any questions, please contact Jim L. Spano, Chief, Mandated Cost Audits Bureau, at 

(916) 323-5849. 

 

Sincerely, 

 
Original signed by 

 

JEFFREY V. BROWNFIELD, CPA 

Chief, Division of Audits 

 

JVB/nh 
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Jo A.S. Loss, President -2- July 25, 2013 

 

 

 

cc: Jim Negri, Superintendent 

  Castro Valley Unified School District 

 Candi Clark, Ed.D., Assistant Superintendent 

  Castro Valley Unified School District 

 Gael Treible, Director 

  Castro Valley Unified School District 

 Sherri Beetz, Ed.D., Assistant Superintendent 

  Castro Valley Unified School District 

 Joaquin J. Rivera, President, Board of Education 

  Alameda County Office of Education 

 Scott Hannan, Director 

  School Fiscal Services Division 

  California Department of Education 

 Carol Bingham, Director 

  Fiscal Policy Division 

  California Department of Education 

 Thomas Todd, Assistant Program Budget Manager 

  Education Systems Unit 

  California Department of Finance 

 Jay Lal, Manager 
  Division of Accounting and Reporting 

  State Controller’s Office 
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Audit Report 
 

The State Controller’s Office (SCO) audited the costs claimed by the 

Castro Valley Unified School District for the legislatively mandated Stull 

Act Program (Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983; and Chapter 4, Statutes of 

1999) for the period of July 1, 1997, through June 30, 2010.  

 

The district claimed $3,776,958 for the mandated program. Our audit 

found that $733,430 is allowable ($737,573 less a $4,143 penalty for 

filing a late claim) and $3,043,528 is unallowable. The costs are 

unallowable primarily because the district claimed reimbursement for 

estimated costs, non-mandated activities, overstated training costs, and 

misstated productive hourly rates. The State paid the district $277,602. 

Allowable costs claimed exceed the amount paid by $455,828.   

 

 

The Stull Act (Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983, and Chapter 4, Statutes of 

1999), added Education Code sections 44660-44665. The legislation 

provided reimbursement for specific activities related to evaluation and 

assessment of the performance of “certificated personnel” within each 

school district, except for those employed in local, discretionary 

educational programs. 

 

On May 27, 2004, the Commission on State Mandates (CSM) 

determined that the legislation imposed a state mandate reimbursable 

under Government Code section 17514. 

 

The program’s parameters and guidelines establish the state mandate and 

define reimbursement criteria. The CSM adopted the parameters and 

guidelines on September 27, 2005. In compliance with Government 

Code section 17558, the SCO issues claiming instructions to assist local 

agencies and school districts in claiming mandated program reimbursable 

costs. 

 

The Commission approved reimbursable activities as follows: 

 Evaluate and assess the performance of certificated instructional 

employees who perform the requirements of educational programs 

mandated by state or federal laws as it reasonably relates to the 

instructional techniques and strategies used by the employee and the 

employee’s adherence to curricular objectives (Education Code 

section 44662(b) as amended by Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983). 

 Evaluate and assess the performance of certificated instructional 

employees who teach reading, writing, mathematics, history/social 

science, and science in grades 2 to 11 as it reasonably relates to the 

progress of pupils toward the state adopted academic content 

standards as measured by state adopted assessment tests (Education 

Code section 44662(b) as amended by Chapter 4, Statutes of 1999). 

 Assess and evaluate permanent certificated, instructional, and non-

instructional employees who perform the requirements of 

educational programs mandated by state or federal law and receive 

an unsatisfactory evaluation in the years in which the permanent 

Summary 

Background 
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certificated employee would not have otherwise been evaluated 

pursuant to Education Code section 44664.  The additional 

evaluations shall last until the employee achieves a positive 

evaluation, or is separated from the school district (Education Code 

section 44664 as amended by Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983). 

 

 

We conducted the audit to determine whether costs claimed represent 

increased costs resulting from the Stull Act Program for the period of 

July 1, 1997, through June 30, 2010. 

 

Our audit scope included, but was not limited to, determining whether 

costs claimed were supported by appropriate source documents, were not 

funded by another source, and were not unreasonable and/or excessive. 

 

We conducted this performance audit under the authority of Government 

Code sections 12410, 17558.5, and 17561. We did not audit the district’s 

financial statements. We conducted the audit in accordance with 

generally accepted government auditing standards. Those standards 

require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, 

appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and 

conclusions based on our audit objectives. We believe that the evidence 

obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions 

based on our audit objectives. 

 

We limited our review of the district’s internal controls to gaining an 

understanding of the transaction flow and claim preparation process as 

necessary to develop appropriate auditing procedures. 

 

 

Our audit found instances of noncompliance with the requirements 

outlined above. These instances are described in the accompanying 

Summary of Program Costs (Schedule 1) and in the Finding and 

Recommendation section of this report. 

 

For the audit period, the Castro Valley Unified School District claimed 

$3,776,958 for costs of the Stull Act Program. Our audit found that 

$733,430 is allowable ($737,573 less a $4,143 penalty for filing a late 

claim) and $3,043,528 is unallowable.  

 

For the fiscal year (FY) 1997-98 claim, the State paid the district 

$14,123.  Our audit found that $37,286 is allowable.  The State will pay 

allowable costs claimed that exceed the amount paid, totaling $23,163, 

contingent upon available appropriations. 

 

For the FY 1998-99 through FY 2007-08 claims, the State made no 

payment to the district.  Our audit found that $597,592 is allowable.  The 

state will pay allowable costs claimed, contingent upon available 

appropriations.   

 

For FY 2008-09 and FY 2009-10 claims, the State paid the district 

$263,479.  Our audit found that $98,552 is allowable.  The State will 

offset $164,927 from other mandated program payments due the district.  

Alternatively, the district may remit this amount to the State. 

Objective, Scope, 

and Methodology 

Conclusion 
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We issued a draft audit report on May 31, 2013. Candi Clark, Assistant 

Superintendent of Business Services, responded by letter dated June 13, 

2013 (Attachment), disagreeing with the audit results. This final audit 

report includes the district’s response. 

 

 

This report is solely for the information and use of the Castro Valley 

Unified School District, the Alameda County Office of Education, the 

California Department of Education, the California Community Colleges 

Chancellor’s Office, the California Department of Finance, and the SCO; 

it is not intended to be and should not be used by anyone other than these 

specified parties. This restriction is not intended to limit distribution of 

this report, which is a matter of public record. 

 

 

 

     Original signed by 

 

JEFFREY V. BROWNFIELD, CPA 

Chief, Division of Audits 

 

July 25, 2013 

 

 

Views of 

Responsible 

Official 

Restricted Use 
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Schedule 1— 

Summary of Program Costs 

July 1, 1997, through June 30, 2010 
 

 

 

Cost Elements  

Actual Costs 

Claimed  

Allowable 

per Audit  

Audit 

Adjustment¹ 

July 1, 1997, through June 30, 1998 
 

 

 

 

 

 
Direct costs: 

 

 

 

 

 

 Salaries and benefits  

 

 

 

 

 Evaluation activities  $ 178,135  $ 38,737  $ (139,398) 

Training   112   112   — 

Total direct costs 
 

 178,247 
 

 38,849 
 

 (139,398) 

Indirect costs   11,836   2,580   (9,256) 

Total direct and indirect costs 
 

 190,083 
 

 41,429 
 

 (148,654) 

Less late penalty²   ––   (4,143)   (4,143) 

Total program costs 
 

$ 190,083 
 

 37,286 
 

$ (152,797) 

Less amount paid by State  

 

  (14,123)  

 
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 

 
$ 23,163 

 

 

July 1, 1998, through June 30, 1999 
 

 

 

 

 

 
Direct costs: 

 

 

 

 

 

 Salaries and benefits  

 

 

 

 

 Evaluation activities  $ 200,056  $ 34,978  $ (165,078) 

Training   111   —   (111) 

Total direct costs 
 

 200,167 
 

 34,978 
 

 (165,189) 

Indirect costs   7,546   1,319   (6,227) 

Total program costs 
 

$ 207,713 
 

 36,297 
 

$ (171,416) 

Less amount paid by State  

 

  —  

 
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 

 
$ 36,297 

 

 

July 1, 1999, through June 30, 2000 
 

 

 

 

 

 
Direct costs: 

 

 

 

 

 

 Salaries and benefits  

 

 

 

 

 Evaluation activities  $ 295,149  $ 49,089  $ (246,060) 

Training   134   —   (134) 

Total direct costs 
 

 295,283 
 

 49,089 
 

 (246,194) 

Indirect costs   5,138   854   (4,284) 

Total program costs 
 

$ 300,421 
 

 49,943 
 

$ (250,478) 

Less amount paid by State  

 

  —  

 
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 

 
$ 49,943 
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Schedule 1 (continued) 
 

 

 

Cost Elements  

Actual Costs 

Claimed  

Allowable 

per Audit  

Audit 

Adjustment¹ 

July 1, 2000, through June 30, 2001 
 

 

 

 

 

 
Direct costs: 

 

 

 

 

 

 Salaries and benefits  

 

 

 

 

 Evaluation activities  $ 352,606   48,295   (304,311) 

Training   134   —   (134) 

Total direct costs 
 

 352,740 
 

 48,295 
 

 (304,445) 

Indirect costs   12,734   1,743   (10,991) 

Total program costs 
 

$ 365,474 
 

 50,038 
 

 (315,436) 

Less amount paid by State  

 

  —  

 
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 

 
$ 50,038 

 

 

July 1, 2001, through June 30, 2002 
 

 

 

 

 

 
Direct costs: 

 

 

 

 

 

 Salaries and benefits  

 

 

 

 

 Evaluation activities  $ 328,673  $ 58,340  $ (270,333) 

Training   144   —   (144) 

Total direct costs 
 

 328,817 
 

 58,340 
 

 (270,477) 

Indirect costs   13,711   2,433   (11,278) 

Total program costs 
 

$ 342,528 
 

 60,773 
 

 (281,755) 

Less amount paid by State  

 

  —  

 
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 

 
 60,773 

 

 

July 1, 2002, through June 30, 2003 
 

 

 

 

 

 
Direct costs: 

 

 

 

 

 

 Salaries and benefits  

 

 

 

 

 Evaluation activities  $ 343,891  $ 56,577  $ (287,314) 

Training   144   —   (144) 

Total direct costs 
 

 344,035 
 

 56,577 
 

 (287,458) 

Indirect costs   22,604   3,717   (18,887) 

Total program costs 
 

$ 366,639 
 

 60,294 
 

$ (306,345) 

Less amount paid by State  

 

  —  

 
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 

 
$ 60,294 
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Schedule 1 (continued) 
 

 

 

Cost Elements  

Actual Costs 

Claimed  

Allowable 

per Audit  

Audit 

Adjustment¹ 

July 1, 2003, through June 30, 2004 
 

 

 

 

 

 
Direct costs: 

 

 

 

 

 

 Salaries and benefits  

 

 

 

 

 Evaluation activities  $ 364,224  $ 56,140   (308,084) 

Training   4,545   2,183   (2,362) 

Total direct costs 
 

 368,769 
 

 58,323 
 

 (310,446) 

Indirect costs   19,065   3,015   (16,050) 

Total program costs 
 

$ 387,834 
 

 61,338 
 

$ (326,496) 

Less amount paid by State  

 

  —  

 
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 

 
$ 61,338 

 

 

July 1, 2004, through June 30, 2005 
 

 

 

 

 

 
Direct costs: 

 

 

 

 

 

 Salaries and benefits  

 

 

 

 

 Evaluation activities  $ 390,092  $ 58,803  $ (331,289) 

Training   3,604   —   (3,604) 

Total direct costs 
 

 393,696 
 

 58,803 
 

 (334,893) 

Indirect costs   14,961   2,235   (12,726) 

Total program costs 
 

$ 408,657 
 

 61,038 
 

$ (347,619) 

Less amount paid by State  

 

  —  

 
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 

 
$ 61,038 

 

 

July 1, 2005, through June 30, 2006 
 

 

 

 

 

 
Direct costs: 

 

 

 

 

 

 Salaries and benefits  

 

 

 

 

 Evaluation activities  $ 334,437  $ 56,701  $ (277,736) 

Training   18,948   18,487   (461) 

Total direct costs 
 

 353,385 
 

 75,188 
 

 (278,197) 

Indirect costs   15,150   3,406   (11,744) 

Total program costs 
 

$ 368,535 
 

 78,594 
 

$ (289,941) 

Less amount paid by State  

 

  —  

 
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 

 
$ 78,594 
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Schedule 1 (continued) 
 

 

 

Cost Elements  

Actual Costs 

Claimed  

Allowable 

per Audit  

Audit 

Adjustment¹ 

July 1, 2006, through June 30, 2007 
 

 

 

 

 

 
Direct costs: 

 

 

 

 

 

 Salaries and benefits  

 

 

 

 

 Evaluation activities  $ 265,656  $ 65,815  $ (199,841) 

Training   14,794   3,339   (11,455) 

Total direct costs 
 

 280,450 
 

 69,154 
 

 (211,296) 

Indirect costs   15,846   3,907   (11,939) 

Total program costs 
 

$ 296,296 
 

 73,061 
 

$ (223,235) 

Less amount paid by State  

 

  —  

 
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 

 
$ 73,061 

 

 
July 1, 2007, through June 30, 2008 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Direct costs: 

 

 

 

 

 

 Salaries and benefits  

 

 

 

 

 Evaluation activities  $ 237,501  $ 62,017  $ (175,484) 

Training   2,192   998   (1,194) 

Total direct costs   239,693   63,015   (176,678) 

Indirect costs   12,177   3,201   (8,976) 

Total program costs  $ 251,870   66,216  $ (185,654) 

Less amount paid by State  

 

  —  

 
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid  $ 66,216  

 
July 1, 2008, through June 30, 2009 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Direct costs: 

 

 

 

 

 

 Salaries and benefits  

 

 

 

 

 Evaluation activities  $ 208,644  $ 47,741  $ (160,903) 

Training   1,725   1,190   (535) 

Total direct costs 
 

 210,369 
 

 48,931 
 

 (161,438) 

Indirect costs   9,319   2,168   (7,151) 

Total program costs 
 

$ 219,688 
 

 51,099 
 

$ (168,589) 

Less amount paid by State  

 

  (192,259)  

 
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 

 
$ (141,160) 
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Schedule 1 (continued) 
 

 

 

Cost Elements  

Actual Costs 

Claimed  

Allowable 

per Audit  

Audit 

Adjustment¹ 

July 1, 2009, through June 30, 2010 
 

 

 

 

 

 
Direct costs: 

 

 

 

 

 

 Salaries and benefits  

 

 

 

 

 Evaluation activities  $ 66,204  $ 44,390  $ (21,814) 

Training   419   —   (419) 

Total direct costs 
 

 66,623 
¤  
 44,390 

 
 (22,233) 

Indirect costs   4,597   3,063   (1,534) 

Total program costs 
 

$ 71,220 
 

 47,453 
 

$ (23,767) 

Less amount paid by State  

 

  (71,220)  

 
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 

 
$ (23,767) 

 

 

Summary: July 1, 1997, through June 30, 2010 
 

 

 

 
Direct costs: 

 

 

 

 

 

 Salaries and benefits  

 

 

 

 

 Evaluation activities  $ 3,565,268  $ 677,623  $ (2,887,645) 

Training   47,006   26,309   (20,697) 

Total direct costs 
 

 3,612,274 
 

 703,932 
 

 (2,908,342) 

Indirect costs   164,684   33,641   (131,043) 

Total direct and indirect costs 
 

 3,776,958 
 

 737,573 
 

 (3,039,385) 

Less late penalty   ––   (4,143)   (4,143) 

Total program costs 
 

$ 3,776,958 
 

 733,430 
 

$ (3,043,528) 

Less amount paid by State  

 

  (277,602)  

 
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 

 
$ 455,828 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

_________________________ 
1 
See the Finding and Recommendation section. 

² The district filed its FY 1997-98 initial reimbursement claim after the due date specified in Government Code 

section 17560. Pursuant to Government Code section 17561, subdivision (d) (3), the State assessed a late filing 

penalty equal to 10% of allowable costs, with no maximum penalty amount.  
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Finding and Recommendation 
 

The district claimed $3,612,274 in salaries and benefits and $164,684 in 

related indirect costs for the audit period. We determined that $2,908,342 

in salaries and benefits is unallowable. The costs are unallowable 

primarily because the district claimed reimbursement for non-mandated 

activities ($2,839,221), overstated training costs ($20,129), and misstated 

productive hourly rates ($48,992). Related indirect costs totaled 

$131,043. 

 

The following table summarizes the unallowable salaries and benefits 

and related indirect costs by fiscal year: 
 

Fiscal Year

(A)      

Evaluation 

Activities 
1

(B)       

Training 
1

(C)  

Productive 

Hourly 

Rates

(D)                 

Total                  

[(A)+(B)+(C)]

(E)      

Indirect 

Costs

Audit 

Adjustment    

[(D) + (E)]

1997-98 (136,258)$      -$              (3,140)$     (139,398)$        (9,256)$       (148,654)$        

1998-99 (164,128)        (111)          (950)          (165,189)          (6,227)         (171,416)          

1999-2000 (237,370)        (134)          (8,690)       (246,194)          (4,284)         (250,478)          

2000-01 (296,473)        (134)          (7,838)       (304,445)          (10,991)       (315,436)          

2001-02 (265,385)        (144)          (4,948)       (270,477)          (11,278)       (281,755)          

2002-03 (282,615)        (144)          (4,699)       (287,458)          (18,887)       (306,345)          

2003-04 (300,665)        (2,309)       (7,472)       (310,446)          (16,050)       (326,496)          

2004-05 (325,137)        (3,604)       (6,152)       (334,893)          (12,726)       (347,619)          

2005-06 (277,924)        -                (273)          (278,197)          (11,744)       (289,941)          

2006-07 (195,041)        (11,482)     (4,773)       (211,296)          (11,939)       (223,235)          

2007-08 (178,923)        (1,145)       3,390        (176,678)          (8,976)         (185,654)          

2008-09 (163,669)        (503)          2,734        (161,438)          (7,151)         (168,589)          

2009-10 (15,633)          (419)          (6,181)       (22,233)            (1,534)         (23,767)            

Totals (2,839,221)$   (20,129)$   (48,992)$   (2,908,342)$     (131,043)$   (3,039,385)$     

Direct Costs: Salaries and Benefits

_________________________ 

1 Amounts were calculated using claimed average productive hourly rates. 

 

Unsupported Costs 

 

The majority of the costs claimed by the district were unallowable 

because they were based on time records that identified estimated 

average time increments that were not completed contemporaneously. 

 

Prior to the start of the audit, district representatives conducted a partial-

year time study in FY 2009-10 and a full-year time study in FY 2010-11 

as a substitute for records of actual time spent on teacher evaluations. 

The time study results were applied to the audit period.  

 

Time Study Activities 

 

The time study documented the time it took district evaluators to perform 

eight activities within the teacher evaluation process.  The district 

evaluated permanent, probationary, and temporary certificated 

instructional teachers. The time study results reported time for meetings, 

observation, report writing, and other activities within the evaluation 

process.   

 

  

FINDING— 

Overstated salaries 

and benefits and 

related indirect costs 
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The time study determined it takes district evaluators an average of 5.81, 

6.25, and 5.12 hours per permanent, probationary, and temporary teacher 

respectively to complete an evaluation.  

 

Five of the eight activities the district identified in their time study are 

not reimbursable under the mandate. The five non-reimbursable activities 

include: 

1. Conducting a goals and objectives conference with the certificated 

staff member; 

2. Conducting a pre-observation conference with the certificated staff 

member; 

3. Conducting a post-observation conference with the certificated staff 

member; 

4. Conducting a final evaluation conference with the certificated staff 

member; and  

5. Discussing STAR results and instructional abilities improvement 

opportunities with the certificated staff members. 

 

Conferences between the evaluators and teachers are not reimbursable 

because they were required before the enactment of the test claim 

legislation. These activities are not imposing a new program or higher 

level of service. Conferences including pre-, post-, and final observation 

conferences are not reimbursable.  

 

Discussing STAR results is not reimbursable because it is not listed as a 

reimbursable activity in the parameters and guidelines. In addition, 

interviews with the district evaluators revealed that discussing STAR 

results entailed conducting group meetings of overall STAR performance 

and areas in need of improvement rather than separately evaluating each 

individual teacher performance based on STAR results.  

 

We determined that the time spent on the following three activities is 

reimbursable: 

1. Classroom observations (formal and informal); 

2. Writing a report regarding observations; and 

3. Writing the final evaluation report. 

 

The time study results revealed that it takes the district evaluators an 

average of 3.57, 3.89, and 3.37 hours per permanent, probationary, and 

temporary teacher evaluation respectively to complete allowable 

activities within the evaluation process. In addition, the time study 

supported that it takes the district evaluators an average of 7.88 hours per 

unsatisfactory teacher evaluation to complete allowable activities within 

the evaluation process.  

 

Completed Evaluations 

 

The district did not keep track of completed evaluations during the audit 

period. To support claimed evaluations, the district created a database of 

completed teacher evaluations by reviewing employee files. Once 
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completed, we reviewed the completed teacher evaluations for each 

fiscal year to ensure that only eligible evaluations were counted for 

reimbursement. The program’s parameters and guidelines allow 

reimbursement for those evaluations conducted for certificated 

instructional personnel who perform the requirements of education 

programs mandated by state or federal law during specific evaluation 

periods.  

 

The following table shows evaluations identified that are not 

reimbursable under the mandated program: 

 

Fiscal Year

District-

provided Audited Difference

1997-98 209            204             (5)                     

1998-99 192            182             (10)                   

1999-2000 245            237             (8)                     

2000-01 232            217             (15)                   

2001-02 256            244             (12)                   

2002-03 251            235             (16)                   

2003-04 238            229             (9)                     

2004-05 251            235             (16)                   

2005-06 246            232             (14)                   

2006-07 256            242             (14)                   

2007-08 227            217             (10)                   

2008-09 184            167             (17)                   

2009-10 191            151             (40)                   

Totals 2,978         2,792          (186)                 

Number of Completed Evaluations

 
 
The non-reimbursable evaluations included the following: 

 Coordinators, management, program specialists, counselors, 

librarians, nurses, psychologists, and social workers who are not 

certificated instructional employees; 

 Preschool teachers who do not perform the requirements of the 

program that is mandated by state or federal law; 

 Duplicate teacher evaluations claimed multiple times in one school 

year; 

 Permanent biannual teacher evaluations claimed every year rather 

than every other year; and 

 Permanent five-year teacher evaluations claimed multiple times in a 

five-year period rather than once every five years.  

 

Average Productive Hourly Rate (PHR) 

 

The district claimed an average productive hourly rate (PHR) for the 

district’s evaluators in each fiscal year.  Using the completed teacher 

evaluations database, we obtained a list of all evaluators at the district. 

We recalculated each evaluator’s PHR, using the district-provided 

payroll data.  We then calculated an average rate in each fiscal year. 
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The following table shows the PHR audit adjustments by fiscal year:  

 

Fiscal Year Claimed Audited Difference

1997-98 56.15$    51.94$        (4.21)$          

1998-99 54.48      53.04          (1.44)            

1999-2000 67.09      57.00          (10.09)          

2000-01 72.05      61.99          (10.06)          

2001-02 72.39      66.73          (5.66)            

2002-03 72.90      67.31          (5.59)            

2003-04 78.39      69.24          (9.15)            

2004-05 78.02      70.63          (7.39)            

2005-06 69.09      69.32          0.23             

2006-07 80.48      75.01          (5.47)            

2007-08 74.78      79.17          4.39             

2008-09 74.78      79.38          4.60             

2009-10 92.54      81.23          (11.31)          

Average Productive Hourly Rate

 
 

Calculation of Allowable Evaluation Costs 

 

To arrive at allowable salaries and benefits in each fiscal year, we 

multiplied the number of allowable evaluations by allowable hours per 

evaluation and average audited PHRs. 

 

The following table summarizes allowable evaluation costs by fiscal year 

using the audited PHRs. 

 

Salaries and Benefits

Fiscal Year Claimed Allowable

Audit 

Adjustment

1997-98 178,135$      38,737$      (139,398)$      

1998-99 200,056        34,978        (165,078)        

1999-2000 295,149        49,089        (246,060)        

2000-01 352,606        48,295        (304,311)        

2001-02 328,673        58,340        (270,333)        

2002-03 343,891        56,577        (287,314)        

2003-04 364,224        56,140        (308,084)        

2004-05 390,092        58,803        (331,289)        

2005-06 334,437        56,701        (277,736)        

2006-07 265,656        65,815        (199,841)        

2007-08 237,501        62,017        (175,484)        

2008-09 208,644        47,741        (160,903)        

2009-10 66,204          44,390        (21,814)          

Total 3,565,268$   677,623$    (2,887,645)$   

 
 

We then applied the applicable indirect cost rates to allowable salaries 

and benefits to calculate allowable indirect costs of $130,833 for this 

component.  
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Calculation of Allowable Training Costs 

 

The district’s claims reported training hours in each fiscal year, totaling 

$47,006 for the audit period. We concluded that $26,309 in training costs 

is reimbursable under the mandate and $20,697 is not reimbursable. The 

unallowable training costs primarily included ineligible hours attending 

training by the same employees exceeding a one-time per employee 

requirement, and ineligible hours attending various meetings that are not 

reimbursable under the mandated program. 

 

The following table summarizes claimed, allowable, and unallowable 

training costs by fiscal year using the audited PHRs: 

 
Salaries and Benefits

Fiscal Year Claimed Allowable

Audit 

Adjustment

1997-98 112$         112$           -$               

1998-99 111           -                  (111)               

1999-2000 134           -                  (134)               

2000-01 134           -                  (134)               

2001-02 144           -                  (144)               

2002-03 144           -                  (144)               

2003-04 4,545        2,183          (2,362)            

2004-05 3,604        -                  (3,604)            

2005-06 18,948      18,487        (461)               

2006-07 14,794      3,339          (11,455)          

2007-08 2,192        998             (1,194)            

2008-09 1,725        1,190          (535)               

2009-10 419           -                  (419)               

Total 47,006$    26,309$      (20,697)$        
 

 
For FY 2005-06 and FY 2009-10, the district incorrectly claimed training 

costs in the Travel and Training rather than the Salaries and Benefits 

object accounts.  We reclassified the district’s training costs to Salaries 

and Benefits.  

 

We then applied the applicable indirect cost rates to allowable salaries 

and benefits to calculate allowable indirect costs of $210 for this 

component. 

 

The parameters and guidelines (section IV.A.1) state that the following is 

reimbursable: 

 
Evaluate and assess the performance of certificated instructional 

employees that perform the requirements of educational programs 

mandated by state or federal law as it reasonably relates to the 

instructional techniques and strategies used by the employee and the 

employee’s adherence to curricular objectives.  
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Reimbursement for this activity is limited to: 

a. Reviewing the employee’s instructional techniques and strategies 

and adherence to curricular objectives, and 

b. Including in the written evaluation of the certificated instructional 

employees the assessment of these factors during the following 

evaluation periods: 

o Once each year for probationary certificated employees; 

o Every other year for permanent certificated employees; and 

o Beginning January 1, 2004, every five years for certificated 

employees with permanent status who have been employed at 

least ten years with the school district, are highly qualified, 

and whose previous evaluation rated the employee as meeting 

or exceeding standards, if the evaluator and certificated 

employee being evaluated agree.  

 

The parameters and guidelines (section IV.A.2) state that the following is 

reimbursable: 
 

Evaluate and assess the performance of certificated instructional 

employees that teach reading, writing, mathematics, history/social 

science, and science in grades 2 to 11 as it reasonably relates to the 

progress of pupils towards the state adopted academic content standards 

as measured by state adopted assessment tests. 

 

Reimbursement for this activity is limited to: 

a. Reviewing the results of the Standardized Testing and Reporting 

test as it reasonably relates to the performance of those certificated 

employees that teach reading, writing, mathematics, history/social 

science, and science in grades 2 to 11, and 

b. Including in the written evaluation of those certificated employees 

the assessment of the employee’s performance based on the 

Standardized Testing and Reporting results for the pupils they 

teach during the evaluation periods specified in Education Code 

section 44664, and described below: 

o Once each year for probationary certificated employees; 

o Every other year for permanent certificated employees; and 

o Beginning January 1, 2004, every five years for certificated 

employees with permanent status who have been employed at 

least ten years with the school district, are highly qualified, 

and whose previous evaluation rated the employee as meeting 

or exceeding standards, if the evaluator and certificated 

employee being evaluated agree.  

 

The parameters and guidelines (section IV.C—Training) state that the 

district may train staff on implementing the reimbursable activities listed 

in Section IV of the parameters and guidelines. (One-time activity for 

each employee.) 
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The parameters and guidelines (section IV—Reimbursable Activities) 

also state: 

 
To be eligible for mandated cost reimbursement for any fiscal year, 

only actual costs may be claimed. Actual costs are those costs actually 

incurred to implement the mandated activities. Actual costs must be 

traceable and supported by source documents that show the validity of 

such costs, when they were incurred, and their relationship to the 

reimbursable activities. A source document is a document created at or 

near the same time the actual cost was incurred for the event or activity 

in question. Source documents may include, but are not limited to, 

employee time records or time logs, sign-in sheets, invoices, and 

receipts.  

 

Recommendation 

 

We recommend that the district ensure that claimed costs are based on 

actual costs, are for activities reimbursable under the program’s 

parameters and guidelines, and are supported by contemporaneous 

source documentation. 

 

District’s Response  

 
TIME STUDY ACTIVITIES $2,839,221 

 

The annual cost of evaluations is calculated based on the average time 

to implement eight different components of the annual employee 

evaluation process, multiplied by the number of evaluations performed 

each year, and then multiplied by the average productive hourly rates 

(salary and benefits) for the evaluators. For the eight components, the 

total average time to complete the evaluation process based on the 

district documentation and the audited allowable times are as follows: 

 

Evaluation 

Type 

Distrit Ave. Hours 

Time Study 

Audited 

Ave. Hours 

Allowed 

Permanent 5.81 3.57 

Probationary 6.25 3.89 

Temporary 5.12 3.37 

Unsatisfactory None 7.88 

 

The average time for the evaluation process was calculated by the 

auditor based on the District's staff time reports. At this time, the 

District has no objection to the auditor's calculations. 

 

The draft audit report states five of the eight activities identified in the 

time study are not reimbursable: 

 

1 Conducting a conference with the certificated staff member to 

review their goals and objectives; 

 

2 Conducting a pre-observation  conference with the certificated 

staff member; 
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3 Conducting a post-observation  conference with the certificated 

staff member; 

 

4 Conducting a final evaluation conference with the certificated staff 

member; and 

 

5 Discussing STAR results and how to improve instructional abilities 

with the certificated staff member. The draft audit report states that 

conferences between the evaluators and teachers are not 

reimbursable because they were required before the enactment of 

the test claim legislation and thus are not imposing a new program 

or higher level of service. 

 

The District disagrees with this disallowance. The mandate reimburses 

the new program requirement to “evaluate and assess” which 

necessarily involves a comprehensive process. The conferences are one 

part of a continuum of evaluation and assessment steps, none of which 

individually  completes the mandate. The conferences and related tasks 

are effective and efficient methods to evaluate and assess employees 

and necessary to communicate the findings of the evaluation to the 

employee. Whether the conferences in general were required as a 

matter of law before the Stull Act is a decision for the Commission 

pursuant to a future incorrect reduction claim. 

 

The draft audit report states that three of the eight activities identified 

by the district are reimbursable: 

 

6 Classroom observations (formal and informal); 

 

7 Writing a report regarding observations; and 

 

8 Writing the final evaluation report. 

 

The District agrees that these activities are reimbursable.  

 

COMPLETED/ALLOWABLE EVALUATIONS 

 

The draft audit report states that the program's parameters and 

guidelines allow reimbursement for those evaluations conducted for 

certificated instructional personnel who perform the requirements of 

education programs mandated by state or federal law during specific 

evaluation periods.  The draft audit report disallows 186 of about 3,000 

evaluations (about 6%) claimed for the thirteen years for five reasons: 

 

1. Coordinators, management, program specialists, counselors, 

librarians, nurses, psychologists, and social workers who are not 

certificated instructional employees. 

 

The District disagrees with this disallowance. The parameters and 

guidelines state that the mandate is to evaluate the performance of 

“certificated instructional employees.”  All certificated personnel are 

“instructional” personnel even if they are not classroom teachers.  The 

audit report does not indicate how these other certificated personnel are 

not implementing state curricular objectives.  The District does concur 

that the portion of the mandate relating to the evaluation of compliance 

with the testing assessment standards (the STAR component) is limited 

to classroom teachers because the parameters and guidelines 

specifically state “employees that teach” specified curriculum. 
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2. Preschool teachers who do not perform the requirements of the 

program that is mandated by state or federal law. 

 

The District disagrees with this disallowance. Federal and State law 

requires preschool instruction for special education pupils as part of the 

pupil's Individual Education Program. If the teacher is providing 

instruction to special education preschool pupils, the teacher is 

implementing the special education mandate. 

 

3.  Duplicate teacher evaluations claimed multiple times in one school 

 year. 

 

Potential “duplicate” evaluations generally occur as a result of an 

employee transferring to another school during the evaluation cycle, or 

a change in employment status of the employee. The District concurs 

that only one complete evaluation should be counted for each employee 

 

4.  Permanent biannual teacher evaluations claimed every year rather 

 than every other year. 

 

The District concurs that only one complete evaluation should be 

counted for each employee every other year after the employee attains 

permanent status. 

 

5. Permanent five-year teacher  evaluations claimed  multiple  times 

 in a jive-year  period rather than once every five years. 

 

The District concurs that only one complete evaluation should be 

counted for each employee every fifth year after the employee attains 

permanent five-year status. 

 

AVERAGE PRODUCTIVE HOURLY RATE (PHR)  $48,992 

 

Of the $3.6 million in salary and benefits claimed for the thirteen years, 

the draft audit report reduces this amount by $48,992 (about 1.5%) 

based on the auditor’s calculation of the average productive hourly 

rates. District staff has reviewed the auditor's calculations and we have 

no disputed amounts at this time. 

 

TRAINING COSTS  $20,129 

 

The draft audit reports states that the mandate parameters and 

guidelines only allow training costs as a one-time activity per 

employee.  The disallowances are based on “duplicate” training hours 

for the “same” employees. The District disagrees with this 

disallowance. Most of the disallowed staff time was incurred for 

meetings with the principals and other evaluators to commence the 

annual evaluation cycle. These A = rrr 2 reasonable and necessary when 

the collective bargaining contract and district evaluation process 

changes. 

 

SCO’s Comment 

 

Time Study Activities 

 

Our finding and recommendation are unchanged. The conferences 

between the teachers and evaluators are non-reimbursable activities. 

 

The district states in its response that “the mandate reimburses the new 
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program requirement to ‘evaluate and assess’ which necessarily involves 

a comprehensive process.” We disagree.  Not all activities from the 

evaluation process are reimbursable.  The mandate reimburses only those 

activities that impose a new requirement or higher level of service for the 

agencies.   

 

The parameters and guidelines (sections IV.A.1, IV.A.2, and IV.B.1) 

specify that reimbursement is limited to only those activities outlined in 

each section. Section IV.B.1 identifies reimbursable evaluation 

conferences only for those instances when an unsatisfactory evaluation 

took place for certificated instructional or non-instructional personnel in 

those years in which the employee would not have otherwise been 

evaluated.   

 

The district claimed costs for the evaluation conferences resulting from 

evaluations completed under sections IV.A.1 and IV.A.2 of the 

parameters and guidelines.  Sections IV.A.1 and IV.A.2 do not identify 

evaluation conferences or any other types of conferences as reimbursable 

activities.   

 

Furthermore, the CSM found in its statement of decision that evaluation 

conferences between the evaluators and teachers are not reimbursable 

because they were required before the enactment of the test claim 

legislation.  

 

Under prior law, the evaluation was to be prepared in writing and a copy 

of the evaluation given to the employee. An evaluation meeting was to 

be held between the certificated employee and the evaluator to discuss 

the evaluation and assessment.  The CSM indicated in its statement of 

decision document that: 

 
. . . the 1975 test claim legislation did not amend the requirements in 

Former Educate Code sections 13488 and 13489 to prepare written 

evaluations of certificated employees, receive responses to those 

evaluations, and conduct a meeting with the certificated employee to 

discuss the evaluation . . . 

 

Furthermore, the 1983 test claim statute still requires school districts to 

prepare the evaluation in writing, to transmit a copy to the employee, and 

to conduct a meeting with the employee to discuss the evaluation and 

assessment.  These activities are not new. 

 

However, the 1983 test claim statute amended the evaluation 

requirements by adding two new evaluation factors relating to 1) the 

instructional techniques and strategies used by the employee, and 2) the 

employee’s adherence to curricular objectives. The CSM found that 

Education Code section 44662, subdivision (b), as amended by Statutes 

of 1983, Chapter 498, imposed a new required act on school districts to: 

 
. . . evaluate and assess the performance of certificated instructional 

employees that perform the requirements of educational programs 

mandated by state or federal law as it reasonably relates to the 

instructional techniques and strategies used by the employee and the 

employee’s adherence to curricular objectives. 

Reimbursement is limited to the additional requirements imposed by the 
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amendments. The additional requirements include the review of the 

employee’s instructional techniques and strategies and adherence to 

curricular objectives, and to include in the written evaluation of the 

certificated instructional employees the assessment of only these factors. 

Conference activities do not impose a new program or higher level of 

service.  

 

Completed/Allowable Evaluations 

 

1. Coordinators, management, program specialists, counselors, 

librarians, nurses, psychologists, and social workers who are not 

certificated instructional employees. 

 

Our finding and recommendation are unchanged. The district states that 

“All certificated personnel are ‘instructional’ personnel even if they are 

not classroom teachers.” We disagree. 

 

The language of the program’s parameters and guidelines and the CSM 

statement of decision address the difference between certificated 

instructional employees and certificated non-instructional employees.  

 

In its statement of decision, the CSM identifies instructional employees 

as teachers and non-instructional employees as principals and various 

administrators.  The CSM further states that the test claim legislation, as 

it relates to evaluation and assessment of certificated non-instructional 

employees, do not constitute a new program or higher level of service.   

 

In addition, the parameters and guidelines clearly identify reimbursable 

components and activities as they relate to certificated instructional and 

certificated non-instructional personnel.  Our draft report identifies a 

finding related to the component of evaluating instructional techniques 

and strategies and adherence to curricular objectives for the certificated 

instructional employees.  The intent of this component is to evaluate the 

elements of classroom instruction.  Coordinators, management, program 

specialists, counselors, librarians, nurses, psychologists, and social 

workers do not provide classroom instruction and are considered “non-

instructional” certificated personnel.  

 

2. Preschool teachers do not perform the requirements of the program 

that is mandated by state or federal law.  

 

Our finding and recommendation is unchanged. The district states the 

following in its response: 

 
Federal and State law requires preschool instruction for special 

education pupils as part of the pupil’s Individual Education Program. If 

the teacher is providing instruction to special education preschool 

pupils, the teacher is implementing the special education mandate.   

 

Our finding indicated that the evaluations of the preschool teachers were 

excluded for reimbursement.  The finding did not indicate that we 

excluded those teachers that work with special education pupils.  The 

issue at hand is whether preschool teachers, in general, perform the 

requirements of educational programs mandated by state or federal law.  
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The district has not provided any documentation to support that 

preschool teachers previously excluded from reimbursement, if any, 

performed any activities related to special education pupils.   

 

3. Duplicate teacher evaluations claimed multiple times in one school 

year. 

 

The district concurs with our finding and recommendation.  

 

4. Permanent biannual teacher evaluations claimed every year rather 

that every other year.  

 

The district concurs with our finding and recommendation.  

 

5. Permanent five-year teacher evaluations claimed multiple times in a 

five-year period rather than once every five years.  

 

The district concurs with our finding and recommendation.  

 

Average Productive Hourly Rate (PHR) 
 

The district does not dispute our calculations at this time. 

 

Training Costs 
 

Our finding and recommendation are unchanged. The district disagrees 

with the unallowable “duplicate” training hours claimed for the same 

employees.  The district states that: 

 
Most of the disallowed staff time was incurred for meetings with the 

principals and other evaluators to commence the annual evaluation 

cycle. These are reasonable and necessary when the collective 

bargaining contract and district evaluation process changes.  

 

The parameters and guidelines states that the district may claim 

reimbursement to “train staff on implementing the reimbursable 

activities.” The parameters and guidelines also state that training is 

reimbursable as a “one-time activity for each employee.” 

 

The district believes that the meetings with the principals and other 

evaluators are “reasonable and necessary” activities. However, the 

reimbursement is limited to only those activities outlined in the 

parameters and guidelines (section IV.C). 

 

  

695



Castro Valley Unified School District The Stull Act Program 

-21- 

The district’s response included other comments related to the mandated 

cost claims. The district’s comments and SCO’s response are presented 

below. 

 

District’s Response 

 
The District requests copies of all audit work papers in support of the 

audit findings.  The District requests that the Controller provide the 

District any and all written instructions, memoranda, or other writings 

in effect and applicable during the claiming periods to the findings. . . 
 

SCO’s Comment 

 

The SCO responded to the district’s request by a separate letter dated 

July 10, 2013. 

 

PUBLIC RECORDS 

REQUEST 
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& Castro Valley Unified School District 
- BOARD OF EDUCATION 

Jo A.S. Loss, President 
George Granger, Vice-PresidenU Clerk 
Charmaine Banther 
John J. Barbieri 
Janice Friesen 

SUPERINTENDENT 
Jim Negri 

P.O. BOX 2146 •CASTRO VALLEY, CALIFORNIA 94546 • (510) 537-3000 ·Fax (510) 886-8962 

June 13, 2013 

Mr. Jim L. Spano, Chief 
Mandated Costs Audits Bureau 
Division of Audits 
State Controller's Office 
P.O. Box 942850 
Sacramento, CA 94250-5874 

Subject: Castro Valley Unified School District 
Stull Act Mandate Audit 
FY 1997-98 through FY 2009-10 

Dear Mr. Spano: 

This letter is the response of the Castro Valley Unified School District to the draft audit report dated May 31, 
2013, received by e-mail on June 3, 2013, for the above-referenced program and fiscal years, transmitted by the 
letter from Jeffrey V. Brownfield, Chief, Division of Audits, State Controller's Office. 

The District appreciated the opportunity to utilize a time study of the mandate program activities to replace the 
original documentation for the historic claim years. The time study is a reasonable method to fulfill the 
Controller's expectations for cost accounting and documentation. However, the District will file an incorrect 
reduction claim due to the limited scope of activities approved for reimbursement. The District disagrees with 
the Controller's interpretation of the Stull Act legislation and the test claim findings. From the discussion at the 
audit entrance and exit conferences, it is clear that this disagreement cannot be resolved at this point. A 
Commission on State Mandates decision will be needed since this is an issue of statewide significance relevant 
to all Stull Act audits. 

Finding 1 Overstated salaries and benefits and related indirect costs 

The draft audit report concludes that of the $3,612,274 in salaries and benefits and $164,684 in related indirect 
costs claimed for the audit period, that $2,908,342 in salaries and benefits and $131 ,043 in related indirect costs 
are unallowable, for several reasons: 

TIME STUDY ACTIVITIES $2,839,221 
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The annual cost of evaluations is calculated based on the average time to implement eight different components 
of the annual employee evaluation process, multiplied by the number of evaluations performed each year, and 
then multiplied by the average productive hourly rates (salary and benefits) for the evaluators. For the eight 
components, the total average time to complete the evaluation process based on the district documentation and 
the audited allowable times are as follows: 

District Audited 
Evaluation Ave. Hours Ave. Hours 

~ Time Study Allowed 

Permanent 5.81 3.57 
Probationary 6.25 3.89 
Temporary 5.12 3.37 
Unsatisfactory None 7.88 

The average time for the evaluation process was calculated by the auditor based on the District's staff time 
reports. At this time, the District has no objection to the auditor's calculations. 

The draft audit report states five of the eight activities identified in the time study are not reimbursable: 

Conducting a conference with the certificated staff member to review their goals and objectives; 

2 Conducting a pre-observation conference with the certificated staff member; 

3 Conducting a post-observation conference with the certificated staff member; 

4 Conducting a final evaluation conference with the certificated staff member; and 

5 Discussing ST AR results and how to improve instructional abilities with the certificated staff member. 

The draft audit report states that conferences between the evaluators and teachers are not reimbursable because 
they were required before the enactment of the test claim legislation and thus are not imposing a new program 
or higher level of service. 

The District disagrees with this disallowance. The mandate reimburses the new program requirement to 
"evaluate and assess" which necessarily involves a comprehensive process. The conferences are one part of a 
continuum of evaluation and assessment steps, none of which individually completes the mandate. The 
conferences and related tasks are effective and efficient methods to evaluate and assess employees and 
necessary to communicate the findings of the evaluation to the employee. Whether the conferences in general 
were required as a matter of law before the Stull Act is a decision for the Commission pursuant to a future 
incorrect reduction claim. 
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The draft audit report states that three of the eight activities identified by the district are reimbursable: 

6 Classroom observations (formal and informal); 

7 Writing a report regarding observations; and 

8 Writing the final evaluation report. 

The District agrees that these activities are reimbursable. 

COMPLETED/ALLOWABLE EVALUATIONS 

The draft audit report states that the program's parameters and guidelines allow reimbursement for those 
evaluations conducted for certificated instructional personnel who perform the requirements of education 
programs mandated by state or federal law during specific evaluation periods. The draft audit report disallows 
186 of about 3,000 evaluations (about 6%) claimed for the thirteen years for five reasons: 

1. Coordinators, management, program specialists, counselors, librarians, nurses, psychologists, and 
social workers who are not certificated instructional employees. 

The District disagrees with this disallowance. The parameters and guidelines state that the mandate is to 
evaluate the performance of"certificated instructional employees." All certificated personnel are 
"instructional" personnel even if they are not classroom teachers. The audit report does not indicate how these 
other certificated personnel are not implementing state curricular objectives. The District does concur that the 
portion of the mandate relating to the evaluation of compliance with the testing assessment standards (the ST AR 
component) is limited to classroom teachers because the parameters and guidelines specifically state 
"employees that teach" specified curriculwn. 

2. Preschool teachers who do not perform the requirements of the program that is mandated by state or 
federal law. 

The District disagrees with this disallowance. Federal and State law requires preschool instruction for special 
education pupils as part of the pupil's Individual Education Program. If the teacher is providing instruction to 
special education preschool pupils, the teacher is implementing the special education mandate. 

3. Duplicate teacher evaluations claimed multiple times in one school year. 

Potential "duplicate" evaluations generally occur as a result of an employee transferring to another school 
during the evaluation cycle, or a change in employment status of the employee. The District concurs that only 
one complete evaluation should be counted for each employee 

4. Permanent biannual teacher evaluations claimed every year rather than every other year. 

The District concurs that only one complete evaluation should be counted for each employee every other year 
after the employee attains permanent status. 
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5. Permanent five-year teacher evaluations claimed multiple times in a five-year period rather than once 
every five years. 

The District concurs that only one complete evaluation should be counted for each employee every fifth year 
after the employee attains permanent five-year status. 

A VERA GE PRODUCTIVE HOURLY RATE (PHR) $48,992 

Of the $3.6 million in salary and benefits claimed for the thirteen years, the draft audit report reduces this 
amount by $48,992 (about 1.5%) based on the auditor's calculation of the average productive hourly rates. 
District staff has reviewed the auditor's calculations and we have no disputed amounts at this time. 

TRAINING COSTS $20,129 

The draft audit reports states that the mandate parameters and guidelines only allow training costs as a one-time 
activity per employee. The disallowances are based on "duplicate" training hours for the "same" employees. 
The District disagrees with this disallowance. Most of the disallowed staff time was incurred for meetings with 
the principals and other evaluators to commence the annual evaluation cycle. These A = rrr2 reasonable and 
necessary when the collective bargaining contract and district evaluation process changes. 

Public Records Request 

The District requests copies of all audit work papers in support of the audit findings. The District requests that 
the Controller provide the District any and all written audit instructions, memoranda, or other writings in effect 
and applicable during the claiming periods to the findings. 

Government Code Section 6253, subdivision (c), requires the state agency that is the subject of the request, 
within ten days from receipt of a request for a copy of records, to determine whether the request, in whole or in 
part, seeks copies of disclosable public records in possession of the agency and promptly notify the requesting 
party of that determination and the reasons therefore. Also, as required, when so notifying the District, the 
agency must state the estimated date and time when the records will be made available. 

Sincerely, /J /-\ / ' 
CfJA.UJ;t;vµ 

Dr. Candi Clark 
Assistant Superintendent of Business Services 
Castro Valley Unified School District 
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JOHN CHIANG 

California State Controller 
 

August 23, 2013 

 

 

Chet Madison, Sr., President 

Board of Education 

Elk Grove Unified School District 

9510 Elk Grove-Florin Road 

Elk Grove, CA  95624 

 

Dear Mr. Madison: 

 

The State Controller’s Office audited the costs claimed by the Elk Grove Unified School District 

for the legislatively mandated Stull Act Program (Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983, and Chapter 4, 

Statutes of 1999) for the period of July 1, 1997, through June 30, 2010. 

 

The district claimed $4,362,150 for the mandated program. Our audit found that $2,158,736 is 

allowable and $2,203,414 is unallowable. The costs are unallowable primarily because the 

district claimed estimated and ineligible costs. The State paid the district $628,288. Allowable 

costs claimed exceed the amount paid by $1,530,448. 

 

If you disagree with the audit findings, you may file an Incorrect Reduction Claim (IRC) with 

the Commission on State Mandates (CSM). The IRC must be filed within three years following 

the date that we notify you of a claim reduction. You may obtain IRC information at the CSM’s 

website at www.csm.ca.gov/docs/IRCForm.pdf. 

 

If you have any questions, please contact Jim L. Spano, Chief, Mandated Cost Audits Bureau, by 

phone at (916) 323-5849. 

 

Sincerely, 

 
Original signed by 

 

JEFFREY V. BROWNFIELD, CPA 

Chief, Division of Audits 

 

JVB/nh 
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Chet Madison, Sr., President -2- August 23, 2013 

 

 

 

cc: Steven M. Ladd, Ed.D, Superintendent 

  Elk Grove Unified School District 

 Rich Fagan, Associate Superintendent 

  Elk Grove Unified School District 

 Carrie Hargis, Director of Fiscal Services 

  Elk Grove Unified School District 

 Jacquelyn Levy, President, Board of Education 

  Sacramento County Office of Education 

 Scott Hannan, Director 

  School Fiscal Services Division 

  California Department of Education 

 Carol Bingham, Director 

  Fiscal Policy Division 

  California Department of Education 

 Thomas Todd, Assistant Program Budget Manager 

  Education Systems Unit 

 California Department of Finance 

 Jay Lal, Manager 
 Division of Accounting and Reporting 

 State Controller’s Office 
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Audit Report 
 

The State Controller’s Office (SCO) audited the costs claimed by the Elk 

Grove Unified School District for the legislatively mandated Stull Act 

Program (Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983, and Chapter 4, Statutes of 1999) 

for the period of July 1, 1997, through June 30, 2010.  

 

The district claimed $4,362,150 for the mandated program. Our audit 

found that $2,158,736 is allowable and $2,203,414 is unallowable. The 

costs are unallowable primarily because the district claimed estimated 

and ineligible costs. The State paid the district $628,288. Allowable costs 

claimed exceed the amount paid by $1,530,448. 

 

 

The Stull Act, Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983, and Chapter 4, Statutes of 

1999, added Education Code sections 44660-44665.  The legislation 

provided reimbursement for specific activities related to evaluation and 

assessment of the performance of “certificated personnel” within each 

school district, except for those employed in local discretionary 

educational programs. 

 

On May 27, 2004, the Commission on State Mandates (CSM) 

determined that the legislation imposed a state mandate reimbursable 

under Government Code section 17514. 

 

The program’s parameters and guidelines establish the state mandate and 

define reimbursement criteria. The CSM adopted the parameters and 

guidelines on September 27, 2005.  In compliance with Government 

Code section 17558, the SCO issues claiming instructions to assist local 

agencies and school districts in claiming mandated program reimbursable 

costs. 

 

The Commission approved reimbursable activities as follows: 

 Evaluate and assess the performance of certificated instructional 

employees who perform the requirements of educational programs 

mandated by state or federal laws as it reasonably relates to the 

instructional techniques and strategies used by the employee, and the 

employee’s adherence to curricular objectives (Education Code 

section 44662 subdivision (b) as amended by Chapter 498, Statutes 

of 1983). 

 Evaluate and assess the performance of certificated instructional 

employees who teach reading, writing, mathematics, history/social 

science, and science in grades 2 through 11 as it reasonably relates to 

the progress of pupils toward the State-adopted academic content 

standards as measured by State-adopted assessment tests (Education 

Code section 44662 subdivision (b), as amended by Chapter 4, 

Statutes of 1999). 

  

Summary 

Background 
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 Assess and evaluate permanent certificated, instructional, and non-

instructional employees who perform the requirements of 

educational programs mandated by State or federal law and receive 

an unsatisfactory evaluation in the years in which the permanent 

certificated employee would not have otherwise been evaluated 

pursuant to Education Code section 44664.  The additional 

evaluations shall last until the employee achieves a positive 

evaluation, or is separated from the school district (Education Code 

section 44664 as amended by Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983). 

 

 

We conducted the audit to determine whether costs claimed represent 

increased costs resulting from the Stull Act Program for the period of 

July 1, 1997, through June 30, 2010. 

 

Our audit scope included, but was not limited to, determining whether 

costs claimed were supported by appropriate source documents, were not 

funded by another source, and were not unreasonable and/or excessive. 

 

We conducted this performance audit under the authority of Government 

Code sections 12410, 17558.5, and 17561. We did not audit the district’s 

financial statements. We conducted the audit in accordance with 

generally accepted government auditing standards. Those standards 

require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, 

appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and 

conclusions based on our audit objectives. We believe that the evidence 

obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions 

based on our audit objectives. 

 

We limited our review of the district’s internal controls to gaining an 

understanding of the transaction flow and claim preparation process as 

necessary to develop appropriate auditing procedures. 

 

 

Our audit found instances of noncompliance with the requirements 

outlined above. These instances are described in the accompanying 

Summary of Program Costs (Schedule 1) and in the Findings and 

Recommendations section of this report. 

 

For the audit period, the Elk Grove Unified School District claimed 

$4,362,150 for costs of the Stull Act Program. Our audit found that 

$2,158,736 is allowable and $2,203,414 is unallowable. 

 

For the fiscal year (FY) 1997-98 claim, the State paid the district 

$18,475.  Our audit found that $114,513 is allowable.  The State will pay 

allowable costs claimed that exceed the amount paid, totaling $96,038, 

contingent upon available appropriations.   

 

For FY 1998-99 through FY 2004-05, FY 2006-07, and FY 2007-08 

claims, the State made no payment to the district.  Our audit found that 

$1,458,105 is allowable. The State will pay allowable costs claimed, 

contingent upon available appropriations.   
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For the FY 2005-06 claim, the State paid the district $139,177.  Our audit 

found that the entire amount is allowable.   

 

For the FY 2008-09 claim, the State paid the district $221,236. Our audit 

found that $247,802 is allowable.  The State will pay allowable costs 

claimed that exceed the amount paid, totaling $26,566, contingent upon 

available appropriations.   

 

For the FY 2009-10 claim, the State paid the district $249,400.  Our audit 

found that $199,139 is allowable. The State will offset $50,261 from 

other mandated program payments due the district. Alternatively, the 

district may remit this amount to the State.  

 

 

We issued a draft audit report on April 22, 2013. Rich Fagan, Associate 

Superintendent of Finance and School Support, responded by letter dated 

May 6, 2013 (Attachment), disagreeing with the audit results. This final 

audit report includes the district’s response. 

 

 

This report is solely for the information and use of the Elk Grove Unified 

School District, the Sacramento County Office of Education, the 

California Department of Education, the California Department of 

Finance, and the SCO; it is not intended to be and should not be used by 

anyone other than these specified parties. This restriction is not intended 

to limit distribution of this report, which is a matter of public record. 

 

 

Original signed by 

 

 

JEFFREY V. BROWNFIELD, CPA 

Chief, Division of Audits 

 

August 23, 2013 

 

 

Views of 

Responsible 

Official 

Restricted Use 
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Schedule 1— 

Summary of Program Costs 

July 1, 1997, through June 30, 2010 
 

 

Cost Elements 

 

Actual Costs 

Claimed 

 

Allowable per 

Audit 

 

Audit 

Adjustments 

 

Reference 
1
 

July 1, 1997, through June 30, 1998 

      

  

Direct costs 

      

  

Salaries and benefits 

      

  

Evaluation activities 

 

$ 215,385  

 

$ 108,113  

 

$ (107,272)   Finding 1 

Total direct costs 

 

215,385  

 

108,113  

 

(107,272)   

Indirect costs 

 

12,751  

 

6,400  

 

(6,351)  Finding 2 

Total direct and indirect costs 

 

228,136  

 

114,513  

 

(113,623)   

Less late filing penalty ² 

 

–– 

 

— 

 

––    

Total program costs 

 

$ 228,136  

 

114,513  

 

$ (113,623)   

Less amount paid by state 

   

(18,475) 

  

  

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 

 

$ 96,038  

  

  

July 1, 1998, through June 30, 1999 

      

  

Direct costs 

      

  

Salaries and benefits 

      

  

Evaluation activities 

 

$ 379,092  

 

$ 110,601  

 

$ (268,491)  Finding 1 

Total direct costs 

 

379,092  

 

110,601  

 

(268,491)   

Indirect costs 

 

20,130  

 

5,873  

 

(14,257)  Finding 2 

Total direct and indirect costs 

 

399,222  

 

116,474  

 

(282,748)   

Less late filing penalty ² 

 

— 

 

— 

 

—   

Total program costs 

 

$ 399,222 

 

116,474  

 

$ (282,748)   

Less amount paid by state 

   

— 

  

  

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 

 

$ 116,474  

  

  

July 1, 1999, through June 30, 2000 

      

  

Direct costs 

      

  

Salaries and benefits 

      

  

Evaluation activities 

 

$ 493,048  

 

$ 115,377  

 

$ (377,671)  Finding 1 

Total direct costs 

 

493,048  

 

115,377  

 

(377,671)   

Indirect costs 

 

24,159  

 

5,653  

 

(18,506)  Finding 2 

Total direct and indirect costs 

 

517,207  

 

121,030  

 

(396,177)   

Less late filing penalty ² 

 

— 

 

— 

 

—   

Total program costs 

 

$ 517,207 

 

121,030  

 

$ (396,177)   

Less amount paid by state 

   

— 

  

  

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 

 

$ 121,030  
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Schedule 1 (continued) 
 

 

Cost Elements 

 

Actual Costs 

Claimed 

 

Allowable per 

Audit 

 

Audit 

Adjustments 

 

Reference 
1
 

July 1, 2000, through June 30, 2001 

      

  

Direct costs 

      

  

Salaries and benefits 

      

  

Evaluation activities 

 

$ 389,885  

 

$ 120,017  

 

$ (269,868)   Finding 1 

Total direct costs 

 

389,885  

 

120,017  

 

(269,868)   

Indirect costs 

 

20,235  

 

6,229  

 

(14,006)  Finding 2 

Total direct and indirect costs 

 

410,120  

 

126,246  

 

(283,874)   

Less late filing penalty ² 

 

— 

 

— 

 

—   

Total program costs 

 

$ 410,120 

 

126,246  

 

$ (283,874)   

Less amount paid by state 

   

— 

  

  

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 

 

$ 126,246  

  

  

July 1, 2001, through June 30, 2002 

      

  

Direct costs 

      

  

Salaries and benefits 

      

  

Evaluation activities 

 

$ 340,432  

 

$ 143,409  

 

$ (197,023)  Finding 1 

Total direct costs 

 

340,432  

 

143,409  

 

(197,023)   

Indirect costs 

 

13,617  

 

5,736  

 

(7,881)  Finding 2 

Total direct and indirect costs 

 

354,049  

 

149,145  

 

(204,904)   

Less late filing penalty ² 

 

— 

 

— 

 

—   

Total program costs 

 

$ 354,049 

 

149,145  

 

$ (204,904)   

Less amount paid by state 

   

— 

  

  

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 

 

$ 149,145  

  

  

July 1, 2002, through June 30, 2003 

      

  

Direct costs 

      

  

Salaries and benefits 

      

  

Evaluation activities 

 

$ 465,746  

 

$ 175,293  

 

$ (290,453)  Finding 1 

Total direct costs 

 

465,746  

 

175,293  

 

(290,453)   

Indirect costs 

 

37,446  

 

14,094  

 

(23,352)  Finding 2 

Total direct and indirect costs 

 

503,192  

 

189,387  

 

(313,805)   

Less late filing penalty ² 

 

— 

 

— 

 

—   

Total program costs 

 

$ 503,192 

 

189,387  

 

$ (313,805)   

Less amount paid by state 

   

— 

  

  

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 

 

$ 189,387  
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Schedule 1 (continued) 
 

 

  

Cost Elements 

 

Actual Costs 

Claimed 

 

Allowable per 

Audit 

 

Audit 

Adjustments 

 

Reference 
1
 

July 1, 2003, through June 30, 2004 

      

  

Direct costs 

      

  

Salaries and benefits 

      

  

Evaluation activities 

 

$ 436,433  

 

$ 192,026  

 

$ (244,407)   Finding 1 

Total direct costs 

 

436,433  

 

192,026  

 

(244,407)   

Indirect costs 

 

24,702  

 

10,869  

 

(13,833)  Finding 2 

Total direct and indirect costs 

 

461,135  

 

202,895  

 

(258,240)   

Less late filing penalty ² 

 

— 

 

— 

 

—   

Total program costs 

 

$ 461,135 

 

202,895  

 

$ (258,240)   

Less amount paid by state 

   

— 

  

  

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 

 

$ 202,895  

  

  

July 1, 2004, through June 30, 2005 

      

  

Direct costs 

      

  

Salaries and benefits 

      

  

Evaluation activities 

 

$ 402,938  

 

$ 160,881  

 

$ (242,057)  Finding 1 

Total direct costs 

 

402,938  

 

160,881  

 

(242,057)   

Indirect costs 

 

15,916  

 

6,355  

 

(9,561)  Finding 2 

Total direct and indirect costs 

 

418,854  

 

167,236  

 

(251,618)   

Less late filing penalty ² 

 

— 

 

— 

 

—   

Total program costs 

 

$ 418,854 

 

167,236  

 

$ (251,618)   

Less amount paid by state 

   

— 

  

  

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 

 

$ 167,236  

  

  

July 1, 2005, through June 30, 2006 

      

  

Direct costs 

      

  

Salaries and benefits 

      

  

Evaluation activities 

 

$ 130,965  

 

$ 160,269  

 

$ 29,304   Finding 1 

Training  

 

297  

 

341  

 

44   Finding 1 

Total direct costs 

 

131,262  

 

160,610  

 

29,348  
  

Indirect costs 

 

7,915  

 

12,512  

 

4,597   Finding 2 

Total direct and indirect costs 

 

139,177  

 

173,122  

 

33,945  
  

Less allowable costs that exceed costs claimed ³ 

 

— 

 

(33,945) 

 

(33,945)   

Total program costs 

 

$ 139,177  

 

139,177  

 

$ — 
  

Less amount paid by state 
4 

   

(139,177) 

  

  

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 

 

$ — 
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Schedule 1 (continued) 
 

 

Cost Elements 

 

Actual Costs 

Claimed 

 

Allowable per 

Audit 

 

Audit 

Adjustments 

 

Reference 
1
 

July 1, 2006, through June 30, 2007 

      

  

Direct costs 

      

  

Salaries and benefits 

      

  

Evaluation activities 

 

$ 187,316  

 

$ 180,355  

 

$ (6,961)   Finding 1 

Total direct costs 

 

187,316  

 

180,355  

 

(6,961)   

Indirect costs 

 

14,648  

 

14,104  

 

(544)  Finding 2 

Total program costs 

 

$ 201,964  

 

194,459  

 

$ (7,505)   

Less amount paid by state 

   

— 

  

  

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 

 

$ 194,459  

  

  

July 1, 2007, through June 30, 2008 

      

  

Direct costs 

      

  

Salaries and benefits 

      

  

Evaluation activities 

 

$ 215,617  

 

$ 181,729  

 

$ (33,888)  Finding 1 

Total direct costs 

 

215,617  

 

181,729  

 

(33,888) 
  

Indirect costs 

 

11,277  

 

9,504  

 

(1,773)  Finding 2 

Total program costs 

 

$ 226,894  

 

191,233  

 

$ (35,661)   

Less amount paid by state 

   

— 

  

  

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 

 

$ 191,233  

  

  

July 1, 2008, through June 30, 2009 

      

  

Direct costs 

      

  

Salaries and benefits 

      

  

Evaluation activities 

 

$ 242,517  

 

$ 237,723  

 

$ (4,794)  Finding 1 

Total direct costs 

 

242,517  

 

237,723  

 

(4,794)   

Indirect costs 

 

10,283  

 

10,079  

 

(204)  Finding 2 

Total program costs 

 

$ 252,800  

 

247,802  

 

$ (4,998) 
  

Less amount paid by state 

   

(221,236) 

  

  

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 

 

$ 26,566  

  

  

July 1, 2009, through June 30, 2010 

      

  

Direct costs 

      

  

Salaries and benefits 

      

  

Evaluation activities 

 

$ 236,825  

 

$ 189,098  

 

$ (47,727)  Finding 1 

Total direct costs 

 

236,825  

 

189,098  

 

(47,727) 
  

Indirect costs 

 

12,575  

 

10,041  

 

(2,534)  Finding 2 

Total program costs 

 

$ 249,400  

 

199,139  

 

$ (50,261)   

Less amount paid by state 

   

(249,400) 

  

  

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 

 

$ (50,261) 
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Schedule 1 (continued) 
 

 

Cost Elements 

 

Actual Costs 

Claimed 

 

Allowable per 

Audit 

 

Audit 

Adjustments 

 

Reference 
1 

Summary: July 1, 1997, through June 30, 2010 

      

  

Direct costs 

      

  

Salaries and benefits 

      

  

Evaluation activities 

 

$ 4,136,199  

 

$ 2,074,891  

 

$ (2,061,308)   

Training  

 

297  

 

341  

 

44    

Total direct costs 

 

4,136,496  

 

2,075,232  

 

(2,061,264)   

Indirect costs 

 

225,654  

 

117,449  

 

(108,205)   

Total direct and indirect costs 

 

4,362,150  

 

2,192,681  

 

(2,169,469)   

Less allowable costs that exceed costs claimed  

 

— 

 

(33,945) 

 

(33,945)   

Less late filing penalty
 

 

— 

 

— 

 

—   

Total program costs 

 

$ 4,362,150 

 

2,158,736  

 

$ (2,203,414)   

Less amount paid by state 

   

(628,288) 

  

  

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) 

amount paid 

  

$ 1,530,448  

  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

_________________________ 

1 See the Findings and Recommendations section. 

2 The district filed its FY 1997-98 through FY 2004-05 initial reimbursement claims by the due date specified in 

Government Code section 17560, and amended the claims after the due date. Pursuant to Government Code 

section 17568, the State assessed a late filing penalty equal to 10% of allowable costs that exceed the timely filed 

claim amount, with no maximum penalty amount (for claims amended on or after September 30, 2002). 

Allowable costs do not exceed the initial amount claimed for FY 1997-98 through FY 2004-05. Therefore, there is 

no late claim penalty. 

3 Government Code section 17568 stipulates that the State will not reimburse any claim more than one year after 

the filing deadline specified in the SCO’s claiming instructions. That deadline has expired for FY 2005-06. 

4 Payment from funds appropriated under Chapter 724, Statutes of 2010 (Assembly Bill No. 1610). 
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Findings and Recommendations 
 

The district claimed $4,136,496 in salaries and benefits for the audit 

period. We determined that $2,075,232 is allowable and $2,061,264 is 

unallowable. The costs are unallowable primarily for the following 

reasons: 

 The district misstated hours and reimbursable activities for fiscal 

year (FY) 2000-01 through FY 2009-10, totaling $1,829,712 in 

overstated costs. 

 The district did not provide documentation supporting evaluations 

completed for FY 1997-98 through FY 1999-2000, totaling 

$753,434. We determined allowable costs for this period by using 

the current audit results for FY 2000-01, and applying the Implicit 

Price Deflator to determine prior year costs. 

 The district underclaimed evaluations for FY 2000-01 through FY 

2009-10, totaling $518,788. 

 The district miscalculated productive hourly rates for FY 2000-01 

through FY 2009-10 totaling $3,050 in understated costs. 

 The district underclaimed training costs for FY 2005-06 by $44.  The 

district claimed $297; we determined that $341 is allowable. 

 

The following table summarizes the unallowable salaries and benefits by 

fiscal year: 
 

Fiscal Year

Amount 

Claimed

Amount 

Allowable

Audit 

Adjustment

1997-98 215,385$     108,113$     (107,272)$    

1998-99 379,092       110,601      (268,491)      

1999-2000 493,048       115,377      (377,671)      

2000-01 389,885       120,017      (269,868)      

2001-02 340,432       143,409      (197,023)      

2002-03 465,746       175,293      (290,453)      

2003-04 436,433       192,026      (244,407)      

2004-05 402,938       160,881      (242,057)      

2005-06 131,262       160,610      29,348         

2006-07 187,316       180,355      (6,961)         

2007-08 215,617       181,729      (33,888)        

2008-09 242,517       237,723      (4,794)         

2009-10 236,825       189,098      (47,727)        

Total salaries and benefits 4,136,496$  2,075,232$  (2,061,264)$  

 
Time Documentation and Unallowable Activities  

 

The time documentation submitted by the district represented multiple 

claiming methodologies throughout the audit period.  We reviewed each 

claiming methodology and concluded that the time documentation was 

insufficient to support costs claimed.  The claiming methodologies were 

as follows: 

FINDING 1— 

Overstated salaries 

and benefits 
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 For FY 1997-98 through 2004-05, the time documentation consisted 

of the year-end estimates of hours that were completed in the form of 

a survey.  The time surveys represented hours that were estimated at 

the end of each fiscal year.  We did not accept the time surveys in 

support of claimed costs because they were not completed 

contemporaneously and also varied greatly from other subsequent 

time tracking methodologies employed by the district in later years. 

 Starting in FY 2005-06, the district evaluators maintained evaluation 

hours via time tracking forms.  In many instances however, the forms 

did not segregate claimed hours and therefore, did not provide 

sufficient detail to accurately determine the reimbursable activities. 

 

The varying claiming methodologies resulted in inconsistent time 

documentation practices throughout the audit period.  We noted the 

following during our review of the time tracking forms for FY 2005-06 

through FY 2009-10: 

 The time increments for the same activity varied greatly from year to 

year and from one tracking methodology to another.  

 The documentation provided lacked a detailed account of activities 

for the hours claimed. The district did not support the reasonableness 

of varying efforts, by evaluators based on the limited documentation 

that did provide adequate detail.   

 Some documentation that included the detailed account of claimed 

activities identified unallowable activities claimed, such as pre-, 

post-, or goals conferences.   However, the hours were recorded in 

one-time block and did not provide time increments by each specific 

activity.  The district did not segregate the unallowable hours 

because claimed hours were not accounted for separately for each 

step in the evaluation process.  

 Some documentation also presented a single time block for multiple 

evaluations of employees without identifying the employee names 

and the time it took for each evaluation. Therefore, the district did 

not support whether those unidentified evaluations met reimbursable 

criteria for frequency of evaluations specific to employment status 

and for program assignments mandated by state or federal law. 

 The district-provided documentation did not support the amount of 

follow-up evaluations that were performed as a result of potentially 

unsatisfactory evaluations. 

 

Average Hours per Evaluation 

 

The district used an average time allotment per evaluation for FY 2006-

07, FY 2007-08, and FY 2008-09 to calculate claimed costs. For FY 

2006-07, the time allotment per evaluation ranged from 1 hour to 3.5 

hours. For FY 2007-08, the allotment was fixed at 2.5 hours, and for FY 

2008-09 it was fixed at 2.42 hours.   

 

We determined a rounded average of 2.5 hours per evaluation based on 

the sample of documentation that provided adequate detail about 

activities claimed and identified specific evaluations completed.  We  
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applied this average time allotment to all allowable evaluations for the 

tested period of FY 2000-01 through FY 2009-10.  We determined the 

allowable evaluations based on our analysis of all evaluations completed 

for certificated personnel within the district throughout the audit period. 

 

For the allowable unsatisfactory evaluations, we doubled the average of 

2.5 hours, to a total of 5 hours to account for the additional reimbursable 

activities. 

 

Allowable Evaluations 

 

The district used its Quintessential School Systems (QSS) database to 

track evaluations received throughout the audit period.  We used the 

district’s data to ensure that only eligible evaluations were counted for 

reimbursement in each fiscal year.  The program’s parameters and 

guidelines allow reimbursement for those evaluations conducted for 

certificated instructional personnel who perform the requirements of 

educational programs mandated by state or federal law during specific 

evaluation periods.   

 

The data provided for completed evaluations was not complete for the 

first three years of the audit period. Therefore, we used the data for FY 

2000-01 as the “base” year, in which the evaluation data was most 

complete.  After completing our analysis of allowable evaluations for FY 

2000-01 through FY 2009-10, we then applied an Implicit Price Deflator 

to the total allowable costs in FY 2000-01 to determine allowable costs 

for FY 1999-2000, FY 1998-99, and FY 1997-98.   

 

The table below summarizes the total number of evaluations by fiscal 

year, and lists evaluations not reimbursable under the mandated program: 
 

Duplicate Duplicate

Fiscal Claimed Same Consecutive Charter Job Site / Unsatisfactory Allowable

Year Evaluations Year Years Schools Job Name Evaluations * Evaluations

2000-01 988              (79)          -                   (2)          (133)        -                       774             

2001-02 1,517           (400)        (52)               (3)          (144)        (3)                     915             

2002-03 1,729           (396)        (35)               -            (222)        (3)                     1,073          

2003-04 1,656           (340)        (25)               -            (126)        (8)                     1,157          

2004-05 1,372           (298)        (28)               -            (77)          (3)                     966             

2005-06 1,418           (359)        (20)               (1)          (89)          (3)                     946             

2006-07 1,534           (353)        (23)               -            (124)        (1)                     1,033          

2007-08 1,550           (344)        (18)               -            (138)        (1)                     1,049          

2008-09 1,771           (244)        (20)               (6)          (168)        (1)                     1,332          

2009-10 1,398           (143)        (71)               (2)          (137)        (2)                     1,043          

Total 14,933         (2,956)     (292)             (14)        (1,358)     (25)                   10,288        

 
* Unsatisfactory evaluations represent the number of allowable unsatisfactory evaluations that 

were accounted for separately.   
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The non-reimbursable evaluations included the following: 

 Duplicate teacher evaluations claimed multiple times in one school 

year; 

 Permanent biannual teacher evaluations claimed every year rather 

than every other year; 

 Evaluations of employees at charter schools and non-instructional 

school sites; 

 Principals, vice principals, directors, counselors, psychologists, 

librarians (and others) who are not certificated instructional 

employees; and 

 Certificated instructional employees who worked on educational 

programs not mandated by state or federal law. 

 

Additional Evaluators 

 

Our review of the allowable evaluations found that many evaluators were 

not included in the claims. The evaluators were principals or vice 

principals who completed the evaluation of the certificated employees in 

the audit period, but those evaluations were omitted from the claims. 

Because we applied the average time increment of 2.5 hours per 

evaluation to all eligible evaluations in the audit period, we calculated 

allowable costs for those evaluations that were not claimed. The 

summary table of allowable evaluations, presented above, includes the 

additional evaluations that we identified as a result of our analysis. The 

total audit adjustment for the additional evaluators totaled $518,788 for 

FY 2000-01 through FY 2009-10. 

 

Productive Hourly Rates 

 

The district used a hybrid system of claiming productive hourly rates.  

For any employees whose actual productive hours fell below 1,800, the 

district used actual hours for each employee.  For those employees whose 

productive hours were greater than 1,800, the district capped the hours at 

1,800 and did not use actual productive hours.   

 

The SCO’s State Mandated Cost Manual states that school districts may 

use one of the following methods to compute productive hourly rates: 

 Actual annual productive hours for each employee; 

 The weighted-average annual productive hours for each job title; or 

 1,800 annual productive hours for all employees. 

 

The hybrid system used by the district is not an acceptable method of 

computing productive hourly rates. Therefore, we recalculated 

productive hourly rates for evaluators using the payroll and benefit rate 

data provided by the district and used actual productive hours to 

calculate the rates.  We then applied the recalculated rates to allowable 

evaluation hours.  The adjustment related to productive hourly rate 

calculation totaled $3,050 for FY 2000-01 through FY 2009-10.  
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Implicit Price Deflator 

 

Given the documentation limitations for FY 1997-98, FY 1998-99, and 

FY 1999-2000, we agreed with the district to use the Implicit Price 

Deflator and apply it to allowable costs for FY 2000-01, when the 

supporting documentation was most complete.  We used the allowable 

salaries and benefits in FY 2000-01 as the “base” year and applied the 

Implicit Price Deflator to the three earliest years in the audit period.  

Allowable salaries and benefits in FY 2000-01 totaled $120,017.  Using 

the Implicit Price Deflator resulted in the following allowable salaries 

and benefits: $115,377 for FY 1999-2000; $110,601 for FY 1998-99; and 

$108,113 for FY 1997-98.  The total salaries and benefits adjustment for 

FY 1997-98 through FY 1999-2000 was $753,434. 

 

Training Costs 

 

The district claimed $297 in training costs for FY 2005-06.  Our analysis 

revealed allowable training costs of $341 for FY 2005-06.  The $44 

understated training costs occurred primarily because the district used 

incorrect productive hourly rates for the employees receiving training. 

 

The program’s parameters and guidelines (section IV.A.1) state that the 

following is reimbursable: 

 
Evaluate and assess the performance of certificated instructional 

employees that perform the requirements of educational programs 

mandated by state or federal law as it reasonably relates to the 

instructional techniques and strategies used by the employee and the 

employee’s adherence to curricular objectives. 

 

Reimbursement for this activity is limited to: 

 

a. Reviewing the employee’s instructional techniques and strategies 

and adherence to curricular objectives, and 

 

b. Including in the written evaluation of the certificated instructional 

employees the assessment of these factors during the following 

evaluation periods: 

 

 Once each year for probationary certificated employees; 

 

 Every other year for permanent certificated employees; and 

 

 Beginning January 1, 2004, every five years for certificated 

employees with permanent status who have been employed at 

least ten years with the school district, are highly qualified, 

and whose previous evaluation rates the employee as meeting 

or exceeding standards, if the evaluator and certificated 

employee being evaluated agree. 

 

The parameters and guidelines (section IV – Reimbursable Activities) 

also state: 

 
To be eligible for mandated cost reimbursement for any fiscal year, 

only actual costs may be claimed.  Actual costs are those costs actually 

incurred to implement the mandated activities.  Actual costs must be 
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traceable and supported by source documents that show the validity of 

such costs, when they were incurred, and their relationship to the 

reimbursable activities.  A source document is a document created at or 

near the same time the actual costs was incurred for the event or 

activity in question.  Source documents may include, but are not limited 

to, employee time records or time logs, sign-in sheets, invoices, and 

receipts.   

 

Recommendation 

 

We recommend that the district ensure that claimed costs are based on 

actual costs, are for activities reimbursable under the program’s 

parameters and guidelines, and are supported by contemporaneous 

source documentation. 

 

District’s Response 

 
1. Supporting Documentation vs. Corroborating Documentation 

 

The documentation which supports EGUSD's initial claims meets the 

definition of supporting documentation contained in the Stull Act 

guidelines. The  guidelines  state that a source document is a document 

created at or near the same time the actual cost was incurred for the 

event “or activity in question”. In the case of the Stull Act initial 

claims, EGUSD administrators did in fact complete time records at or 

near the time of the “activity in question” was being performed. The 

“activity in question” is a teacher evaluation. District administrators 

prepared time records in the first few months of 2006 which 

documented the costs actually incurred to carry out the eligible 

mandated teacher evaluation activities. Evaluating and assessing the 

performance of teachers was ongoing at the time the initial claim 

documentation was prepared. Therefore this guideline was met. 

 

In addition, the guidelines state that source documents may include, but 

are not limited to, employee time records or time logs, sign-in sheets, 

invoices, and receipts. EGUSD’s actual costs are supported by time 

records and are traceable and supported by source documents that show 

the validity of such costs, when they were incurred, and their 

relationship to the reimbursable activities. Therefore, this guideline was 

met. 

 

2. No District could meet SCO's initial claim supporting 

documentation interpretation 

 

To address initial claim situations like the Stull Act program, a broad 

interpretation was envisioned by the Commission. The guidelines do 

not say “the specific event or activity in question”, the guidelines say 

the “event or activity in question.” Without a broader interpretation, no 

claimant could ever meet this incorrect interpretation of the 

contemporaneous standard that SCO is applying to EGUSD in this 

audit. How else could a claimant notified for the first time regarding the 

Stull Act program at the end of 2005 be able to have or prepare 

“contemporaneous documentation” for costs incurred from FY 1997/98 

through 2004/05?  SCO needs to re-examine its position on this issue. 

If SCO does not re-examine its position, it will create an unfair and 

illegal result where the handful districts whose initial Stull Act claims 

were field audited by SCO are penalized while similarly situated 

claimants get paid. 
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3. Audit Status Meeting on May 10, 2012 

 

EGUSD’s position on its initial claim documentation was explained at 

length to SCO auditors during a status meeting held May 10, 2012 at 

EGUSD. At the conclusion of this meeting, SCO indicated they would 

review this position along with the initial claim documentation. Eight 

months later, on January 23, 2013 SCO contacted EGUSD to schedule 

an exit conference. EGUSD had no contact with the SCO auditors 

during this eight month time frame. EGUSD was led to believe that 

SCO was reviewing and analyzing the large volume of time records 

provided to SCO that properly supported the initial claims. However, 

EGUSD’s articulated position regarding the initial claim documentation 

was not mentioned in the Draft Report. It is unclear to EGUSD what 

SCO had actually done during this eight month period. No rebuttal to 

EGUSD’s position was provided. SCO simply changed its 

characterization of the initial claim documentation from “corroborating 

documentation” to the following: 

 

“For FY 1997-98 through 2004-05, the time documentation 

consisted of the year-end estimates of hours that were 

completed in the form of a survey.   The time surveys 

represented approximate hours that were estimated at the end 

of each fiscal year. We did not accept these documents in 

support of claimed costs because they were not completed 

contemporaneously and also varied greatly from other 

subsequent time tracking methodologies employed by the 

district in later years.” 

 

4. SCO inaccurately characterized EGUSD's initial claim 

documentation 

 

The SCO description of the initial claims supporting documentation 

contained in the Draft Report is inaccurate in many ways. Specifically: 

 

A. “The initial claims were supported by surveys.” This is not 

accurate as the initial claims were supported by time records, not 

surveys. 

B. “The initial claim documentation represented approximate hours 

that were estimated at the end of each fiscal year.” This is not 

accurate as the time records were completed in early 2006 for all 

eight fiscal years which comprised the initial claim period. In 

addition, the guidelines were not adopted until 2005 so how could 

EGUSD be completing year end surveys for a reimbursement 

program that had not been approved by the Commission? 

C. “SCO did not accept these documents in support of claimed costs 

because they were not completed contemporaneously.” This is not 

accurate as the time records were completely contemporaneously 

with teacher evaluation activity ongoing during the 2005/06 school 

year. These records were completed at or near the teacher 

evaluation activity in question which meets the definition in the 

guidelines. Refer to Section (1). 

D. “The initial claims varied greatly from other subsequent tracking 

methods employed by the district in later years.” This statement is 

the only accurate one made by SCO regarding the initial claim 

years. However, by including this statement here, SCO is inferring 

the initial claim tracking method is inaccurate and that subsequent 

year’s methods are accurate. This does not reconcile with SCO’s 

statements in the Draft Report which were critical of the majority 
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of the results of later tracking methods. It should be noted that 

SCO decided that the small percentage of “properly documented” 

time records from the later years were sufficient to form the basis 

of the 2.5 hours per evaluation used to approve costs for the entire 

audit period. 

 

In all of this analysis, SCO never asked the basic question of why one 

method yielded a higher average time than the other method. There is 

no guideline restriction which prevents claimants from utilizing 

different methods from one year to the next year. 

 

5. The Reason Why the Methodologies Vary 

 

The limited time documentation from the FY 2006/07 through 2008/09 

periods used by SCO to derive its allowable 2.5 hours per evaluation 

did not include all eligible activity within the evaluation process. The 

forms provided by SCO to EGUSD on April 26, 2013 demonstrate that 

ongoing informal teacher observation time was not documented and 

included.  This critical, ongoing and time consuming element of the 

teacher evaluation process was included within the supporting 

documentation for the initial claim years and is the main reason why 

the results of the different methods vary. 

 

SCO recognized in its Final Audit Report of the Carlsbad Unified 

School District dated June 15, 2013 that informal observations are an 

eligible activity.  SCO’s position regarding this activity is stated at the 

top of page eight of the Carlsbad Unified School District Final Report. 

EGUSD requests its time spent on this activity be approved as well. 

 

6. Effective Date of the Guidelines is September 27, 2005 

 

SCO’s interpretation of the contemporaneous documentation language 

contained in the guidelines is a moot point since the guidelines for the 

Stull Act program were adopted September 27, 2005 by the 

Commission. The initial claim period predates the date of guideline 

adoption. SCO’s application of an overly narrow interpretation of the 

supporting documentation guideline language to claims prior to the 

fiscal year 2005/06 violates the Clovis Unified School District appellate 

court decision dated September 21, 2010. This decision found SCO 

could not apply contemporaneous source documentation requirements 

(CSDR) prior to the date the CSDR language was actually approved by 

CSM and added to a program's guidelines. In addition, SCO is using an 

unlawful retroactive rule to reduce claims. 

 

7. SCO did not complete the audit within two years 

 

Government Code Section 17558.5, (a) states “A reimbursement claim 

for actual costs filed by a local agency or school district pursuant to 

this chapter is subject to the initiation of an audit by the Controller no 

later than three years after the date that the actual reimbursement 

claim is filed or last amended, whichever is later. However, if no funds 

are appropriated or no payment is made to a claimant for the program 

for the fiscal year for which the claim is filed, the time for the 

Controller to initiate an audit shall commence to run from the date of 

initial payment of the claim. In any case, an audit shall be completed 

not later than two years after the date that the audit is commenced.” 
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SCO commenced the Stull Act Mandated Cost audit of EGUSD, for the 

period July 1, 1997/98 through June 30, 2009 with an engagement 

letter and documentation request dated October 12, 2010. It should be 

noted that SCO threatened to disallow all costs for the audit period in 

an email dated October 29, 2010 based on a mistaken belief that 

EGUSD had not provided requested documentation.  SCO decided to 

redirect the assigned auditor to another project in November 2010 even 

though the audit had already commenced and the requested 

documentation provided.  SCO resumed the audit in September 2011 

while adding FY 2009110 to the audit scope. The Draft Report for this 

audit was not issued until April 22, 2013. The completion of this audit 

will have occurred beyond two years and is in violation of this statute. 

 

In addition, Government Code Section 17558.5((e) states “Nothing in 

this section shall be construed to limit the adjustment of payments 

when inaccuracies are determined to be the result of the intent to 

defraud, or when a delay in the completion of an audit is the result of 

willful acts by the claimant or inability to reach agreement on terms of 

final settlement.” None of these exceptions apply to the EGUSD Stull 

Act audit, SCO simply commenced the audit, decided to postpone the 

audit and as a result did not complete the audit within two years. 

 

8. Requested Action 

 

EGUSD wants to be reimbursed for its actual cost to comply with this 

mandate. EGUSD’s initial claims were properly documented and 

supported according to the guidelines and SCO’s acceptance of this 

initial claim documentation would be acceptable to EGUSD.  EGUSD 

has already communicated to SCO regarding data entry errors made on 

its initial claims. 

 

In the alternative, EGUSD is still willing to provide SCO additional 

assurance regarding its actual costs of conducting teacher evaluations 

by conducting a time study as proposed in our letter dated April8, 2013. 

This proposal was not made because EGUSD had concerns regarding 

the adequacy of the documentation supporting its initial claims but was 

made in order to come to an acceptable resolution of this audit for both 

parties and to avoid protracted and costly actions before the Office of 

Administrative Law, the Commission, and/or the courts. 

 

On April 17, 2013, however, SCO rejected EGUSD’s time study 

proposal. SCO’s reasoning was arbitrary and EGUSD did not receive 

the same treatment afforded to another school district that did a poorer 

job on its documentation. EGUSD was rejected because a minimal 

amount of its incomplete documentation was accepted by SCO and 

now EGUSD somehow has to accept the results of this incomplete 

product.  EGUSD requests that SCO reconsider its decision regarding a 

current time study or conversely, accept the initial claim documentation 
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SCO’s Comments 
 

1. Supporting Documentation vs. Corroborating Documentation  
 

The finding and recommendation are unchanged. 
 

The district believes the documentation that supports the district’s initial 

claims met the definition of supporting documentation contained in the 

Stull Act Program’s parameters and guidelines. The district states: 
 

In the case of the Stull Act initial claims, EGUSD administrators did in 

fact complete time records at or near the time of the “activity in 

question” was being performed.  The “activity in question” is a teacher 

evaluation.  District administrators prepared time records in the first 

few months of 2006 which documented the costs actually incurred to 

carry out the eligible mandated teacher evaluation activities . . . 

 

The district claims that time documentation completed in FY 2005-06 

represents adequate support for costs claimed for FY 1997-98 through 

FY 2004-05. We disagree. 
 

The parameters and guidelines state that “a source document is a 

document created at or near the same time the actual cost was incurred 

for the event or activity in question.”  The district’s attempt to broadly 

define the “activity” as a teacher evaluation is misleading. The 

parameters and guidelines (Section IV) define specific activities that are 

reimbursable within the evaluation process. These specific activities 

require proper time documentation created at or near the time the actual 

costs were incurred.  
 

The documentation submitted for the initial claim filing period of FY 

1997-98 through FY 2004-05 did not properly support costs claimed as 

required by the program’s parameters and guidelines. The documentation 

provided was not created at or near the time the actual costs were 

incurred. Claimed hours for these years were estimated, were not based 

on actual time documentation, and therefore were unallowable.  
 

2. No District could meet SCO’s initial claim supporting 

documentation interpretation 
 

The finding and recommendation are unchanged. 
 

The district believes the Commission on State Mandates (CSM) 

envisioned a broader interpretation for the application of 

contemporaneous source documentation rule.  The district also believes 

that the SCO’s position creates an unfair and illegal position for those 

districts that were audited.  We disagree. 
 

We are bound by the requirements of the program’s parameters and 

guidelines. We conduct our audits in accordance with the criteria 

outlined in the parameters and guidelines.  The parameters and 

guidelines provide a clear definition of appropriate supporting 

documentation as well as the reimbursement period to which these 

criteria apply. The reimbursement period begins on or after July 1, 1997, 

which is the beginning of the initial claim period.  
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3. Audit Status Meeting on May 10, 2012 

 

The finding and recommendation are unchanged. 

 

The district communicated its position on initial claim documentation 

during a status meeting held on May 10, 2012. The district believes that 

the SCO might not have given enough consideration to the district’s 

comments and did not articulate the district’s position in the draft audit 

report. 

 

The intent of the draft audit report is to present the SCO’s findings 

resulting from the audit.  We issued the draft audit report on April 22, 

2013, and presented the audit findings to the district.  We discussed these 

findings during the exit conference held on March 7, 2013.  At the exit 

conference, we stated that we took into account the district’s comments 

from the May 10, 2012 status meeting and reviewed supporting 

documentation once more for the initial claim period of FY 1997-98 

through FY 2004-05. The documentation provided for those years did 

not meet reimbursement criteria.  The audit report identifies the reasons 

for which the time documentation was not adequate.   

 

4. SCO inaccurately characterized EGUSD’s initial claim 

documentation 

 

The finding and recommendation are unchanged. 

 

The district believes the description of the initial claims supporting 

documentation contained in the draft audit report is inaccurate. 

 

a. The district believes the initial claims were supported with proper 

time records rather than surveys.  We disagree.  The district did not 

provide any time sheets or time records collected at or near the time 

claimed hours were incurred in the initial claim years.  Rather, the 

district provided documentation collected years after the costs were 

incurred.  The time estimates were collected by means of surveying 

the staff that performed, or might have performed, claimed activities. 

The staff signing the forms included certifications declaring that their 

recollection of the time spent was true and correct.  The forms were 

signed in early 2006 for activities that took place in FY 1997-98 

through FY 2004-05. However, the parameters and guidelines state 

that declarations cannot be substituted for source documents. 

 

b. The district disagrees with the SCO’s statement that the initial claim 

documentation represented time estimates rather than actual time. 

The district states that the time records for FY 1997-98 through FY 

2004-05 were completed in FY 2005-06 for all eight fiscal years for 

the program adopted in the same year.  
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The parameters and guidelines state that a source document is “a 

document created at or near the same time the actual costs was 

incurred for the event or activity in question.” The parameters and 

guidelines also specify that these criteria apply to the entire 

reimbursement period beginning July 1, 1997. If the time records 

were completed “in early 2006 for all eight fiscal years which 

comprised the initial claim period,” these time records did not meet 

the reimbursement criteria.  In addition, completing time records 

years after the hours were incurred involves estimating hours for 

activities that previously took place. 

 

c. The district disagrees with the SCO’s statement that the documents 

provided for FY 1997-98 through FY 2004-05 were not completed 

contemporaneously.  The district believes that the time records to 

support the initial eight years were completed contemporaneously 

with teacher evaluation activity ongoing during FY 2005-06. We 

disagree. 

 

Our audit revealed that the time documentation collected 

contemporaneously during the teacher evaluation process in FY 

2005-06 was used to support claimed hours for FY 2005-06. The 

district used a separate set of documentation collected in the same 

fiscal year that represented the surveys sent out to the district’s 

evaluators. The surveys (already mentioned in item 4(a) above) 

estimated the time for activities that took place in FY 1997-98 

through FY 2004-05. The district created two sets of documentation 

to support costs claimed in the initial eight years of the claim filing 

period and costs incurred in FY 2005-06. 

 

d. The district questions why “the SCO is inferring the initial claim 

tracking method is inaccurate and that subsequent year’s methods are 

accurate.” The district states that the draft audit report noted some 

deficiencies in the documentation presented for the later tracking 

methods. The district believes that our method to calculate the 

average 2.5 hours per evaluation may not be sufficient. We disagree. 

 

The average of the 2.5 hours per allowable evaluation was based on 

the district’s own contemporaneous time documentation collected in 

later years of the audit period.  While there is no restriction that 

prevents claimants from utilizing different methods to support 

claimed costs from one year to the next, these methods must comply 

with the requirements of the program. In this instance, the district did 

not provide proper support for FY 1997-98 through FY 2004-05 

costs. Since the evaluation process was static year to year, we used 

time documentation collected contemporaneously in later years to 

form the basis of the average time allotment. We applied the average 

to the entire audit period. 

 

We did note in the draft report some deficiencies with the time 

documentation collected contemporaneously.  However, we also 

concluded that the average of 2.5 hours per evaluation was a 

reasonable time allowance based on time samples that did provide 

adequate detail to comply with the program’s parameters and 

guidelines.  
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5. The Reason Why the Methodologies Vary 

 

The finding and recommendation are unchanged. 

 

The district states: 

 
The limited time documentation from the FY 2006/07 through FY 

2008/09 periods used by the SCO to derive its allowable 2.5 hours per 

evaluation did not include all eligible activity within the evaluation 

process.  The forms provided by the SCO to EGUSD on April 26, 2013 

demonstrate that ongoing informal teacher observation time was not 

documented and included.  This critical, ongoing and time consuming 

element of the teacher evaluation process was included within the 

supporting documentation for the initial claim years and is the main 

reason why the results of the different methods vary. 

 

The district’s time documentation did not support the accuracy of the 

statement above.  The district did not present any evidence supporting 

that informal observations took place on a regular basis and that those 

informal observations were not included in the claims for the later years 

of the audit period.   

 

We disagree with the district’s assertion that this activity was included in 

the supporting documentation for the initial claim years. The time 

documentation supporting the initial eight years of the audit period failed 

to segregate claimed hours into individual activities within the evaluation 

process. The documentation provided estimates of time for “Evaluate and 

Assess” and “Write-up” activities without providing further details about 

observations or other steps within the evaluation process. The district did 

not support whether other activities were included in the claimed hours. 

 

The average per allowable evaluation (2.5 hours) was derived from 

documentation provided by the district. By signing the claims, the district 

is assuring the SCO that the information contained in the document is 

true and correct.  If the district believes the documentation in the later 

years does not accurately reflect all eligible activities, it should make any 

necessary changes to its claiming process going forward.  

 

6. Effective Date of the Guidelines is September 27, 2005 

 

The finding and recommendation are unchanged. 

 

The district believes that since the guidelines for the Stull Act Program 

were adopted September 27, 2005, and the initial claim period predates 

the date of the guideline adoption, all initial claims are not bound by the 

requirements of the program’s parameters and guidelines.  We disagree. 

The “initial claim period” claims are bound by the same requirements as 

any other claimed year.  The adoption date of the guidelines is irrelevant. 
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7. SCO did not complete the audit within two years 

 

The finding and recommendation are unchanged. 

 

The district states that the SCO “commenced the Stull Act Mandated 

Cost audit of EGUSD, for the period of July 1, 1997, through June 30, 

2009, with an engagement letter and documentation request dated 

October 12, 2010.” The district further states the SCO postponed the 

audit and resumed it in September 2011. Therefore, the district believes 

that the SCO did not complete the audit within two years.  

 

The previous audit opened on October 12, 2010, was cancelled prior to 

conducting an entrance meeting and performing fieldwork.  The current 

audit was initiated via a phone conversation on September 1, 2011, 

informing the district and obtaining a mutual understanding that it would 

be a new audit initiation of the current audit. The two year requirement, 

for the current audit, began on the initial contact date of September 1, 

2011. 

 

8. Requested Action 

 

The finding and recommendation are unchanged.   

 

The district is requesting reimbursement for its actual cost to comply 

with the mandate. The district is also asking for the SCO’s acceptance of 

the initial claim documentation. As an alternative, the district is asking to 

conduct a time study.  

 

The purpose of the audit was to determine the actual increased costs 

incurred by the district to comply with the mandated program. The 

results of the audit found that claimed costs were overstated. The district 

is only entitled to reimbursement for costs that are mandate-related and 

properly supported. The audit report addresses why the district-submitted 

documentation is not adequate to support costs claimed in the initial 

eight years of the audit period.  

 

We calculated 2.5 hours per evaluation based on time documentation the 

district collected contemporaneously, which was certified by the district 

when filing the claims.  We applied the average to those years in which 

we had no contemporaneous time documentation to support the claimed 

costs.  

 

The use of a time study would generally be appropriate in cases where 

the district did not collect any contemporaneous time records for the 

claimed period.  However, the district provided contemporaneous time 

records supporting costs claimed.  While the claims for the first eight 

years filed were based on estimated hours, the claims for the latter five 

years were based on contemporaneous time documentation collected by 

the district. 
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The district claimed $225,654 for indirect costs during the audit period. 

We determined that $117,449 is allowable and the net amount of 

$108,205 is unallowable (overstated by $111,032 and understated by 

$2,827). The overstatement of $111,032 occurred as a result of the 

adjustments noted to salaries and benefits identified in audit Finding 1. 

The district also understated indirect costs totaling $2,827 for FY 2005-

06 because it understated its indirect cost rate in FY 2005-06. 

 

The following table summarizes the claimed, allowable, and unallowable 

indirect costs for the audit period by fiscal year: 
 

Fiscal Year

Amount 

Claimed

Amount 

Allowable

Audit 

Adjustment

1997-98 12,751$       6,400$         (6,351)$         

1998-99 20,130         5,873          (14,257)         

1999-2000 24,159         5,653          (18,506)         

2000-01 20,235         6,229          (14,006)         

2001-02 13,617         5,736          (7,881)          

2002-03 37,446         14,094         (23,352)         

2003-04 24,702         10,869         (13,833)         

2004-05 15,916         6,355          (9,561)          

2005-06 7,915          12,512         4,597            

2006-07 14,648         14,104         (544)             

2007-08 11,277         9,504          (1,773)          

2008-09 10,283         10,079         (204)             

2009-10 12,575         10,041         (2,534)          

Total indirect costs 225,654$     117,449$     (108,205)$     

 
For FY 2005-06, the district claimed an indirect cost rate of 6.03% 

instead of the CDE-approved rate of 7.79%. We recalculated allowable 

indirect costs using the CDE-approved rate. 

 

The parameters and guidelines (section V.B.) state that school districts 

must use the indirect cost rate approved by the California Department of 

Education. 

 

Recommendation 

 

We recommend that the district ensure that the indirect rates it claims 

agree with CDE-approved rates and that indirect costs are mandate-

related and appropriately supported. 

 

District’s Response 

 

The district did not respond to this finding. 
 

FINDING 2— 

Overstated indirect 

costs 
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May 6, 2013 

Members of the Board 
Jeanette J . Amavisca 
Priscilla S. Cox 
Carmine S. Forcina 
Steve Ly 
Chet Madison, Sr. 
Anthony "Tony" Perez 
Bobbie Singh-Allen 

Jim Spano, CPA 
Audit Bureau Chief 
State Controller's Office Division of Audits 
300 Capitol Mall, Suite 500 
Sacramento, CA 95 814 

Rich Fagan 
Associate Superintendent 
• Finance & School Support 

(916) 666-77 44 
FAX: (916) 686-7570 

Robert L. Trigg Education Center 
9510 Elk Grove-Florin Road, Elk Grove, CA95624 

Subject: Response to the State Controller's Office Stull Act Mandated Cost Draft Audit Report. 

Dear Mr. Spano, 

We are in receipt of the State Controller's Office (SCO) Draft Report of the Elk Grove Unified 
School District's Stull Act Mandated Cost Program for the period July 1, 1997 through June 30, 
2010. The Draft Report is dated April 22, 2013 and provides EGUSD with 15 days to provide a 
response regarding the accuracy of any findings. EGUSD provides the following response. 

Finding 1 

General Comment 

EGUSD disagrees with the use of 2.5 hours as the actual average time spent on EGUSD eligible 
evaluation activities to apply to the eligible evaluations for FY 1997 /98 through 2004/05 (initial 
claims). In addition, EGUSD disagrees with SCO's characterizations and conclusion regarding 
initial claim documentation. 

Draft Report- April 22, 2013 

The SCO Draft Report Finding 1, states the following regarding initial claim time documentation 
and unallowable activities: 

"For FY 1997-98 through 2004-05, the time documentation consisted of the year-end 
estimates of hours that were completed in the form of a survey. The time surveys 
represented approximate hours that were estimated at the end of each fiscal year. We did 
not accept these documents in support of claimed costs because they were not completed 
contemporaneously and also varied greatly from other subsequent time tracking 
methodologies, employed by the district in later years. " 
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SCO Audit Status Docmnent- April 23. 2012 

In an audit status document provided to EGUSD on or about April 23, 2012, SCO described this 
documentation as follows: 

"Per the program's parameters and guidelines (IV. Reimbursable Activities), the 
documentation submitted for FY 1997-98 through FY 2004-05 represent "corroborating" 
documentation, but does not include contemporaneous records to support hours 
claimed." 

The docmnentation definitions that SCO is referring come from the Stull Act Parameters and 
Guidelines (guidelines) adopted September 27, 2005 by the Commission on State Mandates 
(Commission). These guidelines describe two categories of documentation as follows: 

"To be eligible for mandated cost reimbursement for any fiscal year, only actual costs 
may be claimed. Actual costs are those costs actually incurred to implement the 
mandated activities. Actual costs must be traceable and supported by source documents 
that show the validity of such costs, when they were incurred, and their relationship to 
the reimbursable activities. A source document is a document created at or near the same 
time the actual cost was incurred for the event or activity in question. Source documents 
may include, but are not limited to, employee time records or time logs, sign-in sheets, 
invoices, and receipts. 

Evidence corroborating the source documents may include, but is not limited to, 
worksheets, cost allocation reports (system generated), purchase orders, contracts, 
agendas, and declarations ... Evidence corroborating the source documents may include 
data relevant to the reimbursable activities otherwise in compliance with local, state, and 
federal government requirements, However, corroborating documents cannot be 
substituted for source documents. " 

Based on its interpretation of the guidelines, SCO has concluded that the documentation 
supporting EGUSD's initial claims was unacceptable because it was not completed 
contemporaneously and the documentation was corroborating documentation, and not supporting 
documentation. SCO appears to interpret the documentation language of the guidelines as 
requiring FY 1997/98 activity be documented in 1997/98, FY 1998/99 activity be documented in 
FY 1998/99 and so on. This was not the intent of the guidelines and would effectively prevent 
any initial claim documentation from ever being accepted under this interpretation. 

District Response 

1. Supporting Documentation vs. Corroborating Documentation 

The documentation which supports EGUSD's initial claims meets the definition of supporting 
documentation contained in the Stull Act guidelines. The guidelines state that a source 
document is a document created at or near the same time the actual cost was incurred for the 
event "or activity in question". In the case of the Stull Act initial claims, EGUSD administrators 
did in fact complete time records at or near the time of the "activity in question" was being 
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performed. The "activity in question" is a teacher evaluation. District administrators prepared 
time records in the first few months of 2006 which documented the costs actually incurred to 
carry out the eligible mandated teacher evaluation activities. Evaluating and assessing the 
performance of teachers was ongoing at the time the initial claim documentation was prepared. 
Therefore this guideline was met. 

In addition, the guidelines state that source documents may include, but are not limited to, 
employee time records or time logs, sign-in sheets, invoices, and receipts .. EGUSD's actual costs 
are supported by time records and are traceable and supported by source docwnerits that show 
the validity of such costs, when they were incurred, and their relationship to the reimbursable 
activities. Therefore, this guideline was met. 

2. No District could meet SCO's initial claim supporting documentation intei;pretation 

To address initial claim situations like the Stull Act program, a broad interpretation was 
envisioned by the Commission. The guidelines do not say "the specific event or activity in 
question", the guidelines say the "event or activity in question." Without a broader 
interpretation, no claimant could ever meet this incorrect interpretation of the contemporaneous 
standard that SCO is applying to EGUSD in this audit. How else could a claimant notified for 
the first time regarding the Stull Act program at the end of 2005 be able to have or prepare 
"contemporaneous documentation" for costs incurred from FY 1997/98 through 2004/05? SCO 
needs to re-examine its position on this issue. If SCO does not re-examine its position, it win 
create an unfair and illegal result where the handful districts whose initial Stull Act claims were 
field audited by SCO are penalized while similarly situated claimants get paid. 

3. Audit Status Meeting on May 10, 2012 

EGUSD's position on its initial claim documentation was explained at length to SCO auditors 
during a status meeting held May 10, 2012 at EGUSD. At the conclusion of this meeting, SCO 
indicated they would review this position along with the initial claim documentation. Eight 
months later, on January 23, 2013 SCO contacted EGUSD to schedule an exit conference. 
EGUSD had no contact with the SCO auditors during this eight month time frame. EGUSD was 
led to believe that SCO was reviewing and analyzing the large vol tune of time records provided 
to SCO that properly supported the initial claims. However, EGUSD's articulated position 
regarding the initial claim documentation was not mentioned in the Draft Report. It is unclear to 
EGUSD what SCO had actually done during this eight month period. No rebuttal to EGUSD' s 
position was provided. SCO simply changed its characterization of the initial claim 
documentation from "corroborating documentation" to the following: 

"For FY 1997-98 through 2004-05, the time documentation consisted of the year-end 
estimates of hours that were completed in the form of a survey. The time surveys 
represented approximate hours that were estimated at the end of each fiscal year. We did 
not accept these documents in support of claimed costs because they were not completed 
contemporaneously and also varied greatly from other subsequent time tracking 
methodologies employed by the district in later years. " 
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4. SCO inaccurately characterized EGUSD's initial claim documentation 

The SCO description of the initial claims supporting documentation contained in the Draft 
Report is inaccurate in many ways. Specifically: 

(A) "The initial claims were supported by surveys." This is not accurate as the initial claims 
were supported by time records, not surveys. 

(B) "The initial claim documentation represented approximate hours that were estimated at the 
end of each fiscal year." This is not accurate as the time records were completed in early 
2006 for all eight fiscal years which comprised the initial claim period. In addition, the 
guidelines were not adopted until 2005 so how could EGUSD be completing year end 
surveys for a reimbursement program that had not been approved by the Commission? 

(C) "SCO did not accept these documents in support of claimed costs because they were not 
completed contemporaneously." This is not accurate as the time records were completely 
contemporaneously with teacher evaluation activity ongoing during the 2005/06 school year. 
These records were completed at or near the teacher evaluation activity in question which 
meets the definition in the guidelines. Refer to Section (1 ). 

(D) "The initial claims varied greatly from other subsequent tracking methods employed by the 
district in later years." This statement is the only accurate one made by SCO regarding the 
initial claim years. However, by including this statement here, SCO is inferring the initial 
claim tracking method is inaccurate and that subsequent year's methods are accurate. This 
does not reconcile with SCO's statements in the Draft Report which were critical of the 
majority of the results of later tracking methods. It should be noted that SCO decided that 
the small percentage of "properly documented" time records from the later years were 
sufficient to form the basis of the 2.5 hours per evaluation used to approve costs for the 
entire audit period. 

In all of this analysis, SCO never asked the basic question of why one method yielded a 
higher average time than the other method. There is no guideline restriction which prevents 
claimants from utilizing different methods from one year to the next year. 

5. The Reason Why the Methodologies Vary 

The limited time documentation from the FY 2006/07 though 2008/09 periods used by SCO to 
derive its allowable 2.5 hours per evaluation did not include all eligible activity within the 
evaluation process. The forms provided by SCO to EGUSD on April 26, 2013 demonstrate that 
ongoing informal teacher observation time was not documented and included. This critical, 
onoing and time consuming element of the teacher evaluation process was included within the 
supporting documentation for the initial claim years and is the main reason why the results of the 
different methods vary. 

SCO recognized in its Final Audit Report of the Carlsbad Unified School District dated June 15, 
2013 that informal observations are an eligible activity. SCO's position regarding this activity is 
stated at the top of page eight of the Carlsbad Unified School District Final Report. EGUSD 
requests its time spent on this activity be approved as well. 
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6. Effective Date of the Guidelines is September 27, 2005 

SCO's interpretation of the contemporaneous docwnentation language contained in the 
guidelines is a moot point since the guidelines for the Stull Act program were adopted September 
27, 2005 by the Commission. The initial claim period predates the date of guideline adoption. 
SCO's application of an overly narrow interpretation of the supporting documentation guideline 
language to claims prior to the fiscal year 2005/06 violates the Clovis Unified School District 
appellate court decision dated September 21, 2010. This decision found SCO could not apply 
contemporaneous source docwnentation requirements (CSDR) prior to the date the CSDR 
language was actually approved by CSM and added to a program's guidelines. In addition, SCO 
is using an unlawful retroactive nue to reduce claims. 

7. SCO did not complete the audit within two years 

Govenunent Code Section 17 55 8.5, (a) states "A reimbursement claim for actual costs filed by a 
local agency or school district pursuant to this chapter is subject to the initiation of an audit by 
the Controller no later than three years after the date that the actual reimbursement claim is 
filed or last amended, whichever is later. However, if no funds are appropriated or no payment 
is made to a claimant for the program for the fiscal year for which the claim is filed, the time for 
the Controller to initiate an audit shall commence to run from the date of initial payment of the 
claim. In anv case, an audit shall be completed not later than two years after the date that the 
audit is commenced. " 

SCO commenced the Stull Act Mandated Cos! audit of EGUSD, for the period July I, 1997/98 
through June 30, 2009 with an engagement letter and documentation request dated October 12, 
2010. It should be noted that SCO threatened to disallow all costs for the audit period in an 
email dated October 29, 2010 based on a mistaken belief that EGUSD had not provided 
requested docwnentation. SCO decided to redirect the assigned auditor to another project in 
November 2010 even though the audit had already commenced and the requested documentation 
provided. SCO resumed the audit in September 2011 while adding FY 2009/10 to the audit 
scope. The Draft Report for this audit was not issued until April 22, 2013. The completion of 
this audit will have occurred beyond two years and is in violation of this statute. 

In addition, Government Code Section 17558.5((e) states "Nothing in this section shall be 
construed to limit the adjustment of payments when inaccuracies are determined to be the result 
of the intent to defraud, or when a delay in the completion of an audit is the result of willful acts 
by the claimant or inability to reach agreement on terms of final settlement." None of these 
exceptions apply to the EGUSD Stull Act audit, SCO simply commenced the audit, decided to 
postpone the audit and as a result did not complete the audit within two years. 

8. Requested Action 

EGUSD wants to be reimbursed for its actual cost to comply with this mandate. EGUSD's 
initial claims were properly documented and supported according to the guidelines and SCO's 
acceptance of this initial claim documentation would be acceptable to EGUSD. EGUSD has 
already communicated to SCO regarding data entry errors made on its initial claims. 
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In the alternative, EGUSD is still willing to provide SCO additional assurance regarding its 
actual costs of conducting teacher evaluations by conducting a time study as proposed in our 
letter dated April 8, 2013. This proposal was not made because EGUSD had concerns regarding 
the adequacy of the documentation supporting its initial claims but was made in order to come to 
an acceptable resolution of this audit for both parties and to avoid protracted and costly actions 
before the Office of Administrative Law, the Commission, and/or the courts. 

On April 17, 2013, however, SCO rejected EGUSD's time study proposal. SCO' s reasoning was 
arbitrary and EGUSD did not receive the same treatment afforded to another school district that 
did a poorer job on its documentation. EGUSD was rejected because a minimal amount of its 
incomplete documentation was accepted by SCO and now EGUSD somehow has to accept the 
results of this incomplete product. EGUSD requests that SCO reconsider its decision regarding 
a current time study or conversely, accept the initial claim documentation 

Please contact me with any questions. 

Sincerely, 

Rich Fagan 
Associate Superintendent of Finance & School Support 
Elle Grove Unified School District 
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JOHN CHIANG 

California State Controller 
 

August 20, 2014 

 

 

Todd Gutschow, President 

Board of Education 

Poway Unified School District 

14435 Harvest Court 

Poway, CA  92064 

 

Dear Mr. Gutschow: 
 

The State Controller’s Office audited the costs claimed by Poway Unified School District for the 

legislatively mandated Stull Act Program (Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983, and Chapter 4, Statutes 

of 1999) for the period of July 1, 1997, through June 30, 2011. 

 

The district claimed $4,161,778 for the mandated program. Our audit found that $943,147 is 

allowable and $3,218,631 is unallowable. The costs are unallowable primarily because the 

district claimed reimbursement for non-mandated activities. The State paid the district $415,123. 

Allowable costs claimed exceed the amount paid by $528,024. 
 

If you disagree with the audit finding, you may file an Incorrect Reduction Claim (IRC) with the 

Commission on State Mandates (Commission). The IRC must be filed within three years 

following the date that we notify you of a claim reduction. You may obtain IRC information at 

the Commission’s website at www.csm.ca.gov/docs/IRCForm.pdf. 

 

If you have any questions, please contact Jim L. Spano, Chief, Mandated Cost Audits Bureau, by 

phone at (916) 323-5849. 

 

Sincerely, 

 
Original signed by 

 

JEFFREY V. BROWNFIELD, CPA 

Chief, Division of Audits 

 

JVB/sk 
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Todd Gutschow, President -2- August 20, 2014 

 

 

 

cc: John P. Collins, Ed.D., Superintendent 

  Poway Unified School District 

 Malliga Tholandi, Associate Superintendent, Business Support Services 

  Poway Unified School District 

 Naomi Sweet, Administrative Assistant II, Finance 

  Poway Unified School District 

 Joy Ramiro, Director, Finance 

  Poway Unified School District 

 Brent Watson, Executive Director 

  Business Advisory Services 

  San Diego County Office of Education 

 Peter Foggiato, Director 

  School Fiscal Services Division 

  California Department of Education 

 Carol Bingham, Senior Fiscal Policy Advisor 

  Government Affairs Division 

  California Department of Education 

 Thomas Todd, Assistant Program Budget Manager 

  Education Systems Unit 

  California Department of Finance 

 Jay Lal, Manager 
  Division of Accounting and Reporting 

  State Controller’s Office 
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Audit Report 
 

The State Controller’s Office (SCO) audited the costs claimed by Poway 

Unified School District for the legislatively mandated Stull Act Program 

(Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983, and Chapter 4, Statutes of 1999) for the 

period of July 1, 1997, through June 30, 2011.  

 

The district claimed $4,161,778 for the mandated program. Our audit 

found that $943,147 is allowable and $3,218,631 is unallowable. The 

costs are unallowable primarily because the district claimed 

reimbursement for non-mandated activities. The State paid the district 

$415,123. Allowable costs claimed exceed the amount paid by $528,024. 

 

Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983, and Chapter 4, Statutes of 1999, added 

Education Code sections 44660-44665. The legislation provided 

reimbursement for specific activities related to evaluation and assessment 

of the performance of “certificated personnel” within each school 

district, except for those employed in local, discretionary educational 

programs. 

 

On May 27, 2004, the Commission on State Mandates (Commission) 

determined that the legislation imposed a state mandate reimbursable 

under Government Code section 17514. 

 

The program’s parameters and guidelines establish the state mandate and 

define reimbursement criteria. The Commission adopted the parameters 

and guidelines on September 27, 2005. In compliance with Government 

Code section 17558, the SCO issues claiming instructions to assist local 

agencies and school districts in claiming mandated program reimbursable 

costs. 

 

The Commission approved reimbursable activities as follows: 

 Evaluate and assess the performance of certificated instructional 

employees that perform the requirements of educational programs 

mandated by state or federal laws as it reasonably relates to the 

instructional techniques and strategies used by the employee and the 

employee’s adherence to curricular objectives (Education Code 

section 44662(b) as amended by Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983). 

 Evaluate and assess the performance of certificated instructional 

employees that teach reading, writing, mathematics, history/social 

science, and science in grades 2 to 11 as it reasonably relates to the 

progress of pupils toward the state adopted academic content 

standards as measured by state adopted assessment tests (Education 

Code section 44662(b) as amended by Chapter 4, Statutes of 1999). 

 Assess and evaluate permanent certificated, instructional, and non-

instructional employees that perform the requirements of educational 

programs mandated by state or federal law and receive an 

unsatisfactory evaluation in the years in which the permanent 

certificated employee would not have otherwise been evaluated 

pursuant to Education Code section 44664.  The additional 

Summary 
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evaluations shall last until the employee achieves a positive 

evaluation, or is separated from the school district (Education Code 

section 44664 as amended by Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983). 

 

 

We conducted the audit to determine whether costs claimed represent 

increased costs resulting from the Stull Act Program for the period of 

July 1, 1997, through June 30, 2011. 

 

The objectives of our audit were to determine whether costs claimed 

were supported by appropriate source documents, were not funded by 

another source, and were not unreasonable and/or excessive. 

 

The legal authority to conduct this audit is provided by Government 

Code sections 12410, 17558.5, and 17561. We did not audit the district’s 

financial statements. We conducted this performance audit in accordance 

with generally accepted government auditing standards. Those standards 

require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, 

appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and 

conclusions based on our audit objectives. We believe that the evidence 

obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions 

based on our audit objectives. 

 

We limited our review of the district’s internal controls to gaining an 

understanding of the transaction flow and claim preparation process as 

necessary to develop appropriate auditing procedures. Our audit scope 

did not assess the efficiency or effectiveness of program operations. 

 

To achieve our audit objectives, we performed the following audit 

procedures: 

 Interviewed employees, completed the internal control questionnaire, 

and performed a walk-through of the cost components of each claim. 

 Traced costs claimed to supporting documentation that showed when 

the costs were incurred, the validity of such costs, and their 

relationship to mandated activities. 

 

 

Our audit found an instance of noncompliance with the requirements 

outlined above. This instance is described in the accompanying Summary 

of Program Costs (Schedule 1) and in the Finding and Recommendation 

section of this report. 

 

For the audit period, Poway Unified School District claimed $4,161,778 

for costs of the Stull Act Program. Our audit found that $943,147 is 

allowable and $3,218,631 is unallowable.  

 

For the fiscal year (FY) 1997-98 claim, the State paid the district 

$19,546. Our audit found that $58,111 is allowable. The State will pay 

allowable costs claimed that exceed the amount paid, totaling $38,565, 

contingent upon available appropriations. 

 

  

Objectives, Scope, 

and Methodology 

Conclusion 

743



Poway Unified School District Stull Act Program 

-3- 

For the FY 1998-99 through FY 2007-08 claims, the State made no 

payment to the district. Our audit found that $707,875 is allowable. The 

State will pay allowable costs claimed, contingent upon available 

appropriations. 

 

For the FY 2008-09 claim, the State paid the district $211,391. Our audit 

found that $82,364 is allowable. The State will offset $129,027 from 

other mandated program payments due the district. Alternatively, the 

district may remit this amount to the State.  

 

For the FY 2009-10 claim, the State paid the district $184,186. Our audit 

found that $61,569 is allowable. The State will offset $122,617 from 

other mandated program payments due the district. Alternatively, the 

district may remit this amount to the State.  

 

For the FY 2010-11 claim, the State made no payment to the district. Our 

audit found that $33,228 is allowable. The State will pay allowable costs 

claimed that exceed the amount paid, totaling $33,228, contingent upon 

available appropriations. 

 
 

We issued a draft audit report on July 9, 2014. Malliga Tholandi, 

Associate Superintendent, Business Support Services, responded by 

letter dated July 25, 2014 (Attachment), disagreeing with the audit 

results. This final audit report includes the district’s response. 

 

 

This report is solely for the information and use of Poway Unified 

School District, the San Diego County Office of Education, the 

California Department of Education, the California Department of 

Finance, and the SCO; it is not intended to be and should not be used by 

anyone other than these specified parties. This restriction is not intended 

to limit distribution of this report, which is a matter of public record. 

 

 

 

Original signed by 

 

JEFFREY V. BROWNFIELD, CPA 

Chief, Division of Audits 

 

August 20, 2014 

 

 

Views of 

Responsible 

Official 

Restricted Use 

744



Poway Unified School District Stull Act Program 

-4- 

Schedule 1— 

Summary of Program Costs 

July 1, 1997, through June 30, 2011 
 

 

Cost Elements 

 

Actual Costs 

Claimed  

 

Allowable per 

Audit 

 

Audit 

Adjustment 
1
 

July 1, 1997, through June 30, 1998 

      Direct costs: 

      
Salaries and benefits 

      Evaluation activities 

 

$ 224,521  

 

$ 55,108  

 

$ (169,413) 

Training 

 

— 

 

— 

 

— 

Total direct costs 

 

224,521  

 

55,108  

 

(169,413) 

Indirect costs 

 

12,237  

 

3,003  

 

(9,234) 

Total program costs 

 

$ 236,758  

 

58,111  

 

$ (178,647) 

Less amount paid by state 

   

(19,546) 

  
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 

 

$ 38,565  

  
July 1, 1998, through June 30, 1999 

      Direct costs: 

      
Salaries and benefits 

      Evaluation activities 

 

$ 167,088  

 

$ 56,190  

 

$ (110,898) 

Training 

 

— 

 

— 

 

— 

Total direct costs 

 

167,088  

 

56,190  

 

(110,898) 

Indirect costs 

 

7,235  

 

2,433  

 

(4,802) 

Total program costs 

 

$ 174,323  

 

58,623  

 

$ (115,700) 

Less amount paid by state 

   

— 

  
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 

 

$ 58,623  

  
July 1, 1999, through June 30, 2000 

      Direct costs: 

      
Salaries and benefits 

      Evaluation activities 

 

$ 326,643  

 

$ 57,779  

 

$ (268,864) 

Training 

 

— 

 

— 

 

— 

Total direct costs 

 

326,643  

 

57,779  

 

(268,864) 

Indirect costs 

 

9,995  

 

1,768  

 

(8,227) 

Total program costs 

 

$ 336,638  

 

59,547  

 

$ (277,091) 

Less amount paid by state 

   

— 

  
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 

 

$ 59,547  
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Schedule 1 (continued) 
 

 

Cost Elements 

 

Actual Costs 

Claimed  

 

Allowable per 

Audit 

 

Audit 

Adjustment 
1
 

July 1, 2000, through June 30, 2001 

      Direct costs: 

      
Salaries and benefits 

      Evaluation activities 

 

$ 355,176  

 

$ 60,534  

 

$ (294,642) 

Training 

 

— 

 

— 

 

— 

Total direct costs 

 

355,176  

 

60,534  

 

(294,642) 

Indirect costs 

 

14,314  

 

2,440  

 

(11,874) 

Total program costs 

 

$ 369,490  

 

62,974  

 

$ (306,516) 

Less amount paid by state 

   

— 

  
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 

 

$ 62,974  

  
July 1, 2001, through June 30, 2002 

      Direct costs: 

      
Salaries and benefits 

      Evaluation activities 

 

$ 411,447  

 

$ 63,211  

 

$ (348,236) 

Training 

 

— 

 

— 

 

— 

Total direct costs 

 

411,447  

 

63,211  

 

(348,236) 

Indirect costs 

 

19,091  

 

2,933  

 

(16,158) 

Total program costs 

 

$ 430,538  

 

66,144  

 

$ (364,394) 

Less amount paid by state 

   

— 

  
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 

 

$ 66,144  

  
July 1, 2002, through June 30, 2003 

      Direct costs: 

      
Salaries and benefits 

      Evaluation activities 

 

$ 365,399  

 

$ 64,623  

 

$ (300,776) 

Training 

 

— 

 

— 

 

— 

Total direct costs 

 

365,399  

 

64,623  

 

(300,776) 

Indirect costs 

 

16,553  

 

2,927  

 

(13,626) 

Total program costs 

 

$ 381,952  

 

67,550  

 

$ (314,402) 

Less amount paid by state 

   

— 

  
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 

 

$ 67,550  
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Schedule 1 (continued) 
 

 

Cost Elements 

 

Actual Costs 

Claimed  

 

Allowable per 

Audit 

 

Audit 

Adjustment 
1
 

July 1, 2003, through June 30, 2004 

      Direct costs: 

      
Salaries and benefits 

      Evaluation activities 

 

$ 306,838  

 

$ 66,573  

 

$ (240,265) 

Training 

 

— 

 

— 

 

— 

Total direct costs 

 

306,838  

 

66,573  

 

(240,265) 

Indirect costs 

 

15,342  

 

3,329  

 

(12,013) 

Total program costs 

 

$ 322,180  

 

69,902  

 

$ (252,278) 

Less amount paid by state 

   

— 

  
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 

 

$ 69,902  

  
July 1, 2004, through June 30, 2005 

      Direct costs: 

      
Salaries and benefits 

      Evaluation activities 

 

$ 360,085  

 

$ 69,034  

 

$ (291,051) 

Training 

 

— 

 

— 

 

— 

Total direct costs 

 

360,085  

 

69,034  

 

(291,051) 

Indirect costs 

 

18,617  

 

3,569  

 

(15,048) 

Total program costs 

 

$ 378,702  

 

72,603  

 

$ (306,099) 

Less amount paid by state 

   

— 

  
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 

 

$ 72,603  

  
July 1, 2005, through June 30, 2006 

      Direct costs: 

      
Salaries and benefits 

      Evaluation activities 

 

$ 326,394  

 

$ 73,158  

 

$ (253,236) 

Training 

 

— 

 

— 

 

— 

Total direct costs 

 

326,394  

 

73,158  

 

(253,236) 

Indirect costs 

 

16,940  

 

3,797  

 

(13,143) 

Total program costs 

 

$ 343,334  

 

76,955  

 

$ (266,379) 

Less amount paid by state 

   

— 

  
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 

 

$ 76,955  
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Schedule 1 (continued) 
 

 

Cost Elements 

 

Actual Costs 

Claimed  

 

Allowable per 

Audit 

 

Audit 

Adjustment 
1
 

July 1, 2006, through June 30, 2007 

      Direct costs: 

      
Salaries and benefits 

      Evaluation activities 

 

$ 210,698  

 

$ 77,144  

 

$ (133,554) 

Training 

 

2,820  

 

2,836  

 

16  

Total direct costs 

 

213,518  

 

79,980  

 

(133,538) 

Indirect costs 

 

11,850  

 

4,437  

 

(7,413) 

Total program costs 

 

$ 225,368  

 

84,417  

 

$ (140,951) 

Less amount paid by state 

   

— 

  
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 

 

$ 84,417  

  
July 1, 2007, through June 30, 2008 

      Direct costs: 

      
Salaries and benefits 

      Evaluation activities 

 

$ 238,589  

 

$ 82,572  

 

$ (156,017) 

Training 

 

2,434  

 

2,383  

 

(51) 

Total direct costs 

 

241,023  

 

84,955  

 

(156,068) 

Indirect costs 

 

11,931  

 

4,205  

 

(7,726) 

Total program costs 

 

$ 252,954  

 

89,160  

 

$ (163,794) 

Less amount paid by state 

   

— 

  
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 

 

$ 89,160  

  
July 1, 2008, through June 30, 2009 

      Direct costs: 

      
Salaries and benefits 

      Evaluation activities 

 

$ 229,598  

 

$ 77,428  

 

$ (152,170) 

Training 

 

2,148  

 

1,593  

 

(555) 

Total direct costs 

 

231,746  

 

79,021  

 

(152,725) 

Indirect costs 

 

9,803  

 

3,343  

 

(6,460) 

Total program costs 

 

$ 241,549  

 

82,364  

 

$ (159,185) 

Less amount paid by state 

   

(211,391) 

  
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 

 

$ (129,027) 
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Schedule 1 (continued) 
 

 

Cost Elements 

 

Actual Costs 

Claimed  

 

Allowable per 

Audit 

 

Audit 

Adjustment 
1
 

July 1, 2009, through June 30, 2010 

      Direct costs: 

      
Salaries and benefits 

      Evaluation activities 

 

$ 175,637  

 

$ 58,631  

 

$ (117,006) 

Training 

 

314  

 

185  

 

(129) 

Total direct costs 

 

175,951  

 

58,816  

 

(117,135) 

Indirect costs 

 

8,235  

 

2,753  

 

(5,482) 

Total program costs 

 

$ 184,186  

 

61,569  

 

$ (122,617) 

Less amount paid by state 

   

(184,186) 

  
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 

 

$ (122,617) 

  
July 1, 2010, through June 30, 2011 

      Direct costs: 

      
Salaries and benefits 

      Evaluation activities 

 

$ 272,262  

 

$ 31,772  

 

$ (240,490) 

Training 

 

183  

 

126  

 

(57) 

Total direct costs 

 

272,445  

 

31,898  

 

(240,547) 

Indirect costs 

 

11,361  

 

1,330  

 

(10,031) 

Total program costs 

 

$ 283,806  

 

33,228  

 

$ (250,578) 

Less amount paid by state 

   

— 

  
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 

 

$ 33,228  

  
Summary: July 1, 1997, through June 30, 2011 

      Direct costs: 

      
Salaries and benefits 

      Evaluation activities 

 

$ 3,970,375  

 

$ 893,757  

 

$ (3,076,618) 

Training 

 

7,899  

 

7,123  

 

(776) 

Total direct costs 

 

3,978,274  

 

900,880  

 

(3,077,394) 

Indirect costs 

 

183,504  

 

42,267  

 

(141,237) 

Total program costs 

 

$ 4,161,778  

 

943,147  

 

$ (3,218,631) 

Less amount paid by state 

   

(415,123) 

  
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 

 

$ 528,024  

   

 

 

 

 
_________________________ 

1 See the Finding and Recommendation section. 
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Finding and Recommendation 
 

The district claimed $3,978,274 in salaries and benefits and $183,504 in 

related indirect costs for the audit period. We found that $3,077,394 in 

salaries and benefits is unallowable. The costs are unallowable primarily 

because the district claimed reimbursement for non-mandated evaluation 

costs ($3,076,618) and training costs ($776). Related indirect costs 

totaled $141,237.  

 

The following table summarizes the unallowable salaries and benefits 

and related indirect costs by fiscal year: 
 

(D) Total

(C ) Indirect Audit

(A) (B) Adjustment Costs Adjustment

Fiscal Year Claimed Allowable [(B)-(A)] Adjustment [(C)+(D)]

1997-98 224,521$     55,108$   (169,413)$    (9,234)$      (178,647)$    

1998-99 167,088       56,190     (110,898)      (4,802)        (115,700)      

1999-2000 326,643       57,779     (268,864)      (8,227)        (277,091)      

2000-01 355,176       60,534     (294,642)      (11,874)      (306,516)      

2001-02 411,447       63,211     (348,236)      (16,158)      (364,394)      

2002-03 365,399       64,623     (300,776)      (13,626)      (314,402)      

2003-04 306,838       66,573     (240,265)      (12,013)      (252,278)      

2004-05 360,085       69,034     (291,051)      (15,048)      (306,099)      

2005-06 326,394       73,158     (253,236)      (13,143)      (266,379)      

2006-07 213,518       79,980     (133,538)      (7,413)        (140,951)      

2007-08 241,023       84,955     (156,068)      (7,726)        (163,794)      

2008-09 231,746       79,021     (152,725)      (6,460)        (159,185)      

2009-10 175,951       58,816     (117,135)      (5,482)        (122,617)      

2010-11 272,445       31,898     (240,547)      (10,031)      (250,578)      

3,978,274$   900,880$ (3,077,394)$  (141,237)$   (3,218,631)$  

Salaries and Benefits

 

Time Log Activities  
 

The time logs determined the time it took district evaluators to perform 

11 activities within the teacher evaluation process. The district evaluated 

permanent, probationary, and temporary certificated instructional 

teachers. The time log results reported time for meetings, observation, 

report writing, and other activities within the evaluation process. 

 

The time logs determined it takes district evaluators an average of 3 

hours per permanent teacher to complete an evaluation, and an average 

of 5.42 hours per probationary/temporary teacher to complete an 

evaluation. 

 

  

FINDING— 

Overstated salaries 

and benefits and 

related indirect costs 
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Six of the 11 activities the district identified in its time logs are not 

reimbursable under the mandate. The six non-reimbursable activities 

include:  

 Conducting a certificated planning conference with the certificated 

staff member to review his or her goals and objectives; 

 Conducting a pre-observation conference with the certificated staff 

member; 

 Conducting a post-observation conference with the certificated staff 

member; 

 Conducting a mid-year evaluation conference with the temporary or 

probationary certificated staff member; 

 Conducting a final evaluation conference with certificated staff 

member; and 

 Discussing STAR results and how to improve instructional abilities 

with the certificated staff member. 

 

The program’s parameters and guidelines do not allow conferences (pre-, 

post-, and final observation conferences) between the evaluators and 

teachers, as conferences were required before the enactment of the test 

claim legislation. Therefore, these activities do not impose a new 

program or higher level of service. 

 

The parameters and guidelines do not allow reimbursement for 

discussing STAR results, as this activity is not listed as a reimbursable 

activity in the parameters and guidelines.  

 

The district’s time logs identified an activity described as “Receiving 

training, inside or outside the district on evaluating certificated staff.” 

We reviewed this information, along with district’s additional training 

documentation, in our Calculation of Allowable Training Costs section. 

 

We determined that the time spent on the following four activities is 

reimbursable:  

 Classroom observations; 

 Completing certificated observation form;  

 Writing the mid-year evaluation report (temporary or probationary 

staff member only); and 

 Writing the final evaluation report. 

 

The time logs found that it takes the district evaluators an average of 1.52 

hours per permanent teacher evaluation and 3.57 hours per 

probationary/temporary teacher (non-permanent) evaluation to complete 

allowable activities within the evaluation process.  In addition, the time 

logs supported that it takes the district evaluators an average of 12.93 

hours per unsatisfactory teacher evaluation to complete allowable 

activities within the evaluation process. 
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Completed Evaluations  
 

The district did not keep track of completed evaluations during the audit 

period. To support claimed evaluations, we used the data the district 

gathered from its time logs as a completed teacher evaluations database. 

We crossed-checked the database with the district’s employee listings to 

ensure that teachers were employed at the district each year and that their 

information was accurate. Once completed, we reviewed the completed 

teacher evaluations for each fiscal year to ensure that only eligible 

evaluations were counted for reimbursement. The parameters and 

guidelines allow reimbursement for those evaluations conducted for 

certificated instructional personnel who perform the requirements of 

education programs mandated by state or federal law during specific 

evaluation periods. 

 

The following table shows evaluations identified that are not 

reimbursable under the mandated program: 
 

District-

Fiscal Year Provided Audited Difference

2006-07 508 535 27            

2007-08 539 555 16            

2008-09 559 459 (100)         

2009-10 552 426 (126)         

2010-11 165 163 (2)             

Totals 2,323     2,138   (185)         

Number of Completed Evaluations

 
 

The non-reimbursable evaluations included the following: 

 Assistant principals, directors, librarians, nurses, coordinators, 

program specialists, psychologists, speech therapists, staff 

developers, and Teacher on Special Assignment (TOSA) employees 

who are not certificated instructional employees; 

 Adult education, hourly, and ROTC teachers who do not perform the 

requirements of the program that is mandated by state or federal law; 

 Teachers claimed multiple times in one school year; 

 Permanent biannual teachers claimed every year rather than every 

other year; and 

 Permanent five-year teachers claimed multiple times in a five-year 

period rather than once every five years.  
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Calculation of Allowable Evaluation Costs  
 

To arrive at allowable salaries and benefits for “evaluation activities” 

from fiscal year (FY) 2006-07 through FY 2010-11, we multiplied the 

number of allowable evaluations by allowable hours per evaluation and 

claimed productive hourly rates.  

 

For the remaining years, we used the data for FY 2006-07 as the “base” 

year. We applied an implicit price deflator to total allowable evaluation 

activities costs in FY 2006-07 to determine allowable evaluation 

activities costs for FY 1997-98 through FY 2005-06.   

 

The following table summarizes allowable evaluation costs by fiscal 

year.  
 

Audit

Fiscal Year Claimed Allowable Adjustment

1997-98 224,521$    55,108$   (169,413)$    

1998-99 167,088      56,190     (110,898)      

1999-2000 326,643      57,779     (268,864)      

2000-01 355,176      60,534     (294,642)      

2001-02 411,447      63,211     (348,236)      

2002-03 365,399      64,623     (300,776)      

2003-04 306,838      66,573     (240,265)      

2004-05 360,085      69,034     (291,051)      

2005-06 326,394      73,158     (253,236)      

2006-07 210,698      77,144     (133,554)      

2007-08 238,589      82,572     (156,017)      

2008-09 229,598      77,428     (152,170)      

2009-10 175,637      58,631     (117,006)      

2010-11 272,262      31,772     (240,490)      

Total 3,970,375$  893,757$ (3,076,618)$  

Evaluation activities

 
 

We then applied the applicable indirect cost rates to allowable evaluation 

activities to calculate allowable indirect costs of $41,912 for this 

component. 

 

Calculation of Allowable Training Costs  
 

The district claimed training hours from FY 2006-07 through FY 2010-

11, totaling $7,899 for the audit period. We found that $7,123 in training 

costs is reimbursable under the mandate and $776 is not reimbursable. 

The primary reason for the non-reimbursable costs was insufficient 

supporting documentation. The district did not provide sufficient 

documentation to support the costs related to the one-time activity of 

training staff on the implementation of the reimbursable activities listed 

in the parameters and guidelines.  

 

  

753



Poway Unified School District Stull Act Program 

-13- 

The following table summarizes claimed, allowable, and unallowable 

salaries and benefits related to training costs by fiscal year using the 

claimed PHRs: 

Audit

Fiscal Year Claimed Allowable Adjustment

2006-07 2,820$        2,836$     16$             

2007-08 2,434         2,383       (51)              

2008-09 2,148         1,593       (555)            

2009-10 314            185         (129)            

2010-11 183            126         (57)              

Total 7,899$        7,123$     (776)$          

Training

 
 

We applied the applicable indirect cost rates to allowable training costs 

to calculate allowable indirect costs of $355 for this component. 

 

The parameters and guidelines (section IV.A.1) state that the following is 

reimbursable:  

 
Evaluate and assess the performance of certificated instructional 

employees that perform the requirements of educational programs 

mandated by state or federal law as it reasonably relates to the 

instructional techniques and strategies used by the employee and the 

employee’s adherence to curricular objectives. 

Reimbursement for this activity is limited to:  

a. Reviewing the employee’s instructional techniques and strategies 

and adherence to curricular objectives, and  

b. Including in the written evaluation of the certificated instructional 

employees the assessment of these factors during the following 

evaluation periods:  

o Once each year for probationary certificated employees;  

o Every other year for permanent certificated employees; and  

o Beginning January 1, 2004, every five years for certificated 

employees with permanent status who have been employed at 

least ten years with the school district, are highly qualified, 

and whose previous evaluation rated the employee as meeting 

or exceeding standards, if the evaluator and certificated 

employee being evaluated agree.  

 

The parameters and guidelines (section IV.A.2) state that the following is 

reimbursable: 

 
Evaluate and assess the performance of certificated instructional 

employees that teach reading, writing, mathematics, history/social 

science, and science in grades 2 to 11 as it reasonably relates to the 

progress of pupils towards the state adopted academic content standards 

as measured by state adopted assessment tests.  

Reimbursement for this activity is limited to:  

a. Reviewing the results of the Standardized Testing and Reporting 

test as it reasonably relates to the performance of those certificated 

employees that teach reading, writing, mathematics, history/social 

science, and science in grades 2 to 11, and  

754



Poway Unified School District Stull Act Program 

-14- 

b. Including in the written evaluation of those certificated employees 

the assessment of the employee’s performance based on the 

Standardized Testing and Reporting results for the pupils they 

teach during the evaluation periods specified in Education Code 

section 44664, and described below:  

o Once each year for probationary certificated employees;  

o Every other year for permanent certificated employees; and  

o Beginning January 1, 2004, every five years for certificated 

employees with permanent status who have been employed at 

least ten years with the school district, are highly qualified, and 

whose previous evaluation rated the employee as meeting or 

exceeding standards, if the evaluator and certificated employee 

being evaluated agree.  

 

The parameters and guidelines (section IV.C—Training) state that 

training staff on implementing the reimbursable activities listed in 

Section IV of the parameters and guidelines is reimbursable as a one-

time activity for each employee. 

 

The parameters and guidelines (section IV—Reimbursable Activities) 

also state: 

 
To be eligible for mandated cost reimbursement for any fiscal year, 

only actual costs may be claimed. Actual costs are those costs actually 

incurred to implement the mandated activities. Actual costs must be 

traceable and supported by source documents that show the validity of 

such costs, when they were incurred, and their relationship to the 

reimbursable activities. A source document is a document created at or 

near the same time the actual cost was incurred for the event or activity 

in question. Source documents may include, but are not limited to, 

employee time records or time logs, sign-in sheets, invoices, and 

receipts. 

 

Recommendation 

 

Commencing in FY 2012-13, the district elected to participate in a block 

grant program, pursuant to Government Code section 17581.6, in lieu of 

filing annual mandated cost claims. If the district chooses to opt out of 

the block grant program, we recommend that the district ensure that 

claimed costs are based on actual costs, are for activities reimbursable 

under the program’s parameters and guidelines, and are supported by 

contemporaneous source documentation. 

 

District’s Response 

 
PART 1. TIME STUDY ACTIVITIES 

 

Using time study forms prepared by our mandate consultant, District 

staff evaluators recorded the time spent over the course of the year-long 

process to evaluate certificated staff during FY 2006-07 through FY 

2010-11. The annual cost of the evaluation process is based on the 

average time to implement eleven different components of the annual 

employee evaluation process, multiplied by the number of evaluations 

performed each year, and then multiplied by the average productive  
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hourly rates (salary and benefits) for the evaluators. For the eleven 

components, the total average time to complete the evaluation process 

based on the District time study documents and the audited allowable 

times are as follows: 

 

 District Audited 

Evaluation Ave. Hours Ave. Hours 

Type Time Study Allowed 

 

Permanent 3.0 1.52 

Probation/Temporary 5.42 3.57 

Unsatisfactory n/a 12.93 

 

The reported average time for each of the eleven evaluation activities 

was calculated by the auditor. At this time, the District has no objection 

to the audited average District time for each of the activities. The 

District does disagree with the audited total time which excludes six 

activities. 

 

The Six Non-Reimbursable Activities 

 

The draft audit report states six of the eleven activities identified in the 

time study are not reimbursable: 

1. Goals and objectives conference 

2. Pre-observation conference 

5. Post-observation conference 

6. Mid-year evaluation conference 

9. Final evaluation conference 

10. Discussing STAR results 

 

A seventh activity, training (11), was removed from the time study and 

separately adjusted. 

 

The draft audit report states that conferences between the evaluators 

and evaluated person are not reimbursable because they were required 

before the enactment of the test claim legislation and thus do not 

impose a new program or higher level of service. The District disagrees 

with this disallowance. The mandate reimburses the new program 

requirement to “evaluate and assess” which necessarily involves a 

comprehensive process. The conferences are one part of a continuum of 

evaluation and assessment steps, none of which individually completes 

the mandate. The conferences and related tasks are effective and 

efficient methods to evaluate and assess employees and necessary to 

communicate the findings of the evaluation to the employee. Whether 

the conferences in general were required as a matter of law before the 

Stull Act is a statewide issue for the Commission on State Mandates. 

 

The Four Allowed Activities 

 

The draft audit report states that four of the eleven activities identified 

by the district are reimbursable: 

3. Classroom observations (formal and informal); 

4. Observation form preparation 
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7. Mid-year evaluation report preparation 

8. Final evaluation report. 

 

The District agrees that these activities are reimbursable. 

 

SCO’s Comments 

 

Time Study Activities 

 

Our finding and recommendation are unchanged. The conferences 

between the teachers and evaluators are non-reimbursable activities. 

 

The district states in its response that “the mandate reimburses the new 

program requirement to ‘evaluate and assess’ which necessarily involves 

a comprehensive process.” We disagree. Not all activities from the 

evaluation process are reimbursable. The mandate reimburses only those 

activities that impose a new requirement or higher level of service for the 

agencies. 

 

The program’s parameters and guidelines (sections IV.A.1, IV.A.2, and 

IV.B.1) specify that reimbursement is limited to only those activities 

outlined in each section. Section IV.B.1 identifies reimbursable 

evaluation conferences only for those instances in which an 

unsatisfactory evaluation took place for certificated instructional or non-

instructional personnel in those years in which the employee would not 

have otherwise been evaluated.  

 

The district claimed costs for the conferences resulting from evaluations 

completed under sections IV.A.1 and IV.A.2 of the parameters and 

guidelines. Sections IV.A.1 and IV.A.2 do not identify evaluation 

conferences or any other types of conferences as reimbursable activities.  

 

Furthermore, the Commission found in its statement of decision that 

conferences between the evaluators and teachers are not reimbursable 

because they were required before the enactment of the test claim 

legislation.  

 

Under prior law, the evaluation was to be prepared in writing and a copy 

of the evaluation was to be given to the employee. A meeting was to be 

held between the certificated employee and the evaluator to discuss the 

evaluation and assessment. The Commission indicated in its statement of 

decision document that: 

 
…the 1975 test claim legislation did not amend the requirements in 

Former Education Code sections 13488 and 13489 to prepare written 

evaluations of certificated employees, receive responses to those 

evaluations, and conduct a meeting with the certificated employee to 

discuss the evaluation… 

 

Furthermore, the 1983 test claim statute still requires school districts to 

prepare the evaluation in writing, to transmit a copy to the employee, and 

to conduct a meeting with the employee to discuss the evaluation and 

assessment. These activities are not new. 
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However, the 1983 test claim statute amended the evaluation 

requirements by adding two new evaluation factors relating to 1) the 

instructional techniques and strategies used by the employee, and 2) the 

employee’s adherence to curricular objectives. The Commission found 

that Education Code section 44662, subdivision (b), as amended by 

Statutes of 1983, Chapter 498, imposed a new requirement on school 

districts to: 

 
…evaluate and assess the performance of certificated instructional 

employees that perform the requirements of educational programs 

mandated by state or federal law as it reasonably relates to the 

instructional techniques and strategies used by the employee and the 

employee’s adherence to curricular objectives. 

 

Reimbursement is limited to the additional requirements imposed by the 

amendments. The additional requirements include the review of the 

employee’s instructional techniques and strategies and adherence to 

curricular objectives, and to include in the written evaluation of the 

certificated instructional employees the assessment of only these factors. 

Conference activities do not impose a new program or higher level of 

service.  

 

District’s Response 
 

PART 2. COMPLETED AND ALLOWABLE EVALUATIONS 

 

A. Time Study (FY 2006-07 through FY 2010-11) 

 

The District has no ongoing database of names and position 

information for the evaluations conducted each fiscal year retroactive to 

FY 1997-98 (none was required by the claiming instructions). This 

information is available from the time study form for each evaluation 

conducted from FY 2006-07 through FY 2010-11. The auditor sorted 

the time study information by fiscal year and teacher name, and 

removed “unallowable evaluations”: non-instructional employees, 

unallowable job titles, duplicates, and evaluations not found during 

field work. “Unsatisfactory evaluations” were removed so a separate 

time average could be applied. The auditor provided the following table 

of modifications to the provided time study universe: 

 

Evaluations form time logs  2,323 

  Add: Evaluations found during testing  138 

Total evaluations  2,461 

Less:  

  Non-instructional employees 39 

  Unallowable job titles 8 

  Duplicates 243 

  No evaluation found during testing 14 

  Group evaluation 19 323 

Total audited allowable evaluations  2,138 

(2.133) routine and 5 unsatisfactory) 

 

The draft audit report disallows about 13% (323) of the 2,461 

evaluations included in the time study. The draft audit report states 

these evaluations were disallowed for five reasons: 
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1. Assistant principals, directors, librarians, nurses, coordinators, 

program specialists, and Teachers on Special Assignment (TOSA) 

employees who are not certificated instructional employees. 

 

This category of 39 disallowed evaluations comprises about 2% of the 

evaluations included in the time study. The parameters and guidelines 

states that the mandate is to evaluate the performance of “certificated 

instructional employees.” All certificated personnel are “instructional” 

personnel even if some are not classroom teachers. The audit report 

does not indicate how these other certificated personnel are not 

implementing the “curricular objectives.” The District does agree that 

the portion of the mandate relating to the evaluation of compliance with 

the testing assessment standards (the STAR component) is limited to 

classroom teachers because the parameters and guidelines specifically 

states “employees that teach” specified curriculum. A Commission on 

State Mandates decision will be needed since this is an issue of 

statewide significance relevant to all Stull Act audits. 

 

2. Adult education, hourly, and ROTC teachers who do not perform 

the requirements of the program that is mandated by state or 

federal law. 

 

This category of 8 disallowed evaluations comprises less than 1% of 

the evaluations included in the time study. For purposes of the Stull Act 

reimbursement, adult education teachers are properly excluded from the 

total allowed for reimbursement since they are not provided K-12 

instruction. However, the draft audit report does not state a basis to 

exclude the other instructors from the time study. 

 

3. Teacher evaluations claimed multiple times in one school year. 

 

This category of 243 disallowed evaluations comprises about 10% of 

the evaluations included in the time study. Potential and legitimate 

“duplicate” evaluations generally occur as a result of an employee 

transferring to another school during the evaluation cycle, or a change 

in employment status of the employee. The District agrees that for 

purposes of the Stull Act reimbursement, only one complete evaluation 

should be counted for each employee within the annual cycle. 

 

4. Permanent biannual teacher evaluations claimed every year rather 

than every other year. 

 

This category was not separately identified by the audit. The District 

has particular reasons for performing an evaluation of some permanent 

teachers more often than biannually. However, for purposes of the Stull 

Act reimbursement, only one complete evaluation should be counted 

for each employee every other year after the employee attains 

permanent status. 

 

5. Permanent five-year teachers claimed multiple times in a five-year 

period rather than once every five years. 

 

This category was not separately identified by the audit. The District 

has particular reasons for performing an evaluation of some permanent 

teachers more often than every five years. However, for purposes of the 

Stull Act reimbursement, only one complete evaluation should be 

counted for each permanent employee every fifth year after the 

employee attains fifth-year permanent status. 
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There are two other adjustment reasons not addressed by the draft audit 

report: 

 

6. No evaluation found during testing 

 

This category of 14 disallowed evaluations comprises less than 1% of 

the evaluations included in the time study. These disallowances appear 

to result when a time study form from an employee exists but no 

evaluation form was found in the employee file. The District asserts 

that the time study form is sufficient documentation that the evaluation 

occurred. 

 

7. Group evaluation 

 

This category of 19 disallowed evaluations comprises less than 1% of 

the evaluations included in the time study. The draft audit report does 

not state a basis to exclude this type of evaluation from the time study. 

 

SCO’s Comments 

 

Completed and Allowable Evaluations – Time Study (FY 2006-07 

through FY 2010-11) 

 

Our finding and recommendation are unchanged. 

 

1. Assistant principals, directors, librarians, nurses, coordinators, 

program specialists, and Teachers on Special Assignment (TOSA) 

employees who are not certificated instructional employees. 

 

The district states that “All certificated personnel are ‘instructional’ 

personnel even if some are not classroom teachers.” We disagree.  

 

The language of the parameters and guidelines and the Commission 

statement of decision address the difference between certificated 

instructional employees and certificated non-instructional employees.  

 

In its statement of decision, the Commission identifies instructional 

employees as teachers, and non-instructional employees as principals and 

various administrators. The Commission further states that the test claim 

legislation, as it relates to evaluation and assessment of certificated non-

instructional employees, does not constitute a new program or higher 

level of service. 

 

In addition, the parameters and guidelines clearly identify reimbursable 

components and activities as they relate to certificated instructional and 

certificated non-instructional personnel.  Our draft report identifies a 

finding related to the component of evaluating instructional techniques 

and strategies and adherence to curricular objectives for the certificated 

instructional employees. The intent of this component is to evaluate the 

elements of classroom instruction.  Assistant principals, directors, 

librarians, nurses, coordinators, program specialists, and TOSAs do not 

provide classroom instruction and are considered “non-instructional” 

certificated personnel. 
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2. Adult education, hourly, and ROTC teachers who do not perform the 

requirements of the program that is mandated by state or federal 

law. 

 

Regarding the issue of adult education teachers, the district states that 

they are “properly excluded from the total allowed for 

reimbursement. . . .” However, the district also states that “the draft audit 

report does not state a basis to exclude the other instructors from the time 

study.”  The hourly teacher was excluded because former Education 

Code section 13489 was amended (in 1973) to exclude hourly teachers 

from the requirement to evaluate and assess on a continuing basis.  The 

ROTC teachers were excluded because, per Education Code 51750, the 

establishment of a school course in military science and tactics is 

optional, and not a required course of study for any student.  Therefore, 

the ROTC course is not mandated.   

 

3. Teacher evaluations claimed multiple times in one school year. 

 

The district agrees that “only one complete evaluation should be counted 

for each employee within the annual cycle. . .” 

 

4. Permanent biannual teacher evaluations claimed every year rather 

than every other year. 

 

The district agrees that “only one complete evaluation should be counted 

for each employee every other year after the employee attains permanent 

status.”  

 

5. Permanent five-year teachers claimed multiple times in a five-year 

period rather than once every five years. 

 

The district agrees that “only one complete evaluation should be counted 

for each permanent employee every fifth year after the employee attains 

fifth-year permanent status.”  

 

6. No evaluation found during testing 

 

The district asserts that the “time study form is sufficient documentation 

that the evaluation occurred.” We disagree. 

 

During the fieldwork portion of the audit, we selected a sample of 

evaluations to test for compliance with the parameters and guidelines.  

Our review of the tested sample found fourteen evaluations that could 

not be located by the district. We excluded those fourteen evaluations 

from the total allowable population. 

 

7. Group evaluation 

 

During fieldwork, we found that an evaluator completed only one 

evaluation for twenty different employees. However, these employees 

were each listed separately in the total population of completed 

evaluations.  Since we found evidence that these employees were part of 

a single evaluation, we only allowed one evaluation. 
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District’s Response 

 
PART 2. COMPLETED AND ALLOWABLE EVALUATIONS 

 

B. Extrapolation of Prior Years (FY 1997-98 through FY 2005-06) 

 

In the absence of the previously mentioned database of the number of 

evaluations conducted each fiscal year, the audit used the cost date for 

FY 2006-07 as a “base” year and applied an Implicit Price Deflator to 

total allowable evaluation costs for FY 2006-07 to determine allowable 

evaluation costs for each of FY 1997-98 through FY 2005-06. 

 

The District believes that this extrapolation method overlooks the fact 

that the number of staff evaluated during these prior years would have 

been larger than those in later years. The audit uses averages for the 

years 1997-98 thru 2005-06 of 309 permanent, 115 probationary and 

temporary, and 1 unsatisfactory evaluation per year (425 total), based 

upon the time study results for the period 2006-07 thru 2010-11. This 

represents about 30% of the District teachers for those years. If the 

same percentage were applied to prior years, there would be a 

minimum of 413 permanent, 128 probationary and temporary 

evaluations for a total of 541 evaluations per year for the period 

1997-98 thru 2005-06. The District is continuing its work on this 

comparative data and will present it in the incorrect reduction claim. 

 

SCO’s Comments 

 

Completed and Allowable Evaluations – Extrapolation of Prior 

Years (FY 1997-98 through FY 2005-06) 

 

Our finding and recommendation are unchanged. 

 

The district asserts that the extrapolation method used for this audit 

“overlooks the fact that the number of staff evaluated during these prior 

years would have been larger than those in later years.”  The district has 

not provided evidence to support their assertion, but says it will provide 

this comparative data in the incorrect reduction claim. 

 

District’s Response 
 

PART 3. TRAINING COSTS 

 

The District claimed training time for staff during the time study period 

(FY 2006-07 through FY 2010-11) totaling $7,899. The draft audit 

report determined that $7,123 is reimbursable and $776 is not because 

some of the same district employees were claimed for more than one 

fiscal year. The District disagrees with this disallowance. Meetings 

with the principals and other evaluators to commence the annual 

evaluation cycle are reasonable and necessary when the collective 

bargaining contract or the District evaluation process changes. As a 

separate issue, the audit should include training costs in the prior year 

extrapolation process. 
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SCO’s Comments 

 

Training Costs 

 

Our finding and recommendation are unchanged.   

 

The district disagrees with the unallowable duplicate training hours 

claimed for the same employees. The district states that: 

 

Meetings with the principals and other evaluators to commence 

the annual evaluation cycle are reasonable and necessary when 

the collective bargaining contract or the District evaluation 

process changes. 

 

The parameters and guidelines state that the district may claim 

reimbursement to “train staff on implementing the reimbursable 

activities” and that training is reimbursable as a “one-time activity for 

each employee.”  

 

The district believes that the meetings with the principals and other 

evaluators are “reasonable and necessary” activities. However, the 

reimbursement is limited to only those activities outlined in the 

parameters and guidelines (section IV.C). 

 

The district also believes that training costs should have been included in 

the prior year extrapolation process.  We disagree.  Training costs are a 

one-time activity, for which the district did not provide any supporting 

documentation to verify compliance with the parameters and guidelines 

in the years prior to FY 2006-07. 

 

 

The district’s response included other comments related to the mandates 

cost claims.  The district’s comments and SCO’s response are presented 

below. 

 

District’s Response 

 
Pursuant to Government Code Section 6253, the District requests 

copies of all audit work papers in support of the audit findings. The 

District requests that the Controller provide the District any and all 

written audit instructions, memoranda, or other writings in effect and 

applicable during the claiming periods to the findings.  

 

SCO’s Comment  

 

The SCO will respond to the district’s request in a separate letter. 

 

OTHER ISSUE— 

Public Records 

Request 
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SUPERINTENDENT 
John P. Collins, Ed.O. POWAY UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT 

CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 

July 25, 2014 

Mr. Jim L. Spano, Chief 
Mandated Costs Audits Bureau 
Division of Audits 
State Controller's Office 
P.O. Box 942850 
Sacramento, CA 94250-5874 

Re: Poway Unified School District 
Stull Act Mandate Audit 
FY 1997-98 through FY 2010-11 

Dear Mr. Spano: 

858·521 ·2 778 
FAX 8 5 8-485-1388 

This letter is the response of the Poway Unified School District to the draft audit 
report dated July 9, 2014, received by the District on July 16, 2014, for the 
above-referenced program and fiscal years, transmitted by the letter from Jeffrey 
V. Brownfield, Chief, Division of Audits, State Controller's Office. 

The District appreciated the opportunity to utilize a time study of the mandate 
program activities to replace the original documentation for the historic claim 
years. The time study is a reasonable method to fulfill the Controller's 
expectations for cost accounting and documentation. However, the District will 
file an incorrect reduction claim due to the limited scope of activities approved for 
reimbursement. The District disagrees with the Controller's interpretation of the 
Stull Act legislation and the test claim findings. From the discussion at the audit 
entrance and exit conferences, as well as the results of previous audits at other 
districts, it is clear that this disagreement cannot be resolved at this point. A 
Commission on State Mandates decision will be needed since these are issues 
of statewide significance relevant to all Stull Act audits. 

Findings: Overstated salaries and benefits and related indirect costs 

The District claimed $3,978,27 4 in salaries and benefits and $183,504 in related 
indirect costs for the audit period. The audit determined that $3,077,394 in 
salaries and benefits are unallowable evaluation costs ($3,076,618) and training 
costs ($776). Related unallowable indirect costs totaled $141,237. 

DISTRICT OFFICE: 15250 Avenue of Science, San Diego. CA 92128-3406 • [858] 521-2800 • www.powayusd.com 
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PART 1. TIME STUDY ACTIVITIES 

Using time study forms prepared by our mandate consultant, District staff 
evaluators recorded the time spent over the course of the year-long process to 
evaluate certificated staff during FY 2006-07 through FY 2010-11 . The annual 
cost of the evaluation process is based on the average time to implement eleven 
different components of the annual employee evaluation process, multiplied by 
the number of evaluations performed each year, and then multiplied by the 
average productive hourly rates (salary and benefits) for the evaluators. For the 
eleven components. the total average time to complete the evaluation process 
based on the District time study documents and the audited allowable times are 
as follows: 

District Audited 
Evaluation Ave. Hours Ave. Hours 
~ Time Study Allowed 

Permanent 3.0 1.52 
Probationary/Temporary 5.42 3.57 
Unsatisfactory n/a 12.93 

The reported average time for each of the eleven evaluation activities was 
calculated by the auditor. At this time, the District has no objection to the audited 
average District time for each of the activities. The District does disagree with the 
audited total time which excludes six activities. 

The Six Non-Reimbursable Activities 

The draft audit report states six of the eleven activities identified in the time study 
are not reimbursable: 

1. Goals and objectives conference 

2. Pre-observation conference 

5. Post-observation conference 

6. Mid-year evaluation conference 

9. Final evaluation conference 

10. Discussing STAR results 

A seventh activity, training (11 ), was removed from the time study and separately 
adjusted. 
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The draft audit report states that conferences between the evaluators and 
evaluated person are not reimbursable because they were required before the 
enactment of the test claim legislation and thus do not impose a new program or 
higher level of service. The District disagrees with this disallowance. The 
mandate reimburses the new program requirement to "evaluate and assess" 
which necessarily involves a comprehensive process. The conferences are one 
part of a continuum of evaluation and assessment steps, none of which 
individually completes the mandate. The conferences and related tasks are 
effective and efficient methods to evaluate and assess employees and necessary 
to communicate the findings of the evaluation to the employee. Whether the 
conferences in general were required as a matter of law before the Stull Act is a 
statewide issue for the Commission on State mandates. 

The Four Allowed Activities 

The draft audit report states that four of the eleven activities identified by the 
district are reimbursable: 

3. Classroom observations (formal and informal); 

4. Observation form preparation 

7. Mid-year evaluation report preparation 

8. Final evaluation report. 

The District agrees that these activities are reimbursable. 

PART 2. COMPLETED AND ALLOWABLE EVALUATIONS 

A. Time Study (FY 2006-07 through FY 2010-11) 

The District has no ongoing database of names and position information for the 
evaluations conducted each fiscal year retroactive to FY 1997-98 (none was 
required by the claiming instructions). This information is available from the time 
study form for each evaluation conducted from FY 2006-07 through FY 2010-11 . 
The auditor sorted the time study information by fiscal year and teacher name, 
and removed "unallowable evaluations": non-instructional employees, 
unallowable job titles, duplicates, and evaluations not found during field work. 
"Unsatisfactory evaluations" were removed so a separate time average could be 
applied. The auditor provided the following table of modifications to the provided 
time study universe: 
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Evaluations from time logs 
Add: Evaluations found during testing 

Total evaluations 
Less: 

Non-instructional employees 
Unallowable job titles 
Duplicates 
No evaluation found during testing 
Group evaluation 

Total audited allowable evaluations 
(2, 133 routine and 5 unsatisfactory) 

39 
8 

243 
14 

-11! 

2,323 
____11§ 
2,461 

2, 138 

July 25. 2014 

The draft audit report disallows about 13% (323) of the 2,461 evaluations 
included in the time study. The draft audit report states these evaluations were 
disallowed for five reasons: 

1. Assistant principals, directors, librarians, nurses, coordinators, program 
specialists, and Teachers on Special Assignment (TOSA) employees who 
are not certificated instructional employees. 

This category of 39 disallowed evaluations comprises about 2% of the 
evaluations included in the time study. The parameters and guidelines state that 
the mandate is to evaluate the performance of "certificated instructional 
employees." All certificated personnel are "instructional" personnel even if some 
are not classroom teachers. The audit report does not indicate how these other 
certificated personnel are not implementing the "curricular objectives." The 
District does agree that the portion of the mandate relating to the evaluation of 
compliance with the testing assessment standards (the STAR component) is 
limited to classroom teachers because the parameters and guidelines specifically 
state "employees that teach" specified curriculum. A Commission on State 
Mandates decision will be needed since this is an issue of statewide significance 
relevant to all Stull Act audits. 

2. Adult education, hourly, and ROTC teachers who do not perform the 
requirements of the program that is mandated by state or federal law. 

This category of 8 disallowed evaluations comprises less than 1 % of the 
evaluations included in the time study. For purposes of the Stull Act 
reimbursement, adult education teachers are properly excluded from the total 
allowed for reimbursement since they are not providing K-12 instruction. 
However, the draft audit report does not state a basis to exclude the other 
instructors from the time study. 
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3. Teacher evaluations claimed multiple times in one school year. 

This category of 243 disallowed evaluations comprises about 10% of the 
evaluations included in the time study. Potential and legitimate "duplicate" 
evaluations generally occur as a result of an employee transferring to another 
school during the evaluation cycle, or a change in employment status of the 
employee. The District agrees that for purposes of the Stull Act reimbursement, 
only one complete evaluation should be counted for each employee within the 
annual cycle. 

4. Permanent biannual teacher evaluations claimed every year rather than 
every other year. 

This category was not separately identified by the audit. The District has 
particular reasons for performing an evaluation of some permanent teachers 
more often than biannually. However, for purposes of the Stull Act 
reimbursement, only one complete evaluation should be counted for each 
employee every other year after the employee attains permanent status. 

5. Permanent five-year teachers claimed multiple times in a five-year period 
rather than once every five years. 

This category was not separately identified by the audit. The District has 
particular reasons for performing an evaluation of some permanent teachers 
more often than every five years. However, for purposes of the Stull Act 
reimbursement, only one complete evaluation should be counted for each 
permanent employee every fifth year after the employee attains fifth-year 
permanent status. 

There are two other adjustment reasons not addressed by the draft audit report: 

6. No evaluation found during testing 

This category of 14 disallowed evaluations comprises less than 1 % of the 
evaluations included in the time study. These disallowances appear to result 
when a time study form for an employee exists but no evaluation form was found 
in the employee file. The District asserts that the time study form is sufficient 
documentation that the evaluation occurred. 

7. Group evaluation 

This category of 19 disallowed evaluations comprises less than 1 % of the 
evaluations included in the time study. The draft audit report does not state a 
basis to exclude this type of evaluation from the time study. 
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JOHN CHIANG 

California State Controller 
 

May 27, 2014 

 

 

Margarita Rios, President 

Board of Education 

Norwalk-La Mirada Unified School District 

12820 Pioneer Boulevard 

Norwalk, CA  90650 

 

Dear Ms. Rios: 

 

The State Controller’s Office audited the costs claimed by Norwalk-La Mirada Unified School 

District for the legislatively mandated Stull Act Program (Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983, and 

Chapter 4, Statutes of 1999) for the period of July 1, 1997, through June 30, 2011. 

 

The district claimed $4,366,931 for the mandated program. Our audit found that $751,351 is 

allowable and $3,615,580 is unallowable. The costs are unallowable primarily because the 

district claimed reimbursement for estimated costs and non-mandated activities, and misstated 

productive hourly rates. The State paid the district $859,122. The amount paid exceeds allowable 

costs claimed by $107,771. 

 

If you disagree with the audit finding, you may file an Incorrect Reduction Claim (IRC) with the 

Commission on State Mandates (CSM). The IRC must be filed within three years following the 

date that we notify you of a claim reduction. You may obtain IRC information at the CSM’s 

website at www.csm.ca.gov/docs/IRCForm.pdf. 

 

If you have any questions, please contact Jim L. Spano, Chief, Mandated Cost Audits Bureau, by 

phone at (916) 323-5849. 

 

Sincerely, 

 
Original signed by 

 

JEFFREY V. BROWNFIELD, CPA 

Chief, Division of Audits 

 

JVB/mh 
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Audit Report 
 

The State Controller’s Office (SCO) audited the costs claimed by 

Norwalk-La Mirada Unified School District for the legislatively 

mandated Stull Act Program (Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983, and Chapter 

4, Statutes of 1999) for the period of July 1, 1997, through June 30, 

2011.  

 

The district claimed $4,366,931 for the mandated program. Our audit 

found that $751,351 is allowable and $3,615,580 is unallowable. The 

costs are unallowable primarily because the district claimed 

reimbursement for estimated costs and non-mandated activities, and 

misstated productive hourly rates. The State paid the district $859,122. 

The amount paid exceeds allowable costs claimed by $107,771. 

 

 

Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983, and Chapter 4, Statutes of 1999, added 

Education Code sections 44660-44665. The legislation provided 

reimbursement for specific activities related to evaluation and assessment 

of the  erformance of “certificated  ersonnel” within each school 

district, except for those employed in local, discretionary educational 

programs. 

 

On May 27, 2004, the Commission on State Mandates (CSM) 

determined that the legislation imposed a state mandate reimbursable 

under Government Code section 17514. 

 

The  rogram’s  arameters and guidelines establish the State mandate and 

define reimbursement criteria. The CSM adopted the parameters and 

guidelines on September 27, 2005. In compliance with Government 

Code section 17558, the SCO issues claiming instructions to assist local 

agencies and school districts in claiming mandated program reimbursable 

costs. 

 

The Commission approved reimbursable activities as follows: 

 Evaluate and assess the performance of certificated instructional 

employees who perform the requirements of educational programs 

mandated by state or federal laws as it reasonably relates to the 

instructional techniques and strategies used by the employee and the 

em loyee’s adherence to curricular objectives ( ducation Code 

section 44662(b) as amended by Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983). 

 Evaluate and assess the performance of certificated instructional 

employees who teach reading, writing, mathematics, history/social 

science, and science in grades 2 to 11 as it reasonably relates to the 

progress of pupils toward the state adopted academic content 

standards as measured by state adopted assessment tests (Education 

Code section 44662(b) as amended by Chapter 4, Statutes of 1999). 
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 Assess and evaluate permanent certificated, instructional, and non-

instructional employees who perform the requirements of 

educational programs mandated by state or federal law and receive 

an unsatisfactory evaluation in the years in which the permanent 

certificated employee would not have otherwise been evaluated 

pursuant to Education Code section 44664.  The additional 

evaluations shall last until the employee achieves a positive 

evaluation, or is separated from the school district (Education Code 

section 44664 as amended by Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983). 

 

 

We conducted the audit to determine whether costs claimed represent 

increased costs resulting from the Stull Act Program for the period of 

July 1, 1997, through June 30, 2011. 

 

Our audit scope included, but was not limited to, determining whether 

costs claimed were supported by appropriate source documents, were not 

funded by another source, and were not unreasonable and/or excessive. 

 

We conducted this performance audit under the authority of Government 

Code sections 12410, 17558.5, and 17561. We did not audit the district’s 

financial statements. We conducted the audit in accordance with 

generally accepted government auditing standards. Those standards 

require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, 

appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and 

conclusions based on our audit objectives. We believe that the evidence 

obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions 

based on our audit objectives. 

 

We limited our review of the district’s internal controls to gaining an 

understanding of the transaction flow and claim preparation process as 

necessary to develop appropriate auditing procedures. 

 

We conducted this performance audit under the authority of Government 

Code sections 12410, 17558.5, and 17561. We did not audit the district’s 

financial statements. Except for the issue noted below, we conducted the 

audit in accordance with generally accepted government auditing 

standards. Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to 

obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for 

our findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives. We believe 

that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings 

and conclusions based on our audit objectives. 

 

We limited our review of the district’s internal controls to gaining an 

understanding of the transaction flow and claim preparation process as 

necessary to develop appropriate auditing procedures. 

 

 

Our audit found an instance of noncompliance with the requirements 

outlined above. This instance is described in the accompanying Summary 

of Program Costs (Schedule 1) and in the Finding and Recommendation 

section of this report. 
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For the audit period, Norwalk-La Mirada Unified School District claimed 

$4,366,931 for costs of the Stull Act Program. Our audit found that 

$751,351 is allowable and $3,615,580 is unallowable. 

 

For the fiscal year (FY) 1997-98 claim, the State paid the district $9,297. 

Our audit found that $35,091 is allowable. The State will pay the 

allowable costs claimed that exceed the amount paid, totaling $25,794, 

contingent upon available appropriations. 

 

For the FY 1998-99 through FY 2007-08 claims, the State made no 

payments to the district. Our audit found that $541,689 is allowable. The 

State will pay allowable costs claimed, contingent upon available 

appropriations. 

 

For the FY 2008-09 claim, the State paid the district $566,879. Our audit 

found that $55,894 is allowable. The State will offset $510,985 from 

other mandated program payments due the district. Alternatively, the 

district may remit this amount to the State.  

 

For the FY 2009-10 claim, the State paid the district $281,946. Our audit 

found that $56,036 is allowable. The State will offset $225,910 from 

other mandated program payments due the district. Alternatively, the 

district may remit this amount to the State.  

 

For the FY 2010-11 claim, the State paid the district $1,000. Our audit 

found that $62,641 is allowable. The State will pay allowable costs 

claimed that exceed the amount paid, totaling $61,641, contingent upon 

available appropriations. 

 

 

We issued a draft audit report on April 28, 2014. Estuardo Santillan, 

Assistant Superintendent, Business Services, responded by letter dated 

May 8, 2014 (Attachment), disagreeing with the audit results. This final 

audit re ort includes the district’s res onse. 

 

 

This report is solely for the information and use of Norwalk-La Mirada 

Unified School District, the Los Angeles County Office of Education, the 

California Department of Education, the California Department of 

Finance, and the SCO; it is not intended to be and should not be used by 

anyone other than these specified parties. This restriction is not intended 

to limit distribution of this report, which is a matter of public record 

 

 

 

Original signed by 

 

JEFFREY V. BROWNFIELD, CPA 

Chief, Division of Audits 

 

May 27, 2014 

Restricted Use 

Views of 

Responsible 

Official 
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Schedule 1— 

Summary of Program Costs 

July 1, 1997, through June 30, 2011 
 

 

Cost Elements  

Actual Costs 

Claimed  

Allowable 

per Audit  

Audit 

Adjustment  

July 1, 1997, through June 30, 1998        

Direct costs:        

Salaries and benefits          

Evaluation activities  $ 104,662  $ 32,615  $ (72,047)  

Training   —   —   —  

Total direct costs   104,662   32,615   (72,047)  

Indirect costs   7,944   2,476   (5,468)  

Total program costs  $ 112,606   35,091  $ (77,515)  

Less amount paid by the State     (9,297)    

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid  $ 25,794    

July 1, 1998, through June 30, 1999        

Direct costs:        

Salaries and benefits          

Evaluation activities  $ 112,463  $ 37,372  $ (75,091)  

Training   —   —   —  

Total direct costs   112,463   37,372   (75,091)  

Indirect costs   8,626   2,866   (5,760)  

Total program costs  $ 121,089   40,238  $ (80,851)  

Less amount paid by the State     —    

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid  $ 40,238    

July 1, 1999, through June 30, 2000        

Direct costs:        

Salaries and benefits          

Evaluation activities  $ 197,347  $ 40,444  $ (156,903)  

Training   —   —   —  

Total direct costs   197,347   40,444   (156,903)  

Indirect costs   13,518   2,770   (10,748)  

Total program costs  $ 210,865   43,214  $ (167,651)  

Less amount paid by the State     —    

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid  $ 43,214    
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Schedule 1 (continued) 
 

 

Cost Elements  

Actual Costs 

Claimed  

Allowable 

per Audit  

Audit 

Adjustment  

July 1, 2000, through June 30, 2001        

Direct costs:        

Salaries and benefits          

Evaluation activities  $ 232,354  $ 54,316  $ (178,038)  

Training   —   —   —  

Total direct costs   232,354   54,316   (178,038)  

Indirect costs   15,684   3,666   (12,018)  

Total program costs  $ 248,038   57,982  $ (190,056)  

Less amount paid by the State     —    

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid  $ 57,982    

July 1, 2001, through June 30, 2002        

Direct costs:        

Salaries and benefits          

Evaluation activities  $ 256,963  $ 60,198  $ (196,765)  

Training   —   —   —  

Total direct costs   256,963   60,198   (196,765)  

Indirect costs   17,371   4,070   (13,301)  

Total program costs  $ 274,334   64,268  $ (210,066)  

Less amount paid by the State     —    

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid  $ 64,268    

July 1, 2002, through June 30, 2003        

Direct costs:        

Salaries and benefits          

Evaluation activities  $ 289,883  $ 51,056  $ (238,827)  

Training   —   —   —  

Total direct costs   289,883   51,056   (238,827)  

Indirect costs   21,509   3,788   (17,721)  

Total program costs  $ 311,392   54,844  $ (256,548)  

Less amount paid by the State     —    

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid  $ 54,844    
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Schedule 1 (continued) 
 

 

Cost Elements  

Actual Costs 

Claimed  

Allowable 

per Audit  

Audit 

Adjustment  

July 1, 2003, through June 30, 2004        

Direct costs:        

Salaries and benefits          

Evaluation activities  $ 304,642  $ 54,838  $ (249,804)  

Training   —   —   —  

Total direct costs   304,642   54,838   (249,804)  

Indirect costs   21,995   3,959   (18,036)  

Total program costs  $ 326,637   58,797  $ (267,840)  

Less amount paid by the State     —    

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid  $ 58,797    

July 1, 2004, through June 30, 2005        

Direct costs:        

Salaries and benefits          

Evaluation activities  $ 339,664  $ 55,295  $ (284,369)  

Training   —   —   —  

Total direct costs   339,664   55,295   (284,369)  

Indirect costs   12,839   2,090   (10,749)  

Total program costs  $ 352,503   57,385  $ (295,118)  

Less amount paid by the State     —    

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid  $ 57,385    

July 1, 2005, through June 30, 2006        

Direct costs:        

Salaries and benefits          

Evaluation activities  $ 378,436  $ 52,331  $ (326,105)  

Training   1,898   1,872   (26)  

Total direct costs   380,334   54,203   (326,131)  

Indirect costs   12,942   1,854   (11,088)  

Total program costs  $ 393,276   56,057  $ (337,219)  

Less amount paid by the State     —    

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid  $ 56,057    
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Schedule 1 (continued) 
 

 

Cost Elements  

Actual Costs 

Claimed  

Allowable 

per Audit  

Audit 

Adjustment  

July 1, 2006, through June 30, 2007        

Direct costs:        

Salaries and benefits          

Evaluation activities  $ 421,281  $ 52,503  $ (368,778)  

Training   —   —   —  

Total direct costs   421,281   52,503   (368,778)  

Indirect costs   23,002   2,867   (20,135)  

Total program costs  $ 444,283   55,370  $ (388,913)  

Less amount paid by the State     —    

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid  $ 55,370    

July 1, 2007, through June 30, 2008        

Direct costs:        

Salaries and benefits          

Evaluation activities  $ 202,836  $ 48,925  $ (153,911)  

Training   2,227   1,746   (481)  

Total direct costs   205,063   50,671   (154,392)  

Indirect costs   11,586   2,863   (8,723)  

Total program costs  $ 216,649   53,534  $ (163,115)  

Less amount paid by the State     —    

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid  $ 53,534    

July 1, 2008, through June 30, 2009        

Direct costs:        

Salaries and benefits          

Evaluation activities  $ 617,697  $ 52,952  $ (564,745)  

Training   1,274   459   (815)  

Total direct costs   618,971   53,411   (565,560)  

Indirect costs   28,782   2,483   (26,299)  

Total program costs  $ 647,753   55,894  $ (591,859)  

Less amount paid by the State     (566,879)    

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid  $ (510,985)    
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Schedule 1 (continued) 
 

 

Cost Elements  

Actual Costs 

Claimed  

Allowable 

per Audit  

Audit 

Adjustment  

July 1, 2009, through June 30, 2010        

Direct costs:        

Salaries and benefits          

Evaluation activities  $ 273,506  $ 54,240  $ (219,266)  

Training   175   153   (22)  

Total direct costs   273,681   54,393   (219,288)  

Indirect costs   8,265   1,643   (6,622)  

Total program costs  $ 281,946   56,036  $ (225,910)  

Less amount paid by the State     (281,946)    

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid  $ (225,910)    

July 1, 2010, through June 30, 2011        

Direct costs:        

Salaries and benefits          

Evaluation activities  $ 406,534  $ 59,840  $ (346,694)  

Training   —   —   —  

Total direct costs   406,534   59,840   (346,694)  

Indirect costs   19,026   2,801   (16,225)  

Total program costs  $ 425,560   62,641  $ (362,919)  

Less amount paid by the State     (1,000)    

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid  $ 61,641    

Summary: July 1, 1997, through June 30, 2011        

Direct costs:        

Salaries and benefits          

Evaluation activities  $ 4,138,268  $ 706,925  $ (3,431,343)  

Training   5,574   4,230   (1,344)  

Total direct costs   4,143,842   711,155   (3,432,687)  

Indirect costs   223,089   40,196   (182,893)  

Total program costs  $ 4,366,931   751,351  $ (3,615,580)  

Less amount paid by the State     (859,122)    

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid  $ (107,771)    
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Finding and Recommendation 
 

The district claimed $4,143,842 in salaries and benefits and $223,089 in 

related indirect costs for the audit period. We found that $3,432,687 in 

salaries and benefits is unallowable. The costs are unallowable primarily 

because the district claimed reimbursement for non-mandated evaluation 

costs ($3,431,343) and training costs ($1,344). Related indirect costs 

totaled $182,893. 

 

The following table summarizes the unallowable salaries and benefits 

and related indirect costs by fiscal year: 

 

(D) Total

Indirect Audit

(A) (B) (C ) Costs Adjustment

Fiscal Year Claimed Allowable Adjustment Adjustment [(C )+(D)]

1997-98 104,662$     32,615$   (72,047)$      (5,468)$      (77,515)$      

1998-99 112,463       37,372     (75,091)        (5,760)        (80,851)        

1999-2000 197,347       40,444     (156,903)      (10,748)      (167,651)      

2000-01 232,354       54,316     (178,038)      (12,018)      (190,056)      

2001-02 256,963       60,198     (196,765)      (13,301)      (210,066)      

2002-03 289,883       51,056     (238,827)      (17,721)      (256,548)      

2003-04 304,642       54,838     (249,804)      (18,036)      (267,840)      

2004-05 339,664       55,295     (284,369)      (10,749)      (295,118)      

2005-06 380,334       54,203     (326,131)      (11,088)      (337,219)      

2006-07 421,281       52,503     (368,778)      (20,135)      (388,913)      

2007-08 205,063       50,671     (154,392)      (8,723)        (163,115)      

2008-09 618,971       53,411     (565,560)      (26,299)      (591,859)      

2009-10 273,681       54,393     (219,288)      (6,622)        (225,910)      

2010-11 406,534       59,840     (346,694)      (16,225)      (362,919)      

4,143,842$   711,155$ (3,432,687)$  (182,893)$   (3,615,580)$  

Salaries and Benefits

 

Unsupported Costs  

 

The majority of the costs claimed by the district were unsupported 

because they were based on time records identifying estimated average 

time increments, which were not completed contemporaneously. 

 

At the entrance conference, the district acknowledged that the time 

documentation submitted with the claims represented estimated averages 

of the time spent completing teacher evaluations.  The district requested 

to proceed with a full-year time study during FY 2012-13 as a substitute 

for records of actual time spent on teacher evaluations.  We suspended 

the audit while the district performed the time study.  The district applied 

the time study results to the audit period. 
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Time Study Activities  

 

The time study determined the time it took district evaluators to perform 

eight activities within the teacher evaluation process. The district 

evaluated permanent, probationary, and temporary certificated 

instructional teachers. The time study results reported time for meetings, 

observation, report writing, and other activities within the evaluation 

process. 

 

The time study determined that it takes district evaluators an average of 

4.40 hours per permanent teacher to complete an evaluation, and an 

average of 5.07 hours per probationary/temporary teacher (non-

permanent) to complete an evaluation. 

 

Five of the eight activities the district identified in its time study are not 

reimbursable under the mandate. The five non-reimbursable activities 

include:  

1. Conducting a goals and objectives conference with the certificated 

staff member to review their goals and objectives;  

2. Conducting a pre-observation conference with the certificated staff 

member;  

3. Conducting a post-observation conference with the certificated staff 

member; 

4. Conducting a final evaluation conference with the certificated staff 

member; and 

5. Discussing STAR results and how to improve instructional abilities 

with this certificated staff member outside of the activities identified.  

 

The  rogram’s  arameters and guidelines do not allow reimbursement 

for conferences (pre-, post-, and final observation conferences) between 

the evaluators and teachers, as this activity was required before the 

enactment of the test claim legislation. Therefore, these activities do not 

impose a new program or higher level of service. 

 

The parameters and guidelines do not allow reimbursement for 

discussing STAR results, as this activity is not listed as a reimbursable 

activity in the parameters and guidelines. In addition, interviews with the 

district evaluators revealed that discussing STAR results entailed 

conducting group meetings of overall STAR performance and areas in 

need of improvement, rather than separately evaluating each individual 

teacher performance based on STAR results. 

 

We determined that the time spent on the following three activities is 

reimbursable:  

1. Classroom observations (formal and informal);  

2. Writing a report regarding observations; and  

3. Writing the final evaluation report.  
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The time study results found that it takes district evaluators an average of 

1.89 hours per permanent teacher evaluation and 3.07 hours per 

probationary/temporary teacher (non-permanent) to complete allowable 

activities within the evaluation process. In addition, the time study 

supported that it takes the district evaluators an average of 12.99 hours 

per unsatisfactory teacher evaluation to complete allowable activities 

within the evaluation process. 

 

Completed Evaluations  

 

The district did not keep track of completed evaluations during the audit 

period. To support claimed evaluations, the district created a database of 

completed teacher evaluations by reviewing employee files. Once 

completed, we reviewed the completed teacher evaluations for each 

fiscal year to ensure that only eligible evaluations were counted for 

reimbursement. The parameters and guidelines allow reimbursement for 

those evaluations conducted for certificated instructional personnel who 

perform the requirements of education programs mandated by state or 

federal law during specific evaluation periods. 

 

The following table shows evaluations identified that are not 

reimbursable under the mandated program: 

 

District-

Fiscal Year Provided Audited Difference

1997-98 384 217 (167)           

1998-99 412 237 (175)           

1999-2000 439 240 (199)           

2000-01 534 300 (234)           

2001-02 558 330 (228)           

2002-03 481 272 (209)           

2003-04 493 298 (195)           

2004-05 474 284 (190)           

2005-06 421 251 (170)           

2006-07 376 252 (124)           

2007-08 361 234 (127)           

2008-09 382 243 (139)           

2009-10 373 259 (114)           

2010-11 440 318 (122)           

Totals 6,128     3,735   (2,393)         

Number of Completed Evaluations
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The non-reimbursable evaluations included the following: 

 Counselors, literacy coaches, school nurses, disabilities service 

resource, paraeducators, Title I resource,  and Teachers on Special 

Assignment (TOSAs) who are not certificated instructional 

employees; 

 Non-special education preschool teachers and adult education 

teachers who do not perform the requirements of the program that 

are mandated by state or federal law; 

 Duplicate teacher evaluations claimed multiple times in one school 

year; and 

 Permanent biannual teacher evaluations claimed every year rather 

than every other year.  

 

Average Productive Hourly Rate (PHR)  

 

The district claimed an average productive hourly rate (PHR) for the 

district’s evaluators in each fiscal year  Using the com leted teacher 

evaluations database, we obtained a list of all evaluators at the district. 

We recalculated each evaluator’s  H   using the district-provided 

payroll data. We then calculated an average rate for FY 2005-06 through 

FY 2010-11.  The older records were kept on an inactive system that the 

district was unable to reasonably access.  However, based on our analysis 

of the recent five fiscal years and review of the rates for the older years, 

we accepted the rates for the prior years as claimed. 

 

The following table shows the PHR audit adjustments by fiscal year: 

 

Fiscal Year Claimed Audited Difference

2006-07 73.39     73.46   0.07            

2007-08 74.37     75.85   1.48            

2008-09 80.31     76.54   (3.77)          

2009-10 81.59     76.57   (5.02)          

2010-11 98.69     75.51   (23.18)         

Average Productive Hourly Rate

 
 

The misstated average PHRs resulted in overstated costs of $23,648.  Of 

that amount, $23,528 relates to allowable evaluation costs and $120 

relates to allowable training costs.  The overstated costs are included in 

the evaluation and training cost adjustments. 

 

Calculation of Allowable Evaluation Costs  

 

To arrive at allowable salaries and benefits in each fiscal year, we 

multiplied the number of allowable evaluations by allowable hours per 

evaluation and average audited PHRs.  
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The following table summarizes allowable evaluation costs by fiscal year 

using the audited PHRs. 
 

Audit

Fiscal Year Claimed Allowable Adjustment

1997-98 104,662$    32,615$   (72,047)$      

1998-99 112,463      37,372     (75,091)        

1999-2000 197,347      40,444     (156,903)      

2000-01 232,354      54,316     (178,038)      

2001-02 256,963      60,198     (196,765)      

2002-03 289,883      51,056     (238,827)      

2003-04 304,642      54,838     (249,804)      

2004-05 339,664      55,295     (284,369)      

2005-06 378,436      52,331     (326,105)      

2006-07 421,281      52,503     (368,778)      

2007-08 202,836      48,925     (153,911)      

2008-09 617,697      52,952     (564,745)      

2009-10 273,506      54,240     (219,266)      

2010-11 406,534      59,840     (346,694)      

Total 4,138,268$  706,925$ (3,431,343)$  

Evaluation activities

 
 

We then applied the applicable indirect cost rates to allowable evaluation 

activities to calculate allowable indirect costs of $40,007 for this 

component. 
 

Calculation of Allowable Training Costs  
 

The district claimed training hours in several fiscal years, totaling $5,574 

for the audit period. We found that $4,230 in training costs is 

reimbursable under the mandate and $1,344 is not reimbursable. The 

primary reason for the unsupported training costs was district employees 

exceeding one-time training.  The district did not support that the 

additional training hours related to one-time training on other 

reimbursable activities listed in the parameters and guidelines.  
 

The following table summarizes claimed, allowable, and unallowable 

salaries and benefits related to training costs by fiscal year using the 

audited PHRs: 
 

Audit

Fiscal Year Claimed Allowable Adjustment

2005-06 1,898$        1,872$     (26)$            

2007-08 2,227         1,746       (481)            

2008-09 1,274         459         (815)            

2009-10 175            153         (22)              

Total 5,574$        4,230$     (1,344)$        

Training

 
  

788



Norwalk-La Mirada School District Stull Act Program 

-14- 

For FY 2005-06, the district incorrectly claimed costs related to training 

as travel and training rather than salaries and benefits.  We reclassified 

the district’s training costs to salaries and benefits   We then a  lied the 

applicable indirect cost rates to allowable training costs to calculate 

allowable indirect costs of $189 for this component. 

 

The parameters and guidelines (section IV.A.1) state that the following is 

reimbursable:  

 
Evaluate and assess the performance of certificated instructional 

employees that perform the requirements of educational programs 

mandated by state or federal law as it reasonably relates to the 

instructional techniques and strategies used by the employee and the 

em loyee’s adherence to curricular objectives  

 

Reimbursement for this activity is limited to:  

a.  eviewing the em loyee’s instructional techniques and strategies 

and adherence to curricular objectives, and  

b. Including in the written evaluation of the certificated instructional 

employees the assessment of these factors during the following 

evaluation periods:  

o Once each year for probationary certificated employees;  

o Every other year for permanent certificated employees; and  

o Beginning January 1, 2004, every five years for certificated 

employees with permanent status who have been employed at 

least ten years with the school district, are highly qualified, 

and whose previous evaluation rated the employee as meeting 

or exceeding standards, if the evaluator and certificated 

employee being evaluated agree.  

 

The parameters and guidelines (section IV.A.2) state that the following is 

reimbursable: 

 
Evaluate and assess the performance of certificated instructional 

employees that teach reading, writing, mathematics, history/social 

science, and science in grades 2 to 11 as it reasonably relates to the 

progress of pupils towards the state adopted academic content standards 

as measured by state adopted assessment tests.  

 

Reimbursement for this activity is limited to:  

a. Reviewing the results of the Standardized Testing and Reporting 

test as it reasonably relates     to the performance of those 

certificated employees that teach reading, writing, mathematics, 

history/social science, and science in grades 2 to 11, and  

b. Including in the written evaluation of those certificated employees 

the assessment of the em loyee’s  erformance based on the 

Standardized Testing and Reporting results for the pupils they 

teach during the evaluation periods specified in Education Code 

section 44664, and described below:  

o Once each year for probationary certificated employees;  

o Every other year for permanent certificated employees; and  
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o Beginning January 1, 2004, every five years for certificated 

employees with permanent status who have been employed at 

least ten years with the school district, are highly qualified, 

and whose previous evaluation rated the employee as meeting 

or exceeding standards, if the evaluator and certificated 

employee being evaluated agree.  

 

The parameters and guidelines (section IV.C—Training) state that the 

district may train staff on implementing the reimbursable activities listed 

in Section IV of the parameters and guidelines (one-time activity for 

each employee). 

 

The parameters and guidelines (section IV—Reimbursable Activities) 

also state: 

 
To be eligible for mandated cost reimbursement for any fiscal year, 

only actual costs may be claimed. Actual costs are those costs actually 

incurred to implement the mandated activities. Actual costs must be 

traceable and supported by source documents that show the validity of 

such costs, when they were incurred, and their relationship to the 

reimbursable activities. A source document is a document created at or 

near the same time the actual cost was incurred for the event or activity 

in question. Source documents may include, but are not limited to, 

employee time records or time logs, sign-in sheets, invoices, and 

receipts. 

 

Recommendation 

 

Commencing in FY 2013-14, the district elected to participate in a block 

grant program, pursuant to Government Code section 17581.6, in lieu of 

filing annual mandated cost claims. If the district chooses to opt out of 

the block grant program, we recommend that the district ensure that 

claimed costs are based on actual costs, are for activities reimbursable 

under the  rogram’s  arameters and guidelines  and are su  orted by 

contemporaneous source documentation. 

 

 istrict’s  es onse 

 
A. TIME STUDY 

 

The District's claims were based on our consultant's forms which are 

declarations of estimated average time to implement the mandated 

activities by the staff who implemented the mandate. The auditor would 

not accept these forms because they were not "contemporaneous" 

documents. At the entrance conference the District requested to 

proceed with a full-year time study during FY 2012-13 since this 

method has been accepted by the Controller for audits of other districts. 

 

This time study was conducted using forms prepared by our consultant 

and acceptable to the auditor. The annual cost of evaluations is 

calculated based on the average time from the time study to implement 

eight different components of the annual employee evaluation process, 

multiplied by the number of evaluations performed each year, and then 

multiplied by the average productive hourly rates (salary and benefits) 

for the evaluators. For the eight time study components, the total 

average time to complete the evaluation process based on the District 

documentation and the audited allowable times are as follows: 
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Eval 

Type 

Audited 

Avg. Hours 

Time Study 

Audited 

Avg. Hours 

Allowed 

Percentage 

Allowed 

Permanent 4.40 1.89 43% 

Non-Permanent 5.07 3.07 61% 

Unsatisfactory 14.20 12.99 91% 

 

At this time, the District has no objection to the auditor's calculation of 

the reported time study hours.  However, the District does disagree with 

the scope of activities allowed for reimbursement. 

 

Five Non-Reimbursable Activities 

 

The draft audit report states five of the eight activities identified in the 

time study are not reimbursable: 

 

1. Conducting a goals and objectives conference with the certificated 

staff member to review their goals and objectives; 

 

2. Conducting a pre-observation conference with the certificated staff 

member; 

 

3. Conducting a post-observation conference with the certificated 

staff member; 

 

4. Conducting a final evaluation conference with the certificated staff 

member; and 

 

5. Discussing STAR results and how to improve instructional abilities 

with this certificated staff member outside of the activities 

identified. 

 

The draft audit report states that conferences between the evaluators 

and teachers are not reimbursable because they were required before 

the enactment of the test claim legislation and thus are not imposing a 

new program or higher level of service.  The District disagrees with this 

disallowance.  The mandate reimburses the new program requirement 

to "evaluate and assess" which necessarily involves a comprehensive 

process.  The conferences are one part of a continuum of evaluation and 

assessment steps, none of which individually completes the mandate.  

The conferences and related tasks are effective and efficient methods to 

evaluate and assess employees and necessary to communicate the 

findings of the evaluation to the employee.  Whether the conferences in 

general were required as a matter of law before the Stull Act is a 

decision for the Commission pursuant to a future incorrect reduction 

claim. 

 

Three Allowed Activities 

 

The draft audit report states that three of the eight activities identified 

by the district are reimbursable: 

 

6. Classroom observations (formal and informal); 

 

7. Writing a report regarding observations; and 

 

8. Writing the final evaluation report. 

 

The District agrees that these activities are reimbursable. 
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B. COMPLETED/ALLOWABLE EVALUATIONS 

 

The draft audit report states that the program's parameters and 

guidelines allow reimbursement for those evaluations conducted for 

certificated instructional personnel who perform the requirements of 

education programs mandated by state or federal law.  The draft audit 

report disallows about 40% of about 6,128 evaluations included in the 

District database of completed evaluations prepared for the audit. The 

evaluations were disallowed for five reasons: 

 

1. Counselors, literacy coaches, school nurses, disabilities service 

resource, paraeducators, Title 1 resource, and TOSAs [Teachers on 

Special Assignments] who are not certificated instructional 

employees. 

 

This category comprises about 5% of the evaluations included in the 

time study, The parameters and guidelines state that the mandate is to 

evaluate the performance of "certificated instructional employees,"  All 

certificated personnel are "instructional" personnel even if some are not 

classroom teachers,  The audit report does not indicate how these other 

certificated personnel are not implementing the "curricular objectives,"   

The District does agree that the portion of the mandate relating to the 

evaluation of compliance with the testing assessment standards (the 

STAR component) is limited to classroom teachers because the 

parameters and guidelines specifically state "employees that teach" 

specified curriculum. A Commission on State Mandates decision will 

be needed since this is an issue of statewide significance relevant to all 

Stull Act audits, 

 

2. Non-special education preschool teachers and adult education 

teachers who do not perform the requirements of the program that 

is mandated by state or federal law. 

 

This category comprises about 2% of the evaluations included in the 

time study, Federal law requires preschool instruction for special 

education pupils as part of the pupil's Individual Education Program,  If 

the teacher is providing instruction to special education preschool 

pupils, the teacher is implementing the federal mandate,  This is also a 

statewide audit appeal issue, However, for purposes of the Stull Act 

reimbursement, adult education teachers are properly excluded from the 

total allowed for reimbursement. 

 

3. Duplicate teacher evaluations claimed multiple times in one school 

year.  

 

This category comprises about 32% of the evaluations included in the 

time study, Potential and legitimate "duplicate" evaluations generally 

occur as a result of an employee transferring to another school during 

the evaluation cycle, or a change in employment status of the 

employee.  However, the majority of these disallowed evaluations 

result from the District procedure of treating the probationary annual 

evaluation cycle as two complete evaluations, with about half the time 

reported for each. However, for purposes of the Stull Act 

reimbursement, only one complete evaluation should be counted for 

each employee within the annual cycle, but with the staff time for the 

entire annual evaluation cycle. 
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4. Permanent biannual teacher evaluations claimed every year rather 

than every other year. 

 

This category comprises less than 1% of the evaluations included in the 

time study. The District has particular reasons for performing an 

evaluation of some permanent teachers more often than biannually. 

However, for purposes of the Stull Act reimbursement, only one 

complete evaluation should be counted for each employee every other 

year after the employee attains permanent status. 

 

C. AVERAGE PRODUCTIVE HOURLY RATES (PHR) 

 

The draft audit report concludes that the claimed average productive 

hourly rates were misstated and resulted in overstated costs of $23,648. 

This represents about 3% of the $711,155 in audited salary and benefits 

claimed for the 14 years. 

The auditor agreed with the average PHRs claimed for FY 1997-98 

through 2005-06. However, the audited rates for FY 2006-07 through 

FY 2010-11 vary from 1/10 of 1% (FY 2006-07) to 23% (FY 2010-11).  

The significant source of the variance in FY 2010-11 results from the 

auditor using the names of the evaluators from the completed teacher 

evaluations database where the District used an average of the positions 

that typically perform the evaluations. The District has not completed 

its analysis of the variances and may respond to this issue in the 

incorrect reduction claim. 

 

D. TRAINING COSTS 

 

The District claimed training time for staff in four fiscal years, totaling 

$5,574 for the audit period. The draft audit report determined that 

$4,230 in training costs is reimbursable and $1,344 is not because some 

of the same district employees were claimed for more than one fiscal 

year. The District disagrees with this disallowance. The mandate 

parameters and guidelines allow training costs as a one-time activity 

per employee. Annual meetings with the principals and other evaluators 

to commence the annual evaluation cycle are reasonable and necessary 

when the collective bargaining contract and District evaluation process 

changes. 

 

SCO’s Comment 

 

Time Study 

 

Our finding and recommendation is unchanged. Conferences between the 

teachers and evaluators are non-reimbursable activities. 

 

The district states in its res onse that “the mandate reimburses the new 

 rogram requirement to ‘evaluate and assess’ which necessarily involves 

a com rehensive  rocess ” We disagree  Not all activities from the 

evaluation process are reimbursable.  The mandate reimburses only those 

activities that impose a new requirement or higher level of service for the 

agencies. 

 

The parameters and guidelines (sections IV.A.1, IV.A.2, and IV.B.1) 

specify that reimbursement is limited to only those activities outlined in 

each section. Section IV.B.1 identifies reimbursable evaluation 

conferences only for those instances when an unsatisfactory evaluation 
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took place for certificated instructional or non-instructional personnel in 

those years in which the employee would not have otherwise been 

evaluated.  

 

The district claimed costs for the evaluation conferences resulting from 

evaluations completed under sections IV.A.1 and IV.A.2 of the 

parameters and guidelines. Sections IV.A.1 and IV.A.2 do not identify 

evaluation conferences or any other types of conferences as reimbursable 

activities.  

 

Furthermore, the Commission on State Mandates (CSM) found in its 

statement of decision that evaluation conferences between the evaluators 

and teachers are not reimbursable because they were required before the 

enactment of the test claim legislation.  

 

Under prior law, the evaluation was to be prepared in writing and a copy 

of the evaluation given to the employee. An evaluation meeting was to 

be held between the certificated employee and the evaluator to discuss 

the evaluation and assessment. The CSM indicated in its statement of 

decision document that: 

 
…the 1975 test claim legislation did not amend the requirements in 

Former Education Code sections 13488 and 13489 to prepare written 

evaluations of certificated employees, receive responses to those 

evaluations, and conduct a meeting with the certificated employee to 

discuss the evaluation… 

 

Furthermore, the 1983 test claim statute still requires school districts to 

prepare the evaluation in writing, to transmit a copy to the employee, and 

to conduct a meeting with the employee to discuss the evaluation and 

assessment. These activities are not new. 

 

However, the 1983 test claim statute amended the evaluation 

requirements by adding two new evaluation factors relating to 1) the 

instructional techniques and strategies used by the employee; and 2) the 

em loyee’s adherence to curricular objectives  The CSM found that 

Education Code section 44662, subdivision (b), as amended by Statutes 

of 1983, Chapter 498, imposed a new required act on school districts to: 

 
…evaluate and assess the  erformance of certificated instructional 

employees that perform the requirements of educational programs 

mandated by state or federal law as it reasonably relates to the 

instructional techniques and strategies used by the employee and the 

em loyee’s adherence to curricular objectives  

 

Reimbursement is limited to the additional requirements imposed by the 

amendments. The additional requirements include the review of the 

em loyee’s instructional techniques and strategies and adherence to 

curricular objectives, and to include in the written evaluation of the 

certificated instructional employees the assessment of only these factors. 

Conference activities do not impose a new program or higher level of 

service.  
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Completed/Allowable Evaluations 

 

1. Counselors, literacy coaches, school nurses, disabilities service 

resource, paraeducators, Title 1 resource, and Teachers on Special 

Assignment who are not certificated instructional employees. 

 

Our finding and recommendation is unchanged. The district states that 

“All certificated  ersonnel are ‘instructional’  ersonnel even if they are 

not classroom teachers ” We disagree   

 

The language of the parameters and guidelines and the CSM statement of 

decision address the difference between certificated instructional 

employees and certificated non-instructional employees.  

 

In its statement of decision, the CSM identifies instructional employees 

as teachers and non-instructional employees as principals and various 

administrators. The CSM further states that the test claim legislation 

determined that evaluation and assessment of certificated non-

instructional employees, do not constitute a new program or higher level 

of service. 

 

In addition, the parameters and guidelines clearly identify reimbursable 

components and activities as they relate to certificated instructional and 

certificated non-instructional personnel.  Our draft report identifies a 

finding related to the component of evaluating instructional techniques 

and strategies and adherence to curricular objectives for the certificated 

instructional employees. The intent of this component is to evaluate the 

elements of classroom instruction. Counselors, literacy coaches, school 

nurses, disabilities service resource, paraeducators, Title 1 resource, and 

TOSAs do not  rovide classroom instruction and are considered “non-

instructional” certificated  ersonnel  

 

2. Non-special education preschool teachers and adult education 

teachers who do not perform the requirements of the program that is 

mandated by state or federal law. 

 

Our finding and recommendation is unchanged.  The district states the 

following in its response: 

 
Federal law requires preschool instruction for special education pupils 

as  art of the  u il’s Individual  ducation  rogram   If the teacher is 

providing instruction to special education preschool pupils, the teacher 

is implementing the federal mandate. 

 

Our finding indicated that the evaluations of the special education 

preschool teachers were allowed for reimbursement. The district’s 

response asserts that special education preschool teacher evaluations 

should be allowable. We agree on this issue. 

 

Regarding the issue of adult education teachers, the district states that 

they were “ ro erly excluded from the total allowed for reimbursement ”  

We agree. 

 

3. Duplicate teacher evaluations claimed multiple times in one school 
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year. 

 

Our finding and recommendation is unchanged. 

 

The district states that “only one com lete evaluation should be counted 

for each employee within the annual cycle…” We agree. 

 

4. Permanent biannual teacher evaluations claimed every year rather 

than every other year. 

 

Our finding and recommendation is unchanged. 

 

The district states that “only one com lete evaluation should be counted 

for each employee every other year after the employee attains permanent 

status ” We agree. 

 

Average Productive Hourly Rates (PHR) 

 

Our finding and recommendation is unchanged. 

 

The district states that it has not completed its analysis of the rate 

variances and may respond to this issue in the incorrect reduction claim. 

 

Training Costs 

 

Our finding and recommendation is unchanged.   

 

The district disagrees with the unallowable “du licate” training hours 

claimed for the same employees. The district states that: 

 
Annual meetings with the principals and other evaluators to commence 

the annual evaluation cycle are reasonable and necessary when the 

collective bargaining contract and District evaluation process changes. 

 

The parameters and guidelines state that the district may claim 

reimbursement to “train staff on im lementing the reimbursable 

activities” and that training is reimbursable as a “one-time activity for 

each em loyee ”  

 

The district believes that the meetings with the principals and other 

evaluators are “reasonable and necessary” activities  However  the 

reimbursement is limited to only those activities outlined in the 

parameters and guidelines (section IV.C). 

 

 

The district’s res onse included other comments related to the mandated 

cost claims. The district’s comments and SCO’s res onse are  resented 

below. 

 

 istrict’s  es onse 

 
The draft audit report states that the auditor was unable to assess the 

fraud risk because the district ‘did not res ond’ to inquiries regarding 

fraud assessment.  More precisely, the District stated that it would not 

submit written responses to the auditor’s questionnaire  but the  istrict 

OTHER ISSUE— 

Fraud risk 

questionnaire 
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was at all times available to verbally respond. 

 

SCO’s Comment  

 

We agree with the district’s res onse and have removed this language 

from the final audit report. 

 

 

The district’s response included other comments related to the mandated 

cost claims. The district’s comments and SCO’s res onse are  resented 

below. 

 

 istrict’s  es onse 

 
The District requests copies of all audit work papers in support of the 

audit findings. The District requests that the Controller provide the 

District any and all written instructions, memoranda, or other writings 

in effect and applicable during the claiming periods to the findings. . . . 

 

SCO’s Comment  

 

The SCO will responded to the district’s request by letter separate from 

this audit report. 

 

 

 

OTHER ISSUE— 

Public records 

request 
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1 Cnnrluc:11 1·:~ a gc:a~ ."!M oh.P.<"Jf.,~~ <:c:nf~renr:!'! v:lt" th~ c:P.rtlfl<:atM t.l:l1f 
msm~r :o ra••8'••1heir gcals ~nd ob;aoti ... w: 
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2. Con:lucii1g a ~-.a-:icnt.01"bmcu~1C111.: •c·il"~dJW 
lli;.:I~. 

) . Cot~ ~ ~~';.:;ili")Q1l CO"'ien!-~ ... ·tlfth ~ CIMlu:et~ &&al' 
fT mbe-; 

4 eon:iucting e 'inel ?>Jal :st on conferen:.e w. ih lt'c ~rt :9ic.a.lc:d •:;iff 
n-itnbc·: ~no 

l:. DiscuHing s:-.a.R :c::ulh arid hw1 lu i·ri~·9y1,; 111Gl11.n:U\:"~1 :lbi I lle~ \\•IU\ 

l " i$ ~l:}ftifl:o:ed s~fl' 1n~1nber o~lde :if the aotl,•lt • idtnt tied. 

Tho d1<1fl ~udil n:i.;ur1 ~lt.lt:s :ha: ¢(:1Uefeno=s bel'11H<' the ... •eluet:u! end 
~e3Cl\ers a~ net reimbu~;;ble b6Cl'lute I ~ oy Vii f'f roq~1l rwr. bt1'01" thrJc (111tid,rnt':nl 
('f th& 11.lst r,ltiih' lef!l!t.l:tt.on .:\'ld ~h11!1; ;:i•.-: nnt mpn1'1n~ fl Ofl'li l='°'Teir or "li~her 
""'~' 01 9!:'N;ce. TI1e- O:stri~ di39'1'C>=! \\'th thl6 dl51llo-11nnc~. The ,,.,--;me. 
.. r1bu~cs ihc n>:Nt pro~r.irn ' <Xll•immen1 10 ' fi\'lllunlA ,, .. d nr.ft~~~' \\•hi:ih 
.. (IC~f • .,flo/ 1n .. ·011.-es s C>~M~r~henei•;e. proc&! $, The co"lftrt · ·:or. ere; onG o:i11 of 
a oont r uum of Gvoi!u;it on wtc o.:os-~11~rK.•nl ~~~:,;. rw1111 or \"1l'\:ll r :nv1ch .. o:ly 

curnpli;l:..:$ I.re n-on:t31.:-. The co~fe~ ·ce£ and rt ltttcl t11.kt ..... tffE:cti\•e an:I 
f!'ffider1 n1e-:hodt. t:i s·,oalua:S and a£sess employco11.rc ucx.11:11-$;.r-1 .11 
comn .. :.i:;a..e Ute linJ r-g~ :,.ii 1,t~ e-"ttl .. &111)11 \!: t!lii trnpll>Yff. \!t1htther 11e 
w.itf·enoes. n ?<JOmd 'IJleot6 requ rad ti .a mill!Wol bk\' bt'<w• tw ~ t.d: if.~ 
d.a&ic:n tor t· (t C~'$iM p1l'!'a...-t ·n ~ ll*'M lnOOftACS ~ ::Im 

JlneAlowed~ 

I he <hi1 9Udk repcf'I $GJe$ 1Jcr. ltwcc cf~ dg'1. ~ ~·~lid ty Ile 
d 'ii;t1i:;I ;;ai.: rchibu ~ 

~. '/.frit rQ tho ;n<1I ov·~h..1;;if.<?n rr.r.'.o01. 

·1 he Oi!:rio: oiti•aes t:m t"ci;c; acii·,·itiw ~•<.: rt.i1111Ju ru1.11Jh; 

I\, COl.iPLETEO,'.:..LLO'!.'ABLE EVALU.4TIONS 

I lie 0".:.ft audi: rq:.ort &81'""5 that th~ pre gram's pa.r...,,t toera 11nd \1Uil'lelina5 all:.r•• 
-.inbu1t'J11'nr,l'lt 1n1 1110~ ~~!l.::1111'lnl\ cnna.ic:i"''! t!'>r e""''•'.:flrM i::sc.-.x.00•1ei 
11~1':-rul'lrie1' r.~ ,i.l&r.'o.11r. (!'}go .e<j~•ire.100:~{.s cl °""v:~o11 propr\l.m r,-,.:;r.ozi(W 01 
s:Ofo o: ro:;=r<i+' K:•'t, Th" dr.'l .. ;lll•rti1 ' f! !'>:"lrl dl~.:tb111. r.t:ou1 '4Q'lt', <"tf about 6 128 
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• 
-ov<il u<i iion~ ir··cbutAf\ in thP. 1: !'tlfl~· e..1f:lh.i~P. or ronr.l~:ed ff'!31Ua1ions ptep;ua::t 
tc; t"~ audit. Tt.e e'.'sluationa \\~la di::s lo11&d ff,;r frvc raaw1"fl;; 

1. Co:J!"l!!.,.klt6 ~ taracy .ccacl!es. s.c.hc<:1! nutses. di~a:-i.iti6£ se1•1i:G re&'.no::.e. 
pa1acd1.1.<.:<1l:J1$. Tille 1 1 ~:!-:>u11..-e, """ I Vt!.o\~ v11l~ au~ oot ~.;.rbii~~ !ed 
11lr:1ucton::il E1nplo;w3. 

TI1i:< r:alt!'!~01 ~· !.'()((Ip.~!. sbcu; bSio ~)f the e·.ra!u&tbn1 in::':_c.'ed in t '"e tirie £:ud;·. 
The pareme.fE4 an:I g.i:Cc!incs ~W:c that :he rr:arr.nti; i~• k~ r,·1;:.lu'1t¢ tho 
t'X'rfr,rtn;)l'l~ e.s .. cP.rtlf c:tl!'!-~ 1n!!.ln.~:1nna1 emp!:l:,o~ . • .-3.11 eertdicste.~ i:enonne 
a1.; 'insb"l.:·:ti:insl' oerao.;~.31 e\·en if s-:>TIG arG not cQ:>:..1uonl tc~d·c·~. T .. ~ <1cdi. 
tG~:>•l du:.::; uct i;·~M:..:a .~ " il''t lh-$·\:t'! ::.t"<t' ..!erllflo.!:tteod p~·,onnel 3re not 
i1nplP.menti:~ the ''curriculer ·jbjecii .. w .' The Die:ric.: co~ a~raG t~&t the portion 
cf 1he 11a·:catr.: 1:::1~ •.in;a :u lht: ~'/aiualX>n c ' cu111vli;;t1lre y:ilt' lf':i.:. le:$1illQ 
;1-;;;;¢;i~me1 1 st!lndsrds (the STAR ::c1npone-.-1:1 i9 lirr.f.ed tc C.M61:1orr oe<:1C>i&ro 
t:ecauw thl) ~~rarriW>~ ar-0 !ltJr.i•:dinoi $~~r.ifi¢<'1llv' $1:'111'! ·~'l'l(lll':~'!':!'!~ l"l~l la,.ch' 
~1,~1:ili1":d f: •• oicu1_ 'tl A Co1nn1isStiJn c. .. Stew. f,•1sndaW9 decision \ .. 111 be ne~ded 
since thi: i$ an issue of s:at~lidc si;;inifk.i-r.c rolc·1~-t tr; ;;ill Sttdl ,'\cl !:.l•:111.l'; 

:.i. Non-epe-:ial educaiicn oraschoc· t~ac-~1i: ilnd o:i:iult cduc<llio:;n lc;.1c:ic1;; 
·1,hv :Ju 11ul pi:ifCllll' 1~ ftX1 .. 1ir~1r-{!n\!: (,f tll,;. progl'31n :hst Is tnsnda:ed by 
~tate or fEC3ral 1;·1,: 

I lli~ ~~lcgo .. )' xn1p1ise~ abcu: 2·~.- cf :he .a•ta ~!9tO'l5 in::luced in t .. e tim& 6:ud:;. 
F aderal Iii\\' requ ·r* pra$:;tu;QI in$W•;li(.ln :or ·'>f'.:l!lei<11 ~~ut' .. "ll!nn (llll'lil~ :i~ !);'!rf nt 
l111": p. 1pil'~ I; <ii..nJu~I ::.d.~a:i:in l'~<'Jijran·,, If thi:! :~ach.?r is ptoviding instn.ctb n to 
speciel ~J·:elion proschccl pupil$, tl"!cto:ic-~r is i,11plcmonti1"1-4 tho ~do-a 
m<1nd<1t-o. Thi~. i~ .'\I!\~ a !\lat~·.o:lttP. a11t111 a~-; 1 !~!'.!.'!?. Hmw.· .. er. ror p vrpoee.s of 
!he S1u11 ;i.c; t3imb!.11aa11ent, a::iult edu·:alion 1ascheno aro prcperl)' w;cJu;t:::J frcrn 
the lot;:;I i!l!C-'IJCcJ 101 11; r11bu1$t-1 :1.;,"f1~ 

Thi6 c:o.tEgo.->' ~cmpri&ef. <1bo~1: ~2 ·:.~ of :hG <i•1<1 h.l.:'lli0~.~ in~!1.ctM In \t'll"l l!M~ r.·un'f. 
Pr::l":nli:tl ;.ind I~ lill1&I~ 'duplic&1~·· e\•&luationiJ genc.~11>' occur ca e te'lU!: of an 
e1nploj'eir:? tl'Bn&fetring io o.nott!Gr s.:hcoJ duri·g tho cvt1lu.:i'.ion V)'dc. ''' .:i c:-e" ae 
in ~rr ~k.,ymen1 111.~111~ <>1 thP. ~mp.~·>'P.~ . t-.<l\wr .. er the 11aJOl'i.)'. cf thgs;; 
d :s~llC•\~ e.\•aluatio.i a resul: from tha CJi$t.-:c1 procedure of t~Ung f .. \> 

pro:;.ativua:y <.11111uu1 cvJh .. ~~.;n t) 'I.'.'.¢ ;)$ 1-.v~ ¢0111plet,;,. ev~lustl:.na , vJllh 300.1 
h:llf ;hP. tine t.-?port-3d fer a:101. Hc•.•1a•/ar, for i:utp~es cTiha St>J I A.ct 
r6·mbu~arrcnl. univ ont: :;c.;rnplt:lc t:\''1lualio11 ist.q.; ~c t;i: ;;(>.,t\lt:i.J 1¢· i::;;..;;h 
t::nplo:,~ •nithin the snnual C/d&, ou1 \V th f-e &ts.ff ti·ne fc·t the en:ire .. nnual 
e· .. :iluation i:yclE>. 
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4. Pennanent bian .. t.IE'll :aacher 31/a uaticns dsi1ned a•Je.;· year rtltiwr than 
O'.~uy ::-t-e• ·~;11. 

This crn·~ory tl:mpli~ le~~- t:-,'iln 1% r;f :he -ovatutr>n.•; ini:: .,.r;('Q ifl l"¢ ti-:'11': 
~hKJy I liP. Ulltlnel M;>, partioJ!sr r.:s!cns fer perform .. ~ sr e .. '811.1Stic i cf sorra 
~air.anent k::~hcr~ rno1c ;,r::.:n ti'itn bi<1··11uo1lfy~ l-:<J\\t..'\'cr, io1 :J ti1µ;,s~ "r l .. c 
S '.ldl Ar:I rf:IM::~.l'f.P.m~nt. <int>/ r:i:t':- c:;;nplf::P. *\<:llu.;tlon r.hould ~~ o;;untf:C f.:u 
eaclt erroloye& ev~r,. otre1 yaar Btier th& erroplof'" sftaini: perm~nant $!atus. 

C. A\/E.~GE PRCOUCTl\JE HOl;RLvRATES(FHR} 

1 he draft -=iu:lit 1eport conc!udes that the clsi~:I a.va-io~ p'Od. :ci".·a h::iurty ra:e$ 
\\l-~10 n isz-!at-od a -,; rcsullr.'l~ r C\'Cr..>l<1t<0;! -;o~b c·f $23,•34G. T··i-,; 1r~~·1~t'¢~ 
:lt:out :;·~. ~tfr.F. ~:--·11 155 1n a1Jd1t~1 aalsl}· snd bene·ita :ia1med fcru1e 11. yea-a. 
The au::lit·:>r sgre~ \\'ith l .. ·~ average PHR~ claimed k;· P'l' 10$7-:.<~ tl11:Jugh 
2CC•$·W Hn~,\<!'.IP.r ·hP. audlr~'1 rat~ fnr f'>Y '-Or.F. .;;.-r thrr:ugh FV 20 IC 11 .. nr1 
fr::irr 1110 ·:·f 1Si:t \FY ~C•06·07j t·:i 22 ~'c (FY 2•:.1c~11) . The sQnif ·:snl sour cs of 
U·.c \'illi<Jti<,a; i11 ~ V 2>:•' 0 ·11 (!t$,.ll$ ' IUfl' lh¢ O:t,,<.:il<>f l,l~lllQ lht} lil'lfl'~.:: ~I ~"l~ 
e•1a!usto1e f'O·n the oo.n~ eted t.s:iche: e·;~lu:i:t ·:inE> dat:iba&3 ..... hara :he OistJj:( 
uw;S a " <1v:,1tl!ll:! 91the11<:..,,.il i: 111~ lh:tt. tyri•;tJllv r.•l:!"n1n1 111~ ~ .. ;1111;i:i1111:1. . Th~ 
usui::: ,.ae not compelad it! anslt!is cf the .. 'frieno;;.! end :nay respond 10 t~.i: 
i~uc in the incorrc::.: rodu::.iion c'nim. 

0. TR41NING CCSTS 

-~e Dietrict ci;.ined t-aining time fer e:eff in f::iurfis::s! jo"39r5, tctsling $5,074 for 
tt·c <iuQil pc1io'-'. l ·:c tJ1;)!l ;)u\J I 1cv:..i1l dct:.:111:i.ll(.l:.1 :h;,i. $4,2:.SC in b;)ill1ny :;(>\;l$ i(: 
reimbur£.sbl~ ~.n:I Sf ,St. I! i6 no: t~use soma .:if the 6srre district arr.pl:iyeE-$ 
\''6'9 cl;iimad fr.:r ~"Xt: th;ir1 on:-: fi~I ·~1 Tht: Oi~ti;;;l ri x:i~1·~~ ... ,ilil lhii: 
dB:idl!'.h\'~n~. TM 1nandste pararo~~·'9 anj gu C€'!ines a m11rai11i119 009t ! as a 
onc-tir.i·~ acti\•ity per cmr-lo}·cc. Annua rr.r.ciin:;s ·;Jith Uic p1incip;il~ ;ind (llhcr 
~·r.l :Jator~ to oornn;enoe the snnual e.,':lt..~11cn c~'C!~ s19 '.:SP.onst ~and 
neca:sery '!!hen the o:i!l.aC'j','a ba·go:.inin~ ·:onuact llnd Oisltf.:t cv:1!uatio- p:c-::G~ 

(,;h;)11;.i:-.:::o. 

Fraud Ri$k Qu~tionn;,i~ 

The draft <eucft l(;~;>~ut \'<I<;• :~~ llo;I\ the i;11.1<J i:.ir V«•~ 1.1n;il:ll~ l.o ;i)(.s~ss lh~ l·.:iu:t · sk 
M~~initt. t~~ d <Sit ct 'dtd n.:.1 r~!pO'): ' t::i rto:;Jir~t regar'd ing fraud S!S!?S91n:nt. 
t,1orc pro::iscly, the Ci:sbk( r,l~tr.d tlvJI it \·,·ci; i:; nr>i s\1brnit 11r'ilfc,1 1~$f)t; 'l '.:i::$ tc:i 
Ille auel 1crs q_~tt!lnnaire. :·ut t .. e Di9t11:-.t .... <se ai s!I tirr:i? a.,'8 fs::i'.~ :o ~'9o't&!ly 
:es,:on::I. 
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Post Office Box 942850 
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Oceanside USD - Permanent Certificated Instructional Employees (CIE) <10 yrs Tenure

Stull Act Program Hrs, FY 1997-98 through FY 2007-08 (Every Other Year Evaluation)
Fiscal 

Year Lname Fname Tenure Status

Seniority 

Date Job Title Grade Level Obs1 Obs2

Summative 

Eval

Assistance 

Plan Work Location

1997-98 SHAW HOLLY T 1/1/1998 Teacher 4th X McAuliffe Elem

1997-98 WAGNER DAVID T 9/1/1999 Teacher HS  SS X Oceanside High

1997-98 CHAMBERS ANNIE Temp/Prob 9/1/1999 HS Eng X Libby Elem

1997-98 ANDERSON WARREN T 9/1/1997 Teacher HS  SS X El Camino High

1998-99 NEWSOM CORINNE Temp/Prob 10/1/1998 Teacher 4th X McAuliffe Elem

1998-99 SMITH MATTHEW Temp/Prob 9/2/1998 Teacher 8th X Jefferson Middle

1998-99 MEZA CHRISTINE Temp/Prob 9/2/1998 Teacher MIDDLE X Jefferson Middle

1998-99 LISH ANITA Temp/Prob 9/2/1998 Resource Specialist MS X Jefferson Middle

1998-99 CUSH ARRON Temp/Prob 9/8/1998 Teacher MS X King Middle

1998-99 JENSEN JENNIFER Temp/Prob 9/28/1998 Teacher SCIENCE X King Middle

1998-99 BRIGGS JAMES Temp/Prob 9/2/1998 Teacher 6th X Libby Elem

1998-99 MILLER MICHAEL Temp/Prob 9/2/1998 Teacher 7 X Jefferson Middle

1998-99 SLASOR JANELLE Temp/Prob 9/2/1998 Resource Specialist MS SpEd X Jefferson Middle

1998-99 MOHR NANCY Temp/Prob 9/2/1998 Teacher 4th X Santa Margarita Elem

1998-99 HUGHES ERIN Temp/Prob 9/2/1998 Teacher Elem X Santa Margarita Elem

1998-99 FALK TODD 9/2/1998 Teacher - APE various X Pupil Services

1998-99 JARVIS DANIEL Temp/Prob 9/4/1998 Teacher 1st/2nd X Palmquist Elem

1998-99 CASILLAS ALMA Temp/Prob 9/2/1998 Teacher HS Art X Palmquist Elem

1998-99 CLARK SUSAN Temp/Prob 9/2/1998 Teacher 5th X Mission Elem

1998-99 FARAH LINDA Temp/Prob 9/28/1998 Teacher 5th/6th X Mission Elem

1998-99 WEAVER (CONNOR) CATHERINE Temp/Prob 10/2/1998 Resource Specialist Elem SpEd X Mission Elem

1998-99 ALVARADO MARIA Temp/Prob 9/2/1998 Teacher K X Mission Elem

1998-99 COX ERICA Temp/Prob 9/2/1998 Teacher 2nd X Laurel Elem

1998-99 ONG CARIN Temp/Prob 9/2/1998 Teacher 3rd X Laurel Elem

1998-99 BEST KENTON Temp/Prob 9/2/1998 Teacher 5th X Laurel Elem

1998-99 ARSENAULT JACQUELYN T 9/4/1998 Teacher MS X Santa Margarita Elem

1998-99 HARTZ JESSE T 9/16/1998 Teacher MS X Clair W. Burgener Academy

1998-99 THOMPSON ORLANDO T 8/13/1998 Teacher MS X Jefferson Middle

1998-99 DANIELS (Seemann) ERIKA 8/13/1998 Teacher MS Lang Arts X Jefferson Middle

1998-99 STEPHENS DAVID Temp/Prob 8/13/1998 Teacher various X Clair W. Burgener Academy

1998-99 HAGEN SUZANNE 9/2/1998 Teacher 4 X South Oceanside Elem

1998-99 WALKER ANDREA Temp/Prob 9/2/1998 Teacher 3rd X South Oceanside Elem

1998-99 MIZOGUCHI ROBYN T 9/3/1998 Resource Specialist HS X Oceanside High

1998-99 ADAMS JENNIFER T 9/2/1998 Teacher 1st X San Luis Rey Elem

1998-99 SALMON BLAIR Temp/Prob 1/26/1999 Teacher 1st X San Luis Rey Elem

1998-99 CORNISH SUZANNE Temp/Prob 9/2/1998 Teacher 3rd X San Luis Rey Elem

1998-99 ESCOBAR MARIA Temp/Prob 9/2/1998 Teacher K X San Luis Rey Elem

1998-99 JOHNSON HEIDI Temp/Prob 9/2/1998 Teacher - LH SDC SDC X San Luis Rey Elem

1998-99 MCCARTHY ANNETTE Temp/Prob 9/2/1998 Teacher 2 X San Luis Rey Elem

1998-99 FURQUERON SHERRI Temp/Prob 9/18/1998 Teacher 5th X Lincoln Middle

1998-99 LAVELLE SHELLEY P 9/28/1998 Teacher 6th/7th X Lincoln Middle

1998-99 ZIVOTSKY ANN Temp/Prob 9/2/1998 Resource Teacher 7th Sci X Lincoln Middle

1998-99 GONZALEZ DE ARAIZA ISELA Temp/Prob 1/4/1999 Teacher MS ELD X Lincoln Middle
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Oceanside USD - Permanent Certificated Instructional Employees (CIE) <10 yrs Tenure

Stull Act Program Hrs, FY 1997-98 through FY 2007-08 (Every Other Year Evaluation)
1998-99 Hajek-Schalge ELLEN Temp/Prob 10/26/1998 Teacher 1 X Del Rio Elem

1998-99 CHAMBERS ANNIE Temp/Prob 9/2/1999 3rd X Del Rio Elem

1998-99 SOTO JOSE T 9/1/1998 Resource Specialist Elem SpEd X Del Rio Elem

1998-99 JOOLINGEN JEANNE Temp/Prob 9/2/1998 Teacher HS SpEd X Del Rio Elem

1998-99 ORTEGA RENE Temp/Prob 9/2/1998 Teacher Kinder X Del Rio Elem

1998-99 NEWVILLE (Short) TAMARA Temp/Prob 9/2/1998 Teacher 1st X Reynolds Elem

1998-99 COHEN II NELSON Temp/Prob 9/2/1998 Teacher MS Lang Arts X Reynolds Elem

1998-99 DeSanto (Swanberg)(Smith) Christina Temp/Prob 11/23/1998 Teacher 6th X King Middle

1998-99 MCKENNEY SHELLEY Temp/Prob 10/26/1998 Teacher MIDDLE X King Middle

1998-99 MOORE SCOTT Temp/Prob 9/23/1998 Teacher MIDDLE X King Middle

1998-99 HO CHIA (ROBERT) 9/2/1998 Teacher MS X King Middle

1998-99 CARLENO DAVID T 2/1/1999 Teacher MS SpEd X El Camino High

1998-99 KELLY PATRICIA Temp/Prob 9/2/1998 Teacher 6 X San Rafael Elem

1998-99 GOMMEL WALTER Temp/Prob 9/2/1998 Teacher MS X San Rafael Elem

1998-99 HAYWAS ASKOLD T 2/1/1999 Teacher HS X El Camino High

1998-99 SANCHEZ SALVADOR Temp/Prob 9/2/1998 Teacher 1st X San Luis Rey Elem

1999-00 HOGUE LORRAH Temp/Prob 9/1/1999 Teacher Elem X Stuart Mesa Elem

1999-00 MESSERSCHMITT DIANE Temp/Prob 9/3/1999 Teacher Elem X Stuart Mesa Elem

1999-00 STEPHENS DAVID Temp/Prob 8/13/1998 Teacher Elem X Stuart Mesa Elem

1999-00 ROWAN II MICHAEL Temp/Prob 9/1/1999 Teacher K X North Terrace Elem

1999-00 TRAUGH STEVEN Temp/Prob 9/1/1999 Teacher Music X North Terrace Elem

1999-00 NEWSOM CORINNE Temp/Prob 10/1/1998 Teacher 3rd/4th X McAuliffe Elem

1999-00 GRIFFIN LAURA Temp/Prob 9/1/1999 Teacher - LH SDC Elem SpEd X McAuliffe Elem

1999-00 BUNRASI JOHN Temp/Prob 8/23/1999 Teacher HS Physics X Jefferson Middle

1999-00 MILLER MICHAEL Temp/Prob 9/2/1998 Teacher MIDDLE X Jefferson Middle

1999-00 SMITH MATTHEW Temp/Prob 9/2/1998 Teacher MS X Jefferson Middle

1999-00 HINDERLITER JAMES Temp/Prob 9/1/1999 Teacher - LH SDC SDC X Jefferson Middle

1999-00 DEVRIES HILARY Temp/Prob 9/1/1999 Teacher 3rd/4th X Garrison Elem

1999-00 MARCON RACHELLE Temp/Prob 3/29/1999 Teacher SDC/PRI X Garrison Elem

1999-00 COHEN PATRICIA Temp/Prob 9/1/1999 Teacher HS Eng X King Middle

1999-00 MCKENNEY SHELLEY Temp/Prob 10/26/1998 Teacher MIDDLE X King Middle

1999-00 MOORE SCOTT Temp/Prob 9/23/1998 Teacher MIDDLE X King Middle

1999-00 SINCLAIR SAMANTHA T 8/13/1999 Teacher MS X King Middle

1999-00 KELLERMAN APRIL Temp/Prob 9/1/1999 Teacher 4 X Libby Elem

1999-00 WEST SERINA T 9/1/1999 Teacher 2nd X Libby Elem

1999-00 DOYLE (Dinh) BECKY Temp/Prob 9/1/1999 Teacher 4th X Libby Elem

1999-00 Obrite (Kaminski) Lynn Temp/Prob 10/11/1999 Teacher 5th X Libby Elem

1999-00 BRIGGS JAMES Temp/Prob 9/2/1998 Teacher 6th X Libby Elem

1999-00 FURQUERON JEFFREY Temp/Prob 9/1/1999 Teacher Elem X Libby Elem

1999-00 LISH ANITA Temp/Prob 9/2/1998 Resource Specialist MS X Jefferson Middle

1999-00 Vico (RUBEN) IRENE Temp/Prob 2/8/1999 Teacher MS Lang Arts X Jefferson Middle

1999-00 SLASOR JANELLE Temp/Prob 9/2/1998 Resource Specialist MS SpEd X Jefferson Middle

1999-00 MOHR NANCY Temp/Prob 9/2/1998 Teacher 4th X Santa Margarita Elem

1999-00 HUGHES ERIN Temp/Prob 9/2/1998 Teacher 5th/6th X Santa Margarita Elem

1999-00 TRELEASE RENEE Temp/Prob 9/1/1999 Teacher 1st X Palmquist Elem

9/7/2016   5:13 PM Page 2 of 52807



Oceanside USD - Permanent Certificated Instructional Employees (CIE) <10 yrs Tenure

Stull Act Program Hrs, FY 1997-98 through FY 2007-08 (Every Other Year Evaluation)
1999-00 CASILLAS ALMA Temp/Prob 9/2/1998 Teacher Kinder X Palmquist Elem

1999-00 JARVIS DANIEL Temp/Prob 9/4/1998 Teacher 3 X Palmquist Elem

1999-00 ROBINSON KELLY Temp/Prob 9/2/1999 Teacher 1st X Ivey Ranch Elem

1999-00 FORBERG LAURA 9/1/1999 Teacher 2nd Ivey Ranch Elem

1999-00 HAMME KELLY Temp/Prob 9/1/1999 Teacher K X Ivey Ranch Elem

1999-00 MURRAY LISA Temp/Prob 9/1/1999 Teacher 3rd X South Oceanside Elem

1999-00 WALKER ANDREA Temp/Prob 9/2/1998 Teacher 3rd X South Oceanside Elem

1999-00 ZIVOTSKY ANN Temp/Prob 9/2/1998 Resource Teacher MS X Lincoln Middle

1999-00 GONZALEZ DE ARAIZA ISELA Temp/Prob 1/4/1999 Teacher MS ELD X Lincoln Middle

1999-00 ALBRIGHT KRISTIN Temp/Prob 2/1/2000 Teacher 3rd/4th X Palmquist Elem

1999-00 Maddox (BIGGS) HEATHER Temp/Prob 9/1/1999 Teacher 2 X Laurel Elem

1999-00 HOLGUIN JENNIFER Temp/Prob 9/1/1999 Teacher 5 X Laurel Elem

1999-00 COX ERICA Temp/Prob 9/2/1998 Teacher 2nd X Laurel Elem

1999-00 ONG CARIN Temp/Prob 9/2/1998 Teacher 3rd X Laurel Elem

1999-00 BEST KENTON Temp/Prob 9/2/1998 Teacher 5th X Laurel Elem

1999-00 CLARK CAMERON 9/1/1999 Teacher Kinder X Oceanside High

1999-00 AMIDON C T 2/5/1999 Teacher MS Math X Clair W. Burgener Academy

1999-00 ROGERS SCOTT T 9/1/1999 Teacher Elem X Del Rio Elem

1999-00 NEWVILLE (Short) TAMARA Temp/Prob 9/2/1998 Teacher 1st X Reynolds Elem

1999-00 COHEN II NELSON Temp/Prob 9/2/1998 Teacher Elem X Reynolds Elem

1999-00 ESCOBAR MARIA Temp/Prob 9/2/1998 Teacher 3 X San Luis Rey Elem

1999-00 SALMON BLAIR Temp/Prob 1/27/1999 Teacher 1st X San Luis Rey Elem

1999-00 SANCHEZ SALVADOR Temp/Prob 9/2/1998 Teacher 1st X San Luis Rey Elem

1999-00 CORNISH SUZANNE Temp/Prob 9/2/1998 Teacher 4th X San Luis Rey Elem

1999-00 JOHNSON HEIDI Temp/Prob 9/2/1998 Teacher - LH SDC SDC X San Luis Rey Elem

1999-00 MCCARTHY ANNETTE Temp/Prob 9/2/1998 Teacher 2 X San Luis Rey Elem

1999-00 FURQUERON SHERRI Temp/Prob 9/18/1998 Teacher 8th History X Lincoln Middle

1999-00 GROGAN PATRICIA Temp/Prob 4/17/2000 Teacher MS X Lincoln Middle

1999-00 LAVELLE SHELLEY T 9/28/1998 Teacher MS X Lincoln Middle

1999-00 FENNELL DENISE Temp/Prob 1/31/2000 Resource Specialist MS SpEd X Lincoln Middle

1999-00 MATTHEWS CHERYL Temp/Prob 2/28/2000 Resource Specialist MIDDLE X Lincoln Middle

1999-00 ANDERSON WARREN T 9/1/1999 Teacher HS  SS X Ocean Shores High

1999-00 COULTHARD KAREN Temp/Prob 9/1/1999 Teacher HS Art X Ocean Shores High

1999-00 JOOLINGEN JEANNE Temp/Prob 9/2/1998 Teacher 2 X Del Rio Elem

1999-00 JOOLINGEN WILLIAM Temp/Prob 9/1/1999 Teacher 5 X Del Rio Elem

1999-00 ORTEGA RENE Temp/Prob 9/2/1998 Teacher 1st X Del Rio Elem

1999-00 THIELEN KARYN Temp/Prob 9/2/1999 Teacher 2nd X Del Rio Elem

1999-00 CAPABIANCO JENNIFER Temp/Prob 9/1/1999 Resource Specialist 3rd X Del Rio Elem

1999-00 FLYNN LINDA Temp/Prob 9/1/1999 Teacher 3rd X Del Rio Elem

1999-00 CHU-KRAMER MAGGIE Temp/Prob 9/1/1999 Teacher 4th X Del Rio Elem

1999-00 CHAMBERS ANNIE 9/2/1999 K/1st X Del Rio Elem

1999-00 Hajek-Schalge ELLEN Temp/Prob 10/26/1998 Teacher K-I X Del Rio Elem

1999-00 QUARRIE M Temp/Prob 9/1/1999 Teacher 1st X Pacifica Elem

1999-00 VAN DIEPEN LEA Temp/Prob 9/3/1999 Teacher 2nd X Pacifica Elem

1999-00 AMBROGIO KRISTY Temp/Prob 9/1/1999 Teacher 2nd X Del Rio Elem
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1999-00 AFZALI FARANAK Temp/Prob 9/1/1999 Teacher Kinder X Pacifica Elem

1999-00 GUAYANTE GREGORY Temp/Prob 9/1/1999 Teacher HS X El Camino High

1999-00 MCKINLEY JENIFER Temp/Prob 9/1/1999 Teacher HS X El Camino High

1999-00 MEZA CHRISTINE Temp/Prob 9/2/1998 Teacher HS X El Camino High

1999-00 DeSanto (Swanberg)(Smith) Christina Temp/Prob 11/23/1998 Teacher 6th X King Middle

1999-00 POWELL KIMBERLEE Temp/Prob 9/1/1999 Teacher 6th X King Middle

1999-00 JENSEN JENNIFER Temp/Prob 9/28/1998 Teacher 7 & 8 SCIENCE X King Middle

1999-00 CUSH ARRON Temp/Prob 9/8/1998 Teacher MS X King Middle

1999-00 ANDERSON THITHI Temp/Prob 9/1/1999 Teacher MS Math X King Middle

1999-00 WAGGETT, JR DONALD Temp/Prob 9/1/1999 Teacher MS Math X King Middle

1999-00 CORDOVA BERLINDA 9/1/1999 Teacher 1st X Mission Elem

1999-00 BOYSTER (Watson) LISA Temp/Prob 9/1/1999 Teacher 2nd X Mission Elem

1999-00 GOMMEL WALTER Temp/Prob 9/2/1998 Teacher 3rd/4th X Mission Elem

1999-00 FARAH LINDA Temp/Prob 9/28/1998 Teacher 5th/6th X Mission Elem

1999-00 CLARK SUSAN Temp/Prob 9/2/1998 Teacher Elem X Mission Elem

1999-00 WEAVER (CONNOR) CATHERINE Temp/Prob 10/2/1998 Resource Specialist Elem SpEd X Mission Elem

1999-00 ALVARADO MARIA Temp/Prob 9/2/1998 Teacher K X Mission Elem

1999-00 KELLY PATRICIA Temp/Prob 9/2/1998 Teacher 6 X San Rafael Elem

1999-00 OBER (Piazza) ANGELA Temp/Prob 9/1/1999 Teacher - SH Elem SpEd X San Rafael Elem

1999-00 MOCNY KELLI Temp/Prob 9/1/1999 Teacher 3 X Ditmar Elem

1999-00 MAGANA ROSEMARY T 10/22/1999 Teacher K X Ditmar Elem

1999-00 OLSEN JEFFREY P 9/1/1999 Teacher HS X El Camino High

2000-01 FRANDSEN ERIC Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher MS Math X King Middle

2000-01 NUANEZ JOSEPH T 8/28/2000 Teacher HS X Oceanside High

2000-01 PALMER DALE T 8/25/2000 Teacher - APE various X Pupil Services

2000-01 Burton (BUTTERIS) JULIA Temp/Prob 10/25/2000 Teacher MS Math X Libby Elem

2000-01 HOGUE LORRAH Temp/Prob 9/1/1999 Teacher Elem X Stuart Mesa Elem

2000-01 HUMPHRIES RHONDA Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher Elem X Stuart Mesa Elem

2000-01 MESSERSCHMITT DIANE Temp/Prob 9/3/1999 Teacher Elem X Stuart Mesa Elem

2000-01 WIELAND PATRICIA Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher Elem X Stuart Mesa Elem

2000-01 CLARK JULIANNE Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher HS Math X Stuart Mesa Elem

2000-01 FAIRCLOTH ANGELA Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher K X Stuart Mesa Elem

2000-01 MCCONCHIE BRIAR Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 2 X North Terrace Elem

2000-01 ROWAN II MICHAEL Temp/Prob 9/1/1999 Teacher K/1st X North Terrace Elem

2000-01 GRIFFIN LAURA Temp/Prob 9/1/1999 Teacher - LH SDC Elem SpEd X McAuliffe Elem

2000-01 SHAW HOLLY T 9/14/2000 Teacher Kinder X McAuliffe Elem

2000-01 Elliott (Sommerville) MILANI P 9/1/1999 Teacher 1 X Pacifica Elem

2000-01 Morgan Kathleen Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 1 X Pacifica Elem

2000-01 MCNAUGHTON PAULA Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 5 X Pacifica Elem

2000-01 CHRISTOPHER MARY Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 1st X Pacifica Elem

2000-01 QUARRIE M Temp/Prob 9/1/1999 Teacher 1st X Pacifica Elem

2000-01 ANDERSEN TROY Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 2nd X Pacifica Elem

2000-01 PHILLIPS (Stenerodden) STACY Temp/Prob 8/30/2000 Teacher 2nd X Pacifica Elem

2000-01 VAN DIEPEN LEA Temp/Prob 9/3/1999 Teacher 2nd X Pacifica Elem

2000-01 STONE JONATHAN Temp/Prob 1/8/2001 Teacher 2nd/3rd X Pacifica Elem
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2000-01 ANDREWS JENNIFER Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 4th X Pacifica Elem

2000-01 PHILLIPS MICHAEL Temp/Prob 1/2/2001 Teacher 5th X Pacifica Elem

2000-01 Sifuentes Therese Tenured 8/25/2000 Teacher 5th/6th X Pacifica Elem

2000-01 WEBB (Strom-Zigler) MARK T 9/28/2000 Teacher 6th X Pacifica Elem

2000-01 AFZALI FARANAK Temp/Prob 9/1/1999 Teacher Kinder X Pacifica Elem

2000-01 MARTINELLI NANCY Temp/Prob 10/12/2000 Teacher 4 X San Rafael Elem

2000-01 OBER (Piazza) ANGELA Temp/Prob 9/1/1999 Teacher - SH Elem SpEd X San Rafael Elem

2000-01 DANIELS BLAIR Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher MS X Jefferson Middle

2000-01 DOOSE DANIEL Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher MS X Jefferson Middle

2000-01 KUCHINSKY VICKIE Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher MS X Jefferson Middle

2000-01 PEDERSON SHAWN Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher MS Lang Arts X Jefferson Middle

2000-01 BUNRASI JOHN Temp/Prob 8/23/1999 Teacher MS Math X Jefferson Middle

2000-01 ROMERO DAWN Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher MS PE X Jefferson Middle

2000-01 YAZEL DENNIS Temp/Prob 8/29/2000 Teacher MS Science X Jefferson Middle

2000-01 BRIGGS (Janisch) CHRISTINE Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 3rd X San Rafael Elem

2000-01 DREISBACH JUDE Temp/Prob 2/5/2001 Teacher - LH SDC HS X El Camino High

2000-01 DEVRIES HILARY Temp/Prob 9/1/1999 Teacher 3rd X

2000-01 QUINLAN ESTELLE Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher - LH SDC Elem SpEd X Garrison Elem

2000-01 MULLER RANDOLPH Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher - LH SDC ELM/SDC X Garrison Elem

2000-01 MARCON RACHELLE Temp/Prob 3/29/1999 Teacher K X Garrison Elem

2000-01 ZAVODNY NICOLE Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher SE (ECE) Pre-K X Garrison Elem

2000-01 JOHNSON CYNTHIA T 8/25/2000 Teacher LA/H X King Middle

2000-01 HO CHIA (ROBERT) 9/2/1998 Teacher MS X King Middle

2000-01 WAGGETT, JR DONALD Temp/Prob 9/1/1999 Teacher MS Math X King Middle

2000-01 SWARTZ CATHI Temp/Prob 8/28/2000 Teacher MS SpEd X King Middle

2000-01 MARBLE ZSANNA T 8/25/2000 Teacher K X Ivey Ranch Elem

2000-01 LOPEZ JULIO Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 2 X Libby Elem

2000-01 Mena (Wiedle) AMY Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 2 X Libby Elem

2000-01 KELLERMAN APRIL Temp/Prob 9/1/1999 Teacher 3 X Libby Elem

2000-01 MIRELES EDUARDO Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 4 X Libby Elem

2000-01 MOORE LORI Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 5 X Libby Elem

2000-01 STRATHMAN SHARON Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 1st X Libby Elem

2000-01 BERNARD LENORE Tenured 8/25/2000 Teacher 4th/5th X Libby Elem

2000-01 Obrite (Kaminski) Lynn Temp/Prob 10/11/1999 Teacher 5th X Libby Elem

2000-01 MOSSA-MARIANI VICTORIA Temp/Prob 10/5/2000 Teacher 5th/6th X Libby Elem

2000-01 FURQUERON JEFFREY Temp/Prob 9/1/1999 Teacher 6th X Libby Elem

2000-01 NICHOLS FRANK Temp/Prob 1/23/2000 Teacher - LH SDC Elem SpEd X Libby Elem

2000-01 REED JULIE Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher - LH SDC Elem SpEd X Libby Elem

2000-01 CANTRALL ELIZABETH Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher HS Eng X Libby Elem

2000-01 HOWARD KEITH Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher K-6 X Libby Elem

2000-01 COVARRUBIAS-KELLY ANNA Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher Kinder X Libby Elem

2000-01 DOYLE (Dinh) BECKY Temp/Prob 9/1/1999 Teacher Kinder X Libby Elem

2000-01 TRAUGH STEVEN Temp/Prob 9/1/1999 Teacher Music X Libby Elem

2000-01 MCANEAR DEANNA Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher - LH SDC HS X El Camino High

2000-01 YENDES DAVID Temp/Prob 1/31/2000 Teacher HS X El Camino High
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2000-01 CARLENO DAVID T 2/1/1999 Teacher HS Eng X El Camino High

2000-01 EASTERBROOK Kathryn Temp/Prob 9/1/1999 Teacher HS Eng X El Camino High

2000-01 Esteban Christine Temp/Prob 1/31/2000 Teacher HS Eng X El Camino High

2000-01 Sleiman-Stearman Zein Tenured 9/1/2000 Teacher HS Eng X El Camino High

2000-01 GREENE MICHELE Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Resource Specialist HS SpEd X El Camino High

2000-01 THOMPSON DAVID T 9/1/1999 Teacher - LH SDC HS SpEd X El Camino High

2000-01 VANHOOSER MALINDA T 9/1/1999 Resource Specialist HS SpEd X El Camino High

2000-01 HINDERLITER JAMES Temp/Prob 9/1/1999 Teacher - LH SDC SDC X Jefferson Middle

2000-01 CHAMBERS RACHEL Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 3rd X Jefferson Middle

2000-01 RILEY JACQUELINE Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher MS Lang Arts X Jefferson Middle

2000-01 HUTCHISON TIMOTHY Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher MATH X Jefferson Middle

2000-01 Vico (RUBEN) IRENE Temp/Prob 2/8/1999 Teacher MS Lang Arts X Jefferson Middle

2000-01 WEICKGENANT MARY Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher MS Lang Arts X Jefferson Middle

2000-01 LEAVERTON SHERI P 8/25/2000 Teacher RSP X Jefferson Middle

2000-01 SCHWARTZ JONATHAN Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 1st X Santa Margarita Elem

2000-01 SAUNDERS, JR R Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 4th/5th X Santa Margarita Elem

2000-01 KOENIGS, JR JOSEPH Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher Elem X Santa Margarita Elem

2000-01 MCRAY MONIKA Temp/Prob 8/28/2000 Teacher Elem X Santa Margarita Elem

2000-01 WILKINS DONNA Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher Elem X Santa Margarita Elem

2000-01 WILLIAMS CHERYL Temp/Prob 1/18/2000 Teacher - SH Elem X Santa Margarita Elem

2000-01 ARSENAULT JACQUELYN T 9/4/1998 Teacher MS X Santa Margarita Elem

2000-01 FALK TODD 9/2/1998 Teacher - APE various X Pupil Services

2000-01 Berman (GREY) EMILY T 9/2/1999 Resource Specialist Elem SpEd X Ivey Ranch Elem

2000-01 MACKENZIE SUZANNE T 9/18/2000 Teacher 1 X Ivey Ranch Elem

2000-01 KROEPEL HEATHER Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 2 X Ivey Ranch Elem

2000-01 LEE SABRINA Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 3 X Ivey Ranch Elem

2000-01 ROBINSON KELLY Temp/Prob 9/2/1999 Teacher 1st X Ivey Ranch Elem

2000-01 Rockdale (SCOTT) KRISTY Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 1st X Ivey Ranch Elem

2000-01 HAMME KELLY Temp/Prob 9/1/1999 Teacher K X Ivey Ranch Elem

2000-01 VOGEL JEFFREY T 8/9/2000 Teacher various X Clair W. Burgener Academy

2000-01 CARRILLO (ABEL) LINDA T 8/25/2000 Teacher 4th X Ivey Ranch Elem

2000-01 HOLGUIN JENNIFER Temp/Prob 9/1/1999 Teacher 2 X Laurel Elem

2000-01 Maddox (BIGGS) HEATHER Temp/Prob 9/1/1999 Teacher 2 X Laurel Elem

2000-01 MICHAEL NICOLE Temp/Prob 9/18/2000 Teacher 4 X Laurel Elem

2000-01 CAMPBELL PIKAKE Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher - LH SDC 1st X Oceanside High

2000-01 Stone (Van der Molen) MELANIE Temp/Prob 2/4/2001 Teacher 1st X Laurel Elem

2000-01 RAMOS (Figaro) ANNA Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 2nd X Laurel Elem

2000-01 Bell (Bahr) Amanda Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 3rd X Laurel Elem

2000-01 Best (Cross) Lisa Temp/Prob 12/4/2000 Teacher 6th X Ivey Ranch Elem

2000-01 DOUGLAS ERIK P 8/25/2000 Teacher MS X Oceanside High

2000-01 AMBROGIO KRISTY Temp/Prob 9/1/1999 Teacher 2nd X Del Rio Elem

2000-01 CHAMBERS ANNIE 9/1/1999 3rd X Del Rio Elem

2000-01 FRUIN (Nitti) JOHANNA Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher Elem X Del Rio Elem

2000-01 CAPABIANCO JENNIFER Temp/Prob 9/1/1999 Resource Specialist Elem SpEd X Del Rio Elem

2000-01 CHU-KRAMER MAGGIE Temp/Prob 9/1/1999 Teacher Kinder X Del Rio Elem
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2000-01 HARRIS HOLLY Temp/Prob 1/25/2001 Teacher K - 3 X Del Rio Elem

2000-01 MCCarthy (DEDGE) ERIN Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 3 X Reynolds Elem

2000-01 HAMBY BRADLY Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 5 X Reynolds Elem

2000-01 Bouret (METCALF) TARA Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher Elem X Reynolds Elem

2000-01 MEZA-MAGALLANES LYDIA Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher Elem X Reynolds Elem

2000-01 FLANAGAN TERESA 8/25/2000 Teacher Kinder X Reynolds Elem

2000-01 Henchy (Colony) BRIDGET Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher Elem SEI X Del Rio Elem

2000-01 TURNER JOHNNY Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 1st X Reynolds Elem

2000-01 FORD COREY Temp/Prob 9/27/2000 Teacher 2nd X McAuliffe Elem

2000-01 CARLSON CATHERINE Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher Elem SpEd X McAuliffe Elem

2000-01 WAGNER DAVID T 9/1/1999 Teacher HS  SS X Oceanside High

2000-01 Fraser (Mitchell) ERIN Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher HS Math X Oceanside High

2000-01 LANGAN-GRAVLIN VICKI P 8/25/2000 Teacher 3 X San Luis Rey Elem

2000-01 ADAMS JENNIFER T 9/2/1998 Teacher 1st X San Luis Rey Elem

2000-01 NGUYEN CONG-DUNG Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 1st X San Luis Rey Elem

2000-01 SALMON BLAIR T 1/27/1999 Teacher 1st X San Luis Rey Elem

2000-01 BOLES MUROYA LISA Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 2nd X San Luis Rey Elem

2000-01 NAYLOR JAMI Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 3rd X San Luis Rey Elem

2000-01 Stanford (Clark) JANNA Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 3rd X San Luis Rey Elem

2000-01 STRUVE (Drane) MARY Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 4th X San Luis Rey Elem

2000-01 FAIRCHILD NICOLE 10/22/1999 Teacher K X San Luis Rey Elem

2000-01 MCCARTHY ANNETTE T 9/2/1998 Teacher 2 X San Luis Rey Elem

2000-01 MILLER, JR JAY Temp/Prob 9/11/2000 Teacher 5 X San Luis Rey Elem

2000-01 HAMAND MICHELLE Temp/Prob 9/19/2000 Teacher K X San Luis Rey Elem

2000-01 HO FRANCINE Temp/Prob 9/25/2000 Teacher 7 X Lincoln Middle

2000-01 ZIMNY H Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 6th Core X Lincoln Middle

2000-01 GEIERMAN ANN Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher MS X Lincoln Middle

2000-01 GROGAN PATRICIA Temp/Prob 4/17/2000 Teacher MS X Lincoln Middle

2000-01 Stein (PODOLSKY) JESSICA T 8/28/2000 Teacher MS Math X Lincoln Middle

2000-01 GRAY CHRISTOPHER Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher MS Math/Sci X Lincoln Middle

2000-01 FENNELL DENISE Temp/Prob 1/31/2000 Resource Specialist MS SpEd X Lincoln Middle

2000-01 MATTHEWS CHERYL Temp/Prob 2/28/2000 Resource Specialist MIDDLE X Lincoln Middle

2000-01 HAAS MARY Temp/Prob 1/3/2000 Teacher HS X Ocean Shores High

2000-01 COULTHARD KAREN Temp/Prob 9/1/1999 Teacher HS Art X Ocean Shores High

2000-01 COLE VERNAL Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher HS Math X Ocean Shores High

2000-01 HINDMAN RENEE Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 3 X Del Rio Elem

2000-01 JOOLINGEN WILLIAM Temp/Prob 9/1/1999 Teacher 5 X Del Rio Elem

2000-01 KASSIS-DIKIY STEPHANI Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 5 X Del Rio Elem

2000-01 CLARK KRISTI Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 3rd X Del Rio Elem

2000-01 THIELEN KARYN Temp/Prob 9/2/1999 Teacher 3rd X Del Rio Elem

2000-01 WERTS SHEREEN Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 3rd X Del Rio Elem

2000-01 SAAVEDRA MARLENA Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher Elem X Del Rio Elem

2000-01 SOTO JOSE T 2/1/1999 Resource Specialist Elem SpEd X Del Rio Elem

2000-01 FLYNN LINDA Temp/Prob 9/1/1999 Teacher Literacy Coach X Del Rio Elem

2000-01 AHLES MANNY Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 6th X Lincoln Middle
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2000-01 ALLEN DEANN Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher Sci, Eng, SS X Lincoln Middle

2000-01 CARTER JOHNNY Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 3rd X El Camino High

2000-01 MAYTORENA BRIAN Temp 9/26/2000 Teacher HS X El Camino High

2000-01 MCKINLEY JENIFER Temp/Prob 9/1/1999 Teacher HS X El Camino High

2000-01 MEZA CHRISTINE T 9/2/1998 Teacher HS X El Camino High

2000-01 Roberts Jacqueline Tenure ROP GF 8/28/2000 ROP Teacher HS X El Camino High

2000-01 COYLE CHRISTOPHER Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher HS X El Camino High

2000-01 DeSanto (Swanberg)(Smith) Christina 11/23/1998 Teacher 6th X King Middle

2000-01 POWELL KIMBERLEE Temp/Prob 9/1/1999 Teacher 6th X King Middle

2000-01 DOUGHERTY SHANNON Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher MS X King Middle

2000-01 COHEN PATRICIA Temp/Prob 9/1/1999 Teacher MS 7th Core X King Middle

2000-01 ANDERSON THITHI Temp/Prob 9/1/1999 Teacher MS Math X King Middle

2000-01 DUNNING FARZIN P 9/1/1999 Teacher MS Math X King Middle

2000-01 BILLING SUSAN Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Resource Specialist MS SpEd X King Middle

2000-01 COUILLARD DEBORAH Temp/Prob 9/12/2000 Teacher - LH SDC MS SpEd X King Middle

2000-01 LUTHER JULIE Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 1 X Mission Elem

2000-01 MARQUARDT MARTHA Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 1 X Mission Elem

2000-01 MCGUIRE PATRICIA Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 3 X Mission Elem

2000-01 BOYSTER (Watson) LISA Temp/Prob 9/1/1999 Teacher 2nd X Mission Elem

2000-01 SPENCER DANA Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 2nd X Mission Elem

2000-01 DEAN MARIA Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 5th X Mission Elem

2000-01 POKLETAR ROBERT Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher - LH SDC Elem SpEd X Mission Elem

2000-01 GUAYANTE GREGORY Temp/Prob 9/1/1999 Teacher HS X El Camino High

2000-01 MULQUEEN LYNN Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 1 X Palmquist Elem

2000-01 NIELAND MICHAEL Temp/Prob 1/24/2001 Teacher 1st X Palmquist Elem

2000-01 ALBRIGHT KRISTIN Temp/Prob 2/1/2000 Teacher 3rd X Palmquist Elem

2000-01 TRELEASE RENEE Temp/Prob 9/1/1999 Teacher K/1st X Palmquist Elem

2000-01 CHILCOTE TEKOA Temp/Prob 10/13/2000 Teacher MS Pre_Alg X Palmquist Elem

2000-01 FLEMING CINDY Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 1st X South Oceanside Elem

2000-01 MURRAY LISA Temp/Prob 9/1/1999 Teacher 3rd X South Oceanside Elem

2000-01 HILLHOUSE-SHOKES VALERIE Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 2 X Ditmar Elem

2000-01 MOCNY KELLI Temp/Prob 9/1/1999 Teacher 3 X Ditmar Elem

2000-01 FANALE LORA Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 2nd X North Terrace Elem

2000-01 DRAGO DEREK Temp/Prob 1/31/2000 Teacher HS X El Camino High

2000-01 HAYWAS ASKOLD T 2/1/1999 Teacher HS X El Camino High

2000-01 PETERSEN MATTHEW Temp/Prob 2/2/2000 Teacher HS  SS X El Camino High

2000-01 GIBBA TRACY Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher HS SpEd X El Camino High

2000-01 JARRARD JEFFREY 9/1/1999 Teacher HS X El Camino High

2001-02 DRAGO DARREN P 8/25/2000 Teacher HS X Oceanside High

2001-02 BOKOR DAYLE Temp/Prob 3/9/2001 Teacher 1 X Garrison Elem

2001-02 LOPEZ JULIO Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 2 X Libby Elem

2001-02 Mena (Wiedle) AMY Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 2 X Libby Elem

2001-02 MIRELES EDUARDO Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 4 X Libby Elem

2001-02 HERNANDEZ NICOLE Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher 5 X North Terrace Elem

2001-02 MOORE LORI Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 5 X Libby Elem
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2001-02 MOSSA-MARIANI VICTORIA Temp/Prob 10/5/2000 Teacher 6 X Libby Elem

2001-02 STRATHMAN SHARON Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 1st X Libby Elem

2001-02 Burton (BUTTERIS) JULIA Temp/Prob 10/25/2000 Teacher 4th X Libby Elem

2001-02 CANTRALL ELIZABETH Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 4th X Libby Elem

2001-02 FARRELL (GONZALES) LISA 10/19/2000 Teacher 4th X Libby Elem

2001-02 BRIGGS JAMES T 9/2/1998 Teacher 6th X Libby Elem

2001-02 NICHOLS FRANK Temp/Prob 1/22/2000 Teacher - LH SDC Elem SpEd X Libby Elem

2001-02 REED JULIE Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher - LH SDC Elem SpEd X Libby Elem

2001-02 COVARRUBIAS-KELLY ANNA Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher Kinder X Libby Elem

2001-02 HOWARD KEITH Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher PE X Libby Elem

2001-02 BLEHA (Thompson) JENNIFER Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher 6th X Lincoln Middle

2001-02 GRAY CHRISTOPHER Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher MS X Lincoln Middle

2001-02 HAESLE TRIENNE 8/21/2001 Teacher MS X Lincoln Middle

2001-02 HO FRANCINE Temp/Prob 9/25/2000 Teacher MS X Lincoln Middle

2001-02 Reed (Sherwood) AMERET Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher MS X Lincoln Middle

2001-02 ROGERS THOMAS Temp/Prob 7/31/2001 Teacher MS X Lincoln Middle

2001-02 RULE (Norris) Denise Tenured 8/21/2001 Teacher MS X Lincoln Middle

2001-02 ZIVOTSKY ANN T 9/2/1998 Resource Teacher MS X Lincoln Middle

2001-02 MCCONCHIE BRIAR Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 2 X North Terrace Elem

2001-02 COHEN APRIL Temp/Prob 9/28/2001 Teacher 3rd X North Terrace Elem

2001-02 Morgan Kathleen Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 2 X Pacifica Elem

2001-02 MCNAUGHTON PAULA Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 5 X Pacifica Elem

2001-02 CHRISTOPHER MARY Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 1st X Pacifica Elem

2001-02 ANDERSEN TROY Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 2nd X Pacifica Elem

2001-02 PHILLIPS (Stenerodden) STACY Temp/Prob 8/30/2000 Teacher 2nd X Pacifica Elem

2001-02 STONE JONATHAN Temp/Prob 1/8/2001 Teacher 3rd X Pacifica Elem

2001-02 ANDREWS JENNIFER Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 4th X Pacifica Elem

2001-02 PHILLIPS MICHAEL Temp/Prob 1/2/2001 Teacher 5th X Pacifica Elem

2001-02 WEBB (Strom-Zigler) DARCY Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher 5th X Pacifica Elem

2001-02 MCGRAW WENDY T 8/25/2000 Teacher K X Pacifica Elem

2001-02 RICHARDS PATRICIA Temp/Prob 9/13/2001 Teacher Kinder X Pacifica Elem

2001-02 Broyles Christian Temp 9/12/2001 Teacher MS SpEd X Pacifica Elem

2001-02 MARTINELLI NANCY Temp/Prob 10/12/2000 Teacher 5 X San Rafael Elem

2001-02 CROUTHAMEL KELLY 8/21/2001 Teacher 2nd X San Rafael Elem

2001-02 GIBBENS ALISON Temp/Prob 9/18/2001 Teacher HS  SS X X San Rafael Elem

2001-02 KENT MARY T 10/3/2001 Teacher - LH SDC SDC X San Rafael Elem

2001-02 ROMERO DAWN Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher MS PE X Jefferson Middle

2001-02 SLASOR JANELLE T 9/2/1998 Resource Specialist MS SpEd X Jefferson Middle

2001-02 HEMMEN ROSANNE Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher - LH SDC SDC X Jefferson Middle

2001-02 SHIRLEY COLLEEN Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher 6th X King Middle

2001-02 CUSH ARRON 9/8/1998 Teacher MS X King Middle

2001-02 EVANS TEANNA Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher MS X King Middle

2001-02 SKINNER BEVERLY Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher MS X King Middle

2001-02 BILLING SUSAN Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Resource Specialist MS SpEd X King Middle

2001-02 BRIGGS (Janisch) CHRISTINE Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 3rd X San Rafael Elem
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2001-02 REESE MARA Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher 6th X Jefferson Middle

2001-02 FLORIO MICHAEL Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher 5th X Garrison Elem

2001-02 QUINLAN ESTELLE Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher - LH SDC Elem SpEd X Garrison Elem

2001-02 MULLER RANDOLPH Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher - LH SDC ELM/SDC X Garrison Elem

2001-02 ZAVODNY NICOLE Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher SE (ECE) Pre-K X Garrison Elem

2001-02 PEDERSON SHAWN Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 7th X Jefferson Middle

2001-02 CHAMBERS RACHEL Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher MS Math/Sci X Jefferson Middle

2001-02 RILEY JACQUELINE Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 6th X Jefferson Middle

2001-02 SIMMONS DOUGLAS T 8/25/2000 Teacher 7th X Jefferson Middle

2001-02 WEICKGENANT MARY Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher MS Lang Arts X Jefferson Middle

2001-02 BARETTE VALLERI Temp/Prob 1/2/2001 Teacher 7th X King Middle

2001-02 JENSEN JENNIFER 9/28/1998 Teacher 8 SCIENCE X King Middle

2001-02 MCKENNEY SHELLEY T 10/26/1998 Teacher MIDDLE X King Middle

2001-02 MOORE SCOTT T 9/23/1998 Teacher MIDDLE X King Middle

2001-02 DOUGHERTY SHANNON Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher MS X King Middle

2001-02 WILLIAMS (Pittroff) ELISA Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher MS Arts X King Middle

2001-02 GLENN LEE Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher HS X Jefferson Middle

2001-02 HUTCHISON TIMOTHY Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher MATH X Jefferson Middle

2001-02 MATELJAN ERIK Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher MIDDLE X Jefferson Middle

2001-02 DANIELS BLAIR Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher MS X Jefferson Middle

2001-02 DOOSE DANIEL Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher MS X Jefferson Middle

2001-02 LEAVERTON SHERI T 8/25/2000 Teacher MS X Jefferson Middle

2001-02 SMITH MATTHEW T 9/2/1998 Teacher MS Lang Arts X Jefferson Middle

2001-02 YAZEL DENNIS Temp/Prob 8/29/2000 Teacher MS Science X Jefferson Middle

2001-02 MOHR NANCY T 9/2/1998 Teacher 2nd X Santa Margarita Elem

2001-02 HUGHES ERIN 9/2/1998 Teacher Elem X Santa Margarita Elem

2001-02 KOENIGS, JR JOSEPH Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher Elem X Santa Margarita Elem

2001-02 MCRAY MONIKA Temp/Prob 8/28/2000 Teacher Elem X Santa Margarita Elem

2001-02 SCHWARTZ JONATHAN Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher Elem X Santa Margarita Elem

2001-02 SCOTT MARLENE Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher Elem X Santa Margarita Elem

2001-02 WILKINS DONNA Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher Elem X Santa Margarita Elem

2001-02 WILLIAMS CHERYL Temp/Prob 1/18/2000 Teacher - SH Elem X Santa Margarita Elem

2001-02 SAUNDERS, JR R Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher Elem SpEd X Santa Margarita Elem

2001-02 COHEN CHARLES Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher 6th X El Camino High

2001-02 YENDES DAVID Temp/Prob 1/31/2000 Teacher HS X El Camino High

2001-02 EASTERBROOK Kathryn Temp/Prob 9/1/1999 Teacher HS Eng X El Camino High

2001-02 Esteban Christine Temp/Prob 1/31/2000 Teacher HS Eng X El Camino High

2001-02 SHANAHAN (Young) LAURA Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher HS Eng X El Camino High

2001-02 SHORTMAN LESLEY Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher HS Eng X El Camino High

2001-02 TARGHETTA CARRIE T 8/21/2001 Teacher HS Eng X El Camino High

2001-02 KROEPEL HEATHER Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 2 X Ivey Ranch Elem

2001-02 LEE SABRINA Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 3 X Ivey Ranch Elem

2001-02 NEWVILLE (Short) TAMARA T 9/2/1998 Teacher 1st X Ivey Ranch Elem

2001-02 Rockdale (SCOTT) KRISTY Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 1st X Ivey Ranch Elem

2001-02 GEIERMAN ANN Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 6th Core X Lincoln Middle
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2001-02 FURQUERON SHERRI 9/18/1998 Teacher 8th History X Lincoln Middle

2001-02 AHLES MANNY Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher MS X Lincoln Middle

2001-02 ALLEN DEANN Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher MS X Lincoln Middle

2001-02 GROGAN PATRICIA 4/17/2000 Teacher MS X Lincoln Middle

2001-02 KELLY PATRICIA T 9/2/1998 Teacher MS X Lincoln Middle

2001-02 LAVELLE SHELLEY T 9/28/1998 Teacher MS X Lincoln Middle

2001-02 GONZALEZ DE ARAIZA ISELA 1/4/1999 Teacher MS ELD X Lincoln Middle

2001-02 ZIMNY H Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher MS X Lincoln Middle

2001-02 HARTZ JESSE T 9/16/1998 Teacher MS X Clair W. Burgener Academy

2001-02 AMIDON C T 2/3/1999 Teacher MS Math X Clair W. Burgener Academy

2001-02 GRAY ANN Temp/Prob 8/18/1999 Teacher various X Clair W. Burgener Academy

2001-02 MURRAY DANIEL Temp/Prob 8/8/2001 Teacher various X Clair W. Burgener Academy

2001-02 VORIS THOMAS T 8/14/2000 Teacher various X Clair W. Burgener Academy

2001-02 ZACK KATHRYN T 8/13/1998 Teacher various X Clair W. Burgener Academy

2001-02 LOPEZ-MCCLELLAND LISA P 8/21/2001 Teacher 10, 11 X Oceanside High

2001-02 WILLSEY FRANK T 8/21/2001 Teacher HS X Oceanside High

2001-02 GOOD II RICHARD 8/28/2000 Teacher HS Science X Oceanside High

2001-02 KEARNEY SHERI Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher 4th/5th X Santa Margarita Elem

2001-02 HILL-COLLIS TERESA 10/15/2001 Resource Specialist HS X Oceanside High

2001-02 MCCULLOUGH-LEAKE DANA T 8/25/2000 Teacher HS X Oceanside High

2001-02 ROCCOFORTE SHERYL Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher HS X Oceanside High

2001-02 FRASER SCOTT Temp/Prob 1/28/2002 Teacher HS Math X Oceanside High

2001-02 Fraser (Mitchell) ERIN Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher HS Math X Oceanside High

2001-02 WAGNER CLAUDIA T 9/2/1998 Teacher HS Math X Oceanside High

2001-02 BENSON-CLARK KRISTI T 9/1/1999 Teacher HS PE X Oceanside High

2001-02 CAMPBELL PIKAKE Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher - LH SDC HS SpEd X Oceanside High

2001-02 FRUIN (Nitti) JOHANNA Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher Elem X Del Rio Elem

2001-02 Hajek-Schalge ELLEN 10/26/1998 Teacher 1 X Del Rio Elem

2001-02 JOOLINGEN JEANNE T 9/2/1998 Teacher 2 X Del Rio Elem

2001-02 MCCarthy (DEDGE) ERIN Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 3 X Reynolds Elem

2001-02 CARRASCO ARTURO Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher 1st X Reynolds Elem

2001-02 GASPARO JACLYN Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher 2nd X Reynolds Elem

2001-02 DUDLEY LISA P 8/25/2000 Teacher Elem X Reynolds Elem

2001-02 MEZA-MAGALLANES LYDIA Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher Elem X Reynolds Elem

2001-02 MICHAEL NICOLE Temp/Prob 9/18/2000 Teacher 2 X Laurel Elem

2001-02 Stone (Van der Molen) MELANIE Temp/Prob 2/5/2001 Teacher 1st X Laurel Elem

2001-02 ONG CARIN T 9/2/1998 Teacher 3rd X Laurel Elem

2001-02 STICKLES MARTHA Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher 4th X Laurel Elem

2001-02 MARANDA COLETTE Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher K X Laurel Elem

2001-02 Henchy (Colony) BRIDGET Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 1st X Del Rio Elem

2001-02 COX ERICA 9/2/1998 Teacher 2nd X Laurel Elem

2001-02 Bell (Bahr) Amanda Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 3rd X Laurel Elem

2001-02 BRINKMAN JOSEPHINE T 8/25/2000 Teacher 3rd X Laurel Elem

2001-02 BEST KENTON T 9/2/1998 Teacher 5th X Laurel Elem

2001-02 SWEENEY MOYA Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher 6th X Laurel Elem
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2001-02 Best (Cross) Lisa Temp/Prob 12/4/2000 Teacher Elem X Ivey Ranch Elem

2001-02 BOYD KIMBERLY Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Resource Specialist Elem SpEd X Laurel Elem

2001-02 RAMOS (Figaro) ANNA Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 2nd X Laurel Elem

2001-02 CARLSON CATHERINE Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 1st X McAuliffe Elem

2001-02 FORD COREY Temp/Prob 9/27/2000 Teacher 2nd X McAuliffe Elem

2001-02 NEWSOM CORINNE T 10/1/1998 Teacher 3rd X McAuliffe Elem

2001-02 ESCOBAR MARIA 9/2/1998 Teacher 3 X San Luis Rey Elem

2001-02 LANGAN-GRAVLIN VICKI T 8/25/2000 Teacher 3 X San Luis Rey Elem

2001-02 NGUYEN CONG-DUNG Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 1st X San Luis Rey Elem

2001-02 SANCHEZ SALVADOR T 9/2/1998 Teacher 1st X San Luis Rey Elem

2001-02 BOLES MUROYA LISA Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 2nd X San Luis Rey Elem

2001-02 NAYLOR JAMI Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 3rd X San Luis Rey Elem

2001-02 Stanford (Clark) JANNA Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 3rd X San Luis Rey Elem

2001-02 CORNISH SUZANNE 9/2/1998 Teacher 4th X San Luis Rey Elem

2001-02 STRUVE (Drane) MARY Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 4th X San Luis Rey Elem

2001-02 WILLIAMS BARBARA T 8/25/2000 Resource Specialist Elem SpEd X San Luis Rey Elem

2001-02 JOHNSON HEIDI 9/2/1998 Teacher - LH SDC SDC X San Luis Rey Elem

2001-02 MILLER, JR JAY Temp/Prob 9/11/2000 Teacher 5 X San Luis Rey Elem

2001-02 HAMAND MICHELLE Temp/Prob 9/19/2000 Teacher K X San Luis Rey Elem

2001-02 FENNELL DENISE 1/31/2000 Resource Specialist MS SpEd X Lincoln Middle

2001-02 HAAS MARY Temp/Prob 1/3/2000 Teacher HS X Ocean Shores High

2001-02 ANDERSON WARREN T 9/1/1999 Teacher HS  SS X Ocean Shores High

2001-02 COULTHARD KAREN 9/1/1999 Teacher HS Art X Ocean Shores High

2001-02 WEST DARLENE T 10/1/2001 Teacher HS Eng X Ocean Shores High

2001-02 COLE VERNAL Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher HS Math X Ocean Shores High

2001-02 HINDMAN RENEE Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 3 X Del Rio Elem

2001-02 KASSIS-DIKIY STEPHANI Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 5 X Del Rio Elem

2001-02 ORTEGA RENE T 9/2/1998 Teacher 1st X Del Rio Elem

2001-02 SAAVEDRA MARLENA Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 2nd X Del Rio Elem

2001-02 WERTS SHEREEN Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 3rd X Del Rio Elem

2001-02 CLARK KRISTI Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 5th X Del Rio Elem

2001-02 Bouret (METCALF) TARA Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 1 X Reynolds Elem

2001-02 HAMBY BRADLY Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 5 X Reynolds Elem

2001-02 COHEN II NELSON 9/2/1998 Teacher 3rd X Reynolds Elem

2001-02 TURNER JOHNNY Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 5th X Reynolds Elem

2001-02 MAYTORENA BRIAN Temp/Prob 9/26/2000 Teacher HS X El Camino High

2001-02 MCKINLEY JENIFER T 9/1/1999 Teacher HS X El Camino High

2001-02 RUIZ SOCORRO Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher HS X El Camino High

2001-02 WILLIAMS ALLEN Temp/Prob 8/31/2001 Teacher HS X El Camino High

2001-02 COYLE CHRISTOPHER Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher HS X El Camino High

2001-02 BAYHAM BONNIE Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher HS Math X El Camino High

2001-02 GEE JEREMEY Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher HS Math X El Camino High

2001-02 NANK SEAN Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher HS Math X El Camino High

2001-02 RICHMAN WILLIAM T 8/21/2001 Teacher HS Math X El Camino High

2001-02 CARTER JOHNNY Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher HS Physics X El Camino High
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2001-02 SINCLAIR (Stevens-Allen) SAMANTHA T 8/13/1999 Teacher MS X King Middle

2001-02 FRANDSEN ERIC Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher MS Math X King Middle

2001-02 COUILLARD DEBORAH Temp/Prob 9/12/2000 Teacher - LH SDC MS SpEd X King Middle

2001-02 MARQUARDT MARTHA Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 1 X Mission Elem

2001-02 HARRIS HOLLY Temp/Prob 1/25/2001 Teacher 3 X Mission Elem

2001-02 MCGUIRE PATRICIA Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 3 X Mission Elem

2001-02 MOHUN BRANDI Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher 5 X Mission Elem

2001-02 SPENCER DANA Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 2nd X Mission Elem

2001-02 GOMMEL WALTER 9/2/1998 Teacher 4th X Mission Elem

2001-02 DEAN MARIA Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 5th X Mission Elem

2001-02 FARAH LINDA T 9/28/1998 Teacher 5th X Mission Elem

2001-02 GUILLEN JESSE Temp/Prob 9/18/2001 Teacher Elem PE X Mission Elem

2001-02 BOYD KEITH Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher - SH Elem SpEd X Laurel Elem

2001-02 POKLETAR ROBERT Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher - LH SDC Elem SpEd X Mission Elem

2001-02 WEAVER (CONNOR) CATHERINE 10/2/1998 Resource Specialist Elem SpEd X Mission Elem

2001-02 ALVARADO MARIA T 9/2/1998 Teacher K X Mission Elem

2001-02 LUTHER JULIE Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher K X Mission Elem

2001-02 DRAIM DAVID Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher HS X El Camino High

2001-02 DREISBACH JUDE Temp/Prob 2/5/2001 Teacher - LH SDC HS X El Camino High

2001-02 MCANEAR DEANNA Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher - LH SDC HS X El Camino High

2001-02 STRAUSE HENRY T 9/1/1999 Teacher HS Art X El Camino High

2001-02 CASIAS LEVI Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher HS Physics X El Camino High

2001-02 GREENE MICHELE Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Resource Specialist HS SpEd X El Camino High

2001-02 WILHOVSKY ERIK Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Resource Specialist HS SpEd X El Camino High

2001-02 RUIZ ERIN T 9/20/2001 Teacher 4th X North Terrace Elem

2001-02 LISH ANITA T 9/2/1998 Resource Specialist 7 X Jefferson Middle

2001-02 KUCHINSKY VICKIE Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 8 X Jefferson Middle

2001-02 MILLER MICHAEL T 9/2/1998 Teacher MIDDLE X Jefferson Middle

2001-02 MULQUEEN LYNN Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 1 X Palmquist Elem

2001-02 JARVIS DANIEL 9/4/1998 Teacher 3 X Palmquist Elem

2001-02 NIELAND MICHAEL Temp/Prob 1/24/2001 Teacher 1st/2nd X Palmquist Elem

2001-02 ALBRIGHT KRISTIN T 2/1/2000 Teacher 3rd X Palmquist Elem

2001-02 CHILCOTE TEKOA Temp/Prob 10/13/2000 Teacher 3rd X Palmquist Elem

2001-02 GRUBER ALLEN Temp/Prob 8/23/2001 Teacher - LH SDC Elem SpEd X Palmquist Elem

2001-02 ROCHE JANICE T 9/13/2001 Teacher K X Palmquist Elem

2001-02 CASILLAS ALMA T 9/2/1998 Teacher Kinder X Palmquist Elem

2001-02 HAGEN SUZANNE 9/2/1998 Teacher 4 X South Oceanside Elem

2001-02 FLEMING CINDY Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 1st X South Oceanside Elem

2001-02 FANALE LORA Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 2nd/3rd X North Terrace Elem

2001-02 WALKER ANDREA T 9/2/1998 Teacher 3rd X South Oceanside Elem

2001-02 ASHCRAFT REGINA Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher - LH SDC Elem SpEd X South Oceanside Elem

2001-02 KNEPPER SHELLEY P 8/21/2001 Resource Specialist RSP X South Oceanside Elem

2001-02 CLARK JULIANNE Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher Elem X Stuart Mesa Elem

2001-02 HUMPHRIES RHONDA Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher Elem X Stuart Mesa Elem

2001-02 STEPHENS DAVID T 8/13/1998 Teacher Elem X Stuart Mesa Elem
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2001-02 SWARTZ CATHI Temp/Prob 8/28/2000 Teacher Elem X Stuart Mesa Elem

2001-02 WIELAND PATRICIA Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher Elem X Stuart Mesa Elem

2001-02 FAIRCLOTH ANGELA Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher K X Stuart Mesa Elem

2001-02 Christian (Crooks) KRIS Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher HS Spanish X Nichols Elem

2001-02 Scott (Hoover) Mary Temp/Prob 2/13/2001 Teacher 4 X Ditmar Elem

2001-02 HILLHOUSE-SHOKES VALERIE Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher 2nd/3rd X Ditmar Elem

2001-02 NUNEZ LEANDRA Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher 4th X Ditmar Elem

2001-02 POTTS MICHAEL Temp/Prob 5/3/2001 Teacher 4th X Ditmar Elem

2001-02 DRAGO DEREK Temp/Prob 1/31/2000 Teacher HS X El Camino High

2001-02 HAUGEN JESSICA Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher HS X El Camino High

2001-02 OLSEN JEFFREY T 9/1/1999 Teacher HS X El Camino High

2001-02 PALAFOX RENE T 8/25/2000 Teacher HS X El Camino High

2001-02 Whalen (WALTON) CASEY Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher HS X El Camino High

2001-02 ESQUIVEL LISA Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher HS  SS X El Camino High

2001-02 GIBBA TRACY Temp/Prob 8/25/2000 Teacher HS  SS X El Camino High

2001-02 PETERSEN MATTHEW Temp/Prob 2/2/2000 Teacher HS  SS X El Camino High

2001-02 Winters(Rasmussen) Holly HOLLY Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher HS Spanish X El Camino High

2002-03 MOCNY KELLI T 9/1/1999 Teacher 2nd/3rd X Ditmar Elem

2002-03 KELLERMAN APRIL T 9/1/1999 Teacher 3 X Libby Elem

2002-03 WEST SERINA T 9/1/1999 Teacher 2nd X Libby Elem

2002-03 Obrite (Kaminski) Lynn Tenured 10/11/1999 Teacher 5th X Libby Elem

2002-03 BOKOR DAYLE Temp/Prob 3/9/2001 Teacher 5th/6th X Garrison Elem

2002-03 FURQUERON JEFFREY 9/1/1999 Teacher 6th X Libby Elem

2002-03 NICHOLS FRANK T 1/21/2000 Teacher - LH SDC Elem SpEd X Libby Elem

2002-03 DOYLE (Dinh) BECKY T 9/1/1999 Teacher Kinder X Libby Elem

2002-03 TRAUGH STEVEN T 9/1/1999 Teacher Music X Libby Elem

2002-03 BLEHA (Thompson) JENNIFER Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher 6th X Lincoln Middle

2002-03 MCCONCHIE BRIAR T 8/25/2000 Teacher 2 X North Terrace Elem

2002-03 HERNANDEZ NICOLE Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher 4 X North Terrace Elem

2002-03 AYALA BETTINA Temp/Prob 8/20/2002 Teacher - SH Elem SpEd X North Terrace Elem

2002-03 ROWAN II MICHAEL T 9/1/1999 Teacher K/1st X North Terrace Elem

2002-03 Elliott (Sommerville) MILANI T 9/1/1999 Teacher 1 X Pacifica Elem

2002-03 AFZALI FARANAK T 9/1/1999 Teacher 1st/2nd X Pacifica Elem

2002-03 VAN DIEPEN LEA T 9/3/1999 Teacher 2nd X Pacifica Elem

2002-03 QUARRIE M T 9/1/1999 Teacher 3rd X Pacifica Elem

2002-03 PHILLIPS MICHAEL T 1/2/2001 Teacher 5th/6th X Pacifica Elem

2002-03 ZELEDON ANA Temp/Prob 8/20/2002 Teacher - SH Pre-K X Pacifica Elem

2002-03 MATELJAN ERIK Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher MIDDLE X Jefferson Middle

2002-03 Vico (RUBEN) IRENE T 2/8/1999 Teacher MS Lang Arts X Jefferson Middle

2002-03 BUNRASI JOHN T 8/23/1999 Teacher MS Math X Jefferson Middle

2002-03 Taliana Michael Tenured 8/20/2002 Teacher MS Math X Jefferson Middle

2002-03 DeSanto (Swanberg)(Smith) Christina 11/23/1998 Teacher 6th X King Middle

2002-03 EVANS TEANNA Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher MS X King Middle

2002-03 SKINNER BEVERLY Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher MS X King Middle

2002-03 COHEN PATRICIA 9/1/1999 Teacher MS 7th Core X King Middle
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2002-03 HO CHIA (ROBERT) 9/2/1998 Teacher MS X King Middle

2002-03 REESE MARA Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher 6th X Jefferson Middle

2002-03 BROWN MARIANNE T 8/20/2002 Resource Specialist English X Jefferson Middle

2002-03 DANIELS BLAIR 8/25/2000 Teacher MS X Jefferson Middle

2002-03 DISCHNER JUDITH Temp/Prob 8/20/2002 Teacher - SH MS SpEd X Jefferson HS

2002-03 POWELL KIMBERLEE T 9/1/1999 Teacher 6th X King Middle

2002-03 SHIRLEY COLLEEN Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher 6th X King Middle

2002-03 POWELL JR ROBERT T 12/3/2001 Teacher 7th X King Middle

2002-03 BARETTE VALLERI Temp/Prob 1/2/2001 Teacher MS X King Middle

2002-03 WILLIAMS (Pittroff) ELISA Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher MS Arts X King Middle

2002-03 ANDERSON THITHI T 9/1/1999 Teacher MS Math X King Middle

2002-03 DUNNING FARZIN T 9/1/1999 Teacher MS Math X King Middle

2002-03 COUILLARD DEBORAH 9/12/2000 Teacher - LH SDC MS SpEd X King Middle

2002-03 LEAVERTON SHERI T 8/25/2000 Teacher 6 X Jefferson Middle

2002-03 SWEENEY MOYA Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher ELD X Jefferson Middle

2002-03 GLENN LEE Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher MS Band X Jefferson Middle

2002-03 SWARTZ CATHI T 8/28/2000 Teacher 2nd X Santa Margarita Elem

2002-03 KEARNEY SHERI Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher 4th/5th X Santa Margarita Elem

2002-03 ARSENAULT JACQUELYN T 9/4/1998 Teacher MS X Santa Margarita Elem

2002-03 FORBERG LAURA 9/1/1999 Teacher 2nd Ivey Ranch Elem

2002-03 PAOGOFIE (Mendez) RASELA Temp/Prob 8/20/2002 Teacher 2nd/3rd X Ivey Ranch Elem

2002-03 STONE JONATHAN T 1/8/2001 Teacher 4th/5th X Ivey Ranch Elem

2002-03 Berman (GREY) EMILY T 9/2/1999 Resource Specialist Elem SpEd X Ivey Ranch Elem

2002-03 HAMME KELLY T 9/1/1999 Teacher K X Ivey Ranch Elem

2002-03 ROBINSON KELLY T 9/2/1999 Teacher Kinder X Ivey Ranch Elem

2002-03 COHEN CHARLES Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher HS Eng X El Camino High

2002-03 SHANAHAN (Young) LAURA Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher HS Eng X El Camino High

2002-03 SHORTMAN LESLEY Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher HS Eng X El Camino High

2002-03 KOVACEVICH DILLIE Tenured 8/21/2001 Teacher HS X El Camino High

2002-03 GALVEZ SUZANNE Temp/Prob 8/20/2002 Teacher 1st X Nichols Elem

2002-03 RICHARDS PATRICIA Temp/Prob 9/13/2001 Teacher 1st X Nichols Elem

2002-03 SCOTT MARLENE Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher 1st X Nichols Elem

2002-03 Broyles Christian Prob 9/12/2001 Teacher 2nd/3rd X Nichols Elem

2002-03 Flaherty Robert Temp/Prob 8/20/2002 Teacher - LH SDC 3rd X Nichols Elem

2002-03 FLEMING CINDY 8/25/2000 Teacher 3rd X Nichols Elem

2002-03 VOGEL REBECCA T 8/13/1999 Teacher 4th X Nichols Elem

2002-03 Christian (Crooks) KRIS Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher 5th X Nichols Elem

2002-03 PENNINGTON SHANNON Temp/Prob 8/20/2002 Teacher - SH Elem SpEd X Nichols Elem

2002-03 WALSH MICHAEL Temp/Prob 8/20/2002 Resource Specialist Elem SpEd X Nichols Elem

2002-03 MARANDA COLETTE Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher K X Nichols Elem

2002-03 Reed (Sherwood) AMERET Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher MS X Lincoln Middle

2002-03 ZIMNY H T 8/25/2000 Teacher MS X Lincoln Middle

2002-03 THOMPSON ORLANDO T 8/13/1998 Teacher TOSA X Clair W. Burgener Academy

2002-03 GRAY ANN Temp/Prob 8/18/1999 Teacher various X Clair W. Burgener Academy

2002-03 MURRAY DANIEL Temp/Prob 8/8/2001 Teacher various X Clair W. Burgener Academy
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2002-03 Villalpando (Robertson) JENNIFER T 8/14/2000 Teacher various X Clair W. Burgener Academy

2002-03 VOGEL JEFFREY T 8/9/2000 Teacher various X Clair W. Burgener Academy

2002-03 BRUCKNER SCOTT P 8/20/2002 Teacher 2nd X Oceanside High

2002-03 KERN CARA Temp/Prob 8/20/2002 Teacher GEOMETRY X Oceanside High

2002-03 FARQUHAR STEPHANIE 8/21/2001 Teacher HS X Oceanside High

2002-03 ROCCOFORTE SHERYL Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher HS X Oceanside High

2002-03 FIERZ GEORGIANN 8/20/2002 Teacher HS Eng X Oceanside High

2002-03 FRASER SCOTT Temp/Prob 1/28/2002 Teacher HS Math X Oceanside High

2002-03 THIBODEAUX JOSHUA Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher HS Math X Oceanside High

2002-03 THORNBURY TERESA Temp/Prob 8/20/2002 Teacher HS Math X Oceanside High

2002-03 GASPARO JACLYN Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher 2nd X Reynolds Elem

2002-03 CARRASCO ARTURO Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher Elem X Reynolds Elem

2002-03 DUDLEY LISA T 8/25/2000 Teacher Elem X Reynolds Elem

2002-03 FLANAGAN TERESA 8/25/2000 Teacher Kinder X Reynolds Elem

2002-03 HOLGUIN JENNIFER 9/1/1999 Teacher 5 X Laurel Elem

2002-03 Stone (Van der Molen) MELANIE T 2/5/2001 Teacher 1st X Laurel Elem

2002-03 DEVRIES HILARY T 9/1/1999 Teacher 2nd X Laurel Elem

2002-03 Best (Cross) Lisa Tenured 12/4/2000 Teacher 4th X Ivey Ranch Elem

2002-03 BOYD KIMBERLY Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Resource Specialist Elem SpEd X Laurel Elem

2002-03 CARLSON CATHERINE T 8/25/2000 Teacher 1st X McAuliffe Elem

2002-03 GRIFFIN LAURA 9/1/1999 Teacher - LH SDC Elem SpEd X McAuliffe Elem

2002-03 WEBB (Strom-Zigler) DARCY Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher 6th X King Middle

2002-03 Yan (Norlander) Joanne Temp/Prob 8/20/2002 Teacher 7th Sci X King Middle

2002-03 Allender Julie Temp/Prob 8/20/2002 Teacher 8th Sci X King Middle

2002-03 GRABLE GINA Temp/Prob 8/20/2002 Teacher MS Eng X King Middle

2002-03 WAGGETT, JR DONALD T 9/1/1999 Teacher MS Math X King Middle

2002-03 GRIFFITH DANA Temp/Prob 8/20/2002 Resource Specialist MS SpEd X King Middle

2002-03 HERNANDEZ CASEY Temp/Prob 8/20/2002 Teacher 4 X Garrison Elem

2002-03 NOURANI MELODY T 8/21/2001 Teacher 3rd X Garrison Elem

2002-03 FLORIO MICHAEL Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher 5th X Garrison Elem

2002-03 SIMMONS BRENDA Temp/Prob 8/21/2002 Teacher - SH Elem SpEd X Garrison Elem

2002-03 MULLER RANDOLPH T 8/25/2000 Teacher - LH SDC ELM/SDC X Garrison Elem

2002-03 MARCON RACHELLE T 3/29/1999 Teacher K X Garrison Elem

2002-03 COLE VERNAL 8/25/2000 Teacher HS Math X Ocean Shores High

2002-03 JOOLINGEN WILLIAM T 9/1/1999 Teacher 5 X Del Rio Elem

2002-03 COHEN APRIL Temp/Prob 9/28/2001 Teacher 1st/2nd X Del Rio Elem

2002-03 AMBROGIO KRISTY T 9/1/1999 Teacher 2nd X Del Rio Elem

2002-03 FLYNN LINDA T 9/1/1999 Teacher 3rd X Del Rio Elem

2002-03 THIELEN KARYN T 9/2/1999 Teacher 3rd X Del Rio Elem

2002-03 ROGERS SCOTT T 9/1/1999 Teacher 5th X Del Rio Elem

2002-03 CHAMBERS ANNIE 9/1/1999 Elem X Del Rio Elem

2002-03 SOTO JOSE T 2/1/1999 Resource Specialist Elem SpEd X Del Rio Elem

2002-03 CHU-KRAMER MAGGIE 9/1/1999 Teacher Kinder X Del Rio Elem

2002-03 MCCARTHY ANNETTE T 9/2/1998 Teacher 2 X San Luis Rey Elem

2002-03 NUNEZ LEANDRA Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher 1st X San Luis Rey Elem
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2002-03 SALMON BLAIR T 1/27/1999 Teacher 1st X San Luis Rey Elem

2002-03 GIBBENS ALISON Temp/Prob 9/18/2001 Teacher 1st/2nd X San Luis Rey Elem

2002-03 NAYLOR JAMI T 8/25/2000 Teacher 3rd X San Luis Rey Elem

2002-03 FAIRCHILD NICOLE 10/22/1999 Teacher K X San Luis Rey Elem

2002-03 GUAYANTE GREGORY 9/1/1999 Teacher HS X El Camino High

2002-03 MEZA CHRISTINE T 9/2/1998 Teacher HS X El Camino High

2002-03 RUIZ SOCORRO Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher HS X El Camino High

2002-03 BAYHAM BONNIE Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher HS Math X El Camino High

2002-03 GEE JEREMEY Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher HS Math X El Camino High

2002-03 NANK SEAN Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher HS Math X El Camino High

2002-03 ROERIG TODD Temp/Prob 8/20/2002 Teacher HS Science X El Camino High

2002-03 HARRIS HOLLY T 1/25/2001 Teacher 3 X Mission Elem

2002-03 MOHUN BRANDI Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher 5 X Mission Elem

2002-03 STICKLES MARTHA Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher 3rd X Mission Elem

2002-03 GUILLEN JESSE Temp/Prob 9/18/2001 Teacher Elem PE X Mission Elem

2002-03 BOYD KEITH Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher - SH Elem SpEd X Laurel Elem

2002-03 POKLETAR ROBERT T 8/25/2000 Teacher - LH SDC Elem SpEd X Mission Elem

2002-03 ROGERS THOMAS Temp/Prob 7/31/2001 Teacher MS Math X Lincoln Middle

2002-03 DRAIM DAVID Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher HS X El Camino High

2002-03 DREISBACH JUDE T 2/5/2001 Teacher - LH SDC HS X El Camino High

2002-03 MCANEAR DEANNA T 8/25/2000 Teacher - LH SDC HS X El Camino High

2002-03 CASIAS LEVI Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher HS Art X El Camino High

2002-03 CARLENO DAVID Tenured 2/1/1999 Teacher HS Eng X El Camino High

2002-03 THOMPSON DAVID T 9/1/1999 Teacher - LH SDC HS SpEd X El Camino High

2002-03 VANHOOSER MALINDA T 9/1/1999 Resource Specialist HS SpEd X El Camino High

2002-03 WILHOVSKY ERIK Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Resource Specialist HS SpEd X El Camino High

2002-03 HEMMEN ROSANNE Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher - LH SDC SDC X Jefferson Middle

2002-03 HINDERLITER JAMES 9/1/1999 Teacher - LH SDC SDC X Jefferson Middle

2002-03 MARSHALL GAIL T 8/20/2002 Teacher - LH SDC SDC/MIDDLE X Jefferson Middle

2002-03 NIELAND MICHAEL T 1/24/2001 Teacher 1st/2nd X Palmquist Elem

2002-03 GRUBER ALLEN Temp/Prob 8/23/2001 Teacher - LH SDC Elem SpEd X Palmquist Elem

2002-03 MURRAY LISA T 9/1/1999 Teacher Elem X South Oceanside Elem

2002-03 ASHCRAFT REGINA Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher - LH SDC Elem SpEd X South Oceanside Elem

2002-03 KNEPPER SHELLEY T 8/21/2001 Resource Specialist RSP X South Oceanside Elem

2002-03 HOGUE LORRAH 9/1/1999 Teacher K X Stuart Mesa Elem

2002-03 MAGANA ROSEMARY T 10/22/1999 Teacher 3 X Ditmar Elem

2002-03 Scott (Hoover) Mary Temp/Prob 2/13/2001 Teacher 4 X Ditmar Elem

2002-03 POTTS MICHAEL Temp/Prob 5/3/2001 Teacher 4th X Ditmar Elem

2002-03 DANNECKER CHADRICK Temp/Prob 8/20/2002 Teacher HS X El Camino High

2002-03 HAUGEN JESSICA Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher HS X El Camino High

2002-03 Whalen (WALTON) CASEY Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher HS X El Camino High

2002-03 WILLIAMS ALLEN Temp/Prob 8/31/2001 Teacher HS X El Camino High

2002-03 ESQUIVEL LISA Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher HS  SS X El Camino High

2002-03 Winters(Rasmussen) Holly HOLLY Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher HS Spanish X El Camino High

2002-03 JARRARD JEFFREY 9/1/1999 Teacher HS X El Camino High
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2002-03 KLOOS THOMAS Temp/Prob 8/20/2002 Teacher HS X El Camino High

2003-04 LOPEZ JULIO T 8/25/2000 Teacher 2 X Libby Elem

2003-04 MIRELES EDUARDO T 8/25/2000 Teacher 4 X Libby Elem

2003-04 MOORE LORI T 8/25/2000 Teacher 5 X Libby Elem

2003-04 MOSSA-MARIANI VICTORIA T 10/5/2000 Teacher 6 X Libby Elem

2003-04 Burton (BUTTERIS) JULIA T 10/25/2000 Teacher 3rd X Libby Elem

2003-04 BERNARD LENORE T 8/25/2000 Teacher 4th X Libby Elem

2003-04 CANTRALL ELIZABETH T 8/25/2000 Teacher 4th X Libby Elem

2003-04 FARRELL (GONZALES) LISA T 10/19/2000 Teacher 4th X Libby Elem

2003-04 STRATHMAN SHARON T 8/25/2000 Teacher 5th X Libby Elem

2003-04 BRIGGS JAMES T 9/2/1998 Teacher 6th X Libby Elem

2003-04 REED JULIE T 8/25/2000 Teacher - LH SDC Elem SpEd X Libby Elem

2003-04 MARBLE ZSANNA T 8/25/2000 Teacher K X Libby Elem

2003-04 Mena (Wiedle) AMY T 8/25/2000 Teacher K X Libby Elem

2003-04 COVARRUBIAS-KELLY ANNA T 8/25/2000 Teacher Kinder X Libby Elem

2003-04 HOWARD KEITH T 8/25/2000 Teacher PE X Libby Elem

2003-04 Lindgren Roberta Temp/Prob 10/21/2003 Teacher READ 180 X Libby Elem

2003-04 MATTHEWS CHERYL T 2/28/2000 Resource Specialist MIDDLE X Lincoln Middle

2003-04 ZIVOTSKY ANN T 9/2/1998 Resource Teacher MS X Lincoln Middle

2003-04 ROMERO DAWN T 8/25/2000 Teacher MS PE X Lincoln Middle

2003-04 George Tamara Temp/Prob 8/19/2003 Resource Specialist MS SpEd X Lincoln Middle

2003-04 HERNANDEZ NICOLE T 8/21/2001 Teacher 4 X North Terrace Elem

2003-04 FANALE LORA T 8/25/2000 Teacher 1st X North Terrace Elem

2003-04 PAOGOFIE (Mendez) RASELA Temp/Prob 8/20/2002 Teacher 5th X North Terrace Elem

2003-04 AYALA BETTINA Temp/Prob 8/20/2002 Teacher - SH Elem SpEd X North Terrace Elem

2003-04 CHRIST SHANE Tenured 8/25/2000 Teacher 3rd X Oceanside High

2003-04 MCCULLOUGH-LEAKE DANA T 8/25/2000 Teacher 9, 10 X Oceanside High

2003-04 DRAGO DARREN T 8/25/2000 Teacher HS X Oceanside High

2003-04 LEYVA ISABEL T 8/21/2001 Teacher HS X Oceanside High

2003-04 NUANEZ JOSEPH T 8/28/2000 Teacher HS X Oceanside High

2003-04 ROCCOFORTE SHERYL T 8/21/2001 Teacher HS X Oceanside High

2003-04 FIERZ GEORGIANN 8/20/2002 Teacher HS Eng X Oceanside High

2003-04 CLARK CAMERON T 9/1/1999 Teacher HS Math X Oceanside High

2003-04 CHRISTOPHER MARY T 8/25/2000 Teacher 1st X Pacifica Elem

2003-04 ANDERSEN TROY T 8/25/2000 Teacher 2nd X Pacifica Elem

2003-04 PHILLIPS (Stenerodden) STACY T 8/30/2000 Teacher 3rd X Pacifica Elem

2003-04 WEBB (Strom-Zigler) MARK T 9/28/2000 Teacher 3rd X Pacifica Elem

2003-04 ANDREWS JENNIFER T 8/25/2000 Teacher 4th X Pacifica Elem

2003-04 Stone Dulce Tenured 8/19/2003 Resource Specialist Elem SpEd X Pacifica Elem

2003-04 Sifuentes Therese T 8/25/2000 Teacher Kinder X Pacifica Elem

2003-04 Chavarria Freddie P 9/2/2003 Teacher 6th Math X Jefferson Middle

2003-04 HUTCHISON TIMOTHY T 8/25/2000 Teacher MATH X Jefferson Middle

2003-04 Meyers Heather Temp/Prob 8/26/2003 Teacher MIDDLE X Jefferson Middle

2003-04 DEAN MARIA T 8/25/2000 Teacher MS X Jefferson Middle

2003-04 Kern Justin P 9/29/2003 Teacher MS X Jefferson Middle
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2003-04 KUCHINSKY VICKIE T 8/25/2000 Teacher MS X Jefferson Middle

2003-04 GLENN LEE T 8/21/2001 Teacher MS Band X Jefferson Middle

2003-04 PEDERSON SHAWN T 8/25/2000 Teacher MS Lang Arts X Jefferson Middle

2003-04 CHAMBERS RACHEL T 8/25/2000 Teacher MS Math/Sci X Jefferson Middle

2003-04 Reyes Raymond Tenured 8/21/2003 Teacher - LH SDC MS SpEd X Jefferson Middle

2003-04 DREISBACH JUDE T 2/5/2001 Teacher - LH SDC HS X El Camino High

2003-04 Miller Tara Temp/Prob 10/1/2003 Teacher - ARC HS X El Camino High

2003-04 EASTERBROOK Kathryn T 9/1/1999 Teacher HS Eng X El Camino High

2003-04 Esteban Christine Tenured 1/31/2000 Teacher HS Eng X El Camino High

2003-04 BENNETT DAVID T 9/2/1998 Teacher HS Math X El Camino High

2003-04 DANIELS BLAIR T 8/25/2000 Teacher MS X Jefferson Middle

2003-04 DANNECKER CHADRICK Temp/Prob 8/20/2002 Teacher HS Spanish X El Camino High

2003-04 WEBB (Strom-Zigler) DARCY T 8/21/2001 Teacher 6th X King Middle

2003-04 JOHNSON CYNTHIA T 8/25/2000 Teacher 8 HISTORY X King Middle

2003-04 MCKENNEY SHELLEY T 10/26/1998 Teacher MIDDLE X King Middle

2003-04 WILLIAMS (Pittroff) ELISA T 8/21/2001 Teacher MS Arts X King Middle

2003-04 BILLING SUSAN T 8/25/2000 Resource Specialist MS SpEd X King Middle

2003-04 COUILLARD DEBORAH T 9/12/2000 Teacher - LH SDC MS SpEd X King Middle

2003-04 GRIFFITH DANA Temp/Prob 8/20/2002 Resource Specialist MS SpEd X King Middle

2003-04 SLASOR JANELLE T 9/2/1998 Resource Specialist MS SpEd X King Middle

2003-04 Franklin Michael Temp/Prob 8/26/2003 Teacher HS Eng X El Camino High

2003-04 OLSEN JEFFREY T 9/1/1999 Teacher HS X El Camino High

2003-04 PETERSEN MATTHEW T 2/2/2000 Teacher HS  SS X El Camino High

2003-04 DRAGO DEREK T 1/31/2000 Teacher HS X El Camino High

2003-04 MATELJAN ERIK T 8/21/2001 Teacher 8 X King Middle

2003-04 MOORE SCOTT T 9/23/1998 Teacher MIDDLE X King Middle

2003-04 CUSH ARRON T 9/8/1998 Teacher MS X King Middle

2003-04 DOUGHERTY SHANNON T 8/25/2000 Teacher MS X King Middle

2003-04 FRANDSEN ERIC T 8/25/2000 Teacher MS Math X King Middle

2003-04 Francis Joy 10/28/2002 Teacher HS X El Camino High

2003-04 CARTER JOHNNY T 8/25/2000 Teacher HS Physics X El Camino High

2003-04 COYLE CHRISTOPHER T 8/25/2000 Teacher HS X El Camino High

2003-04 MAYTORENA BRIAN Temp/Prob 9/26/2000 Teacher HS X El Camino High

2003-04 PALAFOX RENE T 8/25/2000 Teacher HS X El Camino High

2003-04 Roberts Jacqueline Tenure ROP GF 8/28/2000 ROP Teacher HS X El Camino High

2003-04 Musgrove Douglas Temp/Prob 8/26/2003 Teacher HS PE X El Camino High

2003-04 ROERIG TODD Temp/Prob 8/20/2002 Teacher HS Science X El Camino High

2003-04 MOHR NANCY T 9/2/1998 Teacher 2nd X Santa Margarita Elem

2003-04 HUGHES ERIN T 9/2/1998 Teacher Elem X Santa Margarita Elem

2003-04 KOENIGS, JR JOSEPH T 8/25/2000 Teacher Elem X Santa Margarita Elem

2003-04 MCRAY MONIKA T 8/28/2000 Teacher Elem X Santa Margarita Elem

2003-04 SCHWARTZ JONATHAN T 8/25/2000 Teacher Elem X Santa Margarita Elem

2003-04 WILKINS DONNA T 8/25/2000 Teacher Elem X Santa Margarita Elem

2003-04 SAUNDERS, JR R T 8/25/2000 Teacher Elem X Santa Margarita Elem

2003-04 Calvert Lisa Temp/Prob 10/16/2003 Teacher MS SpEd X Santa Margarita Elem
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2003-04 MACKENZIE SUZANNE T 9/18/2000 Teacher 1 X Ivey Ranch Elem

2003-04 MCNAUGHTON PAULA T 8/25/2000 Teacher 2 X Ivey Ranch Elem

2003-04 NEWVILLE (Short) TAMARA T 9/2/1998 Teacher 1st X Ivey Ranch Elem

2003-04 Rockdale (SCOTT) KRISTY T 8/25/2000 Teacher 1st X Ivey Ranch Elem

2003-04 BRIGGS (Janisch) CHRISTINE T 8/25/2000 Teacher 2nd X Ivey Ranch Elem

2003-04 DREDGE CHRISTINE T 9/2/1998 Teacher - LH SDC MS X Lincoln Middle

2003-04 HAMAND MICHELLE T 9/19/2000 Teacher 1 X Nichols Elem

2003-04 KROEPEL HEATHER T 8/25/2000 Teacher 2 X Nichols Elem

2003-04 Maddox (BIGGS) HEATHER T 9/1/1999 Teacher 2 X Nichols Elem

2003-04 MARTINELLI NANCY T 10/12/2000 Teacher 3 X Nichols Elem

2003-04 LEE SABRINA T 8/25/2000 Teacher 4 X Nichols Elem

2003-04 MULQUEEN LYNN T 8/25/2000 Teacher 4 X Nichols Elem

2003-04 Christian (Crooks) KRIS T 8/21/2001 Teacher 1st X Nichols Elem

2003-04 GALVEZ SUZANNE Temp/Prob 8/20/2002 Teacher 1st X Nichols Elem

2003-04 SCOTT MARLENE T 8/21/2001 Teacher 1st X Nichols Elem

2003-04 Broyles Christian T 9/12/2001 Teacher 3rd X Nichols Elem

2003-04 Flaherty Robert Temp/Prob 8/20/2002 Teacher - LH SDC 3rd X Nichols Elem

2003-04 PENNINGTON SHANNON Temp/Prob 8/20/2002 Teacher - SH Elem SpEd X Nichols Elem

2003-04 WALSH MICHAEL Temp/Prob 8/20/2002 Resource Specialist Elem SpEd X Nichols Elem

2003-04 HAGEN SUZANNE T 9/2/1998 Teacher 4 X South Oceanside Elem

2003-04 WALKER ANDREA T 9/2/1998 Teacher 3rd X South Oceanside Elem

2003-04 ASHCRAFT REGINA T 8/21/2001 Teacher - LH SDC Elem SpEd X South Oceanside Elem

2003-04 OBER (Piazza) ANGELA T 9/1/1999 Teacher - SH Elem SpEd X South Oceanside Elem

2003-04 KENT MARY T 10/3/2001 Teacher - LH SDC SDC K-3 X South Oceanside Elem

2003-04 FURQUERON SHERRI T 9/18/1998 Teacher 8th History X Lincoln Middle

2003-04 AHLES MANNY T 8/25/2000 Teacher MS X Lincoln Middle

2003-04 ALLEN DEANN T 8/25/2000 Teacher MS X Lincoln Middle

2003-04 GEIERMAN ANN T 8/25/2000 Teacher MS X Lincoln Middle

2003-04 GRAY CHRISTOPHER T 8/25/2000 Teacher MS X Lincoln Middle

2003-04 GROGAN PATRICIA T 4/17/2000 Teacher MS X Lincoln Middle

2003-04 KELLY PATRICIA T 9/2/1998 Teacher MS X Lincoln Middle

2003-04 LAVELLE SHELLEY T 9/28/1998 Teacher MS X Lincoln Middle

2003-04 Stein (PODOLSKY) JESSICA T 8/28/2000 Teacher MS X Lincoln Middle

2003-04 FENNELL DENISE T 1/31/2000 Resource Specialist MS SpEd X Lincoln Middle

2003-04 SWANSON SHERRY T 8/25/2000 Teacher 9th Eng X Oceanside High

2003-04 LOPEZ-MCCLELLAND LISA T 8/21/2001 Teacher 10, 11 X Oceanside High

2003-04 KERN CARA Temp/Prob 8/20/2002 Teacher GEOMETRY X Oceanside High

2003-04 GUILLEN JESSE T 9/18/2001 Teacher HS X Oceanside High

2003-04 HILL-COLLIS TERESA T 10/15/2001 Resource Specialist HS X Oceanside High

2003-04 FRASER SCOTT 1/28/2002 Teacher HS Math X Oceanside High

2003-04 Fraser (Mitchell) ERIN T 8/25/2000 Teacher HS Math X Oceanside High

2003-04 THIBODEAUX JOSHUA Temp/Prob 8/21/2001 Teacher HS Math X Oceanside High

2003-04 THORNBURY TERESA Temp/Prob 8/20/2002 Teacher HS Math X Oceanside High

2003-04 Bruckner (Chase) AMANDA T 9/17/2001 Teacher HS Eng X Oceanside High

2003-04 CAMPBELL PIKAKE Tenured 8/25/2000 Teacher - LH SDC HS SpEd X Oceanside High
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2003-04 Faumuina Merideth Temp/Prob 8/19/2003 Teacher - LH SDC HS SpEd X Oceanside High

2003-04 Poumele Pululipano Tenured 1/28/2002 Teacher - LH SDC HS SpEd X Oceanside High

2003-04 MIZOGUCHI ROBYN T 9/3/1998 Resource Specialist HS X Oceanside High

2003-04 Bouret (METCALF) TARA T 8/25/2000 Teacher 1 X Reynolds Elem

2003-04 COHEN II NELSON T 9/2/1998 Teacher 3rd X Reynolds Elem

2003-04 TURNER JOHNNY T 8/25/2000 Teacher 5th X Reynolds Elem

2003-04 VORIS REBECCA T 8/25/2000 Teacher K X Reynolds Elem

2003-04 ORTEGA RENE T 9/2/1998 Teacher Kinder X Reynolds Elem

2003-04 MEZA-MAGALLANES LYDIA T 8/25/2000 Teacher 2 X Reynolds Elem

2003-04 MCCarthy (DEDGE) ERIN T 8/25/2000 Teacher 3 X Reynolds Elem

2003-04 HAMBY BRADLY T 8/25/2000 Teacher 4 X Reynolds Elem

2003-04 RAMOS (Figaro) ANNA T 8/25/2000 Teacher 1st X Laurel Elem

2003-04 Bell (Bahr) Amanda T 8/25/2000 Teacher 2nd X Laurel Elem

2003-04 COX ERICA T 9/2/1998 Teacher 2nd X Laurel Elem

2003-04 ONG CARIN T 9/2/1998 Teacher 3rd X Laurel Elem

2003-04 BRINKMAN JOSEPHINE T 8/25/2000 Teacher 4th X Laurel Elem

2003-04 BEST KENTON T 9/2/1998 Teacher 5th X Laurel Elem

2003-04 SHAW HOLLY T 9/14/2000 Teacher 1st X McAuliffe Elem

2003-04 NEWSOM CORINNE T 10/1/1998 Teacher 3rd X McAuliffe Elem

2003-04 QUINLAN ESTELLE T 8/25/2000 Teacher - LH SDC Elem SpEd X McAuliffe Elem

2003-04 EVANS TEANNA T 8/21/2001 Teacher 7th X King Middle

2003-04 SHIRLEY COLLEEN T 8/21/2001 Teacher 7th X King Middle

2003-04 Stone (Tuft) Catrina Temp/Prob 10/16/2003 Teacher 8th Lang Arts X King Middle

2003-04 Allender Julie Temp/Prob 8/20/2002 Teacher 8th Sci X King Middle

2003-04 Yan (Norlander) Joanne Temp/Prob 8/20/2002 Teacher 8th Sci X King Middle

2003-04 BARETTE VALLERI Temp/Prob 1/2/2001 Teacher MS X King Middle

2003-04 SKINNER BEVERLY T 8/21/2001 Teacher MS X King Middle

2003-04 HERNANDEZ CASEY Temp/Prob 8/20/2002 Teacher 4 X Garrison Elem

2003-04 HAAS MARY T 1/3/2000 Teacher HS X Ocean Shores High

2003-04 COULTHARD KAREN T 9/1/1999 Teacher HS Art X Ocean Shores High

2003-04 JOOLINGEN JEANNE T 9/2/1998 Teacher 2 X Del Rio Elem

2003-04 COHEN APRIL T 9/28/2001 Teacher 3rd X Del Rio Elem

2003-04 Femia Suzanne Temp 1/23/2004 Teacher 4th X Del Rio Elem

2003-04 GRABLE GINA Temp/Prob 8/20/2002 Teacher 4th X Del Rio Elem

2003-04 ZELEDON ANA Temp/Prob 8/20/2002 Teacher - SH Pre-K X Del Rio Elem

2003-04 ESCOBAR MARIA T 9/2/1998 Teacher 3 X San Luis Rey Elem

2003-04 LANGAN-GRAVLIN VICKI T 8/25/2000 Teacher 4 X San Luis Rey Elem

2003-04 MILLER, JR JAY T 9/11/2000 Teacher 5 X San Luis Rey Elem

2003-04 ADAMS JENNIFER T 9/2/1998 Teacher 1st X San Luis Rey Elem

2003-04 NUNEZ LEANDRA T 8/21/2001 Teacher 1st X San Luis Rey Elem

2003-04 BOLES MUROYA LISA T 8/25/2000 Teacher 2nd X San Luis Rey Elem

2003-04 GASPARO JACLYN T 8/21/2001 Teacher 2nd X San Luis Rey Elem

2003-04 REINER LAURIE T 9/2/1998 Teacher 3rd X San Luis Rey Elem

2003-04 Stanford (Clark) JANNA T 8/25/2000 Teacher 3rd X San Luis Rey Elem

2003-04 CORNISH SUZANNE T 9/2/1998 Teacher 4th X San Luis Rey Elem
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2003-04 STRUVE (Drane) MARY T 8/25/2000 Teacher 4th X San Luis Rey Elem

2003-04 WILLIAMS BARBARA T 8/25/2000 Resource Specialist Elem SpEd X San Luis Rey Elem

2003-04 GIBBENS ALISON T 9/18/2001 Teacher Kinder X San Luis Rey Elem

2003-04 SANCHEZ SALVADOR T 9/2/1998 Teacher Kinder X San Luis Rey Elem

2003-04 JOHNSON HEIDI T 9/2/1998 Teacher - LH SDC SDC X San Luis Rey Elem

2003-04 MARQUARDT MARTHA T 8/25/2000 Teacher 2 X Mission Elem

2003-04 MCGUIRE PATRICIA T 8/25/2000 Teacher 3 X Mission Elem

2003-04 CORDOVA BERLINDA T 9/1/1999 Teacher 1st X Mission Elem

2003-04 CROUTHAMEL KELLY T 8/21/2001 Teacher 3rd X Mission Elem

2003-04 CLARK SUSAN T 9/2/1998 Teacher 4th X Mission Elem

2003-04 GOMMEL WALTER T 9/2/1998 Teacher 4th X Mission Elem

2003-04 SWEENEY MOYA T 8/21/2001 Teacher 4th X Mission Elem

2003-04 FARAH LINDA T 9/28/1998 Teacher 5th X Mission Elem

2003-04 SPENCER DANA T 8/25/2000 Teacher 5th X Mission Elem

2003-04 WEAVER (CONNOR) CATHERINE T 10/2/1998 Resource Specialist Elem SpEd X Mission Elem

2003-04 ALVARADO MARIA T 9/2/1998 Teacher K X Mission Elem

2003-04 LUTHER JULIE T 8/25/2000 Teacher K X Mission Elem

2003-04 YENDES DAVID T 1/31/2000 Teacher HS X El Camino High

2003-04 STRAUSE HENRY T 9/1/1999 Teacher HS Art X El Camino High

2003-04 GREENE MICHELE T 8/25/2000 Resource Specialist HS SpEd X El Camino High

2003-04 HAYWAS ASKOLD T 2/1/1999 Teacher HS X El Camino High

2003-04 KLOOS THOMAS Temp/Prob 8/20/2002 Teacher HS X El Camino High

2003-04 JARVIS DANIEL T 9/4/1998 Teacher 2 X Palmquist Elem

2003-04 Eacott Christopher Temp/Prob 8/20/2003 Teacher 1st X Palmquist Elem

2003-04 CHILCOTE TEKOA T 10/13/2000 Teacher 3rd X Palmquist Elem

2003-04 ALBRIGHT KRISTIN T 2/1/2000 Teacher 4th X Palmquist Elem

2003-04 STEPHENS DAVID T 8/13/1998 Teacher 5th X Stuart Mesa Elem

2003-04 CLARK JULIANNE T 8/25/2000 Teacher Elem X Stuart Mesa Elem

2003-04 HUMPHRIES RHONDA T 8/25/2000 Teacher Elem X Stuart Mesa Elem

2003-04 WILLIAMS CHERYL T 1/18/2000 Teacher - SH Elem SpEd X Stuart Mesa Elem

2003-04 FAIRCLOTH ANGELA T 8/25/2000 Teacher K X Stuart Mesa Elem

2003-04 HILLHOUSE-SHOKES VALERIE T 8/25/2000 Teacher 1 X Ditmar Elem

2003-04 MICHAEL NICOLE T 9/18/2000 Teacher 1 X Ditmar Elem

2003-04 Sisson (Sporl) Ellie Tenured 10/20/2003 Teacher 3rd X Ditmar Elem

2003-04 YAZEL DENNIS T 8/29/2000 Teacher MS Science X Jefferson Middle

2003-04 RILEY JACQUELINE T 8/25/2000 Teacher 6th X Jefferson Middle

2003-04 DOOSE DANIEL T 8/25/2000 Teacher MS X Jefferson Middle

2003-04 WEICKGENANT MARY T 8/25/2000 Teacher MS X Jefferson Middle

2003-04 SMITH MATTHEW T 9/2/1998 Teacher MS Lang Arts X Jefferson Middle

2003-04 SIMMONS DOUGLAS T 8/25/2000 Teacher MS Math X Jefferson Middle

2003-04 DISCHNER JUDITH Temp/Prob 8/20/2002 Teacher - SH MS SpEd X Jefferson HS

2004-05 WEST SERINA T 9/1/1999 Teacher 2nd X Libby Elem

2004-05 Obrite (Kaminski) Lynn Tenured 10/11/1999 Teacher 5th X Libby Elem

2004-05 Lindgren Roberta Temp/Prob 10/21/2003 Teacher 5th/6th X Libby Elem

2004-05 FURQUERON JEFFREY T 9/1/1999 Teacher 6th X Libby Elem
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2004-05 CAPABIANCO JENNIFER T 9/1/1999 Resource Specialist Elem SpEd X Lincoln Middle

2004-05 Reed (Sherwood) AMERET T 8/21/2001 Teacher MS X Lincoln Middle

2004-05 Armann Christian Temp/Prob 4/19/2004 Teacher MS PE X Lincoln Middle

2004-05 MCCONCHIE BRIAR T 8/25/2000 Teacher 2 X North Terrace Elem

2004-05 AYALA BETTINA T 8/20/2002 Teacher - SH Elem SpEd X North Terrace Elem

2004-05 KASSIS-DIKIY STEPHANI T 8/25/2000 Teacher K X North Terrace Elem

2004-05 ROWAN II MICHAEL T 9/1/1999 Teacher K/1st X North Terrace Elem

2004-05 FARQUHAR STEPHANIE T 8/21/2001 Teacher HS X Oceanside High

2004-05 Nelms Devin Temp/Prob 8/25/2004 Teacher HS X Oceanside High

2004-05 WAGNER DAVID T 9/1/1999 Teacher HS  SS X Oceanside High

2004-05 THIBODEAUX JOSHUA T 8/21/2001 Teacher HS Math X Oceanside High

2004-05 BENSON-CLARK KRISTI T 9/1/1999 Teacher HS PE X Oceanside High

2004-05 GOOD II RICHARD T 8/28/2000 Teacher HS Science X Oceanside High

2004-05 Elliott (Sommerville) MILANI T 9/1/1999 Teacher 1 X Pacifica Elem

2004-05 AFZALI FARANAK T 9/1/1999 Teacher 2nd X Pacifica Elem

2004-05 VAN DIEPEN LEA T 9/3/1999 Teacher 2nd X Pacifica Elem

2004-05 QUARRIE M Tenured 9/1/1999 Teacher 3rd X Pacifica Elem

2004-05 DISCHNER JUDITH T 8/20/2002 Teacher - SH Elem SpEd X Pacifica Elem

2004-05 Bush Jolyn P 8/25/2005 Teacher - ED 1st X X Jefferson Middle

2004-05 Meyers Heather Temp/Prob 8/26/2003 Teacher MIDDLE X Jefferson Middle

2004-05 Hill Keith Temp/Prob 11/14/2003 Teacher MS X Jefferson Middle

2004-05 Kern Justin T 9/29/2003 Teacher MS X Jefferson Middle

2004-05 LEAVERTON SHERI T 8/25/2000 Teacher MS X X Jefferson Middle

2004-05 Vico (RUBEN) IRENE T 2/8/1999 Teacher MS X X Jefferson Middle

2004-05 MARSHALL GAIL T 8/20/2002 Teacher - LH SDC SDC/MIDDLE X Jefferson Middle

2004-05 Hueth Dave Temp/Prob 2/10/2004 Teacher English X Oceanside High

2004-05 FISHER (Potter) ANN T 8/13/1999 Teacher HS X El Camino High

2004-05 GUAYANTE GREGORY T 9/1/1999 Teacher HS X El Camino High

2004-05 COHEN CHARLES T 8/21/2001 Teacher HS Eng X El Camino High

2004-05 SHANAHAN (Young) LAURA T 8/21/2001 Teacher HS Eng X El Camino High

2004-05 SHORTMAN LESLEY T 8/21/2001 Teacher HS Eng X El Camino High

2004-05 TARGHETTA CARRIE T 8/21/2001 Teacher HS Eng X El Camino High

2004-05 NANK SEAN T 8/21/2001 Teacher HS Math X El Camino High

2004-05 Roeder Stephen Tenured 8/1/2004 Teacher HS Math X El Camino High

2004-05 Sellers Peggy Tenured 8/25/2005 Teacher HS Math X El Camino High

2004-05 TRAUGH STEVEN T 9/1/1999 Teacher Music X X Jefferson Middle

2004-05 Gisbert Cynthia 8/25/2005 Teacher - LH SDC Kinder X King Middle

2004-05 DeSanto (Swanberg)(Smith) Christina 11/23/1998 Teacher 6th X King Middle

2004-05 GRABLE GINA T 8/20/2002 Teacher 7th Science X King Middle

2004-05 JENSEN JENNIFER T 9/28/1998 Teacher 8 SCIENCE X King Middle

2004-05 HO CHIA (ROBERT) T 9/2/1998 Teacher MS X King Middle

2004-05 COHEN PATRICIA T 9/1/1999 Teacher MS 7th Core X King Middle

2004-05 ANDERSON THITHI T 9/1/1999 Teacher MS Math X King Middle

2004-05 DUNNING FARZIN T 9/1/1999 Teacher MS Math X King Middle

2004-05 Sanders Xylena Tenured 8/25/2005 Resource Specialist MS SpEd X King Middle
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2004-05 BUNRASI JOHN T 8/23/1999 Teacher MS Math X X Jefferson Middle

2004-05 Franklin Michael Temp/Prob 8/26/2003 Teacher HS Eng X El Camino High

2004-05 Winters(Rasmussen) Holly HOLLY T 8/21/2001 Teacher HS Spanish X El Camino High

2004-05 JARRARD JEFFREY T 9/1/1999 Teacher SS/ASB X El Camino High

2004-05 GRAY ANN T 8/18/1999 Teacher ELD X X Clair W. Burgener Academy

2004-05 GIBBA TRACY T 8/25/2000 Teacher HS  SS X El Camino High

2004-05 VORIS THOMAS T 8/14/2000 Teacher HS  SS X El Camino High

2004-05 GEE JEREMEY T 8/21/2001 Teacher HS Math X El Camino High

2004-05 THOMPSON ORLANDO T 8/13/1998 Teacher MATH X X Clair W. Burgener Academy

2004-05 HARTZ JESSE T 9/16/1998 Teacher MS X Clair W. Burgener Academy

2004-05 AMIDON C T 2/1/1999 Teacher MS Math X Clair W. Burgener Academy

2004-05 Taliana Michael Tenured 8/20/2002 Teacher Alg X Clair W. Burgener Academy

2004-05 RUIZ SOCORRO T 8/21/2001 Teacher HS X El Camino High

2004-05 Whalen (WALTON) CASEY T 8/21/2001 Teacher HS X El Camino High

2004-05 WILLIAMS ALLEN T 8/31/2001 Teacher HS ARC X El Camino High

2004-05 BAYHAM BONNIE T 8/21/2001 Teacher HS Math X El Camino High

2004-05 Musgrove Douglas Temp/Prob 8/26/2003 Teacher HS PE X El Camino High

2004-05 Spooner Marguerite Tenured 2/1/1999 Teacher various X Clair W. Burgener Academy

2004-05 Calvert Lisa Temp/Prob 10/16/2003 Teacher 1st X Santa Margarita Elem

2004-05 SWARTZ CATHI T 8/28/2000 Teacher 4th X Santa Margarita Elem

2004-05 KEARNEY SHERI T 8/21/2001 Teacher 4th/5th X Santa Margarita Elem

2004-05 ARSENAULT JACQUELYN T 9/4/1998 Teacher MS X Santa Margarita Elem

2004-05 STONE JONATHAN T 1/8/2001 Teacher 4th/5th X Ivey Ranch Elem

2004-05 Berman (GREY) EMILY T 9/2/1999 Resource Specialist Elem SpEd X Ivey Ranch Elem

2004-05 HAMME KELLY T 9/1/1999 Teacher K X Ivey Ranch Elem

2004-05 ZELUFF KAREN T 8/21/2001 Teacher Kinder X Ivey Ranch Elem

2004-05 VOGEL REBECCA T 8/13/1999 Teacher 4th X Nichols Elem

2004-05 MARANDA COLETTE T 8/21/2001 Teacher K X Nichols Elem

2004-05 BLEHA (Thompson) JENNIFER T 8/21/2001 Teacher 6th X Lincoln Middle

2004-05 MILLER MICHAEL T 9/2/1998 Teacher 7,8 X Lincoln Middle

2004-05 RULE (Norris) Denise Tenured 8/21/2001 Teacher MS X Lincoln Middle

2004-05 ROGERS THOMAS T 7/31/2001 Teacher MS Math X Lincoln Middle

2004-05 CARLSON CATHERINE T 8/25/2000 Teacher 1st X Nichols Elem

2004-05 DAVIS CRAIG T 8/21/2001 Teacher HS X X Oceanside High

2004-05 Miller Tara Temp/Prob 10/1/2003 Teacher - ARC HS X Oceanside High

2004-05 Stafford Kortni Tenured 8/25/2005 Teacher HS Biology X Oceanside High

2004-05 Redmond Brad Tenured 8/25/2004 Teacher HS Math X Oceanside High

2004-05 RICHMAN WILLIAM T 8/21/2001 Teacher HS Math X X Oceanside High

2004-05 JONES ANETA T 8/20/2002 Teacher - SH SDC ** X Oceanside High

2004-05 Howard Mervi 8/25/2005 Teacher HISTORY X Oceanside High

2004-05 Stone (Van der Molen) MELANIE T 2/5/2001 Teacher 1st/2nd X Laurel Elem

2004-05 VOGEL JEFFREY T 8/9/2000 Teacher HS Eng X Oceanside High

2004-05 Faumuina Merideth Temp/Prob 8/19/2003 Teacher - LH SDC HS SpEd X Oceanside High

2004-05 George Tamara Temp/Prob 8/19/2003 Resource Specialist MS SpEd X El Camino High

2004-05 FLANAGAN TERESA T 8/25/2000 Teacher Kinder X Reynolds Elem
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2004-05 HOLGUIN JENNIFER T 9/1/1999 Teacher 1 X Laurel Elem

2004-05 CARRASCO ARTURO T 8/21/2001 TOSA Elem X Reynolds Elem

2004-05 Best (Cross) Lisa T 12/4/2000 Teacher 1st X Laurel Elem

2004-05 BOYD KEITH T 8/21/2001 Teacher - SH Elem SpEd X Laurel Elem

2004-05 BOYD KIMBERLY T 8/21/2001 Resource Specialist Elem SpEd X Laurel Elem

2004-05 MURRAY LISA T 9/1/1999 Teacher 1st/2nd X** X McAuliffe Elem

2004-05 POWELL KIMBERLEE T 9/1/1999 Teacher 6th X X King Middle

2004-05 Allender Julie Tenured 8/20/2002 Teacher 7th Sci X King Middle

2004-05 Stone (Tuft) Catrina Temp/Prob 10/16/2003 Teacher 8th Lang Arts X King Middle

2004-05 PHILLIPS MICHAEL T 1/2/2001 Teacher Elem X King Middle

2004-05 Post Jenny Tenured 8/24/2004 Teacher Elem Music X Pupil Services

2004-05 Casselberry Nadedja P 8/25/2005 Teacher Kinder X King Middle

2004-05 Coscuna Cynthia Temp/Prob 1/25/2005 Teacher MS X King Middle

2004-05 NOURANI MELODY T 8/21/2001 Teacher 3rd X Garrison Elem

2004-05 FLORIO MICHAEL T 8/21/2001 Teacher 5th X Garrison Elem

2004-05 SIMMONS BRENDA Temp/Prob 8/21/2002 Teacher - SH Elem SpEd X Garrison Elem

2004-05 MULLER RANDOLPH T 8/25/2000 Teacher - LH SDC ELM/SDC X Garrison Elem

2004-05 BOKOR DAYLE T 3/9/2001 Teacher K X Garrison Elem

2004-05 MARCON RACHELLE T 3/29/1999 Teacher K X Garrison Elem

2004-05 ZAVODNY NICOLE T 8/25/2000 Teacher SE (ECE) Pre-K X Garrison Elem

2004-05 ANDERSON WARREN T 9/1/1999 Teacher HS  SS X Ocean Shores High

2004-05 COLE VERNAL T ROP 8/25/2000 Teacher HS Math X Ocean Shores High

2004-05 Engen Michael P 8/26/2004 Resource Specialist HS SpEd X Ocean Shores High

2004-05 JOOLINGEN WILLIAM T 9/1/1999 Teacher 4 X Del Rio Elem

2004-05 Hajek-Schalge ELLEN T 10/26/1998 Teacher 1st/2nd X Del Rio Elem

2004-05 HINDMAN RENEE T 8/25/2000 Teacher 1st/2nd X Del Rio Elem

2004-05 FLYNN LINDA T 9/1/1999 Teacher 2nd X Del Rio Elem

2004-05 SAAVEDRA MARLENA T 8/25/2000 Teacher 3rd X Del Rio Elem

2004-05 THIELEN KARYN T 9/2/1999 Teacher 4th X Del Rio Elem

2004-05 CHAMBERS ANNIE T 9/1/1999 Teacher 5th X Del Rio Elem

2004-05 Femia Suzanne Temp/Prob 1/23/2004 Teacher 5th X Del Rio Elem

2004-05 ROGERS SCOTT T 9/1/1999 Teacher 5th X Del Rio Elem

2004-05 SOTO JOSE T 2/1/1999 Resource Specialist Elem SpEd X Del Rio Elem

2004-05 CHU-KRAMER MAGGIE T 9/1/1999 Teacher Kinder X Del Rio Elem

2004-05 ZELEDON ANA T 8/20/2002 Teacher - SH Pre-K X Del Rio Elem

2004-05 MCCARTHY ANNETTE T 9/2/1998 Teacher 1 X San Luis Rey Elem

2004-05 SALMON BLAIR T 1/27/1999 Teacher 1st X San Luis Rey Elem

2004-05 BOYSTER (Watson) LISA T 9/1/1999 Teacher 2nd X San Luis Rey Elem

2004-05 Carlisle Erin Temp/Prob 8/24/2004 Teacher - LH SDC HS Eng X San Luis Rey Elem

2004-05 STICKLES MARTHA T 8/21/2001 Teacher 4th X Mission Elem

2004-05 POKLETAR ROBERT T 8/25/2000 Teacher - LH SDC Elem SpEd X Mission Elem

2004-05 HARRIS HOLLY T 1/25/2001 Teacher K X Mission Elem

2004-05 Faist (Prather) Chandra Temp/Prob 8/25/2004 Teacher HS X Oceanside High

2004-05 WAGGETT, JR DONALD T 9/1/1999 Teacher HS Math X Oceanside High

2004-05 DRAIM DAVID T 8/21/2001 Teacher HS X El Camino High
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2004-05 DREISBACH JUDE T 2/5/2001 Teacher - LH SDC HS X El Camino High

2004-05 LISH ANITA T 9/2/1998 Resource Specialist HS X** X El Camino High

2004-05 MCANEAR DEANNA T 8/25/2000 Teacher - LH SDC HS X El Camino High

2004-05 MCKINLEY JENIFER T 9/1/1999 Teacher HS X El Camino High

2004-05 Zendejas Kristin Tenured 8/24/2004 Teacher HS X El Camino High

2004-05 CASIAS LEVI T 8/21/2001 Teacher HS Art X El Camino High

2004-05 THOMPSON DAVID T 9/1/1999 Teacher - LH SDC HS SpEd X El Camino High

2004-05 VANHOOSER MALINDA T 9/1/1999 Resource Specialist HS SpEd X El Camino High

2004-05 WILHOVSKY ERIK T 8/21/2001 Resource Specialist HS SpEd X El Camino High

2004-05 Langen Mandy P 8/24/2004 Teacher HS X El Camino High

2004-05 MEZA CHRISTINE T 9/2/1998 Teacher HS X El Camino High

2004-05 ROCHE JANICE Tenured 9/13/2001 Teacher 1st X Palmquist Elem

2004-05 TRELEASE RENEE T 9/1/1999 Teacher 1st X Palmquist Elem

2004-05 NIELAND MICHAEL T 1/24/2001 Teacher 2nd X Palmquist Elem

2004-05 REESE MARA T 8/21/2001 Teacher 2nd X Palmquist Elem

2004-05 Eacott Christopher Temp/Prob 8/20/2003 Teacher 5th X Palmquist Elem

2004-05 GRUBER ALLEN T 8/23/2001 Teacher - LH SDC Elem SpEd X Palmquist Elem

2004-05 HOGUE LORRAH T 9/1/1999 Teacher K X Stuart Mesa Elem

2004-05 Scott (Hoover) Mary 2/13/2001 Teacher 2 X Ditmar Elem

2004-05 MAGANA ROSEMARY T 10/22/1999 Teacher 3 X Ditmar Elem

2004-05 MOCNY KELLI T 9/1/1999 Teacher 3 X Ditmar Elem

2004-05 POTTS MICHAEL T 5/3/2001 Teacher 4th X Ditmar Elem

2004-05 Chavarria Freddie Tenured 9/2/2003 Teacher MS X Jefferson Middle

2004-05 Villalpando (Robertson) JENNIFER T 8/14/2000 Teacher MS Lang Arts X X Jefferson Middle

2004-05 HUERTERO (Dellar) Amy Temp/Prob 8/24/2004 Resource Specialist MS SpEd X Jefferson Middle

2004-05 HINDERLITER JAMES T 9/1/1999 Teacher - LH SDC SDC X X Jefferson Middle
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Evaluator Satisfactory / Unsatisfactory

C. Motes S

D. Daris S

E. Szielenski S

S. Avila-Molina S

C. Motes S

D. Daris S

D. DARIS S

D. DARIS S

E. Galvan S

E. GALVAN S

E. Szielenski S

F. DELGADO S

F. Delgado S

F. Gomez S

F. GOMEZ S

G. Serna S

J. ASSMAN S

J. Assman S

J. Farley S

J. Farley S

J. Farley S

J. Farley S

K. Marquardt S

K. Marquardt S

K. Marquardt S

L. Goldstein S

L. Goldstein S

L. Goldstein S

L. Goldstein S

L. Goldstein S

L. Hess S

L. Hess S

M. GLEISBERG S

M. Munden S

M. Munden S

M. Munden S

M. Munden S

M. MUNDEN S

M. MUNDON S

P. Barnes S

P. BARNES S

P. Barnes S

P. Barnes S
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P. Morgan S

P. Morgan S

P. Morgan S

P. Morgan S

P. Morgan S

R. Briggs S

R. Briggs S

R. Clendening S

R. CLENDENING S

R. CLENDENING S

R. CLENDENING S

S. Molina S

T. KEANE S

T. Keane S

V. Esquibel S

S

B. KOLB S

B. KOLB S

B. Kolb S

B. Rowe S

B. Rowe S

C. Motes S

C. Motes S

D. Daris S

D. DARIS S

D. Daris S

D. Daris S

E. Council S

E. COUNCIL S

E. Galvan S

E. GALVAN S

E. GALVAN S

E. Galvan S

E. SZIELENSKI S

E. Szielenski S

E. Szielenski S

E. Szielenski S

E. Szielenski S

E. Szielenski S

F. DELGADO S

F. Delgado S

F. Delgado S

F. Gomez S

F. GOMEZ S

J. Assman S

9/7/2016   5:13 PM Page 28 of 52833



Oceanside USD - Permanent Certificated Instructional Employees (CIE) <10 yrs Tenure

Stull Act Program Hrs, FY 1997-98 through FY 2007-08 (Every Other Year Evaluation)
J. Assman S

J. ASSMANN S

J. Iman S

J. Iman S

J. IMAN S

J. Kastely S

J. Kastely S

J. Schmidt S

J. Schmidt S

J.Assman S

K. Marquardt S

K. Marquardt S

K. Marquardt S

K. Marquardt S

K. Marquardt S

K. Marquardt S

L. Goldstein S

L. Graziola S

L. Hess S

L. Hess S

M. Munden S

M. Munden S

M. Munden S

M. Munden S

M. MUNDEN S

M. MUNDON S

P. Barnes S

P. Barnes S

P. BARNES S

P. Barnes S

P. BARNS S

P. Cowman S

P. Cowman S

P. MORGAN S

P. MORGAN S

P. Morgan S

P. Morgan S

P. Morgan S

P. Morgan S

P. Morgan S

P. Morgan S

P. MORGAN S

P. Traynor S

P. Traynor S

P.Morgan S

9/7/2016   5:13 PM Page 29 of 52834



Oceanside USD - Permanent Certificated Instructional Employees (CIE) <10 yrs Tenure

Stull Act Program Hrs, FY 1997-98 through FY 2007-08 (Every Other Year Evaluation)
P.Trayrn S

R. Briggs S

R. BRIGGS S

R. BRIGGS S

R. Clendening S

R. Clendening S

R. CLENDENING S

R. Clendening S

R. Clendening S

R. Clendening S

R. Gibson S

R. Gibson S

R. Gibson S

R. Gibson S

R. Gibson S

R. Gibson S

R. Gibson S

T. KEANE S

T. Keane S

T. TURNER S

T. TURNER S

V. Esquibel S

 E.Galvan S

A. Diaz S

A. Gamble S

B. Johnson S

B. KOLB S

B. KOLB S

B. KOLB S

B. Kolb S

B. Kolb S

B. Kolb S

B. ROWE S

B. Rowe S

C. Motes S

C. Motes S

C. Sanders S

C. SANDERS S

C. SANDERS S

C. Sanders S

C. Sanders S

C. Sanders S

C. Sanders S

C. Sanders S

C. Sanders S
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C. Sanders S

C. Sanders S

C. Sanders S

C. Sanders S

C. Sanders S

D. ALCORN S

D. Alcorn S

D. Daris S

D. Daris S

D. DARIS S

D. Daris S

D. Daris S

D. Daris S

D. Daris S

D.D. Alcorn S

E.  WALTERS X

E. Council S

E. Council S

E. COUNCIL S

E. COUNCIL S

E. Council S

E. GALVAN S

E. Galvan S

E. Galvan S

E. Galvan S

E. SYELENSKI S

E. SZIELENSKI S

E. SZIELENSKI S

E. SZIELENSKI S

E. SZIELENSKI S

E. SZIELENSKI S

E. Szielenski Req Improvement

E. Szielenski S

E. Szielenski S

E. SZIELENSKI S

E. Szielenski S

E. Szielenski S

E. Szielenski S

E. Szielenski S

E. SZIELENSKI S

E. Szielenski S

E. Szielenski S

E. Szielenski S

E. WALTERS S

E. Walters S
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Stull Act Program Hrs, FY 1997-98 through FY 2007-08 (Every Other Year Evaluation)
E. Walters S

E. Walters S

E. Walters S

E. Walters S

E. Walters S

E. Walters S

E. Walters S

F. CHERVEIA S

F. Degado S

F. Degado S

F. DELGADO S

F. Delgado S

F. Delgado S

F. DELGADO S

F. Gomez S

F. Gomez S

F. GOMEZ S

F. GOMEZ S

F. Gomez S

F. Gomez S

F. Gomez S

G. Serna S

J. Assman S

J. IMAN S

J. IMAN S

J. IMAN S

J. Iman S

J. Iman S

J. IMAN S

J. Shirley S

J.Iman S

K. Marquardt S

K. Marquardt S

K. Marquardt S

K. Marquardt S

K. Marquardt

K. Marquardt S

K. Marquardt S

K. Marquardt S

K. Marquardt S

L. Graziola S

L. Graziola S

L. Graziola S

L. Graziola S

L. Graziola S

9/7/2016   5:13 PM Page 32 of 52837



Oceanside USD - Permanent Certificated Instructional Employees (CIE) <10 yrs Tenure

Stull Act Program Hrs, FY 1997-98 through FY 2007-08 (Every Other Year Evaluation)
L. GRAZIOLI S

L. HESS S

L. HESS S

L. Hess S

L. HESS S

L. Hess S

L.Graziola S

L.Hess S

M. Gleisberg S

M. Gleisberg S

M. Gleisberg S

M. Gleisberg S

M. MUNDEN S

M. Munden S

M. Munden S

M. Munden S

M. Munden S

M. Munden S

M. Munden S

M. Munden S

M. Munden S

M. MUNDON S

M. MUNDON S

M. MUNDON S

P. BARNES REQUIRES IMPROVEMENT

P. Barnes S

P. Barnes S

P. Barnes S

P. Barnes S

P. Barnes S

P. Barnes S

P. BARNS S

P. Cowman S

P. Cowman S

P. Cowman S

P. MORGAN S

P. MORGAN S

P. MORGAN S

P. Morgan S

P. Morgan S

P. Morgan S

P. Morgan S

P. Morgan S

P. Morgan S

P.Barnes S
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Stull Act Program Hrs, FY 1997-98 through FY 2007-08 (Every Other Year Evaluation)
P.Barnes S

R. Briggs S

R. BRIGGS S

R. BRIGGS S

R. BRIGGS REQUIRES IMPROVEMENT

R. Briggs S

R. Briggs S

R. Clendening S

R. Clendening S

R. Clendening S

R. Clendening S

R. Clendening S

R. Clendening S

R. Clendening S

R. Clendening S

R. GIBSON S

R. GIBSON S

R. GIBSON S

R. Gibson S

R. Gibson S

R. Gibson S

R. Gibson S

Ron Briggs S

S. MORR S

S. Morr S

S. Morr S

S. Morr S

S. Morr S

T. Keane S

T. Keane S

T. TURNER S

T. TURNER S

T. Turner S

V. Esquibel S

V. Esquibel S

V. Esquibel S

V. Esquibel S

V. ESQUIVEL S

A. Diaz S

B. Johnson S

B. Johnson S

B. Johnson S

B. Johnson S

B. Johnson S

B. Johnson S
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Stull Act Program Hrs, FY 1997-98 through FY 2007-08 (Every Other Year Evaluation)
B. Johnson S

B. Johnson S

B. Johnson S

B. Johnson S

B. Johnson S

B. Johnson S

B. Johnson S

B. Johnson S

B. Johnson S

B. Johnson S

B. Kolb S

B. Kolb S

B. Kolb S

B. KOLB S

B. Kolb S

B. Kolb S

B. Kolb S

B. Kolb S

B. ROWE S

B. Rowe S

C. SANDERS S

C. SANDERS S

C. Sanders S

C. Sanders S

C. Sanders S

C. Sanders S

C. Sanders S

C. Sanders S

C. Sanders S

C. SANDERS S

C. Sanders S

C. Sanders S

D. ALCORN S

D. Alcorn S

D. Alcorn Assistance Plan

D. ALCORN S

D. Daris S

D. Daris S

D. Daris S

D. Shreves S

D. Shreves S

D. Shreves S

D. Shreves S

D. Shreves S

D.D. Alcorn S
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Stull Act Program Hrs, FY 1997-98 through FY 2007-08 (Every Other Year Evaluation)
D.Daris S

E. Council S

E. Council S

E. COUNCIL S

E. Council S

E. S. Bessant S

E. S. Bessant S

E.S. Bessant S

E.S. Bessant S

E.S. Bessant S

F. Balanon S

F. BALANON S

F. Balanon S

F. Balanon S

F. Balanon S

F. Balanon S

F. Delgado S

F. DELGADO S

F. DELGADO S

F. Delgado S

F. Delgado S

F. DELGADO S

F. Delgado S

F. Delgado S

F. Gomez S

F. GOMEZ S

F. GOMEZ S

F. GOMEZ S

F. Gomez S

F. Gomez S

F. Gomez S

F. Gomez S

F. Gomez S

G. Thornton S

G. Thornton S

G. Thornton S

G. Thornton S

G. Thornton S

G. Thornton Req. Improvement

G. Thornton S

J. IMAN S

J. IMAN S

J. Iman S

J. Iman S

J. Schmidt S
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Stull Act Program Hrs, FY 1997-98 through FY 2007-08 (Every Other Year Evaluation)
J. Schmidt S

J. Schmidt S

J. Schmidt S

J. Schmidt S

J. SCHMIDT S

J. SCHMIDT S

J. Schmidt S

J. Schmidt S

J. SHIRLEY S

J. Shirley S

J. Shirley S

J. Shirley S

J. Shirley S

J. Shirley S

J. Walters S

J. Walters S

J. Walters S

K. Marquardt S

K. Marquardt S

K. Marquardt S

K. Marquardt S

K. Marquardt S

K. Marquardt S

K. Marquardt S

K. Marquardt S

K. Marquardt S

L. Graziola S

L. GRAZIOLI S

L. GRAZIOLI S

L. HESS S

L. Hess S

L. Hess S

L. HESS S

L. HESS S

L. IBARRA S

L. Ibarra S

L. Ibarra S

L. Ibarra S

L. IBARRA S

L.Graziola S

L.Ibarra S

L.Ibarra S

L.Ibarra S

L.Ibarra S

L.Ibarra S
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Stull Act Program Hrs, FY 1997-98 through FY 2007-08 (Every Other Year Evaluation)
L.Ibarra S

L.Ibarra S

Luis Ibarra S

M. Gleisberg S

M. Gleisberg S

M. Gleisberg S

M. Munden S

M. MUNDEN S

M. Munden S

M. Munden S

M. Munden S

M. Munden S

M. Munden S

M. Munden S

M. Munden S

M. Munden S

M. MUNDEN S

M. MUNDON S

M. MUNDON S

P. Barnes S

P. Cowman S

P. Cowman S

P. Cowman S

P. Cowman S

P. Cowman S

P. MORGAN S

P. MORGAN S

P. Morgan S

P. Morgan S  

P. Morgan S

P. Morgan S

P. Thompson S

P. THOMPSON S

P. Thompson S

P. Thompson S

R. BRIGGS S

R. BRIGGS S

R. Briggs S

R. Briggs S

R. Briggs S

R. Briggs S

R. Briggs S

R. Briggs S

R. Briggs S

R. Briggs S
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Oceanside USD - Permanent Certificated Instructional Employees (CIE) <10 yrs Tenure

Stull Act Program Hrs, FY 1997-98 through FY 2007-08 (Every Other Year Evaluation)
R. Clendening S

R. Clendening S

R. Clendening S

R. GIBSON S

R. GIBSON S

R. GIBSON S

R. GIBSON S

R. Gibson S

R. Gibson S

R. Gibson S

R. Gibson S

R. Gibson S

R. Gibson S

R. Gibson S

R. Gibson S

R. Gibson S

R. GIBSON S

R. Nelson S

R. NELSON X

R. NELSON S

R. Nelson S

R. Nelson S

R. Nelson S

R. Nelson S

R. Rowe S

S. BESSANT S

S. Bessant S

S. Bessant S

S. MORR S

S. MORR S

S. Morr S

S. Morr S

S. Morr S

S. Morr S

S. Morr S

S. Morr S

T. Keane S

T. Keane S

T. Keane S

T. Keane S

T. Keane S

T. KEANE S

T. McAteer S

T. MCATEER S

T. McAteer S
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Stull Act Program Hrs, FY 1997-98 through FY 2007-08 (Every Other Year Evaluation)
T. McAteer S

T. McAteer S

T. McAteer S

T. Tanner S

T. TURNER s

T. TURNER S

T. Turner S

T. Turner S

V. Esquibel S

V. Esquibel S

V. Esquibel S

V. Esquibel Req Improvement

V. Esquibel S

V. Esquibel S

V. Esquibel S

V. Esquibel S

V. Esquibel S

 T. TURNER S

B. Johnson S

B. Johnson S

B. Johnson S

B. Johnson S

B. Johnson S

B. Johnson S

B. Johnson S

B. Johnson S

B. Kolb S

B. ROWE S

B. ROWE S

B. Rowe S

B. Rowe S

C. Sanders S

C. Sanders S

C. Sanders S

C. Sanders S

C. Sanders S

C. Sanders S

D. DARIS S

D. Daris S

D. Daris S

D. Daris S

D. Shreves S

D. Shreves S

D. Shreves S

D. Shreves S
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Stull Act Program Hrs, FY 1997-98 through FY 2007-08 (Every Other Year Evaluation)
D. SHRIEVES S

D.Daris S

E. S. Bessant S

E.S. Bessant S

E.S. Bessant S

F. Balanon S

F. Balanon S

F. Balanon S

F. Balanon S

F. Balanon S

F. Balanon S

F. Balanon S

F. Balanon S

F. DELGADO S

F. Delgado S

F. Delgado S

F. Gomez S

F. GOMEZ S

F. Gomez S

F. Wilson S

F. Wilson S

F. Wilson S

F. Wilson S

F. WILSON S

F. Wilson S

G. Thornton S

G. Thornton S

G. Thornton S

G. THORTON S

J. Iman S

J. Iman S

J. Iman S

J. Iman S

J. Iman S

J. Iman S

J. Iman S

J. Iman S

J. Iman S

J. Iman S

J. IMAN S

J. Schmidt S

J. Schmidt S

J. Shirley S

J. Shirley S

J. Shirley S
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Stull Act Program Hrs, FY 1997-98 through FY 2007-08 (Every Other Year Evaluation)
J. Shirley S

J. Shirley S

K. Marquardt S

K. Marquardt S

K. Marquardt S

K. Marquardt S

K. Marquardt S

K. Marquardt S

K. Marquardt S

K. Marquardt S

L. Hess S

L. Hess S

L. HESS S

L. Hess S

L. IBARRA S

L. Ibarra S

L.Ibarra S

L.Ibarra S

L.Ibarra S

M. Gleisberg S

M. Gleisberg S

M. Munden S

M. Munden S

M. Munden S

M. Munden S

M. Munden S

M. Munden S

M. Oliver S

M. Oliver S

M. Oliver S

M. Oliver S

M. Oliver S

M. OLIVER S

P. Cowman S

P. MORGAN S

P. Morgan S

P. Morgan S

P. Morgan S

P. Morgan S

P. Morgan S

P. Morgan S

P. Morgan S

P. Morgan S

P. THOMPSON S

P. Thompson S
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Stull Act Program Hrs, FY 1997-98 through FY 2007-08 (Every Other Year Evaluation)
P. Thompson S

P. Thompson S

P. Thompson S

P. Thompson S

R. Briggs S

R. BRIGGS S

R. Briggs S

R. Briggs S

R. Briggs S

R. Briggs S

R. Briggs S

R. GIBSON S

R. GIBSON S

R. Gibson S

R. Gibson S

R. Gibson S

R. Gibson S

R. Mueller S

R. Nelson S

R. NELSON X

R. NELSON S

R. Nelson S

R. Nelson S

R. Nelson S

R. Nelson S

R. Nelson S

S. Bessant S

S. Bessant S

S. Bessant S

S. Morr S

S. Morr S

T. Keane S

T. Keane S

T. KEANE S

T. MC ATEER S

T. TURNER S

T. TURNER S

T. Turner S

V. Esquibel S

V. Esquibel S

V. Esquibel S

V. Esquibel S

V. Esquibel S

V. Esquibel S

V. ESQUIVEL S
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V. ESQUIVEL S

B. Johnson S

B. Johnson S

B. Johnson S

B. Johnson S

B. Johnson S

B. Johnson S

B. Johnson S

B. Johnson S

B. Johnson S

B. Johnson S

B. Johnson S

B. Johnson S

B. Johnson S

B. Johnson S

B. Johnson S

B. Johnson S

B. KOLB S

B. Kolb S

B. Kolb S

B. Kolb S

B. ROWE S

B. Rowe S

B. Rowe S

B. Rowe S

C. Mora S

C. MORA S

C. Mora S

C. MORA S

C. Mora S

C. Mora S

C. Mora S

C. Mora S

C. Sanders S

C. Sanders S

C. Sanders S

C. Sanders S

C. Sanders S

C. Sanders S

C. Sanders S

D. Coleman S

D. COLEMAN S

D. COLEMAN S

D. Coleman S

D. COLEMAN S
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Stull Act Program Hrs, FY 1997-98 through FY 2007-08 (Every Other Year Evaluation)
D. COLEMAN S

D. Coleman Assistance Plan

D. Coleman S

D. Coleman S

D. Coleman S

D. DARIS X T in FY 2002-03

D. DARIS S

D. Daris S

D. Daris S

D. Daris S

D. Daris S

D. Legg S

D. Shreves S

D. SHREVES S

D. SHREVES S

D. Shreves S

D. Shreves S

D. Shreves S

D. Shreves S

D. Shreves S

D.Daris S

E. S. Bessant S

E. S. Bessant S

E.S. Bessant S

F. BALANON S

F. Balanon S

F. Balanon S

F. Balanon S

F. Balanon S

F. Degado S

F. Degado S

F. Delgado S

F. DELGADO S

F. Delgado S

F. Delgado S

F. Delgado S

F. Delgado S

F. Gomez S

F. GOMEZ S

F. GOMEZ S

F. GOMEZ S

F. Gomez S

F. Gomez S

F. Gomez S

F. Gomez S
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Stull Act Program Hrs, FY 1997-98 through FY 2007-08 (Every Other Year Evaluation)
F. WILSON S

F. WILSON S

F. Wilson S

F. Wilson S

F. Wilson S

J.  SCHMIDT S

J. IMAN S

J. IMAN S

J. IMAN S

J. IMAN S

J. IMAN S

J. IMAN S

J. Iman S

J. Iman S

J. Iman S

J. Iman S

J. Iman S

J. Iman S

J. Iman S

J. Reimer S

J. Reimer S

J. Reimer S

J. Reimer S

J. REIMER S

J. Schmidt S

J. Schmidt S

J. Schmidt S

J. Schmidt S

J. Schmidt S

J. Schmidt S

J. SCHMIDT S

J. SCHMIDT S

J. Schmidt S

J. Schmidt S

J. Walters S

K. Marquardt S

K. Marquardt S

K. Marquardt S

K. Marquardt S

K. Marquardt S

K. Marquardt S

K. Marquardt S

K. Marquardt S

K. Obrzut S

K. Obrzut S
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Stull Act Program Hrs, FY 1997-98 through FY 2007-08 (Every Other Year Evaluation)
K. Obrzut S

K. Obrzut S

K. ORBITZ S

L. Graziola S

L. Graziola S

L. Graziola S

L. Graziola S

L. Graziola S

L. GRAZIOLI S

L. GRAZIOLI S

L. GRAZOLI S

L.Ibarra S

L.Ibarra S

L.Ibarra S

L.Ibarra S

L.Ibarra S

L.Ibarra S

M. Gleisberg S

M. Gleisberg S

M. Gleisberg S

M. Munden S

M. Munden S

M. Munden S

M. Munden S

M. Munden S

M. Munden S

M. Munden S

M. Oliver S

P. Cowman S

P. Cowman S

P. Morgan S

P. Morgan S

P. Morgan S

P. Morgan S

P. Morgan S

P. Thompson S

P. THOMPSON S

P. THOMPSON S

P. Thompson S

P. Thompson S

P. Thompson S

P. Thompson S

P. Thompson S

P. Thompson S

P. Thompson S
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Stull Act Program Hrs, FY 1997-98 through FY 2007-08 (Every Other Year Evaluation)
P. Thompson S

P. Thompson S

P. Thompson S

P. Thompson S

P. THOMPSON S

R. GIBSON S

R. GIBSON S

R. Gibson S

R. Gibson S

R. Gibson S

R. Gibson S

R. Gibson S

R. Gibson S

R. Gibson S

R. Gibson S

R. Gibson S

R. GIBSON S

R. Nelson S

R. Nelson S

R. Nelson S

S. BESSANT S

S. Bessant S

S. MORR S

S. Morr S

S. Morr S

S. Morr S

T. McAteer S

T. McAteer S

T. McAteer S

T. McAteer S

T. McAteer S

T. TURNER S

T. TURNER S

Tim Turner S

W Cocita S

W. Cocita S

W. Cocita S

W. Cocita S

W. Cocita S

W. Cocita S

W. Cocita S

B. Johnson S

B. Johnson S

B. Johnson S

B. Johnson S
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Stull Act Program Hrs, FY 1997-98 through FY 2007-08 (Every Other Year Evaluation)
B. Kolb S

B. Kolb S

B. Kolb S

B. ROWE S

B. Rowe S

B. ROWE S

B. Rowe S

C. Mora S

C. Mora S

C. Mora S

C. Mora S

C. Mora S

C. Mora S

C. Sanders S

C. Sanders S

C. Sanders S

C. Sanders S

C. Sanders S

D. Coleman S

D. COLEMAN S

D. COLEMAN S

D. COLEMAN S

D. Coleman S

D. Coleman S

D. COLEMAN S

D. DARIS S

D. Daris S

D. Daris S

D. Daris S

D. Daris S

D. Daris S

D. Daris S

D. Daris S

D. Daris S

D. Daris S

D. Daris S

D. Schreves S

D. Shreves S

D. Shreves S

D. SHREVES S

D. SHREVES S

D. Shreves S

D. Shreves S

D. Shreves S

D. Shreves S
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Oceanside USD - Permanent Certificated Instructional Employees (CIE) <10 yrs Tenure

Stull Act Program Hrs, FY 1997-98 through FY 2007-08 (Every Other Year Evaluation)
D.Coleman S

D.Daris S

E S. Bessant S

E. BESSENT S

E. S. Bessant S

E. S. Bessant S

E. S. Bessant S

E. S. Bessant S

E. S. Bessant S

E. S. Bessant S

E. S. Bessant S

E.S. Bessant S

E.S. Bessant S

E.S. Bessant S

E.S. Bessant S

E.S. Bessant S

E.S. Bessant S

E.S. Bessant S

F. Gomez S

F. Gomez S

F. GOMEZ S

F. Gomez S

F. Wilson S

F. Wilson S

F. WILSON S

F. Wilson S

J. Iman S

J. IMAN S

J. Schmidt S

J. SCHMIDT S

J. Schmidt S

J. Schmidt S

J.Iman S

K. Marquardt S

K. Marquardt S

K. Marquardt S

K. Marquardt S

K. Marquardt S

K. Marquardt S

K. OBRIZT S

K. Obrzut S

K. Obrzut S

K. Obrzut S

K. Obrzut/J. Schmidt S

L. Graziola S
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Oceanside USD - Permanent Certificated Instructional Employees (CIE) <10 yrs Tenure

Stull Act Program Hrs, FY 1997-98 through FY 2007-08 (Every Other Year Evaluation)
L. IBARRA S

L.Graziola S

L.Ibarra S

L.Ibarra S

L.Ibarra S

M. Gleisberg S

M. Munden S

M. Munden S

M. Munden S

M. Munden S

M. Munden S

M. Munden S

M. Munden S

M. Oliver S

M. Oliver S

M. Oliver S

M. Oliver S

M. Oliver S

M. Oliver S

M. Oliver S

P. Cowman S

P. Cowman S

P. Cowman S

P. Morgan S

P. MORGAN S

P. Morgan S

P. Morgan S

P. Morgan S

P. Morgan S

P. Morgan S

P. Morgan S

P. Morgan S

P. Morgan S

P. Morgan S

P. Morgan S

P. THOMPSON S

P. Thompson S

P. Thompson S

P. Thompson S

R. Gibson S

R. Gibson S

R. GIBSON S

R. Mueller S

R. Mueller S

R. Nelson S
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Oceanside USD - Permanent Certificated Instructional Employees (CIE) <10 yrs Tenure

Stull Act Program Hrs, FY 1997-98 through FY 2007-08 (Every Other Year Evaluation)
R. NELSON X

R. NELSON S

R. NELSON S

R. NELSON S

R. Nelson S

R. Nelson S

R. Nelson S

R. Nelson S

R. Nelson S

S. Bessant S

S. Bessant S

S. Morr S

S. Morr S

S. Morr S

S. Morr S

S. Morr S

S. Morr S

T. MCATEER S

T. TURNER S

T. TURNER S

T. TURNER S

T. Turner S

W. Cocita S

W. Cocita S

W. Cocita S

W. COCITAS S
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