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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

EMMA C., et al.,
Plaintiffs,
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DELAINE EASTIN, et al.

Defendants.
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[ INTRODUCTION

On March 22, 2016, in accordance witreaammendation of the Court Monitor in his
Concluding Report issued December 17, 2015, théepaahd the Court Monitor met and conferred
concerning the current status of the Ravenswoodli@plovement Plan (“RSIP”) and progress towarg
completion of its requirement3.he meet-and-confer process wasdurctive and collaborative, and thg
parties have reached agreementceoning the matters set forth belowhe parties stipulate that this
agreement will not be considered a waiver of afithe arguments made in the State Defendants’
Request for RSIP Concluding Report, [Docket {IDkt. No.”) 2115], except to the extent rendered
moot by this stipulation.

. AGREEMENTS CONCERNING RSIP COMPLIANCE

After presentation of data analysis by the Distrand discussion and careful consideration by
parties, agreement was reached concerning several RSIP Items. They are addressed below in n
order.

A. Items1l.5.2and 1.5.3

The parties discussed the regmemnts of Items 1.5.2 and 1.5.3 of the RSIP, which relate to th
District’'s annual description of the organizatminits service delivery system, and submission of that
description and any revisions fordbiict Governing Board review amgbproval. These requirements, 4
written in the RSIP, are not subject to a mainteegreriod. In view of thBistrict's near-perfect
compliance with these requirements for many yead tlae District’s continued demonstration that it
has developed and maintained a comprehensive seelivery system, the parties agree to modify th
RSIP to deem Items 1.5.2 and 1.5.3 fully compliant, and discontinue monitoring these requiremer
effective immediately. Thus, the Distrietll no longer be monitored on Items 1.5.2 or 1.5.3.

B. Item8.2.1

The parties discussed the Distgatompliance history for Iter@.2.1 for the past two-and-a-half
years. The Court Monitor’s Trends Report, ntestently updated in October 2015, documents the
District’'s compliance averader the 2013-14 school year at 95.486d the average for the 2014-15
school years was 96.5%. Because quarterly compl@ipped slightly below 95%n certain quarters,
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the District has not yet postedur consecutive semesters at 95%igher, and thus has not been
deemed to have satisfied the maintenance pefod Quarters 1 and 2 (“QHEnd “Q2") of the current

2015-16 school year, the Dist was again slightly below the 9566mpliance mark. The parties agre

that on the basis of consistently strong compliancefdathe past two-and-a-half years, the District wi

be deemed to have satisfied the maintenance peribd showing of 95% compliance for Q3 and Q4
the 2015-16 school year, using the average congaipercentage based on raw data for the two
quarters. Thus, the Court Monitarll combine the total number of compliant files for Q3 and Q4
combined, and divide by the totaimber of files assessed for compliance, to arrive at a compliance
percentage. If the resulting percentage is 95% or more, the District will be deemed to have comp
with the applicable maintenanperiod for Item 8.2.1 without the need for further discussion among
parties or action by the Couand this Item will no longer be monitored under the RSIP.

C. Item83.1

For this RSIP requirement, the parties haal/musly agreed to adify the methodology by

which the Court Monitor determined compliand&hile the evidence of performance had been
documentation that parents receivettanslated assessment repoléast 5 days prior to the IEP
meeting, the parties previously agrekdt for up to 30% of eligiblalés, the Districtould satisfy the
evidence of performance requirement with a showiagalDistrict assessor had met with a parent at
least 2 days prior to the IEP meeting to reviewrép®rt in the parent’s priany language and answer
guestions, if any, about the repoAfter discussions among the partigsyas agreed that the District
could utilize either option witout limitation to satisfy the euihce of performance requirement.

D. Item 9.2.1(j) and (k)

These subparts relating to thee of curriculum-based asseents (“CBAS”) are the only

remaining portions of Iltem 9.2.1 still being monitordche parties have reviewed and discussed recent

monitoring results, from Q1 and Q2. The Distu@ts compliant for Q1 in both subparts, with 95.2%
compliance in each. For Q2, the District nadgomissed the 95% compliance mark, with a 92.5%
compliance rate in each subpart. The District notatlttte Q2 results were disproportionately impact
by a single service provider who Iéfer position without notice fortame period during the quarter. It
was observed that in at least some of the noncomiliesit there was evidence that appropriate CBA
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were used, but the files were not found compliant bez#we CBAS were not sufficiently identified. T

parties agreed that the District could resubmitl@sa to the Monitor, and to the extent sufficient

evidence was submitted to the Monitor that appropriate CBAs were used, the files would be deemed

compliant.

In accordance with the partiesjreement, the District resulited evidence of performance,
verifying where applicable that approved CBAs hadrbused. As a result, the Monitor changed his
finding as to Item 9.2.1(j) to oapliant, at a 96.2% rate.

E. Item 12.1.2

For this item, the District posted compliancegestages of 100% for both Q3 and Q4 of 2013t

14. The District’'s average compliance rate f0i£-15, as documented in the Trends Report, was
98.4%. The District's compliance percentages fora@d Q2 of the current year are 94.4% and 1009
respectively. In light of the consent high level of performance on thiem, the parties agreed that th
District is deemed to have been found complianfour consecutive sematers, and therefore the
District is deemed to have complied with the maiatece period of this requirement. Accordingly, Ite
12.1.2 will no longer be monitored.
F. Item 12.1.3

For this item, the District has shown a high lesfecompliance since thsecond half of 2013-14
In Q3 of 2013-14, the compliance percentags 94.4% and in Q4 it was 94.2%. For 2014-15, the
parties agreed by court-approv&gpulation to adjusthe methodology for measuring compliance, a
change that, applied retroactively, wld have rendered the District compliant in Q3 and Q4 of 2013-
The District’s average for 2014-15, as documentdtenTrends Report, was 95.7%, with a single
quarter, Q4, dipping below 95% to 91%. For Q1hefcurrent year, the District has achieved 99%
compliance, and for Q2, the compliance is 98.8%, representing a semester of compliance. In vie
District’s consistently high level gderformance in this category, tharties agreed that the District
would be deemed to have achieved compliance fordonsecutive semestersicethus to have met the

maintenance period for this Item. Accordingly, Item 12.1.3 will no longer be monitored.
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G. ltem12.2.1
The District has achieved similgrhigh levels of compliance inithcategory. Reviewing the tw|

and a half years’ data for Item 12.2.1, for which dat@onitored for Q2-Q4 only, the District was ove

o]

I

95% compliant for all three quargein 2013-14, averaging 96.18verage for the year, as per the Trends

Report. Then for 2014-15, the District achievedaerage of 95.5% compliance, also per the Trends

Report. For Q2 of the current year, the District has a 94.1% compligecdmaview of the District’s
consistently high level of performae in this category, the partiesegd that the District would be
deemed to have achieved compliance for four eoumsve semesters, and thus to have met the
maintenance period for this Item. Accordingly, Item 12.2.1 will no longer be monitored.
H. Items14.1.1,14.1.2and 14.2.1
These items are intended to monitor the Disgicompliance with get of procedures it

established for investigating parent complaintsweler, the absence of parent complaints received

through the established proceduresledgo the repeated deferral of fings with regard to these itemg.

In view of the lack of data to be monitored in these categories, the partiedlagrthese items shall ng
longer be monitored under the RSIP, and for purpokaduture Concluding Report pursuant to Secti

6.1.3 of the First Amended Consé&#cree, are deemed concluded.

1. CONCLUSION

The parties hereby submit this joint stipulation aespectfully request that this Court approve

and so order the modificationachbenchmarks set forth herein.

Dated: May 2, 2016 JOHN BEIERS, COUNTY COUNSEL
QOUNTY OF SAN MATEO

By: _/d Aimee B. Armsby
Aimee B. Armsby
DeputyCountyCounsel
Attorneys for Ravenswood City School District
and Related Defendants.
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Dated: May 2, 2016 YOUTK EDUCATION LAW PROJECT

By: _ /9 William S Koski
William S. Koski
Attorneys for Plaintiffs

Dated: May 2, 2016 OFFIC8F THE ATTORNEY GENERAL

By: _ /9 Karli Eisenberg
Karli Eisenberg
Attorneysfor Defendants Delaine Eastin,
Superintendent of Public Instruction, State Board of
Education and the California Department of
Education

[FREPESSED] ORDER

The Court has reviewed the parties’ J@tipulation regardingRSIP modifications.

For good cause shown, the parties’ request tooapdhe agreements contained herein and or
the parties’ Joint Stipulatioroacerning RSIP modifications ast forth herein is GRANTED.
IT IS SO ORDERED.

Dated: 5/4/201¢

der

THE HON. THELTON E. HENDERSON
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT JUDGE
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