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Pasadena, CA 91109
Dear Mr. Torres:
Re: Administrative expenses of the Citizens’ Oversight Committee
Executive Summary:
At its meeting on March 29, 2018, the Board of Education addressed various administrative
expenses allegedly incurred by the District in support of the Citizens’ Oversight Committee and charged
to the Measure TT bond fund. The explanations given by the Chief of Facilities of the amounts of and
reasons for those expenses were either materially misleading or false.
The purpose of this letter is to document the facts related to these expenses and to correct
any misconceptions about the COC that the Board may harbor as a result of that discussion.
To
provide for a quicker read, the letter is divided into three sections, each with an introductory summary
statement. Detail information follows each section containing proof of the summary statements made.
These are the main points to be made herein:

1. The COC did not request or cause the expenditure of $32,000 for a website.
2. The COC did not request a stenographer to transcribe its meetings and in fact
advised against the expenditure.

3. The COC has not caused the expenditure of all legal fees attributed to it.
-------------------------------------------------------------A video of that portion of the meeting in question may be viewed by utilizing this URL:
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=WYDOYQUQWTk&feature=youtu.be

1. The Cost of COC Webpage Maintenance
Summary Statement: The COC does not maintain a separate website, it never has, and any costs that
may have been incurred for our web page creation and maintenance are demonstrably less than $100 in
total.
Detailed Discussion:
The expense discussed was for $32,214 that the District allegedly incurred for “COC website
maintenance.” In seeking to justify this charge as one incurred by the COC and charged to the Measure
TT fund that we oversee, it was represented to the Board that “they [the COC] wanted to have their own
website, even though the Facilities website was offered to them.” Later it was stated that there were
“two separate websites,” one for the COC and one for Facilities
Both of these representations are incorrect. There are not, nor have there ever been to our
knowledge, separate websites for the Facilities Department and the COC. Both have their own pages on
a single website, www.pusd.us. Nor has the COC ever asked for its own website.
The COC’s web page is maintained by Mr. Kris Zazirski, a project manager on contract to the
District. The representation that the COC wanted someone outside the District to perform this function
was false and misleading. In fact, the COC has the highest regard for Mr. Zazirski’s ability and
responsiveness. The administrative assistance he provides is exemplary. His “set-up” efforts included a
2-hour meeting with the former and current COC Chairs on May 1, 2017 wherein links were established
to the COC’s new page, making access both easier and clearer. Since then Mr. Zazirski has posted COC
documents to the COC’s website, with assistance from Facilities’ secretary. You may examine our
webpage yourself [ https://www.pusd.us/Domain/1836 ] and see the number of postings therein. Each
of those postings took probably less than two minutes each, so you can easily determine the validity of
our “negligible” assertion for COC related support. During the Board meeting, Ms. Bailey, relying on
information misleadingly provided, recommended that the COC should use the District’s resources, but
that is indeed what has always been done.
However, Mr. Zazirski’s website-related activities have not been confined to the COC’s web
page. He does the same work for other District functions, including Facilities. Since the time devoted to

the COC webpage by Mr. Zazirski is so small, it is inconceivable that it could have cost anything close to
the $32,214 alleged to be due to activity of the COC.
Attachment # 1 is a page of data presented by Facilities to the COC in our last meeting. It was in
response to our query as to WHY the claim had been made that the COC had generated $32,214 in
charges for “our website.” Note that the line item descriptions contain the words “COC WEBSITE ….”
These erroneous descriptive words were the basis of the misleading allegation. But if you note the
vendor column, it shows T24 Consulting as the vendor, and that is the name of Mr. Zazirski’s company,
the name under which he bills the District for his services. Note for the last three fiscal years, the
charges were $750 per month. That amount is absolutely not spent to post a few documents for our
Committee. Those figures are the supplement to his Project Management salary that he is paid to be a
web consultant for the District. Also note that this page only goes back to FY 2012/2013. There has
been a contention that the $32,214 had arisen due to a promotion website being developed by the
District to sell the idea of a new bond to the public. But that was done in 2008, so the $32,214 figure
does not even go back to that period of time. The Board may wish to ask for a complete explanation of
these figures and what the true costs may be, but we can ensure you that the COC did not request or
incur these charges. And of course, if you look closely at the page, you will see the total is $38,214, not
the lesser figure that was talked about in March, so this account is growing. We have been informed
that the supplement to Mr. Zazirski’s salary has now been suspended, but to do that purely as a reaction
to any effort to support the COC was unnecessary.

2. The Cost of a Stenographer to Transcribe COC Meetings
Summary Statement: The COC did not request the usage of a stenographer and indeed we warned, in
writing, against incurring that cost. We were exploring cheaper alternatives. The stenographer service
was initiated by Facilities, and not by the COC.
Detail Discussion:
An accurate record of COC meetings is required by law. It is also part of our continuing effort to
provide transparency to the public and the District on our activities. Until May 2017, this record was in
the form of meeting minutes prepared by a District employee based on a contemporaneous audio
recording of our meetings. These minutes were deemed unacceptable a few years ago as they were
sometimes inaccurate, sometimes incomplete, and often lacked a comprehensive explanation of any of
the issues under discussion. The COC struggled with several different attempts to create a better
record, and beginning in May 2017, the meetings did begin to utilize a court reporter to make a written
verbatim transcript of each meeting, thereby enabling a more accurate set of minutes to be produced.
But it is important to note that we did not request this solution. Facilities would allow the Board to
believe that the cost of the stenographer was an example of needless extravagance on the part of the
COC. What the Chief did not mention is that the decision to use a stenographer was his, one made by
him alone, despite the COC’s concern about the cost. In a letter on May 11, 2017 to Dr. McDonald,

(posted on the COC’s website for your reference, and a “paste-up” included herein as Attachment # 2)
the COC wrote as follows:
“The Committee complained about this state of affairs [the
unacceptable minutes], and the Chief of Facilities has now proposed
that the Facilities Department provide a private stenographer to
transcribe Committee meetings. While this approach would certainly
fulfill the Facilities Department’s obligation, one can reasonably ask
whether the $600 to $1000 cost per meeting is a wise expenditure of
limited funds, particularly since this function was previously performed
by a Facilities staff member at no additional cost.”
The COC’s expressed concern over the cost of a stenographer was ignored by the District, but on
the District’s own initiative, that process was started. But we reiterate it was neither our intent nor
desire to incur those costs. In March 2018 the Facilities Committee unilaterally terminated stenographic
transcription of COC meetings without discussion with us.
It must be noted that although the impression of the Board was that these costs were charged
to Measure TT, we have now learned that these costs were charged to Measure Y, ostensibly using the
last remaining funds. Although the COC has been told on several occasions that a given expense had
been charged to the “last of the Measure Y” funds, we have also learned that Measure Y still contains
approximately $250,000. No one to our knowledge outside Facilities is watching over these funds or
determining how they are used.

3. The Work of the COC’s Independent Counsel
Summary Statement: The COC did not expend legal funds as described in the Board meeting. Any
minimal funds the COC has expended were necessary to determine the legal status of questioned
practices.
Detail Discussion:
In the March 29 meeting, the Board discussed fees charged by the COC’s independent counsel
and paid for by the District, as allowed for within the Education Code. When asked for an explanation of
those charges, Facilities responded as follows: “That also includes the legal fees that the old Chair
accumulated for the Public Records Act and all that stuff.” Once again, this explanation is not factual.
No legal fees were expended to produce the COC’s Public Records Act request, as that request was
written and pursued entirely by the volunteer, unpaid, members of the COC. Legal fees for the COC’s
counsel were incurred in the past to obtain independent advice on the legality of expending TT funds on
staff compensation, needs assessments, surveys, and other problematic areas. The entire cost of that
independent legal advice was on the order of $2,500. Those problematic areas were determined by our

counsel to exceed legal authorization under the bond language. What was described as “all that stuff”
lies at the very core of the COC’s oversight function.
Viewed by itself, an erroneous description of legal services rendered is a minor error. However,
given Facilities’ repeated misrepresentations, the description should not be viewed alone. Rather, it
should be considered in context as further evidence of a willingness to answer legitimate Board
concerns with an explanation that is convenient at the moment, whether or not the explanation is
accurate or misleading.
The COC appreciates the need to keep all administrative costs within reasonable bounds, but
the first step in doing so is to understand what those costs really are. Off-the-cuff, on-the-fly
explanations, which are too often untrue or misleading, simply make this goal harder to attain. We ask
that, going forward, the Board work with the COC closely to understand its legitimate financial concerns
regarding the expenditures against Measure TT. Of course, keep in mind that the Education Code
prohibits any administrative support required by a citizens’ oversight committee to be charged to a
construction bond fund.
Sincerely
/s/
Quincy Hocutt, Chair
Citizens’ Oversight Committee
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