202021 Math Dtistrict Common Assessm 575.76 609.12 0.481 0.48 re f 36 584.64 0.48 24.48 re f 17




202021 Math District Common Assessment Participation and Performance Results

Performance

Average of 2021 DCA Math Grade 2021 DCA Math Interim 1 Prior Percent Correct -
Interim 1 Percent Correct Max Level Percent Correct Unfinished Learning Interims



202021 Math District Common Assessment Participation and Performance Results

Results by Reported Race

Results Summary




202021 Math District Common Assessment Participation and Performance Results

Performance

Average of 2021 DCA Math Interim 1



202021 Math District Common Assessment Participation and Performance Results

Results by English Proficiency

Results Summary




202021 Math District Common Assessment Participation and Performance Results

Performance

Average of 2021 DCA Math Interim 1

2021 DCA Math Interim 1

Prior Percent CorrectUnfinished

Change in Percent

Percent Correct Max Percent Correct Learning Interims Correct
English Proficiency

English Learner 40% 42% -2
English Only 50% 54% -4
Initially Fluent English ProficientKEP) _ 59%

RedesignatedFluent English Proficient 46% 51% -6
To Be Determined 42% 53% -11




202021 Math District Common Assessment Participation and Performance Results

Results by Special Education Services Received

Results Summary




202021 Math District Common Assessment Participation and Performance Results

Results by Socioeconomic Status

Results Summary




202021 Math District Common Assessment Participation and Performance Results

Results by School Site

Average of Prior Percent
2021 DCA Math Correct | n
Total Tested Tested on Math Interim 1
Student on Math Unfinished Percent Correct
Count Interim1  Learning (Fall) Max



202021 Math District Common Assessment Participation and Performance Results

Leonardo da Vinci K - 8 School 810 44% 46% 51 65
Luther Burbank HS 1297 0% 0%

Mark Twain Elementary 260 81% 89% 42 51
Martin Luther King Jr Elementary 349 45% 28% 37 40
Matsuyama Elementary 522 89% 87% 61 68
New Joseph Bonnheim Charter 296 81% 68% 42 47
New Tech High 137 18% 0% 38

Nicholas Elementary 574 60% 38% 36 41
O W Erlewine Elementary 274 82% 81% 56 56
Oak Ridge Elementary 494 48% 64% 34 41
Pacific Elementary 690 10% 0% 41 53
Parkway Elementary School 513 79% 66% 43 44
Peter Burnett Elementary 422 82% 37% 46 44
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2020-21 6HSWHPEHU 2FWREHULRYHPEHWFHPEHU -DQXDU\ JHEUXDU\ O0DUFK $SULO 0D\ -XQH NOTES:

Sept 10 - Oct 9

3KRQRORJLFDO$ZDUHQHVY 6NLOOV 6FUHHQHU
3$66 6HFWLRQV

&RUH 3KRQLFV 6XUYH\ &25( 6HFWLR@M $ %ec 18

ODWK LQWHULP
Kinder ,QVSHFW ,QWHULP $VVHVVPHQW
ZLWK PRGLILFDWLRQV WR PDWFK WKH
VV.0913TOFW (DVVHVV DQG RU UHDVVHVV )T/ET000rgBTOTr/Font313.0Tf1.000-1.01375.0135.88623 Tm00Td(ZKHQ QHHGHG )TJET000rgB]



2020-21

7th - 12th

6HSWHPEHU
IURP SUHYLRXV JUDGH OHYHO

2FWREHULIRYHPEHRWFHPEHU

Oct 12 - Dec 18
ODWK LQWHULP
,QVSHFW ,QWHULP $V\

-DQXDU\ YHEUXD U\

Jan 4 - Mar 26
ODWK LQWHULP

ODUFK $SULO 0D\

,QVSHFW ,QWHU

36%7

7THVWLQJ :LQGRZ $SULO
10th grade
36%7

7THVWLQJ :LQGRZ $SULO

11th grade
687

$SULO DQG $sSULO

-XQH NOTES:

June 1-17 HQWHUHG LQWR
0 obwk EHIRUH WKH FOR
DQG &RPSZLQGRZ

(2&( IRU

.0

30DFHPHQ
YLD ,00XF
7FKU VFR
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3. The educational rights holder provided the District with the signed June 1, 2020,
assessment plan on June 26, 2020. Evidence for this finding is based on the June 1,
2020, assessment plan, signed in consent on June 26, 2020.

4. From May 29
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Evidence of required corrective actions or questions regarding corrective actions shall
be directed to:

Donna DeMartini , Education Administrator |
Focused Monitoring and Technical Assistance Unit Two
California Department of Education
1430 N Street, Suite 2401
Sacramento, CA 95814
916-445-4632 Phone
916-327-0326 Fax



Table 1 Grade levels Currently Assessed

Assessment Grade Level Assessed

EK/IK 1 2 3 4 5 6 7



ELPAC Results



202021 ELA District Common Assessment Participation and Performance Results

ELA Results by Grade Span
Results Summary

Overall Average



202021 ELA District Common Assessment Participation and Performance Results

Performance

Average of 2021 ELA Interim 2
Percent Correct Max

Grade
Level

2021 DCA ELA Interim ?

p

Percent Correct

Prior Percent Correct -
Unfinished Learning Interims

Change in
Percent Correct

Grade Span




202021 ELA District Common Assessment Participation and Performance Results

Results by Reported Race

Results Summary

Overall Average
PARTICIPATICRATE

49%

Percentage point increase
(decrease) in participation
rate from prior period:

-3 percentage points

Student Groups exceeding | Asian

average participation rate: Two or More
White

Student Groups with highest | Asian—56%

participation rates: Two or More -50%
White—52%

Student Groups making
greatest improvements in
participation rates from prior
period:

None of the groups showed
positive increase in their
participation rate.

Participation

ELA Participation Prior Participation Change in

Rates, Interim 2 Tested on ELA Not Tested on ELA| Total Student | Rate- Unfinished Participation

202021 Interim 2 Interim 2 Count Learning Interims Rate
Student Student

Reported Race % Count % Count

American Indian or

Alaska Native 42% 66 58% 90 156 46% -3

Asian 3053 | 44% 2393 5446 59% [ 3 |

Black or African

American 41% 1538 59% 2243 3781 44% -4

Hispanic 47% 5659 53% 6442 12101 50% -4

NativeHawaiida\84iia8 U838 D30RL8Y3VME4) Pj BB QBY4DD.628 8 sve




202021 ELA District Common Assessment Participation and Performance Results

Performance

Average of 2021 DCA ELA Interim 2| 2021 DCA ELA Interim 2| Prior Percent CorrectUnfinished | Change in Percen
Percent Correct Max Percent Correct Learning Interims Correct



202021 ELA District Common Assessment Participation and Performance Results

Results by English Proficiency

Results Summary




202021 ELA District Common Assessment Participation and Performance Results

[

Performance
Averageof 2021 DCA ELA Interim 2 2021 DCA ELA Interim 2| Prior Percent CorrectUnfinished | Change in Percen
Percent Correct Max Percent Correct Learning Interims Correct
English Proficiency
English Learner 40% 40% 0
English Only 56% 54% 2
Initially Fluent English ProficientEP) _ 61% 4
Redesignated Fluent English Proficier 61% 56% !
To Be Determined N<11




202021 ELA District Common Assessment Participation and Performance Results

Results Summary

Results by Special Education Services Received

Overall Average
PARTICIPATICRATE

49%

Percentage point increase
(decrease) in participation
rate from prior period:

-3 percentage points

Student Groups exceeding
average participatiorrate:

Not Receiving Special Ed

Student Groups with highest
participation rates:

Not Receiving Special Ed
50%

Student Groups making
greatest improvements in
participation rates from prior
period:

None of the groups showed
positive increase in their
participation rate.

Participation

ELA Participation Rates,
Interim 2 202621

Total Prior Participation Change in
Tested on ELA  Not Tested on ELA  Student Rate- Unfinished Participation
Interim 2 Interim 2 Count Learning Interims Rate



202021 ELA District Common Assessment Participation and Performance Results

Results by Socioeconomic Status

Results Summary




202021 ELA District Common Assessment Participation and Performance Results

Results by School Site

Average of 2021

Prior Percent

Tested
Total on ELA Tested on DCA ELA Interim Correct -
Student | Interim Unfinished 2 Percent Correct Unfinished

Count 2 Learning (Fall) Max Learning Interims
School Name (20-21 ABC)
A M Winn Elementary K-8
Waldorf 287 0% 0% 0% 0%
Abraham Lincoln El 371 66% 80% 48% 48%
Albert Einstein MS 633 38% 0% 57% 0%




202021 ELA District Common Assessment Participation and Performance Results

Leonardo da Vinci K - 8 School 616 11%
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GRIEVANCE ARBITRATION PURSUANT

TO THE PARTIES COLLECTIVE BARGAINING AGREEMENT

In the Matterof a ControversBetween

SACRAMENTO CITY TEACHERS ASSOCIATION, CTA/NEA,
Grievant

and

SACRAMENTO CITY UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT,
Employer

Testing MOU; AAA Case No0.01-20-00@-2531

Arbitrator
Carol A. Vendrillo, Esq.

January 11, 2021

Appearances:
For the Association

JohnBorsos

Sacramento Citffeachers Association
5300ElvasAvenue

Sacramento, CA 95819

For theDistrict:

Steve Ngo

Courtney desroof

Lozano Smith

2001 North Main Street, Suite 500
Walnut CreekCA 94596

INTRODUCTION



The Sacramento City Teachers Associafitad a grievance oseptember 16,
2019 alleging that thé&acramento City Unified School Distrigiblateda testing
memorandum of understandismned bythe parties on November 30, 20W8enit
unilaterally implemented a schedulelistrict-wide student assessmerasd rejected the
Associations offer to use the expeditedisputeresolution processutlined in theesting
MOU.

An evidentiary hearing was conducted by the undersigned Arbitratulpr30,
July 31, August 10, September 4, October 6, October 7, and October 8TB8Zfarties
introduced documentary evidence; witnesses were called to provide sworn testimony
during both direct and cross-examination. Verbatim transcripts of the hearings were
prepared by a court reporter. Oecember 14, 202@he parties filed closing briefs and
the matter was deemed submitted.

ISSUE

Thecentralissue in dispute ias follows:

Did the Districtviolate thetesting memorandum of understandingseptember
2019 when iunilaterally annoured a schedule of studeassessmerfsf so, what is the
appropriate remedy?

FACTUAL SUMMARY !

In October 2016, thparties began negotiations for a successor collective
bargaining agreemenmAmong theAssociations opening bargaining proposals was one
that sought to reduce or eliminate whaietieved to beinnecessary testingt a

bargaining session on Novemidet, 2016the Districts chief negotiator, Scott

1A more detailed recitation of the facts appears below inQiseussion section of thiglecision.



Holbrook, resisted efforts by Association Execudiesctor JohnBorsosto discuss the
testing proposal as part of the successor tddksBorsosinsisted it was a proper subject
to be discussed at the bargaining taBleall accounts, the terms of the testing were
negotiated by MrBorsosandTed Appel, thenAssistant Superintendent of Labor
Relations The two exchanged numerous proposals. On November 30, 2016, agreement
on the testing MOU was reachadd was signed by the3uperintendent Jose Banda and
Association officers David Fisher and Nikki Milevsky.

As the parties continued to bargain over a successor agreement, the Association
prepared negotiation status repoftseseindicated that thearties had teatively agreed
to thetesting MOU

The parties reacheafjreement on a successor agreement. It was ratified by the
Board of Education on December 7, 20Ife parties dispute@hattermswere made part
of the agreementtified bythe Board Specifically, they disagree whether the testing
MOU was aopted by the Board. The document shared waiiith ratified byAssociation
members incluedthe testing MOU.

Under the terms of the testing MOU, the parties convened an assessment
committee. It began meeting in January 20 Cammitteemembersontinued to mee
andagreed to thadministration of certaistudentassessments

In November 2018, Superintendent Jorge Aguwlamounced his intention to
administer a schedule of assessments for the 2018-2019 schodlgaiain August
2019,Superintendent Aguilar announced testing for the 202®-26hool year. The

Association objected to the scheduled assessments. On SepseAQiES,






b. The fact-finding panel will engage in an informal mediation process to
resolve the issue. There will not be formal presentations or briefs,
unless mutually agreed upon. The mediation process shall last no
longer than forty-eight (48) hours, unless there is agreement to extend
the time period. If, at the expiration of the mediation process, no
agreement is reached, the Association and the District will each submit
its final position. The neutrdhct-finderwill decide between the two
positions, which shall be final and binding.

4. Optout information for parents will be posted on the district web site.
Alternative learning opportunities and resources will be provided for those
students who opt oulNo teacher shall be required both to administer the
required test and to provide the alternative learning opportunities for students
who opt out of standardized testing.

5. The District and the Association also mutually agree that monitoring student
progress in individual classrooms, across grade levels or subject, at site and
district levels may be valuable instruments to monitor student progress and
may provide information useful to teacher reflection and planning as well as
for student feedback.

6. The District agrees to limit the current District-developed Benchmark to the
period from November'7to Decembe6™ only. Any future District-wide
assessment and/or other process for monitoring studegregswill be
jointly developed and mutually agreed accordimghe provisions of this

agreement.



7. Teachers who grade the benchmark that require additional work beyond their
regular workday will be compensated for the additional time spent grading the
benchmarkThursday collaborative time will not be used to grade or
otherwise administer benchmarks unless agreed to by the teachers at the work
site.

8. To design a comprehensive and balanced system for monitoring student
progress, the District and the Association will form a committee, consisting of
representatives designated by the Association and representatsigsated
by the District to develop processes for monitoring student progress and to
advise sites and teachers regarding additional local assessment strategies.
Decision shall be by consensus between the two parties, except for those areas
covered by Paragraphs 2 and 3 of this agreement, which shall apply.

9. The Committee will commence no later than the week of Janfa®re
the committee determines the content, structure and nature of the best
processes for monitoring student progresstuallyagreed upon dates may be
determined for implementation of any state or federal assessment described in
Paragraph 3 above that apply for the 2016-2017 school year.

PARTIES POSITIONS

TheAssociations position Thetesting MOUdid not expireafter the 2016-2017

school year. It remains in full force and effethe parties have entered into several other

MOUsthathave been enfordeusing thecontractual grievancerocedure.









The record alsoeferencesiumerousnstances aftethe 2016-2017 school year
when theDistrict actedcontrary to an understanditigatthe testing MOU had expired.
For example, Mtt Turkie, Assistant Superintendent of Curriculum and Instructsaid
that in 20D, the District wanted ayes or no answerfrom the Assom@tionabout an
assessment it wanted to administerthe District couldise the fast-tracked dispute
resolution process of the MOU (RT 1508-15081kie]). In January 201Dr. Iris
Taylor, Chief Academic Officerpffered dates for the assessment committee to meet
(Union Exhibit BBBBB).In fact, the assessment committee met on January 15, 2019
(Union Exhibit 1111, p. 77Q. Two days later, on January 17, 2019, Dr. Taylor and Mr.
Turkie made gower pointpresentation to the Board of Educattbat includedca
discussion ofhe testing MOU (Union ExhistQQQQand RRRR

In no written correspondencgent bySuperintendenAguilar prior to September
3, 2019 did he suggest thétetesting MOUhadexpired(Union ExhibitBBBBB). His
communication with Mr. Fisher on NovembE, 2018 repeatedlyefers tathe testing
MOU and, at the time he wrote theemo to Mr. Fisher, he believed there tcabe

existing MOU (RT 93-% [Aguilar]; Union Exhibit LLLL).

Finally, SuperintendenAguilar testified hechanged his mindnd began to view
the testing MOU as expired toward the end of the 2018-2019 sgbao(RT 94-96; 157-
158 [Aguilar]). Howeverneither the Level | response to the grievanaethe Level 1l
response to thgrievance drafted b€ancyMcArn, Chief Human Resources Officer,
madeanyassertion that thieesting MOUhad expiredUnion Exhibits LLLLL and

NNNNN).



Taken together, thevidence does not support the Distsassertion that the
testing MOUexpired at the end of the 2016-2017 school year.

Board did notapprove the testing MOU as part of the collective bargaining
agreementln anticipation of successor negotiations, the Associatiaftedand widely
circulated a brochurthat set out a blueprint for revitalizing the Sacramento City Unified
School District(Union Exhibit C). One of its goals wé&seliminate what it perceived to
beunnecessary testing as the primary indicator of student achievement (Union Exhibit C,
p. 20).It was apparent thahé Associationintended @ bring this issue to the bargaining
table (RT 2B-228 [Appel]; RT 783784[McArn]; RT 877 [Fishetl).

In August and September 2016, Murkie notified Mr. Fisher that the District
wanted to implement a series of benchmarks. Mr. Fisth@Mr. Turkie the Association
was going to bring thiestingissue to the bargaining table (Union Exhibit B; &17-878
[Fisher]). OnOctoberl7,2016, the Associatiorsunshined a proposal calling for the
reduction in standardized testing (Union Exhikittd 302-303 [Milevsky]) The topic
was discussed at the bargaining table on October 17, 2016 (Union Exhibit3B3RT
[Milevsky]; RT 601 [Appel]; RT 780McArn]; RT 1047-1049Borsog). The issue of
benchmarks was discussed at a bargaining session on November 9, 2016 (Union Exhibits
G, H,and ).

The recordalsoincludes dlurry of emailsbetween Mr. Appel and MBorsoson
November 10, 2016The subject of these emails was$erred to as theassessment
proposal or the testing proposal Mr. Borsosand Mr. Appel exchanged drafts that

would form the basis for thessessment agreement (Union Exhibits K, L, M, N, O, P,
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and R).Mr. Appel testified that during these exchanges with Bérsos they did not
discuss whether the testing MOU would be part of the contrac68TAppel]).

At the bargaining table on November 14, 2016, Bbrsosasked Mr. Holbrook
where the parties stood with regard to the drafts he and Mr. Appel had been exchanging.
Mr. Holbrook said that the benchmark proposal was separate from the successor
agreement talks (Union Exhibit WIn his testimony, Mr. Holbrook saithe assessment
issue was unrelated to the contract and the District waspaoto discussing it at the
table (RT 1135-36 [Holbrook]).

Mr. Appel also testified that the testing MOU was separate from the successor
negotiations. He said it was atand aloneagreement that was not part of the contract
(RT 677; 1098 [Appé). Mr. Appel said the testing MOU came out of a separate process
(RT 681 [Appel]). Mr. Appel said that he and NBorsosnever had a conversation about
whether the testing MOU was part of the contract (RT 1098 [Appel]).

Mr. Borsos on the other hand, testifi¢klathe did not considavir. Holbrook s
remarks at the November 14, 20i@Gpecontrolling Mr. Borsossaid Mr. Holbrook
objected to a number of matteéhat wereraised at the bargaining talileatended up
becomingpart of the contract going forward (R061-1062, 1073 Borsog3).

Away from the table and prior to a bargaining session later thatluapatties
signed off orthetesting MOU on November 30, 2016 (Joint Exhibit 1). It was signed by
Ms. Milevsky and Mr. Fisher for the Association and by Mppeland then-
Superintendent Banda for the District.

Based oreventsup to that pointthe testing MOU was not part of the ongoing

successor negotiatioas the bargainingable In fact, after the November 14, 2016
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bargaining session, the issue of testing was not discussed at theyt#tdebargaining
teams The termdhad beehammered out by MBorsosfor the Association and Mr.
Appel for the DistrictTheMOU became effectivenmediately becaudeoth sides
wanted tautilize the process right away add notwant towait until agreement was
reached omll outstanding issuasised inthe successdalks In that regardit was
intended tdoecomeoperaional independent of the collective bargaining agreement.

On December 8, 2016, soon after the testing MOU was sifedviilevsky
appeared before thigoard of EducationShedid notidentify the MOUaspart of the
collective bargaining agreememdrfion ExhibitsRR and SSRT 292 532-534
[Milevsky]). Similarly, when th@-Superintendent Bandanounced the testing MOU
had beersigred hedid not indicatet wasfolded into the collective bargaining
agreemenfUnion ExhibitPP. In the Associatiors newslettebon December 1, 2016
whenit informedits members the testing MOU had been signed, it wamdotdedas
part of the bargainingupdate but was separately listed under the headingrog
Benchmark Agreement(Union ExhibitsOQO.) The Associatiors newslettein
December 2017 seeking teachenput on a benchmark survey did not refer to the
testingMOU as part of the contract (Union ExhiBGGG).

These factgurther support the conclusion that the testing MOU was thought of by
the parties adistinct from their collective bargaining agreement.

In asserting the testing MOU is part of the successor contra&stueiation
pointsto the negotiation status reportisatrepeatedlyndicatedthe testing MOU had
beententatively agreed t@Union Exhibits RRR, WWW, YYY). It is true, as the

Association asserts, that the District never challenged this characterization of the testing
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MOU (RT 659-






Board and did not ask for a copy of hecument voted o(RT 1083-1084Borsog).

None of this establishes that the document approved by the Board included the testing
MOU. And again,one would expect Associatid@adership to havexamined the
tentativeagreementgatheredy Ms. Nguyento be presented to the Board to ensure the
testing MOU was among them.

After the Board voteMs. McArn sent an email to District principals and did not
mention the Board approval of the testing MOU (RT 1099-11@dpel). It was not
discussed by Superintendent Aguilar when he met with District principals. Mr. Appel
summary made no mention of the testing MOU (District Exhibit 12; RT 1099-1102
[Appel]). Thesedocuments generatedterthe Board s actioncontinuel to treatthe

testing MOU a®u



Testing MOU is legally enforceablas explained abovehe testing MOU was
not negotiated as part of the successor contract talks. It was a stand-alone agreement

reached away from the bargaining talNer was he testing MOUncluded in thepacket



languageadherence to the termstbk testing MOWoes noftacially affront
constitutionalstrictures.

The District alsalaimsthe testing MOU divests the Board of its policy making
authority.This isa specious argumerithe testing MOU was signed by then-
Superintendent Banda for the District and as MsArn testified the superintendent is
authorized to sigan MOUon behalf of the District (RT 771, 80MEArn]).

The District argues that the testing MOWgenforceable becauseistcontrary
to Education Code Section 1760¢his argument too is unavailinghat sectiorprovides
that when the power to enter into a contract is invested to the governing board, that
power may be delegated to the district superintendtare, the testinglOU was signed
by thenSuperintendent Bandaith the Boards awareness.

Additionally, the record doesot establish the testing MOU required Board

approvalNo hard and fast rulas to wherBoard approvais necessary emergéom the






There is a past practicd using the collective bargaining agreeminénforce

terms of the partiesnemoranda of understandi(RT 371372



requires the untenableconclusionthat the partieengaged ira deliberateeffort to craft
the terms ofin agreement that neither could enforce.

Grievance was timely filedDn April 24, 2019, Superintendent Aguimnounced
plans to implement certain testdnjon Exhibit BBBBB).When hose tests were
implementedthe Association did not file a grievance becausadt agreed to the
administration of thosassessmenta the pas{RT 928-929 973-978 [Fisher]; Union
Exhibit WWWW). On August 5, 2019, Superintendent Agusaid the District was
moving ahead with assessments. He did not anmdtedesting MOU was no longer in
effect  the Association did not file a grievan&@nly after Superintendent Aguilar
announced on September 3, 20thét the MOU was no longer in effect did the
Association file a grievance. Thedbmplieswith the 30-day time limiset outin Article

4.2.4 of the contract.



In May 2017, the parties reached agreement on a Math | placement exam (Union Exhibit
MMM). Again, Superintendent Aguilar was not aware of dgseemen{RT 76
[Aguilar]).
In November 2017, the parties agreeddaduct a surveio solicit teachers
input on District-wide student assessments concerning GATE, English Langemager
Reclassification, English Language Arts and ntatits(Union Exhibit HHHH).In
February 2018, thparties agreed to additional dant assessmerntisat would beused to
inform English Language Learner Redesignation and GATE identific@ioion
Exhibit IlIl). This evidence showa buy-inby both partiesto work ongarnering
agreements ovetudent assessment
The record reflects thatdm August until the middle of November 2018, the
District did notseek to discuss student assessments with the Association (RT 1531-1532

[Turkig]).



Following that meeting, MrBorsosspoke directly with OCR staff arfthd
conversations with Dr. Taylor and Ms. Kari Hanson-Smith about OCR compliRfice (
16321633[Borsog). Mr. Turkie testified he was unaware of any request from the
District to reconvene the assessmamhmittee between February 27, 20a8d
September 3, 2019 (R1I494-1495 Turkie]).

On April 24, 2019, Superintendent Aguilavithout seeking to reconvene the
committee notified the Association that the District would be moving forwaitth math
placement tests and GATE identification assessmemtdlay 14, 2019Mr. Fisher
confirmed with Dr. Taylor that these assessmbatsbeen givefor the past three years
(RT 928-929 [Fisher])Learning thatthe Association voiced no objection to the
administration of these tests.

The parties did not communicdtetween May 2019 and August 2019a letter
dated August 5, 2019, Superintendent Agualanounced the District intention to
administer student formative and interim assesssuring the 2019-2020 school year
attached to the letter was a listthbseassessmen{&Jnion Exhibit XXXX).
Superintendent Aguilar made no request to reconvene the committee prior to announcing
the planned assessmer®n August 8, 2019yIr. Fisher reminded Superintendent
Aguilar of the testing MOU and demanded that the Distoibdw the process outlined in
that agreement (Union Exhibit YYYY).

On August 27, 2019, the Association learned the District was moving forward
with the student assessments outlined in Superintendent Aguédger On August 28,
2019, he Associatiormade the new Chief Academic Officer Christine Beata aware of

the testing MOUUnion Exhibit AAAAA).
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assessments to monitor student progresstauatilize the expedited dispute resolution
procedureoutlined in theMOU should agreememprroveunattainabledespite good faith
and timely effortdy both sides.
CONCLUSION
For the reasons expressed abdke,grievance filed by the Sacrameflity

Teachers Association GSRANTED.

Dated:January 1, 2021

s/
CAROL A. VENDRILLO, ESQ.
Arbitrator
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