RECEIVED
MAY 8 ¢ 2017

Py Y

GRAND JURY
COUNTY OF NEVADA
Eric Rood Administration Center
950 Maidu Avenue

Nevada City, California 95959
Phone Number: 530-265-1730
Email:grandjury@nccourt.net

NEVADA CITY SCHOOL DISTRICT

May 25, 2017

Nevada City Elementary Board of Trustees
800 Hoover Lane

Nevada City CA 95959

Dear Members of the Board,

Enclosed is a copy of the report prepared by the Grand Jury on the subject of Cooperation and
Coordination among School Districts in Nevada County, Can We Talk?

This report will be published May 27, 2017, at 11:00 a.m. when it will be posted on the Grand
Jury’s Website: http:/nccourt.net/divisions/gj-reports.shtml.

The California Penal Code (§933.05) prohibits disclosure of any portion of this report prior te
its publication by the Grand Jury.

The California Penal Code also requires that responses to Grand Jury reports be addressed to:

The Honorable Thomas M. Anderson
Presiding Judge of the Grand Jury
201 Church Street

Nevada City, California 95959

To assist you in writing your response, we are enclosing a copy of Section 933.05 (a) of the
Penal Code and an example of the correct format for responding. To assist you with
responding, an electronic formattable copy of this report can be obtained by request from the
jury at: grandjury@nccourt.com. Please be advised that your response(s) are due on or before
August 23, 2017.

d Jury appreciates your cooperation.

Thomas Achter
Foreperson, 2016-2017 Nevada County Grand Jury






CALIFORNIA PENAL CODE
(EXCERPT FOR RESPONDENTS)

Section 933.05 (a): For purposes of subdivision (b} of Section 933, as to each grand jury
finding, the responding person or entity shall indicate one of the following:

1. The respondent agrees with the finding.

2. The respondent disagrees wholly or partially with the finding, in which case the response
shall specify the portion of the finding that is disputed and shall include an explanation of
the reasons therefor.

(b) For purposes of subdivision (b) of Section 933, as to each grand jury recommendation, the
responding person or entity shall report one of the following actions:

1. The recommendation has been implemented, with a summary regarding the implemented
action.

2. The recommendation has not yet been implemented, but will be implemented in the
future; with a timeframe for implementation.

3. The recommendation requires further analysis, with an explanation and the scope and
parameters of an analysis or study, and a timeframe for the matter to be prepared for
discussion by the officer or head of the agency or department being investigated or
reviewed, including the governing body of the public agency when applicable. This
timeframe shall not exceed six months from the date of publication of the grand jury
report.

4. The recommendation will not be implemented because it is not warranted or is not
reasonable, with an explanation therefor.

(c) However, if a finding or recommendation of the grand jury addresses budgetary or
personnel matters of a county agency or department headed by an elected officer, both the
agency or department head and the board of supervisors shall respond if requested by the
grand jury, but the response of the board of supervisors shall address only those budgetary or
personnel matters over which it has some decisionmaking authority. The response of the
elected agency or department head shall address all aspects of the findings or
recommendations affecting his or her agency or department.



EXAMPLE: CORRECT FORMAT FOR RESPONDING TO A GRAND JURY REPORT
As required by Penal Code Section 933.05

FINDINGS:
L. Even when notification proceeds properly, the foster child’s school records may not
arrive at the new school for as long as eight or ten weeks. During this time the child
may not be permitted to attend school

Disagree

Children are not denied education and a child’s school record has to be requested
by the school of enrollment.

2. Our CPS is on record as demanding that foster parents not home school the foster
children in their care. CPS finds it difficult to enforce its own policy.

Partially agree

Nevada County CPS requires that its foster children be mainstreamed in
education unless there are exceptional circumstances.

3. There can be a number of possible reasons for the foster child’s relocation to another
county, i.e., the availability of foster homes, need for special care, relationships between
foster parent and foster child, the location of a desirable member of the child’s extended
family.

Agree

RECOMMENDATIONS:

6. The Board of Supervisors should consider taking back from the State the responsibility
for the approval and training of foster parents within the County.

The recommendation will not be implemented at the present time

The Board believes the current process for the approval and training of foster
parents in Nevada County is sufficient at the present time.

7. The Board of Supervisors should maintain funds and services to continue the County’s
model of the transition of 18-year-olds in the foster care system into independent living.

The recommendation has been partially implemented

Additional initiatives to redesign the California Child Welfare System will be
implemented in Nevada County in conjunction with changes in State regulations.



Cooperation and Coordination among the
School Districts in Nevada County
“Can We Talk?”

Summary

There are approximately 7,000 students in Nevada County (County) spread among eight
independent elementary schoo! districts and one high school district. The Tahoe Truckee
Unified School District operates under the auspices of the Placer County Board of Education.
Those elementary schools feed into the two public comprehensive high schools that serve the
vast majority of County high school students. The eight elementary districts vary widely in
empowering students to meet or exceed the California Common Core State Standards (State
Standards) promulgated by the California State Board of Education. Some elementary students
in the County are better prepared than others for high school due only to the quality of
elementary instruction they have received.

Elementary students’ differences in preparation is exacerbated in mathematics by the use of
different mathematics pathways in Nevada Union and Bear River High Schools. Some may find
themselves at a high school that uses a different pathway in mathematics than the one used in
their elementary school. These differences pose a challenge for the affected students and act as a
drain on the educational resources at the comprehensive high schools. A process to more clearly
communicate the expectations of the high schools in all academic areas for entering ninth graders
should be established and followed.

The time is right for more cooperation and coordination among the teachers in the County’s
school districts to better prepare students to move from kindergarten through high school. With
the existing State Standards in English Language Arts and Mathematics, and the looming
adoption of additional standards in Science and the Social Sciences, the timing is perfect for a
broader and more assertive plan for cooperation and communication. School districts should
assist teachers to develop befter ways to prepare students to meet all the State Standards.

Research indicates that when teachers comrmunicate with their peers to create a unified approach
to education, students are more successful in meeting the standards set for them. Such
communication should be directed by administration and led by teachers.

The nine school! districts in the County should find ways to encourage teachers to work in
Professional Learning Communities (PLCs) within their own schools and between schools from
different districts. This will ensure that all students are provided the educational experiences to
prepare them for each transition as they move from kindergarten through twelfth grade. Along
with the training offered by the Nevada County Office of Education (NCOE), instruction should
be provided to teachers to establish functioning PLCs to better meet the needs of all of the
students in the County.

Cooperation and Coordination Among the School Districts in Nevada County Page 1 of 17 pages
“Can We Talk?
2016-2017 Nevada County Grand Jury



The Nevada Joint Union High School District should adopt a unified approach to the teaching of
mathematics in the two comprehensive high schools. This will allow the elementary districts to
better prepare their students in mathematics. These actions would result in Nevada County
students being better prepared, better able to master the standards, and more successful in their
preparation for college and career. The Jury recommends that the district choose one pathway as
a better practice to implement the adopted curriculum and policies of the district.

Glossary
BRHS Bear River High School
CDE The California Department of Education
County Nevada County
DBCIP Data Based Continuous Improvement Protocol
Jury Nevada County Grand Jury
NCOE Nevada County Office of Education
NCSOS Nevada County Superintendent of Schools
NUHS Nevada Union High School
PLC Professional Learning Community

Smarter Balanced Smarter Balanced Assessment System
State Standards California Common Core State Standards

Background

California Penal Code section 925 provides, in part: “The grand jury shall investigate and report
on the operations, accounts, and records of the officers, departments, or functions of the
county...” The Nevada County Office of Education (NCOE) and the nine Nevada County
(County) school districts all are entities within the County which fall within the jurisdiction of
the Nevada County Grand Jury (Jury). The Tahoe Truckee Unified School District operates
under the auspices of the Placer County Board of Education.

There are nine separately administered school districts in the County serving the approximately
7,000 students in kindergarten through twelfth grade, each with an elected Board. There alsoisa
centralized office in the County, the NCOE., that is managed by the Nevada County
Superintendent of Schools (NCSOS), with extensive responsibilities but limited administrative
powers related to those districts. The Jury has proposed in the past that some of these districts be
consolidated to increase efficiency and reduce cost. In this report the Jury looks instead at the
existing level of coordination and cooperation that exists among the nine districts to determine
whether all of the County’s students are being provided the same opportunities for success as
they proceed from district to district in the course of their education. Research indicates that
students are more successful when teachers communicate and collaborate in their planning for
instruction both within grade clusters and between grades as the student goes through school
from kindergarten through middle school. It also indicates that students are more successful in a
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seamless and logical transition in instruction when teachers at all levels communicate the
expectations for preparation at each grade level. (Appendix A)

The adoption of the California Common Core State Standards (State Standards) by the California
State Board of Education poses a challenge for county boards of education and their school
districts to adopt new curriculum materials and teaching methodologies. It also creates the
opportunities for teachers to find new ways to assess students’ levels of achievement and to
collaborate in planning to help students achieve new levels of mastery of the State Standards.
The opportunity to develop protocols for cooperation and communication in the areas of English
Language Arts and Mathematics at the present time could also serve as the protocols to follow as
the State of California adopts standards in the areas of History-Social Science and Science in the
near future.

The separate State Standards for English Language Arts and State Standards for Mathematics
were adopted by the California State Board of Education in August 2010 and modified in
January 2013. The 2013 modification of the Mathematics State Standards permitted districts to
choose from different pathways for instruction in the ninth through twelfth grades, including
either the traditional or the integrated pathway. “The traditional pathway consists of the higher
mathematics standards organized along more traditional lines into Algebra I, Geometry, and
Algebra II courses. The integrated pathway consists of the courses Mathematics I, I1. and IiL.
The integrated pathway presents higher mathematics as a connected subject, in that each course
contains standards from all six of the conceptual categories.” The traditional pathway also
meets the new State Standards by modifying past practice to include all of the previous standards
in the areas of number and quantity, algebra, functions, modeling. geometry, and statistics and
probability.

While both pathways are designed to result in a student being taught everything necessary to
master the Mathematics State Standards by the time of graduation, the pathways differ in the
timing of instruction. This can lead to problems, for example, in the many instances when
seventh or eighth grade students are ready to begin the transition to high school level courses.
When such students enter ninth grade having completed either one-third or two-thirds of required
subject matter through the courses required by one pathway and their high school is using the
other pathway, a discontinuity of instruction occurs. School districts can ensure continuity in a
specific pathway by making those schools that share students as they matriculate from
elementary to middle school and then high school coordinate and cooperate on curricular
planning.

! California Common Core State Standords: Mathematics, Electronic Edition, California State Board of Education
2013, page 4.
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Approach

The Jury being aware of the provisions in the Penal Code precluding them from dealing with
curriculum or policy when investigating public school districts concentrated on looking at
practice as it relates to implementing said curriculum and policies. This investigation, therefore.
looked at the practice found in the various schools and districts as it relates to what is considered
best practice in educational research.

The Jury interviewed administrators and staff from these public agencies:

Nevada County Office of Education
Nevada County Superintendent of Schools
Clear Creek Elementary School District
Chicago Park Elementary School District
Grass Valley Elementary School District
Nevada City Elementary School District
Nevada Joint Union High School District
Pleasant Ridge Union School District
Penn Vailey Union Elementary School District
Twin Ridges Elementary School District
Union Hill Elementary School District

In doing so, the Jury examined the extent to which the County school districts engage in
planning, coordination, and cooperation to provide County students with a seamless and logical
transition in instruction from elementary through secondary schools, a process referred to as
vertical program articulation.

The Jury also examined the extent to which County school districts engaged in cooperation and
coordination by teachers in the same grade levels, called horizontal program articulation,
designed to ensure that teachers at the same grade levels are providing their students with the
same learning opportunities.

The Jury examined research on the educational benefits to the formation of PLCs and the
protocols that are a part of Data Based Continuous Improvement Protocol (DBCIP) as they help
students reach their fuil potential in the mastery of the State Standards. These protocols are part
of PLCs and function in both horizontal and vertical articulation. Research papers and briefs of
such studies are plentiful in the literature and are published in educational periodicals such as
Educational Leadership and the Center for High Performing Schools at the Southwest
Development Laboratory. Both descriptions and reports of such systems are even part of Taking
Center Stage — ACT Il TCSI, a publication of the California Department of Education. A
bibliography of examples of such research is attached as Appendix A.
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Finally, the Jury reviewed school district performance results reflected in student scores on the
Smarter Balanced Assessment System (Smarter Balanced), a testing system mandated by the
California Department of Education that “utilizes computer-ada;’)tive tests and performance tasks
that allow students to show what they know and are able to do.” Using the published Smarter
Balanced results administered in the spring of 2016 for each district within the County, the Jury
compared test results with the extent to which the teachers in those schools had worked
collaboratively with the goal of achieving better results for their students through horizontal and
vertical articulation.

The goal of the Jury’s investigation was to develop a list of suggestions to help all students in the
County have equal opportunities to meet their full potential and matriculate through our schools
successfully.

Discussion

With the adoption of the State Standards, the time is right for the school districts in the County to
come together and develop a mechanism for cooperation and communication to benefit students
in the County preparing them for college and career. Research shows that the use of a DBCIP
would help students better meet the standards set for them by the state.

Educational research (Appendix A) suggests that students are more successful in mastering
subject matter when teachers share planning and results with each other. Such planning groups
have come to be called PLCs. Such PLCs can coordinate educational offerings and approaches
both within a grade level (horizontal articulation) and between grade levels in cooperation with
feeder schools (vertical articulation). These PLCs can concentrate on communicating and
coordinating in the areas of English Language Arts and Mathematics State Standards to begin
with, and then be established in the areas of History-Social Science and Science as those
standards are adopted by the State Board of Education. Teacher leaders need to be identified by
administrators and trained to establish and develop functioning PLCs within all schools in the
County.

The adoption of the State Standards in California creates the opportunity for teachers to find
ways to collaborate in assessing students’ levels of mastery of the State Standards and in
planning to increase mastery. The Smarter Balanced results vary widely among the individual
districts in the County (Appendix B), inviting the question of why certain districts were more
successful than others and, in particular, whether levels of horizontal and vertical articulation
within and between districts varied as widely. In seeking to explain these differences, the Jury
examined opportunities for articulation by grade level and between grade levels as weil as
differing opportunities for teachers to work together with teachers from surrounding districts in
PLCs (Appendix C). The Jury also reviewed the Smarter Balanced results for the two
comprehensive high schools in Nevada Joint Union High School District, Nevada Union High

Zcalifornia Department of Education, http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/tg/sa/ {accessed December 22, 2016).
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School (NUHS) and Bear River High School (BRHS). The results varied between the two
schools with one performing at a higher level in English Language Arts and the two showing
similar results in the area of Mathematics (Appendix D). While the Jury found no direct
correlation between the levels of collaboration and communication and the Smarter Balanced
results, research indicates a strong correlation between the development of PLCs and the use of
DBCIP and higher test results.

The results of interviews to determine the levels of cooperation and communication were
striking. All but one of the districts within the County provide time for their teachers to meet
within their school/grade level to prepare for instruction. However, very few districts provide
time for teachers from different grade levels to consult. Moreover, there was no evidence of the
existence of any PLCs. Even fewer districts provide time for teachers to meet with teachers from
other schools within the same district. For example, while three districts provide time weekly,
two others only provide time bi-weekly. Two other districts only schedule once-a-month time
for teachers to articulate within their school. Time provided to articulate with teachers from
other schools within the district varies more widely: one district schedules such contacts once
every six weeks; two others schedule bi-weekly meetings; another schedules for once a year; and
four others, not at all.

There is little articulation with neighboring elementary districts in six of the eight elementary
districts other than a once-a-year day of workshops organized by the NCSOS. These workshops
include training in areas such as: Positive Behavior Intervention and Support Programs;
workshops in Science, Technology, Engineering, Arts, and Math; and textbook adoption.

In two districts, seventh and eighth grade teachers meet weekly with their peers from another
district. Two other districts indicated that their teachers met to plan adoption of mathematics
curricular materiais during the recent adoption of the State Standards.

Another important area of articulation is between eighth grade teachers and ninth grade teachers
in County high schools. The lack of evidence of communication and collaboration between the
elementary teachers and the high school teachers suggests a lack of clarity on expectations for
student competence as they matriculate from eighth grade to ninth. Such articulation is
complicated for County eighth graders because the primary comprehensive high schools. NUHS
and BRHS, have adopted different pathways for mathematics instruction. While one middie
school coordinates with its neighboring high school in this area, other schools with seventh and
eighth graders in the County do not. Taking this into account, a student who has taken Algebra I
in middle schoo! may find him or herself trying to integrate Algebra I with Mathematics Il in
high school. This anomaly is somewhat reduced since many middle schools feed primarily into a
single comprehensive high school. But even in those instances, the reported consultation and
cooperation was reported to be “none” or “minimal.” Only one district responded that the
relationship allowed *“a lot™ of articulation because its high school is located right next to its
feeder middle school. There appears to be little or no articulation in the area of English
Language Arts or the other core subjects.
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Moreover, there appears to be little communication at all between middle schools and the
comprehensive high schools. Of the eight elementary districts, four indicated there was no
relationship other than scheduling their eighth graders for classes as they transitioned to high
school. One district reported an “Eighth Grade Day” and another was proud of articulating well
in certain electives. One high school provided a “Futures Program™ to help middle school
students get excited about the transition to high school.

The two comprehensive high schools in Nevada County showed varying degrees of collaboration
and articulation. Different afternoons are set aside for teachers to meet and work at the two high
schools in the areas of site-based and departmental initiatives. While there is some articulation
within each high school, there was little collaboration between teachers from the two schools.
No evidence was found of protocols used to communicate with feeder schools.

While the State Standards allow for different pathways, the lack of articulation in the area of
mathematics in a small district with only two comprehensive high schools should be an area of
concern to students, parents, and teachers in the elementary districts in the County. One school
delivers its mathematics instruction through the integrated pathway. The other delivers its
instruction through the traditional pathway. This poses problems not only for the feeder schools
with students who are accelerated in mathematics, but also for students who transfer between the
two high schools.

Findings

F1 The failure of the school districts within the County to identify teacher leaders and
coordinate teacher collaboration and articulation negatively impacts student opportunity.

F2 There is an apparent lack of Professional Learning Communities in the areas of English
Language Arts and Mathematics in the nine school districts in the County.

F3 The failure of NCOE to train and support teachers in the nine school districts within the
County in teacher leadership and the formation of functioning Professional Learning
Communities negatively impacts student opportunity.

F4 There is a lack of communication and collaboration between the two comprehensive high
schools and their feeder elementary districts concerning expectations for entering ninth
graders.

F5 Having two comprehensive high schools using different mathematics pathways may
negatively impact the ability for students to transfer between the schools.

F6 Having two comprehensive high schools using different mathematics pathways may
negatively impact students in the feeder schools in their ability to master the State
Standards.
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F7

R1

R4

R5

R6

While the State allows different pathways in the teaching of mathematics, students in the
County would be better served by the adoption of a common pathway.

Recommendations

The superintendents from each district should come together and set communication and
collaboration guidelines for teachers including the coordination of time for this
communication and collaboration. (F1 and F4)

The individual school districts should select teachers to act as leaders in the process of
forming Professional Learning Communities in the areas of English Language Arts and
Mathematics. (F1 and F2)

The Nevada County Superintendent of Schools and staff should provide training to these
leaders. (F3)

These leaders should establish working relationships with their peers allowing them to
freely share their ideas, plans, and the results of their instruction. (F1, F2 and F4)

The Nevada Joint Union High School District should develop a process in collaboration
with the elementary districts to more clearly identify the expectations for entering ninth
graders. (F4)

The Nevada Joint Union High School District should adopt one mathematics pathway to
be used by both of the comprehensive high schools in the district. (F5. 6, and 7)

Request for Responses

Pursuant to Penal Code Section 933.05, the Nevada County Civil Grand Jury requests responses
from the following:

¢ Nevada County Superintendent of Schools (F3 & R3) by July 24, 2017
e Nevada County Board of Education (F3 & R3) by August 23, 2017

e (lear Creek Elementary School District Board of Trustees (F1, F2 and F4 & R1,
R2, R4 and R5) by August 23, 2017

e Chicago Park Elementary School District Board of Trustees (F1, F2 and F4 & R1,
R2, R4 and R5) by August 23, 2017
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¢ Grass Valley School District Board of Trustees (F1, F2 and F4 & R1, R2, and R4
R5) by August 23, 2017

e Nevada City Elementary School District Board of Trustees (F1, F2 and F4 & R1,
R2, R4 and R5) by August 23, 2017

s Nevada Joint Union High School District Board of Trustees (F1, F2, F4, F5, F6
and F7 & R1, R2, R4, R5 and R6) by August 23, 2017

¢ Pleasant Ridge Union School District Board of Trustees (F1, F2 and F4, F3, &
R1, R2, R4 and R5) by August 23, 2017

e The Governing Board of the Penn Valley Union Elementary School District (F1,
F2 and F4 & R1, R2, R4 and R5 by August 23, 2017

e Twin Ridges Elementary School District Board of Trustees (F1, F2 and F4 & R1,
R2, R4 and R5) by August 23, 2017

e Union Hill School District Board of Trustees (F1, F2 and F4 & R1, R2, R4 and
R5) by August 23, 2017
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Smarter Balanced Results Spring 2016

Appendix B

English Language Arts
Nunolfher Number | Standard | Standard St;:;‘:;d Standard
District Students Tested | Exceeded Met Met Not Met
Chicago Park Elementary 122 115 11% 39% 21% 29%
Clear Creek Elementary 101 98 36% 41% 17% 6%
Grass Valley Elementary 1126 1041 17% 29% 27% 27%
Nevada City Elementary 639 599 25% 35% 25% 16%
Penn Valley Union
Elementary* 422 408 13% 34% 31% 21%
Pleasant Ridge Union
Elementary 817 789 20% 36% 26% 19%
Twin Ridges Elementary 63 62 5% 19% 27% 48%
Union Hill Elementary 373 367 13% 33% 25% 30%
Total/Average | 3663 3479 18% 33% 25% 25%
Nevada Joint Union
High SD 685 622 37% 33% 15% 15%
*includes 14 11th graders 14 14 7% 43% 36% 14%
Mathematics
Chicago Park Elementary 122 115 11% 28% 29% 32%
Clear Creek Elementary 101 98 36% 30% 31% 4%
Grass Valley Elementary 1126 1047 14% 23% 31% 32%
Nevada City Elementary 638 594 19% 24% 30% 26%
Penn Valley Union
Elementary* 422 408 14% 22% 36% 29%
Pleasant Ridge Union
Elementary 817 789 20% 28% 35% 17%
Twin Ridges Elementary 63 63 8% 13% 37% 43%
Union Hill Elementary 373 367 11% 24% 38% 27%
Total/Average | 3662 3481 17% 24% 33% 26%
Nevada Joint Union
High SD 686 619 19% 24% 27% 30%

Source: caaspp.cde.ca.gov

Cooperation and Coordination Ameng the School Districts in Nevada County

“Can We Talk?"
2016-2017 Nevada County Grand Jury

Page 12 of 17 pages




Appendix C - Results from Interviews with Staff Members
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Appendix C — Results from Interviews with Staff Members

Teachers Mect Teachers Meet
with Teachers AChErs Teachers Meet
Teachers Mcet with Teachers .
Number of Teachers Meet with Colleagues from Other from Other with Teachers
District in Schools, Common by Grade & Schools Within . from the High .
. . . at Other Grade Schools Qutside High School
Nevada Configuration, and Time for Level/Subject the Same - Schools .
. Levels . the District . Branding
County Number of Classes Teachers (Horizontal . District ; (or visa versa)
. . (Vertical . {Horizontal and .
at Each Grade Articulation) . . (Horizontal . (Vertical
Articulation) . Vertical ! .
and Vertical Articulation) Articulation)
Articulation) ¢
Some articulation Students are
in math with a “branded” in a
> neighboring “futures”
ELA teachers district as both Math teachers program,
. 3 Schools Teachers meet adopted the Teachers meet .
District 2 2 K-S Weekly tocther b L Qo adopted Go Math. | articulate well
PR Meeting Time £e ¥ Ty st with the high Staff are brought
16-8 grade. and meet weeks. .
Once in the year school. to first football
topether.
sponsored by game at the
County feeder high
Superintendent. school.
None as onl Superintendents Told that the
DLLC IR, el N/A one teacher u\ﬁ Docs not occur. | Does not occur Gl Sl Lol R
TR Both K-8 nun__u”._d”— .u “ ’ ceur. between the schools are too
Braae- smaller districts. inconsistent.
Difterent
schedules preclude
this from
{ school happening. . . . .
Distet | Bll(cschen periprmte monthl monthl monthl N/A _ﬁaﬂwh_oﬂmﬂ__u Z,ﬂ__.ﬂ_h__”_cﬂw_”__w
cr 6/7/8 offered y Y Y Once in the year y g Yy e
. school. school.
electives sponsored by
County
Superintendent.
~Can We Talk?"

2016-2017 Nevada County Grand Jury




Appendix C — Results from Interviews with Staff Members

Cooperation and C
“Cun We Talk?”

2016-20t7 Nevada County Grund Jury

Teachers Meet Teachers Meet
with Teachers he Teachers Meet
Teachers Mect with Teachers A
Number of Teachers Mect with Colleagues from Other from Other with Teachers
District in Schools, Common by Grade & Schools Within . from the High .
E
. . . at Other Grade Schools Qutside High School
Nevada Configuration, and Time for Level/Subject Levels the Same the District Schools Brandi
County Number of Classes Teachers (Horizontal . District . (or visa versa) naing
. . (Vertical . {Horizontal and .
at Each Grade Articulation) . . (Horizontal . (Vertical
Articulation) . Vertical . .
and Vertical . \ Articulation)
] . Articulation)
Articulation)
4 Schools in 3
. buildings Once a month s . Once in the year
DtrieEs Will drop la 2 One | all teachers in Every om_.n_. Unclear Every other sponsored b Minimal at best. | Minimal at best.
PV P week week Y
K-5 and the District County
Onc TK-8 Superintendent.
Once in the year
.
.%.M:MM.W Professional sponsored by Says there is no
One 5-8 Development County articulation.
And a charter once a month. Superintendent.
District 6 Yes, but no Participated in a
GV Eéwn__”ﬁ Mwmmnm Yes Teachers CAN BT elaboration Also said one CTE grant but O
ot £ ﬂ__, rade K-3" meet on the principal the high school
an anmm.u " other communicates has all but
b srade 5-8 Wednesdays with another ina | excluded them.
cach & nearby district.
3 Schools o
nﬂvusn w_ﬂﬂﬂ.ﬂ _.M...M Unofficially Math teachers
O__“n f q_ roddlers between friends. jointly trained
N m H.w o Jointly adopted | with their high
mﬁ_w_.n .M_A. math curriculum school
District 7 4-K: 3 at each 1* Every other Every other Every other Every other with another counterparts. Nol referenced in
UH and 24 at 3" 2 weck. week. week. week. district. interview.
and % mz both \w_s Once in the year Gets any
and 5" sponsored by information
6" praders m_”a with County requested on
o w: 4 8" in single Superintendent. former students.




Appendix C - Results from Interviews with Staff Members

Teachers Meet Teachers Meet
with Teachers . Teachers Meet
Teachers Meet with Teachers .
Number of Teachers Meet with Colleasu from Qther from Other with Teachers
District in Schools, Common by Grade EUCS | Schools Within . from the High .
. . . at Other Grade Schools Qutside High School
Nevada Configuration, and Time for Level/Subject L the Same . Schools .
. evels L the District . Branding
County Number of Classes Teachers (Horizontal (Vertical District (Horizontal and (or visa versa)
at Each Grade Articulation) . . (Horizontal . (Vertical
L)) and Vertical MU Articulation)
Articulation) Articulation)
One school Mostly in math
5 . - ._,_”.M ] m_uné a__mno_ﬁ ”i__.. | <.._=_. _nc_._:.”" b peade d
istrict with Kinder § = an 87 teachers | high schools but | 8" grade day at
cC One each 1 LA By s SUEPALLES DL in a neighboring some others the high school
) through 6" district. though the
7" and 8" cambined superintendents.
Three schools Once in the year
District 9 One TK-4 Early release Once a month sponsoted by This is not Arliculation in
Once a month ' Once a year .
NC One 5-8 once a month possibly County happening. choir and band.
One charterTK-8 Superintendent.
Results 1 Math a lot
2 Math min
ih
Allbutone TR | All but one TR | ELA adoption | 1 every 6 wks 6 Yearly w u_ﬂw“”_a_ h ”_om,”mnn day
3 Weckly 3 Weckly LG L7 2 Biweekly | Weekly 7/8 1 Too | Choir/Band
. . i Biweekly | Yearly . . . " "
| Biweekly 2 Biweckly 2 Month] 2 Math Adoplion inconsistent 1 “Futures
3 Monthly 2 Monthly - Y {math) Program

Interviews with the principals of BR and former principal of Nu told the story of the high schools adopting two different pathways for mathematics.

Principals wanted a single pathway and chose the integrated pathway and were backed by the district curriculum committee but the superintendent chose to overrule those bodies
and allowed the math department at NU t vote 1o keep the traditional approach and was backed by the Board of Trustees. Both principals verified this as well as a few
superintendent of elementary districts spoke t the difficulty of preparing students for mathematics due to this situation
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RESULTS 2016 - Two comprehensive

Appendix D

high schools in NJUHSD
E“jﬁihL%;ﬁg;ge NUHS | BRHS Mathematics NUHS | BRHS
Number of Students 356 176 Number of Students 356 176
Number Tested 324 166 Number Tested 324 163
Number Scored 324 166 Number Scored 323 161
Overall Overall
Standard Exceeded | 33% 48% Standard Exceeded | 21% 11%
Standard Met | 37% 37% Standard Met | 25% 29%
Standard Nearly Met | 18% 11% Standard Nearly Met { 28% 37%
Standard Not Met |  11% 5% Standard Not Met | 26% 24%
Reading Procedares
Above Standard | 44% 52% Above Standard | 31% 19%
Near Standard | 43% 41% Near Standard | 36% 45%
Below Standard | 13% 7% Below Standard | 33% 36%
Problem Solving and
Writing Modeling & Data
Analysis
Above Standard | 39% 55% Above Standard | 27% 20%
Near Standard | 47% 36% Near Standard | 51% 60%
Below Standard | 14% 9% Below Standard | 22% 20%
Listening g::;;—:;:igcaﬁng
Above Standard | 31% 36% Above Standard | 24% 17%
Near Standard | 57% 58% Near Standard | 57% 65%
Below Standard | 12% 5% Below Standard | 19% 19%
Research/Inquiry
Above Standard | 41% 59%
Near Standard { 48% 36%
Below Standard | 11% 5%

Source; caaspp.cde.ca.gov
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