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Schools Efficiency 

Summary 

The Nevada County Grand Jury reviewed the current organization of public schools in 
western Nevada County and the demographic and financial trends that impact the overall 
health of the public school system. Based on observed trends, public schools in western 
Nevada County are likely to face a near-term future of declining enrollments and per-
pupil funding. 

Residents of western Nevada County need to increase their understanding of the 
financing and organization of public schools. With the limited resources available and the 
demographic realities facing Nevada County, the Nevada County Grand Jury 
recommends that elected and school system officials and residents be open to, and 
supportive of, changes that could result in system-wide efficiencies and improved 
educational opportunities for the children of western Nevada County. 

As a result of its review, the Nevada County Grand Jury found that the public schools in 
western Nevada County need to become even more efficient if the educational experience 
is to stabilize or improve. The Nevada County Grand Jury also found that further 
efficiencies could be realized through school district consolidation, increased sharing of 
services and better coordination of school calendars. 

While many actions have been taken in the past few years to increase the efficiency of the 
school system, including school closures and further sharing of services, more needs to 
be done. Many of the decisions represent hard choices for school officials and others, but 
for the sake of the overall quality of education in western Nevada County, those choices 
need to be made.  

California state law created a County Committee on School District Organization. These 
County Committees have the responsibility, when petitioned, to review the current 
organization of school districts in each county. The Nevada County Grand Jury 
recommends that  

• various local leaders petition the County Committee on School District 
Organization to formulate plans for the consolidation of local elementary school 
districts in western Nevada County,  

• the board of trustees for each local elementary school district in western Nevada 
County explore opportunities for improving school efficiency, including 
possible consolidations,  
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• all school districts actively pursue potential savings from an increase in shared 
services,  

• all school districts better coordinate school calendars for greater efficiency,  
• school districts apply the savings from all such efforts to enhance or restore the 

quality of the educational experience in western Nevada County, and    
• residents of western Nevada County review the Nevada County Grand Jury’s 

report in its entirety to learn more about the status and probable future of our 
schools. 

The Nevada County Grand Jury recognizes that a discussion has been initiated between 
the Grass Valley School District and the Nevada City Elementary School District 
regarding potential consolidation. The Nevada County Grand Jury also recognizes that 
the Union Hill School District is pursuing the idea of becoming a charter school district. 
The recommendations contained in this report take these developments into 
consideration. 

Reasons for Investigation 

The past and continuing decrease in school-age population and public funding led the 
Nevada County Grand Jury (Jury) to investigate how the public school system in western 
Nevada County could achieve greater efficiency. The Jury believes that this is one of the 
most important issues facing the residents of western Nevada County.  

Pursuant to California Penal Code Section 933.5, the Jury has the authority to investigate 
public school districts in Nevada County. 

Background 

The population of Nevada County is significantly older than average for California. The 
percentage of the county population over the age of sixty-five is much higher than the 
state average, and the percentage of the county’s population under the age of eighteen 
(public school age) is significantly lower than the state average. These population 
distributions are expected to continue into the foreseeable future. Most importantly, 
student enrollment in all public schools in western Nevada County has been in decline for 
seventeen years and that trend is expected to continue. The population of each grade in 
western Nevada County declines by grade level from twelfth through first grade. One 
result of these demographic changes is that only about two-thirds of the local elementary 
school capacity is being used despite the recent closure of three schools.  Capacity 
utilization is expected to continue to decline. 
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Also, the funding for public schools has been reduced significantly over the recent past:  
• Local property taxes have declined due to lower real estate valuations;  

• State contributions have decreased significantly due to the state’s fiscal 
problems; and 

•  Federal money has decreased since stimulus money evaporated almost two 
years ago.  
 

Finally, western Nevada County has ten local school districts serving 9,746 students 
(2010-11 school year). The average size of a local elementary school district is 681 
students, almost 70% smaller than the state average of 2,227 students. While the 
geographic features of Nevada County (rural and hilly, with winding roads) may justify a 
greater-than-average number of schools, they do not explain the need for so many school 
districts.  

Procedures Followed 

The Jury interviewed many officials involved with the western Nevada County public 
school system. The Jury also reviewed 
  

• the State Education Code,  

• the California Department of Education District Organization Handbook,  
• the Schools Services of California report entitled Analysis of the Revenue 

Impacts of School District Consolidations,  
• the Legislative Analyst’s Office report entitled An Analysis of School District 

Consolidation, dated May 2, 2011, and  
• data from the 2010 U. S. Census, the County Superintendent of Schools and Ed-

Data from EdSource.com. 

Facts 

General 

F.A.1. The 2010 U.S. Census shows the population of Nevada County is approximately 
98,000.  The population of western Nevada County is approximately 80,000. 

F.A.2. The 2010 U.S. Census shows 19% of the population of Nevada County is under the 
age of eighteen, compared to 25% in California as a whole. 
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F.A.3. The 2010 U.S. Census shows 19% of the population of Nevada County is over the 
age of sixty-five, compared to 11% in California as a whole. 

F.A.4. There are nine local elementary school (grades K-8) districts in western Nevada 
County. 

F.A.5. Local elementary school district enrollment in western Nevada County has 
decreased from 8,991 during the 2000-01 school year to 6,132 during the 2010-11 
school year, a decline of almost 32%. 

F.A.6. As of the 2011-12 school year, the population of each grade in western Nevada 
County declines by grade level from twelfth through first grade. 

F.A.7. The nine local elementary school districts vary in student population. The largest, 
Grass Valley School District, has an enrollment of 1,679, while the smallest, Twin 
Ridges School District, has an enrollment of 102 for the 2011-12 school year. 

F.A.8. The average size of a local elementary school district in western Nevada County is 
681 students, almost 70% smaller than the state average of 2,227. 

F.A.9. Three public elementary schools in Nevada County have closed since the 2009-10 
school year. 

F.A.10. The nine local elementary school districts in western Nevada County have the 
physical capacity to accommodate an estimated 8,500 students (2011-12). The on-
site enrollment is 5,904, only 69% of capacity. 

F.A.11. School districts in Nevada County receive funding from federal, state and local 
sources. 

F.A.12. Most school districts receive their general purpose funding under the “Revenue 
Limit” formula. The Revenue Limit is essentially calculated by taking a set amount 
of dollars per student, as determined by the State of California, and multiplying that 
figure by each district’s Average Daily Attendance (ADA). 

F.A.13. Some school districts receive their general purpose funding under the “Basic Aid” 
formula. Basic Aid, also known as “local funding,” essentially occurs when the 
local property tax revenue in a district exceeds the total general purpose funding the 
state would have provided. In other words, there is no need to factor in any state 
funding because the local property taxes alone surpass the minimum funding level 
established by the state. 

F.A.14. Twin Ridges School District, Ready Springs Union School District and Nevada City 
Elementary School District are currently the only Basic Aid districts in Nevada 
County. 
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F.A.15. The total cost of the salaries and benefits for the nine local elementary school 
district administrative and clerical staffs in western Nevada County during the 2011-
12 school year is approximately $2,775,000. 

F.A.16. For the 2011-12 school year, the total current cost of the salaries and benefits for the 
staffs at two of the smallest local elementary school districts (Clear Creek 
Elementary School District and Chicago Park School District) is almost one-third of 
their Revenue Limit income.  

F.A.17. At the request of the Nevada County Office of Education, in April 2011, School 
Services of California (SSC) prepared a report entitled, Analysis of the Revenue 
Impacts of School District Consolidations (Analysis). 

F.A.18. The Analysis found that California General Fund revenues have fallen more than 
14% since the fiscal year 2007-08, affecting funding for Nevada County schools.  

F.A.19. The Analysis also found that kindergarten-through-grade-twelve schools have seen 
funding for general purpose functions decrease by more than 10%, and funding for 
“Categorical” (specialized) programs has decreased by 20% since fiscal year 2007-
08.  

F.A.20. State funding, per pupil, in western Nevada County local elementary school districts 
that are funded via the Revenue Limit formula declined from an average of $5,710 
in the 2006-07 school year to $5,248 in the 2010-11 school year, a decrease of 8%.  

F.A.21. Based on the Jury’s interviews, local elementary school districts are anticipating 
further decreases in state funding in the 2012-13 school year. 

F.A.22. Some local elementary districts are recruiting students from other local elementary 
districts.  

F.A.23. There is a non-partisan agency of state government called the Legislative Analyst’s 
Office (LAO). 

F.A.24. The LAO published a report entitled An Analysis of School District Consolidation 
on May 2, 2011 (LAO Report). 

F.A.25. The LAO Report indicated that, although the state historically has encouraged 
school district consolidation, it now encourages schools and school districts to 
remain small by providing them with substantial funding advantages, while 
providing disincentives to consolidation through loss of funding and additional 
costs. 

F.A.26. The LAO Report defines school district sizes as follows: (a) Very Small (6-100); (b) 
Small (100 - 1,000); (c) Midsize (1,001-5,000 and 5,001-10,000); (d) Large 
(10,001-40,000) and (e) Very Large (40,001 +). 
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F.A.27. The LAO Report indicated that smaller school districts tend to have slightly lower 
student achievement compared to mid-size districts, although the differences are not 
large.  

F.A.28. Of the almost 1,000 school districts in California, about 400 (40%) are considered 
“small,” having an ADA of less than 1,000. 

F.A.29. Of Nevada County’s nine local elementary school districts one would be considered 
“Very Small,” five “Small” and three “Midsize” in the LAO Report. 

F.A.30. The LAO Report cited a number of other states (e.g., Arkansas, Maine and 
Vermont) that are either mandating or encouraging school district consolidation. 

F.A.31. The LAO Report found that, while small districts find ways to economize, they still 
face fiscal and personnel challenges. 

F.A.32. The LAO Report found that smaller school districts dedicate a larger share of their 
budgets to overhead, including “classified” staff such as clerical and maintenance, 
although the differences are not large. 

F.A.33. The LAO Report found that, while larger school districts are able to dedicate almost 
half of their budgets to “certificated staff” (teachers), smaller districts dedicate only 
a little more than a third of their budgets to teachers. 

F.A.34. The LAO Report also found that it is much harder to hold very small districts 
accountable for overall student outcomes due to the decreasing statistical accuracy 
of reduced sample size. 

F.A.35. The LAO Report also found that local communities often prefer small districts, 
despite the fiscal advantages and enhanced curricular offerings that are more often 
available within larger school districts. The LAO Report noted that this is often the 
case because of the important role the district plays within the community, 
particularly in rural communities. 

Union Hill School District and Grass Valley School District 

F.A.36. The Union Hill School District (UHSD) has an enrollment of approximately 675 
students for the school year 2011-12. 

F.A.37. Approximately 70% of the students enrolled at UHSD are from outside of UHSD’s 
geographical boundary and attend the school as a result of inter-district transfer 
agreements. 
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F.A.38. At the beginning of the 2011-12 school year, the Grass Valley School District 
(GVSD) stopped approving inter-district transfers for students residing within the 
GVSD. 

F.A.39. Without inter-district transfers, UHSD estimates that its enrollment will decline 
from approximately 675 to approximately 250 students within eight years. 

F.A.40. UHSD is geographically surrounded by the GVSD.  

F.A.41. UHSD owns two school buses and is not a part of the Joint Powers Agency (JPA) 
which provides student transportation services to most of the other school districts 
in western Nevada County. 

F.A.42. Buses transporting GVSD students to and from school pass through UHSD. 

F.A.43. The Analysis stated that a consolidation of UHSD and GVSD would result in an 
8.0% increase in state-funded revenue. 

Ready Springs Union School District and Pleasant Valley Elementary School District 

F.A.44. The Ready Springs Union School District (RSUSD) and the Pleasant Valley 
Elementary School District (PVESD) currently share district administrative staff 
including the position of superintendent.  

F.A.45. The responsibilities of the shared administrative staff of RSUSD and PVESD 
include:  

• preparation of two school district budgets;  

• negotiation of two sets of district employee contracts; 
• preparation of two sets of required federal, state and local district reports;  

• negotiation of two sets of business contracts, e.g., student transportation; 
• staff attendance at two boards of trustees meetings. 

 
F.A.46. District administrative staff at RSUSD and PVESD have less time to lead 

educational programs due to the duplication of administrative duties required to 
maintain two school districts. 

F.A.47. There is a document, Consolidation Plan Review for PVESD and RSUESD (Plan).  
This document was prepared in March 2010. 

F.A.48. The Plan noted that in 1995 a consolidation commission facilitated by the Nevada 
County Superintendent of Schools developed a report on the consolidation of 
RSUSD and PVESD.  The report did not recommend consolidation at that time. 
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F.A.49. The Plan noted that since 1995 RSUSD and PVESD have experienced significant 
declines in student enrollment. 

F.A.50. RSUSD and the PVESD remain separate school districts, each with its own board of 
trustees and budget. 

F.A.51. The Analysis stated that a consolidation of RSUSD and PVESD would result in a 
7.9% increase in state-funded revenue. 

County Committee on School District Organization 

F.A.52. Pursuant to State Education Code, Section 35720, Nevada County has a County 
Committee on School District Organization (CCSDO). 

F.A.53. According to Chapter 3 of the California Department of Education District 
Organization Handbook (Handbook), the CCSDO is responsible, in part, to “hold 
hearings and formulate plans and recommendations for the unification or other 
reorganization of the districts in the county…” and “pursuant to a petition by local 
electors…” (Education Code Sections 35720-35724). 

F.A.54. The CCSDO has eleven members.  Each of the ten local school districts (including 
the high school district) nominates a committee member. There is one at-large 
member. 

F.A.55. The County Board of Supervisors can initiate the type of petitions referred to in the 
Handbook for all or a portion of school districts within its jurisdiction. 

F.A.56. A City Council can initiate the type of petitions referred to in the Handbook for all 
or a portion of school districts within its jurisdiction. 

F.A.57. A school district board of trustees can initiate the type of petitions referred to in the 
Handbook for its school district and/or for all or a portion of a school district within 
its school district. 

F.A.58. No such “local electors” (Education Code Sections 35729-35724) have petitioned 
the CCSDO to review the organization of school districts in Nevada County.  

F.A.59. District consolidations do not require schools to be closed.  

F.A.60. School closures happen without district consolidations (e.g., Nevada City 
Elementary, Pleasant Ridge and Gold Run). 
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Shared Services 

F.A.61. Most western Nevada County local school districts share many services, including 
food preparation, computer services, resource specialists and student transportation. 

F.A.62. Some services, such as curriculum coordinators, business and payroll services, and 
maintenance are shared by few, if any, western Nevada County school districts. 

F.A.63. Elementary school district calendars in western Nevada County vary as to 
instructional days. 

F.A.64. Transportation costs increase and scheduling for families becomes more difficult 
with differences in school district calendars. 

Findings 

F.I.1. The school age population of western Nevada County is declining and will continue 
to decline for the foreseeable future.  

F.I.2. Revenues received by school districts in western Nevada County are declining and 
will continue to decline for the foreseeable future.  

F.I.3. The utilization of school facility capacity in western Nevada County is low and will 
continue to decline.  

F.I.4. Larger school districts can devote proportionately more of their budgets to 
classroom instruction.  

F.I.5. Public elementary schools in western Nevada County need to increase their 
efficiency if the educational experience is to stabilize or improve.  

F.I.6. School district consolidation can increase Revenue Limit income, decrease costs 
and enhance educational programs.  

F.I.7. Due to geography and the number of inter-district transfers, UHSD is currently a de 
facto part of GVSD.  

F.I.8. Due to geography, the number of inter-district transfers and the projected increase 
in revenue, a consolidation of GVSD and UHSD is logical and desirable.  

F.I.9. Most of the administrative staff in the RSUSD and the PVESD are working two 
jobs, which is unsustainable and detracts from the educational programs.  
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F.I.10. The efficiency of local western Nevada County school districts can be increased by 
sharing or centralizing more services.   

F.I.11. There is a major opportunity to increase the coordination of school district 
calendars.  

F.I.12. Standardization of school district calendars would result in cost savings and allow 
families to plan for school closures and vacations.  

Recommendations 

The Jury recommends that: 

R.1. Residents of western Nevada County review the Nevada County Grand Jury’s 
report in its entirety.  

R.2. The boards of trustees for all local elementary school districts in western Nevada 
County consult with the other local elementary school districts to identify 
opportunities for consolidation with a view to petitioning the County Superintendent 
of Schools pursuant to Education Code Section 35700.  

R.3. The County Committee on School District Organization formulate plans for the 
consolidation of local elementary school districts in western Nevada County, 
pursuant to Education Code Section 35720.  

R.4. The boards of trustees for all local elementary school districts in western Nevada 
County adopt and deliver to the County Committee on School District Organization, 
a resolution proposing consideration of consolidation of such district with one or 
more other districts in western Nevada County, pursuant to Education Code Section 
35721(c).  

R.5. The Nevada County Board of Supervisors adopt and deliver to the CCSDO a 
resolution proposing consideration of consolidation of local elementary school 
districts in western Nevada County, pursuant to Education Code Section 35721(c).  

R.6. The Boards of Trustees of the Grass Valley School District and the Union Hill 
School District begin, or continue, discussions regarding the consolidation of the 
two districts.  

R.7. The Boards of Trustees of the Ready Springs Union School District and the 
Pleasant Valley Elementary School District begin, or continue, discussions 
regarding the consolidation of the two districts.  
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R.8. The County Superintendent of Schools, the boards of trustees of all local 
elementary school districts in western Nevada County and the Board of Trustees of 
the Nevada Joint Union High School District actively pursue increased shared 
services in the following areas: 

• Maintenance, particularly a centralized, mobile service that can be rotated 
through each school site, including electrical, HVAC, plumbing and 
landscaping; 

• More centralization of curriculum experts; 
• More centralization of enrichment programs, including those in music and the 

arts; 
• Increased sharing and centralization of administrative services, including 

business and payroll services;  
• Student transportation.  

 
R.9. All local elementary school districts in western Nevada County and the Nevada 

Joint Union High School District coordinate their school-year calendars for greater 
efficiency and publicly report their conclusions.  

Responses 

Nevada County Board of Supervisors: Recommendation 5 – Due Date:  September 10, 
2012 

Nevada County Committee on School District Organization: Recommendation 3 – Due 
Date:  Septmeber 10, 2012 

Nevada County Superintendent of Schools: Recommendation 8 – Due Date:  August 10, 
2012 

Chicago Park School District, Board of Trustees: Recommendations 2, 4, 8, 9 – Due 
Date:  September 10, 2012 

Clear Creek Elementary School District, Board of Trustees: Recommendations 2, 4, 8, 9 
– Due Date:  September 10, 2012 

Grass Valley School District, Board of Trustees: Recommendations 2, 4, 6, 8, 9 – Due 
Date:  September 10, 2012 

Nevada City Elementary School District, Board of Trustees: Recommendations 2, 4, 8, 9 
– Due Date:  September 10, 2012 
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Nevada Joint Union High School District, Board of Trustees: Recommendations 8, 9 – 
Due Date:  September 10, 2012 

Pleasant Ridge Union Elementary School District, Board of Trustees: Recommendations 
2, 4, 8, 9 – Due Date:  September 10, 2012 

Pleasant Valley Elementary School District, Board of Trustees: Recommendations 2, 4, 
7, 8, 9 – Due Date:  September 10, 2012 

Ready Springs Union Elementary School District, Board of Trustees: Recommendations 
2, 4, 7, 8, 9 – Due Date:  September 10, 2012 

Twin Ridges Elementary School District, Board of Trustees: Recommendations 2, 4, 8, 9 
– Due Date:  September 10, 2012 

Union Hill School District, Board of Trustees: Recommendations 2, 4, 6, 8, 9 – Due 
Date:  September 10, 2012 

 



Chicago Park School District 
15725 Mt. Olive Road , Grass Valley, CA 95945 
(530) 346-2153 Fax (530) 346-8559 

Dan Zeisler Superin tendenUPrincipal 

Augu st 17, 201 2 

The Honorable Judge Tom Anderson 

Presiding Judge of the Grand Jury 
201 Chu rch Street 
Nevada City, CA 95959 

Dea r Judge Anderson, 

Please find attached, Chicago Park School District's Boa rd of Trustees response to the Jun e 5, 
2012 Grand Jury Report on Schools Efficiency. 

Iy su bm itted, 

avis 

President, Chicago Park Sch ool Board 




Response to Grand Jury Recommendations 


Chicago Park School District 


2. The boards of trustees for all loca l elementary school districts in western 

Nevada County consult with the other local elementary school district s to identi fy 

opportunities for consolidation with a view to petitioning th e County 

Superintendent of Schools pursuant to Education Code Sect ion 35700. 

The recommendation has been implemented. 

In 2010, two members of the CPSD School Board attended a meeting held at the 

Nevada Union High School cafeteria which included board member 

representatives from all western Nevada County schools to learn about and 

discuss the advantages and disadvantages of consolidation. Four current school 

board members attended an informational meeting on February 17,2011 

conducted by School Services of California where an "Analysis of the Revenue 

Impact of School District Consolidations in Nevada County" study was shared. 

In the study (p. 11) it shows that if Grass Valley School and Union Hill School 

District were to consolidate, there would be an increase per ADA of 7.99% per 

student. However, if Chicago Park School consolidated with both of these 

Districts, the increase in ADA for all students would .09% less. 

In addition, there would be increased costs in providing transportation to our 

rural campus. Chicago Park currently does not provide transportation. If 

consolidation occurs and CPS is no longer serves K-8 students, those that live 

within a five minute bike ride of our campus, may be put on a bus for up to 45 

minutes one-way to get to and from school. 

The CPSD Board of Trustees is knowledgeable of the benefits and disadvantages 

of consolidation and finds that the disadvantages far outweigh the advantages 

at this time. 



4. The boards of trustees for all local elementary school districts in western 

Nevada County adopt and deliver to the County Committee on School District 

Organization, a resolution proposing consideration of consolidation of such 

district with one or more other districts in western Nevada County, pursu ant to 

Education code Section 3S721(c). 

The recommendation will not be implemented at this time. 

The only district bordering CPSD is Grass Valley School District. The CPSD Board 

of Trustees is not interested in preparing a resolution proposing the 

consideration of consolidation with the Grass Valley School District at this time. 

8. The County Superintendent of Schools, the boards of trustees of all local 

elementary school districts in w estern Nevada County and the Board of Tru stees 

of the Nevada Joint Union High School District actively pursue increased shared 

se rvices in the following areas: 

• 	 Maintenance, particularly a centralized, mobile service that can be rotated 

through each school site, including electrical, HVAC, plumbing and 

landscaping - CPS currently employs one part-time person to conduct all 

grounds keeping and general maintenance duties on campus. His 

knowledge of our site (electric panels, water and gas shut offs, irrigation 

valves, etc.) make it imperative for safety purposes, that we have 

someone familiar with our site here as much as possible while students 

are in attendance. We would readily consider consolidating specialized 

services such as HVAC, plumbing and electrical jobs beyond the scope of 

what our one person can manage. 

• 	 More centralization of curriculum experts - We are not really sure what 

you mean by this and request more information on what this 

configuration would look like. Our Superintendent does attend monthly 

Curriculum Leaders Council meetings which is a collaborative effort 

among all district superintendents and the County Schools Office to stay 

updated on cutting edge changes such as Common Core Standards. 



• 	 More centralization of enrichment programs, includ ing those in music and 

the arts - We already share a music teacher with another district and 

subscribe to our local art docent curriculum. After school and summer 

enrichment programs are open to students from any district when space 

is available. 

• 	 Increased sharing and ce nt rali zation of administrative services, includi ng 

bus iness and payroll services - CPSD has found that the most efficient way 

to handle our business needs is through a part-time individual who is 

housed on-site. 

• 	 Student Transportation - CPSD does not provide transportation to or from 

school, therefore there is no need to explore shared service options. 

• 	 Other - In addition, Chicago Park School also shares nursing services with 

Union Hill School. 

This recommendation has been partially implemented, and will continue to be 

whenever it benefits cost savings to the District. 

9. Al l local elementary school district s in western Nevada County and the Nevada 

Joint Union High School Distri ct coordinate their school-year ca lendars for greater 

efficiency and pub lical ly report their conclusion s. 

The recommendation has been implemented. 

For the past several years, CPSD has aligned their school-year calendar with the 

high school's in the following key areas: 

• 	 First day of school 

• 	 Fall Break 

• 	 Winter Break 

• 	 President Day Holidays 

• 	 Spring Break 

CPSD will continue to align our calendar with the high school whenever 

possible. 



August 14, 2012 

To the Honorable Thomas Anderson, Presiding Judge of the Grand Jury: 

We, the Board of Trustees of the Clear Creek Elementary School District, wish to express our 

appreciation for the efforts you have made examining the issue of school district 

consolidation in Nevada County. We agree that in times such as now, with the unprecedented 

pressures placed upon schools and their budgets, all angles should be explored in order to 

protect our students and their educational future. We also believe that great care must be 

taken so that in our endeavors, we don't apply a blanket solution that might turn out to be 

more harmful than beneficial. Therefore, in our exploration of the recommendations made by 

the Grand Jury, we have found some to be quite helpful, so much so that we have been in the 

process of implementing them for some time now. Others, we feel, while worth keeping in 

mind, might have the opposite effect and be detrimental to the students and district we have 

been elected to serve. Thank you for taking the time to consider our responses. 

GRAND JURY REPORT 

RECOMM ENDATIONS: 

2. The boards of trustees for all local elementary school districts in west ern Nevada County 

consult w ith the other local elementary school districts to identify opportunities for 

consolidat ion with a view to petitioning the County Superintendent of Schools pursu ant to 

Education Code Section 35700 

The recommendation has been implemented. 

Nevada County School District boards meet last year with the purpose of reviewing 

consolidation. It was found to not be beneficial, educationally or financially, by the Clear 

Creek School Board at that time. Consultation with other schools will continue in the future 

as circumstances dictate. 

4. The boards of trustees for all local elementary school districts in western Nevada County 

adopt and deliver to the County Committee on School District Organization, a resolution 



proposing cons ideration of consolidation of such district with one or more other districts in 

w estern Nevada County, pursuant to Education Code Section 3S721(c). 

The recommendation will not be implemented at the present time. 

The Clear Creek School Board of Trustees feels this would not make sense for our district due 

to a number of factors. First, in contrast to most other districts in the county, we have seen a 

student increase of 68% since 2000. Second, we are one of the only districts in Nevada 

County to project a positive fund balance next school year even if the November education 

ballot fails. Third, 58% of our student population comes from other districts. We are a school 

district of choice for these students and their families. If we consolidated with our 

neighboring districts, it is highly unlikely these students would want to be part of a system 

they left. That would most likely result in them going to charter schools or home school 

situations. Either case is not going to help the traditional public schools in Nevada County. 

Fourth, the LAO report quoted in the Grand Jury Report states that a school district should 

not consider consolidation if it has a negative impact on the district (p. 7). Since our 

enrollment is up, our budget is sound, and we are a district of choice, combining with another 

district that does not meet that criteria, would only have a negative impact upon the students 

of our school district. If any or all of the above factors were to change, Clear Creek School 

would reconsider consolidation. 

8. The County Superintendent of Schools, the board of trustees of all local elementary school 

districts in western Nevada County and the Board of Trustees of the Nevada Joint Union High 

School District actively pursue increased sh ared services in the following areas: 

• 	 M aintenance, particularly a centralized, mobile service that can be rotated through each 

school site, including electrical, HVAC, plumbing and landscaping; 

• 	 More centralization of curriculum experts; 

• 	 More centralization of enrichment programs, including those in music and the arts; 

• 	 Increased sharing and centralization of admin istration services, includ ing business and 

payroll services; 

• 	 Student transportation . 

This recommendation has been implemented. 



For the past 21 years, Clear Creek School has looked to shared services to reduce overhead 

costs as long as there is not a negative impact on the student body. For instance, in the 2011­

2012 school year we shared a music teacher with Chicago Park School District, a nurse and 

business services with the Nevada County Superintendent of Schools office, and a 

speech/language pathologist and psychologist with Auburn Union Elementary School District 

in Placer County. We will continue to look at all opportunities for shared services where they 

make educational and financial sense. 

9. All local elementary school districts in western Nevada County and the Nevada Joint Un ion 

High School District coordinate th eir school-year ca lendars for greater efficiency an d publicly 

report their concl usions. 

This recommendation has been implemented. 

We always try to coordinate our calendar with the high school district and neighboring school 

districts. Roadblocks in the past have included the varying school days due to furlough days 

in other districts and the prolonged negotiations at the high school district regarding the 

school calendar. We have every intention to continue our efforts to coordinate the school 

calendar with all districts in the future. 

Thank you for providing Clear Creek School district another opportunity and perspective 

under which to examine potential consolidation. 

Respectfully, 

Clear Creek Elementary School District Board of Trustees 



Eric Fredrickson 
Superintendent

grass 'Varrey Schoorrnistrict 
10840 Gilmore Way, Grass Valley, CA 95945 (530) 273-4483 Fax (530) 273-0248 

November J3, 20 12 

Honorable Judge Thomas Anderson 
Presiding Judge of the Grand Jury 
201 Church Street 
Nevada City , CA 95959 

Re: 	 Re-submittal of Grass Valley Schnol District's Response to the June 5, 2012 Report 
of the Nevada COUll Grand Ju on the sub '~ct of Schools Effic~ncy. 

Dear Judge Anderson: 

As directed by Keith Overbey, Foreperson of the 20 12-201 3 Nevada County Grand Jury, the 
Board of the Grass Valley School District hereby re-submits thi s formal response to the Grand 
Jury's Report on Schools Efficiency . The Board 's September 5, 2012 response has been revised, 
consistent wi th the requirements of Penal Code section 933 .05(b), that the Board provide the 
timeframe for implementation for each Grand Jury recommendation or an explanation why a 
recommendation wi ll not b~ implemented. 

Findings: 

1. 	 The school age population of western Nevada County is decl ining and will continue 
to decline for tbe foreseeable future. 

Paniallv agree · 

It is true that the school age population has been declining since 1994, but there are signs 
that kindergarten enro llments are beginning to increase. In 1994 Grass Valley School 
District' s enrollment was 2,416 students. This year our district's enrollment is 1,697. 
Although this is a signi fi cant drop in enrollment over the last 18 years, there are some 
signs of hope. This year's enrollmen t is lip by 20 students from last year and we currently 
have 15 more kindergarten students enrolled this year than we did at this time last year. 
The challenge with detennining the impact of decl ining enrollment of school age children 
in the county is the num ber of students attending other districts on inter-district transfers 
and students attending charter schools, private schools and home school programs. 

2. 	 Revenues received by school districts in western Nevada County are declining and 
will continue to decline for the foreseeable future. 

Partia ll y agree 

We agree that State revenues have been decl ining since 7008 , and districts that have been 
facing decl ining enrollment have experienced an additi0nal reduction in revenues. 
Al though the futW'e outlook looks grim, even with the governor's tax initiative on the 

Bell Hill Academy Scotten School Lyman Gilmore Middle Schod! Grass Valley Charter School Child Development Office 
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ballot for November, we can ' t antlcipate what the state budget will look like in the 
upcoming years. We also can't predict whether student enrollment will continue to 
decline, which has an impact on the amount of revenue a district receives. One of the 
biggest issues negatively effecting school districts at the present time is the impact on 
cash flow due to the state deferring payments to districts. 

3. 	 The utilization of school fa cility capacity in western Nevada County is low and will 
continue to decline. 

Partially Agree 

Although we agree that most districts in the county have been declining in enrollment and 
have more capacity , with the reconfiguration of the Grass Valley School District 
programs last year, the district has experienced an overall increase in district enrollment 
and the current fac ilities are being used efficiently . 

4. 	 Larger school districts can devote proportionately more of their budgets to 
classroom instruction. 

Partially Agree 

There are too many unique circumstances that impact a district that can influence the 
amount of funding that is dedicated to classroom instruction. If a large district that is 
experiencing declining enrollment is compared to a smaller district that is not 
experiencing declining enrollment or is experiencing increased enrollment, the smaller 
district would be able to dedicate more funding to classroom instruction. There are too 
many vruiables to consider to adequately respond to this finding any further. 

5. 	 Public elementary schools in western Nevada County need to increase their 
efficiency if the educational experience is to stabilize or improve. 

Partially Agree 

The Grass Valley School District has made a concerted effort to examine its operational 
practices and school configurations to improve efficiency and maximize its educational 
delivery and have made substantial changes in achieving that goal. Although efficiency is 
a desirable outcome, it is not a guarantee for educational success. 

6. 	 School district consolidation can increase Revenue Limit income, decrease costs and 
enhance educational programs. 

Partially Agree 

There are many factors and variables that determine whether consolidation would 
increase the Revenue Limit income, decrease costs and enhance educational programs. 
The conso lidation of some school di stricts in our county could produce an increase in the 
Revenue Limit that would be worth considering, while other combinations would be 
minimal. (See the School Services of Califomia 2011 Study" Analysis of the Revenue 
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Impact on School District Consolidations in Nevada County"). Even if a consolidation of 
some districts could generate an increase in the Revenue Limit, there are other funding 
factors that could have a n gative unpact, such as a reduction in state and federal 
categorical funds that are determined by student populations e.g., students that qualify for 
free and reduced lunch. 

Whether costs could be decreased by consolidation, a more detailed analysis would have 
to be conducted. It stands to reason, that each school district' s governing board has the 
fiduciary responsi bility to examine whether consolidation is a viable consideration for 
their school community. 

7. 	 Due to geography and the number of inter-district transfers, UHSD is currently a 
de facto part of GVSD. 

Partially . • ree 

Geographically speaking, it makes total sense that the Union Hill School District should 
be part of the Grass Valley School District. The impact on families that live in the Grass 
Valley School District and must drive by Union I-lill School to reach their school of 
residence in the Grass Valley School District places an illogical demand on families, and 
puts the Grass Valley School District in a very tenuous situation with parenis who 
question this logic. It also prohibits the ability of the Grass Valley School District to 
create a neighborhood school environment in that area of the district. Geographically, if 
the Union Hill School District were part of the Grass Valley School District, it would 
provide the opportunity for the Grass Valley School District to establish a school closer 
to the families residing on the Hwy. 174 corridor. 

As far as the impact of inter-district transfers , approximately 70% of the students who 
attend the Union Hill School District are attending on an interdistrict agreement, witt> the 
majority of those students corrilng from the Grass Valley School District. Of the 70% of 
the students on inter-district transfers, between 200-300 of those students, or nearly60%, 
of the ,tudents on inter district contracts are from the Grass Valley School District. 

Although Union Hill School District's boundary lines are surrounded on each side by the 
Grass Valley School District, and geographically it makes sense for the Union Hill 
School District to be part of the Grass Valley School District, the Union Hill School 
District is its own distinct school district, with its own governing board, and there are 
many other factors that have to be considered besides the geographic location. 

8. 	 Due to geography, the number of inter-district transfers and the projected increase 
in revenue, a consolidation of GVSD and UHSD is logical and desirable. 

Partially Agree 

Although we believe there would be many positive benefits to tbe consolidation of the 
Grass Valley School District and the Union Hill School District, further analysis needs to 
be conducted to detennine the actudl cost benefit and impact ~hat consolidation would 
have on the two districts. The Grass Valley School District encourages the Union Hill 
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School District's governing board and its stakeholders to engage In examInmg the 
possible consolidation of the two districts. 

9. 	 Most of the administrative staff in the RSUSD and the PVESD are working two jobs, 
which is unsustainable and detracts from the educational programs. 

No Response 

Since the Grass Valley School District has no oversight over these two districts and does 
not know the sp cifics of each district' s operations, we do not feel qualified to respond to 
this finding. 

10. 	 The efficiency of local western Nevada County school districts can be increased by 
sharing or centralizing more services. 

A ree 

Although there has been a concerted effort over the years to share and centralize services 
such as transportation, food services, staff development, and special education services, 
there is always room for increased efficiency . 

11. 	 There is a major opportunity to increase the coordination of school district 
calendars. 

Because each school district determines its own calendar, it would stand to reaS0n that by 
districts consolidating there would be less likelihood of conflicting calendars. Over the 
years, the Grass Valley School District has made the effort to align its calendar as closely 
with the Nevada Joint Union High School calendar as possible. Given the fac t that the 
calendar mLlst be negotiated with various employee groups as well as the need for each 
district to align its calendar with its specific strategic plans, it is not always feasible to 
align calendars. 

12. 	 Standardization of school district calendars would result in cost savings and allow 
families to plan for school closures and vacations. 

Partially Agree 

With a standardized calendar there would be a cost saving for districts that share 
transpcrtation. Fami lies that have children in both an elementary school district and the 
high school district would benefit from a standardized calendar. Families that have children 
attending only one disttict would not be impacted by a standardized calendar. 

A standardized ca lendar would improve the opportunity of schooi disiricts to coordinate 
professional development opportunities, which could lead to better learning opportunities 
for staff and could reduce of the cost of professional development. 
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Recommendations: 

R 2. 	 The boards of trustees for all local elemental], school districts in western Nevada 
County consult with tbe otber local elementary scbool districts to identify 
opportunities for consolidation with a view to petitioning the County 
Superintendent of Schools pursuant to Education Code Section 35700. 

This Recommendation has been partially implemented with respect to the Nevada City School 
District; however, implementation with regard to Union Hill School District and the other 
elementary districts is not currently reasonable. 

During the 2010/11 school year, the Nevada County Superintendent of Schools 
contracted with School Services of California to complete an "Analysis of the Revenue 
Impact on School District Consolidations in Nevada County" . Following the completion 
of thi s report a joint meeting of the school boards in western Nevada County was held at 
the Nevada City Council Chambers to review the study and discuss the findings. 

The Grass Vall ey School District Governing Board directed the District's Superintendent 
to inquire with the other superintendents in the county to see if their boards were 
interested in having a conversation regarding consolidation. 

At several monthly superintendent meetings, the District's Si..Iperintendent expressed his 
desire to meet with the other elementary school governing boards and has on numerous 
occasions made it clear that the District was open to having a discussion with any other 
school districts' governing boards in western Nevada County . 

In response to th.ese overtures, Nevada City School District's superintendent expressed 
interest in discussing cons01idation. As a result, Grass VaUey School District is currently 
working with Nevada City to identify consolidation opportunities. However, because the 
issues related to consolidation are lIumerous and complex, Grass VaUey cannot assert 
with any reasonable certainty whether its discussions with Nevada City will result in an 
agreement to fo rmally pursue consolidation, nor can Grass Valley provide a timeframe 
for implementmg consolidation should both districts agree t move forward. In addition, 
because the Grass Vall"y School District is governed by an elected board of trustees 
accountable to the voters of the District, continued discussion with Nevada City is crucial 
fo r the Board to determine whether pursu ing consolidation is in best interests of its 
District's students and families. 

Aside from Nevada City, the other local elementary school districts in western Nevada 
County have not responded affirmatively to Grass Valley' s gl)od faith attempt to discuss 
consolidation, and Union Hill's superintendent specifically informed Grass Valley's 
Superintendent that Union Hill had no interest pursuing consolidation. Thus, consistent 
wi th Penal Cade section 933.05(b)(4), implementation of Recommendation No.2 with 
respect to the Union Hill School Distnct and the other districts in Western Nevada 
COllnty is not reasonable, based upon the faci: that the recommendation requires the 
cooperation of each of these other districts. Other than Nevada City School District, 
none of the other school districts have expressed any interest in discllssing consolidation 
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with Grass Valley and Grass Valley has no authority to require these other districts to 
consider consoiidation. 

R.4. 	 The boards of trustees for all local elementary school districts in western Nevada 
County adopt and deliver to the County Committee on School District Organization, 
a resolution proposing consideration of consolidation of sueh district with one or 
more other districts in western Nevada County, pursuant to Education Code 
Section3572 .1 (c). 

This Recommendation cannot be implemented at this time 

The Grass Valley School District is in the process of discussing consolidation with the 
Nevada City School District, and, in conjunction with the Nevada City School District, 
has invited the other districts in western Nevada County to participate. 

As stated in the District 's response to Recommendation No. 2, other than Nevada City, 
none of the other elementary districts have been willing to discuss conso lidation. In 
adcli tiol1, it is impOitant to note that while Grass Valley and Nevada City are working 
together to explore conso!idation, the issues are numerous and complex. As a result, 
Grass Valley cannot assert with any reasonable certainty whether its discussions wi th 
Nevada City will result in the presentation of a resolution for consolidation to the County 
Committee on School District Organization, nor can Grass Valley provide a timeframe 
for the adoption of a resoiU[ion for consolidation should Nevada City agree to move 
fo rward. Since the Grass Valley School District is governed by an elected board of 
trustees accountable to the voters of the Dis1rict, continued di scussion with Nevada City 
is crucial for the Board to determine whether pursuing consolidation is in best interests of 
its District's students and families. 

Therefore, pursuant to Penal Code section 933 .05(b)( 4) , t.he District responds that 
Recommendation No. 4 will not be implemented, based upon the fact that the 
recommendation requires the cooperation of all the elementary schoo! districts in 
western Nevada County, and other than Nevada City , none of the districts have agreed to 
discuss consolidatio n, much less present a resolution for consolidation to the County 
Committee on School District 0 ·ganization . . 

R.6. 	 The Boal·ds of Trustees of the Grass Valley School District and the Union Hill 
School Di trict begin, or continue, discussions regarding the consolidation of the hvo 
districts. 

The Grass Valley School District has made good faith efforts to implement this recommendation, 
but wi thout the cooperation of Union Hill. implementation of this recommendation is not 
reasonable . 

As set forth in the District' s responses 10 Recommendation Nos 2 and 4, Grass Valley 
School District has openly offered to meet with the other school districts in western 
Nevada County, aTJd has specifical!y invited the superintendent and governing board 
members of the Union Hill School District to discuss the benefits of consolidation. Grass 
Valley' s efforts in this regard began in early 201 1 after attending a meeting sponsored by 

6 




the Nevada County Superintendent of Schools and the Nevada County School Boards 
Association on the "Analysis of the Rev nue impact on School District Consolidation" 
report conducted by School Services of California, in 2011. 

As part of this oLltreach effort, the Union Hill School District' s governing board and 
superintendent attended the August 28 , 2012, consol idation discussion between the Grass 
Valley School District and the N evada Ci ty Scbool District. A lthough the Union Hill 
School District goveming board chose to not official ly paltici pate in the discussion, they 
did attend the meeting. During this meeting the Grass Valley School District Governing 
Board continued to encourage the Union Hi ll School Di strict to participate in the process. 

However, after the August 28, 201 2 meeting, Grass Valley School District's 
Superintendent received an email from Union Hi l!'s superintendent stating that UnlOo 
Hill was oot interested in even discussing consolidation. 

Therefore, pursuant to Penal Code secti on 93 3 .05(b)( 4), the District is unable to 
implement Recommendation No. 6, because impiementation is not reasonable in the 
absence of any interest or cooperation on the part of the Union Hil l School District. 

R.8. 	 The County Supet'intendent of Schools, the boards of trustees of all local elementary 
school districts in westet"n Nevada County and the Board of Trustees of the Nevada 
Joint Union High School District actively pursue increased shal"cd services in the 
following areas: 

Maintenance, particularly a centralized, mobile service thaI can be rotated ttuough 
each school site , including electrical, BVAC, plumbing and landscaping; 
More centra lization of curriculum expe rts ; 

• 	 More centralizati on of enrichment programs, including those in music ar.d the arts; 
Increased sharing and centralization of ad ministrative services, including business 
and payroll services; 
Student transportation. 

This Recommendation has been partially implemented, and G rass VaHey is committed to 
continuing its discussions wi th all western Nevada County school dis tri cts on sharing services 
where feasib le . 

The superintendents of each school district meet monthly for the Super intendents' 
Council meeting, hosted by the Nevada County Superi ntendent of Schools. During these 
meetings the superin tendents frequelltly strategize with one another regarding ways to 
share services. 

Maintenan ce, particularly centralized, mobile services: T his is an area that the Grass 
Valley School District is will ing to have ftllther discussion. However, it is a very 
compl icated issue, as most of the empl oyees that prov ide these services in the various 
districts are represented by the California School Employees Association (CSEA) and 
each district has its own specific coilective bargaining agreement that defines the terms 
and cond itions of employment for the classi fied employees serving in maintenance and 
grounds classi ficati ons. 
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Centralized curriculum experts: The Nevada County Superintendent of Schools 
employs an assi stant superintendent, who serves in the capacity of a countywide 
curriculum expert. Th is position provides countywide support and planning for math 
training, assistance in Program Improvement (PI), and other professional develo pment 
and curriculum support. 

As part of the current discussions being held between the Grass Valley School District 
and the Nevada City School District regarding consolidation, one of the positives of 
consolidating would be the possibility of creating a position to coordinate curriculum and 
professional development [or a combined district, thus enhancing the opportunities for 
students and staff. 

Centralized enrichment programs: The evada County Superintendent of Schools 
provides countywide support in music through partnerships with the Music in the 
Mountains education program, In Concert Sierra, and Center for the Arts. The County 
Superintendent of Schools office also coordinates a county·-wide art docent program 
which includes providing materials and training to volunteers who are deployed to give 
art lessons in elementary classrooms. 

As part of the current discussions being held between the Grass Valley School District 
and the Nevada City School District regarding consolidation, an additional benefit of 
consolidati ng would be the possibility of offering a richer elective program for students 
in both of these districts. 

Incl"cased sharing and centralization of administrative services: The Nevada County 
Superintendent of Schools is currently providing various forms of services for three 
school districts. Because of the unique nature of each school district's operation it is very 
challenging to share services. The most efficien t method of centralizing administrative 
services is through consolidation or unIfication of districts. 

Transportation: For many decades, the Grass Valley School District, Nevada loint 
Union High chooi District, Pleasant Ridge School District, and the Nevada City School 
District have been pal1ies to a Joint Powers Agreement (JP A) for transportation and have 
contracted with Durham Transportation for home to school transportation services. In 
addition, Durham provides coordinated transportation service~ for western Nevada 
County special education students who are part of the Nevada County Special Education 
Program. These: cooperative efforts between the school districts in western Nevada 
County have resulted in cost savings for these districts. 

Food Services: For many decades, the Grass Valley School District has provided food 
services for the majority of the school .districts in western Nevada County . Currently, the 
Grass Valley School District's Central Kitchen is providing food services for nine 
districts in western Nevada County. 

The foregoing demonstrates that the scho{'ll districts of western Nevada County have 
made considerable eHorts to share services. However, while this recommendation has 
been partially implemented, and while Grass Valley School District has every intention to 
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continue to explore additional ways to share services, Recommendation No.8 cannot be 
fully implemenkd in that it requires the cooperation of all of the local school districts, 
each of which has its own unique needs and contractual obligations with exclusive 
bargain ing representatives such as CSEA and/or pw-suant to the Transportation l P A. 

R.9. 	 All local elementary school disb-kts in western Nevada County and the Nevada 
Joint Union High School District coordinate thei r school-yea r calendars for greater 
efficiency and publicly report their conclusions. 

This Recommendation has been partially implemented. 

As stated in response to Findings Nos. 11 andI 2, the Grass Valley School District has 
made an effort to coordinate its school year calendar with Nevada Joint Union High 
School District, but due to the requirements in collective bargaining agreements 
appl icable to both certificated and classified employees in each district, as well as the 
specific indjvidual interests of each district, it is not always possible to totally align the 
calendars. The Grass Valley School District distributes cop ies of its approved calendar to 
all stakeholders and publishes the calendar on the District' s website. 

Therefore, pursuant to Penal Code section 933 .05(b)( 4), the District responds that it is not 
reasonab le t(l ful!y implement Recommendation No. 9 based upon the fact that it not only 
requires the cooperation of all the school districts in western Nevada County, but also 
agreement with the unions representing certificated and classified employees in each 
dis trict. 

The Board of Trustees of the Grass Valley School District appreciates the time and dedication of 
the Grand Jury members in providing the District with its report and recommendations. The 
Board will implement the Grand Jury 's recommendations to the extent and in the manner set 
forth above. . 

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. Thank: you. 

Sincerely, 

£~r V~~ 
Pre<;i.dent, Governing Board 
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Twin Ridges Elementary School District 
P.O. Box 529 (530) 265-9052 

North San Juan, CA 95960 FAX (530) 265-3049 


August 24, 2012 

The Honorable Judge Tom Anderson 
Presiding Judge of the Grand Jury 
201 Church Street 
Nevada City, CA 95959 

Dear Judge Anderson, 

This letter serves as my response to the June 5, 2012 Grand Jury Report on Schools Efficiency. 

Recommendations: 

2. 	 The boards of trustees for all local elementary school districts in western Nevada 

County consult with the other local elementary school districts to identify 

opportunities for consolidation with a view to petitioning the County Superintendent 

of Schools pursuant to Education Code Section 35700. 


The recommendation has been implemented. The discussion of consolidation has taken place on multiple occasions 
within the regular Superintendent's meetings. The Twin Ridges Elementary School District Superintendent has also 
attended the meeting between the GVSD and NCSD as well as the individual district meetings when they were 
discussing consolidation. At this time the TRESD does not feel that it is our best interest to consolidate with any other 
district within Nevada County. 

4. 	 The boards of trustees for all local elementary school districts in western Nevada 

County consult with the other local elementary school districts to identify 

opportunities for consolidation with a view to petitioning the County Superintendent 

of Schools pursuant to Education Code Section 35700. 


The recommendation will not be implemented at this time. 
The only district bordering Twin Ridges Elementary School District is the Nevada City School District. The TRESD 
Board of Trustees is not interested in consideration of consolidation with the Nevada City School District at this time. 
A resolution stating that fact will be sent to the County Committee on School District Organization. 

8. 	 The Nevada County Superintendent of Schools, the boards of trustees of all local elementary school districts in 
western Nevada County and the board of trustees of the Nevada Joint Union High School District actively pursue 
increased shared services in the following areas: 

• 	 Maintenance, particularly a centralized, mobile service that can be rotated through each school site, including 
electrical, HV AC, plumbing and landscaping; 

This recommendation will not be implemented at this time. The Twin Ridges Elementary School District 
currently has two full time maintenance personnel at this time. These two people are responsible for maintaining 
four sites within the district. Two of these sites are currently not being used as schools but house a variety of other 
operations. The district feels that our staff has local knowledge that is unique to our sites. A rotating mobile 
service would not meet our needs. It is our best interest to have someone immediately available in case of 
emergencies. If there were an emergency we could not expect to get someone to our rural isolated site(s) in a 



timely manner. Our Facilities/maintenance people are our first responders when the alarm system goes off. They 
need to be able to get to the school in a timely manner. The district is also obligated to maintain these positions as 
they are negotiated union positions. However, continued discussions will be held regarding possibilities that 
might arise in the future. 

• 	 More centralization of curriculum experts; 
This recommendation will not be implemented at this time. Currently, only the county superintendent of schools 
employs a position specifically designated as a curriculum expert. This position provides countywide support and 
planning for math training, assistance in program improvement, staff development opportunities and other 
curriculum assistance. The position also provides coordination of regional curriculum activities. Information is 
shared at monthly superintendents' council meetings and at countywide principals meetings. The 
SuperintendentlPrincipal currently acts as the curriculum director for the TRESD. At this time it is not 
economically viable for our small district to hire a designated curriculum expert. 

• 	 More centralization of enrichment programs, including those in music and the arts; 
This recommendation will not be implemented at this time. Due to our geographic isolation within the county, 
the sharing of staff is not economically viable. The cost of transportation to and from other districts will only 
increase the cost. Travel time is also a consideration that does not fit our district. 

• 	 Increased sharing and centralization of administrative services, including business and payroll services; 
This recommendation has been partially implemented. Twin Ridges Elementary School District has already 
eliminated some administration by combining the Superintendent and Principal position. Currently the 
SuperintendentlPrincipal acts as the sole administrator to both the schools in the district. TRESD's business and 
payroll services are sent to the Nevada County Superintendent of Schools office for back-up and internal control. 

Student transportation; 
This recommendation will not be implemented at this time. Due to our geographic isolation within the county we 
are not included in the JPA that several other districts utilize. Washington School does not offer any bus services 
at this time because the school is located within walking distance to all students. Our second school, Grizzly Hill, 
does contract out with Durham Transportation. When our current contract with them expires at the end of the 
2012-2013 year, we will be looking into a variety of alternatives. 

9. 	 AJllocal elementary school districts in western Nevada County and the Nevada 
Joint Union High School District coordinate their school-year calendars for greater 
efficiency and publicly report their conclusions. 
This recommendation will not be implemented at this time. Calendars are an negotiated item. The Twin Ridges 
Teachers Association put forth the current calendar that was adopted for the 2012-2013 school year. This item will be 
put up for consideration next year. 

Sincerely, 

James Berardi 
SuperintendentlPrincipal 
Twin Ridges Elementary School District 



-------~ 

READY SPRINGS UNION ELEMENTARY SCHOOL DISTRICT 

14806 Pleasant Valley Road, Penn Valley, CA 95946 
Phone: (530) 432-7311 FAX: (530) 432-7314 

September 4,2012 

The Honorable Thomas Anderson 
Presiding J lIdge of the Grand J lIry 
201 Church Street 
Nevada City, CA 95959 

Dear Judge Anderson: 

Attached is the Ready Springs Union E lementary School District response to the Nevada County 
Grand Jury Schools Efficiency letter dated June 5, 20 12. 

The Board of Tmstees appreciated the opporhl11i ty to review your fi ndings and 
recommendations. We took these discussions seriously and found this to be a great starting point 
for conversations with other districts. 

We especially look forward to continuing conversations with our neighboring district, Pleasant 
Valley. 

Sincerely, 

Debra Sandoval 
Superintendent 



READY SPRINGS UNION ELEMENTARY SCHOOL DISTRICT 

PLEASANT VALLEY ELEMENTARY SCHOOL DISTRICT 


RESPONSE TO NEVADA COUNTY GRAND JURY 

REPORT DATED JUNE 5, 2012 


SCHOOLS EFFICIENCY 


Approved by the Ready Springs Board of Trustees: August 7, 2012 
Approved by the Pleasant Valley Board of Trustees: August 14, 2012 

FINDINGS 

F.1. 1 The school age population of western Nevada County is declining and wi ll 
continue to decli ne for the foreseeable future . 

Agree 

F. 1.2 Revenues received by school districts in western Nevada County are declining 
and will continue to decline fo r the foreseeable future. 

Agree 

F.1.3 	 The utilization of school facility capacity in western Nevada County is low and will 
continue to decline . 

Agree 

F.1.4 Larger school districts can devote proportionately more of their budgets to 
classroom instruction. 

Partially Agree 

This would depend on a variety of factors including, but not limited to, 
actual staffing costs, negotiated employee contracts, number of school 
sites, the size of a campus, litigation, etc. Consolidation does not 
necessarily reduce the number of employees; it might just mean that some 
titles and responsibilities are changed. 
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F.I.S 	 Public elementary schools in western Nevada County need to increase their 
efficiency if the educational experience is to stab ilize or improve. 

Partially Agree 

We can only speak for Ready Springs and Pleasant Valley School Districts. 
When our two districts established the Shared Management Team in 2004 it 
was done to improve the educational experience in each school by 
ensuring that there could be a principal instead of a Superintendent­
Principal in each district. Also, the Boards at that time felt that it was very 
difficult to not just hire entry level management. By sharing services the 
Districts would be in a better position to hire staff with more experience 
who could focus on specific areas that would improve student learning. 
Ready Springs knew that their District needed a full-time principal. Also 
this arrangement allowed the Districts to provide specialized support for 
students in areas that were lacking: for example, Director of Special 
Education, Director of Curriculum and Instruction, and Maintenance 
Supervisor. It also helped the two districts be more efficient. 

The Leadership and Budget Committees for both districts have 
acknowledged that a real benefit educationally might be the combining of 
our middle school programs which would allow us to offer more electives 
and sports. This could ease the transition for Penn Valley students into the 
high school. However, it might also mean that we would lose some of our 
students to other districts such as Grass Valley. Community 
conversations will need to be held regarding this . 

F. /. 6 School district consol idation can increase Revenue Lim it income, decrease costs 
and enhance educational programs. 

Disagree 

This is a very complex issue. Although on the surface it would seem that 
this should be the case, an increase in Revenue Limit income through 
consolidation is only one of the financial factors that must be examined. 
When districts consolidate there is a process that must be followed to 
adjust the salary schedule of the districts to the same level. Funding 
resources other than revenue limit may change, decrease, or actually be 
eliminated ( transportation funds, federal and state funding (i.e. Title I, Title 
II , Rural Education Achievement Program, After School Education and 
Safety Program, eRate funding) which are based on socio-economic levels 
of students, categorical block grants, etc.) . For example, if we were 
consolidated we might not be able to receive the $150,000 in After School 
funding for Ready Springs or provide universal breakfast to all students at 
Ready Springs School. 

2 



It should also be noted that while there might be an increase in revenue 
limit for the consolidated districts, that income might be allocated to 
changes in compensation packages in the newly formed district through 
the collective bargaining process. It is a reasonable assumption that the 
negotiating units in the district with the higher salary scale and benefit 
package would be unwilling to negotiate a lower salary scale for their 
employees in the consolidated district. 

The Districts are interested in f inding out what the actual effect to the 
revenue would be through consolidation but we understand there could be 
a huge cost involved in getting this additional information. To verify that 
revenue would increase and costs be decreased would have to be 
examined further. The Districts are open to learning more and would 
appreciate any financial assistance with th is. 

Enhancement of educational programs depends on what the staff and 
program do, not just the level of funding. " Who" you have is what is most 
important. The Districts have been able to hire more experienced and well 
trained staff through the shared management team than they would have 
as single districts. 

F.1. 7 Due to geog raphy and the number of inter-district transfers , UHSD is currently a 
de facto part of GVSD. 

Not applicable to Ready Springs and Pleasant Valley School Districts. 

F.1.8 Due to geography, the number of inter-district transfers and the projected 
increase in revenue, a consolidation of GVSD and UHSD is logica l and desirable. 

Not applicable to Ready Springs and Pleasant Valley School Districts . 

F.1.9 Most of the administrative staff in the RSUSD and the PVESD are working two 
jobs, which is unsustainable and detracts from the educational programs. 

Partially Agree 

Our administrative staff do work very hard as each principal administers 
two schools, and district level staff (Director of Special Ed/School 
Psychologist, Superintendent, Business Manager, Administrative 
Assistant, Nurse, Technology Coordinator, and ClericallTechnicians) 
support both districts. The original design of this shared staffing was 
sustainable. However, with state budget cuts and declining enrollment, 
administrative staff has been reduced (i.e. Director of Curriculum and 
Instruction, one principal position, Maintenance Supervisor, technology 
and library support, and school site office staffing) which has increased the 
duties of each administrator and shared staff. There has also been an 
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increase in the Superintendent's and Administrative Assistant's 
responsibilities due to the turnover in the business department (six 
business managers in four years). This stretching of staff resources means 
that staff do not always have time to dig as deep or investigate ways to do 
things better. 

Our conversations have focused on whether or not this design is 
sustainable. Over the past four years we have tried to streamline the 
responsibilities. There is a difference between a staff member doing two 
different jobs and doing the same job twice. For example, the accounts 
payable technician's job is more standardized since she only had to learn 
the tasks once and completes it separately for each district. Whereas the 
human resources and payroll staff have different salary schedules and 
different employee contracts to maintain for each district. 

If we did not have the shared management, we would not be able to 
financially provide enough support staff. The Superintendent would need 
to be a principal also and the Business Manager would handle all of the 
technician duties for the district. The inefficiencies that we have now center 
around double reporting (time, money, and sanity); different negotiated 
contracts for the four employee organizations; different medical and 
liability insurance carriers; different versions of board policies and 
administrative regulations; double school board meetings; and double 
memberships in education support organizations. 

We do not agree that our shared management team has detracted from or 
harmed our educational programs. The Grand Jury Report may be missing 
the benefits we have gained through our good leadership team. When the 
Districts work together, it benefits our students whether we are 
consolidated or not. We have actually seen benefits to our program 
through more experienced and trained leadership; more staff development 
options; and a greater focus on improvements in instruction and learning. 
Plus the shared management allows the Districts to maintain the needs of 
the individual populations and schools and communities we serve. The 
challenges of raising and educating children and preparing them for 
NJUHSD is universal. 

F. 1.10 The efficiency of local western Nevada County school districts can be increased 
by sharing or centralizi ng more services. 

Agree 

F. 1.1 1 There is a major opportunity to increase the coordination of school district 
calendars. 

Agree 
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F.1. 12 Standardization of school district calendars would result in cost savings and allow 
fa milies to plan for school closures and vacations 

Agree 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

R. 2. The boards of trustees for all local elementary school districts in western Nevada 
County consu lt with the other loca l elementary school d istri cts to identify 
opportun ities for consolidation with a view to pet itioning the County 
Superintendent of Schools pursuant to Education Code Section 35700. 

The recommendation has been partially implemented. 

The Nevada County Superintendent of Schools Office arranged two 
workshops related to consolidation for Nevada County School Boards 
during the past four years. Members of the Ready Springs and Pleasant 
Valley Boards participated in both workshops. The first workshop was 
presented by a representative from the California Department of Education. 
During the second workshop our two boards were able to have a lengthy 
discussion about the successes of our collaboration and other areas we 
could explore for expanding our shared services/programs. 

The Nevada County Superintendent of Schools Office also initiated the 
conversation with School Services of California to conduct an initial study 
of consolidation in Nevada County. Through the report prepared by School 
Services of California, districts were provided with information about the 
effect various consolidation options would have on the revenue limits. 
However, this report addressed each district as if it was funded by revenue 
limit with no adjustment for those districts funded through basic aid. A 
further analysis would need to be made to determine if overall a specific 
consolidation would benefit the districts programmatically as well as 
financially. At this time the Ready Springs and Pleasant Valley Districts 
must be very conservative with expenses of time and money. The Districts 
would be open to pursuing this analysis if it is not cost prohibitive. The 
Districts want to build on the gains we have made through our shared 
services. The Districts will pursue discussions with our community related 
to further collaboration between these two districts and possible 
consolidation. 
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R.4. 	 The boards of trustees for all local elementary school districts in western Nevada 
County adopt and deliver to the County Committee on School District 
Organization , a resolution proposing consideration of consolidation of such 
district with one or more other districts in western Nevada County, pursuant to 
Education Code Section 3572 1 (c). 

The recommendation has been partially implemented. 

At this time, this response can only address the Ready Springs and 
Pleasant Valley Districts. Before the release of the Schools Efficiency 
Grand Jury Report, the Ready Springs and Pleasant Valley Boards had 
informed their superintendent in their respective public board meetings 
that they wanted her to facilitate discussions between the two districts 
related to greater collaboration and/or consolidation options. In June, the 
RSUESD/PVESD Superintendent let the County Superintendent of Schools 
know that the districts would like more information on the fiscal effects of 
consolidation. 

R. 7. The Boards of Trustees of the Ready Springs Union School District and the 
Pleasant Valley Elementary School District begin , or continue, discussions 
regarding the consolidation of the two districts . 

The recommendation has been partially implemented. 

As mentioned above, these discussions have started. Community input 
will be sought and an analysis (dependent on cost) will be conducted to 
determine whether or not this is feasible, fiscally sound and beneficial to 
the educational programs. 

R. 8. The County Superintendent of Schools , the boards of trustees of all local 
elementary school districts in western Nevada County and the Board of Trustees 
of the Nevada Joint Union High School District actively pursue increased shared 
services in the following areas: 

• 	 Ma intenance, particularly a centralized , mobile service that can be rotated 
through each school site, including electrical, HVAC , plumbing and landscaping; 

• 	 More centralization of curriculum experts; 
• 	 More centra lization of enrichment programs, including those in music and the 

arts ; 
• 	 Increased shari ng and centra lization of ad ministrative services, including 


business and payroll services ; 

• 	 Student transportation . 
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The recommendation has been partially implemented. 

During the past three years, all superintendents have participated in 
discussions related to shared services and programs. At this time, this 
response can only address the Ready Springs and Pleasant Valley 
Districts. Any joint services and programs that we offer are carefully 
analyzed to ensure that they benefit our students. 

• 	 Maintenance options will be explored if allowed through our collective 
bargaining agreements. RSUESD and PVESD had a shared Maintenance 
Supervisor until that position was eliminated due to budget cuts. 
Equipment, expertise, and assistance are still shared across the two 
district boundaries. 

• 	 Options will be explored for curriculum experts. RSUESD and PVESD had a 
shared Director of Curriculum and Instruction until that position was 
eliminated two years ago due to budget cuts. These responsibilities are 
now shared across the two districts by the two Principals, the 
Superintendent, and the Director of Special Education. Staff from the two 
districts have participated in joint staff development in several topics 
including but not limited to autism spectrum disorder; Explicit Direct 
Instruction; Olweus Bully Prevention; training of instructional aides; 
Systematic Supervision; blood borne pathogens; child abuse prevention; 
sexual harassment; technology; transitional kindergarten; first aid/CPR, 
and special education. 

• 	 Options will be explored for enrichment programs. RSUESD and PVESD 
both offer after school programs and we try to coordinate enrichment 
opportunities and training. The Penn Valley Family Resource Center also 
provides special opportunities for students from both districts and 
parenting classes. The two districts have worked cooperatively to 
implement a new program this year for middle school students from both 
districts, the Phoenix Academy. This program emphasizes academic 
improvement and helps these students achieve their full potential. 

• 	 Ready Springs and Pleasant Valley already have central ized administrative 
services, including business and payroll. We have utilized our jOint 
purchas ing power for numerous contracts including propane, 
transportation, office and instructional supplies, technology, and 
transportation. 

• 	 During the spring of 2012, Ready Springs and Pleasant Valley explored 
transportation options through Durham Transportation, but determined that 
it would not be a cost savings during the 2012-13 school year. This will be 
re-examined in the spring of 2013. 
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R.9 . 	 All local elementary school districts in western Nevada County and the Nevada 
Joint Union High School District coordinate their school-year calendars for 
greater efficiency and pub licly report their conclusions . 

The recommendation has been implemented. 

Ready Springs and Pleasant Valley have adopted a 2012-13 calendar that 
has a common start day, Fall Break, Winter Break, and Spring Break with 
Nevada Joint Union High School District. Both Districts examine the 
NJUHSD calendar which must be negotiated by the NJUHSD employee 
associations. In the past couple years the NJUHSD calendar negotiations 
have been completed very late in the school year. Also in recent years 
some districts, including NJUHSD, have negotiated furlough days. Ready 
Springs and Pleasant Valley have not had any furlough days and are not 
interested in reducing instructional time unless it becomes a fiscal 
necessity. 

8 



Britto M . Skovdohl, Sup erintendent 

October 8, 2012 

Th e Honorab le Thomas Ande rson 
Presid ing Judge of the Grand Jury 
201 Church Street 

Nevada City, Cali forn ia 95959 

Dear Judge And erson, 

Th is letter se rves as the response to the Gra nd Jury Report of June 5, 2012 on School Efficiency. 

FINDINGS: 

1. The school age popu lation of western Nevada County is declini ng and will continue to decline for the 

foreseeable f uture . 

Partially disagree 

In the Pleasant Ridge Union School District, the sizes of grade level cohorts entering Kindergarten 
continue to be smaller than those graduating from eighth grade. However, the Kindergarten class 

entering school for the 2012-13 school year reflects approximately a 30% enrollment increase as of 
July 23, 2012. Should this trend continue the District would begin to experience increases in 
enrollment starting with the 2014-15 school year. 

2. Revenues received by school districts in western Nevada Cou nty are decl ining and w ill continue to 

decline for the foreseeable future . 

Partiallvagree 

Revenues for schools and across the State of California have declined due to sagging revenues brought 
on by the global recession. At this time the Legislature has charged a subcommittee to develop a new 
system for funding K-12 education in California and bring it forward for legislative action. At this time 
we have no way of knowing the level of funding for school districts in the state or how it will be 
calcu lated. 

3. The util ization of schoo l facility capacity in weste rn Nevada County is low and will conti nue to decline. 

Partially disagree 

The Pleasant Ridge Union School District is not able to comment on issues related to faci lity utilization 
in other d istricts . However, for the 2012-13 school year the district anticipates no less than a 90% 
utilization rate. As of this writing Alta Sier ra School is slated to be at 89% of capacity with Cottage Hill 



and Magnolia Intermediate schools at 96% and 85% of capacity respectively. Should the need to add 
class sections arise, as anticipated, the utilization would increase. likewise, based on trending we 
anticipate increases in the utilization rate in the 2013-14 school year. 

4. Larger school districts can devote proportionately more of their budgets to cla ssroom instruction. 

Partially disagree 

In the Pleasant Ridge Union School District no less than 89% of the unrestricted revenue stream is 
directed to classroom instruction. School districts with high poverty, immigrant, second language 
learner, and other at-risk subgroups may have additional revenue streams that could be directed to 
classroom instruction. Without an in depth study, based on a statistically valid random sample of 
California school districts that controls for all revenue and function coding variables, it would be 
impossible to arrive at any valid conclusion. 

5. Public elementary schools in western Nevada Co unty need to increa se their efficiency if the 
educational experien ce is to stabilize or improve . 

Disagree 

The Pleasant Ridge Union School District is not able to comment on issues related to operational 
efficiency in other districts. With respect to the Pleasant Ridge Union School District numerous 
positions have been eliminated with job functions reviewed and either eliminated or restructured into 
remaining positions. Accordingly, administrative staffing has decreased by 30% with classified and 
certificated positions being reduced by 15% and 13% respectively. At the same time our class sizes 
have remained low in comparison to many, if not most, districts, test scores have been consistently 
high, and all co-curricular and extra -curricular student programs remain in place. With the economic 
downturn exceeding historical cyclical time lines and additional global issues hindering an already 
sputtering recovery our choices are increasingly limited. Further, solutions at this juncture are not an 
issue of efficiency, though we continue to look for additional strategies. In observing that school 
districts of all sizes across California are struggling with fiscal issues it would appear that district size is 
not the issue. Instead, the key issue is that school districts across the state have no real solutions 
without firm, defensible, decisive, long term fiscal decisions being made by the State legislature who 
appear to lack the will and/or ability to perform their constitutional duties. 

6. School distr ict consolidation can increase Revenue Limit income, decrease costs, and enhance 
educational programs. 

Partially disagree 

The District would agree that public agencies should always be vigilant in seeking and implementing 
measures to make the most efficient use of funding streams. Further, the District would agree that 
increased revenue limit funding can occur as a result of consolidation. It should also be noted that 
achieving cost savings is not a reason to embark on a consolidation. In fact, at the Spring 2010 
meeting on school district consolidation sponsored by the Nevada County Superintendent of Schools' 
Office, the presenter clearly stated that cost savings rarely, if ever, result from school district 
conso lidations. The presenter went on to state that the best reasons to consider such an action would 
be those that result in providing a service more efficiently or enhancing program qual ity. 

7. Due to geography and the number of inter-district t ransfers, UHSD is a de facto part of GVSD. 
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Disagree 

The Union Hill School District is a legal entity charged with providing educational services to students 
within their geographic boundaries. The fact that, over time or by other circumstance, the geographic 
boundaries of the Grass Valley School District have surrounded the territory serveing the Union Hill 
District does not diminish Union Hill's standing as a school district. Further, an inter-district transfer is 
an agreement between two school districts in which students are allowed to attend school in a district 
other than the district serving the geographic area in which the student resides. The use of this 
process, nor a district that has a high volume of incoming transfers, in no way diminishes its standing 
as a school district. Certainly, it could not be argued that by accepting a high volume of incoming 
transfers the receiving district becomes a "de facto" subsidiary of the district students are seeking to 

exit. 

8. Due to geography, the number of inter-district transfers and the projected increase in revenue, a 

consolidation of t he GVSD and UHSD is logical and desirable. 

Disagree 

While increased revenues may occur due to a consolidation of the Grass Valley School District and the 
Union Hill School District, it is unlikely that there would be an offset in costs. Moreover, geography is 
not the reason families seek inter-district transfers to the Union Hill School District. Rather, families 
opt to attend Union Hill School District because they feel the smaller K-8 setting is desirable, other 
services available at the site allow for all children to be in one geographic location, and/or they 
believe the educational program best meets the needs of their children. A consolidation may serve 
only to drive those families who attend Union Hill to other districts, charter school. or private school 
options. 

9. M ost of the administrative staff in the RSUSD and the PVESD are working two jobs, which is 
unsustainab le and detracts from the educational program s. 

Partially disagree 

The Pleasant Ridge Union School District is not able to comment on issues related to how the sharing 
of administrative services between two districts, other than the Pleasant Ridge District, detracts from 
educational programs. However, if this issue refers to site administrators taking responsibility for 
district level functions such as assessment, coordination of programs, and issues of that nature, the 
Pleasant Ridge School District's experience is that such practices allow for administrators to have 
growth experiences that in turn set them up for career advancement opportunities. In the event that 
by the term "working two jobs" the practice of two small districts sharing a Business Manager or 
Superintendent is what is being referenced we would note that there are examples in many districts 
where this practice is both effective and sustainable. 

10. The efficiency of local western Nevada County school districts can be increased by sharing or 
centra lizing more se rvices. 

Partially disagree 

The Pleasant Ridge Union School District is open to exploring ideas for sharing or centralizing services 
when such an action will lead to cost efficiency or produce a higher level of service for our customers. 
However. central to taking such an action would be the realization of an attached cost savings. 
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Moreover, in many respects this action would potentially result in a single employee being 
responsible for multiple functions or the same function over multiple districts which the Grand Jury 
appears, based on Finding 9, to find as an unsustainable practice. 

11. There is a major opportunity to increase the coordinati on of school district calendars. 

Partially agree 

The Pleasant Ridge Union School District would prefer more coordination of school district calendars. 
Whether or not a "major opportunity" to increase the coordination of school calendars exists rests 
with level of willingness by the certificated bargaining units to either remove calendar from the 
negotiations process or present a menu of coordinated, jointly agreed upon calendar options that will 
be forwarded for review and selection by the Superintendents of the county's school districts. 

12. Standardization of school district calendars would result in cost savings and allow fami lies to plan for 
school closures and vacations . 

Partially disagree 

The cost savings realized by coordination of district calendars would be limited at best. There may be 
cost reductions in the area of Home-to-School transportation by those districts that currently share 
services in that area. A second area of savings would be in the area of itinerant staff that services the 
needs of Special Education students across the county. In order for there to be increased planning on 
the part of families or allow for the scheduling of family vacations a calendar would have to be in 
place by January of the year before the school term was to start. Additionally, to maximize the family 
planning benefit there would have to be a "black out" of high school sports practices and activities. 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

2. The boards of trustees for aI/local elementary school districts in western Nevada County consult w ith 
the other local elementary school districts to identify opportunities for consolidations with a view to 
petitioning the County Superintendent of School s pursuant to Education Code Section 35700. 

The recommendation has been implemented. 

In the spring of 2010 elected representatives from all districts in western Nevada County participated 
in a presentation by the California Department of Education that oversees school district 
consolidations. Additionally, in the spring of 2010 elected as well as appointed officials, members of 
the public, and the 2009-10 Grand Jury participated in a facilitated round-table dialogue on this issue. 
Further, in the spring of 2011 these same parties met again to hear a report generated by School 
Services of California which examined only the revenue side of this issue. Lastly, the Pleasant Ridge 
School District Governing Board continually seeks opportunities in which services can be shared 
between districts. 

The Pleasant Ridge Union School District and Clear Creek School District reviewed the consolidation 
study done by the two districts in 1989. The study was updated with regard to revenue limit figures, 
educational design, costs, and transportation. The result, using the enhanced revenue limit provided 
by the 2011 study on school district revenue commissioned by the Nevada County Superintendent of 
Schools' office, was a decrease of approximately $400,000.00 in revenue. This decrease resulted in the 
fact that the new revenue limit is lower than the existing revenue limits of both districts. Further, we 
found that the cost of equalizing the salary schedules for certificated staff alone would be $70,000.00 
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before equa lizing benefit packages. Moreover, the cost of providing an equal level of educational 
services across the newly formed district would generate new costs in excess of $250,000.00. Lastly, 
with the continuation of home-to-school transportation funding being uncertain layering on the 
additional cost of at least two additional bus routes was financially unfeasible. 

The message delivered by the spokesperson for the California Department of Education at the spring 
2010 presentation was clear that cost savings virtually never materialize in a consolidation scenario 
and thus the best reason to consider such a move would be improved program. Hence the District 
would posit that in the event that the Nevada Joint Union High School District should decide to close 
Sear River High School it would be in the best interests of the South Nevada County students and 
community to reform the Pleasant Ridge Union School District as a K-12 agency to assure a quality 
educational product though it does not reduce the number of school districts in the county. 

4. The boards of trustees for all local elementary school districts in western Nevada Co unty adopt and 
deliver to the County Committee on School District Organization, a resolution proposing consideration 
of consolidation of such school district with one or more other districts in western Nevada County, 
pu rs uant to Education Code Section 3S721(c) 

The recommendation will not be implemented because it is not warranted or reasonable. 

The Pleasant Ridge Union School District and the Clear Creek School District revisited and updated a 
1989 study on consolidation of the two districts. The findings indicated a loss of revenue and 
significantly increased costs. Therefore, the process will not move forward. The potential 
consolidation with Clear Creek was, and has been, the most logical pairing for students residing in 
southern Nevada County. All other pairings would result in significantly extended travel times and 
merging with school districts whose academic offerings and successes may not provide a parallel 
experience. 

8. The County Superintendent of Schools, the boards of trustees of all local elementary school districts in 
western Nevada County and the Board of Trustees of the Nevada Joint Union High School District 
actively pursue increased shared services in the fo llowing areas: 

• 	 Maintenance, part icularly a centralized, mobile service that can be rotated through each school 
site, including electrical, HVAC, plu mbing and landscaping; 

• 	 More centralizat ion of curriculum experts; 

• 	 More centralization of enrichment programs, including those in music and the arts; 

• 	 Increased sharing and centralization of administrative services, including business and pa yroll 
se rvices; 

• 	 Student transportation 

The recommendation has been implemented. 

At this time a number of western Nevada County school districts, including the Pleasant Ridge Union 
School District, are in the initial phases of studying a Food Service Joint Powers Agency with an eye 
toward increased efficiency in this area. This would be the most productive area to focus on at this 
time with other issues related to maintenance and landscaping being addressed at a later date. 

Currently, and for many years, the Pleasant Ridge Union School District in collaboration with three 
other western Nevada County school districts have a Joint Powers Agreement (JPA) for the purpose of 
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operating a common home-to-school transportation system. At any time additional districts are 
welcome, and encouraged, to become members of the JPA. 

Further, fiscal oversight and business services such as payroll are currently centralized with the. 
Nevada County Superintendent of School's office. While documents are prepared for processing at the 
District level, the actual processing occurs through a centralized fashion which also serves as an 
additional layer of checks and balances. 

The Pleasant Ridge Union School District is unclear as to how enrichment programs could be 
centralized. Currently we offer a wide range of electives as well as sports and a comprehensive Band 
program for students in grades 4-8 as well as Choir and classroom music curriculum for all students in 
grades K-8. We have the needed staff to provide these services for our clients and no additional time 
to share with other districts. 

The centralization of curriculum experts is designed to rest within the Nevada County Superi ntendent 
of Schools' office. Currently, that office has an Assistant Superintendent for Instruction. In response to 
this area being recommended as an area of need, the Pleasant Ridge Union School District would posit 
that the issue of centralized service is not the integral factor in need of attention. 

Moreover, the Pleasant Ridge Union School District may, arguably, be the K-8 educational system in 
western Nevada County most aggressively and proactively readying staff and students for the new 
Common Core curriculum slated to be the basis for high stakes achievement testing in the 2014-15 
school year. To that end we have consistently invited surrounding districts to trainings in this area, at 
no cost, and had no participants. Further, we are always open to sharing information and practices in 
the area of technology with other districts and do so on a frequent basis. 

9. All local elementary school districts in western Nevada County and the Nevada Jo int Union High 
School District coordinate their school calendars for greater efficiency and publicly report their 
conclusions . 

This recommendation has been implemented. 

For the 2012-13 school year our calendar aligns for all the following school breaks: 

Fall Break, Winter Break and Spring Break and all legal holidays 

We always try to coordinate our calendar with the high school district and neighboring school 

districts. Roadblocks in the past have included the varying school days due to furlough days in other 
districts and the prolonged negotiations at the high school district regarding the schoo l calendar. We 
have every intention to continue our efforts to coordinate the school calendar with all districts in the 
future. 
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GRAND JURY 
COUNTY OF NEVADA 

Eric Rood Administrative Center 
950 Maidu Aven ue 

. Nevada Cit y, Cal ifornia 95959 
Phone Number: 530-265-1 730 

Email :grandjury@nevadacountycourts.com 

September 28, 2012 

Pleasant Ridge Union School District 
Board of Trustees 
22580 Kingston Lane 
Grass Valley, CA 95949 

The Grand Jury of Nevada County has received your response to the Nevada County 
Grand Jury' s Report. The response received does not comply with California Penal Code 
section 933.05(b)(3). 

California Penal Code section 933. 05(b)(3) states; 

(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 foll owing actions: 

(3) The recommendation requires fu rther 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 ofticer 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. 

The Grand Jury requests that yo ur reponse be resubmitted. The Grand Jury thanks you 
and appreciates your cooperation. 

Sincerely; 

eith Overbey, F 0 eperson 
Nevada County Grand Jury 201 2-2013 

mailto:grandjury@nevadacountycourts.com


County Comluittee on School District Organization 
112 Nev,lda City Highway Ne"ada City, CA 95959 

·478-6400 • fax: 478-6410 • 

August 16, 20 J 2 

The Honorable Judge Tom A nderson 
Presiding J udge ot' the (irand .Iury 
201 C hurch Street 
Nevada City, C A 95959 

Dear Judge Anderson, 

This lette r se rves as the response hom the Nevada County Committee on School District 
Organization (CCOSDO) to the June 5. 201 2 Grand Jury Report on Schools Efficiency . 

Findings: 

J. 	 The school age population of Western Nevada County is declining and will 

continue to decline for the foreseeable future. 


Pm1ially Agree 
Accord ing to preJimi nary fi gures from the begi nning of the 2012 -13 school year. 
there hav e been some increases in enrollment noted in the lower grades. [n 
addition , there is less decline than anticipated. However. the total school age 
population continu es to decline. 

2. 	 Revenues received by sc hool districts in western Nevada County are declining and 
will continue to decline for the fo reseeabl e future. 

Partially Agree 
While there has been decline in revenues for the las t five years, and we have no iden 
how long we will continue to face lower revenues, there have been cases in the past 
\vhere financial s ituations have turned around . 

3. 	 The utilization of school facility capacity in western Nevada County is lovi and will 
continue to decline. 

Partially Agree 
While there might be some capacity in exis ting school s. there are currentl y no 
empty school s. In some instances, charter Scll00ls , which are public school s. have 
leased available space when previoLisly they had leased non- school faci Ii ties. 

Nevada Coullty COlllmittee 011 School District Org.anization 



4. 	 Larger school districts can devote proportionately more of their budgets lO 


c lassroom instruction. 


Partially Agree 
This issue \vould require furth er study. J lowever. in the ir report dated May 20 11. 
the Legi slative Analyst's Office concluded that while small di stricts (under I .O () O 
students of which we have 6 in Nevada County) tend to spend mo re on overhead 
costs .. the differences are not large. However. very small di stricts (under 100 
s tudents. of which we have 1) tend to spend s ignificantly larger portions of their 
budgets on overhead costs which res ults in less funding for classroom ins truction. 

5. 	 Public el ementary schools in western Nevada County need to increase the ir 

effici e ncy if the educational experience is to stabili ze or improve. 


Disagree 
T he educational experience provided to students in Nev8da Co unty is exceptiona l. 
The school d istricts in Nevada County are a lready demonstrating efflci enc), in many 
areas. It is in the nature of our sc hool s/teachers/ parents to consi stently loo k for 
\\fays to improve. 

6. 	 School di strict co nso lidation can increase Revenue Limit income, dec rease costs 
and en11ance educational programs. 

Partially Agree 
The recent stud y provided to Nevada County schools by School Services of 
California concluded that in some cases there can be an increase in reve nue limit 
when school districts conso lidate, but this is no t al ways the case. The determinalion 
of decreased costs can't be made until further studi es are conducted. Other r~1Cturs 

play into deci sions to consolidate than simply fund s alone . Both the State of 
California and Nevada County have demonstrated this by the significant number of 
consolidations throughout hi story. Individual di stricts should make the decisions 
about co nducting further studies to look at expenses. In agreement \vith th e 
Legislative Anal yst' s report, it should remain up to local constituenci es to 
determine how to best structure their loc al scho o! di s tricts. 

7. 	 Due to geography and the number or' inter-di strict transfers. UHSD is cmrently a cle 
facto part of GVS D. 

Disagree 
It is true that geographically Union Hi ll s it s in the middle of G rass Va lle y Schoo l 
District. However, Union Hill has its own educational histOl'Y and unique school 
culture. Union Hill also prov ides a k-8 environment not provided by th e GV SD. 
l Inion H ill obviously is doing something that attracts many parents who res ide in 
Grass Valley. We do not believe that this adds up to the conc lusion that UHS D is a 
de facto part of the G rass Va lley Schoo l Di strict. 

Nevada County Committee on Sc hool Di strict Organiziltion 



COUNTY COMMITTEE 

ON SCHOOL DISTRICT ORGANIZATION 

Thursday, August 16, 2012 at 5:00 p.m. 


Nevada County Superintendent of Schools 

Fellersen Conference Room 


11 2 Nevad a City Highway, Nevada City, CA 95959 


AGENDA 
Chair: Bruce Boyd 

1. 	 Meeting called to order 

2. 	 Establish quorum 

3. 	 Introductions 

4. 	 Additions to the Agenda 

5. 	 Approval of Agenda 

6. 	 Open Public Forum: Recognition of members of the audience wishing to address an 
agenda item may do so at this time or at the time the agenda item is heard. After 
being recognized by the County Committee Chair, please identify yourself. A member 
of the public may at this time make brief comments regarding items not on the agenda, 
although no action may be taken . 

7. 	 Close Public Forum 

8. 	 Action Items 

A Approval of Minutes of April 12, 2011 Meeting. 	 .Attachment A 

B. l\Jotes of February 27 , 2012 Meeting ... 	 . .Attachment B 

C. Approval of Minutes of March 27 , 2012 Meeting .. 	 . ..... Attachment C 

D. Accept appointment of member to fill the vacancy from District 1. 

1. Mary Krosner District 1 

v E. 	 Review and response to June 5, 2012 Nevada County Grand Jury 
Report. .. ... .. Attachment D 

9. 	 Discussion Items 

A Grass Valley and Nevada City School District Consolidation Meeting 

B. Other consolidation discussions 

10. 	 Adjournment 

This agenda was posted at least 72 hours in advance of the meeting at the Nevada County Superintendent of Schools 
office, 112 Nevada City Highway , Nevada City , CA 

Posted: 	 8/13/2012 

August 16, 20 12 CCOSDO Agenda 



Susan Bor ry, Superintendent 

'U111mt.UP{
SCHOOL OI~TRICT 
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10879 Bartlett Drive Gross Volley, 	CA 95945 ph. 530.273.0647 Fox 530.273.5626 
www.uhsd. k12 .ca.us 

September 5 , 2012 

The Honorable Judge Torn Anderson 
Presiding Judge of the Grand Jury 
20 I Church Street 
Nevada City, CA 95959 

Dear Judge Anderson , 

This letter serves as Union Hil l School District's Board of Trustee 's response to the 
June 5,2012 Grand Jury Rep0l1 on Schools Efficiency. 

f lllqLQg!5: 

F.I.I 	 The school age population of western Nevada Cou nty is declining and will 
continue to decline in the fore seeable future . 

Partially Agree 

The school age population of western Nevada County has been declining 

over the past decade. It seems speculative to predict that there is a 

fOl'eseeable futm'c of declining enrollment, as the local economy, job mal'ket, 

and affordable housing are key factors relating to local school enrollment. 


F./.2 	 Revenues received by school dis tri cts in western Nevada County are declining 
and will continue to decline in the ro reseea ble futu re . 

Partially Agree 

State and federal education revenues have been reduced over the last five 

)'ears . At this time future funding for education is unclear as we wait to see 

the outcome of the Governol"s tax initiative on the November ballot. 


111 ~~ 
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F.I.3 	 The utili zation of school faci lity capac ity in weste rn Nevada Cou nty is low and 
will continue to dec line. 

Partially ~ 
Although Union Hill School has experienced declining enrollment, we 
maximize the use of our facilities by expan(ling our charter school program 
and by leasing classrooms to house students from the county special 
education programs. 

F.IA 	 Larger school districts can devote proporti on ately more of their budgets to 
classroom i ns trllc tion . 

N/A 

F.I .5 Public elementary school s in western Nevada Cou nty need to increase their 
efficiency if the educational experi ence is to stabi lize or improve. 

Partially A~ 


Efficient school operations arc on.e of many factors that contribute to 

impr'()vements of educational experiences. 


F.1.6 	 School district con solidation can inc rease Revenue Lim it income , decrease 
costs and enhance educational programs. 

Partiallv Agree 
Increased revenues due to consolidation mayor may not occur, depending on 
the combination of districts consolidating. Costs associated with 
consolidation mayor may not decrease, depending on the combination of the 
distdcts consolidating. 

F.I.7 	 Due to geography and the number of in ter-distri ct transfers, UHSD is 
currently a de facto part of GVSD. 

Disagr~~ 

Although Union Hill School District shares boundaries with Gl'ass Valley 
School Dish-iet, UHSD bas been a separate established school district since 
1868. The high number of inter-district transfer- requests from families 
seeking attendance with the Union Hill School District exemplify 
that the two districts are perceived to have separate and unique school 
climates , philosophical foundations , and educational practices. 



F.1.8 	 Due to geograp hy, the num ber of inter-district transfers and the projected 
increase in revenue, a consoli dation of GYSD and UHS D is logica l and 
desirable. 

Disagree 
The process for consolidating school districts depends upon local initiation 
and approval. Local stakeholders are the appr"opriate bodies to deter"mine 
the merits of a potential consolidation. 

F.I.9 	 Most of the adm inistrative staff in the RSUS D and the PY EST are work ing 
two jobs. which is unsustaina ble and detracts fro m the educational program . 

N/A 

F. I.IO The effi ciency of local western Nevada County school distri cts can be increased 
by sharing or centralizing more se rvices. 

Agree 

F.l .1 I 	 There is a major opportunity to inc rease the coordi nation of school district 
calendars. 

PartiaUY.Agree 
The school districts in Nevada County attempt to develop aligned school 
calendars, however, the school calendar is a negotiated item and total 
alignment may not be feasible due to the unique issues of each district. 

F.I.12 	 Standardization of school district calendars would result in cost savings and 
allow families to plan for school closures and vacations. 

PartiaJjy~Ag[ee 
Cost savings through the standardization of school calendars has not been 
deter"mined. Standardization of district calendars would assist families 
in planning for vacations and child care for school closure times. 



RecQI11 mendatiQIlS: 

R.2. 	 T ile Boards of Trustees for all local elementary school districts in 
western Nevada County consult wilh the other local elementary 
school di stricts to identify opportu nities for consolidation with 
a view to pe til ioning the County Superintendent of School s 
pursuant to EC 35700. 

The recommendation has been implemented. 

Union Hill School District's Board of Trustees will attend the August 28, 
2012 joint meeting between Nevada Cit:y School District and Grass Valle)' 
School District whcl'e district consolidation will be discussed. 

R.4. 	 The Boards of Trustees for all local elementary school districts in 
western Nevada County adopt and deliver to the County Committee on 
school District Organization , a resoluti on proposing cons ideration of 
consolidation of such di stri ct with one or more other di stricts in 
western Nevada County, pursuan t to EC 35721 ( c). 

The r ecommendation wilJ not be implemented. 

On February 17, 2011, the Nevada County Superintendent of Schools 
in conjunction with School Services of California, presented a forum, 
Analysis of the Revenue Impact of School District Consolidations in 
Nevada County, While this forum addressed the revenue impact, it did 
not address the costs or multitude of other educational issues associated with 
consolidation. The Union Hill School District Board of Trustees feci that at 
this time there is not factual evidence to support school district consolidation 
in our county. 

R.6 . 	 The Boards of Trustees of the Grass Valley School Distri ct and the Union Hill 
School District begin , or continue, di scussions regarding the 
consolidation of the two districts. 

The recommendation has been implemented . 

Union Hill School District's Board of Tr'ustees wiD attend the August 28, 
2012 joint meeting between Nevada City School District and Grass VaHey 
School District where district consolidation will be discussed. 



R.S. The County Su peri ntendent of Schools . the Boards of Trustees of all 
local elementary school districts in weste rn Nevada County and the 
Board of T rustees of the Nevada Join t Uni on Hi gh School District 
actively pursue increased shared services in the fo ll owing areas: 

• 	 Maintenance, pa rticul arly a centralized, mobil service that can 
be rotated through each school site , inc ludi ng electrical, HV AC , 
plum bing and landscap ing; 

• 	 More centralization of curriculum experts; 

• 	 More centralization of enri chment programs, including those in 
music and the arts; 

• 	 Increased sharing and centralizati on of adm ini strative se rvices, 
incl uding business and pay roll services; 

• 	 Student transportation. 

The recommendation has been implemented. 

Union Hill School District cun'ently shares services with other school 
districts whenever it is economically feasible and supportive of the 
educational and fiscal needs of the district. 

R.9. 	 All local elementary school districts in western Nevada County and the 
Ne vada Joint Union High School Di strict coord inate their school-year 
calendar for greater efficiency and public ly report their conclusions. 

The recommendation has been implemented . 

The school districts in Nevada County attempt to develop aligned school 
calendars, however, the school calendar is a negotiated item and total 
alignment may not be feasible due to the unique issues of each district. 
School calendars are publicaUy adopted at a Board of Trustees meeting. 

Si ncerely, 

1\ ~Ct l~~CLhA.r--y-
Susan Barry 	 .'J 
Superi ntendent 

Union HiJJ School District 




SCHOOL DISTRICT 


November 13, 2012 

The Honorable Judge Tom Anderson 

Presiding Judge of t he Grand Jury 
201 Church Street 
Nevada City, CA 95959 

Dear Judge Anderso n, 

I respectfully submitted t he response to the Grand Jury's findings and recommendations in a timely and 
complete manner. I was not ified by the forema n that our responses that were, fo r the most part, 
aligned w ith the County Superintendent's responses, were not sat isfactory. I have re-responded below 
from only the high school district's perspective and not through the whole 'school community lens' as 
was done in t he previous letter. 

Our district's earlier submission was thoughtful and accurately reflected our position . However, I am 
sending this updated and revised response. As Superintendent, I am responding as the representative 
of the District, and have provided the following. 

Regard ing the f indings, my position, on behalf of our staff and our Board of Trustees, is that I support 
and echo the 'bigger-picture' responses that Holly Hermansen, Nevada County Superintendent of 
Schools, provided to the Jury. Her responses were factual, and I concurre d with her positions. I have 
responded below, focusing on NJ UHSD and, aga in, responding from our district's perspective. 

Findings: 

1. 	 The school age population of Western Nevada County is decl ining and will continue to decline 
for the foreseeable future . 

Partially Aaree 
The high school district closely monitors enrollment and projects enrollment from the local 
elementary school districts. The District has been in declining enrollment since 1999 and is 
projected to continue this decline. However, internal efforts are in place to attract students who 
are not currently enrolled in the District, and there are signs that the decline may be slowing. 

2. 	 Revenues received by school districts in western Nevada County are declining and w ill continue 
to decline for the foreseeable future . 
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Partially Agree 
Now that the Governor's budget has passed, we should not see f urther cuts to per-student 
revenues. However, we continue to receive funding below our statutory revenue limit and there 
are indicators that difficult fiscal times will continue for schools for at least three more years. 

3. 	 The uti lization of school facili ty capacity in weste rn Nevada County is low and will continue to 
decline. 

Partiallv Agree 
NJU HSD has experienced declining enrollment and we have adequate' space for increased 
enrollment. We have no plans to close any schools in the District at this time, 

4. 	 Larger school districts can devote proportionately more of their budgets to classroom 
instruction. 

Partially Agree 
That may be the case (evidence ?), and we are aware that some of the local elementary school 
districts are looking at the benefits and challenges of consolidation. There are currently no 
discussions regarding unification. The high school district continues to direct as much funding for 
student class sections as possible. 

5. 	 Public elementary schools in western Nevada County need to increase their efficiency if the 
educationa l experience is to stabilize or improve. 

Agree 
Although this finding refers to local elementary schools, the high school district believes that it is 
incumbent upon all school districts to do so. 

6. 	 School district conso lidation can increase Revenue Limit income, decrease costs and enhance 

educational programs. 

Partially Agree 
Again, the fin ding may be true. Some of the local elementary school districts are looking at the 
benefits and challenges of consolidation. The high school district is not involved in consolidation. 

7. 	 Due to geography and the number of inter-district transfers, UHSD is currently a de facto part of 
GVSD. 

The high school district is not able to respond to this finding other than agreeing with the county 
superintendent's response. 

8. 	 Due to geography, the number of inter-district transfers and the projected increase in revenue, 
a consolidation of Union Hill and Grass Valley School Districts is logical and desirable. 

The high school district is not able to respond to this finding other than agreeing with the county 
superintendent's response. 



9. 	 Most of the admin istrative sta ff in the RSUSD and the PVESD are working two jobs, which is 
unsustainable and detracts from the educational programs. 

The high school district does not have information that allows it to respond to this assumption. 

10. The efficiency of local western Nevada County school districts can be increased by sharing or 
centralizing more services. 

Agree 
The co unty superintendent and the schoo l district superintendents meet monthly and often 

explore ways to share services and increase efficiencies. 

11. 	There is a major opportunity to increase the coordination of school district calendars. 

Partiallv Agree 
The school calendars are negotiated separately in each district, and if any county-wide calendar 
was to be developed, it would need agreement with all bargaining units in order to be 
implemented. 

12. Standardization of school district ca lendars would result in cnst savings and allow families to 
plan for school closures and vacations. 

Partially Agree 
Cost savings would be realized for those districts sharing transportation. Families that are 
affected are those with multiple students attending different schools. The High School District 
and/or feeder districts may experience loss of revenue (ADA) when vacation periods are different 
from feeder districts when parents choose to take their students out of school to enjoy a fam ily 
vacation. 

Recommendations: 

8. 	 The Nevada County Superintendent of Schools, the boards of t rustees of all loca l elementary 
school districts in western Nevada County and the board of trustees of the Nevada Joint Union 

High School District actively pursue increased shared se rvices in t he fo llowing areas: 

• 	 Maintenance, particu larly a centralized, mobile se rvice t hat ca n be rotated through each 
school site, including electrical, HVAC, plumbing and landscaping; 
Partially implemented 
The topic of shared maintenance has been discussed at the superintendents' couneil. 

Continued discussions will be held regarding possibilities in this area and implications for 
collective bargaining. High School District personnel manage maintenance for the largest 
campuses in our county. While the High School District has an efficient, cost effective 
system, with the cutbacks over the last f ive years, to even plan to extend services to 
elementary school districts would be expensive and time-consuming for staff that can barely 
manage current responsibilities. 

• 	 More centralization of cu rriculum experts; 

No regiona l plan for implementation 




Since 2005, when a vacancy occurred in the position of NJUHSD Assistant Superintendent of 
Curriculum and Instruction because of retirem ent, the responsibility for Curriculum and 
Instruction (C & J) for the high school dis trict has been assigned to the Superintendent. In 
July, 2012, the District partially res tored this administrative position to assist the 
Superintendent with this critical area of work. New state academic standards are in the 
process of being integrated into our courses and state assessments are changing. T here is a 
need f or a full time position to serve the high school district, but the District's current budget 
situation does not allow f or this additional support. 

• 	 More cent ralizat ion of enrichment programs, including those in music and the arts; 


This recommendation will be implemented as necessary. 

NJUHSD will contin ue to consider the sharing of a teacher(s) should fUll-time assignment no 
longer be sustainable. 

• 	 Increased sharing and centralization of ad ministrative services, including business and 
payro ll services 
This recommendation has been partially implemented. 
NJUHSD provides internet access and email hosting to the majority of our local elementary 
school districts and the county schools office. The District also provides access to the SIS 
(Student Information System) fo r fo ur local elementary school districts. NJUHSD collects 
developer fees f or all of the school districts in the county. 

• 	 Student transportat ion 

This recommendation has been implemented. 

There is currently a JPA with Durham Transportation Services with the f our largest school 
districts. NJUHSD is one of the member districts in the Transportation JPA and is responsible 
for the administration of the JPA. We will continue to explore ways to share services in this 
area; however the uncertainty of the transportation funding In the state budget makes 
planning difficult at this time. 

9. 	 All local elementary school districts in western Nevada County and the Nevada Joint Union High 
School District coordinate their school-year calendars for greater effic iency and publicly report 
their conclusions. 

Each year the school districts in Nevada County attempt to increase coordination of calendars. 
Howe ver, this is a negotiated item and needs agreement with bargaining units to implement. I 

will participate in any discussions on this issue with districts in Western Nevada County and with 
our local teachers' union (NJUHSTA). 

Respectfully submitted by: 

~~~ 
M arianne Ca rtan 

Superintendent 




Nevada City School District 


To: 	 Grand Ju ry, County of Nevad a 

Atten tion : 	 Honorable Judge Tom Ande rson 

Robert T. Coats, Grand Jury Foreperson 

From: Roxan ne Gi lpatri c, Superinten dent 

Date: October 2, 2012 

Re: Response t o School Efficiency letter d ated June 5, 2012 

Thank you your interest in gathering facts and responses from school districts in western Nevada County 
concerning school efficiency. I will use reorganization and/or consolidation in place of efficiency. 
I appreciate the opportunity to respond to yo ur findings and recommendations. I would like you to know 
that the NCSD met with the GVSD in a publicized and public board meeting on June 1.9, 2012. The two 
districts plan to continue conversations around district reorganization/consolidation at a second public 
meeting on August 28, 201.2 . Please note that my responses to your findings and recommendations are 
from the lens of the Nevada City School District. 

To make the responses easier to read, I first placed the statements from the Grand Jury in italicized bold 
font and directly underneath the Nevada City Schoo l District's responses in regular font. 

Findings 
F.I.l The school age population of western Nevada County is declining and will continue 

to decline for the foreseeable future. 

Agree . The Nevada City School District has been in declining enrollment since 1993/94. 


F.I.2 Revenues received by school districts in western Nevada County are declining and 

will continue to decline for the foreseeable future. 

Partia lly Agree. My response is for the Nevada City School District only . Our revenues are declining due 
to : 

• Lower property taxes (local revenue) 

• Less Federal and State categorical funds received 

F.1.3 The utilization ofschool facility capacity in western Nevada County is low and will 
continue to decline. 
Partially agree. The Nevada City School District is utilizing all of its facilities by: 

• Educating our students 
• Educati ng students who attend our district on Interdistrict Attendance Agreements 
• Increasing the enrollment of both Seven Hills and Deer Creek school through school closure 

• Leasing of Nevada City Elementary School; Gold Run School; and 21.5 Washington Street 
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Nevada City School District 


F.I.4 Larger school districts can devote proportionately more a/their budgets to 
classroom instruction. 
Disagree: The State of California has approximately 1,700 Local Education Agencies (LEA/districts) each 

district set their goals and determines their budget priorities based upon their student population 
therefore disagree with your statement. 

F.1.5 Public elementary schools in western Nevada County need to increase their 
efficiency if the educational experience is to stabilize or improve. 
Disagree. The Nevada City School District continues to provide an outstanding education balanced with 
enrichment and health; after school activities; before and after school child care; preschool; community 
service via the Bicycle Recycle Shop . 

F.1.6 School district consolidation can increase Revenue Limit income, decrease costs 

and enhance educational programs. 

Disagree: Requires further study of: 


• Adequate number of pup ils 

• Equitable division of property/facilities 

• Substantial increases in State costs 

• State school facilities costs 

• Effect on fiscal status and management 

• Community identity 

• Discrimination/serration issues 
• Soundness of the educational program 

• Effect on property values 

F.I.7 Due to geography and the number of inter-district transfers, UHSD is currently a de facto part of 
GVSD. 
Partia lly agree. For the 2011/12 school year, NCSD approved 85 Interdistrict Attendance Agreements for 
students to atte nd Union Hill. 

F.I.B Due to geography, the number of inter-district transfers and the projected increase in 
revenue, a consolidation of GVSD and UHSD is logical and desirable. 
Disagree: It is not warranted or is not reasonable for the Nevada City School District to expend resources 
on a consolidatio n between Grass Valley School District and Union Hill School District. 

F.I.9 Most of the administrative staff in the RSUSD and the PVESD are working two 
jobs, which is unsustainable and detracts from the educational programs. 
Disagree: Knowledge of only two adm inistrators that work in both the RSUSD and the PVESD. They are 
the Superintendent and the Business M anager. 

F.I.l0 The efficiency of local western Nevada County school districts can be increased by shar ing or 
centralizing more services. 
Partially agree. Currently, th e NCSD shares the following services: 

• Transportation 
• Ce ntral Kitchen 
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Nevada City School District 


• 	 NCSOS 

• 	 SELPA 
• 	 NCSD students feed into the NJUSD 

• 	 School nurse shared with Union Hill and the county sponsored charters 

• 	 Our Coordinator of Students Services has oversight our NCSD Special Education students at 
M ilhous 

• 	 Regionalized special education services 

Recommendations 

R. 2. The boards of trustees for all local elementary school districts In western Nevada County consult 

with the other local elementary school districts to identify opportunities for consolidation with a view 

to petitioning the County Superintendent of Schools pursuant to Education Code 35700 

>The recommendation has been implemented. Please see below. 

February 17, 2011: The Nevada County Superintendents of Schools commissioned School Services of 

Californ ia to complete an "Analysis of the Revenue Impact of School District Consolidations in Nevada 

County" . On February 17, 2012 a joint meeting of the Nevada County school district governing boards 

was held at the Nevada City Counci l Cham be rs for a presentation and discussion of the findings . 

Addendum A - Analysis of the Revenue Impact of Sch ool District Consolidations in Nevada County 

June 6, 2011: Superintendent Gilpatric sent a letter to the chair of the county committee requesting that 

the county committee issue a Request for Proposal to address school organization, unification, and/or 

consolidation. 

Addendum B - Letter from Superintendent Gilpatric to county committee chairperson 

June 18, 2012: Paula Campbell, NCSD board president sent out an email to all governing board 

presidents of Nevada County School Districts . 

Addendum C- Email fro m Paula Campbe ll, NCSD board president along with two agendas; one from 

NCSD and one fro m Grass Valley School District 

June 19, 2012 : NCSD and Grass Valley School di stricts held a publ ic meeting to discuss consolidation . All 

school districts within Nevada County were notified and extended an invitation to attend. The meeting 

was held at NCSOS. 

Adden dum D - M inutes from the June 19,2012 meeting 

Additionally, the Nevada County School boards meet annually with the purpose improving education 

and services to students. One topic is the review of consolidation . 

3 



Nevada City School District 


R. 4. The board of trustees for all local elementary school districts in western Nevada County adopt 

and deliver to the County Committee on School District Organization, a resolution proposing 

consideration of consolidation of such district with one of more other districts in western Nevada 

County, pursuant to Education Code Section 35721 

>The recommendation will not be implemented at the present time. NCSD governing board continues 

to hold public meetings with GVSD governing board to consider consolidation. The NCSD governing 

board and has invited every l ocal Education Agency (district) to come to the meetings and or join in 

the process. 

Education Code Section 35721- Public hearing following receipt of petition; grant or denial of petition 

Creating a resolution would be premature as the actions needed to happen described in Education Ed 

Code 35720 and Ed Code 35720.5 have not taken place . 

R. 8. The County Superintendent ofSchools, the boards of trustees of all local elementary school 

districts in western Nevada County and the Board of Trustees of the Nevada Joint Union High School 

District actively pursue increased shared services areas: 

>The recommendation has been implemented . Please see below. 

• 	 Maintenance, particularly a centralized , mobile service that can be rotated to each school 

site, including electrical, HVAC, plumbing and landscaping; 

• 	 Maintenance and custodial services are classified positions that are protected by the labor 

(bargaining) group, Classified Employee Services Association (CSEA #390) 

• 	 At times there is a need to contract out for electrical, HVAC, plumbing and landscaping, the 

district requests bids from outside vendors 

• 	 More centralization 0/ curriculum experts; 

• 	 NCSD participates in t he Special Education Local Planning Area (SELPA) Consortium which 

includes al l the school districts and charter schools within Nevada County 

• 	 More centralization of enrichment programs, including those in music and the arts; 

• 	 Our after school enrichment programs are se lf-support ing as they are fee based. Classroom 

teachers K - 6 provide music and art (dance; music; drama; and visual art) at grades seven and 

eight, music is provided by a .40% FTE certificated tea cher 

• 	 Increased sharing and centralization of administrative services, including business and payroll 

services; 

• 	 NCSD contracts with the NCSOS office to provide payroll services and business services 

• 	 Student transportation 

• 	 NCSD is part of the Joint Powers Agreement with Durham Transportation. The Joint Powers 

Agreement is betwee n NCSD, NJ USD, Grass Valley, and Pleasant Ridge school districts 
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Nevada City School District 


The Nevada City School District will con t inue to share services to reduce overhead cost as long as 

there is not a negative impact on our students, families, and school district. 

R. 9. All local elementary school districts in western Nevada County and the Nevada Join t Union High 

School District coordinate their school-year calendars for greater efficiency and publicly report their 

conclusions. 

>The recommendation has been implemented. Please see below. 
Each year the school districts in Nevada County every attempt to increase coordination of 

calendars. However, this is a negotiated item and needs agreement with bargaining units to 

implement. I understand that this is a concern in our school comm unity. I will participate in any 

discussions on this issue with my superintendent colleagues and encourage discussions with the 

teachers' labor unions, as well. 

June 6, 2012: Received an email from NJUSD Superintendent that contained an attachment of their 

2012/13 negotiated and adopted academic calendar 

Addendum E - 2012/13 NCSD negotiated and adopted academic calendar 

Addendum F - 2012/13 NJUSD negotiated and adopted academic calendar 
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BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Donna Landi, Clerk of the Board 

August 28, 2012 

The Honorable Thomas Anderson 
Presiding Judge of the Nevada County Grand Jury 
Nevada County Courthouse 
201 Church Street 
Nevada City, CA 95959 

Re: Board of Supervisors' Responses to the 201 1-12 Nevada County Civil Grand Jury Report , 
Schools Efficiency. 

Dear Judge Anderson: 

As required by California Penal Code Section 933 , the Board of Supervisors hereby submits its 
responses to the 2011-2012 Nevada County Civil Grand Jury Report, dated June 11, 2012, entitled 
Schools Efficiency. 

These responses to the Grand Jury ' s Findings and Recommendations were approved by the Board of 
Supervisors at their regular meeting on August 28, 2012. The Responses are based on either personal 
knowledge, examination of official County records, information received from the County Executive 
Officer, or the Board of Supervisors and County staff members. 

The Board of Supervisors would like to thank the members of the 2011-2012 Grand Jury for their 
participation and effort in preparing their Reports, and their participation in the Grand Jury process. 

Sincerely, 

~ 
Ted S. Owens 
Chairman, Board of Supervisors 

cc: 	 Keith Overbey, Foreman, Grand Jury 
Rick Haffey , County Executive Officer 
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County of Nevada's Grand Jury Response 

Schools Efficiency 

Findings 

R.5. The Nevada County Board of Supervisors adopt and deliver to tbe County Comrruttee 
on School District Organization (CCSDO) a resolution proposing consideration of 
consolidation of local elementary school districts in western Nevada County, pursuant to 
Education Code Section 35721 (c). 

The recommendation will not be imp lemented at the present time. 

Education Code Section 35720, et seq, authorizes a number of public agencies to propose 

consideration of consolidation of local elementary school districts, including the County 

Committee on School District Organization ("CCSDO") itself. One of the CCSDO's plimary 

functions is to fo rmulate plans and make recommendations to the State Board of Education 

regarding changes in the organization of existing school districts . D ue to the unique issues 

associated with educational funding and tbe delivery of educational services, the CCSDO is in 

the best position to cons ider and act on any consolidation proposals. 



NEV ADA COUNTY SUPERfOR COURT 
201 Church Street, Suite 6 

Nevada Ci ty, CA 95959 
(530) 265-1311 

Thomas M. Anderson 
Presiding, Judge 

of the Grand Jury 

August 14, 2012 

Kei th Overbey, Foreman 
Nevada County Civil Grand Jury 
950 Maidu Avenue 
Nevada Ci ty CA 95959 

Dear Keith: 

I have reviewed the letter & material enclosed, submitted by Holly A. Hermansen, and 
have asked the Deputy Jury Commissioner to forward the letter & accompanying 
documents on to you . 

Thanks to you and the other members of the Grand Jury. 

THOMAS M. ANDERSON 
Presid ing Judge of the 
Civil Grand Jury 

TMA:cjm 

Enclosure 



HOllY A. HERMANSEN, SUPERINTENDENT 

11 2 NEVADA CiTY HIGHWAY 

Nevada County N[ 'ADA C ITY, CA 95959 
Superintendent of School s 530-478-6400' fax 530-4 78-6410 

August 10, 2012 

The Honorable Judge Tom Anderson 
Presiding Judge of the Grand Jury 
201 Church Street 
Nevada City, CA 95959 

Dear Judge Anderson, 

This letter serves as my response to the June 5, 201 2 Grand Jury Report on Schools 
Efficiency. 

Findings: 

1, 	 The school age population of West rn Nevada County is decl ining and will 

continue to decl ine for the foreseeable future , 


Partially Agree 
The school age population has been declining for the last decade at least. It appears 
that it will continue to decline, but we also know that there are signs of the decline 
leveling out as well as at least one di trict that has seen slight iner ases in 
kinderga11en enrollment. 

2. 	 Revenues recei ved by school districts in western Nevada County are declining and 
will continue to decl ine for the foreseeab~e futu re 

Partially Agree 
Education revenues have been reduced for the last five years. While there is no 
sign of improvement in the near future, we cannot anticipate what the state budget 
wiJllook like for education in the next year or two, nor do we know the outcome of 
the Governor's tax initiative on the ballot. 

3. 	 The utilization of school faci lity capacity in western Nevada County is low and wi ll 
continue to decljne. 

Partially Agree 
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While many schools have seen decl ining em ollment and may have capacity for 
more students, the four schools that have closed in the last 3 years are now occupied 
by charter schools, three of which were previously in other non-school facilities . 

4. 	 Larger school distr icts can devote proportionately more of their budgets to 
classroom instruction. 

Partiall y Agree 
In May 2011 the Legislative Analyst's office released a report on School District 
Consolidation. ]n the report they concluded that while small districts (under 
1,000 students, of which we have 6 in Nevada County) tend to spend more on 
overhead costs, the differences are not large. However, very small districts 
(under 100 students, of which we have I), tend to spend significantly larger 
portions of their budgets on overhead costs which resul ts in less funding for 
classroom instruction. I believe that thi s ho lds true in Nevada County as well. 

s. 	 Public elementary schools in western Nevada County need to increase their 
effici ency if the educational experience is to stabilize or improve. 

Agree 
We continue to find as many ways as possible to increase efficiencies and reduce 
costs in these times of economic crisis. 

6. 	 School di strict consolidation can increase Reven ue Limit income, decrease costs 
and enhance educational programs. 

Partially Agree 
The statement above assumes that consolidation increases revenue limit funding. 
While that is true in some cases. the increased revenue limit is for the purpose of 
leveling up salaries in a newl y fom1ed district. There are cases where the cost to 
level up salaries may be higher than the increase in revenues, resulting in increased 
costs to districts. In addit ion, there are some cases where consolidation wi II result 
in lower revenues due to loss of categoricaJ funds and other factors. There have 
been no recent studies conducted to determine whether consolidation will result in 
decreased costs. A study of this type needs to be specific to individual school 
districts and the structure they would create in a newly organized district. 
In the Legislative Anal yst's report mentioned above it was concluded that there is 
no evidence that consolidating small districts would necessari ly result in substantial 
savings or in better educational outcomes for students. However, indiv idual 
districts may conclude that they can offer better educational programs and realize 
cost savings or increased revenues should they consolidate, and in theses cases they 
are encouraged to pursue thi s action. In agreement with the Legislative Analyst 
report, it should remajn up to local constituenc ies to decide how to best structure 
their local distTicts. 
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7. 	 Due to geography and the number of inter-district transfers, UHSD is cun-ently a de 
facto part of GVSD. 

Disagree 
Whi le it is true that geographically UHSD is sun-ounded by the Grass Valley School 
District and that there are a large number of inter-district transfer students attend ing 
Union [Jill. I disagree that "for all intents and purposes" UHSD is part of GVSD. 
Each school district is governed by a separate govl:rning board with a separate and 
un ique school culture, educational structure and history. 

8. 	 Due to geography, the number of inter-di strict transfers and the projected increase 
in revenue, a consolidation of Union Hill and Grass Valley School Districts is 
logical and desirable. 

Partially Agree 
Consol idation is a local decision. The school boards of each of the distri cts 
and the local constituents should make the decision of whether consolidation is 
logical and des irable. However, it is the responsibility of each of the districts 
to consider the possi bility, includ ing fiscal and educational benefits. 

9. 	 Most of the admini strative staff in the RSUSD and the PVESD are working two 
jobs, which is unsustainable and detracts from the educational programs. 

Partially Agree 

While it is true that many of the administrati ve staff are serving two districts, 

tbis structure was created with the intention of sharing services, somethi ng 

that we strive to do across the county in many areas. However, after several 

years of implementation of this model, it certainly creates a challenging 

workload for the staff. I have no evidence that the model detracts from the 

educational programs. 


10. The efficiency of local western Nevada County school districts can be increased by 
sharing or centralizing more services. 

Agree 
We continue to look for more ways to share services and increase efficiencies. This 
is a frequent discussion at school board meetings and the superintendents' council. 

11. There is a major opportunity to increase the coordination of school district 
calendars. 

Partiall y Agree 

Each year the school districts in Nevada County attempt to increase 

coordination of calendars. However, thi s is a negotiated item and needs 

agreement with bargaining units to implement. 
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12. Standardization of school district calendars would result in cost savings and allow 
families to plan for school closures and vacations. 

Pm1ially Agree 

Cost savings would only be real ized for those distric ts sharing transportation. 

The impact on families would be for those families who have students attending 

more than onc school district. 


Recom mendatioDs: 

8. 	 The Nevada County Superintendent of Schools, the boards of trustees of all local 
elementary school districts in western Nevada County and the board of trustees of 
the Nevada Joint Union High School District actively pursue increased shared 
services in the following areas: 

• 	 Maintenance, particularly a central ized, mobile service that can be rotated 
through each school site, incl udi ng electrical, HV AC, plumbing and 
landscaping; 
This recommendation has been partially implemented. The topic of shared 
maintenance has been discussed at the superintendents' council. Continued 
discussions wi ll be held regarding possibilities in this area and implications for 
collective bargaining. 

• 	 More centralizat ion of curriculum experts; 
This recommendation will not be implemented. Currently, only the county 
superintendent of schools employs a position specifically designated as a 
curriculum expert. This position provides countywide support and planning for 
math training, assistance in program improvement, staff deve lopment 
opportunities and other curri culum assistance . The position also provides 
coordination of regional curriculum activities. Information is shared at monthly 
superintendents ' council meetings and at countywide principals meetings. 
Ideally, the county office would be able to increase the coordination and 
provision of eWTiculum SlIpport to di triets, but it is not possible during thi s 
fiscal crisis . 

• 	 More centrahzation of enrichment programs, including those in music and the 
arts; 
This recommendation has been implemented. Currently the county 
superintendent of schools office provides cow1tywide support in music through 
partnerships wi th the Music in the Mountains education program, InConcert 
Sierra and the Center for the Arts. The county office provides transportation for 
Nevada County students to many activities and coordinates the events. In 
addition the county superintendent of schools office coordinates a county-wide 
art docent program including providing materials and training volunteers to 
provide art lessons in elementary classrooms. The county office is willing to 
consider other opportuni ties to coordinate countywide programs in these areas. 
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• 	 Increased sharing and centralization of administrative services, including 
business and payroll services; 
Th is recommendation has been partiall y implemented. The co unty office is 
currently providing some form of business services to three school districts. We 
will conti nue to explore ways to share services in these areas. 

• 	 Student transportation; 
This recommendation has been implemented . There is currently a JPA with 
Durham Transportation Servi ces with the four largest school districts. We will 
continue to explore ways to share services in th is area. however the uncertainty 
of the transportation fun ding in the state budget makes it an inappropri ate ti me 
to make any revisions or additions to current programs in place for student 
transportation. 

The County Superintendent of Schools and the School Districts in western Nevada County 
are committed to continuously improving educational opportuni ties for students, pursuing 
efficiencies and being responsive to our communiti es as we continue through this economic 
crisis. The findings and recommendations in this report wi ll be considered as we move 
forward . 

Si ncerel y, 

~J.nn~~en+~~~~ 
Nevada County Superintendent of Schools 
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