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March 13, 2015

Commission on State Mandates
960 Ninth St.

Suite 300

Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Comment on Test Claim 14-TC-01 (California Assessment of Student Performance and Progress)
Dear Members of the Commission on State Mandates:

| am the Executive Director of the California Educational Technology Professionals Association
(CETPA). In April 2014, CETPA administered a statewide survey of school districts and county offices of
education (COEs). A follow-up survey was then administered in September 2014 with similar questions.
The intent of these surveys was to ascertain the level of confidence or concern with technology
requirements associated with administering the CAASPP.

A number of key findings from these surveys relate to Test Claim 14-TC-01, particularly in light of
the comments filed by the Department of Finance.

o Staffing insufficiency. The initial survey found that 65% of districts and COEs were
uncertain as to whether they had sufficient staff to provide technical support to
administer the assessment. The follow-up survey found that this number had declined to
50%.

e Device insufficiency. The initial survey found that 33% of districts and COEs were
uncertain as to whether the number or quality of devices they had were sufficient to
properly administer the assessment. The follow-up survey found that this number had
declined to 18%.

e Network resource insufficiency. The initial survey found that 33% of districts and COEs
were uncertain as to whether the network resources (i.e., network reliability, bandwidth,
and wireless capacity) they had were sufficient to properly administer the assessment.
The follow-up survey found that this number had declined to 13%.

These numbers supports the same two conclusions in each area. First, districts and COEs hired
staff in order to prepare, purchased additional and higher quality devices, and improved their networks
to administer the assessment. All of these enhancements required districts and COEs to expend their
limited financial resources. Second, as of the beginning of this school year, additional funding was still
needed in order for all districts and COEs to have sufficient staffing to provide technical support to
administer the assessment, to have a sufficient number and quality of devices to administer the
assessment, and to have sufficient network resources to administer the assessment. The latter conclusion
is also strongly supported by the survey questions regarding whether current funding is sufficient and
whether additional resources are required.

The surveys also found significant disparities in how districts and COEs utilized the $1.25 billion in
one-time funding restricted to Common Core implementation. Notably, most districts and COEs spent



more than half of this funding on professional development and instructional materials rather than
technology.

Finally, districts and COEs responded that the survey did not capture the extensive staffing and
resources required for districts and COEs to be as ready as they were to administer the assessment and
the negative impact (financial and otherwise) to other programs as a result.

Attached please find a published summary of the two surveys. The survey data itself is extensive
and can be provided upon request.

| declare 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.

Andrea Bennett
Executive Director
California Educational Technology Professionals Association
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California Educational Technology Professionals Association

Andrea Bennett, Executive Director

Review of Statewide K12 Survey Results on Challenges with CAASPP

(SBAC) Implementation

CETPA launched a statewide survey of K12 districts and county offices of education in April, 2014,
intending to ascertain the level of confidence or concern with technology requirements associated with
completing the CAASPP Field Test. Some LEAs were in their testing windows, and others were about

to start.

Results of the survey will be made publically available on CETPA’s web site at: htip://cetpa.net.
CETPA shares the following Executive Review of key findings of this survey. See the last page of
these materials for contact information for additional data details or further assistance.

Survey Specifics:

e Survey Respondents:

402 districts and county offices of education responded to the survey, representing
about a 33% sample rate.

Respondents were well distributed and were disaggregated by size of district, type of
district (elementary, unified, etc.) and by county.

LEAs were asked about their level of confidence vs. concern in four main
categories:

@)

Hardware (number and sufficiency of devices to take the test)

Network / Infrastructure (sufficiency of bandwidth, access, reliability)
Environment / Time (sufficient and appropriate spaces to take test, time
available)

Technical / Professional Development (sufficient staff, training for
instructional and technical staff

Additional questions were added about the LEAs perception of:

The sufficiency of the one-time funding to meet these challenges

The percent (if they knew) of the one-time funding spent on technology at
their LEA

The impact of the migration to online assessments on their staff and other
resources

Their perception of the need for ongoing funding for technology and
support, in light of the increased demands from Common Core
implementation, CAASPP, etc.
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Key Findings:

Though a significant number of LEAs expressed confidence (45% Fairly Confident, 22%
Certain) in the sufficiency of their number and quality of devices needed to give the test, that
still left 33% who still had a level of uncertainty in this area (if the sample is sufficient, north
of 400 LEAs potentially in this category statewide). See Chart 1 attached, grouping the
guestions related to hardware.

Those same numbers are reflected again in the LEAs confidence in the capacity of their
network resources (33% still at some level of uncertainty). Higher levels of concern appeared
when asked specifically about wireless network resources (37%), for those districts relying on
that to deliver the test. See Chart 2 attached, grouping the questions related to networks.

Greater levels of uncertainty appear in questions around Facilities, with 50% of LEAs
expressing some uncertainty as to the sufficiency of the number of rooms and physical
workspaces available to take the test. A smaller number (25% of respondents) expressed
concerns about having sufficient power available for the equipment needed, but again, the
number of agencies this represents highlights an area of concern. See Chart 3 attached,
grouping the questions related to Facilities.

The largest levels of uncertainty and concern centered around the questions on
staffing. Having a sufficient quantity of staff to provide technical support, and having sufficient
training for instructional, support staff and assessment technicians, concerned fully 65% of
respondents. See Chart 4 attached, grouping the questions related to Staffing.

Somewhat counter-intuitively, overall confidence was lower with the largest districts (those
over 50,000) than the average statewide. Further research would be needed, but anecdotal
information suggests the largest districts simply have more complexity in tackling these
challenges on a larger scale spread out over many school sites.

Extremely strong responses are seen to the perceived need for additional funding to meet
these challenges. When asked about the whether the one-time funding was sufficient to
meet the technology needs of CAASPP, 54% of LEAs said no. When asked about the
need for technology-specific funding to meet the challenges of Common Core and 21
Century learning, in addition to CAASPP, 93% of respondents said there was a need for
a moderate to significantly higher investment to meet that future.

Additional Considerations:

Though the survey had an excellent return rate and a good distribution of types of LEAs, it is
highly likely that given the number of small districts in California (733 under 5,000 students),
and given the lack of time and people resources at those sites, that group, which has many of
the most significant challenges of connectivity and sufficiency of staff, is likely under-
represented here (173 respondents, or 23% of this demographic).

There was a significant spread in how one-time funding got distributed at LEAs. Common Core
adoption funding is needed for technology, professional development and learning resources,
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each of which could easily consume all the one-time funding. Depending on circumstances at
each LEA, little or none of that funding was allocated to technology, in deference to these
other needs, further exacerbating the issues.

e Districts shared that, though they may have responded with confidence on several of these
points, the survey did not capture the extreme effort it took for them to get to that point in the
last two years, and the sacrifices made to other programs as a result. Network bandwidth was
sufficient because access to the bandwidth was severely restricted for testing purposes,
impacting business operations and other instructional programs. Bandwidth demands will
increase as test expands.

o Districts reporting significant difficulties with getting support from ETS.

Additional Work Needed:

e Given the challenges with capacity for LEAs just focusing on delivery of the CAASPP Field
Test, clearly the exponentially larger challenges of ensuring technological resources sufficient
for successful Common Core Standards migration across the state (and all the technology
integrated therein) will require even more focused planning.

e Significant additional data is needed to determine the implications of the need for future
funding appropriate to meeting the goals the state has already identified (CAASPP delivery for
all future testing, and full implementation of all Common Core standards). Lack of resources is
raising concerns about sustainability of these efforts to date.

¢ The final data results showing how many LEAs successfully submitted CAASPP Spring Field
Test results are pending. It will be critically important to gather good “post-mortem” data to
determine the reasons why any given district was unable to successfully submit results
because, as this survey suggests, there are several dozen potential factors that account for
the inability to successfully submit results.

Policy Recommendations:

Provide Additional One-Time Funds for Common Core Implementation with a Focus on
Technology Needs - The survey results demonstrate that schools continue to have needs in the area
of education technology to prepare the state's schools for a smooth implementation of the SBAC
assessments in 2015. We encourage the state to consider a carve-out of any potential additional one-
time Common Core funds specifically targeted at education technology in order better ensure
readiness.

On-going Resources Needed to Sustain Education Technology Needs - The survey results
clearly show the greatest statewide concern is the sustainability of costs associated with the growing
technology demands within the K-12 education system. While the one-time Common Core funds
($1.25 billion provided in 2013-14 and 2014-15) are helpful in the short term, they do not resolve the
on-going demands associated with adequate staffing, staff training, equipment replacement, software
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purchase/licensing updating, broadband maintenance, and appropriate facilities - just to name a few.
Too often the conversations regarding technology-readiness in schools focus on the "devices" without
a fair consideration of the critically important role of staffing, maintenance, software, and planning that
must take place in order to make those devices work as intended.

We are particularly concerned that while LCFF provides additional funding over the implementation
period (next 7-10 years), 1) those resources do not go to all schools, and 2) the bulk of the additional
resources are directed at meeting the needs of EL, poor, and foster youth students. Additionally, LEAs
must use LCFF funds to address pent up demand for staff raises, back-to-back instructional materials
purchases in math, English Language Arts, Science, and likely History Social Science. At the same
time, the state has agreed to implement the SBAC assessments beginning in 2015, but so far has not
assessed the on-going statewide costs associated with the extensive expansion of technology
requirements on local schools. These costs should be determined and adequately funded by the
state. CETPA stands ready to assist in this effort.

LAO Study On-Going Costs related Technology - We believe it would be appropriate for the
Legislative Analyst's Office to work with local educational agencies and stakeholders (like CETPA) to
analyze the account for the on-going technology-related costs associated with the requirements of
current federal and state law. We know these costs vary by district type, size, geography, and we
would like to assist the state in collecting additional data related to this effort.
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Chart 1 — Combined Questions on Hardware, Secure Browser

May 12, 2014

Confidence in Client

/

Fairly Confident
45%

Sufficient QUANTITY of desktops or devices for all students to take the test in the timeframe available?
SPECIFICATIONS/quality of hardware you have available to take the field test

The installation and/or reliability of the secure browser required for the test being an issue

Unsure
18%

11%
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Chart 2 — Combined Questions on Network Reliability, Bandwidth, Wireless

Confidence in Network Resources

\

Unsure
16%

The sufficiency of your BANDWIDTH for the traffic during the test window
The RELIABILITY of your network to successfully handle the field test traffic in the testing window
The sufficiency of your WIRELESS CAPACITY (IF wireless capacity is needed to complete the test in the




CETPA Survey Results May 12, 2014

Chart 3 - Combined Questions on Sufficiency of Power, Rooms, Testing Workspace

Confidence in Facilities

Unsure
Fairly Confident
46%

Wy =

POWER OR OTHER INFRASTRUCTURE needed everywhere to complete the test

Having a sufficient number of ADEQUATE ROOMS, LABS or other SPACES to administer the test in the timeframe available

PHYSICAL WORK AREAS for students to take the test online (workstations, carrels, space between desks, etc.)
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Chart 4 —-Combined Questions on Staffing, Training for Instructional and Support Staff

Confidence in Staffing

Unsure

31%

Fairly Confident
29%

Certain
6%

Having a sufficient quantity of staff to provide the TECHNICAL SUPPORT you anticipate needing prior to and/or during the Field Test
Sufficient training for INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF to prepare for giving the assessment online (the tech, not the standards)

Sufficient training for the SUPPORT STAFF and ASSESSMENT TECHNICIANS to assist and/or administer the field test
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California Educational Technology Professionals Association
Andrea Bennett, Executive Director

Review of Results: Second Statewide K12 Survey on Challenges
Post-CAASPP (SBAC) Implementation

CETPA launched a second statewide survey of K12 districts and county offices of education in the
summer of 2014, intending to ascertain to follow up and determine levels of success or concern
following the initial pilot of the CAASPP Field Test.

Results of the survey are publically available on CETPA'’s web site at: hitp://cetpa.net. CETPA shares
the following Executive Review of key findings of this survey. See the last page of these materials for
contact information for additional data details or further assistance.

Survey Specifics:

e Survey Respondents:

o 267 districts and county offices of education responded to the survey, representing
about a 25% sample rate (slightly smaller than the pre-test survey).

o Respondents were well distributed and were disaggregated by size of district, type of
district (elementary, unified, etc.) and by county.

o LEAs were asked questions about the sufficiency or adequacy of their
technologies and other factors relating to CAASPP delivery in four main
categories:

= Hardware (number and sufficiency of devices to take the test)

= Network / Infrastructure (sufficiency of bandwidth, access, reliability)

= Environment / Time (sufficient and appropriate spaces to take test, time
available)

= Technical / Professional Development (sufficient staff, training for instructional
and technical staff

o Additional questions were re-asked or added about the LEAs perception after the pilot
of:

= The sufficiency of the one-time funding to meet these challenges

= The percent (if they knew) of the one-time funding spent on technology at their
LEA

= The impact of the migration to online assessments on their staff and other
resources

= Their perception of the need for ongoing funding for technology and
support, in light of the increased demands from Common Core implementation,
CAASPRP, etc.
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Key Findings:

e Though a significant number of LEAs (almost 82% of respondents) felt they had a sufficient
number and quality of devices needed to give the test, that still left approximate 18% who
remained unsure or did not have a sufficient quantity. This is significant in that, if the sample
is sufficient, potentially 173 (using 1,058 as the state total) districts or COEs are potentially in
this category statewide.

e Similar numbers are reflected again in the LEAS’ network resources (87% had sufficient
bandwidth to complete the test, though it is unclear if sacrifices to other network traffic were
needed to achieve this). The 13% unsure or without sufficient bandwidth would translate to
potentially 141 affected LEAs. As with the last survey, higher levels of concern appeared when
asked specifically about wireless network resources (only 62% reporting sufficient).

o Greater levels of uncertainty appear in questions around Facilities, with 27% of LEAs
expressing issues with the number of rooms and physical workspaces available to take the test.
A smaller number (11% of respondents) expressed concerns about having sufficient power
available for the equipment needed, but again, the number of agencies this potentially
represents highlights an area of concern.

e Time is an area that popped up as a larger concern post-survey than before. Almost 30% of
LEAs reported not having enough time, or not being sure if time was an issue in completing the
assessment successfully in the time allowed. Additionally, almost 40% of respondents also
reported issues with challenges around the distribution of IDs and logging in of students, a
more significant concern than expressed pre-survey.

e Thelargest levels of uncertainty and concern remained around the questions on staffing.
Having a sufficient quantity of staff to provide technical support, and having sufficient training
for instructional, support staff and assessment technicians, concerned approximately 50% of
respondents, with the highest concerns around quantity of technical staff and sufficient
instructional training. These also were the highest levels of concern for next year’s (“real”)
assessment.

e Overall confidence continued lower with the largest districts (those over 25,000) than the
average statewide. Only 11% of districts with more than 25,000 ADA reported that they were
“Certain” they were ready to deliver the CAASP. Further research would be needed, but
anecdotal information suggests the largest districts simply have more complexity in tackling
these challenges on a larger scale spread out over many school sites.

e Some 61% of respondents reported good to excellent service support from ETS (17% did not
use the service).

e Onthe good news side, over 96% of respondents would “grade” their experience in participating
in the field test as “Good” or “Excellent.” However, some comments indicate district IT
leadership may not have been aware of the actual completion rates of the assessment, and that
may not have been a factor in rating “how we did.”
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Extremely strong responses are seen to the perceived need for additional funding to meet
these challenges. When asked about the whether the one-time funding was sufficient to
meet the technology needs of CAASPP, 51% of LEAs said no. And now, post-pilot, when
asked about the need for technology-specific funding to meet the challenges of Common Core
and 21°%t Century learning, in addition to CAASPP, 96% of respondents said there was a
need for a moderate to significantly higher investment to meet that future.

Additional Considerations:

As with the last survey, though it had an excellent return rate and a good distribution of types of
LEAs, it is highly likely that given the number of small districts in California (733 under 5,000
students), and given the lack of time and people resources at those sites, that group, which has
many of the most significant challenges of connectivity and sufficiency of staff, is likely under-
represented here (120 respondents, or 16% of this demographic, slightly smaller than the pre-
survey).

There was a significant spread in how one-time funding got distributed at LEAs. Common Core
adoption funding is needed for technology, professional development and learning resources,
each of which could easily consume all the one-time funding. Depending on circumstances at
each LEA, in some cases, little or none of that funding was allocated to technology, in deference
to these other needs, further exacerbating the issues. (In fact, several technology leaders
appeared unaware that funding could be used for this purpose.)

Districts again shared that, though they may have responded with success on several of these
points, the survey did not capture the extreme effort it took for them to get to that point, and the
sacrifices made to other programs as a result. They further expressed concern that though they
made it work for this pilot, bandwidth demands will increase as test expands.

Additional Work Still Needed:

Given the challenges with capacity for LEAs just focusing on delivery of the CAASPP Field Test,
clearly the exponentially larger challenges of ensuring technological resources sufficient for
successful Common Core Standards migration across the state (and all the technology
integrated therein) will require even more focused planning.

Significant additional data is needed to determine the implications of the need for future funding
appropriate to meeting the goals the state has already identified (CAASPP delivery for all future
testing, and full implementation of all Common Core standards). Lack of resources is raising
concerns about sustainability of these efforts to date.

Policy Recommendations:

Provide Additional One-Time Funds for Common Core Implementation with a Focus on
Technology Needs - The survey results demonstrate that schools continue to have needs in the area
of education technology to prepare the state's schools for a smooth implementation of the SBAC
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assessments in 2015. We encourage the state to consider a carve-out of any potential additional one-
time Common Core funds specifically targeted at education technology in order better ensure readiness.

On-going Resources Needed to Sustain Education Technology Needs - The survey results clearly
show the greatest statewide concern is the sustainability of costs associated with the growing
technology demands within the K-12 education system. While the one-time Common Core funds (which
are unclear for the near future) are helpful in the short term, they do not resolve the on-going demands
associated with adequate staffing, staff training, equipment replacement, software purchase/licensing
updating, broadband maintenance, and appropriate facilities - just to name a few. Too often the
conversations regarding technology-readiness in schools focus on the "devices" without a fair
consideration of the critically important role of staffing, maintenance, software, and planning that must
take place in order to make those devices work as intended.

We are particularly concerned that while LCFF provides ‘additional funding’ over the implementation
period (next 7-10 years), 1) those resources do not go to all schools, and 2) the bulk of the additional
resources are directed at meeting the needs of EL, poor, and foster youth students. Additionally, LEAs
must use LCFF funds to address pent-up demand for staff raises, back-to-back instructional materials
purchases in math, English Language Arts, Science, and likely History Social Science. At the same
time, the state has agreed to implement the SBAC assessments beginning in 2015, but so far has not
assessed the on-going statewide costs associated with the extensive expansion of technology
requirements on local schools. These costs should be determined and adequately funded by the state.
CETPA stands ready to assist in this effort.

LAO Study On-Going Costs related Technology - We believe it would be appropriate for the
Legislative Analyst's Office to work with local educational agencies and stakeholders (like CETPA) to
analyze the account for the on-going technology-related costs associated with the requirements of
current federal and state law. We know these costs vary by district type, size, geography, and we would
like to assist the state in collecting additional data related to this effort.
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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 | 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 March 16, 2015, | served the:

Claimant Rebuttal Comments and California Educational Technology
Professionals Association Comments

California Assessment of Student Performance and Progress (CAASPP), 14-TC-01
Education Code Sections 60602, 60603, 60604, 60607, 60610, 60611, 60612, 60640,
60641, 60642.6, 60643, 60643.6, 60648, 60648.5, 60649, 60810, 99300, and 99301;
Statutes 2013-2014, Chapter 489 (AB 484); Statutes 2014 Chapter 32, (SB 858);
Statutes 2014, Chapter 327 (AB 1599);

California Code of Regulations, Title 5, Section 850 through 864, inclusive;
(Register 2014, No. 30; Effective Date: July 23, 2014)

Plumas County Office of Education, Plumas Unified School District, Porterville Unified
School District, Santa Ana Unified School District, and Vallejo City Unified School
District, Claimants

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 March 16, 2015 at Sacramento,

California. o
\.%Q..Q_M_
Heidi J. Palchik
Commission on State Mandates
980 Ninth Street, Suite 300

Sacramento, CA 95814
(916) 323-3562
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Last Updated: 3/13/15
Claim Number: 14-TC-01
Matter: California Assessment of Student Performance and Progress (CAASPP)

Claimants: Plumas County Office of Education
Plumas Unified School District
Porterville Unified School District
Santa Ana Unified School District
Vallejo City 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.)
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Phone: (559) 730-7529

rgroeber@visalia.k12.ca.us

Wendy Gudalewicz, Superintendent, Cupertino Union School District
10301 Vista Drive, Cupertino, CA 95014-2091

Phone: (408)252-3000

gudalewicz_wendy@cusdk8.org

Ed Hanson, Department of Finance

Education Systems Unit, 915 L Street, 7th Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916)445-0328

ed.hanson@dof.ca.gov

Mark Ibele, Senate Budget & Fiscal Review Committee

California State Senate, State Capitol Room 5019, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 651-4103

Mark.Ibele@sen.ca.gov

Cheryl Ide, Associate Finance Budget Analyst, Department of Finance
Education Systems Unit, 915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814

Phone: (916) 445-0328

Cheryl.ide@dof.ca.gov

Ian Johnson, Principal Program Budget Analyst, Department of Finance
Education Systems Unit, 915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814

Phone: (916) 445-0328

Ian.Johnson@dof.ca.gov

Matt Jones, Commission on State Mandates

980 9th Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 323-3562

matt.jones@csm.ca.gov

Jill Kanemasu, State Controller's Office

Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 322-9891

jkanemasu@sco.ca.gov

Jillian Kissee, Department of Finance
915 L Street, Sacramento, Ca

Phone: (916) 445-0328

jillian kissee@dof.ca.gov

Sarah Koligian, Superintendent, Tulare Joint Union High School District
426 North Blackstone, Tulare, CA 93274-4449
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Phone: (559) 688-2021
sarah koligian@tulare.k12.ca.us

Jennifer Kuhn, Deputy, Legislative Analyst's Office
925 L Street, Suite 1000, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916)319-8332

Jennifer kuhn@lao.ca.gov

Jay Lal, State Controller's Office (B-08)

Division of Accounting & Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 324-0256

JLal@sco.ca.gov

Nancy Lentz, Administrative Assistant to the Superintendent , Santa Cruz City Schools
District

405 Old San Jose Road, Soquel, CA 95073

Phone: (831)429-3410

nlentz@sccs.net

Kathleen Lynch, Department of Finance (A-15)

915 L Street, Suite 1280, 17th Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445-3274

kathleen.lynch@dof.ca.gov

Michelle Mendoza, MAXIMUS

17310 Red Hill Avenue, Suite 340, Irvine, CA 95403
Phone: (949) 440-0845
michellemendoza@maximus.com

Yazmin Meza, Department of Finance
915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916)445-0328

Y azmin.meza@dof.ca.gov

Micheline G. Miglis, Superintendent, Plumas County Office of Education
Plumas Unified School District, 1446 E. Main, Quincy, CA 95971

Phone: (530)283-6500

mmiglis@pcoe.k12.ca.us

Richard L. Miller, Superintendent, Santa Ana Unified School District
1601 East Chestnut Avenue, Santa Ana, CA 92701

Phone: (714) 558-5512

rick.miller@sausd.us

Meredith Miller, Director of SB90 Services, MAXIMUS
3130 Kilgore Road, Suite 400, Rancho Cordova, CA 95670
Phone: (972)490-9990

meredithcmiller@maximus.com

Michael Milliken, Superintendent, Be/mont-Redwood Shores School District
2960 Hallmark Drive, Belmont, CA 94802-2999

Phone: (650) 637-4800

mmilliken@brssd.org

Robert Miyashiro, Education Mandated Cost Network
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1121 L Street, Suite 1060, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916)446-7517
robertm@sscal.com

Jameel Naqvi, Analyst, Legislative Analysta€™s Office

Education Section, 925 L Street, Suite 1000, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916)319-8331

Jameel.naqvi@lao.ca.gov

Keith Nezaam, Department of Finance

915 L Street, 8th Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916)445-8913
Keith.Nezaam@dof.ca.gov

Andy Nichols, Nichols Consulting

1857 44th Street, Sacramento, CA 95819
Phone: (916)455-3939
andy@nichols-consulting.com

Don Olson, Superintendent, Del Norte County Olffice of Education
301 W. Washington Blvd, Crescent City, CA 95531

Phone: (707) 464-0200

dolson@delnorte.k12.ca.us

Christian Osmena, Department of Finance
915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916)445-0328
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)232-3122

apalkowitz@sashlaw.com

Keith Petersen, SixTen & Associates

P.O.Box 340430, Sacramento, CA 95834-0430
Phone: (916)419-7093

kbpsixten@aol.com

Mark Rewolinski, MAXIMUS

625 Coolidge Drive, Suite 100, Folsom, CA 95630
Phone: (949) 440-0845
markrewolinski@maximus.com

Sandra Reynolds, Reynolds Consulting Group,Inc.
P.O.Box 894059, Temecula, CA 92589

Phone: (951)303-3034

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) 324-5919
krios@sco.ca.gov
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David Scribner, Max8550

2200 Sunrise Boulevard, Suite 240, Gold River, CA 95670
Phone: (916) 852-8970

dscribner@max8550.com

Steve Shields, Shields Consulting Group,Inc.
1536 36th Street, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916)454-7310
steve@shieldscg.com

Socorro Shiels, Superintendent, Santa Rosa City Schools
211 Ridgway Ave, Santa Rosa, CA 95401

Phone: (707) 528-5181

sshiels@srcs.k12.ca.us

John Snavely, Superintendent, Porterville Unified School District
600 West Grand Avenue, Porterville, CA 93257

Phone: (559) 792-2455

jsnavely@portervilleschools.org

Jim Spano, Chief, Mandated Cost Audits Bureau, State Controller's Office
Division of Audits, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 323-5849

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) 324-0254

DSpeciale@sco.ca.gov

Meg Svoboda, Senate Office of Research
1020 N Street, Suite 200, Sacramento, CA
Phone: (916) 651-1500
meg.svoboda@sen.ca.gov

Amy Tang-Paterno, Educational Fiscal Services Consultant, California Department of
Education

Government Affairs, 1430 N Street, Suite 5602, Sacramento, CA 95814

Phone: (916) 322-6630

ATangPaterno@cde.ca.gov

Jolene Tollenaar, MGT of America

2001 P Street, Suite 200, Suite 200, Sacramento, CA 95811
Phone: (916)443-9136

jolene tollenaar@mgtamer.com

Brian Uhler, Legislative Analyst's Office

925 L Street, Suite 1000, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 319-8328

brian.uhler@lao.ca.gov

Marichi Valle, San Jose Unified School District
855 Lenzen Avenue, San Jose, CA 95126
Phone: (408) 535-6141
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mvalle@sjusd.org

Ronald D. Wenkart, General Counsel, Orange County Department of Education
200 Kalmus Drive P.O. Box, Costa Mesa, CA 92628-9050

Phone: (714) 966-4220

rwenkart@ocde.us

Judy D. White, Superintendent, Moreno Valley Unified School District
25634 Alessandro Blvd, Moreno Valley, CA 92553

Phone: (915) 571-7500

jdwhite@mvusd.net
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