Board Meeting of
January 23, 2013
TO:

Members, Board of Education

FROM:

Constance Hubbard, Superintendent

SUBJECT:

TECHNOLOGY INFRASTRUCURE REPORT

I.

SUPPORT INFORMATION

Technology has become a key component of student learning and teaching, as well as an
indispensable tool for communication and safety. The Piedmont Unified School District
recognizes that technology will continue to be of critical importance in our increasingly
global “flat” world. Technology provides significant tools for students and teachers to solve
problems effectively and efficiently, develop critical thinking skills, access information, and
communicate ideas to a global audience. To this end, PUSD is committed to the
acquisition, development, and support of effective educational technology that provides
teachers and students with real world contexts for learning, connections to larger learning
communities, and opportunities to individualize and apply knowledge. Implementing
technology-based solutions into the functions and processes of instruction, management,
and communication depends upon a robust, adaptive, and sustainable infrastructure. This
infrastructure (the wires, routers, switches, and servers behind the walls and in the closets)
has not been upgraded in some buildings for over 15 years.
The technology infrastructure upgrade report is the result of two years of discussion,
learning, and collaboration among a team of technology enthusiasts that includes: Site
Technology Coordinators, Maintenance Staff, Teachers, Parents, Students, the City of
Piedmont, and a variety of Professional Consultants (Alameda County Office of Education,
CISCO, Marin IT, WPCS, Front Row, and Piedmonter Tony Swei of Education Super
Highway). It is also informed by the larger technology planning process through the
development of the District Technology Plan.
In adherence to the PUSD Board Commitments, an upgraded technology infrastructure will
promote and support the academic mission goals of:
● Increasing learning opportunities for all students
● Program adaptability
● Cultivating a global citizenry

A robust technology infrastructure will address the following Board goals by ensuring a
stable and adaptable network, increasing our ability to communicate and ensure student
and staff safety, and improving the methods and strategies for teaching and learning:
Goal #1 – Adapt & Improve Educational Program Delivery
Goal #2 – Support Professional Growth & Instructional Effectiveness
Goal #3 – Provide a Safe Learning Environment
Goal #4 – Cultivate a Dynamic Learning Community
Goal #6 – Invest In & Preserve School Facilities & Infrastructure
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The technology infrastructure upgrades address the identified areas of need:
Support Student Learning and Teaching
Support Communications and Safety
The proposals are based on a foundation of technology best practices, sustainability,
flexibility, and total cost of ownership models.
Support Student Learning and Teaching
Internet Access for Learning
Piedmont Unified School District is a dynamic and personalized learning environment for
students. In order to grow in this area and become a 21st Century School District, it is
imperative that we ensure and improve connectivity and access to the Internet. Teachers
are now becoming facilitators of learning, culling resources from around the world,
differentiating instruction, and providing guidance to their students. Student collaboration
with online tools becomes an experience that’s beyond a group of children huddled around
a table. Students are now collaborating across town, the state, and even the nation.
Educational Operations
Furthermore, the majority of our day-to-day teaching and school operations are dependent
on connectivity and access to the Internet. How we take attendance, manage library book
check-outs, submit reports to the state, use demonstration labs and screen documentaries,
receive homework, email families, and record grades are all Internet-dependent functions.
Even state test taking (STAR) is moving to computer/internet-based methods in 20142015, making the links connecting the student and instructor to the internet more and more
vital.
Mobile Learning and 1:1 Learning
Mobile access to resources and information on the internet is now prevalent in our
community, among adults and our students. Of our middle and high school students, 97%
have wireless access to the internet at home; 99% have a personal email address; and
90% have a cell phone, with 60% of those being mobile “smart phones.” With this sort of
access, learning is now not limited to the brick and mortar of the schoolhouse, nor to a
plug in the wall. We live in an era where a full range of human knowledge is accessible on
the go, in the palm of your hand, via the internet.
One-to-one (1:1) learning in education is a practice where computing devices, ranging
from mobiles and tablets to laptops or netbooks, are used in educational contexts. One-toone (1:1) indicates the ratio of items per user, i.e., one device per learner. Typically, they
are used both inside and outside of typical school environments, blending the borders of
formal and informal learning and providing the learner with 24/7 access to content in
support of learning. Studies indicate that 1:1 enhances student achievement; improves
student engagement; provides fundamental changes in teaching strategies, curriculum
delivery, and classroom management; and strengthens the capabilities among students to
conduct independent research and collaborate with peers.
The implementation of mobile 1:1 learning, and increased teaching methodologies and
operations using internet resources, is ultimately dependent on the technology
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infrastructure in the District. Our current infrastructure hosts approximately 300 users
concurrently. One-to-one (1:1) computing could expand this to approximately 3000 users
on any given day.
Common Core Standards
The adoption and implementation of the Common Core Standards (CCS) by the State of
California increases the emphasis of using technology as a way to learn and apply skills in
the areas of Math and English Language Arts. As indicated in the CCS, technology will be
used extensively for publishing and sharing. That no longer means posting work on the
classroom walls. It requires use of tools available on the internet to share work with all
students, parents, and the world – tools like blogs, wikis, social networks, Embedit.in,
Slideshare, Scribd, and more. This shift will necessitate greater dependency and access to
the Internet across our schools.
Support Communications and Safety
Robust Network (to support E-mail, Phones {VOIP}, Auto-dialer, P.A. Systems)
Network traffic over the past 5 years has increased significantly. This increase is not due to
a surge in users, but in types of network use: video/audio downloads, various web 2.0
teaching applications, increased operational use of cloud-based services, mobile access,
and email. Without psychic powers we can’t totally future-proof our network, but we can
plan for a robust, adaptive, and sustainable network that can manage current and
projected needs, providing a seamless experience for our educational community.
Public address and paging upgrades, as well as school-to-home communications, all rely
on a strengthened network. These systems will allow for school-to-home text alerts during
times of emergencies and mobile district-wide P.A. announcements (from a cell phone).
Emergency power systems will also be established to enable communications in the event
of a power loss across the district. These systems would supply power to the network
(supporting the P.A., auto-dialer, phones, email, and anything else that connects to the
network).

The District staff has done an amazing job of working with extremely limited budget and
resources to provide the support needed to keep the technology conditions as good as
possible for students and staff. The following overview of current conditions and plans to
improve are intended to provide a comprehensive overview per Board direction. The
upgrade costs ranges have been established in coordination with Pete Palmer - Vila
Construction, Stephanie Griffin – PUSD Instructional Technology Coordinator, Bill Parsons
– PUSD Maintenance, and various professional consultants:


Wiring and Network Backbone on Core Campus (cost est. = $420k)
o current conditions
 PHS, MHS, DO and PMS usually have one network drop per
classroom
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 older cabling connects buildings back to District Office
o planned
 1050 cables added/replaced for over 150 classrooms/offices/multi-use
spaces. Provides network access for paging system, wireless access
points and user access.
 modern standard fiber connects 15 buildings back to District Office


Routers/Switches on Core Campus (cost est. = $600k)
o current conditions
 older firewall/router lacks capacity to process bandwidth from our
internet service provider for entire district
 older firewall lacks capacity to meet off-site user needs (secure vpn)
 mix of older switch models at PHS, MHS and PMS unable to provide
bandwidth to end user, creating bottlenecks
 inadequate switches to handle additional network drops at PHS, MHS
and PMS
 switches unable to provide power to paging components or wireless
access points at PHS, MHS and PMS
 network addressing schema leaves some computers exposed to
outside attacks
 switches using default management settings present possible security
vulnerability
 little to no monitoring or centralized reporting
o planned
 new firewall with increased capacity to meet current and projected
bandwidth and feature needs
 40 Cisco standardized model/brand switches
 switches with adequate port count to handle increased network drops
 switches capable of supplying power to network devices
 switches capable of providing increased bandwidth to end user and
back up to District Office, eliminating bottlenecks
 logical reconfiguration of network addresses
 automated reporting/monitoring system



Calypso 2-way Paging + Intercom on Core Campus (cost est. = $493k - $600k)
o current conditions
 Havens, Wildwood and Beach now have Calypso 2-way paging for
public address broadcasting, intercom to and from individual rooms,
but no district-wide system exists
 PHS, PMS, MHS and DO lack complete 2-way page/intercom ability
and modern bell system
 Havens, Wildwood and Beach systems can fail in a power outage. No
backup power.
o planned
 add paging unit and speakers in each classroom/office (need network
cable with power from switch)
 add intercom units to 84 classroom [optional 67 offices]
 broadcasting system to each PHS, MHS, DO and PMS main office
with ability to address all sites at once
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back-up power to systems at ALL schools (batteries for switches and
fail-over systems on each room device



Calypso A/V Integration on Core Campus (cost est. = $240k)
o current conditions
 Havens, Wildwood and Beach projectors and audio integrate into
installed paging speakers providing solid audio levels and push button
ease of projector use. PHS, MHS, PMS use various computer
speakers and remotes to deliver instruction, at varying levels of
success.
 High school and middle school projection systems are reaching EOL
(End Of Life) at 6-7+ years of use
o planned
 connect 84 rooms’ paging speakers and video projection to already
planned paging wall-mount to provide consistent high quality sound
and video control. This will also mute classroom audio during
paging/alerts.
 provide 84 rooms with standardized projector mounts
 provide 84 rooms with video projectors with lamps for lifetime of
projector (current lamp cost is ~$180/lamp for 900 hours of use, or
one school year when used 5 hours/day)



Ubiquitous Wi-fi at ALL Sites (est. = $170k)
o current conditions
 Older wireless access points on PHS, PMS and Havens provide
coverage in old wireless standard to most locations. “Dead spots”
exist at ALL schools/sites.
 older wireless access points are 5x slower than current model
standards and can’t support a density of use of more than 10 devices
connecting to each
 wi-fi access points at PHS, DO, PMS and Havens all depend on one
controller bought refurbished off eBay for their “brains.” This older
equipment presents a clear single point-of-failure risk.
 MHS uses consumer-grade wireless access points without centralized
management or monitoring
 current wireless capacity at PHS, MHS, DO, PMS and Havens
combined is projected around 330 devices, with access points not
able to take advantage of faster wi-fi standards used by devices such
as iPads and other modern mobile devices
 no wi-fi coverage accounted for in outdoor emergency staging areas
or other non-traditional areas of instruction (fields, gyms, theater)
o planned
 180 “smart” wi-fi access points to be used at all sites to provide
modern high speed wi-fi, managed through the web rather than a
potential single point of failure
 number of wi-fi access points easily scaled up as needed without
needing to buy new controller brain or invest in an over-provisioned
one
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number of access points and modern standards they run on will allow
a density of up to 50 devices per wi-fi access point, bringing potential
mobile device capacity from 330 to 9000 in theory
planned coverage of non-traditional learning spaces and emergency
staging areas (gyms, theaters, park, outdoor spaces)



Fiber: Beach & Havens (cost est. = $250k)
o current conditions
 Beach and Havens are connected to the district network via a leased
line from ATT at a cost of $18,000 a yea.
 leased line is at substantially decreased speed than buildings
connected on Core Campus and Wildwood with current fiber
o planned
 investigate solution to connect Havens and Beach to network on
district-owned solution, thus negating need to lease line from ATT and
increasing performance to sites
o costs vary based on solution (fiber underground, fiber above ground,
microwave, and combinations). ROI and reliability will guide decision. If cost
is under $100,000 then return on investment is viable.



Data Center (cost est. = $240k)
o current conditions
 district maintains over 35 physical servers in its data center and
throughout the sites, despite moving to cloud-based services for many
of its operations
 overly complex network organization necessitates high number of
servers and need for redundancy
 consistent back-up policy does not exist for servers
 no disaster recovery plan or process exists for onsite servers/data
 high number of unique servers results in higher energy consumption,
maintenance needs, back-up needs, hardware, and licensing costs,
resulting ultimately in poorer performance and inefficiencies
 retired equipment still sitting in data center, powered on
o planned
 restructure network organization so that it is simpler to manage, is
more flexible to teachers who work at multiple locations, and results in
the need for fewer servers
 restructure network organization and server numbers so that it is
easier for outside IT to support the district
 virtualize most servers to further reduce server hardware, improve
back-up and recovery procedures
 remove retired equipment to free up space and reduce energy costs
 work with county to develop off-site disaster recovery protocol



Emergency Power (cost est. = $20k)
o current conditions
 no emergency power for district data warehouse or network systems
 no emergency power for district office
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 we own diesel generator, but have not implemented it as a solution
o planned
 work with City for necessary permits to set up generator
 install generator on pad behind District Office
 integrate generator into District Office/40’s building systems to support
district offices, telecom room, and data warehouse in case of power
outage
 invest in battery power supplies for switches and necessary servers at
all sites (cost contained in Calypso paging project) and implement a 3year battery replacement cycle


Phones (cost est. = TBD)
o current conditions
 phone system (Avaya) owned by district for over 15 years, but no
longer supported by manufacturer
 third party support/maintenance costs over $4000/month
o planned
 update main system hardware to current manufacturer model with
reduced maintenance costs
 reuse current analog phones, trade-in current digital and IP phones for
aggressive credit on new supported equipment
 implement redundancy at more remote sites (Wildwood, Havens and
Beach) in case of connection failure
 implement e-911 location system for all room phones
Many price points based on worst case scenarios and generalities to make sure
items are not under-priced. The total estimate of $2.6 M is staggering and reflects
the Board request to bring a comprehensive review of all needs. Dependencies
exist among many of the projects such that decisions as to what portions to fund in
what order need a comprehensive approach rather than an “a la carté” identification
of projects. Based on the identification of a total budget from the District and other
outside sources that may be available, staff will develop a recommendation for the
first phase of the technology infrastructure upgrade that includes a timeline.

II.

RECOMMENDATION: REVIEW
Review comprehensive district-wide technology infrastructure upgrades.
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Board Meeting of
January 23, 2013
TO:

Board of Education

FROM:

Constance Hubbard
Superintendent of Schools

SUBJECT:

REPORT ON COMPLETION OF SEISMIC SAFETY BOND PROGRAM

I.

SUPPORT INFORMATION

The Piedmont Unified School District has now completed its comprehensive program for
seismically strengthening or replacing school facilities to meet or exceed current standards for
life safety.
Program History
Before the Seismic Safety Bond Program (SSBP), the District’s facilities were a mix of aging
buildings built between 1935 and 1996. Although the buildings were built in compliance with
applicable building codes at the time of construction, building codes changed significantly after
the 1971 San Fernando earthquake and again after the 1989 Loma Prieta and 1994 Northridge
earthquakes. Starting in 2000, two independent structural engineering studies identified District
school buildings that would likely pose life safety risks in the event of a major earthquake on the
nearby Hayward Fault. Based on the findings, the Board of Education developed plans to
mitigate these seismic safety risks.
In March 2006, Piedmont voters authorized the District to sell up to $56 million in general
obligation bonds to finance the repair, strengthening, and renovation of school buildings. The
following November, California voters approved Proposition 1D, authorizing the sale of State
bonds for seismic strengthening of school facilities.
Following further engineering investigation and analysis, and community workshops, the District
embarked on the SSBP: PUSD defined the scope and prioritized each seismic safety project;
developed plans for the concept, design and construction of projects and issuance of bonds and
applications for State funds; and presented these priorities and plans to the Board of Education
and the Piedmont community. The priority for the multi-year SSBP was to address the most
structurally deficient buildings first, including Havens, the Piedmont High School Student Center
and Library/Quad buildings, and the District Maintenance Facility, with strengthening of the
Wildwood and Beach Schools in later phases of the program.
A guiding principle of the SSBP was that, although seismic strengthening may not prevent
earthquake damage, it can significantly improve life safety and reduce the risk of harm to
students and school personnel.
The budget for the SSBP was set at $69,156,161, including the local bond funding (up to the
maximum of $56 million), City and community funds ($1,200,000 toward the cost of the new
Havens playfield), and State matching funds for seismic strengthening, accessibility
enhancements and facility modernization (initially, conservatively estimated to be roughly $12.7
million). The construction phase began in 2009 and ended, on time and on budget, in 2012.
A more complete Seismic Safety Bond Program Summary is attached.
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Program Budget
On January 23rd, Program Manager David Burke will present the final, although unaudited,
budget for the SSBP, showing that the SSBP was completed with approximately $400,000
remaining in contingency funds.
Furthermore, to date, the District has received $13.1 million in State funds, more than the $12.7
million originally estimated. Although the SSBP budget ($69.1 million) has remained the same,
the aggregate funding received from all sources now totals nearly $70.3 million, and this sum
will increase as the final State payments are received. Specifically, the District is scheduled to
receive an additional $3 million in State funding in early 2013 for the Beach project, and at least
$650,000 and possibly up to $1.2 million in Proposition 1D funding for the Havens project,
although the timing of this payment remains uncertain.
This additional money – roughly $5 million – must be used for life/safety, modernization and
accessibility improvements to school facilities.
Use of Remaining Funds
Anticipating that the SSBP would be completed on budget with roughly $5 million remaining, the
SSBP Steering Committee has been compiling a list of possible post-SSBP capital projects that
are divided into higher priority and other priority projects. The higher priority projects include:


Replacement of roofs at Wildwood, Beach and Alan Harvey Theatre.



Shade structures at elementary school sites



HVAC work at Piedmont Middle School



Non-structural (life-safety) work deferred at PMS. This also includes necessary
replacement of storm drains on the PMS site.



Non-structural (life-safety) work at AHT



Upgrade of District-wide technology infrastructure



School safety and communications improvements

To date, the District has moved forward with the first three higher priority projects, and will
consider the Alan Harvey Theatre roof as part the AHT other priority list of work.
The other priority projects include:


The balance of accessibility and other work that has been proposed at AHT, other than
life-safety work



Construction of the Havens retaining wall



Contribution to the athletic facilities replacement fund



Installation of an ADA-accessible elevator at PMS



Additional funds for school gardens



Playground asphalt and other work deferred at Wildwood

The Steering Committee will develop information about pricing for each of these possible
projects and present recommendations to the Board at a future meeting.
II.

RECOMMENDATION: REVIEW, NO ACTION REQUIRED

Please review the attached Seismic Safety Bond Program Summary. No action is required.
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Seismic Safety Bond
Program Review
Board of Education Meeting
January 23, 2013

Piedmont Unified School District
Seismic Safety Bond Program
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SSBP Program Overview Review


All project related SSBP expenditures are complete (12/15/12)
 $35,925 in unexpensed program commitments remain
 $375,349 in Program Contingency remains



Total SSBP Budget is complete at $69.1 million



Total funding to date (SSBP and modernization): $73.8 million



Appropriation of funding in excess of $69.1 million ($4.7 million) will be
considered by the Board



Havens Prop 1D application (projected between $650k - $1.2 million) is
pending, but adds at least $650k to the $4.7 million funding excess
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Final SSBP Budget Summary
Project

Original Budget
(Mar. 25, 2009)

Expenditures
(Dec. 15, 2012)

Budget
Remaining

Havens

25,500,000

$24,845,708

‐‐

Driscoll

2,900,000

$2,583,220

‐‐

$9,800,000

$8,743,010

‐‐

9,400,000

$7,028,798

‐‐

Beach

12,200,000

11,105,631

‐‐

PMS

$1,756,161

$160,496

‐‐

2,000,000

1,881,571

‐‐

6,187,138

‐‐

PHS
Wildwood

Maintenance
Interim Housing
District‐wide
PROGRAM TOTAL
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‐‐
5,600,000

6,209,315

411,274

$69,156,161

$68,744,887

$411,274

SSBP Funding Summary (funds in hand)

Funding Source

Bond Sales
City of Piedmont
Site Donations
Misc. & Reimbursements
State Funding Received
Total
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Amount

$55,999,934
1,200,000
458,311
24,101
16,149,054
$73,831,400

Current State Funding Summary
Project

2007
Projected

2013
Received

OPSC
Status

PHS Seismic Stu. Ctr.

$0

$475,867

Funded

PHS Seismic Quad
Bldg.

$0

578,439

Funded

$4,700,000

3,206,447

Funded

(included)

442,321

Funded

PHS Modernization

$5,800,000

5,091,893

Funded

PMS Modernization

$400,000

1,175,168

Funded

Wildwood
Modernization

$1,200,000

2,183,893

Funded

Beach Modernization

$1,000,000

$2,262,584

Funded

(included)

732,442

Funded

$12,700,000

$16,149,054

Havens
Modernization
Havens Addition

Beach Addition
Totals

Note: Havens seismic funding request is not included, but is estimated at $650k - $1.2M
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SEISMIC SAFETY BOND PROGRAM
March 2006 - December 2012
The Piedmont Unified School District has now completed its comprehensive program for
seismically strengthening or replacing school facilities to meet or exceed current standards for life
safety. This $69.1 million Seismic Safety Bond Program involved leadership by State and local
officials, stewardship of State and local bond funds during the unprecedented State budget crisis,
and extraordinary community involvement and support, all of which made it possible to complete
the program on the original schedule despite unusual challenges.
Improving the Life Safety of School Facilities
Before the Seismic Safety Bond Program (SSBP), the District’s facilities were a mix of aging
buildings built between 1935 and 1996. Although the buildings were built in compliance with
applicable building codes at the time of construction, building codes changed significantly after
the 1971 San Fernando earthquake and again after the 1989 Loma Prieta and 1994 Northridge
earthquakes. Starting in 2000, two independent structural engineering studies identified District
school buildings that would likely pose life safety risks in the event of a major earthquake on the
nearby Hayward Fault. Based on the findings, the Board of Education developed plans to mitigate
these seismic safety risks.
In March 2006, Piedmont voters authorized the District to sell up to $56 million in general
obligation bonds to finance the repair, strengthening, and renovation of school buildings. The
following November, California voters approved Proposition 1D, authorizing the sale of State
bonds for seismic strengthening of school facilities.
Following further engineering investigation and analysis, and community workshops, the District
embarked on the SSBP: PUSD defined the scope and prioritized each seismic safety project;
developed plans for the concept, design and construction of projects and issuance of bonds and
applications for State funds; and presented these priorities and plans to the Board of Education
and the Piedmont community. The priority for the multi-year SSBP was to address the most
structurally deficient buildings first, including Havens, the Piedmont High School Student Center
and Library/Quad buildings, and the District Maintenance Facility, with strengthening of the
Wildwood and Beach Schools in later phases of the program. The construction phase was
expected to take three years.
A guiding principle of the SSBP was that, although seismic strengthening may not prevent
earthquake damage, it can significantly improve life safety and reduce the risk of harm to students
and school personnel.
The budget for the SSBP was set at $69,156,161, including the local bond funding (up to the
maximum of $56 million), City and community funds ($1,200,000 toward the cost of the new

Seismic Safety Bond Program Summary
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Havens playfield), and State matching funds for seismic strengthening, accessibility
enhancements and facility modernization (initially, conservatively estimated to be roughly $12.7
million). The construction phase began in 2009 and ended, on time and on budget, in 2012.
Stewardship of Local and State Funds
The District anticipated issuing the $56 million in capital appreciation bonds over a period of
several years, as needed, to meet the cash demands of the multi-phase SSBP. The timing of
school district bond sales is limited by: statutory restrictions on the aggregate debt issued by the
district, and the rate at which previously-issued school bonds are retired; growth in assessed local
property values, which in turn determines the amount of property taxes available to repay bonds;
and statutory limits on the tax rate that may be imposed to repay bonds. Also, the District
anticipated that State funding for each school project would be received within a few months after
establishing eligibility for the funds.


Impact of the State Economic Crisis

The unprecedented State economic crisis unsettled the SSBP financing plans just as the
construction phase of the SSBP was getting underway. The payment of State funds to all school
districts was unexpectedly and indefinitely halted. At the same time, the crisis created uncertainty
about growth in assessed local property values, affecting the timing of local bond sales. In order
to keep the construction on schedule and manage cash-demand and cash-flow, the District had to
continually adjust to changing variables.
In 2008, the District determined there would be sufficient local funding – bond funds plus
contributions from the City of Piedmont – to complete new construction of Havens and
renovation of Ellen Driscoll Auditorium, the Piedmont High School, the Piedmont Middle School
fire alarm system, and the Maintenance Building. (The District had issued the first $14,999,934
million in SSBP bonds in August 2006, and an additional $19 million in October 2009.)
These “Phase One” projects were completed on schedule without receiving any State matching
funds. However, some features of these projects were deferred to reduce costs and thereby
maximize the cash on hand, to make it possible to continue to the next phase the SSBP.
In 2010, the District issued $12 million in bond anticipation notes (BANs), essentially borrowing
money against its capacity to issue bonds in the future. By issuing BANs, the District preserved
its ability to use new and possibly more advantageous funding options that were expected to
come available in 2011 as part of the federal stimulus program. The District then used a
combination of the remaining local funding, and the availability of bridge financing if needed, to
complete both the Wildwood project (“Phase Two”) and design of the Beach project. During this
phase, $4.7 million of State matching funds was paid to the District, easing financial pressure on
the SSBP and making bridge financing unnecessary. Nonetheless, several features of the
Wildwood project (such as roof and HVAC replacement) were deferred to make it possible to
continue to the final phase of the SSBP, the Beach construction.
In January 2011, the District received authorization to issue $10 million in Qualified School
Construction Bonds (QSCBs), a new option available to school districts through the federal
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act. QSCBs provide federal tax credits for bondholders in
lieu of interest, significantly reducing the District’s costs, and saving Piedmont taxpayers millions
of dollars in interest payments on these bonds.
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The District then used a combination of the remaining cash on hand and the availability of bridge
financing to proceed with the Beach project (“Phase Three”). In proceeding with the Beach
project, the Board considered the strong likelihood of receipt of some State funding in late 2011
or early 2012. The Board anticipated that it might need to split the Beach project into two parts:
Seismic strengthening and modernization of the school building to be completed in 2011/12; and
site work and landscaping, including construction of new retaining walls and installation of a
garden, to be completed during the summer of 2013. However, in December 2011, the State
released $1 billion in bond proceeds to schools and the District received $8.45 million from this
allocation, making it possible to complete all remaining projects on the original schedule.


Eligibility for More State Funding than Originally Estimated

To date, the District has received $13.1 million in State funds, more than the $12.7 million
originally estimated. Although the SSBP budget ($69.1 million) has remained the same, the
aggregate funding received from all sources now totals nearly $70.3 million, and this sum will
increase as the final State payments are received. Specifically, the District is scheduled to receive
an additional $3 million in State funding in early 2013 for the Beach project, and roughly
$650,000 to $1.2 million in Proposition 1D funding for the Havens project, although the timing of
this payment remains uncertain. This additional money – roughly $5 million – must be used for
life/safety, modernization and accessibility improvements to school facilities.
Leadership by State and Local Officials
The success of the SSBP depended on the leadership of both State and local officials, and their
close collaboration to promote school safety.


Assemblywoman Ellen Corbett and the Seismic Safety Inventory of California Schools

More than a decade ago, State officials recognized that, given the age of most school facilities in
California, significant seismic activity could cause catastrophic structural damage, injury or loss
of life. Assemblywoman Ellen Corbett authored AB 300, which required the State Department of
General Services (DGS) to prepare a seismic safety inventory of all public K-12 school buildings.
As a result, DGS evaluated 9,959 schools for structural safety and concluded that over 7,000
schools required seismic strengthening. DGS focused on school buildings within close proximity
to an active fault and ranked these buildings for the purpose of prioritizing State funding for
seismic safety improvements.


Senator Loni Hancock and the School Seismic Safety Bond

Following these efforts to inventory the seismic safety of school facilities, Senator Loni Hancock
worked to provide the funding needed address these structural hazards. In November 2006,
California voters approved Proposition 1D, authorizing the sale of $200 million in State bonds for
seismic strengthening of schools. However, the original criteria for allocating funds made it
difficult for the some of the most vulnerable buildings to qualify.
When the District determined that the Havens kindergarten wing (Building A) was a significant
hazard and relocated students to portable classrooms, it sought Proposition 1D funding to replace
the kindergarten classrooms. Under the eligibility rules in effect at the time, Building A did not
qualify. The District eventually received $3.1 million in State modernization funding for Havens
and used this funding – along with local bond funds - to replace Havens. Nonetheless, Senator
Hancock recognized that the eligibility rules were inconsistent with the purposes of Proposition
1D, and she advocated for revision and the State eventually revised the eligibility requirements.
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Although construction of the new Havens school was completed, the District was permitted to
submit a new application for roughly $1.2 million in Proposition 1D funds for Building A. The
fact that the Havens project was completed, and that State modernization funding was used for
this project, did not preclude the renewed application for seismic funding. Senator Hancock
advocated for this application, arguing that the Havens project is an example of the kind of
project the Legislature intended to reach when changing the criteria. With this support, the
District’s application was approved.


Local Leadership

Superintendents Gail Uilkema and Constance Hubbard and members of the Board of Education
confronted the District’s varied seismic safety issues, building community support for the local
bond program and the construction program, and working closely with State officials to maximize
State funding for these projects and to facilitate State review of construction documents. In a
written statement, Senator Hancock praised these efforts:
In 2006 I worked very hard to include $200 million in the Proposition 1D measure to
help local districts make their schools seismically safe.
In 2008, The Piedmont Unified Board stepped up to the plate, decided to retrofit its
schools, and passed a bond to qualify for state funding. Their decision demonstrated
real leadership. It isn't easy to go to the community with the news that school
facilities could be vulnerable in the event of an earthquake, but when your schools sit
almost directly on an earthquake fault, it is imperative to do so.
I admire the honesty, fortitude and determination of the Piedmont School Board
district in deciding that the district needed to address earthquake safety immediately.
The Piedmont community is to be congratulated for their willingness to contribute to
making their schools safe with the passage of the local bond. For the past four years,
I have worked diligently with the Piedmont Board and the State Allocation Board in
an effort to help the school district qualify for a state match of the local investment.
I'm delighted that we have succeeded. Congratulations to Piedmont for doing what
few districts have done - and to have done it so well.
The Board members who oversaw the SSBP include: Ronnie Caplane, Chuck Chakravartula, Ray
Gadbois, Cathie Geddeis, Betsy Gentry, Grier Graff, Martha Jones, Ward Lindenmayer, June
Monach, Sarah Pearson, Richard Raushenbush, Andrea Swenson, Roy Tolles, and Dewey
Watson.
Bill Drum, who was a close observer of the SSBP and a long-time member of both the SSBP
Citizens Oversight Committee and Steering Committee, also praised the leadership and the
success of the SSBP:
I spent many years managing construction for hospitals both in the public and
private sectors. I can say unequivocally that the Piedmont Schools Seismic Upgrade
Program has been an amazingly successful endeavor. The citizens of Piedmont
should be very proud of the outcome and pleased with the low costs for such an
extensive set of construction projects.
In the beginning there were concerns expressed by some Piedmonters. In addition
many problems can arise in construction projects and there were several we were
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confronted with along the way. The PUSD Board of Directors provided the
leadership for the whole process to achieve this outstanding result. They did this by
seeking the advise and assistance from many resources including the Superintendent,
Assistant Superintendent, principals, teachers, parents, parents clubs, community
members and volunteers, architects, engineers, construction program planning and
management consultants, community consultants, bond counsel, and bond
consultants. All of these became a part of a team that provided the structure and
involvement to produce extraordinary results.
With all of this advice and input the Board and Superintendent were able to make
informed decisions and at times take some educated risks that proved to be important
to the final results. Careful planning, seeking all avenues and opportunities of
financing, careful attention to detail, timely response to barriers and problems, and a
high level of communication were the characteristics of the Seismic Bond Program
for our schools. As a result we now have very safe, handsome and functional schools.
Now our schools will be standing strong in case of a major earthquake.
The SSBP Project Team includes Assistant Superintendent Michael Brady, Construction
Managers Rich Vila and Pete Palmer, Architect John Nelson, and Program Manager David
Burke.
Community Involvement and Support
The SSBP, which was at times controversial and faced unusual challenges due to the State
economic crisis, would not have been successful without the following extraordinary community
involvement and support.


Janiele Maffei Tovani and the Technical Advisory Steering Committee

The early engineering studies that formed the basis of the SSBP were initiated by community
members and structural engineers Janiele Maffei Tovani and John Sumnicht. Tovani and
Sumnicht evaluated the structural safety of each of the school buildings and presented findings to
the Board of Education and community groups, and Tovani later served as Chairperson of the
Technical Advisory Steering Committee (TASC). For more than ten years, Tovani, now the Chief
Mitigation Officer for California Earthquake Authority, volunteered her time and expertise to the
SSBP. Other members of TASC include: William Blackwell, Grier Graff, Kenneth Jensen, Lisa
Joyce, Mike Karasik, Ward Lindenmayer, Stan Moy, David Oppenheimer, Tom Ramsey, Katy
Taylor, Janice Thatcher, Charles Thiel, and Roy Tolles.
TASC evolved into the SSBP Steering Committee, which met regularly with District staff,
architects, and construction managers to oversee planning and management of the individual
projects and program financing. The long-time members of the Steering Committee include: Bill
Drum, Grier Graff, and Board of Education members Ray Gadbois, June Monach, Rick
Raushenbush and Roy Tolles.


Committee to Support the SSBP Bond Measure

In response to the structural issues raised by the engineering reports, community members
organized to support the passage of the SSBP bond measure. The individuals who led this effort
include Conna McCarthy and Dana Serleth.
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Citizens Oversight Committee

The SSBP Citizen’s Oversight Committee (COC), which was formed to ensure that bond funds
were used only for the purposes authorized by voters, played an unusual role in the SSBP. The
COC is composed of individuals from: local businesses and organizations; legal, technical, and
financial advisors; and parents. In addition to reviewing expenditures after-the-fact, as mandated
by law, the COC provided input to the Board of Education and the Steering Committee on a range
of policy decisions. Specifically, the COC: reviewed project budgets and schedules; reviewed
revisions to budget, cash-flow and cash-demand projections that were necessitated by
uncertainties in the timing and amount of State payments; and provided input on the sale and
refunding of bonds, BANs, and applications for federal Qualified School Construction Bonds.
Members of the COC include: the Honorable Yvonne Gonzalez, Grier Graff, Mark Aikawa,
Patrick Bukowski, Philip Cardon, George Childs, William Drum, Rob Hendrickson, Ken Jensen,
Robert Lally, CheeKeong Lin, Ward Lindenmayer, Stephanie Mooers, Margaret Ovenden, Dana
Serleth, Nava Shaham, Cory Smegal, and Michael Zukerman.
Several members of the COC also served as representatives of the COC on the Steering
Committee. Not coincidentally, they contributed significant professional expertise and helped
guide the Steering Committee through a range of complicated issues: architect Grier Graff;
construction attorney Rob Hendrickson; and Bill Drum, who had extensive experience with
hospital construction.
Other community members contributed advice or expertise without formally serving on an SSBP
committee, including Wes Smith, who shared ideas about how to phase and finance the SSBP.


Mark Becker and Andy Ball

Havens had the greatest structural deficiencies and posed the greatest safety risks in the event of
an earthquake. For that reason, in September 2006, portions of the school were closed because of
safety concerns, and most students were taught in portable classrooms installed on the blacktop.
District consultants estimated that construction of a new school, as compared with a retrofit of the
old school, would be unaffordable. The District and many members of the community were
skeptical about both the cost estimates and whether a retrofit would serve the needs of the
community.
On his own initiative, community member and designer Mark Becker developed the design for
what is now the new Havens school and playfield. Becker presented his designs to the Piedmont
community in numerous community meetings, and developed broad support for construction of a
new school rather than a retrofit. Becker then enlisted community member and builder Andy Ball,
who agreed to construct the new school for a guaranteed maximum price that fit the District’s
budget.


Relocation of Students

At various points during construction: each elementary school was relocated to an empty school
site leased from the Emeryville Unified School District; kindergarteners and Schoolmates
facilities were relocated to either Beach or Havens to remain in Piedmont; and PHS students were
relocated to portables on the Havens site. Havens teacher Ken Taylor identified the Emeryville
campus, which is roughly five miles from Piedmont, as a relocation option. In connection with
the relocation and the related school bus program, the District held a series of community and
parent meetings, and neighborhood meetings in Piedmont and Emeryville. On her own initiative,
community member and business consultant Maria Breber helped analyze and present the
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numerous, controversial relocation options, and the pros, cons and cost implications of each, for
the Board of Education and the parent community.
The relocation and school bus programs involved close coordination and collaboration with the
City of Piedmont staff, the City Council, and the Recreation Commission, and the Emery Unified
School District. Special acknowledgement is due to Larry Rosenberg, Chester Nakahara, Captain
Scott Wyatt, Anne Swift, John Tulloch, Mark Delventhal, Erin Rivera, Michael Murphy, Sena
Weidkamp, and Sarah Normart, as well as to former Superintendent John Sugiyama, and Roy
Miller, district architect for the Emery Unified School District.


Private Fundraising for SSBP Project Enhancements

Parents and school support organizations have contributed more than $500,000 to enhance SSBP
projects. The enhancements include AV equipment, auditorium lighting and stage curtains,
landscaping, and playground equipment.


Support of the Certificated and Classified Staff

Perhaps most important, the District’s certificated and classified staff have supported the SSBP
and managed the disruptions associated with construction and multiple relocations, creating and
maintaining a calm, upbeat environment for learning.
*

*

*

*

*

As described above, members of the broad community played a substantive role in shaping and
overseeing the SSBP at every stage of the program. Rob Hendrickson, a long-time COC member,
commented on the importance of both collaboration and consideration all viewpoints in
overcoming the challenges confronted during the SSBP:
Some of the major obstacles overcome were weathering the state budget and funding
crisis which erupted in the middle of the program, developing community consensus
on major decisions such as replacement of Havens and busing to Emeryville, and
managing over $60 million in design and construction contracts covering 7 separate
projects, all the while maintaining the core educational programs. These successes
would not have been possible without the District’s assembling and directing a
talented team of design, construction and finance professionals to work with
dedicated community members to make the most out of the opportunities presented.
Getting the whole project completed within budget and without any major schedule
hiccups was an accomplishment.
One of the District’s wisest decisions was to pay attention to project management
and community input. The District realized that its own staff were busy full time with
their existing positions, and were not design or construction specialists in any event
and therefore decided to retain experienced construction management expertise and
to seek experienced community input to help plan and manage the entire process.
Risk management became an integral part of the entire process, from conceptual
planning, to design and continuing through construction and project close-out.
Rather than waiting to react to problems, the District’s team proactively sought to
manage the process to avoid problems, an approach which ensured both financial
success and community appreciation.
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This proactive approach allowed the District to intelligently manage the many
uncertainties and risks inherent in projects of this size and complexity through a
deliberative process that virtually everyone would agree was a success and no one
could complain that their perspective was not considered and debated.
The SSBP was at times highly controversial, with robust debate concerning scope of the overall
program and individual projects, relocation of elementary students to Emeryville, and proceeding
with design and construction when State funding was uncertain, among other issues. There were
principled disagreements, but there was a process to air those disagreements, and decisions were
made following consideration of all viewpoints and all available information. Superintendent
Constance Hubbard describes the overall program in this way:
Ultimately, the Seismic Safety Program reflects the core values of the Piedmont
community in its foresight, thoughtfulness, and spirit of collaboration. Piedmonters
are not merely residents of a city, but are participants in a community committed to
working together to allocate resources for the good of the whole, and especially its
children. The collective talents, generosity, and integrity of the people in this
community have ensured that Piedmont’s public schools remain at the Center for
Community Life; and Piedmont schools will be able to continue to be available as
a resource to the community after a major earthquake. My sincerest gratitude goes
to the residents of Piedmont on behalf of all students, now and for many years to
come.
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Board Meeting of
January 23, 2013
TO:

Board of Education

FROM:

Constance Hubbard
Superintendent of Schools

SUBJECT:

REVIEW REPAYMENT OPTIONS FOR BOND ANTICIPATION NOTES

I.

SUPPORT INFORMATION

In March 2006, Piedmont voters authorized the District to sell up to $56 million in general
obligation bonds to finance the repair, strengthening, and renovation of school buildings.
The District anticipated issuing the $56 million in capital appreciation bonds over a period of
several years, as needed, to meet the cash demands of the multi-phase Seismic Safety Bong
Program (SSBP). The timing of school district bond sales is limited by: statutory restrictions on
the aggregate debt issued by the district, and the rate at which previously-issued school bonds
are retired; growth in assessed local property values, which in turn determines the amount of
property taxes available to repay bonds; and statutory limits on the tax rate that may be
imposed to repay bonds.
The District issued the first $14,999,934 million in SSBP bonds in August 2006, and an
additional $19 million in October 2009.
In 2010, the District issued $12 million in BANs, essentially borrowing money against its
capacity to issue bonds in the future. By issuing BANs, the District stayed within the statutory
debt limit and preserved its ability to use new and possibly more advantageous funding options
that were expected to (and did in fact) come available in 2011. In January 2011, the District
received authorization to issue $10 million in Qualified School Construction Bonds (QSCBs), a
new option available to school districts through the federal American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act. QSCBs provide federal tax credits for bondholders in lieu of interest,
significantly reducing the District’s costs, and saving Piedmont taxpayers millions of dollars in
interest payments.
In May 2013, the District will have its first opportunity to repay $12 million in Bond Anticipation
Notes (BANs) issued for the Seismic Safety Bond Program, by replacing BANs with bonds. On
January 23rd, Ruth Alahydoian of KNN Finance will present three options for repayment of the
BANs, and the advantages and disadvantages of each option. Options to be presented include
opportunities to use funds on hand to retain bonding authorization (under the original $56M),
replace existing BANs with face value bonds ($12M + accrued interest), or using funds on hand
to pay interest charges on the existing BANs and replace them with face value bonds ($12M).
II.

RECOMMENDATION: REVIEW, NO ACTION REQUIRED

Review BAN repayment options; no action is required at this time.
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Board Meeting of
January 23, 2013
TO:

Members, Board of Education

FROM:

Constance Hubbard, Superintendent

SUBJECT:

I.

CONDUCT PUBLIC HEARING: APPROVE WAIVER REQUEST TO THE
CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION OF THE REQUIRED
POSTMARK DATE OF DECEMBER 31, 2012 FOR THE CALIFORNIA HIGH
SCHOOL EXIT EXAMINATION APPORTIONMENT INFORMATION REPORT;
THE STANDARDIZED TESTING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
APPORTIONMENT INFORMATION REPORT; AND APPORTIONMENT
INFORMATION REPORT AND CERTIFICATION CALIFORNIA ENGLISH
LANGUAGE DEVELOPMENT TEST

SUPPORT INFORMATION

Schools, school districts, and county offices that receive funding for categorical programs
are required to meet a variety of filing, reporting, and accounting deadlines throughout the
year. The California Department of Education oversees approximately sixty categorical
programs, of which, the Piedmont Unified School District participates in nearly thirty
programs. In a notice dated November 1, 2012, (but received several days later), the CDE
sent a revised apportionment report to school districts for three specific categorical funding
programs: the California English Language Development Test (CELDT); the California
Standardized Testing and Reporting Program (STAR); and the California High School Exit
Examination (CAHSEE). These three tests have already been administered by the District
in accordance with CDE guidelines; the purpose of the letter was to certify the accuracy of
the District’s apportionment information.
Certified reports were required to be postmarked by December 31, 2012 in order for
apportionment payments to be made through the State Controller’s Office to county
treasurers. This year, the District missed the postmark deadline, which fell over the winter
break. If school districts miss the deadline, they may apply for a waiver to be approved by
the State Board of Education. The waiver process requires several steps, and a copy of the
District’s waiver request is included for the Board’s consideration. In addition to the waiver
request, the District is required to conduct a public hearing and the Board must approve
the waiver request.
The apportionment amounts for the categorical testing programs are as follows:




California English Language Development Test (CELDT): $405.00
California Standardized Testing and Reporting Program (STAR): $5,024.60
California High School Exit Examination (CAHSEE): $665.88

As an aside, under the Governor’s proposed 2013-14 Budget, apportionments for
categorical programs such as these would be incorporated as part of a categorical block
grant, thus streamlining the apportionment process.
II.

RECOMMENDATION:

Conduct public hearing on the District’s request to file a State Apportionment Information
Report waiver, and approve the waiver submission request to the California Department of
Education
CH/ss
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Piedmont Unified School District
Budget Development Calendar
Fiscal Year 2013-14

The development of the annual budget is an important process that helps to ensure fiscal
solvency and the achievement of the District’s educational goals. The process begins early so
that timely decisions can be made to adjust existing programs and to evaluate new
expenditure proposals for possible inclusion in the adopted budget. The Budget Advisory
Committee (BAC) is a standing committee with representatives from all stakeholders in the
District. It is advisory in nature with members representing the interests of all programs and
services for the District as a whole. Its purpose is to review the District’s budget, share the
information with constituent groups and generate recommendations for Board consideration in
the Budget development process. As part of the passage of Parcel Tax Measures B and E, the
Board established the Citizens’ Advisory Committee (CAC) to review the District’s budget and
provide recommendations to the Board as to the annual levy of the Parcel Tax. The meetings
are posted and open to the public. A Subcommittee of the BAC to review the School Support
Tax will replace the CAC as part of the independent oversight for Measure A if it is approved
by the voters on March 5, 2013. Members of the community are encouraged to provide input in
the budget development process through the Budget Advisory Committee, Parent Club
Meetings, Board Meetings and directly to staff.
Dates of scheduled Regular Board Meetings indicated in bold
January 2013

Establish enrollment projection for initial revenue and
expenditure estimates

January 2013

Governor releases proposal for the subsequent year’s
budget (2012-13)

January 9, 2013

Presentation and Acceptance of 2011-12 Annual Financial
Report

January 15, 2013

PUSD stakeholders attend Governor’s Budget Workshop in
Sacramento (School Services of California) to review
Governor’s budget proposals for 2013-14. Review with BAC
and CAC

January 23, 2013

Board meeting to review Governor’s proposed budget and
the District budget process, including staffing based on initial
enrollment projections and First Interim Report; Board
approval of 2013-2014 Budget Development Calendar

February 13, 2013

Provide direction to staff for budget development. Review
preliminary list of certificated layoffs for 2013-14 school year,
though no proposals for certificated layoffs are anticipated
for the purpose of reducing expenditures
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End of every February

Legislative Analyst comments on Governor’s proposal and
recommends technical corrections

March 5, 2013

Election Day: Results for School Support Tax Measure A are
known.

March 13, 2013

Present Second Interim Report, determine recommendation
for certification as to the District’s ability to meet its financial
obligations for the current and two subsequent fiscal years.
Failure of Measure A will result in a Qualified certification
due to the inability of the District to meet financial obligations
starting in 2014 when the current parcel tax authorization
expires.

March 27, 2013

Begin discussion on District Goals for 2013-14 to coincide
with budget considerations. Include input from community
and support groups. If Measure A does not pass, the Board
will hear annual report from the Citizens’ Advisory
Committee with recommendations as to the levy of parcel
taxes and hold first Public Hearing to determine the parcel
tax levy and amount for Measure B.

April 10, 2013

Hold second Public Hearing if required, to determine levy of
parcel taxes; continue discussion of District Goals including
budget priorities for the development of the District 2013-14
budget; review preliminary list of classified lay-offs for 201314 school year, though no proposals for classified layoffs are
anticipated for the purpose of reducing expenditures.

End of April

Conduct special meeting to adopt resolution for classified
lay-offs (if any), per 60-day notice requirement for lay off as
of June 30, 2013.

May 8, 2013

Budget Advisory Committee recommendations presented to
Board; Board provides staff with direction for the
development of the 2013-14 District Budget; present draft
District Goals for 2013-14.

May 15, 2013

Governor proposes 2013-14 State budget revisions in “May
Revise.”

May 22, 2013

Adopt District Goals for 2013-14. Conduct public hearing for
“Flexibility Transfers” and adopt resolution to transfer
categorical grant funds to other District-eligible programs.
Board discussion regarding the implications of the Local
Control Funding Formula (LCFF) for public school funding,
assuming it remains a central component of the Governor’s
2013-14 State Budget.
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June 12, 2013

Preliminary 2013-2014 District Budget presented to Board;
re-hire or release of temporary teachers for 2013-14 school
year.

By every June 15

Constitutional deadline for legislature to send proposed
budget to Governor

June 26, 2013

Governing Board holds public hearing on 2013-14 proposed
budget and adopts District budget; District submits adopted
budget to County Superintendent of Schools and adopts
resolution to authorize year-end budget transfers; Budget
available for public inspection three days prior to public
hearing and will be included as part of the Board Meeting
materials posted on line and distributed.

By every June 30

Governor signs/vetoes final State Budget

By every August 15

County Superintendent (COE) shall approve or disapprove
the adopted budget

By every August-September

Revise 2013-2014 District budget based upon Final State
Budget; close District accounting records; provide 2012-13
unaudited actual financial data to Governing Board.
District revises budget, reflecting changes in projections of
income and expenditures; BAC and CAC convened to
review budget and make recommendations to the Board;
revised budget made available to the public; file budget with
COE.

By every December 15

Rev. 1-23-13
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Present First Interim Report. The 2013-14 operating budget
is revised based on actual expenditures through October 31,
2013 with multi-year projections for 2014-15 and 2015-16.
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Valenzuela/CAHSEE Lawsuit Settlement
Quarterly Report on Williams Uniform Complaints
[Education Code § 35186(d)]

District:

PIEDMONT UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT

Person completing this form:
Sandy Spiker
Administrative Assistant to the Superintendent
Quarterly Report Submission Date:
(check one)





April 2013
July. 2013
October 2012
January 2013

(for Jan 1-March 31, 2013)
(for April 1– June 30, 2013)
(for July 1-Sep 30, 2012)
(for Oct 1-Dec 31, 2012)

Date information reported publicly at Governing Board meeting October 10, 2012
Please check the box that applies:


No complaints were filed with any school in the district during the quarter
indicated above.



Complaints were filed with schools in the district during the quarter
indicated above. The following chart summarizes the nature and resolution
of these complaints.

General Subject Area

Total # of
Complaints

Textbooks and
Instructional
Materials

0

Teacher Vacancy or
Misassignment

0

Facilities Conditions

0

CAHSEE Intensive
Instruction and
Services

0

TOTALS

0

# Resolved

# Unresolved

CONSTANCE HUBBARD
Print Name of District Superintendent
January 23, 2013
Signature of District Superintendent
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