BEFORE THE
BOARD OF EDUCATION
COACHELLA VALLEY UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

In the Matter of the Accusation Against:

CERTIFICATED EMPLOYEES OF THE OAH No. 2011030918
COACHELLA VALLEY UNIHED
SCHOOL DISTRICT LISTED ON
EXHIBIT A,

Respondents.

PROPOSED DECISION

On April 7, 2011, in Thermal, California, Alan S. Meth, Administrative Law Judge,
Office of Administrative Hearings, State of California, heard this matter.

Mark W. Thompson and William A. Diedrich, Attorneys at L aw, represented the
Coachella Valey Unified School District.

Jon Y. Vanderpool, Attorney at Law, represented the respondents set forth on Exhibit
A attached hereto except Stephanie Brown.

Respondent Stephanie Brown appeared and represented herself.

Prior to the hearing, the District withdrew layoff notices and dismissed the
accusations against James Lister-Looker, Amalia Ortiz, Rebecca Torresdal, Bernadette
Copple, Terry Fabian, Mary Nell Kelley. At the hearing, the District withdrew the layoff
notice and dismissed the accusations against Ron Alford and Kyle Endres.

The matter was submitted on April 7, 2011.

FACTUAL FINDINGS

1. On March 14, 2011, Dr. Darryl Adams, Interim Superintendent of the
Coachella Valley Unified School District (hereafter, “the District”), made and filed the
accusations against respondentsin his official capacity.



2. Respondents are certificated employees of the District.

3. Before March 15, 2011, pursuant to Education Code sections 44949 and
44955, Dr. Adams notified the Board of Education (hereafter, “the Board”) of the District of
the Superintendent’ s recommendation that respondents be notified their services will not be
required for the ensuing school year. The Superintendent's notification to the Board set forth
the reasons for the recommendation.

4. On or before March 15, 2011, each respondent was given written notice that
the Superintendent had recommended that notice be given to respondents, pursuant to
Education Code sections 44949 and 44955, that their services will not be required for the
ensuing year. Each written notice set forth the reasons for the recommendation. The notices
satisfied the requirements of sections 44949 and 44955. San Jose Teachers Association, Inc.
v. Allen (1983) 144 Cal.App.3d 627, 632; Campbell Elementary Teachers Association v.
Abbott (1978) 76 Cal.App.3d 796, 803-04, distinguishing Karbach v. Board of Education
(1974) 39 Cal.App.3d 355, 360-63.

5. Each respondent timely requested in writing a hearing to determine if thereis
cause for not reemploying them for the ensuing school year. Accusations weretimely served
on respondents, and each respondent filed atimely Notice of Defense. All pre-hearing
jurisdictional requirements have been met.

6. The Board took action in Resolution No. 2011-78_to discontinue the following
services for the 2011-12 school year:

Directors 3 FT.E.
Coordinators 2 FT.E.
Principals 2 FT.E.
Assistant Principals 2| FT.EE.
Student Facilitators 15| FT.E.
Teacher on Special Assignments 33| FT.E.
Nurses 2 FTE
Counselors 2 FT.E.
Certificated Librarians 2 FT.E.
K-6 Elementary Teachers 70 FT.E
P.E. Teachers 3| FT.E.
Secondary Language ArtsEnglish Teachers 7 FT.E.
Driver Education Teachers 2 FT.E.
High School Music Teachers 1| FTE




Art Teachers 2 FT.E.
Special Education (SDC or Mild/Mod) Teachers 3 [FTE
Spanish Teachers 4 FT.E.
Math Teachers 1 FT.E.
Social Science Teachers 1 FT.E.
TOTAL CERTIFICATED POSITIONS 157 F.T.E.

The resolution further provided:

“That "competency" as described in Education Code section 44955(b) for the
purposes of bumping shall necessarily include possession of avalid credential
authorizing service in the relevant subject matter area.”

The services set forth above are particular kinds of services which may be reduced or
discontinued within the meaning of Education Code section 44955. California Teachers
Association v. Board of Trustees of the Goleta Union School District (1982) 132 Cal.App.3d
32, 34-37 and cases cited therein. See also San Jose Teachers Association v. Allen, supra at
635-38, in which the court specifically rejected the reasoning of Burgessv. Board of
Education (1974) 41 Cal.App.3d 571; Zalac v. Governing Board (2002) 98 Cal.App.4th 838,
853-54.

Furthermore, these services may be reduced because of budgetary difficulties. Zalac
v. Governing Board, supra, and cases cited therein. The decision to reduce or discontinue
the servicesis neither arbitrary nor capricious but rather a proper exercise of the District's
discretion.

7. No certificated employee junior to any respondent is retained to perform
services which any respondent is certificated and competent to render.

8. The reduction or discontinuation of servicesis related to the welfare of the
District and its pupils, and it has become necessary to decrease the number of certificated
employees of the District as determined by the Board.

0. The Board considered all known attrition, resignations, retirements and
requests for transfer in determining the actual number of necessary layoff notices to be
delivered to its employees.

10. TheBoard established tie-breaker criteriafor determining the relative seniority
of certificated employees who first rendered paid service on the same date. The Board of
Education provided the order of termination shall be based on the needs of the District and its
students. The criteriawere to be applied based on information on file as of March 14, 2011,
one step at atime, until the tie was broken in accordance with the following:



“1l.  Highly Qualified Status under NCLB in area of assignment (employees
presently in assignments not requiring HQ Status will be treated as HQ for purposes
of tiebreak.

2. Possession of an authorization to teach English Language Learnersin
order of priority:

a Bilingual Cross Cultural Language and Academic Devel opment
(BCLAD);

b. Cross Cultural Language and Academic Development (CLAD)
SB 1969 or SB 395 certificates

C. Language Development Specidlist Certificate,
d. Supplemental Authorization for English as a Second Language

e Specialy Designated Academic Instruction in English (SDAIE),
all other acceptable EL authorization.

3. Credential statusin area of assignment, in order of priority:
a Clear, Life, Standard Secondary, etc.
b. Preliminary
C. Intern

d. STP, STSP, PIP, or other provisional
credential s/certificates/authorizations

4. Possession of Clear or Preliminary Single Subject credential in the
following areas, in order of priority:

a Special Education

b. Math
C. Science
d. English



5. Possession of a supplementa or subject matter authorization to teach in
the following areas, in order of priority:

a Math
b. Science
C. English
6. Total number of Clear or Preliminary credentialsin different subject
areas.
7. Total number of supplementary or subject matter authorizationsin

different subject areas.

8. Number of years of credentiaed teaching experience prior to
employment with District, asindicated by initial salary schedule placement.

0. National Board of Certification.
10.  Possession of aDoctorate Degree, earliest date prevails.
11.  Possession of aMasters Degree, earliest date prevails.

12.  Total number of post-secondary credits on file with the District by
February 1.

13.  If ties cannot be broken by using the above criteria then order of
seniority shall be determined by arandom drawing of lots among employeesin the
individua tie.”

11.  TheDistrict created a Seniority List which contains employees’ seniority dates
(first date of paid service), status, grade, site, assignment, position title, credentials, ELD,
NCLB, and notes. The District used the Seniority List to develop a proposed layoff and
“bumping” list of the least senior employees currently assigned in the services being reduced.
The District then determined whether the |east senior employees held credentials in another
areaand were entitled to “bump” other employees. In determining who would be laid off for
each kind of service reduced, the District counted the number of reductions not covered by
the known vacancies, and determined the impact on incumbent staff in inverse order of
seniority. The District then checked the credentials of affected individuals and whether they
could “bump” other employees.

12.  William Duffy (seniority date of May 3, 1993) isa Teacher on Special
Assignments (TOSA) and holds one of the 33 such positions the Board eliminated and is
therefore subject to layoff. He has served on this special assignment since 2004. He



presently works in the district office performing such tasks as assessments and managing the
Didtrict’ s database. Hiswork involves computers, photography, and video, and he uses all of
his credentialsin performing hiswork. Heis senior to Guadalupe Jimenez who teaches
computersin adult education, and in fact he created the program she currently teaches. Mr.
Duffy believes heis credentialed and competent to teach computersin adult education and
believes he should be able to bump Ms. Jimenez.

13.  Arthur Bias (seniority date of September 2, 2004) teaches high school driver
education and holds alife credential as atechnician in public safety and driver education.
The District proposes to lay him off.

14.  Monica Perez (seniority date of October 1, 2009) holds a preliminary single
subject credential in English, and teaches eleventh and twelfth grade English. The District
proposesto lay off Ms. Perez.

Lauren Budd (seniority date of August 15, 2007) holds a clear multiple subject
credential and has a minor in introductory English. She teachesfirst grade. The District
used her English minor to bump Ms. Perez but does not plan to use Ms. Budd to teach
eleventh or twelfth grade English.

15.  Mark Ruiz (seniority date of August 31, 2006) teaches two ceramics classes at
the seventh and eighth grade level and four physical education classes. He also has aprep
period during sixth period, and his third period prep class has him travelling from the high
school to the middle school. The District proposes to eliminate the two ceramic classes as
part of itstwo FTE reduction in art, and calculates that his two classes constitute 0.33 FTE.
Mr. Ruiz believes the percentage should be less because one of the classesis funded by a
SIG grant, and also should be less because he is assigned more than six classes.

16. Lorelei Ceja(seniority date of November 4, 1996) holds one of the 33 TOSA
positions the District proposes to eliminate. She has a clear single subject credential in
business.

Rosa Vargas (seniority date of August 17, 2006) also has a single subject credentia in
business and teaches eighth grade algebra. She holds no credential or authorization in math.
The District does not propose to lay off Ms. Vargas.

17.  Stephanie Brown (seniority date of August 26, 2010) teaches high school math
and has a 30-day substitute permit. She does not hold a credential. The District proposesto
lay her off because she isthe least senior math teacher in the District. She has the same
seniority date as Patricia Razuri, who also teaches math with a 30-day substitute permit.
They are the two least senior math teachers. Ms Brown was determined to be the least senior
of the two on the basis of the tie-breaking criteria established by the District. Their tie was
broken based on the last tiebreaker criterion in that Ms. Razuri had more post-secondary
creditsthan Ms. Brown. The tie was correctly broken.



Ms. Brown testified at the hearing that she worked as along-term substitute for more
than 75 percent of the school days during the previous two school years. Sheisconsidered a
probationary O because she does not have a credential. She pointed to Juan Gomez who also
teaches under a 30-day substitute permit, but he teaches science, an area not reduced by the
layoff, and he is more senior than Ms. Brown. Mr. Gomez had a provisional intern permit
for the 2008-09 school year which Ms. Brown did not have. Heisaso considered a
probationary O employee. Ms. Brown could not therefore bump Ms. Gomez.

18. Martiza Gomez-Guerrero (seniority date of August 27, 2009) holdsasingle
subject credentia in English and teaches ninth grade English. She testified at the hearing
that she served as along-term substitute under 30-day substitute permits during the 2008-09
and 2009-10 school years and that she taught more than 75 percent of the school days for
those school years. She has not completed her internship program and is considered a
probationary O employee. She recognized that the District has given her one year of seniority
for the 2009- 10 school year.

19. AraidaFlores (seniority date of August 17, 2005) holds a single subject
credential in Spanish and teaches high school Spanish. The District proposesto lay off 0.6 of
her position as part of the reduction of four FTE positionsin Spanish. She testified at the
hearing that she served as a long-term substitute for two years before she was hired asa
probationary teacher. She now hastenure. She recognized that the District gave her one
year of service for one year she worked as along-term substitute but wants two years.

Zoraiday Baltazar (seniority date of September 5, 2002) holds a single subject
credential in Spanish and teaches high school Spanish. The District proposes to lay her off
as part of the reduction in Spanish. She has taught math in the past.

Nicolas Del Castillo (seniority date of August 25, 2005) also holds a single subject
credential in Spanish and teaches seventh grade algebra. He holds no credential or
authorization to teach math. The District termed this assignment “amisassignment.” The
District does not propose to lay him off but will not permit him to teach math during the next
school year.

None of these teachers are certificated and competent to teach math.

LEGAL CONCLUSIONS
1. Jurisdiction in this matter relating to the elimination of 84.2 full-time
equivalent positions exists under Education Code sections 44949 and 44955. All notices and
jurisdictional requirements contained in those sections were satisfied.

2. Education Code section 44955 providesin relevant part:



(b)  [W] henever a particular kind of serviceisto be reduced or discontinued not
later than the beginning of the following school year . . . and when in the opinion of
the governing board of the district it shall have become necessary . . . to decrease the
number of permanent employeesin the district, the governing board may terminate
the services of not more than a corresponding percentage of the certificated
employees of the district, permanent as well as probationary, at the close of the
school year. Except as otherwise provided by statute, the services of no permanent
employee may be terminated under the provisions of this section while any
probationary employee, or any other employee with less seniority, is retained to
render a service which said permanent employee is certificated and competent to
render. . . As between employees who first rendered paid service to the district on the
same date, the governing board shall determine the order of termination solely on the
basis of needs of the district and the students thereof. Upon the request of any
employee whose order of termination is so determined, the governing board shall
furnish in writing no later than five days prior to the commencement of the hearing
held in accordance with Section 44949, a statement of the specific criteriaused in
determining the order of termination and the application of the criteria in ranking
each employee relative to the other employeesin the group. This requirement that the
governing board provide, on request, a written statement of reasons for determining
the order of termination shall not be interpreted to give affected employees any legal
right or interest that would not exist without such a requirement.

(©)

The governing board shall make assignments and reassignmentsin such a
manner that the employees shall be retained to render any service which their
seniority and qualifications entitle themto render. . .

(d)  Notwithstanding subdivision (b), a school district may deviate from
terminating a certificated employee in order of seniority for either of the following
reasons:

(1) Thedistrict demonstrates a specific need for personnel to teach a
specific course or course of study, or to provide services authorized by a services
credential with a specialization in either pupil personnel services or health for a
school nurse, and that the certificated employee has special training and experience
necessary to teach that course or course of study or to provide those services, which
others with more seniority do not possess.

(2)  For purposes of maintaining or achieving compliance with
congtitutional requirements related to equal protection of the laws.



To put it more succinctly, a senior teacher whose position is discontinued has the
right to transfer to a continuing position which he or sheis certificated and competent to fill.
In doing so, the senior employee may displace or “bump” ajunior employee who isfilling
that position. See Lacy v. Richmond Unified School District (1975) 13 Cal.3d 469. Junior
teachers may be given retention priority over senior teachersif the junior teachers possess
superior skills or capabilities which their more senior counterparts lack. See Poppersv.
Tamalpais Union High School District (1986) 184 Cal.App.3d 399; see also Santa Clara
Federation of Teachers, Local 2393, v. Governing Board of Santa Clara Unified School
District (1981) 116 Cal.App.3d 831.

3. Education Code section 44929.25 provides in part:

“When ateacher of classes for adults serves sufficient probationary time as
provided in Sections 44929.20 to 44929.23, inclusive, and Section 44908 to be
eligible for election to permanent classification in that district, his or her tenure shall
be for the service equivaent to the average number of hours per week that he or she
has served during his or her probationary years. In no case shall the employee be
classified as permanent for more than one full-time assignment. The service for
which the person has acquired tenure may be reduced in conformity with Sections
44955 and 44956.”

4, Education Code section 44929.26 provides in part:

“Nothing in Sections 44929.20 to 44929.23, inclusive, shall be construed to
give permanent classification to a person in the adult school who is already classified
as a permanent employee in the day school. In case ateacher obtains permanent
classification in the evening school and later is eligible for the same classification in
the day school by reason of having served the probationary period therein, he or she
shall be given his or her choice asto which he or she shall take.”

5. Regarding Finding 12, Mr. Duffy presently holds a TOSA position in the day
school and is considered a permanent employee of the District. While he may be senior to
Ms. Jimenez, based on sections 44929.25 and 44929.26, he cannot be considered permanent
in both the day and evening schools. Heis permanent in the day school and therefore has no
right to bump ajunior teacher in the adult school.

6. Regarding Finding 13, Mr. Bias presented no authority or evidence to show
that hislife credential prevents him from being laid off as the District proposesto do. Inthe
absence of such authority or evidence, his layoff must be upheld.

7. Aracely Urbano testified at the hearing on behalf of the District. She has
worked in the field of personnel for 13 years and handles credentialing and assignments for
the District. Shetestified that a teacher who holds a multiple subject credentia but who also
has aminor in a particular subject area can teach up to ninth grade with that minor. She
equated a minor with a supplementary authorization. She based her opinion on the



Administrator’ s Assignment Manual (9/07) prepared by the California Commission on
Teacher Credentialing. She described the Manual as the “Bible” which personnel employees
follow in making decisions regarding assignments and credentials.

Section C-3 of the Glossary of terms of the manual providesin part:

“Supplementary authorizations in the introductory broad subject areas authorize the
holder to teach all the subjects that fall within the broad subject area. For example, an
introductory mathematics authorization alows the holder to teach the following
subjects but only in classes where the curriculum is designed for grades 9 and bel ow
but the students may be in grades preschool, K-12, and adults for secondary credential
holders or a mathematics supplementary issued to holders of elementary credential
may teach in grades 9 and below: Basic or general mathematics, algebra, calculus,
computer science, consumer mathematics, geometry, mathematical analysis, statistics
and probability, and trigonometry.”

Based on the testimony of Ms. Urbano and the provisions of the Manual, it is
appropriate for the District to assign Ms. Budd to teach ninth grade high school English
because sheis certificated and competent to teach that subject. She therefore may bump Ms.
Perez, even though Ms. Perez holds a single subject credential in English and taught at grade
levels above ninth grade. The District understands that it islimited in any future English
assignment made for Ms Budd to grades up to the ninth grade, but not above the ninth grade.

8. Regarding Finding 15, Mr. Ruiz did not establish that he was entitled to have
his assignment reduced by lessthan .33 FTE. He taught two classes of ceramics and four of
PE for atotal of six. The seniority list compiled by the District indicates he taught ceramics
and PE. Thereisno reason or authority to conclude that performing other services for the
District should result in areduction in the percentage of FTE attributable to his layoff. Nor is
there any reason or authority to conclude that a different funding source for one of Mr. Ruiz’
classes should result in areduced percentage of FTE attributable to his layoff.

0. Regarding Finding 16, it istrue that Ms. Cejais senior to Ms Vargas, they both
have the same credential, and Ms. Vargas teaches algebra without a proper credential or
authorization. But those facts do not help Ms. Cgla. She waslaid off from her TOSA
position, and she could only bump ajunior teacher teaching business. Ms. Vargas was not
teaching any business courses. Consequently, Ms. Ceja could not bump into a position
taught by Ms. Vargas. Furthermore, since the District did not propose to reduce any
positions in business, it cannot be concluded that the District improperly skipped ajunior
teacher (Ms. Vargas) in order to lay off a senior teacher (Ms. Ceja).

10. Regarding Finding 19, the situation is similar to that of Ms. Cegja and Ms.
Vargas, but sufficiently different so that a different result must occur. Like Ms. Vargas, Mr.
Del Cadtillo taught a class (algebra) outside of his credential or authorization, but he was not
laid off, while two teachers who were senior to him, Ms. Flores and Ms. Baltazar were laid
off. And, like Ms. Cgja, neither Ms. Flores nor Ms. Baltazar are certificated and competent

10



to teach algebra and therefore cannot bump Ms. Del Castillo from his algebra assignment,
even though it was a “misassignment.”

In this situation, however, the District decided to reduce its Spanish classes by four
FTEs. Since Mr. Del Castillo islimited to teaching Spanish, and he was not laid off while
two teachers who did teach Spanish were laid off, the practical consequence of thisis that the
District skipped ajunior Spanish teacher to lay off two more senior Spanish teachers.

The Board chose not to include any language in its layoff resolution defining
competence and did not seek to skip any teachers asit is permitted to do by Education Code
section 49455, subdivision (d). The District offered no evidence seeking to establish a need
for a specific course of study or that Mr. Del Castillo had the special training and experience
necessary to teach such a course of study as required by section 44955, subdivision (d). See
Bledsoe v. Biggs Unified School Dist. (2008) 170 Cal.App.4th 127, 138.

It thus appears that the District inadvertently skipped Mr. Del Castillo when it
determined which Spanish teachersit was going to lay off, and laid off two more senior
teachers. Simply because the skipping was not intentional does not make it proper. In
Alexander v. Board of Trustees (1983) 139 Cal.App.3d 567, 576, the Court of Appeal, after
holding that a decision by a governing board to retain junior teachers over more senior
teachers was improper, remanded the matter back to the trial court for a determination of
which teachers suffered prejudicial error. The court reasoned:

“Because at least some of the persons skipped should have received the notices, a
corresponding number of the most senior of the employees who were not reemployed
must have been improperly given notices.”

The evidence established that Mr. Del Castillo should have received a notice of
layoff, and he would have represented one FTE. Consequently, the most senior teacher who
received a notice received it improperly, and that teacher is Ms. Baltazar. She would
represent one FTE. Accordingly, Ms. Balthazar’ s layoff must be set aside and the accusation
against her dismissed. Unfortunately for Ms. Flores, her partial layoff must be upheld
because there was only one improper skip.

11.  Education Code section 44918 providesin part:

(&  Anyemployee classified as a substitute or temporary employee, who serves
during one school year for at least 75 percent of the number of days the regular
schools of the district were maintained in that school year and has performed the
duties normally required of a certificated employee of the school district, shall be
deemed to have served a complete school year as a probationary employee if
employed as a probationary employee for the following school year.

12.  Regarding Findings 17 and 18, both Ms. Brown and Ms. Gomez-Guerrero
seek to have a second year added to their seniority dates because they worked aslong term

11



substitutes for more than one year. In Ms. Brown’s case, she has not been employed as a
probationary employee yet, but instead continues to work as along-term substitute. She does
not have acredential. Thus, under the terms of section 44918, she would not be entitled to
receive credit for any prior school year until such time as she is employed as a probationary
employee.

In Ms. Gomez-Guerrero’ s case, she received one year of seniority under section
44918, but wants a second. The terms of the statute provide for credit for “one school year”
and that year was the year before she was hired as a probationary employee. The statute does
not provide for multiple years of credit for service as a substitute employee.

13.  Any additional arguments offered by respondents have been considered and
are regjected.

14.  Cause exists under Education Code sections 44949 and 44955 for the District
to discontinue particular kinds of services relating to 157 full-time equivaent positions. The
cause for the reduction or discontinuation of particular kinds of servicesrelated solely to the
welfare of the schools and the pupils thereof. A preponderance of the evidence sustained the
charges set forth in the Accusation. It isrecommended that the Board give respondents
notice before May 15, 2011, that their services will no longer be required by the District.

ORDER

1 The Accusations served on respondents Ron Alford and Kyle Endres are
dismissed.

2. The Accusation served on respondent Zoraiday Baltazar is dismissed.

3. The Accusations served on the respondents listed on Exhibit A are sustained.
Notice shall be given to each respondent before May 15, 2011 that his or her services will not
be required for the 2011-12 school year pursuant to the Board' s resolution because of the
reduction of particular kinds of services.

Notice shall be given in inverse order of seniority.

DATED: April 12, 2011

ALAN S. METH
Administrative Law Judge
Office of Administrative Hearings
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EXHIBIT “A”

COACHELLA VALLEY UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT

FINAL LAYOFF LIST

The following certificated personnel will receive afinal layoff notice:

NAME FTE. |
1 ACOSTA, MARIBEL SOLIS 1.0
2 AGOOT, DANIEL 1.0
3 AGUILAR, MARIBEL 1.0
4 AHUMADA, FERNANDO 1.0
5 AISPURO, MARIA GUADALUPE 1.0
7 ALTENBERN, MICHELLE 1.0
8 ALVAREA, ANGELA M. 1.0
9 ALVAREZ, JONATHAN 1.0
10 ALVAREZ, MIRIAM 1.0
11 ANGEL, MARIA 1.0
12 ARANDA, MIRELLA 1.0
13 ARNETT-BERRY, TORRI 10
15 BIAS, ARTHURE. 1.0
16 BLAKE, ANTHONY 1.0
17 BRADLEY, CYNTHIA 1.0
18 BRANDT, MELISSA 1.0
19 BROWN, STEPHANIE 1.0
20 BROWNER, JACQUELINE 1.0
21 BUSTAMANTE, BOBBI 1.0
22 CAMBRON, ELIAZAR 1.0
23 CAMPOS, MARIBEL M. 1.0
24 CASTILLO, ANA 1.0
25 CEJA, LORELEIR. 1.0
26 CELAYA, ELENA 1.0
27 CHAVEZ, RICHARD 1.0
28 CHIKAFSKY, LAURA 1.0
29 COLE JR, WALTER 1.0
30 CONTRERAS, MARIA 1.0
31 COYT, GUADALUPE 1.0
32 DANIELS, ALISHA 1.0
33 DAVID, JUNE 1.0
34 DEAN, GUADALUPE 1.0
35 DELL, GLORIA 1.0
36 DEORO, MARIANO 10
37 DIAZ, ALEJANDRA 1.0
38 DIAZ, CARINA 1.0
39 DIAZ, CHERI 1.0
40 DICKERSON, JOE 1.0
41 DODD, DORTHA 1.0
42 DODSON, SARAH 1.0
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NAME FTE. |
43 | DOMINGUEZ, DIANA 1.0
44 | DUFFY, WILLIAM J. 1.0
45

46 | ESCOBAR, CESAR 1.0
47 | ESPINOZA, MERY 1.0
48 | FARACI, DANIELLE 1.0
49 | FISHER, SCOTTS. 0.6
50 | FLORES, ARAIDA 0.6
51 | FLORES, RICARDO 1.0
52 | FRANK, KAREN 1.0
53 | FROMM, GREGORY 1.0
54 | GIJON, SKY (HONZ) 1.0
55 | GILBERT, CHRISTINE 1.0
56 | GILBERT, KRISTIN 1.0
57 | GOMEZ, JAZMIN 1.0
58 | GOMEZ-GUERRERO, MARITZA 1.0
59 | GONZALES, ANITA A 1.0
60 | GONZALES, RICARDOS. 1.0
61 | GONZALEZ, ALEJANDRO A. 1.0
62 | GREENE, JAMESD. 1.0
63 | GUEVARA, CECILIA 1.0
64 | HAINESWIDELL, CARLA 1.0
65 | HERNANDEZ, ESMERALDA 1.0
66 | HERNANDEZ, KARINA 1.0
67 | HERNANDEZ, MARICELA 1.0
68 | HERNANDEZ, SANDRA 1.0
69 | HERNANDEZ, YOLED 1.0
70 | HONG, JAY 1.0
71 | HOWELLS, KRISTIN 1.0
72 | HOY, MAGDALENA 1.0
73| IBARRA, ROSALINDA 1.0
74 | JACKSON, VERNETTE 1.0
75 | JAMES, RYAN CHARLES 1.0
76 | KAY, JUSTINE 1.0
77 | KELLY, CAROL 1.0
78 | KETCHERSID, JAMIE 1.0
79 | KIRKLAND, ASHLEA 1.0
80 | KONLON, MARCY 1.0
81 | LAMPER, DENISE 1.0
82 | LARSON-RUBIO, AMY 1.0
83 | LIENHARD, LELIA 1.0
84 | LOMELI, MARIA 1.0




NAME FTE. |
138 | TINCHER, SHANNON 1.0
139 TORRES, SERGIO 1.0
140 UNTERSEHER, CAROL A. 1.0
141 | VALENZUELA, YURIDIA 1.0
142 | VALLADOLID, MANUEL 1.0
143 | VARGAS, ESMERALDA 1.0
144 | WASHACK, TERESA 1.0
145 ZUNIGA, AGAPITOR. 1.0

NAME FTE. |
85 LOPEZ, BRENDA 1.0
86 LOPEZ, EMMA 1.0
87 LOPEZ, PRISCILLA 1.0
88 LUBIN, ETHAN 1.0
89 LYNN, JASON 1.0
90 MAGUIRE, JAYME 1.0
91 MARQUEZ, PATRICK 1.0
92 MARQUEZ-MICHEL, MARIA 1.0
93 MARTINEZ, LUIS 0.8
94 MARTINEZ, SUMER 1.0
95 MEDINA, RUTH 1.0
96 MEDINA, SARA 1.0
97 MORA, DENISE 1.0
98 MORALES, FRANCISCO 1.0
99 NEGRETE, STEPHEN 1.0
100 NUNEZ, MACK 1.0
101 | OLGUIN, GISELA 1.0
102 | ORTEGA JR., RAMON ANGEL 1.0
103 ORTIZ, RICHARD V. 1.0
104 | PALAFOX, ALEJANDRA 1.0
105 | PARKER, SARAH 1.0
106 PAZ, JOSE 1.0
107 | PEREZ, MONICA 1.0
108 | PINEDO, LUIS 1.0
109 POWELL, DEBORAH 1.0
110 RAMIREZ, MARCIA 1.0
111 | RAMIREZ, TIMOTHY 1.0
112 | RAMIREZ-CORRALES, MARIANA 1.0
113 | RAMOSJR, NICHOLAS 0.33
114 RAMOS, NATALIE 1.0
115 RAZURI, PATRICIA 1.0
116 | REILLY,KELLY 1.0
117 REYES, NORA 1.0
118 REYES, RICHARD 1.0
119 | REYES, SARAH 1.0
120 | RODRIGUEZ, CHRISTINA A. 1.0
121 RODRIGUEZ, CLAUDIA 1.0
122 | RODRIGUEZ, VERONICA 1.0
123 | RODRIGUEZ, ZOILA 1.0
124 | ROSAS-LOPEZ, NANCY 1.0
125 RUIZ, BEATRIZ 1.0
126 RUIZ, MARK E. 0.33
127 | RUIZ, MATTHEW E. 0.17
128 | SANCHEZ, CONNIE 1.0
129 SANCHEZ, SOCORRO 1.0
130 | SANTA MARIA, ANNA C. 1.0
131 | SCHWARTZ, LEIGH F. 1.0
132 SCOTT, CAROLINE 1.0
133 SESSLER, PATRICIA 1.0
134 | SHEA, MINDY 1.0
135 SPIELMANN, SARAH 1.0
136 | TERRAZAS, CRUZ 1.0
137 THATCH, CHARLES C. 1.0







