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Action Requested and Recommendation  
Discussion of the Measures N and H Commission of  
the Request to Alameda County Superintendent of 
Schools to open an investigation into and audit of the 
Oakland Unified School District ’s recent use of 
Measure N and Measure H College & Career Account 
reserve funds for Fiscal Year 2025-2026 expenses not 
approved or recommended by the Measure N and H 
College & Career Readiness Commission. 
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Background 
(Why do we need these services? Why have you selected this vendor? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The OUSD Fiscal Department, at the request of the 
OUSD Board of Directors, directed the Measures N and 
H staff to identify General Fund expenditures that may 
be eligible to be charged to the Measures N and H 

Contingency Funds by June 30, 2026. To determine the 
Measures N and H Contingency Fund resources 
available for this purpose, Measures N and H staff 
applied the standard allocation methodology, under 
which at least 90 percent of available funds are 
allocated to school sites based on each school's 
proportionate share of Oakland-resident student 
enrollment in the prior academic year. Additionally, 
consistent with the established governance and 
oversight processes of Measures N and H, any 
allocation of Contingency Funds must first be reviewed 
and approved by the Measures N and H Commission. 
The Commission reviewed and rejected the proposals 
for the allocation of Measures N and H Contingency 
Fund resources and the accompanying proposed 
contingency fund expenditures for Fiscal 

Year 2025–2026 on June 16, 2026. 

 

 

 

 

Competitively Bid Was this contract competitively bid? No 

If no, exception: N/A 

 
Fiscal Impact Funding resource(s):  Measure H 

 

Attachments  26-1860 Request for Investigation and Audit, June 25, 2026 



June 25, 2026 

 
Alysse Castro 

Alameda County Superintendent of Schools 

Alameda County Office of Education 

313 W. Winton Avenue 

Hayward, CA 94544 

Re: Request for Investigation and Audit — Oakland Unified School District's Use of Measure 

N/H College & Career Readiness Reserve Funds 

Dear Superintendent Castro: 

 
We write to you in our capacities as Chair and Vice Chair of the Oakland College & Career 

Readiness Commission (the "Commission"), the body charged under Measures N and H— the 

Oakland Unified School District College & Career Readiness for All Act (2022) ("Measure H," 

successor to Measure N, 2014) — with reviewing and approving Annual Education 

Improvement Plans ("EIPs") and overseeing the allocation of funds from the Oakland College & 

Career Readiness For All Account ("College & Career Account"). 

We are asking the Alameda County Office of Education ("ACOE") to open an investigation into, 

and an audit of, the Oakland Unified School District's ("District" or "OUSD") recent use of 

College & Career Account reserve funds for the 2025–26 school year. We bring this request to 

your office because ACOE bears statutory responsibility for monitoring OUSD's fiscal solvency, 

including the District's ability to meet its minimum required reserve for economic uncertainties. If 

the conduct described below constitutes an impermissible use of restricted funds, it directly 

bears on the accuracy of the District's reported budget position, current-year reserve level, and 

multi-year projections. 

Restricted funds used to mask a general fund shortfall do not relieve that shortfall; they conceal 

it, with consequences for the very fiscal indicators ACOE is charged with monitoring. 

What we know 

 
We learned at the June 24, 2026, Oakland Unified School District Board meeting that the District 

has already, or plans to, sweep funds from the Measure N/H reserve to pay for expenses 

incurred during the current 2025–26 school year. These are expenses for which schools had 

already received separate allocations under the District's general operating budget’s site 

allocation formula. 

At that meeting, District staff represented that these were "permissible" Measure N/H expenses. 

However, contrary to the oversight requirement of the Measures N and H parcel taxes, we have 

not been provided documentation substantiating that characterization. 

Specifically, we do not know: 



● The total dollar amount swept from the Measures N/H reserve; 

● Which schools' funds were used, or whether the sweep was calculated and applied on a 

per-pupil basis as the Measures require; 

● Which specific expenditures were reclassified as Measure H-eligible, or what criteria the 

District applied in selecting them, and 

● Whether any independent accounting exists that distinguishes this sweep from the 

District's ordinary, previously allocated general fund spending for the same schools and 

the same fiscal year. 

What we do know is that this sweep was not part of any school's Commission-approved Annual 

Education Improvement Plan (EIP). No EIP authorizing this use of funds was submitted to or 

approved by the Commission for the 2025–26 school year. 

To the contrary, at a special Commission meeting called on June 16, 2026, to discuss this issue, 

the Commission considered and declined to pass a motion requested by OUSD that would 

have authorized the District to allocate Measure N/H funds in this manner (see attached memo). 

This request was also opposed by OUSD principals, who both testified to that effect and shared 

the attached letter outlining their concerns with the Commission. 

The District proceeded notwithstanding the Commission's refusal to approve it. 

 
Why this matters 

 
Measure H conditions every expenditure from the College & Career Account on a specific, 

mandatory sequence: a per-pupil allocation to an eligible school, pursuant to a 

Commission-approved Annual EIP, followed by Board approval of the associated allocation. A 

sweep of reserve funds to cover expenses already funded through the general budget — 

undertaken without an approved EIP, after the Commission expressly declined to authorize it — 

satisfies none of these conditions. Whether or not the underlying expenses might, in isolation, 

resemble activities the Measure permits is beside the point: the Measure does not authorize 

expenditures that merely resemble qualifying activities, only expenditures that follow the 

required process. The process here was not followed; it was put to the Commission and 

rejected. In fact, it is not even clear whether the proposal brought to the Commission is the 

same as the proposed sweep that District staff revealed at the Board of Education meeting. 

This also implicates the Measure's anti-supplanting provision, which prohibits the use of 

Measure H and N funds to supplant District-directed funding that a school already received in 

the prior fiscal year. If the District used Measure N/H reserves to pay for expenses already 

covered by schools' general-budget allocations, that is supplantation on its face, regardless of 

how the underlying expense is labeled. 

Finally, because we do not know whether the sweep was applied uniformly on a per-pupil basis 

as required by the Measures, or whether it accounted for the proportional entitlements of eligible 

charter schools. We are unable to rule out that this action separately disadvantaged charter 



schools or produced disparate per-pupil outcomes across eligible district schools, both of which 

would constitute independent violations of the Measure's allocation requirements. 

Fiscal solvency implications 

 
This matter goes directly to the District's fiscal health as ACOE assesses it. If the District in fact 

lacked sufficient general fund capacity to cover these expenses without drawing on a restricted 

reserve, that is itself a solvency signal, one that should be reflected in the District's budget 

reporting and multi-year projections, not obscured by reclassifying the underlying expense as 

Measure N/H eligible after the fact. Conversely, if these funds were improperly swept from the 

Measure N/H reserves, the District may now need to restore them, which would, in turn, affect 

the District's current-year general fund position and its ability to maintain its statutorily required 

reserve. Either way, the District's current financial reporting to ACOE may not reflect its actual 

fiscal position, and we believe ACOE's oversight function cannot be fully discharged without 

resolving which of these is true. 

Voter Intent and the Commission's Role in Protecting It 

 
Oakland's voters have demonstrated extraordinary and repeated generosity toward the children 

of this city, currently supporting three active parcel taxes and multiple bond programs. That 

commitment reflects genuine trust that the District will honor the specific terms under which that 

support was given. Measure H did not pass because voters were indifferent to how their money 

would be spent. It passed because voters were told their dollars would flow to individual schools 

on a per-pupil basis, through a transparent process overseen by an independent Commission, 

for the direct benefit of students preparing for college and careers. Those were not aspirational 

statements. They were conditions — and the Commission exists precisely to enforce them. 

The Commission does not bring this request lightly. We bring it because Oakland’s voters 

entrusted the Commission to prevent exactly this kind of after-the-fact reclassification. The 

District's decision to proceed regardless of the Commission’s refusal to recommend these 

actions treats the Commission's oversight and the conditions voters attached to their support as 

obstacles to route around rather than terms to honor. 

It should be noted that this item was revealed in the context of a presentation on the District’s 

Fiscal Stabilization Plan under a line item describing a strategy of “use restricted dollars funds 

first.” This strategy is noted as having a $43.3M impact on the 25-26 General Fund. It is neither 

clear what other OUSD funds are implicated by this strategy (e.g., Measure G, Measure G1, 

Bond Measures), nor the fidelity with which their restrictions have been met in meeting the 

district's efforts to ease its short-term financial position. However, a closer examination may be 

warranted. 

Whatever short-term budget relief this sweep might provide the District, the longer-term cost is 

not easily recovered. Oakland voters are sophisticated, and they will be asked again to renew or 

expand support for District schools. They will recognize the difference between a District that 

made hard, transparent choices under fiscal pressure and one that quietly redirected restricted 



funds after its own oversight body said no. We ask ACOE to treat this not only as a question of 

fund accounting, but as a question of whether the safeguards voters were promised — including 

the Commission's own approval authority — are being honored in substance, not just in form. 

Requested action 

 
We respectfully request that ACOE: 

 
1. Open a fiscal investigation and/or audit into the District's use of Measure N/H reserve 

funds for the 2025–26 school year, including the sweep described above; 

2. Require the District to produce complete documentation of the amounts swept, the 

approved Education Improvement Plans to which these are attached, the schools and 

expenditures affected, the methodology used (including whether it was applied on a 

per-pupil basis), and any analysis of the impact on eligible charter schools' proportional 

entitlements; 

3. Evaluate whether this expenditure complies with Measure H's terms and all other 

relevant state codes; 

4. Assess whether this matter affects the District's current-year reserve calculation or the 

accuracy of its multi-year budget projections; and 

5. Advise the Commission and the public of ACOE's findings and any corrective action 

recommended or required. 

We are available to provide any additional information or documentation in the Commission's 

possession that would assist in this inquiry, including the record of the Commission's vote 

declining to authorize this use of funds. We would welcome the opportunity to discuss this 

matter with your office at your earliest convenience. 

 
Respectfully submitted,  
 
David Kakishiba 
Chair 
Oakland College & Career Readiness Commission 
 
Marc Tafolla 
Vice Chair 
Oakland College & Career Readiness Commission  
 
cc: 
 
Allan Garde, Associate Superintendent of Business Services  
Shirene Moreira, Chief of District Business & Advisory Services  
Julia Xu, Director III, District Advisory Services 
Members of the OUSD Board of Education  
Dr. Denise Saddler, Superintendent,  
OUSD Jenine Lindsey, OUSD General Counsel 
Members of the Oakland College & Career Readiness Commission 
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