~ STATE OF CALIFORNIA . ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor

COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES.
980 NINTH STREET, SUITE 300
SACRAMENTO,.CA 95814 )
{ONE: (916) 323-3562
. AX: (916) 445-0278
-E-mail: csminfo@csm.ca.gov -

 May16,2007 .
. Mr. David E. Scribner . _
- Seribner Consulting Group, Inc. . -
" 3840 Rosin Court, Suife 190~
Sacramento, CA 95834
And Alffected State Agencies and Interested Parties (see enclosed mazlzng lzst)

RE: Final Staff Analysis and Proposed Statewide Cost Estimate
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

Dear Mr. Scribner:

The final staff analysis and proposed statewide cost estimate are complete and enclosed for your
review.

Commission Hearing

The hearing on this matter is set for Thursday, May 31, 2007, at 10:00 a.m. in 980 Ninth Street,
Second Floor Conference Center, in Sacramento, California. Please let us know in advance of
the hearing if you or a representative of your agency will testify at the hearing, and if other
witnesses will also appear.

Special Accommodations

For any special accommodations such as a sign language interpreter, an assistive listening
device, materials in an alternative format, or any other accommodations, please contact the
Commission Office at least five to seven working days prior to the meeting.

If you have any questions, please contact Cathy Cruz Jefferson at (916) 323-8218.

Sincerely,

PAULA HIGASHI

Executive Director

Enclosures







. Hearing Date: May 31, 2007 .
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,  FINAL STAFF ANALYSIS. el
PROPOSED STATEWIDE COST EST]MATE e

Educatlon Code Sectlons 44660 44665
(Former Ed. Code, §_§ 71_3_485 13490)

'Statutes 1983, Chapter 498
- Statutes 1999, Chapter 4

T he Stull Act
98-TC 25

Denalr Unrﬁed School District arid Grant Joint Umon High School D1strlct Claimants

" EXECUTIVE SUMMARY |
Summary of the Mandate '

On May 27, 2004, the Comm1ssmn on State Mandates (Comrmsswn) adopted the Statement of
Decision for The Stull Act test claim, finding that Educatlon Code sections 44660- 44665
(formerly Ed. Code, §§ 13485-13490) constitiite a new program’ ot hlgher level of service and

- impose a state-mandated program upon school districts within the meaning of article XIIT 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 é‘certlﬁcated personnel” w1thln each school district, except for those
employed in Tocal, discrétionary educational programs. On September 27 2005 the
Commrssmn adopted the parameters and guidelines.

Statewnde Cost. Estimate

Staff reviewed the claims data submrtted by the clalmants and complled b‘ he State Controller 8
Office (SCO) On July 5, 2006, the actual clalms data showed that approxrmately 489 school
districts filed 3,243 claims between fiscal years-1997-1998 and 2004-2005; for a total of over
$104.3 million. As of May 9, 2007 the actual claims data showed that approx1mately 626 school
districts filed 4,200 claims between fiscal years 1997-1998 and 2005-2006, for a total of over $160
_ million. This data includes all initial years’ claims, including late and amended-¢laims. With late
penalties assessed, the SCO’s final approved amount to be paid for fiscal years 1997-1998 through
2005-2006 is.over $135.9 million. '

. A draft staff analysxs and proposed statewide cost estimate were issued on August 3 2006, On
May 10, 2007 the Department of Finance (DOF) submitted comments hlghhghtmg 1ts concerns

audit of this programmay be warranted Therefore our assumptlons note that the actual olalmmg_
data is unaudited and may be 1naccurate and that an SCO audit-of these claims may reduce the
costs of the program.

©




Staff made the following assumptions to develop a statewide cost, estimate for this program:
1. The actual claiming data i is unaudited and may be inaccurate because '

a) the costs claimed do not appear to have any relatlonshlp to the number of teachers '
evaluated ’ . -

could have been performed concurrently,

c) “the claims reviewed did riot 1dent1fy the state or federal law(s) mandatlng the T
educational program(s) being performed and thus, staff could not verify whether the

educational programs performed by the certificated employees were mandated; .

d) the cla1m1ng forms lack a relmbursable component box for iraining, maklng costs for
training unclear; and

e) one ineligible claimant, a charter school, filed reimbursement claims totaling $64,126 "

- for this program. Staff did not 1nclude this amount in the proposed statewide cost
'est1mate ' :

2. Costs will vary over time, increasing as experienced teachers retire and new teachers are
hired,.or decreasing over time if the number of teachers retained by school districts decline as
enrollment declines.

3. The SCO may reduce any re1mbursement claim for this program 1f it deems any
re1mbursement clalm to be excess1ve or unreasonable

-4, Atleast 626 clalrnants will continue to claim. costs in ﬁscal years 2006 2007 and 2007 2008

5. Thesé claithatits will evaluate at least the sarne number of cert1ﬁcated employees in
""2006-2007 and 2007 2008 : : :

The proposed state\mde cost est1mate 1ncludes 11 ﬁscal years for a total of $182 828 898 This
averages to more than $16.6 million annually i in costs for the state. Followmg isa breakdown of
estimated total costs per ﬁscal year: : ;

Fiscal Year # of Clalms Filed w/ SCO Estimated Cost
1997-1998 ] w3351 : 0 o 7,896;678 |-
1998-1999 - = - - 370 ' : 8,824,529
1999-2000 ‘ © 7 398 o 11,459,646 |

2000:2001 w487 - : 2 13,481,818

20012002 466 ¢ - 16,197,749¢

720022003 - 502 V716,928,399
200322004 521 sy 17,979,677 7
2004-2005 545 . 21,189,243 °
2005-2006 . 626 Y D . 22,081,686 |

2006-2007 (estnnated) ’ - N/Aw - o2 22,766,218
- |2007-2008 (est1mated) | N/A:;r;...v 4o 24,223,255
| TOTAL . 4,200 ' $182 828 898




Staff Recommendation

Staff recommends that the Commission adopt the proposed statewide cost estimate of
$182,828,898 for costs incurred in complying with The Stull Act program. If the Commisswn
~ adopts this proposed statewide cost estimate, it w1ll be reported to the Leglslature along w1th

, _'.staff’ S assumptlons and methodology :







Chronology

STAFF _ANALYSIS

S 06/3_0/99, . The clarmant Denair Unified School D1strlct filed the test clalm .
... 05/27/04 . “The Comm1ssmn on State Mandates (Comrmssmn) adopted the Statement of ,
.7 = Decision R | L SOTRERE
__08/-13/0.4 - +--Grant Joint. Umon H1gh School DlStI‘lC’[ requested to be added as a co- clalmant
- 09/27/05 The Comrmsswn adopted the parameters and gu1de11nes '
- 04/11/06 - Deadline for eligible claimants to file initial relmbursement claims with-the State
Controller s Office (SCO) :
07/05/06 Cornmlsswn staff obtained claims data from the SCO
07/20/06 Commission staff reviewed claims at the SCO -
08/03/06 Commission staff issued the draft staff ana1y51s and proposed statewide cost
estimate :
08/23/06 Department of Finance (DOF) requested an extension of time until
, October 23,.2006, to file comments on the proposed statewide cost estimate
08/30/06 Commission staff granted DOF’s request i _
10/23/06  DOF requested an extension of time until J anuary 22 2007 to ﬁle comments on
. the proposed statew1de cost estlmate :
11/01/06 Commrss1on staff granted DOF’s request
01/22/07 .- - DOF requested an extension of tlme until March 27, 2007, to file comments on
the proposed statewide cost estimate
01/26/07 - Commission staff granted DOF its final extension to file comments on the
- proposed statewide cost estimate by March 27, 2007 . ‘
05/10/07 fDOF submrtted comments on the proposed statewide cost est1mate
05/11/07 Comm1ss1on staff recerved updated c1a1ms data from the SCO Sl
05/ 16/07 Commission staff issued the final staff analys1s and proposed statew1de cost
estlmate
Summary of the Mandate

On May 27, 2004, the Comm1ss1on 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 h1ghe1 level of service and impose a state-mandated program upon
school dlstrlcts within the meaning of article XTI, B sectlon 6 of the Cali forma Constitution and
Government Code section 17514. The Commlssron approved this test cla im for specific
reimbursable activities related to evaluation and-assessmerit of the performance of “cértificated
personnel” within each school district, except for those employed in local, discretionary
educational programs. On Septeriiber 27, 2005, the Commiission adopted the parameters and

guidelines.

‘o . o




Reimbursable Activities

The Commission approved the following re1mbursab1e aet1v1t1es for this program
A Certrﬁcated Instructional Employees

oL

Evaluate and assess the perfonnance of cert1ﬁcated mstruct1onal employees that perform

~the requirements of educational programs mandated by state or federal law as it - e
reasonably relates to the instructional techmques and strategies used by the’ employee and - -
" the'employeé's adherence to cutricular objectives (Ed. Code, § 44662, subd. (b),as ™~~~

amended by Stats. 1983, ch. 498.). (Rezmbursement perzod begms July 1, 1997. )

) Re1mbursement for this activity is l1m1ted to:

a. reviewing the employee's 1nstruct1onal techmques and strategres 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 othet year for permanent certrﬁcated employees; and

o begmmng January 1, 2004, every five years for certrﬁcated 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 exceedmg standards, if
the evaluator and certificated employee belng evaluated agree.

Note: For purposes of claiming reimbursement, eligible clazmants must identify the state

or federal law mandating the educational program bezng performed by the
certificated instructional employees

. Evaluate and assess the performance of certificated instructional employees that teach

reading, writing, mathematics, history/social sciefice, and sciéhce'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.). (Reiimbursetnent perzod begzns March 15,'1999.)

Reinbursémment 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 émp'loyeés that teach™

reading, writing, mathematrcs h1story/soclal science, and science in grades 2 to
11, and . : :

b. 1nclud1ng in the written evaluation of those certificated employees the assessment
- ofthe employee s performance based on the Standardized Testing and Reporting
results for the pupils they teach during the evaluation periods specrﬁed in
'Education Code section 44664 and descubed below:

o once each year fo1 probationary cert1ﬁcated 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, ift
~the evaluator and certificated employee being evaluated agree ~

B Cert1ﬁcated (Instruct1ona1 and Non-Instructlonal) Employees

1 Evaluate and assess permanent cert1ﬁcated -instructional-and non-mstructlonal ,
_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.

Note:

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));

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));

transmitting a copy of the written evaluation to the cert1ﬁcated employee o

.(Ed. Code, § 44663, subd. (a));

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

conducting a meeting with the certificated employee to discuss the evaluat10n
(Ed. Code, § 44553, subd. (a)).

For purposes of claiming reimbursement, eligz‘ble claimants must identify the state
or federal law mandating the educational program being performed by the
certificated, instructional and noh-instructional, employees.




C. Training )
1. Train'staff on anlementrng the reimbursable act1v1t1es hsted in Section IV of these - .’f

parameters and guidelines. (One-time act1v1ty for each employee ) (Rezmbursement
period begzns July 1, J 997.) : . _

N Statewnde Cost Estlmate

" Staff rev1ewed the claims data subm1tted by the clalmants and complled by the SCO On - '- ] l? o

-+ July 5,-2006;-the-actual-claims data showeéd that approximately 489 séhool districts filed 3,243 -
i claimis between figcal years 19971998 and. 20042005, for a total of over $104.3 million. As of
" May 9, 2007, the actual claims data showed that approx1mately 626 school districts filed 4,200
claims between fiséal years 1997-1998 and 2005-2006, for a total of over $160 million. This
data includes all initial years” claims, 1nclud1ng late and amended claims. With late penalties
assessed, the SCO’s final approved amount to be pald for ﬁscal years 1997 1998 through
2005-2006 is over $135.9 million.

A draft staff analysis and proposed statewide cost estimate were issued on August 3, 2006 On
May 10, 2007, DOF submitted corments; hlghllghtlng its concerns with the accuracy of the
claims and proposing that the SCO audit the claims to: 1) determine whether the claims are
appropriately: limited to-only the incremental costs. of evaluations under the new criteria, and
2) determine whether:the claims are:consistent with all requirements of the parameters and
guidelines; Staff agrees:that an audit of this;program may be warranted.” Therefore, our
assumptions note that the actual claiming data is unaudited and may be maccurate and that an
SCO audit of these claims may reduce:the costs of the program. . '

Based-on the data'available, staff made the following assumptlons ‘and used the followmg
methodology to develop a statevvrde cost estimate for this program. " If the Commission adopts
this proposed statéwide cost estlmate it w111 be reported to'the Leg1slature along wrth staff’s
assumpt1ons and methodology '

Assumptmn
‘Staff made the followmg assumptlons o . R

1. The actual claiming data'is unaudited and may be inaccurate. The 4,200 actual claims filed
by approx1mately 626 school dlstrlcts for 1997 1998 through 2005 2006 are unaudlted and
therefore, may be! maccurate

Staff reviewed a random sample of clalms that were filed by 10 school dlstr1cts This is nota
statistical scientific sample. Based on' total enrollment, staff, reviewed claims filed by small,
medium, and large school districts located in northern California (3), central California (3),
and southern Califoriiia (4). The districts and their claimed amounts are shown in Table 1.

Staff notes the followmg

o The costs claimed do not appear to have any relatlonsh1p to the number of teachers
evaluated, as shown in Table 2. Various claimant representatives have indicated that a
‘humbet of other factors must be considered in addition'to the nuthber of teachers -
evaluated. Some of the other factors mentioried include time spent in evaluation, the
pos1t1on and salary of the evaluator, and the way each district conducts evaluations.

! Claims data reported as of May 9,2007. - _ - o




":S'ome representatives stated that there was a lot-of work involved but not enough time .
to capture costs for other activities. Therefore, costs claimed in one fiscal year varied
* from a few thousand dollarsto over $1.5 million, regardless of the number of teachers

evaluated ‘This amounts to a few dollars to hundreds of dollars per teacher evaluation. o

L The Los Angeles Umﬁed School Drstrlct clalmed equal amounts for the followmg

 activities under IV.A.1. of the parameters and guidelines: “a)reviewing the emp}oyee 5 _' SR

" instructional teehmques and strategles and adherence to currlcular objectives, and -

b) including in the written evaluation of the certificated instructional employees the = S

. assessment of these factors during the [cértain] evaluation periods....” Staff notes that '
- the performance of these activities should be concurrent. '

Staff contacted a representatlve of the Los Angeles Unified School: District to d1scuss
the issue and the representa’uve explained that the district used a consetvative time
estimate of 30 minutes to review the techniques and strategies; and another 30 minutes
to include an assessment of the factors in the written evaluation. The disttict then
multiplied the unit time by the salary of an assistant principal. The representative
noted that the district was in the process of conducting a time study and that it intended
to submit amended claims showing mgmﬁcantly higher costs. However, late and
amended claims were due to the SCO in Apl‘ll 2007 The district did not amend 1ts
claims.

e The adopted parameters and gurdehnes for The Stull Act program noted the’ followmg
in the Reimbursable Activities section: _

For purposes of claiming rezmbursement eligible clazmants misst identify
the state or federal law mandating the educational program being
performed by the certificated, instructional and non-znstructzonal
employees. :

" The claims reviewed did not identify the state or federal law(s) mandating the
educational program(s) being performed, and thus, staff could not verify Whether these
programs were mandated.

o The Commission found that training staff on 1mplement1ng the relmbursable activities
listed in Section IV of the parameters and guidelines is reimbursable. However staff
notes that the claiming forms lack a reimbursable component box for trainirig, making
costs for training unclear. At least three claimant representatives 1nd1cajced that
training costs were minimal and were claimed under a different component. .

e The Eligible Claimants section of the parameters and guidelines for this program
specifically states that charter schools are not eligible claimants. Staff notes that the
updated claims data included claims filed by one charter school, in which the SCO
approved a total amount to be paid of $64,126. Because charter schools are not
eligible claimants, staff did not include this amount in thé proposed estimate.

Therefore based on the foregoing observations, staff finds that the actual, unaudited claims
only represent an estimated cost of the program for fiscal years 1997-1998 fhrough 2005-2006.




0l

Abmuscmpmw\\wom.mo apo [e1ep//-dny > umosdﬁmﬁ s uoTeonpy Jo Tustmreds(] BILIOR)) S0 WO EIEp WO ummmn_ *S00Z-700T 10 ¢

Ab%ﬁcﬁ%?oudo owo ﬁﬁmv 777 > 1SenQ)Ere(] S, UONRInpy 30 yusumreda(] BIWIOJIE)) ST} WO BYEp WO paseq ‘S00T-+00T 104 Z

. ‘manmovﬂmm

LLI6ET

Sﬁ? .

sy

: :um.mmv

6HOSE. L0ZLIS | Zez66e ,omnwmm_,_

2&.8.8

%91 - ur pajuasardal s19U9esl %

BILIONED

87590 I SI9YIE3] JO # [EIOL,

161°0S ordmmes I SI9Yoea] JO #

e | .  oy : - (Ammo) o3[ tes)

0L9°7L9°8$ || 6¥6°68S°T :Gm:qmm . | 8TEfo9L | 6S1°6L8 100°€86 | ¥TS°6¥6 | 6LSTL6 | £8L°SS8 | 980°T9L - 60LYET 1Tv'L pagTu() 0331 TeS
N - R : , . . (Ajmmo)) safaday soT)

65€°66v°8S || LOE'SITT %N om ﬁ L80°786 | ¥6¥"820°T | 6TI°LS6 | 1SEV08 | £65°TS8 | 88LELL | [8E69 LOE YL LOS'SE pagTup) sepEduy S0
| | | @mo))

68L°0v9$ || 199%98 891 mm 6798 | 58098 91%8 [ ¥19'vL [ TLT’os | 1ST°8y | LTZE'6CT 09.°08 00y ousa1) panTu[) OUSSIY
/ . , (Amo)) ojustreIses)

PO 9A0ID NI

OGESO Eon Eﬂo&oﬁm
TOTU() BISIA BUINY BUrRURJ

ELLLIES

90L°06£ $

(fmo) ere[) ejues)
AreyuouIs[3] TOTU() 20y umiy

(Aunon) oyuowRIIES)
nwﬁ ﬂoED ymof Eﬁw

= as.. )

Y0/00 | 00/66

«:o:iou:ﬁ

Te30L

vLI¥9§ || orLiol L8L°11 959°01. | STO'1T 08+°6 0sy‘or | - - - 956°C §4! pagrup) reradmmy
- L R : (Aumo) ojrueg wes)
Se8’Lzl § |1 9zE'sT 1£€°91 9rEET | SS6°0T T0T0L | ¥8L°EL TI9°01 | 808°01 | IL¥°E 98T°1 €L pagiap) Uety UBS/SEwory
. ; — - _ Abqsoo NOATSIS)

. Eﬂoﬁoﬁm noED mﬁmam .ﬁz

m.-o.uo«un.
Jo#

pLysIq

AVIA TV UwH,m X9 SINNOIWY GANIV'ID
*SILOIIISIA TOOHDS dATJAVS T ATIVL




I

0

_.Hmm% [eosT o) SuLmp pajenfead maonomﬂ JO Iequimnu o £q (1 91981) vuﬁn..ﬁo JUNOUIE [0} 94} SUIPIAIP Aq paalR( v

o

._ ~ (fumo) oFa1q ues)

88c$ | CITE| 097§ | 0T6T LTS | 6ITE | LLTS | 9VSE | 96TS | 90TE | vLT§ | TSS'E| 8T i TeSE | 9zzs | TTEE. paiyry) oge1(] UeS
NN S b oar‘or b ; o oat b oot . (&mmo) saE3uY o)
98 i OVERT| 19§ 1 LOTOL |.LS§ | ¥OG'LL | 658 | 991°1 |'T6§ | | 188%CT | 268 19681 | 1SS . 9v9°El " pomTy) SOaSTY SO
' ) : i PLE0T | 688 ¢ T¥6 6L ¢ 106 | 599 syL ) Les ¢ 16L | (Aumo) ousory) pagrun ousaig
; o m - o . N ' . _Abﬁ_oo 0JUoTIRIDES)
; o ; 6901 | ¥6¢$ - 4 i S pagmn u>obw ANd

ABEBU Euvc Eﬂuﬁuﬁm

nmﬂ noED uro H uqmumu

i I 7S : TOTI() BISTA BUSNY BWRUR]

: L : m m m : L . 7(AymmoD) ere]) EIUES)
6L1S L8E vmﬁw : _E_v,. mmﬁm o LEE ) TTIS obc | 1€1$ ! 9Lt ho; : €6C 1 968 't LOE. LLT ATejuatIafH UOT[) YO0y WY

— —— T : : ; : 3 . (A0, OJUATIEIOE
0£Z$ m ECL | 9LTS i STL L ELS ! ; 18 y : L6L ) S

TeAq

D . ; 5550 Guo.ac
6¢1$ L 1 i pagru() feusdmy

; T - . : * (Auno)) oyruag ue
0893 m €C|avv§ & .oV 0098 LT | 98¢ | 6 vuﬁhwﬁzwaw\mwaﬁw

A T S - (Aumo) noADYSIS)
8ST8 : ST $ - T b bﬁaoaoﬁm noED ﬂmdam uE

As0) i Ase) ! Aso ! Aso) | Aso | Asop m_ " pmsiq
S0/¥0 ¥0/€0 ' £0/70 w0/10 " 10/00 mm\wm 86/L6
ZOHH<DA<>H JHHOVIAL MME hO HwOU THAIIVL




2. Costs will vary over time. Under this program; probationary teachers are evaluated once a year
while permanent teachers are evaluated once every two years. Therefore, costs may increase
* over time as experienced teachers retire and new teachers are hired. On the other hand, costs-
- may also decrease over time because the number of teachers retalned by school dlstncts may
3 decllne as enrollment dechnes : : S

R . 3 '.‘The SCO may reduce any lezmbursement claim for thzs program If the SCO aud1ts this

: program and ‘deems any reimbursement claim to be excessive or unreasonable, it may b be '
- reduced.” Therefore, the total amount of relmbursement for this program may be’ lower than :
the statew1de cost estimate. -

4. At least-626 claimants will continue to clazm costs in fiscal years 2006-2007 and 2007-2008

5. These claimants will evaluate at least the same number of certifi cated employees ini
- 2006-2007 and 2007-2008.

Methodology
Fiscal Years 1997-1998 through 2005-2006

The proposed statewide cost estimate for fiscal years 1997-1998 through 2005-2006 is based on
the 4,200 actual reimbursement claims filed with the'SCO for these years, as reduced by the SCO
for any late claim penalties. Staff notes that claims filed by one charter school for a total of
$64,126 was deducted from the total claims amount. Staff also notes that the claims are
unaudited and may be inaccurate for the reasons stated above

Fiscal Years 2006—2007 and 2007—2008

Staff estimated fiscal year 2006- 2007 costs by mult1ply1ng the 2005-26’0'6""'5158um by thewlrnnhcn
price deflator for 2005-2006 (3.1%), as forecast by DOF. Staff estimated fiscal year 2007-2008
costs by multiplying the 2006-2007 est1mate by the 1mphclt price deflator for 2006- 2007 (6. 4%)

The proposed statewide cost estimate includes 11 ﬁscal years for a total of $182,828; 898 This
“averages to more than $16.6 millior annyally ini costs for the state. Following is a bte :kdown of
estimated total costs per fiscal year: : K

Fiscal Year # of Claims Flled w/ SCO | ..Estimated Cost
1997-1998 ‘ 335 18 7896678
1998-1999 370 - 8,824,529
1999-2000 ] 398 | T 11,459,646
2000-2001 ‘ 437 ' 13,481,818 |
2001-2002 . 466 " 16,197,749 | -
2002-2003 502 | 16,928.399 | -
2003-2004 ' 521 ) - 17,779,677
2004-2005 I 21,189,243 |
2005-2006 626 ' - 22,081,686
2006-2007 (estimated) - . N/A : 22766218
2007-2008 (estimated) N/A I 24,223,255 |
TOTAL| . 4200 T - $182,828,898
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+ Staff Recommendatlon

Staff recommends that, the Comm1ss1on adopt the proposed statewide cost estu‘nate of

s $ 182 828 898 for costs incurr ed in complylng w1th The Stull Act p1oglam
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EXHIBIT A

STATE OF CALIFORNIA ' _ ARNOLD -

COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES
980 NINTH STREET, SBUITE 300
= ACRAMENTO, CA 96814
ANE: (916) 323-3562
s (818) 446-0278
E- mall osmlnfo@cam oa.gov -

August 3, 2006

M1 Dav1d Sonbne1
o Bxecutive Direcfor  © ... el
Scribner Consulting Group, Inc '
3840 Rosin Court, Suite 190
Sacramento, CA 95834

- And Aﬁ’ecz‘ed State Agenczes and Interested Parties (See Enclosed Mazlmg Lz.s't)

RE: Proposed Statewide Cost Estimate
e The Stull Act, 98-TC-25 '
“Education Code Sections 44660 ~ 44665 (formerly Ed. Code §§ 13485 -13490)
Statutes 1983, Chapter 498; Stafutes 1999, Chapter 4
- Denair Unlﬁed School District and Grant Joint Union High School D1strlot Clannants

Dear Mr, Scrlbnﬁl

- The draft staff analysus and proposed statewide cost estimate for this program are enclosed for
your 1ev1ew and comment,

Wr 1tten Comments

Any party or interested person may file written comments on the staff analysis by August 24, 2006.
Comments filed with the Commission are required to be simultaneously served on the parties on the
mailing list, and to be accompanied by a proof of service. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 2, § 1181.2.) To

~ request an extension of time to file comments, please refer to section 1183.01, subdivision (c)(1) ..
of the Comm1ss1on s regulations.

Hearing

This matter is now set for hearing on October 4 2006, at 9:30 a.m. in Room 126 of the State
Capitol, Sacramento, California. This item will be scheduled for the consent calendar unless any
party objects.- Please let us know in advance if you or a representative of your agency will testify
at the hearing, and if other witnesses will appear. If you would like to request postponement of
the hearing, please refer to section. 1183.01, subdivision (c), of the Commission’s regulations.

‘Special Accommodations

- For any special accommodations such as a sign language interpreter, an assistive listening
device, materials in an alternative format, or any other accommodations, please contact the
Commission Office af least five to seven working days prior to the meeting.

Please contact Cathy Cruz Jefferson at (916) 323 8218 with questlons
Smce1 ely,

J X‘!CY PAT

Assistant Exeeu’uve Director -

- Enclosure
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" Hearing Date: October 4, 2006
j:\Mgnddtes\l998\tc\98tc25\scé\dsa

ITEM

- DRAFT STAFE ANALYSIS .
PROPOSED STATEWIDE COST ESTIMATE

" Bdtication Code Sectlons 44660 44665 )
(Fonner Ed. Code, §§ 13485- 13490)

e 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

The Executive Su@nary will be included in the Final Staff Analysis, -
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' Summary of- the Mandate

STAF-F'A‘NALYSIS__ -

~ OnMay 27, 2004, the Co1mmssmn on State Mandates (Commlssmn) adopted the Statement of
" Decision for The Stull Act test claim, ﬁndmg that Educatmn Code seotlons 44660 44665 -
- (formerly Ed. Gode, §§'13485- 13490)-¢itist AT el ice 4
-~ impose a state-mandated prog1am upon school._dlstnots withiy e 1 B
-..section 6 of the Califorisia Constitution and Govertimest Codt section: 17514.-The: Comm1551on S
- “approved this test claim for specific reimbursable activities rélated to evaluation and assessment

g of art1ole_iXIH B

ofthe performanoe of “certificated personnel” within each school d1str1c.t except for those
employed in local, discretionary educational programs. - - »

The olaunant filed the test claim on March 9,2001. The Commrssmn adopted the Statement of
Decision on March 25, 2004, and the par ameters and gutdelmes on March 30, 2005. Eligible

* claimants were required to file initial- rennbursement claims with the State Controller s Office

(SCO) by April 11, 2006,

Reimbursable Activities

The Commission approved-the- followmg re1mbursable aot1v1t1es for this program
A, Certlﬁeated Instructmnal Employees '

1. Evaluate and assegs the performance of eertlﬁcated mstrucnonal employees that perform
~ the requirements of educational programs mandated by state or federal law as it
* reasonably relates to the mstmctlonal teohmques afid strateg1es used by the employee and

amended by Stats..1983;-ch. 498, ) (Rezmbursement perzod begzns Jz[ly 1 1997 )
Re1mbursement for tlus act1v1ty is l1m1ted to;

8. reviewing the employee's. 1nstruet1bnal techmques and. strateg1es and adherence to
curricular obJeotwes, and - : :

b. 1nclud1ng in the wiitten evaluation’ of the certificated indtriicfional employees the
- assessment of these fagtors during the following evaluat1on periods:

o onoe gach yea1 for probatlonary oertlﬁoated employees;

o _eve1y other year for permanent oertrﬁcated employees and

o) 'begmnmg J anuary 1, 2004 every ﬁve years for. certlﬂcated employees with

. permanent status who-have been employed at least ten-years with the school
dlstr1ct are highly qualified:(as defined in' 2017.8.C. § 77801), and whose
previous evaluationrated the employee as meeting or exceeding standards, if
the evaluator and certificated.employes being evaluated agree, -

Note: Foi Purposes of clazmmg relinbursement, elzgzble clazmants misst zdentzsz the state
' or federal law mamdating the ediicational prag1 am bezng per, fm med by the
certificated instructional employees '

2. Bvaluate and assess the performance of certificated 1nstructlonal 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
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standards as measured by state adopted assessment tests (Ed Code § 44662, subd. (b), as’
amended by Stats, 1999, ch. 4.). (Reimbursement per zod begms March J 5, J 999; ) '

) Relmbursement fo1 this aot1v1ty is 111mted toi. .

P

revrewmg the results of the Standard1zed Testmg a.nd Reportmg test as 1t

Lk reasonably relates to the performance-of those certlﬂcated employees that teaeh

‘ "_‘readmg, Wntmg, mathematres, lustory/soew,l screnee, and sc1 T
T end ST

:—4-.17 -t

meludmg in the written evaluation of those certificated employees the assessment
of the employee's performance based on the Standafdized Testing-and: Reportmg :

results for the pupils they teach during the-evaluation periods specified in

Edueatron Code seotlon 44664 and descnbed below

e onoe each yeai for pr obat1onary eertlﬁeated employees,
© o every other year for permanent certificated employees and

‘o beginning January 1, 2004, every five years for certificated éitiployee$ 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 exceedmg standards, if
.the‘evaluator and certificated. employee bemg evaluated iagtes:

B. Ce1t1ﬁeated (Instruetronal and Non—Instructlonal) Employees

1. Evalyate and assess. permanent ce1t1ﬁeated mstruetronal and: non—mstruetlonal
employees that perform the requirements of educational pro grauis mandated by state or
féderal law and receive an unsatisfactory evaluation in the years in which the permanent
certificated employee would not have otherwise been evaluatéd pliFsuant to Ediication

. . Code section 44664 (i.e., every-otheryear). The additional evaluations:shall last until the

- .employee achieves a posmve evaluation, or is separated from the school district

July

(Ed. %‘ode? § 44664, as amended by Stats. 1983, ch, 498) (Rezmbw sement period begins
1997) .

- This additional evaluatlon a.nd assesgment of the permanent ce,rtrﬁcated employee
requires the school d1st11ct to perform the followmg activities:

- a.

-evaluating and assessmg the certificated employee perfonnance as 1t reasonably
relates to the followitig ériteria: (1) the progress of pupils towatd the standards

established by the scliool distiict of expscted pup11 achisvemétit at éach grade.
level in each area of study, and;if applicabls; the stats: adopted coritent standards
a8 fheasured by state adopted critericn refeteficed assassments; (2) the
instructional techniques #nd strategies used by the etiiployes;-(3) the employee's

“adherence.to currioular objectives; (4) the establishment and maintenance of a

suitable learning. envrronment 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-mstmohonal persormel (Bd. Code, § 44662,
subds (b) and (e)),

106 .

in, grades 2to -




- b. reducing the evaluatlon and assessmen_t;to wr1t1ng (Ed" Code, § 44‘663 subd (a)).
" The evaluation shall include recommé "datlons, 1f 0e0 a8 to areas ofi
improvement in the peiforniance of the'employe ployes is

‘ 'pe1formmg hrs or lier dut1es m B saus

- (Bd. Code, § 4553, subd. (o). |

- Note: For purposes of claiming reiimbirseni
or federal law mandating the educati
cer, tzf cated, instructional ana_l non-ing

- C. Trammg

1 Tram staff on 1mp1e1nentmg the rexmburS able

—tae

& . period begzns July 1,1 997 )
fStatewnde Cost Estimate

Staff feviewed the claims data submitfed by the clair
clalms data showed that about 489 school districts fi
1997-1998 and 2004-2005, for a total of over $104. 3

for this program If the Commission adopts thrs pro
' reported 1o the Leg1slature along w1th staff’s assump

Assumptlon
. Staff made the followmg assumpt1ons
- 1.

_ staff reviewed clauns filed by a sme.ll medlum :
The districts and theu‘cle,u,ned amounts arg sho

! Claims data reported as of July's, 2006, * * .
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~ Staff notes the followmg

The costs claimed do not appear o have any 1elat10nslnp to the number of teache1s

- . evaluated, as shown in Table 2. Various claimant replesentatlves have indicated that a -

. number of other factors. must be considered in addltlon to the number of teachers =

evaluated. Some of the other factors. mentroned include time’ spent in evaluatron, the B

. position and salary of the evaluator, and the way . each district.conducts evaluat'ons

- Some representatives stated-that there was a lot of Work mvolved ‘but not-enotigh timie

to capture costs for other activifies. Thérefote, costs claithed in one fiscal year varied -
from & few thousand dollars to over $1 million, regardless of the number of teachers -

evaluated. This amounts to a few dollars to hundreds of dollars per teacher evaluatron.

The Los Angeles Unified School clauned equal amounts for the following activities
under IV.A.1. of the parameters and gurdehnes “g) reviewing the employee's .
instructional teehmques and strategiés and adhéience to curricular objectives, and

b) including in the written evaluation of the certificated instr uctional ernployees the -

~ assessment of thes factors during the [eertaln] evaluation periods....” Staff notes that
~ the pe1formance of these activities should be concurrent,

Staff contacted a 1epresentat1ve of the Los: Angeles Unified School D1str1et to: drscuss
the issue and the representative explained that the- district used a.conservative time =~
estimate of 30 minutes to review the techmques and str ategles, and.another 30 minutes
to include an assessment of the factors i in the written evaluation. The districtthen
multiplied the unit time by the salary of an assistant. prmerpal The representative

noted that the district was ifi the’ Process '6f conductmg & tithe Stiidy afid the district
intends to sub1mt amended olaims showing significantly higher costs.

The adopted parameters and guidelines for The Stull' Act program noted the followmg
in the Reimbursable Activities section:

For purposes of claiming r ezmbursement elzgzble clazmam‘s must identify’
the state or federal law mandating the educational progiam being
performed by the certifi cafed z;zsn'uctzonal and non-instrictional,
employees

The claims reviewed did not 1dent1fy the state or fede1 al law(s) mandatlng the
educatronal program(s) being performed, and s, staff could not verrfy whetlier these

. programs were mandated.

. The Commission found that training staff on 11np1e1ne11t1ng the reimbursable activities
 listed in Section I'V of the parameters and guidelines is reunbursable However, staff

notes that the claiming forms lack a reimburgable eomponent box for training, making
costs for training unclear... At least three.claimant. representatives indicated that
training costs were minimal and were claimied under a d1fferent eornponent

Therefore based on the foregoing observations, staff finds that the actual, unaudited. elanns .
only represent an estimated cost of the program for ﬁseal years 1997 1998 through 2004-2005.

Costs will vary over time. Under this pro gram, probat1ona1y teaehers are evaluated ohoe a year
while permanent teachers are evaluated once every fwo years. Ther efore costs may increase
over time as experienced teachers retite and new teachers are hired.’ "On the' other hand costs
may also decrease over time because the number of teachers retamed by sthool d1strlcts may -
deelme as enrollment declines, =~ - -
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3. The actual amount claimed will increase when late or amended claims are filed. _
Less than 500 eligible school districts in Cahforma have filed reimbursement claims for this

- program. At least three of the top fifteen school districts hiave not filed claims, including . -
Senta Ana Unified, Capistrano Unified, and Riverside Unified, Also, a representative of the -

. Los Angeles Unified School District stated thiat the district would be amendmg its claims to-

' show higher costs. Thus, if reimbursement claims are filed by any of the remaining. distiicts ©
¢ "and the Los Angeles Unified School Dlstuct the atnount of feinibursernént claims | ‘may exceod 3
. the Staterde 005’5 estimate, For thls program, late cla1ms may be ﬁled untﬂ ‘April 2007

4. The SCO may v educe any reimbursement claim f07 this pr ogmm If the SCO audits tlns o

‘program and deems any reimbursement claim to be excessive or unreasonable, it may be -

- reduced. Therefore, the total amount of reunbursement fo1 this program may be lower than L

the statewide cost estimate.

Methodology

Fiscal Years 1997-1998 thl ough 2004-2005
The proposed statewide cost estimate for fiscal years 1997 1998 thlough 2004-2005 is based on -

" the 3,243 actual reimbursement claims filed with the SCO for these years. However, staff notes -

that the clau:ns are unaudlted and may be inaccurate for the reasons stated above.

. Fiscal Yems 2005-2006 and 2006-2007
. Staff estimated ﬁscal year 2005-2006 costs by multiplying the 2004-2005 estimate by the

implicit price deflator for 2004-2005 (3.5%), as forecast by the Department of Finance. Staff

. estimated fiscal year 2006-2007 costs by 1nu1t1p1y1ng the 2005-2006 estimate by the unphc1t

price deﬂator for 2005—2006 (3. 1%)

The proposed statewide cost estimate includes 10 fiscal years for a total of $145, 105 ,098. This
averagesto $14,510,510 annually in costs for the state. Followmg is a breakdown of estlmated
total costs per fiscal year: -

'TABLE 3. BREAKDOWN OF ESTIMATED TOTAL COSTS PER FISCAL YEAR

Fiscal Year # of Claims Filed w/ SCO Estimated Cost
1997-1998 ' 302, I 6,862,744
1998-1999 ' 340 . : 8,117,831
1999-2000 = - ' 362 . ] 10,542,227
2000-2001 - 396 12,384,945
2001-2002 | 423 . . ' 14,912,816

-2002-2003 . 457 : - 15,696,569
2003-2004 : _ 474 : : 16,407,883 |.
2004-2005 - 489 19,399,882

2005-2006 (estnnated) N/A : 20,078,878
2006-2007 (estimated) N/A _ _ 20,701,323
- TOTAL 3,243 . 1 8 145,105,098

Staff Recommendation

Staff recommends that the Commission adopt the proposed statewide cost estimate of
$145,105,098 or costs incurred in complying with The Stull Act program.
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' Orlginal List Date: - 7/7/1989

Last Updated: 5/19/2008
. List Print Date: 08/03/2006
Clelm Number - '9B-TC-25 .

lssuer | 7. . TheStllAct .-

TO ALL PARTIES AND lNTERESTED PARTIES' '

- Each commisslon malllng It Is conﬂnuouely updated as requeets are: received to Include or remove’ eny perty or person
on the malling fist. A current maifing-list Is. provided with commission correspondence, and a capy of the curtent mailing
Ist Is avallable upon request at any time, Except as provlded otherwise by commission rule; when a. party. ar: Interestad

party flles any written material with the commisslon cencerning a claim, it shall slmultaneouely serve a copy. of the: written
material on the parties and interested parties to the claim Identifled on the malling list provided by the commlsslon (Cal

Code Regs., tit. 2 § 1181, 2)
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Department of Flnance (A-15) Tek  (916) 445-0328
Education Systems Unit : S
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4833 Whitney ; Sllte A . ,. o
Sacramento, CA 95321 SR . Fax - (916)483-1403
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-Glaimant Répr,esentative ‘

Mr, Davld"E;"‘S'Gi‘lﬁiﬁier‘ R _ .
Scribner Consulting Group, Inc. o el (816) 22-2638
3840 Rosln Court, Sulte 120 C . - : C .
Sacramento, CA 85834 o Fax = (916) B22-2719 S
Nir, Jim Jaggers
. Tel  (918) B48-8407
P.O. Box 1983 . ) -
Carmichael, GA 85609 - o : " Fax  (916) B4B-B407 .
“Mr, Robert Miyashiro~ L _ : .
Education. Mandated Cost Network o Tel  (016) 446-7517 -
1121 L Sfrest, Sults 1060 _ ' : '
Sacramento, CA 95814 - - . . Fax  (916) 446-2011
"W, Pall Warren - - o _' C e
Leglslativa Afaly&t's Offise (B-20) -~ ~ S el (918) 316-8310 .
B25'L Streét, Suite 1000 S : o .
Sacramento, CA 85814 E Fax  (916) 324-4281
Ws. Glnny Brummele - ) - SR
‘Divislon of Accounting & Reporting : :
3801 C Strest, Suite 6500 ‘ : _ Fax  (918) 323-8527
Sacramento, CA 85818, , » : - : .
Mr. Joe Rombold - o - _
School Innovatlons & Advocacy ' » Tel  (916) 669-5116
11130 Sun Center Drive; Sulte 100 - s . o
- Rancho Cordova, CA B5870 , A _ Fax.  (B8B) 487-6441
Page: 2
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oz

- Ms. Paula Higashi I . : _ D
* Executive Directar - - T MAY I Rl
Commigsion on State Mandates : R . ]
980 Ninth Street, Suite 300 - © COMMISSIONON, ©

Sacramento, CA 95814 . !

RE: CGomments on the Statewide Cost Estimate
The Stull Act, 98-TC-25 - . : ' '
Education Code Sections 44660-44665 (formerly Ed, Code §§ 13486-13400)
- Statutes 1983, Chapter 408; Stafutes 1099, Chapter 4
Denalr Unified School District and Grant Joint Unlen High School District, Claimants

Dear Ms. Higashi:

The Department of Finance (Finance) haa reviewed the draft staff analysis and proposed

statewide cost estimate for Claim No, CEM-98-TC-25 ("The Stull Act") submitted in a letter from

the Commission on August 3, 2008 and submitg the following comments: - :
The significantly disparate costs per teacher claimed by districts of simllar size bring to question
the validity and sufficiency of the parameters and guldelines and the claiming instructions.
While Finance acknowledges that this mandate adds additional requirements to teacher
evaluatione, the claims should represent only incremental costs over costs associated with
praviously required teacher evaluation activities, For example, one district claimed costs of $62
per teacher while another district claimed costs of $880 per teacher, It Is unclear whether theee
dlstricts are clalming-all of the costs assoclated with teacher evaluation, rather than just those

- assocliated with the new reimbursable activities, ‘

in addition, the Cormmission’s staff notes that performance of the evaluation and assessment
activities identified in the adopted parameters and guidelines, specifically the review and the
documenting of the rasulis in writing, should be conducted concurrently. However,; the
Commission's staff discovered that a claiming district had conducted the evaluation and
assessment activities esparataly. Furthermore, the draft staff analysis notes that the claims
reviewed did not identify state or federal law(s) mandating the sducational programs being -
performed by the employees as required by the parameters and guidelines. As a result,

- Commigsion staff could not verify whether these educational programe were mandated,

In conclugion, Finance has concerns with the accuracy of the claims, upon which the statewlde
coet estimate s based, and proposes that an audit of the claims be conducted to: 1) determine
whether the clalms are appropriately limited to only the incremigntal costs of evaluations under
the new criteria, and 2) determine whethier the claitns are consistent with all requiremente of the
parameters and guidelines. o . _ :

© -
©
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As reguired by the Commisslon’s regulatic:ns, we are including a "Proaf of Service" lnd[catjng

. thatthe parties Included on the malling list which accompanied your August3 2006 Ieter have"’":

agencles, lnterngancy Mail Servnoe

. lfyou have any questians rEQarding this Iatter please contact Sara Swan. Prlnclpal Program o | G

o ‘Budget Analyst et (916) 445-0328.

'-'Slnoerely, DR

ogram Budget Managjer

"~ Attachments

4z
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- PROOF OF SERVICE

© TestClaim Name:  TheStullacts == — . - s wow
Test Claim ‘Number' 'CSM-Q&-TGiZE o S = : o

- 'l the undersigned, declare as follows‘ T Am :
. Tam eniployed in the County of Ssacramenta, State of Canfarnla. | afr 18 yearslof' =] ar»‘older
* and nota party to the within. entltléd cau5e~ my busmess addrass ls 915 L Streé g S

R Sacramento. CA 96844 SAYT L R SRS St

- On 5'/ 4 / 07 ' N served the attaohed recommendatrcm of the Department of Fln;ance in

~ gald cause, by facsmlle to the:Gommiegior:on State Mandates and by placing & g gopy v
‘thereof: (1) to claimants-and Hon-state agindises nclosed In a sealed envelope with' poEtag
thereon fully prepald in the United:States Mall &t Sacramento, Caltfornie; ehd (2) t6 state™
-agencies in the normal pIGkup Iocatlmn at 915 L Street Tth Floor for lnteragency Mall "‘Service, -
addressed as follows 5o

A-18 o Education Mandated Cost Network ™

Ms. Paula Higashl, Exediitive’ Dlrector ~ ©/O Bchool Services of Califorrla® -
Commigslon on State Mandates ..+ = -+ Aftention: Dr. Carol Bétg;PRD e
880 Ninth Street, Suite 300 -~ = w4421 L Strest, Suite 1060 -
Sacrameanto, CA 96814 T S o “Bacramento, CA 95814

Facsimile No, 446-0278 :

SixTen & Associates : R =

Attention: Kelth Petersen.. - <5 7. Department of Educa‘tlon

5252 Balboa Avenue, Sulte 307 7+ School Business S&N

San Diego CA 02117 R <o sAttention: Marle J6l

560 J Street, Sulte 170
~ Sacramento, CA 95814

Mandated Cost Systerna, Iné, =~ .- -8an Diego Unified School District

Attention: Stevs Smith <~ . - Attentlon: Arthur Palkowitz
2275 Watt Avenue, Suite G ° - - < #4100 Normal Street, Room 3169
Sacramento, CA 938825 g _ San Diego, CA 9210'3-2682

E-8 Toets e e e ja"'-%‘r.".ahfornia Teachers Assoclaﬁon ‘
State Board of Edut::atlon o -+ Attenfion: Steve DePue
Aitention: Bill Lucla, Executlve Director‘ - 2821 Greenwood Road

721 Capitol Mall, Room 532 " : -~ “(areenwood, CA 95635

Sacramento, CA 95814

‘Girard & Vinson . » ‘ |
Attention: Paul Minney - . o S e
1676 N. Callfornia Bivd., Suite 450 : CooT
Walnut Creek, CA 95496
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Mr. Steve Shields
Shields Consulting Group, Ing.
1536 36th Street

. Sacramento Ca 95816

Mr Gerald Shelton

3 Califarnia: Department of Educaﬂan (E-OB)
~© Fiséal And. Adminlstrative Serv:ces Dlvlslon .

. 1430.N Strest, Sulte 2213..
Sacramento CA 95814

Mr, Keith B F‘etersen
sixTen Assoclates

5252 BalboaAvenue, JSulte 807 -

San Dieggo; CA_ 22117 -,

Mr. Steve 8mith- ..o

Stave Smith Enterprises;-Ina.
4833 Whitney Avenue, Suite A
Sacramento, CA 96821 -

Mr. Arthur Palkowitz

San Diego Unifled School District o

Office of Resourse Development:

4100 Normal Strest, Room:3209

San Dlego, Ca 92103-8363.
Mr. Jim Jaggers

P.O.Box 1983 . .,
Carmichael, CA 86609 . ..

M., Péul Warren

Leglslative Analyst's Office (B-29) -

926 L Street, Suits 1080
Sacramento, CA 96814

Mr, Joe Rombold _
Sohool Innovatlons & Advocacy

11130 Sun Center Drive, Sulte 100

Rancho Cordova, CA 95670

Ms. Susan Geanaco .
Department of Finance (A-1 5)
915 L Street, Suite1490

i Sacramento, CA 95814

g Ms Bath Hunter ST
- Centrafion; g, - i bl v 0
7 B570:Utiéa Avenue, Sulte 100 ‘
--Rancho Cucamonga CA- 91730

Ms Jeannie .ropeza C

Dapartment of Finance (A-1 5) |

 Education:Systemsinit
‘815 L:: 8treet; - Tth-Floor. -
. Sacramento, CA 9581 .4

= Mr. Jim Spang

State Controller's.Office! (B-OB)

- Division of Audits < .+
- 300 Capitol Mall, Suite 518 -

Sacramento, CA 85814

Mr. Davld E. Scribner

-Soribner Conaulting Group,: Ine.
.- 3840 Roslin Court, Stite 180
Sacramento, CA 95834

Mr. Robert Miyashiro

. Education Mandated Cost:Network -
~ 1121 L Street, Suite 1080 ~ - - -

Sacramenta, CA 95814

“Ms Ginny Brummels.
«state Controller's Office (B-08)
~+Bivision of Accounting & Reporting -

3301 C Street, Sulte-500 «-
. Sacramento, CA 95818 -
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3 déclare under penaity of perjury under the laws of the State of allf7rnla that the foregoing s
true and correct, and that this declaration was executed on __ 5/ jo. /0 at Sacramento,
California, - - _ T .
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Original List Date: 6/30/1999 - . . Mailing Information: = Final Staff Analysis-

~ Last Updated: - 4/26/2007
* List Print Date: - . 05/16/2007"
~ Claim Number: -~ 98-TC-25

lssue:” . . TheStuII Act - -

G on ol

--TO ALL PARTIES AND INTERESTED PARTIES

Each commlssmn mailing list is contmuously updated as requests are. recewed 1o include or remowe 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 & 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 2)

_ Mailing List

Mr Steve Shlelds

Shields Consulting Group; Inc. L , Tl (918) 4547310

1536 36th Street :

Sacramento, CA 95816 ‘ ' Fax:  (916) 454-7312
Vs, Su‘éé‘ﬁ‘ééénéé’éu\ }

Department of Finance (A-15) Tel: (916) 445:3274

915 L Street, Suite 1190

Sacramento, CA 95814 _ Fax:

(916) 3244888

Ms. Carol Bingham

California Department of Education (E-08) ’ Tel:

Fiscal Policy Division

1430 N Street, Suite 5602 - : Fax:

Sacramento, CA 95814

(916) 324-4728

(916) 319-0116

_ MSBetHHunter o

Centration, Inc. Tel:

8570 Utica Avenue, Suite 100

Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730 ' Fax:

(866) 481-2621

(866) 481-2682

~Ws. Jeannle Oropeza

Department of Finance (A-15) : Tei:

Education Systems Unit

915 L Street, 7th Floor B _ Fax:

Sacramento, CA 95814

(916) 445-0328

(916) 323-9530

Mr. Steve Smith

Steve Smith Enterprises, Inc. , o Tel:
3323 Watt Avenue #291 .
Sacramento, CA 95821 Fax:

Page: 1

(916) 216-4435

(916) 972-0873




Mr. Jim Spano -

. Division of Audits
300 Capitol Mall, Suite 518. ) _ . Fax:  (916) 327-0832

Sacramento, CA 95814

- Mr. Arthur Palkowitz - L I - , - .
San Diego Unified School District - - - Y e (61'9')"7;25'-7785

s _'.Ofﬁcé,6_f;Res_oUrce-Develdpm_'ebnt P SO S R
4100 Normal Street, Room 3209 - . - - - @ o Fax: - (819) 725-7564 - Lo

" .8an Diego, CA- 92103-8363 . = - .~. -

Mr. David E. Scribner . S o Claimant I-Repr"esentative

3840 Rosin Court, Suite 190 S ' '

Sacramento, CA 95834 Fax: ~ (916) 922-2719

Mr. Robert Miyashiro

Education  Mandated Cost Network , Tel:  (916) 446-7517
1121 L Street, Suite 1060
Sacramento, CA 95814 , Fax:  (916) 446-2011

Mr. Paul Warren

Legislative Analyst's Office (B-29) ’ Tel: (916) 319-8310
925 L Street,-Suite 1000
Sacramento, CA 95814 - Fax:  (916) 324-4281

‘Ms, Ginny Brummels

State Controller's Office (B-08) Tel:  (916) 324-0256
Division of Accounting & Reporting ,
3301 C Street, Suite 500 Fax:  (916) 323-6527

Sacramento, CA 95816

Mr. Joe Rombold

School Innovations & Advocacy . ' Tel: ' (916) 669-5116
11130 Sun Center Drive, Suite 100 : '
Rancho Cordova, CA 95670 Fax:  (888) 487-6441

Mr, Nicolas Schweizer

Department of Finance (A-15) ' Tel:  (916) 4450328
915 L Street, 7th Floor A '
Sacramento, CA 95814 - Fax:

Mr. Lynn Podesto

~ Department of Finance (A-15) : : Tel: (916) 445-0328
915 L Street, 8th Floor S A ’

Sacramento, CA 95814 Fax:
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"Ms. Donna Ferebée'

Department of Finance (A-15) Tel: (916) 4 45_327' 4
915 L Street, 11th Floor . _
Sacramento, CA 95814 ' - Fax:  (916) 323-9584

. Keifh B. Petersen
SixTen & Associates

: e e ‘Tel:- (916) 565-6104
" 3841 North Freeway Biwd., Suite 170 L S

o+ .1 Sacramento, CA95834 - - - . cel e Fax (916) 6646108 o
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