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BACKGROUND TO OUSD’S SCHOOL QUALITY REVIEW WORK 
 
During 2010-2011, fourteen task forces were formed with representation from a variety of 
stakeholders ranging from students and parents, to teachers, administrators, and community 
partners throughout Oakland.  The Quality Community Schools Development Task Force was 
formed to define and set out a work plan to move the community toward a common vision of 
quality in Oakland’s schools. 
 
The Quality Community Schools Development Task Force created a set of School Quality 
Standards, comprised of six Quality Indicators delineating sixty-one Quality Standards. This 
work incorporates findings from other task forces (Teaching Effectiveness, Effective Leadership, 
Full Service Community Schools, Experience and Achievement, and African American Male 
Achievement) that were also addressing elements of quality in schools. At the end of the year, 
the School Quality Standards and the School Quality Review (SQR) process were incorporated 
into the District Strategic Plan, which was adopted by the OUSD Board of Education in May 
2011. 
 
The 2011-2012 was Year 1 of School Quality Review implementation.  The goal of the Quality 
Community Schools Development office for year 1 was “to implement a successful pilot of 15 
schools for School Quality Reviews across 3 regions in grades K-8.”  In this “pilot” year, in 
addition to completing the 15 SQR reports, the emphasis was on design, capacity building, 
promoting district-wide awareness of the new process, and aligning it to District tools and 
systems.      
 
In 2013-2014, we will review 16 schools – 7 elementary, 3 middle and 6 high schools. The SQR 
Teams will again focus on select school quality standards and not every standard in order to 
support schools to focus their efforts.  High school reviews are designed to align with and 
support the high school WASC accreditation process. 
 
About this report: 
The following report provides a description of this school’s strengths and challenges in its 
development toward the school quality defined in the OUSD School Quality Standards.  This 
report does not offer specific recommendations for further improvement or growth.  A key goal 
of the School Quality Review is for schools to “see” what they do well and what needs 
improvement.  It is the school community, in coordination with central supports, that should 
identify what should be done next to improve the quality of services the school provides 
students and families.  These next steps need to be carefully planned and prioritized by the 
various stakeholders of the school and incorporated into the Community Schools Strategic Site 
Plan (CSSSP).   
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PART 1:  THE SCHOOL CONTEXT 
 
Location/Neighborhood and Community Description/Description of School Facilities 
 
Castlemont High School is located on MacArthur Boulevard, between 82nd and  86th Avenues in 

East Oakland. That stretch of MacArthur Boulevard is mostly residential, with some small 

businesses. Several blocks away the Eastmont Mall houses the only grocery store in the 

neighborhood, a branch of the Public Library, a health clinic, Social Security and WIC offices, an 

Oakland Police Department substation, and several small businesses and other social service 

organizations (when opened in 1970, the mall housed numerous large stores, small boutiques, 

and a first run movie theater). 

 

In 2012-2013, there were 3,824 students enrolled in Oakland public schools or public charter 

high schools living within Castlemont’s OUSD attendance area (which includes parts of several 

zip codes).  According to OUSD Live-Go Maps1, only 586 (15.3%) of those students were 

enrolled in Castlemont last year. Of the 586 students who attended Castlemont High School last 

year, 90% lived within the school’s attendance area. 

 

Castlemont’s campus includes five classroom buildings, portable classrooms, a College and 

Career Information Center (formerly the library), full theater, kitchen and cafeteria, gym, 

swimming pool, football field, basketball courts, and a central quad, garden, and other smaller 

outdoor gathering areas. The campus was redesigned in 2004 to house three separate small 

schools (each with individual entrances and central meeting areas), which shared central 

resources. 

 

After eight years, the District closed the three small schools and merged them into one 

comprehensive high school in 2012-2013, consolidating all student activities into three of the 

classrooms buildings and the portables. Currently one of the other buildings has been 

designated to support the Full Service Community School, led by Castlemont’s Community 

School Manager (an OUSD grant-funded position) in partnership with Youth Uprising. Another 

building, on the opposite end of the campus, housed Leadership Public School, a charter high 

school which shared Castlemont’s lunchroom and main quad, but which had its own entrance 

on MacArthur.  A garden and indoor aquaponics farm were worked on by students affiliated 

                                                 
1
 http://gistools.org/oakland2013, 10/24/13 

http://gistools.org/oakland2013
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with the Sustainable Urban Design Academy internships. The football field and basketball 

courts were used by Castlemont students and athletic teams. 

 

Directly next door to Castlemont, Children’s Hospital’s Health Clinic provided mental and 

physical health services to Castlemont students, and Youth Uprising, a large and vibrant 

community center, provided a range of services to the community, including job training and 

placement, college preparation, career exploration, mental health and case management, art, 

dance and music classes, leadership development, and a cafe. Youth Uprising was the lead 

agency running the After School Program at Castlemont, and in June 2013 signed an MOU with 

OUSD to co-lead a process of planning and supporting the development of a stronger and more 

successful Full Service Community School. 

 
  
School History 

 
Castlemont High School has been in operation in East Oakland since 1929 and has experienced 

a variety of transformations and reconfigurations. Castlemont was once a highly successful 

academic school with a rich arts program, which many long term community members 

attended and felt deep attachment to. However, from the 1970’s to 2000, the neighborhood 

changed dramatically, the city’s industrialized areas shifted, and the school district redrew high 

school attendance areas. By 2000, the school’s performance has changed, and according to 

many former staff and visitors there were often more students in the halls than the classrooms 

during class time. Graduation rates had plummeted, and District leadership was looking to 

address the problem and reverse the downward achievement trend at the school. Nationally, 

small personalized schools were being hailed as a way to effectively meet the academic, social, 

and emotional needs of “at risk” students, and locally, the small schools movement had taken 

root. After several years of parent and educator organizing by Oakland Community 

Organization (OCO) and the Bay Area Coalition of Essential Schools (BayCES), the OUSD Board 

approved the “New Small Autonomous Schools” policy. Parents and educators across the 

district were encouraged to dream up schools which would provide meaningful and relevant 

curriculum in the context of trusting relationships.    

 

In the fall of 2002 Superintendent Chacones assigned Debbra Lindo as principal of Castlemont 

High School, with the intention of transforming the school into several smaller personalized 

“schools of choice”.  The strong sense of urgency felt by families and District leadership to 

provide quality schools for students – where there was up to an 80% drop out rate - led District 

leadership to implement a “conversion” model in which the current school staff and students 
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would be divided up into several new smaller schools (rather than the research-supported 

model of building new schools one year at a time with teachers, staff, and students who chose 

the school for its specific vision and program).Teachers, along with the three Assistant 

Principals, were invited to participate in the move towards small schools. Over the next two 

years, the district conducted a survey of students to identify new school themes and BayCES 

coaches supported teachers to work in “houses” around specific groups of students and then to 

plan out their new schools. Initially four small schools were identified, but the staffing and 

program didn’t come together for one of them, and it was dropped. The three Assistant 

Principals, Denise Jeffry, Matin Abdel-Qawi, and Rick Gaston, each began working with a design 

team, and teachers and students chose schools. Several teachers were involuntarily transferred 

to other school sites. This was a contentious and tense period on campus, as a portion of the 

staff and some long-term community members passionately opposed the division of 

Castlemont into small schools. 

 

The Gates Foundation played a pivotal role in the development of the small schools movement 

in Oakland, contributing over 30 million dollars to OUSD, BayCES, and several other 

organizations to support small school incubation and implementation. Those funds paid for 

teacher professional development retreats, innovative curriculum development, teacher home 

visits, family engagement and outreach coordinators, and many other important school 

supports. 

 

Three small schools opened in the fall of 2004, Castlemont Business Information and 

Technology (CBITS), East Oakland School of the Arts (EOSA), and Leadership Prep High School. 

Shortly thereafter, a charter high school -Leadership Public School - also opened next door to 

the school.  

 
Over the first few years of the small schools, campus wide achievement on CST exams 

increased, attendance rates increased, and suspensions and expulsions decreased compared to 

the former large school, although enrollment continued to decline each year. The small schools 

had very different trajectories over their eight year history, as they developed different school 

cultures and had different student outcomes. Throughout this period, the economic instability 

and violence in the neighborhood continued to profoundly impact the students and schools. 

 

Although District leadership supported the development of small schools at Castlemont as a 

way to create safer, more personalized academic environments to increase academic 

achievement, graduation, and college readiness, the small schools at Castlemont didn’t have 
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adequate support to implement their visions over time. In just one example, Castlemont’s 

Business Information Technology high school was designed to have a technology driven 

academic program, yet never had adequate computers, electrical, or internet capacity in its 

building.  

 

The District’s new enrollment “Options” process and the proliferation of charter schools during 

that period supported families to make choices for their children’s education. However, they 

also contributed to Castlemont’s declining enrollment, which meant reduced funding for the 

three small schools year after year. 

 

The State budget crisis of 2008 came on the heels of the end of Gates Foundation support for 

the small schools strategy in Oakland. Combined with steadily declining enrollment at the 

Castlemont schools as well as across the District as families moved out of Oakland or chose 

charter school options for their children, OUSD struggled to resolve the budget shortfall.  In 

conjunction with several other actions (including launching a city-wide Expect Success billboard 

publicity campaign to increase enrollment in OUSD schools and launching Attend and Achieve, a 

push to increase daily attendance at OUSD schools), Superintendent Tony Smith and Chief 

Financial Officer Vernon Hal determined that OUSD had too many schools for the number of 

students in the district, and was therefore spreading its resources too thin. In light of the choice 

of the majority of families in the neighborhood to send their children to other high schools, the 

School Board agreed to close the three schools and reopen one comprehensive Castlemont 

High School in 20122. The School Board supported the Superintendent and Chief Financial 

Officer’s recommendation that this would be a cost saving measure. 

 

That decision was made despite the different achievement and school culture and climate 

trajectories at each of the three schools, and it came without a solid implementation plan to 

ensure that the new school would build on the most successful practices in place at each of the 

three small schools. In a scramble, the District created the Office of School Transformation, 

which for a year and a half worked with Michael Scott, Aryn Bowman, John Lynch, and Sarah 

Johnson (a former teacher and coach consultant) to begin to piece together a new school vision 

for Castlemont.  

 

Meanwhile, in 2005, Youth Uprising had opened as a community transformation organization 

next door to Castlemont. Between 2005 and 2010, YU partnered with the small schools 

                                                 
2
 Similar decisions were made to close the small schools at McClymonds and Fremont. 
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principals in a variety of ways to support the schools’ efforts, including hosting on-going 

principal discussion and reflection sessions.  

 

Youth Uprising’s mission and vision: 
Our mission is to transform East Oakland into a healthy and economically robust community by 

developing the leadership of youth and young adults and improving the systems that impact them. 
Located in the heart of East Oakland, YU is a neighborhood hub offering young people services and 

programs to increase the physical and mental wellbeing, community connection, educational 
attainment, and career achievement among youth members. 

Our 4 core program areas: 
Health & Wellness 
Career & Education 
Arts & Expression 
Civic Engagement 

Our primary focus is building a systems change and community economic development platform that 
supports and strengthens our personal transformation work. 

 
 
Deeply committed to improving student achievement and outcomes as part of transforming the 

neighborhood, YU’s leadership offered and provided various forms of support for the school 

since the District’s decision to close the small schools, although most school staff were unaware 

of the support YU had been providing, including hiring Sarah Johnson to support the redesign 

efforts with the Office of School Transformation, and staffing credit recovery and GED 

programming for Castlemont students at the school leaders’ request.  Given its mission and 

proximity, Youth Uprising appears to be a natural and promising partner for the school, and yet 

the relationship between Castlemont and Youth Uprising leaders and staff has become quite 

complex and challenging over the last two years. 

 

The first phase of the transition back to one school, in 2011-2012, was the creation of a 

“Freshman Prep Academy” designed to set a new school culture with 9th graders partly 

supported by the Office of School Transformation. With a new leader and a combination of 

veteran and new staff, all of whom chose to be part of that new school development, the FPA 

staff set about creating and implementing a new school vision and academic program, with 

students grouped together and supported by a small group of teachers who collaborated 

closely. During that year, the 10th-12th graders continued to attend their small schools, but took 

some classes at one of the other schools as their faculties got smaller. 

 

In the spring of that year, the Office of School Transformation, with the support of principals 

and some teacher leaders, implemented a strategy to enable the new schools to choose 

http://www.youthuprising.org/about-us/who-we-are/vision-mission
http://www.youthuprising.org/about-us/who-we-are/vision-mission
http://www.youthuprising.org/about-us/who-we-are/vision-mission
http://www.youthuprising.org/about-us/who-we-are/vision-mission
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teaching staff that would meet the needs of their students and support the new vision of the 

school (an essential element for creating successful new schools). Unfortunately the District 

and the Teachers Union couldn’t come to agreement about the importance of this step, and so 

the OST pushed forward with the “TSA strategy”  - making use of a part of the Union contract in 

which Teachers on Special Assignment are hired yearly for specific positions. Hiring teachers as 

TSAs (who work 11 months/year) also built in time for teachers to do additional work planning 

curriculum and meeting with students’ families that the school would need to be successful. 

While this attracted many teachers, it drove off others, and there was significant teacher 

turnover in the summer of 2012. The “TSA” policy was highly controversial within the District as 

was the hiring process for teachers for the newly merged school. It was one component in a 

larger theory of action that was being put into place to support the school’s development and 

ability to provide accelerated academic growth for students. Just as it was being implemented, 

towards the end of the school year, District leadership decided to close the Office of School 

Transformation and withdrew the on-going support required to implement the theory of action 

guiding the new school’s development.  

 

With no specific support from the District, the remaining students and teachers were merged 

into one school in the fall of 2012, with a 2nd year principal leading many new staff. Many of the 

returning staff had deep connections to their previous small school, and little was done to build 

new positive relationships among them. The fledgling vision and program design that had been 

created the year before was interrupted almost as soon as the school year began. By late 

September 2012 when a student fight turned into a racially-based riot on campus, 

administrative energy became focused on maintaining the basic school environment. 

Throughout this tense time, the leadership of YU and the school had several disagreements 

about who would play what roles and how communication and decision making between them 

would happen.  For the rest of the year, the campus was chaotic, and the Security Officers, 

teachers, and administrators were working at odds with one another. As the year went on, the 

level of stress, fear, and grief on campus kept increasing with the on-going violence inside and 

outside the school, and the relationships between adults became more toxic. The spring of 

2013 became more and more hostile and contentious, between Castlemont leadership and 

teachers, the District, and Youth Uprising, as rumors circulated amongst the staff that the 

District was going to shut Castlemont down and that Youth Uprising leadership was pushing the 

principal out. At the end of the school year, all three members of the administrative team left 

(one went to graduate school, one was either forced or asked to be reassigned depending on 

who you ask, and one left sad and disillusioned). 
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Frustrated by watching another two years of an OUSD “redesign” of Castlemont that had not 

led to improved outcomes for students, and without a strong school leader to partner with, 

YU’s President and CEO Olis Simmons pushed for a new way to influence and improve 

Castlemont’s trajectory. As Superintendent Tony Smith was leaving his position, he signed a 

Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with Youth Uprising designating them to support a new 

visioning process for Castlemont as a Full Service Community School. Youth Uprising became 

the after school provider for the high school, and the building closest to YU was dedicated to 

after school and “Community School” programming and services.  

 

“This MOU is intended to establish the role of all parties over the next three years (2013-2016) 

as they work together to develop an implementation plan for “The Castlemont Lifeline.” The 

Castlemont Lifeline partners will provide a comprehensive set of community and educational 

supports for Castlemont students and their families.YU desires to work with OUSD to lead the 

planning process with the school leaders, teachers, parents, students, and not-for-profit 

organizations of East Oakland.” 

 

Despite the wonderful intentions laid out in the MOU, and the obvious need for additional 

support for students and staff at Castlemont, the development of a deep, functional, effective 

partnership has been thwarted by the history of instability at Castlemont, which was created in 

large part by specific decisions made by top OUSD leaders. 

 

District decisions made without concrete and adequate implementation plans and resources 

exacerbated the lack of trust and respect between the adults on campus who have to 

implement the decisions. Regardless of what potential benefit there may be to an increased 

partnership between YU and the school, the way that it was done (without staff participation, 

“enrollment” or even understanding) has made it very difficult to implement well. Partnerships 

cannot function effectively without trust and mutual respect, and the way this “partnership” 

was set up damaged trust and respect.  The decision to sign an MOU with YU in June 2013 

without the participation of Castlemont staff or leadership (and specifically against the wishes 

of the principal at the time), caused a sense of not being respected and not mattering to many 

Castlemont teachers. Given the intense demands of teaching in any environment, let alone in 

one in which students enter far below grade level and without many of the academic skills and 

habits required for high school success, this sense of being expendable has deeply wounded 

many teachers. What was seen as “support” from some District leaders was experienced as a 

slap in the face by many teachers doing the daily work with our students. The organizational 

culture clash between the school (where teachers feel ownership and expect to make major 
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decisions for the school) and YU (where the leader sets the tone and and makes major decisions 

for the organization) was vast, and hadn’t been recognized or addressed in a way that would 

support the partnership. 

 

At the beginning of the 2013-2014 school year, a new administrative team was again at the 

helm of one of the most complex high schools in Oakland, this time with a new and little-

understood “Co-Governance” MOU with Youth Uprising, and a frustrated and fractured school 

staff. Teachers and staff members repeatedly asked to be informed and engaged in whatever 

processes and planning are afoot in the community and the District to “improve” their school. 

 
 
School Vision 
 

As mentioned above, two years ago, with the support of OUSD’s Office of School 

Transformation, a small team created a vision and began detailing an action plan for the newly 

merged Castlemont. With the closure of the Office of School Transformation in June 2012, the 

lack of continued support for the fledgling school, and the ensuing violence and chaos that 

erupted by the end of September 2012, that action plan was never completed or implemented. 

With the subsequent complete overhaul of the administrative team going into the current year, 

by the fall of 2013, the school had no shared vision guiding the work of adults on campus. 

When the SQR team asked teachers to write down the school’s vision at a staff meeting in early 

September, they gave a variety of responses, many of which were accompanied by question 

marks. 

 
School Mission 
See above. 
 
Expected Schoolwide Learning Results (ESLRS) 
See above. The staff had not defined ESLRS since the closing of the three small schools and the 
opening of Castlemont last year. These will have to be developed this year. 
  
 
Student Demographics 
 
The following charts show data from the official 2012-2013 California Basic Educational Data 

System (CBEDS) annual counts gathered in October of every school year by California districts.       
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For this 2013-2014 school year, at the time of the September School Quality Review visit, 568 

students were enrolled at Castlemont High (41 were SDC and 50 were supported by the 

Resource Program).  This enrollment signifies a fifth consecutive year of declining enrollment, 

averaging 100 fewer students each year from 2008-2009 to 2013-2014. (See Enrollment-Multi-

Year report in the appendices section.) The largest drop in enrollment came between 2010-

2011 and 2011-2012 (170 students), the fall after the District had announced it was closing the 

small schools and the two long-term principals left the campus.  

 Fifty-three percent of Castlemont’s students were Latino, a percentage that had grown 

11% over the last five years.  

 African American students made up 38% of the student body, a percentage that had 

decreased 14% over the last five years.  

 White and Asian/Pacific Islander students represented 8% of the student body. 

 The English Language Learner population was approximately 24%.  The vast majority 

(89%) of those English Learners were Long Term English Learners (LTELs) - students who 

had been enrolled in school in the United States for more than five years and who had 

not yet been reclassified as Fully English Proficient. 

 Castlemont’s Special Day Classes served 7% of the school’s students, while another 8% 

of students had Individual Education Plans and received Resource support. 

 

 
School Leadership 
 

Dr. Vinnie Blye, the principal at Castlemont, was assigned in mid June 2013. Prior to joining the 

Castlemont team, Dr. Bly was an Assistant Principal at Oakland High School for 1 year, and 
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before that, was an Assistant Principal at Skyline for 4 years. Dr. Blye taught mathematics in 

Florida for 13 years previously. 

 

Castlemont was also supported by a new Assistant Principal, Tareyton Russ.  Mr. Russ served as 

an Assistant Principal at Oakland High last year, and was previously an administrator in San 

Francisco Unified. 

 

Castlemont also has a Community School Manager. Michael Scott, the principal of CBITS at the 

time of its closure, remained on campus in this new role to coordinate and increase the 

effectiveness of  the many services and support programs provided on campus. 

 

Teaching Staff 

 

At the time of the site visit, there were 33 teachers at Castlemont (including all Castlemont staff 

who taught 1 or more sections of a class). Of those teachers, 46% had 5 or more years of 

experience, 45% had 2-4 years of experience, and 9% were first year teachers.  Teacher 

demographic breakdown by race was: 45% White, 27% Latino, 18% African Descent, 9% Asian 

descent and 3% mixed.  

 

 

Other Staff 

 

Additional support staff at the school included: 
After School Program Coordinator and Staff 
Attendance Clerk – 1  
Cafeteria Staff 
Community School Manager – 1 
Custodians – 5 
Intervention Specialist/Family Liaison – 1 
Office Manager – 1 
Parent Center coordinator – .3 
PEC - Instructional Assistants 
PEC - Psychologist 
School Counselors - 2  
School Security Officers – 6 
Secretary – 1 
Many part time support providers from 30+ partner organizations 
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Instructional Program 

 

The instructional program at Castlemont includes a 9th Grade Ethnic Studies curriculum, many 

intervention and enrichment electives, a California Partnership Academy, classes for students 

with disabilities through the Program for Exceptional Children (PEC),  Advanced Placement 

college-level courses, and an after school program. 

 
Ethnic Studies: 
All 9th grade students take a rigorous Ethnic Studies course. This course offering grew out of a 
push by teachers across several schools in the district in 2010-2011 to create and offer Ethnic 
Studies courses in our high schools, and was then built into the design of the Freshman Prep 
Academy. Two teachers were hired to create and teach the course at Castlemont, which built 
on several core concepts in use in other schools.  

 
Electives and Interventions: 
Beginning Spanish and Spanish for Native Speakers 2 & 3 (Espanol Para Hispanohablantes) were 
offered. Electives included Journalism, Music, Computer Graphics, Leadership, Social Justice 
and Advocacy, Manhood Development, and Women’s Studies. Intervention classes included 
Strategic Literacy and Math, CAHSEE ELA and Math Preparation, English Language 
Development, and credit recovery through Cyber High. 
 

Linked Learning - California Partnership Academies:   

A California Partnership Academy is a small learning community within a larger high school. A 

typical academy enrolls 100 to 200 students in grades 10-12. Students in CPAs are supposed to 

be grouped (cohorted) in classes together. In grades 10 and 11 the academy core classes are 

supposed include at least three academic subjects and a career-technical class. In grade 12 the 

academy core classes should include at least one academic subject plus the career-technical 

class.  Academy classes should include only academy students in order to support the 

expectation that Academy teachers plan lessons and projects integrating several academic and 

career-technical disciplines.  Academy teachers are supposed to spend significant weekly time 

together planning curriculum, assessing student learning, and problem solving around specific 

student needs.  

 

California Partnership Academy curriculum is supposed to provide students with exposure and 

access to a range of post-graduation college and career options.  Academy students are 

expected to go on field trips and have mentors and internships with industry professionals.  

Each academy is required to have an active advisory board which includes local employers in 

the academy’s field of work as well as representatives of local colleges and universities. The 
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board is supposed to advise the teacher team on the relevance and content of curriculum; 

provide resources; help plan and arrange field trips, mentors, and internship opportunities; and 

generally oversee and support the work of the academy. 

 

As part of OUSD’s Strategic Plan, the District has set a target that at least 80% of 10th-12th grade 

students should be enrolled in pathways. OUSD has been part of the John Irvine Foundation’s 

California District Linked Learning Initiative since 2009 to support the work of developing, 

strengthening, and expanding Linked Learning Pathways at all of our high schools. The District’s 

Linked Learning office provides on-going technical assistance and professional development 

opportunities to the Academy and pathway teacher teams from each school. 

 

Sustainable Urban Development Academy:   

o Currently Castlemont’s only Academy or pathway, SUDA originated at Youth 

Empowerment School. When OUSD closed YES in 2011, the Academy Director brought 

the program to Castlemont and got it funded.  

o SUDA’s funding application describes common culturally responsive teaching, integrated 

project work, and internships to prepare students for further education and careers in 

agriculture, urban development, and related fields. 

o SUDA funds supported gardening, culinary arts, urban forestry, and aquaponics activities 

on campus. 

o SUDA hasn’t been adequately supported or built into the fabric of the school. The 

Master Schedule didn’t support cohorts of students moving together through pathway 

courses, or Academy teachers having regular common planning time. 

o Castlemont offered Green Urban Design and Sustainable Urban Energy as the two 

science classes in the Academy, although students in those classes weren’t clear what 

the Academy was or whether they were part of it or not. 

o Students in those classes (who are not necessarily “SUDA” students), participated in 

field trips and had the opportunity to participate in internships with the garden, 

aquaponics farm, culinary arts through SUDA Works, a partnership with Youth Uprising 

which supported 10 students to participate in internships last summer. 

o In general, students didn’t know whether they were part of the Academy or not. 

Students didn’t know what it meant to be in SUDA. 

o When asked, many teachers were confused about whether they were part of SUDA or 

not. They didn’t know the expectations or structures of a CPA or pathway or the legal 

requirements of the funding. Those teachers who did identify as “SUDA teachers” didn’t 
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have common planning time and hadn’t participated in OUSD’s Pathways Professional 

Learning opportunities. 

o According to Aeries June 2013 data, only 12% of Castlemont’s 10th-12th grade students 

were enrolled in the pathway last year. According to interviews and documents, fewer 

than 15 students participated in internships related to the Pathway. 

 

Program for Exceptional Children (PEC):  

The school supported approximately 50 students in the Resource program and another 

approximately 50 Special Day Classes (SDC). Those students were mainstreamed into general 

education classes depending on their IEP and teachers’ recommendations.  Students were 

provided push-in assistance when they are mainstreamed. 

 

Advanced Placement Classes:   

According to the master schedule at the time of the site visit in September, Castlemont High 

offered five Advanced Placement (AP) courses: 

AP Calculus AB (24 students enrolled) 

AP Computer Science (5 students enrolled) 

AP English Literature (2 students enrolled) 

AP Environmental Science (52 students enrolled in 2 sections) 

AP Spanish Literature (16 students enrolled) 

 

There was a robust College and Career Information Center that provided programming, 

workshops, and individual support, as well as many after school support and enrichment 

programs that complemented the school’s academic program. 

 

 

WASC Accreditation History 

 

In the Spring of 2011, just as the District announced that they would be closed, all three of the 

small schools at Castlemont had WASC visits. The Commendations and Recommendations 

identified by the WASC Visiting Committees in 2011 for Castlemont Business, Information, and 

Technology (CBITs), East Oakland School of the Arts (EOSA), and Leadership Prep follow: 

 

Castlemont Business, Information, and Technology  
3 Year Accreditation Term Granted in 2011 
WASC Commendations: 

1. The classroom instruction observed appeared to be of good quality. Students were 
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engaged and active in their learning, and lessons appeared well planned and 

appropriately challenging 

WASC Recommendations:  

1. Improve support for English Learners and their parents (ELAC). 

2. Improve student achievement in English Language Arts and Math for all students. 

3. Continue efforts to increase rigor in all classes, both in terms of expectations and use 

of standard-based instruction. 

4. To the extent possible, ensure that the coming transitional years feature wide and 

deep stakeholder involvement. 

5. Involve all stakeholders in the next self-study. Focus groups should be formed as soon 

as possible and challenged to conduct a critical and intensive self-reflection, followed 

by doable action plans items and a clearly articulated plan for achieving the goals. 

 

East Oakland School of the Arts  

6 Year Accreditation Term Granted in 2011 

WASC Commendations: 

1. The overriding dedication of the teachers to the students-care and concern for 

individual students-teachers across the school are aware of students'  learning styles-

this knowledge and the relationships  they forge with students and families assist 

teachers in tailoring the learning for individual students 

2. Teachers and administrators provide a safety net for the students they hold in 

common-for example, students comment on the principal and multiple teachers 

expressing concern about a change in academic performance 

3. Teachers accentuating the advantages of a small school-knowing each student's level 

and capacity, e.g., in grouping students 

4. Students knowledgeable about their own learning styles, understand how they best 

learn 

5. Teacher collaboration around interdisciplinary connections between classes and 

vertical connections within disciplines to deepen student learning 

6. High expectations of all students and support for students in meeting those 

expectations-AP English taught voluntarily in pre-school period-teachers accessible  to 

students beyond the school day through lunchtime or after-school tutoring and via cell 

phone or email contact 

7. School-wide use of academic vocabulary and consistent use of learning strategies 

across disciplines as support for high expectations and academic rigor 

8. Interesting and inviting room environments-positive messages, imagery, student work, 

and student recognition everywhere, including in hallways 

9. Consistent structures and access to materials allowing students to be in charge of their 

own learning, removing potential excuses that would block learning 

10. The use of group processes like cooperative learning with established  criteria and the 
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debriefing of how the teams or pairs functioned so that students are not only held 

accountable abut also are able to continually improve collaboration  skills 

11. Student to student learning as a high leverage strategy 

12. Students connect their learning to their own world or to the world beyond the school 

walls teachers facilitate that through use of primary source resources, guest speakers, 

videos, hands on assignments, projects, learning by doing 

13. Frequent formative assessment woven into the learning experience 

14. Consistent use of warm-ups and exit slips contributing to the sense of urgency-bell to 

bell instruction, sometimes before bell to after bell instruction 

15. Consistent use of learning targets that help students know what they should be able to 

do at the end of the lesson-exit slips serve as self-checks as well as aids for modifying 

lessons 

16. Alternative assignments or re-dos available to ensure mastery of learning targets 

17. Despite high teacher turnover, new teachers are integrated quickly and successfully  

into the school, as evidenced by new teachers using school-wide strategies 

18. Specific and positive feedback to reinforce behaviors and learning and provide 

scaffolding for next steps 

19. Level of student engagement in meaningful work-students doing the work-teachers 

skillfully set up opportunities to learn, but students do the work 

20. The reflective nature of the faculty and its willingness to tackle any challenge that 

stands in the way of student learning 

WASC Recommendations:  

1. In light of the upcoming re-envisioning, EOSA teachers need to take an active role in 

forming PLCs across schools so that teacher collaboration  can support teachers with 

numerous preps and relieve some of the stresses that are making some important 

school-wide goals unattainable due to limitations of time and energy 

2. The administrators  of the three schools need to seek ways to begin to do common PD; 

perhaps addressing high leverage strategies for working with Latino and African-

American  students or Restorative Justice across the schools 

3. Investigate roles EOSA teachers will play in the school's restructuring process, 

formulating plans to maintain the high expectations, high leverage learning strategies, 

and personalized tailored learning that make EOSA so successful 

4. Investigate reinstatement of math and ELA interventions within the context of the new 

ninth grade house. 

5. Ensure that students have access to advanced placement classes across disciplines 

6. Review the artist-in-residence program  so that all artists have strong teaching skills 

and know how to adapt  their pedagogical style to meet the needs of the students 

 
 
Leadership Prep 
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3 Year Accreditation Term Granted in 2011 
WASC Commendations: 

1. The rapport between staff and students. 

2. Staff collegiality 

3. The shared belief that all students can succeed 

4. Progress in Algebra I 

5. Increased attendance and the variety of strategies to encourage students to come to 

school 

6. Reduction in truancies 

7. The strong partnerships that exist between Leadership Prep High School and Oakland's 

Children Hospital, Project SOAR, Peer Health Exchange and the College Summit 

Program 

WASC Recommendations:  

1. Increase student performance in the area of reading, writing, and language 

comprehension as measured by CST and CAHSEE test results.  

2. Increase student performance in the area of mathematics as measured by CST and 

CAHSEE test results.  

3. Include the school community as partners by increasing parent, student, and 

community in playing a vital role in all aspects of the major decision-making processes 

of the school 

4. Write and implement a multi-year Professional Development plan that aligns with 

student learning and staff needs, ties to the ESLRs and standards, and perpetuates 

effective strategies.  

5. Design and implement a multi-year technology plan that supports effective student 

learning and instruction.  The plan should include the purchase, repair, replacement 

and upgrading of equipment and software.  

6. Expand the number of methodologies that tie and implement curriculum, instruction, 

and assessment across the curriculum, within content areas and throughout the 

grades.  

 
 
 
School’s Action Plan Goals / Current Initiatives 
 

The school leadership did not have a clear set of goals or initiatives or a focus for the year at the 
time of the site visit. 
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PART 2:  THE SCHOOL’S QUALITY OUTCOMES 
 
Background to the School’s Balanced Scorecard: 

 

The School Balanced Scorecard provides data to support continuous school improvement 

efforts across school communities and the District’s central office. The indicators for 2013-14 

represent District focus areas for the school year, and the 2012-13 School Balanced Scorecard 

shows baseline data from the past school year. 

 

The School Balanced Scorecard data helps monitor progress toward achieving the vision of the 

District Strategic Plan. The Scorecard aspires to focus on and prioritize specific indicators, while 

respecting that other indicators not represented in the Scorecard remain important. Progress 

on indicators within the Scorecard help in differentiating support to schools, as well as provide 

the public with important information about individual and collective school progress. 

 

The School Balanced Scorecard was developed to focus on a few of the goals and measures 

contained in the 2013-14 Goals for Schools. This 2013-14 Goals for Schools includes a larger a 

set of goals organized by the big 5 goal areas of the District Strategic Plan: 1) Safe, Healthy & 

Supportive Schools; 2) Prepared for Success in College & Careers; 3) High Quality & Effective 

Instruction; 4) Building the Full Service Community District; and 5) Accountable for Quality. 

 

Where possible, multiple years of data for each goal were examined for growth trends and 

absolute levels of achievement. A group of principals was consulted regarding the development 

and refinement of metrics used in the scorecard. Each goal was then assessed to ensure that it 

met the standard of being a S.M.A.R.T. goal (Specific, Measurable, Attainable, Relevant, Time-

bound). The District is still developing the measures for some of the indicators, which is why 

some are currently blank.  

 

The professional learning calendar for the networks, led by Network Executive Officers and 

Directors of Instruction, were focused on the targets set forth in the Scorecard. These 

professional learning opportunities included specific protocols and facilitated cycles of inquiry 

to review and utilize data to inform the action planning related to Scorecard targets. 
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Attendance and Chronic Absence 

OUSD has identified chronic absence rates as an important predictor of student success. 

Typically, school systems focus on Average Daily Attendance (ADA) and truancy (unexcused 

absences).  However, ADA can hide deceptively high rates of chronic absenteeism.  Likewise, 

focusing only on truancy misses those students with excused absences who are missing too 

much school and whose learning and academic achievement are most likely to suffer.  National 

and local research clearly shows that chronic absence marks a “tipping point” that has an 

impact on student learning and achievement, with both short-term and long-term 

consequences.  A student is identified as chronically absent if he or she has missed 10% of 

school days for the year-to-date, or if a student has missed 18 or more school days in a 180-day 

school year.  A school’s chronic absence rate is calculated by dividing the number of chronically 

absent students by the total school enrollment.   

 

 2012-2013, Castlemont reported 98% ADA - the highest Average Daily Attendance of 

any high school in the district. The District’s overall high school ADA for 2012-2013 was 

94.4%. Castlemont’s attendance rate raises questions about the attendance-taking and 

reporting procedures at the school. Several teachers reported that they log their 

attendance into the ABI online system “by memory” at the end of the day. Attendance 

records in ABI from the beginning of this school year showed many days that individual 

teachers did not report attendance in ABI. There was no system in place to resolve this. 

 According to those same school records, 5.7% of students missed 10% of school days or 

more in 2012-2013, compared with 14.4% of all high school students in OUSD. 

Anecdotal reports from staff members, District employees, and partner organization 

staff about numbers of students in classes last school year, and numbers the SQR team 

members observed in classes during the site visit, raise questions about whether this 

chronic absence rate is accurate. 

 The data reported to the district show significant increase in attendance (from 90.8% in 

2010-2011 to 98% in 2012-2013) and decrease in chronic absence (from 23% in 2010-

2011 to 5.7% in 2012-2013) over the last three years. It is unclear if the record keeping 

was consistent and accurate, and therefore impossible to determine whether this 

reflects a real pattern of improvement. 

 The Attendance Clerk had been transferred to Castlemont after the start of the current 

school year, and wasn’t aware yet of the consistency or accuracy of the school’s process 

and procedures for documenting and reporting attendance. 

 

 



 
 QUALITY, ACCOUNTABILITY, & ANALYTICS                                                                             
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

Castlemont High School 
School Quality Review 2013-2014  25 
 

Suspensions 

The data presented in the Scorecard under this category relate to out-of-school suspensions, 

not on-campus or office referrals that do not result in removing a student from school.  The 

School Balanced Scorecard data for out-of-school suspensions are based on AERIES discipline 

records entered at the school site, which code infractions that lead to out-of-school 

suspensions under the California Department of Education discipline codes. 

 

Oakland Unified School District (OUSD) focuses on African American and Latino males in 

particular because they are suspended at a disproportionate rate compared to other 

subgroups.  In October 2012, OUSD voluntarily adopted an Office of Civil Rights Agreement to 

Resolve OUSD’s disproportionate school discipline of African American students.  This 

agreement is often referred to as the Voluntary Resolution Plan (VRP).  By entering into this 

agreement, OUSD committed to the transformation of school cultures in order to eliminate the 

disproportionate suspension and school discipline of African American students by the year 

2017.  Although the focus is on eliminating disproportionality in school discipline for African 

American students, the intention is to reduce suspension rates across the board to keep all 

students in classrooms engaged in learning. 

 

Castlemont’s Suspension Data 

 Castlemont’s overall suspension rate declined over the last three years, from 21.6% in 

2010-2011 to 14.3% in 2012-2013.  

 The 2012-13 suspension data for Castlemont’s two significant student sub-groups, 

African American and Latino students, reflects a deep disproportionality.  While 24.5% 

of African American students were suspended at least once last year, only 6.4% of 

Latino students were suspended at least once. 

 Over the last three years, while the rates of suspensions decreased, disproportionality in 

which students were getting suspended increased. The percentage of African American 

students suspended dropped 3.3% over the past three years, while the percentage of 

Latino students suspended dropped 8.9%. 

 

Common Core Standards 

The Oakland Unified School District, like all other districts across California, is now in the 

process of transitioning and implementing the Common Core State Standards. Full 

implementation of the new standards and aligned assessments is expected by 2014-15. 
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The Common Core State Standards call upon students to demonstrate critical thinking, 

evidence-based writing, and the ability read and understand complex texts and solve complex 

problems. Our district performance assessments in mathematics and writing are designed to 

give students practice with the kinds of assessments that measure mastery of Common Core 

standards. These assessments are currently administered on paper. However, beginning in the 

spring of 2014, students will take them online.  Part of transitioning to the Common Core State 

Standards means ensuring that all students are participating in Common Core-aligned 

assessments like the Math Performance Tasks, Science Writing Task (SWT), Performance 

Writing Task (PWT), and this year’s History Writing Task. These assessments were first 

introduced in OUSD in 2011-12 for math and in 2012-13 for the Science Writing Task and 

Performance Writing Task, but participation has not yet become universal across all schools, 

which is why the school’s Scorecard has a goal of 100% participation in these tests for the 2013-

2014 school year.   

 

Scholastic Reading Inventory: 

The Scholastic Reading Inventory (SRI) is a research-based reading assessment that measures 

reading comprehension using the Lexile Framework for Reading. The SRI was introduced 

district-wide in 2011-12 as a screening assessment of reading levels for all non-Special Day Class 

(SDC) students in grades 2-12. There are three administrations of the SRI annually -- at the 

beginning, middle, and end of the school year.   

 

Prior to adopting the SRI, OUSD had no system-wide assessment that measured the reading 

level of all of our students, or that measured individual growth in reading levels over time. The 

SRI provides critical information about reading, which is key to student success in every content 

area.  The Scorecard therefore focuses on the percent of students making one or more years of 

lexile gains between the first and last administrations each school year, with the expectation 

that every year of instruction should contribute to a student’s reading level by at least one year. 

Because the focus is on measuring individual growth, it requires that all students take both the 

initial and end-of-year administration of the SRI. Therefore, the Scorecard emphasizes 100% 

participation as well as a 10% increase in students making one or more years of lexile gains.   

 

According to the data on record for last year, only 11% of Castlemont students took the SRI 

during both the September and May administrations. Of those students, 1% made a year or 

more of reading progress according to the SRI. This year, the district goal is for 100% of 

students to take the SRI at the beginning and end of the year, and for at least 10% of them to 

gain 1 or more years’ reading growth. 
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Cohort Graduation and Dropout Rates: 

California began tracking “cohort graduation rates” in 2010.  The four-year cohort is based on 

first-time 9th grade students and is adjusted over time as students leave (transfer out, emigrate 

to another country, or pass away) or as new students enroll.  Students who drop out are 

counted as part of the cohort, along with those who remain enrolled after four years.  The 

cohort graduation rate is calculated by the California Department of Education taking the 

number of students who graduate with a regular high school diploma in four years or less and 

dividing by the total number of students who form the adjusted cohort for that graduating 

class. 

 

The cohort graduation rate for Castlemont over the past three years has remained below 50%.   

 

A-G Requirements: 

In order to be eligible for admission to the University of California or California State University 

systems, California high school students must meet the A-G course requirements with a grade 

of “C” or better.  Specifically, students must complete a set of 15 college preparatory courses 

drawn from seven subject areas.  Each subject area is identified with a letter, from A to G: 

A. History/Social Science:  2 years 

B. English:  4 years 

C. Math:  3 years (Algebra 1 and higher) 

D. Lab Science:  2 years 

E. World Languages:  2 years 

F. Visual and Performing Arts:  1 year 

G. College-Prep Electives:  1 year 

 

In June 2012, 58.5% of Castlemont’s graduates met the met the A-G requirements to enroll in a 

CSU or UC university. That percentage was an increase over the two years prior. It is important 

to consider that percentage in light of the cohort graduation rate. Of the 49.8% cohort 

graduation rate, 58.5% of them graduated eligible to attend a four year college or university. 

That means that roughly 29% of the starting 9th grade class graduated eligible to attend a four 

year college. 

 

California High School Exit Exam (CAHSEE): 

In addition to earning credits, all high school students in California must pass the California High 

School Exit Exam (CAHSEE) in order to earn a high school diploma, with the exception of some 
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students with disabilities.  The CAHSEE went into effect for the class of 2006, and was intended 

to improve student achievement in high schools. Students throughout California take the 

CAHSEE for the first time in 10th grade. If they don’t pass either the Math or the English portion, 

they have multiple opportunities to take it over before the end of their 12th grade year. 

Students who score at least 350 on the exam “pass”, while a score of 380 or above is 

considered “proficient”. 

 

According to 2013 data, approximately 43% of 10th grade students passed the English section of 

the CAHSEE exam and 46% of 10th grade students passed the Math section.  Only 20.8% of the 

students passed with a “Proficient” score (380 or higher) in ELA and 23.7% of the students 

passed with a “Proficient” score in Math.   

 

 

 

 

When Castlemont’s data is compared to OUSD’s data, you notice that Castlemont’s CAHSEE 

passage rate in 10th grade was 14% points lower than the district in both ELA and Math.  This 

gap closes when looking at 11th and 12th grade passage rates, where Castlemont High fared 

better than the district.  

 

 

 
 

The Balanced Scorecard has a focus on the African American and Latino subgroups that reflects 

our priority to accelerate those students’ learning.  Castlemont’s 10th grade African American 

students performed significantly below the school’s Latino students on CAHSEE. In 2012-2013, 

17% of 10th grade African American students and 45% of 10th grade Latino students passed both 

parts of the CAHSEE at Castlemont.   

 

PSAT: 

Like the SAT, the Preliminary SAT (or PSAT) is a college readiness exam that is designed to 

measure whether students are “on-track” for college.  It measures critical reading, 
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mathematical reasoning, and writing skills that are important for success in college.  This test is 

administered to 10th and 11th graders in October.   

 

The District has set a goal that 100% of 10th graders will take the PSAT, and that their teachers 

and counselors will use their scores to help them plan for college readiness. The data in the 

Balanced Scorecard is based on 10th grade testing only.   

 

Last year 70% of Castlemont’s 10th grade students took the PSAT.  Based on the results of this 

test, only 1% of those students were on track in college readiness.   

 

Advanced Placement: 

Advanced Placement (AP) is a national program created by The College Board to offer college-

level courses and exams in high school, taught by specially trained high school teachers.  At the 

end of the school year, students can take an exam to earn college credit for each course. AP 

exams are administered at high schools across the country every May.  They were developed to 

test a student’s ability to perform at a college level.  Students who take the AP exam earn a 

score ranging from 1 to 5.  A score of 3 or above is considered “passing” and qualifies as college 

credit. Students who earn college credit in high school are eligible as college freshman to take 

higher level college courses in the content area(s) that they earned credit in. Students who pass 

multiple AP exams may be eligible to skip their freshman year of college, saving time and 

money.  

 

In 2012-2013, almost 6% of Castlemont’s 10th, 11th, and 12th graders earned college credit by 

passing the exam for an AP course, while 18% took one or more Advanced Placement courses. 

Of those who took the AP exams, girls passed and earned college credit 9 times more 

frequently than boys, and Latino students earned college credit 4 times more frequently than 

African American students. 
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PART 3:  FINDINGS - NARRATIVE OF STRENGTHS AND CHALLENGES 
 
The School Quality Review team spent three days (September 24-26, 2013) observing 

classrooms, school-wide activities, and various parts of the campus inside and outside the 

building. The team conducted a variety of interviews (individually and in groups) with students, 

parents, teachers, classified staff, administrators, and community partners.  The team also 

reviewed the school documents, performance data, and budget.  Before and after the three day 

site visit, the Lead Evaluator interviewed additional current and former school staff, partner 

organization staff, and District leaders. 

 

The following narrative presents the general conclusions by the School Quality Review Team on 

how a school is developing toward the School Quality Standards.   

 

Each section of the Summary begins with a description of the specific focal standards for which 

the SQR Team gathered evidence and made its evaluation.  The Team did not gather evidence 

on every School Quality Standard, as described above on page 3.  The following narrative relies 

on specific language of each standard’s rubric and the developmental scale for the ratings.  That 

scales is: 

 

 

Undeveloped  
There was little evidence found that the school implemented the practice(s) 
and/or built the conditions described in the standard.   

Beginning 
There was some evidence found that the school implemented the practice(s) 
and/or built the conditions described in the standard.   

Developing 
There was substantial evidence found that the school implemented the 
practice(s) and/or built the conditions described in the standard.   

Sustaining 
There was strong & consistent evidence found that the school implemented 
the practice(s) and/or built the conditions described in the standard.   
 

Refining 

There was strong & consistent evidence found that the school implemented 
the practice(s) and/or built the conditions described in the standard, and the 
school has implemented systems to review and improve these 
practices/conditions. 
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Quality Indicator 1:  Quality Learning Experiences for All Students 

 

For Quality Indicator 1, the School Review Team investigated how a school is developing toward 

the quality described in 7 focus standards: 

 Standard 1:  A quality school provides students with curriculum that is meaningful and 

challenging to them. 

 Standard 2:  A quality school provides safe and nurturing learning environments. 

 Standard 4:  A quality school uses instructional strategies that make learning active for 

students and provide them with different ways to learn. 

 Standard 7:  A quality school ensures that students know what they're learning, why they're 

learning it and how it can be applied. 

 Standard 8:  A quality school provides academic intervention and broader enrichment 

supports before, during, and after school. 

 Standard 10:  A quality school provides and ensures equitable access to curriculum and 

courses that prepare all students for college. 

 Standard 11:  A quality school has a college-going culture with staff and teachers who 

provide college preparedness resources. 

 

Standard 1.1:  A quality school provides students with curriculum that is meaningful and 

challenging to them 

Rating: Developing 

 

While looking at Castlemont’s classrooms, the following conditions were observed that capture 

the presence of meaningful and challenging curriculum in classrooms (outlined in the rubrics in 

Appendix B). 

 In 79% of the observations conducted by the Team, learning built on students’ prior 

knowledge, skills, and experiences.   

 In 43% of the observations conducted by the Team, students applied learning to questions 

or problems connected to their interests, goals, experiences, and communities.   

 In 50% of the observations conducted by the Team, students communicated their thinking, 

supported by teacher/peers, using the language and reasoning of the discipline.   

 In 57% of the observations conducted by the Team, the curriculum reflected an academic 

push, from the teacher, to have all students progress far and attain high levels of mastery.   

 

Learning built on students’ prior knowledge/ skills/ experiences in 79% of classroom 
observations. In most of those observations, the day’s work was a direct continuation of the 
prior day’s work, or the teacher referred to past learning and assignments. In many 
observations, students used a process they were familiar with - for instance, students used the 
“Claim, Evidence, Reason” format to prepare for a Socratic seminar, and they were able to 
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explain what makes a claim particularly “strong”. In other examples, students correctly used 
academic language they had previously been taught to discuss and explain their ideas 
(colonization, dominant narrative, oppressor, integers, etc.) 
 

Students applied learning to questions or problems connected to their interests, goals, 
experiences, and communities in 43% of class observations. In many of those observations, 
students’ work was loosely connected to an interest or experience. For instance, students 
created business cards for fictitious businesses based on a general interest or images they liked. 
In another example, students chose a country to research. In 57% of class observations, content 
learning was not applied to interests, goals, experiences or communities. 
 

Students communicated their thinking, supported by teachers or peers, using the language and 
reasoning of the discipline in 50% of the class observations. Within those, there were some very 
strong examples of students explaining their thinking. In several math classes, students 
explained their thinking and the steps they took to solve math problems. In other classes, 
students were actively engaged in communicating their thinking during small group discussions 
of a guiding question, with  students calling on less vocal peers and encouraging them to 
respond. 
 

Curriculum and instruction reflected an academic push, from the teacher, to have all students 
progress far and attain high levels of mastery in 57% of class observations. In those 
observations, the teacher had created structures that kept all students engaged and 
accountable to complete the assigned work: teachers used timers to keep up the pace and 
create gentle urgency, and teachers had students work in intentional pairs or small groups and 
moved actively around the room, checking in with all students. Those teachers also used 
structures to support every student to think and explain their thinking, by supporting their use 
of academic vocabulary (word walls posted and students actually using the words correctly), 
and by focusing on meaningful essential questions to drive the content study. Many of those 
teachers demonstrated the qualities of “warm demanders” - they spoke warmly, firmly, and 
enthusiastically to all students and conveyed a sense of important purpose and urgency to the 
learning, and the expectation that every student could learn the material and complete the task 
well. 
 

In class observations in which there was not an academic push to all students, SQR team 
observed one or more of the following: all students were asked to complete the assignment but 
there was no follow through when students sat at their desks on their cell phones or did not 
even start the assignment; it was unclear what the teacher wanted students to know or do with 
the content they were supposed to be learning; there was a very slow pace with lots of down 
time; or there were no criteria for excellent completed assignment. 
 

In interviews and through the survey, teachers reported frustration at watching systems that 
had once been in place to support teacher development and improved instruction no longer 
exist.  Many teachers were aware that instructional practice varied widely across the school, 
and described the negative impact that inconsistency has on student learning.  Many teachers 
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expressed a strong desire for instructional leadership at the school that would structure and 
support on-going professional learning and teacher support. They also expressed grief and 
exhaustion from trying one thing after another, and investing in one new system after another 
over the last three years. One teacher wrote, “Unfortunately, this standard is completely 
dependent on the teacher. Due to an incredibly chaotic atmosphere of continual change 
provided by the district (three schools/one school/complete admin turn-over), many of our most 
gifted teachers have left. Because we cannot retain our teachers, we are disproportionally 
staffed by first, second, and third year teachers who are not always able to provide the quality 
of instruction that our students deserve. It is virtually impossible to maintain rigorous vertical 
alignment in this atmosphere of chaos and turnover.” 
 

 

Standard 1.2:  A quality school provides safe and nurturing learning environments. 

Rating: Beginning 

 

While looking at Castlemont’s classrooms, the following conditions were observed that capture 

the presence of safe and nurturing learning environments in classrooms (outlined in the rubrics 

in Appendix B). 

 In 76% of the observations conducted by the Team, students were safe and learned free 

from intimidation, bullying, and/or discrimination.   

 In 44% of the observations conducted by the Team, classroom routines and structures 

supported students to build positive relationships so that they effectively work and learn 

together.   

 In 46% of the observations conducted by the Team, the classroom was an “accepting” 

environment in which the contributions, culture and language of each student was 

validated, valued, and respected.   

 In 38% of the observations conducted by the Team, all students managed their emotions to 

persist through difficult academic work.   

 In 76 % of the observations conducted by the Team, the physical environment of the 

classroom was clean and organized to be safe and supportive of learning.   

 

In 17% of class observations, students were observed teasing one another, calling one another 
names, and/or speaking disrespectfully to one another. In several of these, the teacher 
commented on the behavior, but the behavior did not stop and there was no further response/ 
intervention/consequence observed. There was particular concern about the lack of adequate 
supervision during PE classes - both in the boys and girls locker rooms and during the class 
periods, when half the class at a time was unsupervised and uninvolved in the PE activity, 
creating a potential for emotional, physical, or sexual harassment or violence. 
 

Routines and structures supported students to build positive relationships so that they 
effectively worked and learned together in 44% of class observations. Examples included clear 
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and explicit structures for group work, numbered seats for easy role assignments, intentional 
groupings and assigned seats. In one observation, students were grouped by length of reading, 
as part of a “jigsaw” assignment, and read and wrote together to support one another. 
 

In those classes where there didn’t appear to be structures and routines in place to support 

students to build positive relationships so that they effectively work and learn together, 

students either worked individually the whole time, there was whole class discussion in which 

the pattern was or t-s-t-s-t, or students were allowed to work together but without the support 

of any structure, explicit purpose, or criteria for excellent collaboration. 

 

The classroom was an “accepting” environment in which the contributions, culture and 

language of each student was validated, valued, and respected in 46% of the observations. In 

those classrooms, teachers and students encouraged every student to share their ideas and 

questions, and posters, books, and other materials and artwork represented the cultures of 

Castlemont’s students. Everyone appeared to be accepted in the classroom environment, and 

modifications were made so that every student could contribute and participate. Students and 

staff validated each other’s contributions. Teachers demonstrated the same care and 

encouragement to all students in those classes. 

 

In a focus group of 10th grade male students, several explained that it helped them when their 

teachers built relationships with their parents to keep them on track, and described teachers 

who had visited their homes and regularly called their parents or grandparents. One African 

American male student who reported having strong connections with several of his teachers 

said, “They challenge us and they’re friendly. They get us to think about college. They want us to 

think critically.”  

 

In almost every class observation, there were multiple students who arrived late, asked to leave 

class, and/or disengaged in one form or another during the class time.  In spite of that, all 

students managed their emotions to persist through difficult academic work in 38% of class 

observations, in which teachers intervened early and effectively when students began to 

disengage. In those observations, there also appeared to be tremendous clarity in expectations 

for learning (clear learning targets and routines in place for students to get their questions 

answered when needed). In the majority of classes, there were students who did not become 

engaged at any point during the observation. 

 

The physical environment of the classroom was clean and organized to be safe and supportive 

of learning in 76% of classrooms. In addition to being clean and well organized, many 

classrooms had colorful posters representing student cultures, often with encouraging 

messages. Many classrooms had student work posted, as well as guides to academic vocabulary 

and procedures. There were a few classrooms with little on the walls: no signage, student work, 
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instructional information, or artwork up. Those rooms looked shabby and conveyed a message 

of a lack of care and importance.  

 

 

Standard 1.4:  A quality school uses instructional strategies that make learning active for 

students and provide them with different ways to learn. 

Rating: Beginning 

 

While looking at Castlemont’s classrooms, the following conditions were observed that capture 

the presence of instructional strategies that make learning active and provide students with 

different ways to learn (outlined in the rubrics in Appendix B). 

 In 44% of the observations conducted by the Team, most students engaged in thinking or 

reasoning related to the content of the lesson. 

 In 24% of the observations conducted by the Team, students worked together on the 

content, and their collaboration facilitated deep learning.  

 In 53% of the observations conducted by the Team, students learned using three or more 

learning modalities and/or multiple intelligences. 

 In 36% of the observations conducted by the Team, students used language support 

scaffolds (sentence frames, multiple choice oral responses, diagrams and other 

representations) to engage in learning.   

 In 21% of the observations conducted by the Team, students developed questions, posed 

problems, made connections, reflected on multiple perspectives, and/or actively 

constructed knowledge.   

 In 24% of the observations conducted by the Team, students explained and revised their 

thinking and built on and evaluated the thinking of others.  

 In 38% of the observations conducted by the Team, the pacing of learning reflected an 

academic push to have all students complete learning activities and reach expected high 

levels of mastery (i.e., reflected that “every minute was used well”).   

 In 26% of the observations conducted by the Team, various technologies were used to make 

learning active and to meet the learning needs of students. 

 

Most students were engaged in thinking or reasoning related to the content of the lesson for 

more than half of the observation in 44% of class observations.  

 

Students “worked” together in the discipline, and their collaboration facilitated deep learning in 

24% of class observations. This happened when students used structures for collaborating, and 

that their collaboration facilitated deep learning. In one example, students worked together in 

small groups and built from each others’ ideas on interpretation of paintings. In another 
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example, students took turns during group work to share their thoughts and opinions on the 

topic of the lesson.  

 

Students learned using at least three learning modalities and/or multiple intelligences in 53% of 

class observations. Those included speaking, listening, writing, reading, drawing, acting, and 

playing music. 

 

Students used language support scaffolds (sentence frames, multiple choice oral responses, 

diagrams and other representations) to engage in learning in 36% of class observations. Those 

included language supports on the Claim Evidence Response cards and in Do Nows, and 

language and sentence frames presented by the teacher in the beginning of the class which 

students then used in small group conversations. In many classes, students used graphic 

organizers to structure their thoughts and writing, and teachers used and re-used vocabulary, 

which students used often in their responses. In a Special Day Class, sentence frames were 

posted up and Instructional Aides provided additional support to students who needed 

assistance.  

 

Students developed questions, posed problems, made connections, reflected on multiple 

perspectives, and/or actively constructed knowledge in 21% of the observations. In one 

example, students constructed knowledge from a song’s lyrics and an article, through 

answering the questions:  “Does the music support what the article says about the author? How 

was this song different from other blues songs we’ve listened to?”  

 

Students explained and/or revised their thinking and built on and evaluated the thinking of 

others in 24% of class observations. In many observations teachers supported and reinforced 

student answers, but did not prompt students to elaborate or explain their thinking (by asking 

how do you know? or, why do you think that?).  

 

The pacing of learning reflected an academic push to have all students complete learning 

activities and reach expected high levels of mastery (“Every minute is used well.”) in 38% of 

class observations. In those classes, the teachers were very clear about the goals, every section 

of the lesson was highly organized and well structured, the teacher moved from whole class to 

individual to pair work, and from discussion to writing smoothly. Many kept time for each part, 

moving through the class at a purposeful pace. However, in the majority of class observations, 

there was not a strong push for all students to complete the activities and reach high levels of 

mastery. In those classrooms, there was a generally slow pace, lots of time when students 

weren’t actively working (either amicably or disrespectfully), and and a lack of clarity about 

what mastery would look like if it were achieved. 
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Inadequate access to technology was one of the consistent complaints by teachers on the staff 

survey. In a number of classes where students were using computers, they were most often 

doing very basic research or word processing. The computer graphics class gave students access 

to Photoshop in a lab of Mac computers, and in a music class, a student shared a video she had 

found on her phone of a famous musician performing a piece the class was learning. The 

teacher quickly hooked it up to speakers and the class watched and listened. The team 

observed a number of teachers using overhead projectors or document cameras to project 

information onto a white board, and a few examples of students using that technology 

themselves to present their thinking to the class.  

 

Standard 1.7:  A quality school ensures that students know what they're learning, why they're 

learning it and how it can be applied. 

Rating: Beginning 

 

During classroom observations, the SQR Team briefly talked to students about what they were 

learning and why.  In 90% of the 31 short interviews conducted by the SQR Team during 

classroom observations, the Castlemont student interviewed was able to articulate the general 

topic of the lesson.  Far fewer were able to correctly explain the specific information they were 

learning or using.  

 

For students to know what they are learning and why, a teacher must be explicit about it.   The 

SQR Team looked for the explicit ways that teachers made the objective, goal, or target of 

learning clear to students.  In 44% of the observations conducted by the Team, teachers posted 

and/or explicitly described a learning objective.  However, many of the written learning 

objectives described activities that students would engage in, rather than explicit content 

knowledge or academic skills students would be expected to know or use. For instance, the 

objective, “Discuss positives and negatives of social networking sites” is much vaguer and more 

basic than, “students will use valid evidence about social networking sites to back up a claim 

about the positive or negative value of such sites.”  The first objective didn’t tell students what 

makes a “good” discussion and doesn’t push students beyond their opinions. Forty-eight 

percent of students interviewed were able to explain what the day’s activity or learning was 

connected to or what it would lead to or be used for. For instance, “We are reading about the 

Tainos and writing the main point of each paragraph because we need to learn World History 

from different perspectives outside the dominant narrative. We need to be able to decide what 

is the truth, so we need to understand different perspectives.”  In some classes, students were 

unable to correctly explain the basic vocabulary that was being used in the lesson. For instance, 

“We’ve been doing textual evidence cards about Eco-Aparthied. I’m not sure, I think it’s when 

you separate people by their race or their looks or something.”  Forty-eight percent of students 

interviewed did not know how they would tell if their work was excellent. Of the 52% who did, 
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the majority described “completeness” rather than specific criteria for excellence. For instance, 

a number of students reported that their finished product would have all the elements the 

teacher had listed (facts about a country’s economy, culture, and “interesting” facts) without 

any criteria for what would make a fact particularly relevant or significant. 

 

The SQR Team also looked for the explicit ways that Castlemont teachers checked students’ 

understanding and clarified what it looks like to know or perform “well”.  In 32% of the 

classroom observations, the SQR Team found that students had their learning checked with 

immediate feedback regarding their progress. This generally took the form of teachers moving 

around the room checking every student’s work and giving them specific feedback, or the use 

of an exit ticket or quiz returned the day after it was given. 

 

Standard 1.8:  A quality school provides academic intervention and broader enrichment 

supports before, during, and after school. 

Rating: Beginning 

 

In addition to the Castlemont school staff, there were roughly 30 Community Based 

Organizations (CBOs) providing programming at Castlemont. Together, they offered an 

impressive array of academic support and enrichment opportunities on campus before, during, 

and after the regular school day.  However, there was no clear, consistent, well communicated 

process for students to engage these resources (initial schedules done during registration, 

published and well publicized schedules of options, family meetings to support engagement, 

etc.). Reflecting the elimination of school infrastructure and destabilization of school leadership 

over the last three years, it is not surprising that Castlemont had very few working systems to 

coordinate and manage academic interventions and enrichment opportunities for students. 

 

What follows is a partial list of the academic supports available: 

 Universal academic supports such as: 

o Grade level teacher weekly meetings to discuss and plan for student support issues 

o College and Career Information Center staff presentations in English classes (A-G 

eligibility, graduation requirements, PSAT, SAT, and ACT exams, etc.) 

o Multiple organizations work with students to prepare for college in the College and 

Career Information Center 

 Targeted academic supports such as: 

o Resource Workshop 

o After school tutoring (provided by individual teachers and coordinated by Youth 

Uprising for all athletes) 

o Credit recovery classes (also provided by individual teachers and by Youth Uprising 

staff) 
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o GED preparation for Castlemont seniors who are too far behind in credits to 

graduate within one year 

 Intensive academic supports such as: 

o Strategic English and Math classes 

o CAHSEE prep math and ELA classes 

o English Language Development classes 

o Special Day Classes 

 Academic Enrichment opportunities such as: 

o Advanced Placement Calculus, Computer Science, English Literature classes 

o Sustainable Urban Design Academy Science classes 

o Sustainable Urban Design Academy internship opportunities (in partnership with 

Youth Uprising career pathways staff) 

o African American History Elective 

o Journalism Elective (in partnership with Youth Uprising digital media staff) 

o Social Justice and Advocacy Elective 

o BUILD entrepreneurship elective (in partnership with BUILD, the organization) 

o Leadership Elective (in partnership with Youth Together staff) 

o Women’s Studies Elective targeted at African American girls 

o Manhood Development Program (staffed by OUSD’s African American Male 

Achievement office) 

o Latino boys group (run by Unity Council staff) 

o Latina Girls group (run by Youth Together staff) 

o Castlemont’s 21 Century funded After School Program, coordinated by Youth 

Uprising, which staffs 11 additional enrichment and youth development classes 

 Additional support and enrichment opportunities were provided next door through 

Youth Uprising’s “YU Achieves” after school programming. This fall, 19 Castlemont 

students were participating in YU Achieves programming. 

 

Despite the boggling array of academic intervention and support available on campus, many 

students weren’t engaged in the supports they’d need to achieve academic success. This was 

primarily due to the lack of effective coordination and intentional distribution of the many 

opportunities available on campus. The school’s Master Schedule did not support the correct 

students being in each intervention. In addition, the teachers, school support staff, and service 

providers working with each student hadn’t built relationships with one another, and therefore 

couldn’t target and maximize the potential of each resource for the benefit of each student.  

 

There was inadequate Special Education staffing, coaching support, and instructional materials 

provided by the district. As one teacher reported, “Even though approximately 20% of our 

school body is SPED and many of their IEPs are for emotional expression, we are dramatically 
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under-staffed in SPED. Gen Ed teachers have little to no opportunity for Professional 

Development on how to better serve SPED students.” As of five weeks into the school year, 

there were multiple unfilled positions for Instructional Assistants in extremely high needs 

Special Day Classes, teachers did not have curriculum for all of the courses they teach that 

would meet the needs of their students (some of whom were at a 2nd grade reading level), and 

neither new nor veteran teachers were receiving any coaching or instructional support outside 

of what they provided informally to one another. 

 

In an attempt to better meet the needs of its Long Term English Learners (LTELs), Castlemont 

was providing multiple sections of English Language Development classes this year. However, 

there were serious scheduling problems. There were many LTELs who were not enrolled in ELD 

class or who were enrolled in the wrong level of ELD and there were some non-English 

Language Learner students who were enrolled in ELD classes. 

 

 

Standard 1.10:  A quality school provides and ensures equitable access to curriculum and 

courses that prepare all students for college. 

Rating: Beginning 

 

In an attempt to accelerate the learning of students who are below grade level and behind in 

credits, last year’s school leaders planned to provide multiple intervention classes in the regular 

school day this year. However, those academic interventions (regular day classes as well as 

afterschool programming) weren’t deployed to effectively meet the needs of all students. For 

example, while Castlemont had 151 English Language Learners enrolled (135 of who were 

“Long Term English Learners”, having been in District schools for more than 5 years), there 

were only 22 students enrolled in English Language Development classes this fall. In another 

example, the two sections of Strategic English classes, supported by a District grant and 

professional development, had 8 students enrolled first marking period while the Literacy 

Specialist coordinated SRI testing for all students in order to identify which students should be 

enrolled. If the staffing and structures had been in place, those students could have been 

identified in the spring and scheduled correctly over the summer. 

 
In addition, many elective classes were significantly under-enrolled (music classes had 4-17 

students per section, African American History had 12 students, Women’s Studies had 

approximately 11 students enrolled per section), while some core courses were full (the 

Chemistry teacher taught 5 sections, each of which had 29-34 students enrolled). Not only did 

this create a dramatically unequal teaching load for teachers, but it wasn’t making best use of 

teaching resources to meet the needs of students. Decisions about staffing and scheduling 

weren’t supporting equity across the school. For instance, the school could have reduced the 
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size of core courses (particularly in cases where students were retaking classes they had 

previously failed) to give each student more individual attention.  

 

When we look at measures of student readiness for college, the importance of getting the 

school’s academic interventions and supports well developed and coordinated becomes 

painfully clear. Given the 29% cohort graduate A-G eligibility rate and the lack of college 

readiness according to the PSAT exam last year, there is an urgent need to tighten up the 

systems to support all students – in their regular core classes, in the intervention classes the 

school offers, and in the further development of the SUDA pathway. 

 

This standard is focused on equity and equitable access to college preparation. African 

American students fared worse than their Latino peers on several measures of academic 

achievement, including 10th grade CAHSEE passage, completion of AP courses, and college 

credit earned for those Advanced Placement courses (through earning a 3 or higher on the 

national end of course exam).  

 

Standard 1.11:  A quality school has a college-going culture with staff and teachers who 

provide college preparedness resources. 

Rating: Beginning 

 

An area of great strength was the college counseling opportunities coordinated through the 

College and Career Information Center. CCIC staff provided basic information classes to all 

students on graduation requirements and A-G eligibility, and created a warm and welcoming 

space for students to do work, get tutoring help, or work on college searching or college 

applications. Students who were motivated and took initiative reported being able to easily 

access adult support for their college search and application process. The school’s counselors 

provided hands on support for students applying to UC and CSU schools, and two teachers had 

raised funds and taken a handful of high achieving students on a tour of four-year colleges on 

the East Coast. Students were connected to additional support for the college search and 

application process by the various local organizations who came on campus to operate clubs at 

lunch and afterschool. In fact, there were so many that students and staff didn’t know what the 

differences were between them, and there was no coordination of which students worked with 

which organizations (for instance, the school could arrange to have certain organizations work 

with specific cohorts of students, building relationships with them, their teachers, and parents 

across their four years of high school to ensure that no students could “fall through the cracks” 

of that support). 

 

The overwhelming majority of students interviewed during classes were unable to connect 

exactly how their learning in class prepared them for future college and/ or career 
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opportunities. This was the case even in classes which should have explicit links to college and 

career, such as in SUDA pathway classes. 

 

SQR Team members did not observe teachers being explicit that certain skills and dispositions 

particularly prepare students to be successful in college and careers, and students were unable 

to describe how the skills or habits they were learning (peer collaboration, study skills, writing 

process, using evidence to make a strong argument, etc.) would be useful in college or work. 

 

Some students completed the Kuder Navigator career self-assessment, but seemed unclear on 

what to do with the information it gave them. Next steps did not seem to have been 

operationalized for all students (creating projects, doing research, or engaging in internships 

based on their interests and talents, for instance). 

 

 

 

Quality Indicator 2:  Safe, Supportive & Healthy Learning Environment 

 

For Quality Indicator 2, the School Review Team investigated how a school is developing toward 

the quality described in 2 focus standards: 

 Standard 2:  A quality school offers a coordinated and integrated system of academic and 

learning support services, provided by adults and youth. 

 Standard 6:  A quality school creates an inclusive, welcoming and caring community, 

fostering communication that values individual/cultural differences.  

 

Standard 2.2:  A quality school offers a coordinated and integrated system of academic and 

learning support services, provided by adults and youth. 

Rating: Beginning 

 
This is the second year that the school has had a full time Community Schools Manager who is 

responsible to create systems and procedures to organize, manage, and monitor the numerous 

services provided to students and their families by the 30+ partner organizations operating on 

campus. During 2012-2013, he compiled, published and distributed a comprehensive Resource 

Guide. Since last year, representatives from the various service providers on campus have met 

monthly in the “One Land One People” Collaborative coordinated by the Community Schools 

Manager and the Youth Together director. Through that collaborative, members discussed 

students and programming and began to track which services each student was connected to. 

Representatives of a number of service providers reported that the Collaborative was 

extremely helpful to them in figuring out how to access students at Castlemont, and in 

discussing and resolving various obstacles they encountered. 
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At the time of the site visit five weeks into this school year, there was not a current year Guide 

available, and there was no system in place to centrally match students with services and 

supports or to coordinate and monitor their outcomes.  

 
There was not an effective, school-wide system in place to identify which students were 

struggling, why they were struggling, and to support their health and social emotional needs. 

Some grade level teacher teams discussed individual student needs and sometimes those were 

followed up with CARE referrals for mental health support. This practice was inconsistent from 

grade level team to grade level team and from teacher to teacher. There was no system or 

support structure in place to ensure that all students who needed specific additional supports 

were referred to appropriate supports, to communicate that to other staff, or to monitor the 

outcomes and revise support plans. Grade level teams and individual teachers were on their 

own to attempt to get students connected to services outside of mental health.  

 

The CARE referral form, which was available for teachers and other school staff to refer 

students for the mental health counseling and support provided by both the Children’s Hospital 

Clinic and Youth Uprising, was compromised in several ways: 

 Not all members of the community were aware of the process for creating a CARE 

referral (on paper, on-line). 

 There was no system in place to inform adults of the proper uses of a CARE referral and 

other ways to get students support. Students had been referred for such wide ranging 

issues as needing a quick check in to move through a momentary hard emotion, having 

an immediate serious crisis, needing on-going therapy, and needing case management. 

 Because so many school staff didn’t understand the whole process, and hadn’t gotten 

consistent communication and follow up to their referrals, there was significant 

frustration, which led to a lack of trust between some teachers and those coordinating 

and responding to the referral process. 

 Because so many teachers submitted CARE referrals for more immediate, short term 

issues with students, providers experienced frustration as they wasted time following up 

with students who no longer needed or wanted support. 

 Youth Uprising staff reported that they had initiated a new system to assess the actual 

need referenced on each CARE form and to close the loop and communicate the 

outcome back to the person who made the referral, but most school staff hadn’t 

experienced it yet.  

 Staff from both the school and Youth Uprising mentioned the need for more effective 

data sharing systems. 
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Multiple organizations were providing similar services without a system to intentionally connect 

students to services.  Students and teachers did not know what all the services and programs 

were, what the differences between them were, or when or where they each met. Service 

providers expressed frustration at spending time and energy recruiting students only to have 

few students show up and even fewer continue on in consistently in their programs. Examples 

of the overlap in major areas of service provided on campus: 

 Intervention and case management provided by at least four separate organizations, 

including Youth Together, Youth Uprising, YouthWorks, Youth Alive, and school staff 

 Mentoring provided by at least five separate organizations, including The Unity Council, 

Americorps, Urban Debate League, Project 180, OUSD’s Office of African American Male 

Achievement 

 Academic advising and college preparation provided by at least eleven separate 

organizations, including Youth Uprising, East Bay Consortium, METS, Mills College and 

UC Berkeley Upward Bound, Summer Search, East Bay College Fund, College Access 

Network, BUILD, College Summit, Holy Names University, and the school counselors and 

teachers 

 Organizing, activism, leadership development, violence prevention provided by at least 

five separate organizations, including Youth Together, Youth Alive (Teens on Target), 

Build On, Kids First Oakland (Real Hard and Pass 2) 

 

While many adults – both school staff and outside providers - expressed frustration at the lack 

of systems and communication – there was also considerable confusion about who should be 

responsible for creating and maintaining such systems. Many adults held pieces of the 

coordination, including the Community Schools Manager, After School Program Coordinator, 

One Land One People Collaborative Coordinator, Mental Health Coordinator at Children’s 

Hospital Clinic, and the Health and Wellness Director at Youth Uprising. There were several 

digital systems for tracking parts of that information, each accessible to only some of those 

adults. 

 

Sports were an important part of the high school experience for many students at Castlemont. 

There were many teams, including basketball for boys and girls, track and field and cross 

country, as well as cheerleading squad. Athletes were expected to attend mandatory tutoring 

afterschool in order to support them to maintain their eligibility to play and prepare for college, 

although not all of them did. Many teachers were unaware of any process or consequence 

when students didn’t attend. 

 

In terms of healthy food, the cafeteria provided breakfast, lunch, and dinner on campus, 

although hot chips were observed to be the snack of choice for many students on campus. 



 

 

 

Castlemont High School 
School Quality Review 2013-2014  45 

Health education was provided through Biology and through an optional Health and Safety 

elective. Physical Education classes were large and students in PE participated in physical 

activity for only 20 minutes each period, as each period was divided between boys and girls.  

 

There were many leadership development activities on campus, through which students were 

having powerful learning experiences.  All 9th grade students took Ethnic Studies, which had 

some leadership development components built in. Beyond that, students had the option to 

participate in several Leadership electives and a variety of leadership clubs and extracurricular 

activities (as described above), and in internships. Student comments during the class debrief of 

their role as Ambassadors and translators during Back To School Night included: “Being an 

ambassador made me feel really proud and useful.”” Being an ambassador made me feel empowered, 

like we are running the school in a way.” “It made me feel nervous but good because I feel like a real part 

of the school.” Of the approximately 570 students enrolled this fall, 12 were in the Leadership 

Class, 8 were in the Social Justice and Advocacy class, 21 9th graders were in BUILD, and 18 boys 

were in Manhood Development. Approximately 15 students had internships through the Green 

Facilities projects associated with SUDA.  

 

There was an effort to cohort 9th and 10th grade students in order to provide social support 

through intentional relationship building between students and teachers. In addition, many 

teachers had created strong and positive classroom cultures. Outside of that, there was no 

structural social support built into the schedule, even in the Academy classes which were 

supposed to be cohorted. The school abandoned the advisory period last year because it was 

deemed to be unsuccessful. Various members of the school community shared their beliefs 

about the obstacles to creating a more intentionally cohorted schedule. Those included: district 

leadership deciding that the school could not grow the Freshman Prep Academy after 2010-

2011, the need for so many students to repeat courses they previously failed, adding a number 

of intervention support classes to meet student needs, administrative team turnover between 

last year and this year, and the lack of a clear school vision to guide programmatic and 

scheduling decisions. 

 

 

Standard 2.6:  A quality school creates an inclusive, welcoming and caring community, 

fostering communication that values individual/cultural differences.  

Rating: Undeveloped 

 

According to the principal and SSOs, the focus at the beginning of school was to create safety 

and order throughout the campus, in response to the tremendous lack of safety and order on 

campus last year. While the campus was much calmer by all accounts than it had been, and 

hallways and outdoor areas were mostly empty during class times and students were in classes, 
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there was not a feeling of overall comfort or inclusion. SSOs and administrators rarely greeted 

students by name, and often spoke to students in a removed, formal tone, giving instructions or 

orders. Parents who entered the building and the main office were often ignored for a while or 

neutrally told to sign in. SSOs reported wanting and needing training, and many staff members 

reported not knowing if there was a school vision that should be guiding their work. Many of 

the students the team interviewed described, unprompted, the incident in which bullets came 

through the front entrance last year, and reported that they feel worried when they’re in 

classrooms that face MacArthur Blvd. Despite the relative calm in the first five weeks of school, 

the fear of what happens on MacArthur, and the possibility of violence coming on to campus, 

loomed large for many students. 

 

The great irony on the Castlemont campus is that the very adults who describe the tremendous 

need for their students to experience safety, inclusion, and healing, themselves behave in ways 

that are emotionally unsafe for one another, deeply exclusionary of one another, and toxic to 

their ability to move forward together to create the best possible school for their students. 

There are fierce divisions between the staff – lines get drawn along former school affiliations, 

the perception of being a strong teacher or a weak teacher, along racial lines, and along roles. 

Several teachers described an in group and out group last year, and their perception that some 

teachers were better connected to and supported by the administration. “There has been a 

group of teachers that are looked down upon. Blatantly, last year in the lunch room, things were 

said. It’s not healthy for everybody, it trickles down. We’re all fighting the same battle, and it 

doesn’t help if some have internalized that they’re second tier.” Many teachers were also deeply 

distrustful of the service providers, often refusing to partner with them. Many members of the 

school staff described “the race problem” at Castlemont, and yet students did not echo that 

concern. Many school staff reported fear and mistrust of both OUSD and Youth Uprising, 

describing with equal venom their belief that the District has abandoned them and that YU 

wants to take them over. There is no way the staff at Castlemont could work to “intentionally 

build caring and supportive relationships across individual and cultural lines” so long as they 

themselves are so fractured, angry, and hurt. 

 

The discipline system during the site visit in the fifth week of school year was unclear and 

inconsistent, and there was no system to communicate discipline information between staff 

members. The administration had instituted out of class pass and referral systems, but neither 

was functioning well.  The team observed many students leaving classes or walking through the 

hallways without passes.  Many teachers reported having no idea what happened once they 

sent a student with a referral to the office (generally that meant to the Assistant Principal’s 

office). They didn’t know what happened once the student got to the office, or if any follow up 

had taken place. When the Assistant Principal was off site, responding to discipline either didn’t 

happen or was fielded by a combination of the principal and the Intervention Specialist. 
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Referral information wasn’t documented consistently. Teachers and SSOs reported not knowing 

when a student had been suspended, and described examples of seeing students on campus 

who they later found out had been suspended and shouldn’t have been on campus, leaving 

them feeling frustrated and ill-equipped to do their jobs. It was also reported that students with 

Individual Education Plans had been suspended without consulting their IEP or their SDC 

teacher. 

 

Staff reported dramatically different opinions about the Restorative Justice (RJ) approach that 

was used at the school last year. Some firmly believed it was powerful and positive, and others 

believed it was detrimental to students and school culture. “Nothing was restored, it was a 

mess.” A focus group of 10th grade African American and Latino boys reported that the RJ 

conflict mediation process had helped them at various points last year. Many of the staff who 

expressed positive reflections on last year’s RJ also expressed loss and anger over the dismissal 

of Ms. Salazar, the staff member who ran it. The team did not find evidence of Restorative 

processes occurring at the start of the current year. 

 

It is not surprising that there were few systems and structures in place to create inclusion and 

care across the school at the time of the site visit, given that this is the third year in a row of 

new administrative team on campus. At the same time, the fact that systems were not in place, 

and in particular that there was so little clarity and consistency about discipline systems, fueled 

the already significant anger and mistrust of some teachers for the new administration and 

OUSD. Exasperation and finger pointing had taken the place of collective ownership for 

providing a safe, fair, consistent environment for students. 

 

 

Quality Indicator 3:  Learning Communities Focused on Continuous Improvement 

 

For Quality Indicator 3, the School Quality Review Team investigated how a school is developing 

toward the quality described in 2 focus standards: 

 Standard 1:  A quality school makes sure that teachers work together in professional 

learning communities focused on student progress. 

 Standard 4:  A quality school provides professional development that models effective 

practices, promotes teacher leadership, and supports teachers to continuously improve 

their classroom practice.   

 

Standard 3.1:  A quality school makes sure that teachers work together in professional 

learning communities focused on student progress. 

Rating: Beginning 
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For the first month of school, there had been no instructional work done during staff meetings 

(the beginning of the year retreat, Monday’s Leadership Team meetings, or Wednesdays). 

Those meeting times had largely been focused on basic systems and discipline processes. There 

had been no school wide instructional focus, common instructional strategies, or departmental 

curriculum planning time yet, and there was no structure in place to regularly look at student 

learning data in meaningful ways to plan re-teaching and extensions. 

Core academic teachers met weekly in grade level teams during a common prep period, except 

for the 12th grade teachers who didn’t have a common prep and met once a week during lunch. 

While these weekly meetings were called “PLCs” – they were generally 20-30 minute meetings 

that teachers used to discuss and problem-solve individual student needs or to discuss some 

aspect of grade level coordination (common instructional routines, identifying students to be 

moved into Strategic English classes, coordinating field trips or grade level assemblies).  Each 

group worked on their own informal agendas devised and carried out by them. They 

determined their own shared instructional practices and curriculum decisions. Some teachers 

described collaborating to integrate parts of their curricula, specifically aligning the curriculum 

between 9th Ethnic Studies/English and the 10th grade World History/English and aligning the 

curriculum that supports the Senior Project between the 11th and 12th grade English and History 

teachers.  The Special Education teachers also met weekly, and collaborated closely to share 

curriculum, resources, and strategies.  Most elective teachers did not participate in any PLC 

structure or regular collaboration with other teachers who taught their students.  

 

Many teachers reported spending additional time outside of those weekly meetings planning 

and coordinating with their grade level colleagues, and wanting more time built into the weekly 

schedule and structured and supported for them to do deeper collaboration. Returning 

teachers described the teacher professional learning structures and practices in place last year, 

when one of the two Assistant Principals held the instructional vision for the school and 

planned and coordinated the instructional learning (this year there was only one Assistant 

Principal, and he was focused on discipline). Many teachers described participating in inquiry 

groups last year. Some teachers reported that was a strong and positive practice that helped 

them improve their teaching, while others weren’t part of any inquiry group or reported it as a 

less useful experience. Several  teachers expressed their appreciation for the collaboration 

and/or coaching they participated in from OUSD’s Leadership, Curriculum, and Instruction, 

including teacher leader work, monthly teacher PD sessions, and individual content specific 

teacher coaching, while others reported finding it not useful at all. 
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Standard 3.4:  A quality school provides professional development that models effective 

practices, promotes teacher leadership, and supports teachers to continuously improve their 

classroom practice.   

Rating: Undeveloped 

 

The professional learning activities were not aligned to a school vision, because there wasn’t 

one in place. At the time of the visit, a month into the school year with a new administrative 

team, there was no instructional vision for the school, and professional learning activities were 

being planned at the last minute and were not embedded in a coherent PD plan for the year. 

Teachers provided leadership for their own collaboration and grade level teams, but were not 

involved in planning or running school wide professional learning. 

Last year, some teachers participated in peer observations structured by the administration. 

Thus far this year there had been no structure or support for peer observation, and there had 

been very little observation and coaching by administrators or the Literacy Specialist on staff. 

The School’s new Leadership Team meetings were being used to share basic updates from each 

grade level and department (this function could have been better served by having a shared 

school calendar and by administrators attending weekly grade level meetings), and to make 

some logistical decisions.  

 

 

Quality Indicator 4:  Meaningful Student, Family and Community Engagement/Partnerships 

 

For Quality Indicator 4, the School Review Team investigated how a school is developing toward 

the quality described in 3 focus standards: 

 Standard 2:  A quality school shares decision-making with its students, their families, and 

the community, as part of working together in partnership. 

 Standard 5:  A quality school works with students, their families, and the community, to 

know how the student is progressing and participating in school. 

 Standard 6:  A quality school provides opportunities for families to understand what their 

child is learning; why they're learning it; what it looks like to perform well. 
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Standard 4.2:  A quality school creates the structures and mechanisms to work in partnership 

with students, families and community. 

Rating: Undeveloped 

 

In Standard 4.2 when we discuss “partnership”, we look not only for structures and 

mechanisms for engagement and information sharing, but also for true collaboration through 

which students, their families, and community partners (those organizations working with and 

on behalf of students) have influence over school improvement decisions and the policies, 

practices, and programs that affect students at the school. At the time of the Site Visit, 

Castlemont had no effective structures in place to partner with students, their families, or 

community partners in decision making about school programs, vision, scheduling, professional 

learning, looking at data, or staffing.  

 

While Youth Uprising and other partner organizations had attempted several times to invite 

Castlemont teachers to get to know them, those attempts hadn’t been successful, and many 

partners experienced feeling rebuffed by teachers. The differences between the organizational 

cultures of each organization, and between teacher culture and youth development culture 

were vast. In interviewing teachers and partner providers, it became clear that all parties 

wanted to feel supported by the others, and that few actually did. The following example 

illustrates how the lack of relationship and understanding one another’s roles and 

organizational cultures contributed to the disconnection between teachers and partner 

providers  - and therefor the lack of real partnership around students.   

A support provider who worked full time on the Castlemont campus doing case 
management and running a student leadership program (for which he felt tremendous 
ownership and responsibility and a sense of urgency in supporting students), went into 
classrooms to ask teachers to collaborate with him in organizing a “Unity Week” at 
Castlemont. The Unity Week was a major undertaking to provide multiple activities and 
workshops to build positive community and alliances between students, across race and 
other differences. Given the level of violence and fear students experience, he believed 
that this work was critical for students to even be able to engage in their academics. 
Teachers whom he approached to try to partner on behalf of students responded with 
exasperation, flustered and stunned that anyone would interrupt their teaching to try to 
have a conversation about planning an event. Some teachers interpreted his ask as an 
indication that he did not understand how critical their instructional time was. They felt 
that he was disrespecting them and their students (for whom they felt tremendous 
ownership and responsibility and a sense of urgency to support). A few responded 
strongly and negatively, which he interpreted as deep disrespect and an indication that 
they did not understand how critical social emotional support and alliance building is 
for students.  

This incident left all parties with the belief that the other didn’t understand or respect 
them or their work, and the belief that the other side wasn’t working in the best interest of 
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students. This type of experience and interpretation was reported repeatedly, and was 
prohibiting the development of true partnership, built on trust and mutual respect, to best 
support all students. 
 

While there were many leadership development classes and activities on campus, each 

designed to get students involved in thinking and acting to improve their community, they were 

mostly run by staff from partner organizations. They operated independently of one another, 

the school staff, and the school leadership. There were no mechanisms in place to connect the 

work students were doing in those classes or clubs to adult decision makers at the school site. 

 

While a few students and their families participated in mandated representative bodies (SSC, 

ELAC, etc.), that participation was cursory, and there were no other collaborative structures or 

shared decision making around school programs, policies, or practices.  

 

The parent organization on campus was shared by three schools. It met at Castlemont on a 

rotating basis, drawing only a handful of Spanish speaking Castlemont parents. There were no 

structures or mechanisms in place to bring families of all racial, ethnic, socio-economic 

backgrounds representative of the student body into the school as partners and volunteers. 

There were no structures or mechanisms in place to continuously engage families, including 

those who were less involved, to get their ideas and input. The Back to School Night, which 

could easily have been an opportunity to authentically engage parents in sharing their hopes 

and dreams for their children, understanding the expectations of the Common Core, or building 

a positive school climate across race, was largely wasted, since no staff time was spent to 

intentionally plan or prepare for it. With no preparation or visionary direction, parents were 

marched through quick overviews of each class without actually being engaged in dialogue or 

learning activities. 

 

The Sustainable Urban Design Academy operated in some form of collaboration with several 

community organizations and local professionals from related career fields, and represented a 

natural place to work from to build true partnerships around students. This could include 

regularly bringing those career industry professionals into conversation with teachers around 

curricular decisions and assessment creation (content as well as performance tasks), and 

building relationships with specific support providers to focus on and wrap around a specific 

cohort of students. SUDA contracted with several local professionals to lead activities with 

students (gardening, culinary, aquaponics), and partnered with Youth Uprising to coordinate 

related student internships, so organizing those into more formal collaborative decision making 

structures could be a high leverage move. 
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While many community organizations provide services on campus, organizing and coordinating 

them so that they are truly working in partnership with the school staff, was in beginning 

stages. The monthly meetings of the One Land One People Collaborative (OLOP), and the 

“Universal Support Services Referral” tracker maintained on google docs helped those 

organizations communicate with one another. However, very few school staff outside of the 

Community Schools Manager used it, and many were unaware of it.  

 

At the time of the Site Visit, the MOU District leadership signed in June 2013 with Youth 

Uprising was causing significant anxiety for many Castlemont staff. As discussed previously, the 

way in which this agreement was created (without participation of staff and against the wishes 

of the principal at the time) made it very difficult for it to feel like an opportunity for true 

effective, mutually supportive partnership. Many teachers related their experiences of Ms. 

Simmons’ introduction of the “co-governance” agreement in August as informing them of her 

position rather than inviting them into partnership. Several teachers articulated flat out refusal 

to work with anyone from Youth Uprising even as some of their colleagues were building 

collaborative partnership with YU staff. OUSD had not provided any leadership to help build 

mutual understanding and respect, positive relationships, or structures for effective partnership 

between the two organizations. In the absence of that leadership, the possibility inherent in the 

MOU was deeply limited.  

 

 

 

Standard 4.5:  A quality school works with students, their families, and the community, to 

know how the student is progressing and participating in school. 

Rating: Undeveloped 

 

Although the school sent home progress reports at the end of each marking period, there was 

no system in place to help all parents understand the progress reports or how to help their 

student improve based on the progress reports. Some individual teachers had their own 

practices for establishing and maintaining contact with their students’ families, and the 

guidance counselors reported making mail and phone contact with parents of seniors who were 

in danger of not graduating on time.  

 

 



 

 

 

Castlemont High School 
School Quality Review 2013-2014  53 

Standard 4.6:  A quality school provides opportunities for families to understand what their 

child is learning; why they're learning it; what it looks like to perform well. Note:  In contrast 

to Standard 4.5, this Standard focuses on the ways the school engages families to understand 

what their child is learning; why they're learning it; what it looks like to perform well; how the 

learning connects to the school’s overall academic vision, and what the next steps educationally 

and developmentally will be.  

Rating: Undeveloped 

 

There was no system in place to help students’ families understand what their student was 

learning in each course (the academic content and skills), why they were learning it, or what it 

would look like to perform well. 

 

 

Quality Indicator 5:  Effective School Leadership and Resource Management 

 

For Quality Indicator 5, the School Review Team investigated how a school is developing toward 

the quality described in 5 focus standards: 

 Standard 2:  A quality school has leadership that shares school improvement and decision-

making with students and their families. 

 Standard 4:  A quality school has leadership that ensures that the school’s shared vision is 

focused on student learning, grounded in high expectations for all. 

 Standard 5: A quality school has leadership that creates and sustains equitable conditions 

for learning and advocates for interrupting patterns of historical inequities. 

 Standard 6:  A quality school has leadership that guides and supports the development of 

quality instruction across the school. 

 

Standard 5.4:  A quality school has leadership that ensures that the school’s shared vision is 

focused on student learning, grounded in high expectations for all. 

Rating: Undeveloped 

 

At the time of the SQR visit, there was no vision in place at the school to guide decision making 

about academic program, culture and climate, discipline, curriculum, instructional strategies, 

staffing, or partnerships. This was not surprising to find at the beginning of the fourth 

consecutive year of new leadership structures and personnel on campus. 

 

The three schools which were closed in 2011-12 each had visions, some of which more 

effectively guided the work of the school than others. In the year of Office of School 

Transformation (OST) support (2010-2011), several representatives of the school participated in 

a several re-visioning meetings. During 2012-2013, without the support of OST (OUSD leaders 
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decided to close it down and didn’t replace the supports it had provided), the school’s 

leadership was unable to maintain a focus on continuing to deepen the vision and develop 

programs and systems to support it. The challenges that followed the merging of the schools 

(student riot and fierce staff divisions) deepened the fragmentation of relationships between 

adults on and around the campus. In the ensuing chaotic year, the visioning work was lost.  At 

the start of 2013-2014, with the complete turnover in the administrative team and the creation 

of a “co-governance” MOU between OUSD and YU on behalf of Castlemont, questions of what 

the school’s vision would be and who would participate in creating it were causing anxiety for 

many adults on and around Castlemont’s campus. 

 
 

Standard 5.5: A quality school has leadership that creates and sustains equitable conditions 
for learning and advocates for interrupting patterns of historical inequities. 
Rating: Beginning 
 
The school leadership consistently articulated the need to interrupt patterns of inequities. However, 

school leaders were not guiding the development and quality of services that would support all 

students to have equal access to learning (including academic, social-emotional, health, family 

well-being, and adult attitude). The school staff did not have a structure or mechanism in place to 

collect and analyze learning data by subgroup in order to monitor and adjust practices designed 

to interrupt patterns of inequity. Data was not used to determine support groups and programs 

needed on campus, to identify which students should participate in each group/program, or to 

monitor the effectiveness of each group/program for individual students and for specific 

subgroups of students (African American males, for instance). 

The toxic relationships between so many staff undermined the school’s ability to effectively 

interrupt patterns of inequity in student achievement, since there can be no honest dialogue or 

deep learning from one another without basic respect and trust. It is important to note that not 

all teachers participated in or felt the divisions between staff members. However, the racialized 

divisions so many staff members expressed, and the distrust and fear that often broke down 

along African American/Latino lines (in which a number of white staff sided with Latinos) 

contributed to a less safe and inclusive climate for students. Several adults on campus referred 

to a specific group of students as “our kids,” and many of the elective classes, as well as the 

Spanish classes and AP classes, were racially homogeneous. While there were certainly staff 

members of all races who did not express a need to serve or protect one race of students over 

another, there was no one on campus providing leadership to ensure that all adults treated all 

students as “their kids”. In a third year of changing leadership and organizational structures at 

Castlemont, there was no consistent leadership in place to foster healthy dialogue among 

school and community constituents across race and class in order to build a shared sense of 

mission, purpose, and safety. District “support” efforts, including the Office of School 
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Transformation (2011-2012) and the high school network (2012-2013) did not support this 

dialogue, and little was done to support adults through the school merger or after the 

traumatic incidents last year.  

 
The Master Schedule did not support many of the programs designed to meet students’ needs. 

English Language Development, Strategic English, the many electives and the SUDA pathway, 

were not strategically built into the schedule, and so they were far less effective than intended. 

The dramatic disparity in teacher-student ratios between core content teachers and elective 

teachers wasted precious teacher resources. See Standard 1.10 for more discussion of how 

decisions about staffing and scheduling impacted equity across the school. 

 

In a related challenge, school leadership over several years had not prioritized the development 

of SUDA or any other pathways which could have provided a natural way to increase academic 

rigor, connect academic study to real world applications, organize student support, and 

adequately prepare students for specific high demand careers and post-high school education. 

 
 
Standard 5.6:  A quality school has leadership that guides and supports the development of 
quality instruction across the school. 
Rating: Undeveloped 
 
School administrators did not have experience or expertise with Linked Learning or Social 

Emotional Learning. They had not articulated a clear vision of how Linked Learning and Social 

Emotional Learning were connected and essential to providing excellent, effective instruction 

for Castlemont students. 

There was no school-wide instructional focus and no structured support for teachers (no 

observation/coaching structures, no student-work driven PLC collaboration, no departmental 

planning time, and no structured Academy planning time). Any structures and instructional 

focus or priorities that had been in place in the past had not survived the multiple leadership 

transitions of the past three years. 

 
Teachers were on their own to develop curriculum and analyze the results to refine their 

instruction. While there were some excellent planning, assessing, and reteaching efforts 

happening, they were inconsistent across the school and based on individual teacher practice 

rather than structured and supported into school wide teacher practice.  
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PART 4:  FINDINGS - SUMMARY EXPLANATION OF RUBRIC RATINGS 

 
Focus 
Standard 

Focus Standard Rubric 
Rating 

Summary Explanation of Ratings 

1.1 Meaningful and 
Challenging Curriculum 
 

Developing 
 

 Learning built on students’ prior knowledge/ skills/ experiences in 79% of 
classroom observations. In many observations, students used a process they 
were familiar with - for instance, students used the “Claim, Evidence, Reason” 
format to prepare for a Socratic seminar, and they were able to explain what 
makes a claim particularly “strong”. In other examples, students correctly used 
academic language they had previously been taught to discuss and explain their 
ideas (colonization, dominant narrative, oppressor, integers, etc.) 

 Students communicated their thinking, supported by teacher/peers, using the 
language and reasoning of the discipline in 50% of the class observations. Strong 
examples included students explaining their thinking and the steps they took to 
solve math problems, and students prompting one another to explain their 
thinking during small group discussions of a guiding question in history. 
 

1.2 Safe and Nurturing 
Learning Experiences 
 

 Beginning  In 76% of the observations conducted by the Team, students were safe and 

learned free from intimidation, bullying, and/or discrimination.   

 In 44% of the observations conducted by the Team, classroom routines and 

structures supported students to build positive relationships, so that they 

effectively work and learn together.   

 There was particular concern about the lack of adequate supervision during PE 

classes - both in the boys and girls locker rooms and during the class periods, 

when half the class at a time was unsupervised and uninvolved in the PE activity, 

creating a potential for emotional, physical, or sexual harassment or violence. 

1.4 Active & Different Types of 
Learning 
 

 Beginning  Most students were engaged in thinking or reasoning related to the content of 

the lesson for more than half of the observation in 44% of class observations.  

 Students explained, revised, built on or evaluated their thinking in 24% of class 
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observations. In the majority of observations teachers reinforced student 

answers (“right!”), but did not prompt students to elaborate or explain their 

thinking.  

1.7 Students Know What They 
are Learning, Why, and 
How it can be Applied 
 

Beginning   In 90% of the 31 short interviews conducted by the SQR Team during classroom 

observations, the Castlemont student interviewed was able to articulate the 

general topic of the lesson.  Far fewer were able to correctly explain the specific 

information they were learning or using.  

 In 44% of the observations conducted by the Team, teachers posted and/or 

explicitly described a learning objective.  However, many of the written learning 

objectives described activities that students would engage in, rather than 

explicit content knowledge or academic skills students would be expected to 

know or use.  

1.8 Academic Intervention & 
Enrichment Support 
 

 Beginning   In addition to the Castlemont school staff, there were roughly 30 Community 
Based Organizations (CBOs) providing programming at Castlemont. Together, 
they provided an impressive array of academic intervention, support, and 
enrichment opportunities on campus before, during, and after the regular school 
day.  

 Reflecting the elimination of school infrastructure and destabilization of school 
leadership over the last three years, there was no clear, consistent, well 
communicated process for students to engage these resources (initial schedules 
done during registration, published and well publicized schedules of options, 
family meetings to support engagement, etc.).  

 Special Day Classes were significantly understaffed. 
1.10 Equitable Access to 

Curriculum 
 

Beginning   The school’s academic interventions (regular day classes as well as afterschool 
programming) weren’t deployed to effectively meet the needs of all students.  

 Given the 29% cohort graduate A-G eligibility rate and the lack of college 
readiness according to the SAT exam last year, there is an urgent need to tighten 
up the systems to support all students – in their regular core classes, in the 
intervention classes the school offers, and in the further development of the 
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SUDA pathway. 
1.11 College-going Culture & 

Resources 
 

 Beginning   The majority of students interviewed during classes were unable to connect 
exactly how their learning in class prepared them for future college and/ or 
career opportunities. This was the case even in classes with should have explicit 
links to college and career, such as in SUDA pathway classes. 

 An area of great strength was the college counseling opportunities coordinated 
through the College and Career Information Center. CCIC staff provided basic 
information classes to all students on graduation requirements and A-G eligibility, 
and created a warm and welcoming space for students to do work, get tutoring 
help, or work on college searching or college applications. Students who were 
motivated and took initiative reported being able to easily access adult support 
for their college search and application process.  

2.2 Coordinated & Integrated 
System of Academic 
Learning Support Services 
 

Beginning    Thirty community based organizations provided mental health, case 
management, mentoring, and leadership development supports on campus. 

 Some grade level teacher teams discussed individual student needs and 
sometimes those were followed up with CARE referrals for mental health 
support. This practice was inconsistent from grade level team to grade level team 
and from teacher to teacher.  

 There was no school-wide system or support structure in place to ensure that all 
students who needed specific additional supports were referred to appropriate 
supports, to communicate that to other staff, or to monitor the outcomes and 
revise support plans.  

 

2.6 Inclusive, Welcoming & 
Caring Community 
 

Undeveloped     According to the principal and SSOs, the focus at the beginning of school was to 
create safety and order throughout the campus, in response to the tremendous 
lack of safety and order on campus last year. While the campus was much calmer 
by all accounts than it had been, and hallways and outdoor areas were mostly 
empty during class times and students were in classes, there was not a feeling of 
comfort or inclusion.  

 SSOs and administrators rarely greeted students by name, and often spoke to 
students in a removed, formal tone, giving instructions or orders. Parents who 
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entered the building and the main office were often ignored for a while or 
neutrally told to sign in.  

 The same adults who described the tremendous need for their students to 
experience safety, inclusion, and healing, themselves behaved in ways that were 
emotionally unsafe for one another, deeply exclusionary of one another, and 
toxic to their ability to move forward together to create the best possible school 
for their students.  

3.1 Collaboration 
 

Beginning   Core academic teachers met weekly in grade level teams during a common prep 
period, except for the 12th grade teachers who didn’t have a common prep and 
met once a week during lunch.  

 While these weekly meetings were called “PLCs” – they were generally used to 
discuss and problem-solve individual student needs or to discuss some aspect of 
grade level coordination (common instructional routines, identifying students to 
be moved into Strategic English classes, coordinating field trips or grade level 
assemblies).   

3.4 Professional Learning 
Activities 
 

Undeveloped   At the time of the visit, a month into the school year with a new administrative 
team, there was no instructional vision for the school, and professional learning 
activities were being planned at the last minute and were not embedded in a 
coherent PD plan for the year.  

 The School’s new Leadership Team meetings were being used to share basic 
updates from each grade level and department (this function could have been 
better served by having a shared school calendar and by administrators attending 
weekly grade level meetings), and to make some logistical decisions.  

4.2 Working Together in 
Partnership 
 

Undeveloped
   

 At the time of the Site Visit, Castlemont had no effective structures in place to 
partner with students, their families, or community partners in decision making 
about school programs, vision, scheduling, professional learning, looking at data, 
or staffing.  

 While there were several leadership development classes and activities designed 
to get students involved in thinking and acting to improve their community, they 
operated independently of one another, the other school staff, and the school 
leadership. There were no mechanisms in place to connect the work students 
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were doing in those classes or clubs to adult decision makers at the school site. 

 The MOU District leadership signed in June 2013 with Youth Uprising was causing 
significant anxiety for many Castlemont staff. The facts that the MOU was created 
without participation of staff, against the wishes of last year’s principal, and 
introduced to the staff this August in a heated meeting with YU’s Executive 
Director led many staff to perceive it as a hostile bid for control of the school 
rather than an opportunity for an effective, mutually supportive partnership.  
 

4.5 Student/Family 
Engagement on Student 
Progress 
 

Undeveloped   Although the school sent home progress reports at the end of each marking 
period, there was no school-wide system in place to help all parents understand 
the progress reports or know how to help their student improve based on the 
progress reports.  

 Some individual teachers had their own practices for establishing and maintaining 
contact with their students’ families. 

4.6 Family Engagement on 
Academic Expectations and 
Opportunities 
 

Undeveloped    There was no system in place to help students’ families understand what their 
student was learning in each course (the academic content and skills), why they 
were learning it, or what it would look like to perform well. 

 

5.4 Vision Driven 
 
 

Undeveloped  At the time of the SQR visit, in the fourth consecutive year of a new leadership 
structure on campus, it was not surprising that there was no vision in place to 
guide decision making about academic program, culture and climate, discipline, 
curriculum, instructional strategies, staffing, or partnerships.  

5.5 Focused on Equity 
 
 

 Beginning  The school leadership consistently articulated the need to interrupt patterns of 
inequities. However, school leaders were not guiding the development and 
quality of services that would support all students to have equal access to 
learning (including academic, social-emotional, health, family well-being, and 
adult attitudes).  

 The Master Schedule did not support many of the programs designed to meet 
students’ needs. English Language Development, Strategic English, the many 
electives and the SUDA pathway, were not built strategically into the schedule, 
and so they were far less effective than intended.  
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5.6 Supports the Development 
of Quality Instruction 
 

 
Undeveloped 

 There was no school-wide instructional focus and no structured support for 
teachers (no observation/coaching structures, no student-work driven PLC 
collaboration, no departmental planning time, and no structured Academy 
planning time). Any structures and instructional focus or priorities that had been 
in place in the past had not survived the multiple leadership transitions of the 
past three years. 
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PART 5:  FINDINGS - FOCUS STANDARDS RATINGS CHART 
 
Quality 
Indicator 

Focus 
Standard 

Focus Standard Rubric 
Rating 

Undeveloped Beginning Developing Sustaining Refining 

1 1.1 Meaningful and Challenging Curriculum      X   

1 1.2 Safe and Nurturing Learning Experiences    X     

1 1.4 Active & Different Types of Learning    X     

1 1.7 Students Know What They are Learning, 
Why, and How it can be Applied 

   X     

1 1.8 Academic Intervention & Enrichment 
Support 

   X       

1 1.10 Equitable Access to Curriculum    X     

1 1.11 College-going Culture & Resources    X    

2 2.2 Coordinated & Integrated System of 
Academic Learning Support Services 

   X 

 

    

2 2.6 Inclusive, Welcoming & Caring Community   X      

3 3.1 Collaboration    X     

3 3.4 Professional Learning Activities   X      

4 4.2 Working Together in Partnership   X      

4 4.5 Student/Family Engagement on Student 
Progress 

  X      

4 4.6 Family Engagement on Academic 
Expectations and Opportunities 

  X      

5 5.4 Vision Driven   X       

5 5.5 Focused on Equity    X     

5 5.6 Supports the Development of Quality 
Instruction 

  X      
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Appendix A:  SCHOOL DATA REPORTS 
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Academic Performance Index (API) 

High schools meet API targets two ways:  meeting the state target (770 for 2013) or “by growing one point” 

using the California Standards Test (CST).  Castlemont received a 509 API score and did not meet the 2012 – 

2013 Growth Target.  The following chart below reflects the 2012 -2013 API scores and the two previous 

years or scores during which time the campus was broken down into four small schools.  This data shows a 

declining trend on the Castlemont campus over the past three years. (The Castlemont Freshman Academy 

shows one year of data because it only existed for one year.)   

 

 
Growth API Met Growth Target 

School 
2008-

09 
2009-

10 
2010-

11 
2011-

12 
2012-

13 

2008- 
09 

(650) 

2009-
10 

(680) 

2010-
11 

(710) 

2011-
12 

(740) 

2012-
13 

(770) 

Castlemont ----  ---- ---- ---- 509 ---- ---- ---- ---- No 

Castlemont 
Freshman 
Academy 

---- 
 

---- 
 

---- 
 544 

---- 
 

 
---- 

 
---- ---- 

 N/A 
---- 

 

Business 
Information 
Tech HS  527 511 545 529 

---- 
 

 
 

No 

 
 

No Yes No 
---- 

 

East Oakland 
School of the 
Arts 554 535 616 590 

---- 
 

 
 

Yes 

 
 

No Yes No 
---- 

 

Leadership 
Preparatory HS 516 527 584 559 

---- 
 

 
No 

 
No Yes No 

---- 
 

 

 

California Standards Test (CST) 

CST data is important at the high school level for two reasons:  First, it predicts how 9th graders will perform 

on the CAHSEE as 10th graders (Kohavi and Provost, 1998).  Second, it gives schools a good picture of how 

students fare against the state’s standards.  Oakland schools are not bound by the results of the CST 

because of the district’s CORE Waiver process approved for the 20113 – 2014 school year.  That said, over 

the past three years, Proficient and Advanced levels have steadily declined while the Far Below Basic (FBB) 

and Below Basic (BB) have increased.   

 

This decline should be considered in combination with the District’s decision to close the three small 

schools on Castlemont’s campus in 2011, and the subsequent instability of the school environment. This 

decline may represent some combination of the fact that staffing, instructional support, and curricular 

programs were in flux, the fact that students generally do best on standardized tests when they are most 

connected to their teachers and feel a sense of ownership over the school.  
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Performance 

Band 

Small Schools 

2009 - 2010 

Small Schools 

2010 – 2011 

Small Schools and 

FPA 

2011 – 2012 

Comprehensive High 

2012 – 2013 

Proficient and 

Advanced  

CBITs:  17.5% ELA 

                19.4% MA 

EOSA:   13.3% ELA 

              22.6% MA 

LPrep:  13.8% ELA 

              12.9% MA 

19%  ELA 

  3%  MA 

16% ELA 

  3%  MA 

10% SCI 

11%  ELA 

  7%  MA 

15%  SCI 

Basic  

Data unavailable 

34%  ELA 

14%  MA 

29% ELA 

10% MA 

28% SCI 

26%  ELA 

  9%  MA 

 27% SCI 

Far Below Basic 

and Below Basic  

 

Data unavailable 

47%  ELA 

83%  MA 

 

55%  ELA 

86%  MA 

62%  SCI 

59%  ELA 

85%  MA 

58% SCI 

 

CST  English Language Arts – Performance Levels for 9th-11th graders 

 

    

  



  

 

Castlemont High School 
School Quality Review 2013-2014   
   66 
 

CST  Math – Performance Levels for 9th-11th graders 

 

 

 
 

California English Language Development Test (CELDT) 

Castlemont High School tested 131 students using the CELDT during the 2012 – 2013 school year.  The 

number of students at each Overall Performance Level was as follows:  3% Advanced, 33% Early Advanced, 

38% Intermediate, 19% Early Intermediate and 7% a Beginning.  The table below illustrates that 70% of the 

English Learners scored within the Flat or Slide performance bands.   
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California High School Exit Exam 
The following chart shows 10th grade CAHSEE data desegregated by grade, gender, ethnicity, and special programs 

for the past three years.   
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Graduation and Drop Out Rates 
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A-G Completion 

 

Completion of A-G courses completed with a grade of C or better determines eligibility to be admitted in to 

a California State University or University of California college.  According to the table below, 58% of 

Castlemont’s graduates met the A-G requirements during the 2011 – 2012 school year.  Although the 

percentage is low, the pattern shows improvement over the past three years.   
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PSAT, SAT, and College Enrollment 

 

The following two charts provide data regarding the participation and readiness of Castlemont students to 

be admitted into college.  According to these charts, the number of students taking the PSAT and the SAT 

has increased from 41% in 2010 - 2011 to 69% in 2012 – 2013 on the PSAT, and from 17% in 2010 – 2011 to 

28% in 2011 – 2012 on the SAT. No Castlemont students were reported to have taken the SAT in 2012-

2013. 

 

PSAT Participation and Readiness (Information based on 10th Grade Testing Data) 
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SAT Participation and Readiness for College Data 
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Advanced Placement Course Enrollment 

 

 



  

 

Castlemont High School 
School Quality Review 2013-2014   
   73 
 

Results of AP College Credit and Participation 
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 College Enrollment Data 

 

Of the June 2011 graduates, 51% enrolled in either a two or four-year college within 6 months of 

graduating.  While this was fewer than the year before, the percent of June 2011 graduates who enrolled in 

a four year college was higher than of the June 2010 graduates. The chart also reflects an increase in the 

number of African Americans, Special Education students, and females who enrolled in 4 year schools after 
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graduation from high school.  However, the chart depicts a decrease in the number of male, Latino, and 

English Learners students who chose to attend 4-year colleges after high school.  

 

Linked Learning: Academy/Pathway Participation 

  
 



 

Castlemont High School 
School Quality Review 2013-2014      76 
 

APPENDIX B:  RUBRICS FOR SCHOOL QUALITY FOCUS STANDARDS 
 

Quality Indicator 1:  Quality Learning Experiences for All Students 
 

The Oakland Unified School District is committed to supporting high levels of learning for every student, ensuring that students are prepared for success in college, in their 
careers, and as citizens.  Central to this commitment is the creation of quality learning experiences for all students.   

“Quality Learning Experiences for All Students” happen when every child is engaged and learns to high standards.  The quality school makes sure that the school curriculum is 
challenging and connects to the needs, interests, and cultures of its students.  It ensures that students learn in different ways inside and outside the classroom, including having 
opportunities to work with their peers, to investigate and challenge what they are taught, and to develop knowledge and skills that have value beyond the school.  The quality 
school supports students to take risks and intervenes when they struggle.  It inspires students to see how current learning helps them achieve future goals.  In a quality school, 
each child’s learning is regularly assessed in different ways.  This assessment information is used to plan their learning, to provide strategic support, and to empower the 
students and their families to manage their academic progress and prepare for various college and career opportunities. 

The following rubrics enable key school stakeholders to assess the development of a school toward the “quality learning experiences” standards, based on evidence from a 
range of sources.  In addition, school leaders, central office personnel, and coaches will use these rubrics to design improvement strategies and support schools’ ongoing 
development.  The unit of analysis for these rubrics is the school, not individuals within the school.  These rubrics will not be used for the evaluation of school leaders, teachers, 
or other school personnel. 
 

 

Definitions  
Learning experiences:  Structured learning experiences found in the classroom during the day; in on-campus academic intervention and enrichment opportunities 
before, during, and after the school day; in mentoring, internship, and work-based learning opportunities organized by the school. 

 

 

Undeveloped  There was little evidence found that the school implemented the practice(s) and/or built the conditions described in the standard.   

Beginning There was some evidence found that the school implemented the practice(s) and/or built the conditions described in the standard.   

Developing There was substantial evidence found that the school implemented the practice(s) and/or built the conditions described in the standard.   

Sustaining 
There was strong & consistent evidence found that the school implemented the practice(s) and/or built the conditions described in the standard.   
 

Refining 
There was strong & consistent evidence found that the school implemented the practice(s) and/or built the conditions described in the standard, and the 
school has implemented systems to review and improve these practices/conditions. 
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Quality Indicator 1:  Quality Learning Experiences for All Students 
 

Standard Undeveloped Beginning Developing Sustaining Refining 

Standard 1:  Meaningful and 
Challenging Curriculum 
A quality school provides students 
with curriculum that is meaningful 
and challenging to them.  Such 
curriculum is shaped by student 
input, targets their assessed 
learning needs, and takes 
advantage of their strengths and 
experiences.  It educates them 
about their history and culture, 
and that of others.  It shows how 
what is learned in school can help 
students to solve real problems in 
their lives.   

There is little 
evidence of 
the standard 
as described 
in the 
“Sustaining” 
column. 

 

There is 
some 
evidence of 
the standard 
as described 
in the 
“Sustaining” 
column. 

 

There is 
substantial 
evidence of 
the standard 
as described 
in the 
“Sustaining” 
column. 

 

The school provides learning experiences that  
show strong and consistent evidence of the 
following:  
a. Learning builds on students’ prior knowledge/ 

skills/ experiences. 
b. Students apply learning to questions or 

problems connected to their interests, goals, 
experiences, and communities. 

c. Students communicate their thinking, 
supported by teacher/peers, using the 
language and reasoning of the discipline. 

d. Curriculum reflects an academic push, from 
the teacher, to have all students progress far 
and attain high levels of mastery.   

There is strong and consistent 
evidence of the standard as 
described in the “Sustaining” 
column.  
 
In addition, the school has 
implemented systems, including 
student input, to review evidence 
of these practices to ensure that all 
students experience meaningful 
and challenging curriculum across 
the day and across the campus.  
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Quality Indicator 1:  Quality Learning Experiences for All Students 
 

Standard Undeveloped Beginning Developing Sustaining Refining 

Standard 2:  Safe and Nurturing 
Learning Experiences** 
A quality school provides safe 
and nurturing learning 
environments where adults and 
students care for each other, feel 
trust, and have relationships 
that fully engage students in 
their learning and inspire them 
to work hard and push toward 
higher levels of achievement. 

There is little 
evidence of 
the standard 
as described 
in the 
“Sustaining” 
column. 

 

There is 
some 
evidence of 
the standard 
as described 
in the 
“Sustaining” 
column. 

 

There is 
substantial 
evidence of 
the standard 
as described 
in the 
“Sustaining” 
column. 

 

The school provides learning experiences that show 
strong and consistent evidence of the following: 
a. Students are safe and learn free from 

intimidation, bullying, and/or discrimination. 
b. Routines & structures support students to build 

positive relationships across different individual 
and cultural “lines”, so that they can effectively 
work and learn together. 

c. The classroom is an “accepting” environment in 
which the contributions, culture and language of 
each student is validated, valued, and respected. 

d. All students manage their emotions to persist 
through difficult academic work.  

e. The physical environment of the classroom is 
clean and organized to be safe and supportive of 
learning. 

 

There is strong and consistent 
evidence of the standard as 
described in the “Sustaining” 
column.  
 
In addition, the school has 
implemented systems, including 
student input, to review evidence 
of these conditions to ensure that 
all students experience safe and 
nurturing learning experiences 
across the day and across the 
campus. 

**Note that this standard is focused on conditions in the classroom (or locations where the core activities of teaching and learning are happening).  Broader, school-wide 
conditions of safety and nurture are addressed in Quality Indicator 2. 
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Quality Indicator 1:  Quality Learning Experiences for All Students 
 

Standard Undeveloped Beginning Developing Sustaining Refining 

Standard 4:  Active and Different 
Ways of Learning 
A quality school uses instructional 
strategies that make learning active 
for students, that provide them with 
different ways to learn, and that 
respond to their different learning 
needs (including language and literacy 
needs). Instruction is geared toward 
the construction of meaning, 
disciplined inquiry and the production 
of writing and problem-solving that 
has value beyond the school. 

There is little 
evidence of 
the standard 
as described 
in the 
“Sustaining” 
column. 

 

There is 
some 
evidence of 
the standard 
as described 
in the 
“Sustaining” 
column. 

 

There is 
substantial 
evidence of 
the standard 
as described 
in the 
“Sustaining” 
column. 

 

The school provides learning experiences that  show 
strong and consistent evidence of the following: 
 
a. Students actively “work”—reasoning, reading, 

writing, and/or speaking the language of the 
discipline.   

b. Students “work” together in the discipline, and their 
collaboration facilitate deep learning. 

c. Students learn using various learning modalities 
and/or multiple intelligences. 

d. Students use language support scaffolds (sentence 
frames, multiple choice oral responses, diagrams 
and other representations) to engage in learning. 

e. Students develop questions, pose problems, make 
connections, reflect on multiple perspectives, 
and/or actively construct knowledge.  

f. Students explain and revise their thinking and build 
on and evaluate the thinking of others. 

g. The pacing of learning reflects an academic push to 
have all students complete learning activities and 
reach expected high levels of mastery. (“Every 
minute is used well.”) 

h. Various technologies are used to make learning 
active and to meet the learning needs of students. 

 

There is strong and 
consistent evidence of the 
standard as described in 
the “Sustaining” column.  
 
In addition, the school has 
implemented systems, 
including student input, to 
review evidence of these 
strategies to ensure that 
all students experience 
active and different ways 
of learning.   

 
Quality Indicator 1:  Quality Learning Experiences for All Students 

 

Standard Undeveloped Beginning Developing Sustaining Refining 

Standard 7:  Students Know What They 
are Learning, Why, and How it can be 
Applied 
A quality school ensures that students 
know what they're learning, why they're 
learning it and how it can be applied.  It 

There is little 
evidence of 
the standard 
as described 
in the 
“Sustaining” 

There is 
some 
evidence of 
the standard 
as described 
in the 

There is 
substantial 
evidence of 
the standard 
as described 
in the 

The school provides learning experiences that  
show strong and consistent evidence of the 
following: 
a. Students know the learning objectives for the 

lesson. 
b. Students recognize the connection between 

There is strong and 
consistent evidence of the 
standard as described in the 
“Sustaining” column.  
 
In addition, the school has 
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ensures that students understand what it 
looks like to know, perform, and interact 
“well” (i.e. with quality).  It makes sure 
that students play an active role in 
managing and shaping their learning and 
in developing an individualized learning 
plan for improvement. 

column. 
 

“Sustaining” 
column. 

 

“Sustaining” 
column. 

 

today’s learning and long-term outcomes. 
c. All students have their learning checked with 

immediate feedback regarding their progress 
toward the day’s learning objectives. 

d. Students make “real world” connections about 
how their learning can be applied. 

e. Students understand what it looks like to know 
or perform “well”.   

f. Students can accurately assess how close they 
are to mastering expected learning outcomes. 

 

implemented systems, 
including student input, to 
review evidence of these 
strategies to ensure that all 
students know what they 
are learning, why they are 
learning it, and how that 
learning can be applied.   
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Quality Indicator 1:  Quality Learning Experiences for All Students 
 

Standard Undeveloped Beginning Developing Sustaining Refining 

Standard 8:  Academic 
Intervention and 
Enrichment Supports** 
A quality school provides 
resources and programs 
before, during, and after 
school that ensure that 
all students have the 
academic intervention 
and broader enrichment 
supports they need to be 
academically successful 
and engaged as a whole 
person. 

There is little 
evidence of 
the standard 
as described in 
the 
“Sustaining” 
column. 

 

There is 
some 
evidence of 
the standard 
as described 
in the 
“Sustaining” 
column. 

 

There is 
substantial 
evidence of 
the standard 
as described 
in the 
“Sustaining” 
column. 

 

There is strong and consistent evidence that the school provides: 
a. Classroom strategies and school-wide systems identify which students 

are struggling and need academic support and which students are 
mastering targets and need academic enrichment. 

b. Classroom strategies and school-wide systems identify specifically 
why students are struggling to reach expected learning targets.   

c. School-wide systems efficiently refer students to needed academic 
supports, monitor their effectiveness, and adjust—ensuring that 
students “get in and get out” as progress occurs. 

d. Patterns of shared student characteristics are considered when 
identifying student academic needs and providing supports. 

e. Classroom and school-wide strategies—before, during, and after 
school—provide a variety of:  
 “Universal” academic supports (e.g., classroom & on-line 

resources, teacher “office” hours, ASP homework help, advisory 
class); 

 “Targeted” academic supports (e.g., classroom push-in or pull-out 
homogeneous grouping, specific EL supports, ELD or intervention 
class, 504 accommodations, Saturday or summer programs);  

 “Intensive” academic supports (Small-group intervention class, 
assigned tutor or mentor, Special Ed IEP and class) 

f. Classroom and school-wide strategies—before, during, and after 
school—provide a variety of academic enrichment opportunities for 
identified students (e.g., “elective” or ASP academic content; 
leadership; technology; media).  

 

There is strong and 
consistent evidence 
of the standard as 
described in the 
“Sustaining” column.  
 
In addition, the 
school has 
implemented 
systems, including 
student input, to 
review evidence of 
these supports to 
ensure that all 
students experience 
needed academic 
intervention and 
enrichment.   

**This standard and rubric describe how a school provides a coordinated and integrated system of academic supports and enrichment that promote quality learning 
experiences for all students.  In Quality Indicator 2, Standard 2, the standard and rubric describe how the school provides a coordinated and integrated system of other 
supports and enrichment—specifically health, safety, social-emotional, and youth development services—that are necessary to promote quality learning experiences for all 
students. 
 

Quality Indicator 1:  Quality Learning Experiences for All Students 
 

Standard Undeveloped Beginning Developing Sustaining Refining 

Standard 10: There is little There is some There is There is strong and consistent evidence that the school There is strong and 
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Equitable Access to 
Curriculum 
 
A quality school provides 
curriculum and courses 
(including A-G and AP 
courses at the high 
school level) that 
prepare students for 
college, and it ensures 
equitable access to such 
curriculum and courses, 
for all students, through 
academic interventions 
that catch and support 
students to complete a 
college preparatory 
course work. 
 
 

evidence of the 
standard as 
described in the 
“Sustaining” 
column. 

 

evidence of 
the standard 
as described in 
the 
“Sustaining” 
column. 

 

substantial 
evidence of the 
standard as 
described in the 
“Sustaining” 
column. 

 

provides the following: 
a. Diverse groups of students are proportionally 

represented in the academic programs.  
b. The school offers academic interventions that identify 

and support specific learners who experience on-going 
discrimination or who are part of historically lower-
achieving groups, which gives them access to challenging 
curriculum and enables them to achieve high standards.   

c. These specific students are fully integrated into a 
challenging core curriculum with appropriately trained 
teachers. 

d. All teachers and staff in key gate-keeping roles (e.g., 
counselors) have received training about access and 
equity issues, and operate with clear guidelines for 
ensuring full access. 

e. All services at the school are coordinated efficiently and 
effectively to support student learning. 
 

consistent evidence of the 
standard as described in the 
“Sustaining” column.  
 
In addition, the school has 
implemented systems, 
including student input, to 
review evidence of these 
supports to ensure that all 
students have equitable 
access to curriculum.   
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Quality Indicator 1:  Quality Learning Experiences for All Students 
 

Standard Undeveloped Beginning Developing Sustaining Refining 

Standard 11:  College-going 
Culture and Resources  
 
A quality school has a college-
going culture with staff and 
teachers who provide college 
preparedness resources to 
inform students and families 
about the importance of 
college, their college options, 
the entrance requirements, and 
the supports needed to 
successfully complete college. 

There is little 
evidence of 
the standard 
as described 
in the 
“Sustaining” 
column. 

 

There is 
some 
evidence of 
the standard 
as described 
in the 
“Sustaining” 
column. 

 

There is 
substantial 
evidence of 
the standard 
as described 
in the 
“Sustaining” 
column. 

 

The school provides learning experiences that show strong 
and consistent evidence of the following: 
a. Students connect how their learning in class prepares 

them for future college and/ or career opportunities. 
b. Teachers are explicit that certain skills and dispositions 

(e.g., peer collaboration, study/organizational habits) 
particularly prepare students to be successful in 
college and careers. 

c. School staff helps students develop concrete plans for 
the future and counsels them about college and career 
options. 

d. Students use a variety of resources to understand the 
importance of college, their college options, the 
entrance requirements, and the supports needed to 
complete college. 

e. Families use a variety of resources to understand the 
importance of college, their college options, the 
entrance requirements, and the supports needed to 
complete college. 

 

There is strong and consistent 
evidence of the standard as 
described in the “Sustaining” 
column.  
 
In addition, the school has 
implemented systems, 
including student input, to 
review evidence of these 
conditions to ensure that a 
college-going culture and 
resources are experienced by 
all students.   
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Quality Indicator 2:  Safe, Supportive, & Healthy Learning Environments 

The Oakland Unified School District is committed to supporting high levels of learning for every student, ensuring that students are prepared for success in college, in their 
careers, and as citizens.  Central to this commitment is the creation of learning environments that are safe, supportive, and healthy for all students.   

“Safe, Supportive, and Healthy Learning Environments” recognize that all members of the school community thrive when there is a broad, coordinated approach to identifying 
and meeting the needs of all members.  The quality school is a safe, healthy center of its community.  Its students, their families, the community, and school staff feel safe 
because school relationships, routines, and programs build respect, value individual and cultural differences, and restore justice—in the classrooms, hallways, and surrounding 
neighborhood.  Its members are healthy and ready to learn, work, and parent because they have access to services—before, during, and after the school day—that address 
their academic, emotional, social, and physical needs.  In such a quality school, the adults in the community coordinate their support so that students plan for and are prepared 
for future success. 
 
The following rubrics enable key school stakeholders to assess the development of a school toward the “Safe, Supportive, & Healthy Learning” standards, based on evidence 
from a range of sources.  In addition, school leaders, central office personnel, and coaches will use these rubrics to design improvement strategies and support schools’ ongoing 
development.  The unit of analysis for these rubrics is the school, not programs or individuals within the school.  These rubrics will not be used for the evaluation of school 
leaders, teachers, or other school personnel. 

 

Undeveloped  
There was little evidence found that the school implemented the practice(s) and/or build the conditions described in the 
standard.   

Beginning 
There was some evidence found that the school implemented the practice(s) and/or build the conditions described in the 
standard.   

Developing 
There was substantial evidence found that the school implemented the practice(s) and/or build the conditions described in the 
standard.   

Sustaining 
There was strong & consistent evidence found that the school implemented the practice(s) and/or build the conditions 
described in the standard.   

Refining 
There was strong & consistent evidence found that the school implemented the practice(s) and/or build the conditions 
described in the standard, and the school has implemented systems to review evidence of these practices/conditions. 
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Quality Indicator 2:  Safe, Supportive, & Healthy Learning Environments 

 
Standard Undeveloped Beginning Developing Sustaining Refining 

Standard 2:  
Coordinated and Integrated 
System of Support Services 
A quality school has systems 
to identify at-risk students 
and to intervene early.  The 
school provides 1) health 
and social-emotional 
services and 2) a youth and 
community development 
component to help students 
acquire the attitudes, 
competencies, values, and 
social skills they need to 
facilitate academic learning. 

  

There is little 
evidence of 
the standard 
as described 
in the 
“Sustaining” 
column. 

 

There is some 
evidence of 
the standard 
as described 
in the 
“Sustaining” 
column. 

 

There is 
substantial 
evidence of the 
standard as 
described in the 
“Sustaining” 
column. 

 

The school provides learning environments that show strong 
and consistent evidence of the following:  
a. Systems are in place to identify which students are 

struggling and why they are struggling and to support 
their health/social emotional issues. 

b. Systems are in place to refer students to the supports 
that address their need(s) following the RTI model. 

c. A broad menu of on-site strategies, services and 
partnerships respond to student/family needs.  

d. Students are provided healthy food and health-focused 
physical activity. 

e. Health education is integrated into classrooms, programs, 
and services. 

f. The school has a youth development component 
(citizen/values programs, advisory, leadership class, 
student council, internships, etc.) to help students acquire 
the attitudes, competencies, values, and social skills they 
need to facilitate academic learning. 

g. Strategies and/or organizational structures (e.g., houses, 
academies, etc.) provide social supports for all students.  
Staff can modify these strategies/structures to meet 
students’ needs. 

 

There is strong and 
consistent evidence of the 
standard as described in the 
“Sustaining” column.  
In addition, the school 
monitors, reviews, and 
adjusts these practices with 
input from the various 
stakeholders of the school, 
including students, in order 
to ensure that the school 
provides a coordinated and 
integrated system of 
academic and learning 
support services.   
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Quality Indicator 2:  Safe, Supportive, & Healthy Learning Environments 

 
 Standard Undeveloped Beginning Developing Sustaining Refining 

Standard 6: 
Inclusive, Welcoming, and 
Caring Community* 
A quality school creates an 
inclusive, welcoming, safe, 
caring and nurturing 
community which: 1. Fosters 
respectful communication 
among students, families, 
staff, and community. 2. 
Values individual and cultural 
differences. 3. Engages and 
partners with students, 
families, and community. 4. 
Creates a positive school 
climate that includes behavior 
management as well as 
structures that recognize 
improvement, achievement, 
and growth. 

There is little 
evidence of 
the standard 
as described 
in the 
“Sustaining” 
column. 

 

There is some 
evidence of 
the standard 
as described 
in the 
“Sustaining” 
column. 

 

There is 
substantial 
evidence of the 
standard as 
described in the 
“Sustaining” 
column. 

 

The school provides learning environments that show strong 
and consistent evidence of the following: 
a. Students and parents feel safe and free from threat, 

bullying, and/or discrimination. 
b. Students and parents trust staff. 
c. Students and their families are “known” by school staff. 
d. Procedures and practices support new students and their 

families to quickly feel like members of the school 
community.   

e. Staff, students, and their families intentionally build 
caring and supportive relationships across different 
individual and cultural “lines”. 

f. Interactions are characterized by caring communication. 
g. Procedures and practices support students to resolve 

and heal conflicts and “restore justice” to the school 
community. 

h. Structures and activities before/during/and after school 
create a safe and inclusive environment for students 
(main office, playground, hallways, cafeteria, etc.) 

i. The school has effective behavior management school-
wide that creates a positive school climate (rewards, 
progressive discipline plan, celebrations to recognize 
improvement/ achievement, daily routines that reinforce 
culture of the school, etc.)  
 

There is strong and 
consistent evidence of the 
standard as described in the 
“Sustaining” column.  
In addition, the school 
monitors, reviews, and 
adjusts these practices with 
input from the various 
stakeholders of the school, 
including students, in order 
to ensure that students and 
their families experience 
an inclusive, welcoming, 
safe, caring and nurturing 
community.   

*This standard addresses systems and practices outside of the classroom and it complements QI 1.2 
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Quality Indicator 3: Learning Communities Focused on Continuous Improvement 

The Oakland Unified School District is committed to supporting high levels of learning for every student, ensuring that students are prepared for success in college, in their 
careers, and as citizens.  We believe that thriving schools consistently endeavor to develop as robust learning communities. 

A “Learning Community Focused on Continuous Improvement” describes a school that consistently and collaboratively works to improve the school and to produce higher and 
more equitable outcomes by students.  The school staff – in collaboration with students, families and the broader community – study, reflect, and learn together to strengthen 
their individual and collective efforts.  They consistently look at data, plan, monitor, and evaluate their work. Through these efforts, they share decision-making, responsibility, 
and accountability. 
 
This Learning Communities rubric focuses on the members of the community whose primary responsibility is student learning: teachers and those who support teachers.  This 
group of individuals is not de facto a learning community; however, they develop into a learning community as they collaborate, build trust, challenge one another, and support 
one another – in service of student learning. 
 
This rubric enables schools to self-assess against the quality school learning community standards, based on evidence from a range of sources.  In addition, the Quality 
Accountability and Analytics office, other central office personnel, and coaches will interact around this rubric to develop growth plans and support schools’ ongoing 
development.  The unit of analysis for this rubric is the school, not individuals or teams within the school. 

 

Undeveloped  
There was little evidence found that the school implemented the practice(s) and/or built the conditions described in the 
standard.   

Beginning 
There was some evidence found that the school implemented the practice(s) and/or built the conditions described in the 
standard.   

Developing 
There was substantial evidence found that the school implemented the practice(s) and/or built the conditions described in the 
standard.   

Sustaining 
There was strong & consistent evidence found that the school implemented the practice(s) and/or built the conditions 
described in the standard.   

Refining 
There was strong & consistent evidence found that the school implemented the practice(s) and/or built the conditions 
described in the standard, and the school has implemented systems to review and improve  these practices/conditions.  



 

Castlemont High School 
School Quality Review 2013-2014      88 
 

Quality Indicator 3: Learning Communities Focused on Continuous Improvement 

Standard Undeveloped Beginning Developing Sustaining Refining 

Standard  1:   
Collaborative Planning, Data 
Collection and Analysis  
A quality school ensures that 
teachers work together 
collaboratively, using meaningful 
data,  focused on student progress 
 

There is little 
evidence of the 
standard as 
described in the 
“Sustaining” 
column 
 

There is some 
evidence of 
the standard 
as described in 
the 
“Sustaining” 
column 
 

There is 
substantial 
evidence of 
the standard 
as described in 
the 
“Sustaining” 
column 
 

There is strong and consistent evidence of the following:  
a. Teachers meet at least once a month for 

collaborative planning and inquiry focused on student 
learning. 

b. Teachers use collaboration time to map curriculum 
backwards from high leverage, important learning 
goals/outcomes/standards; collaboratively make 
curricular choices; and plan instruction and 
assessments. 

c. Teachers regularly look at evidence of student 
learning (formative and summative assessment data 
or student work) to understand students’ level of 
mastery of the learning objectives. 

d. Teachers collect multiple kinds of data about student 
performance and their experience of learning. 

e. Teachers use their data analysis to identify specific 
needs for re-teaching, intervention, and extension for 
individual students. 

f. Based on this evidence of student learning, teachers 
share best practices, trouble shoot dilemmas, and 
plan re-teaching and extension activities. 

g. All teachers take responsibility for creating and 
maintaining quality collaboration structures by 
participating fully, supporting a clear agenda, 
recording notes and decisions, and following-up with 
assigned tasks.  

 

There is strong and 
consistent evidence 
of the standard as 
described in the 
“Sustaining” column.  
 
In addition, the 
school has 
implemented 
systems to review 
and improve the 
practices that ensure 
effective 
Professional 
Learning 
Communities 
focused on student 
progress. 

Note:  While the original standard (written in 2010-2011) focused on DuFour’s definition of Professional Learning Communities as the ideal structure for teacher collaboration, 
current support for teacher collaboration (in OUSD in 2013-2014) is taking multiple forms, all of which prioritize building learning communities that are respectful, focused on 
student learning, and which use multiple data sources to examine student learning and experience of learning. 
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Quality Indicator 3: Learning Communities Focused on Continuous Improvement 

Standard Undeveloped Beginning Developing Sustaining Refining 

Standard 4:  
Professional Learning Activities 
A quality school has professional 
learning activities that are 
embedded in practice, promote 
teacher leadership, and support 
teachers to evaluate and revise 
their classroom practices. 

There is little 
evidence of the 
standard as 
described in the 
“Sustaining” 
column 
 

There is 
some 
evidence of 
the standard 
as described 
in the 
“Sustaining” 
column 
 

There is 
substantial 
evidence of the 
standard as 
described in the 
“Sustaining” 
column 
 

There is strong and consistent evidence that high quality 

professional learning activities help teachers improve 

student learning. 

 

 Professional Learning Activities at the school are:  
a. Embedded in practice. They are useful to teacher 

practice with students, and model effective 

instructional strategies. 

b. Aligned to the vision and mission of the school. 

c. Targeted towards and responsive to the current needs 

of students and teachers. 

d. Developmental and differentiated to meet the needs of 

all teachers at the school. 

 

Professional Learning Activities at the school: 

e. Promote teacher leadership. 

f. Support teachers to evaluate and improve their 

classroom practices. 

g. May include: 

 Whole staff learning opportunities 

 Individual or small group coaching 

 Supervision 

 Peer Coaching 

 Peer observations 

 Lesson study 

 Cycles of Inquiry 

 Training in a specific item 

 PLCs 

 Participating in protocols such as “Looking at 

Student Work”, “Tuning”, Etc. 

 Study groups or book studies 

 

There is strong and 
consistent evidence 
of the standard as 
described in the 
“Sustaining” column.  
In addition, the 
school has 
implemented 
systems to review 
and improve the 
practices that ensure 
high quality 
professional learning 
activities for 
teachers. 
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Quality Indicator 4:  Meaningful Student, Family and Community Engagement/Partnerships 

The Oakland Unified School District is committed to supporting high levels of learning for every student, ensuring that students are prepared for success in college, in their 
careers, and as citizens.  Central to this commitment is meaningfully engaging students, families, and communities as key partners in this work.     

“Meaningful Student, Family, and Community Engagement/Partnerships” result when the school staff ensures that students, families and the community are partners in 
creating quality learning experiences for all students and a “full-service” school for the community.  A quality school draws on the strengths and knowledge of the students, 
their families, and the community to become a center of support to the community and to meet the needs of all its members.  Students, families, and community groups are 
“at the table”—giving voice to their concerns and perspectives; looking at data; planning, monitoring, evaluating the quality of the school; and participating in key decisions. 
 
The following rubrics enable key school stakeholders to assess the development of a school toward the “Meaningful Student, Family and Community 
Engagement/Partnerships” standards, based on evidence from a range of sources.  In addition, school leaders, central office personnel, and coaches will use these rubrics to 
design improvement strategies and support schools’ ongoing development.  The unit of analysis for these rubrics is the school, not programs or individuals within the school.  
These rubrics will not be used for the evaluation of school leaders, teachers, or other school personnel. 
 

Undeveloped  There was little evidence found that the school implemented the practice(s) and/or built the conditions described in the standard.   

Beginning There was some evidence found that the school implemented the practice(s) and/or built the conditions described in the standard.   

Developing There was substantial evidence found that the school implemented the practice(s) and/or built the conditions described in the standard.   

Sustaining 
There was strong & consistent evidence found that the school implemented the practice(s) and/or built the conditions described in the 
standard.   

Refining 
There was strong & consistent evidence found that the school implemented the practice(s) and/or built the conditions described in the 
standard, and the school has implemented systems to review evidence of these practices/conditions. 

Definitions 
Leaders:  Principals are the primary leaders of their schools; some schools have assistant principals, coaches, and/or teachers who also have formal roles as leaders.  In 
addition, every member of a school community has opportunities to function as a leader, depending on the school’s needs and the individual’s specific skills.   

School Staff:  Staff includes the principal, other administrators, and teachers (certificated), as well as other adults who work in the school (classified).   

School Community:  The community includes school staff, students, students’ families, individuals from the neighborhood, community-based organizations, and 
support providers who are associated with the school.   

Leadership Groups:  Schools have a variety of groups that provide guidance for and make decisions regarding the school.  All schools have school site councils (SSCs) 
that are responsible for strategic planning, and many schools have additional structures, such as an Instructional Leadership Team, which guide and support the 
ongoing work of the school. 
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Quality Indicator 4:  Meaningful Student, Family and Community Engagement/Partnerships 
 

Standard Undeveloped Beginning Developing Sustaining Refining 

Standard 2: 
Working together in 
Partnership  
  
A quality school shares 
decision making with its 
students, their families, 
and the community, as 
part of working together in 
partnership.  They share 
information, have 
influence over school 
improvement and support 
the creation of policies, 
practices, and programs 
that affect students, thus 
becoming agents of 
change. 

There is little 
evidence of 
the standard 
as described 
in the 
“Sustaining” 
column. 

 

There is 
some 
evidence of 
the standard 
as described 
in the 
“Sustaining” 
column. 

 

There is 
substantial 
evidence of 
the standard 
as described in 
the 
“Sustaining” 
column. 

 

There is strong and consistent evidence of the following:  
a. The school has high-quality activities and strategies 

which build the capacity of students, families, and 
community to work together in partnership. 

b. The school creates structures and mechanisms to bring 
families of all racial, ethnic, socio-economic backgrounds 
which are representative of the student body as partners 
and volunteers into the school.  

c. The school creates structures and mechanisms which 
continuously engage families, including those who are 
less involved, to get their ideas, input, and involvement. 

d. Student, family, and community groups (Coordination of 
Services Team, After School programs, community 
agencies, etc.), in partnership with the school, set clear 
and measurable goals that are aligned with the school 
wide vision and goals. 

e. The school has developed/adopted and implemented 
standards of meaningful engagement (either school or 
district approved) to build effective student, family, and 
community partnerships. 

f. Students and their families participate in both mandated 
representative bodies (SSC, ELAC, etc.) and other 
collaborative structures and share decision making 
around school programs, improvement plans, expected 
student outcomes, etc.   

 

There is strong and consistent 
evidence of the standard as 
described in the “Sustaining” 
column.  
In addition, the school has 
implemented systems to 
monitor the effectiveness of 
these practices to ensure that 
a school works together in 
partnership.  
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Quality Indicator 4:  Meaningful Student, Family and Community Engagement/Partnerships 

 

Standard Undeveloped Beginning Developing Sustaining Refining 

Standard 5: 
Student/Family 
Engagement on Student 
Progress 
 
A quality school 
communicates with 
families effectively so they 
know how the student is 
progressing and how they 
participate in the school 
community.  It allows clear 
two-way channels for 
communication.  The 
school uses strategies that 
help families overcome the 
language, cultural, 
economic, and physical 
barriers that can limit their 
full participation. 
 

There is little 
evidence of 
the standard 
as described 
in the 
“Sustaining” 
column. 

 

There is 
some 
evidence of 
the standard 
as described 
in the 
“Sustaining” 
column. 

 

There is 
substantial 
evidence of 
the standard 
as described 
in the 
“Sustaining” 
column. 

 

There is strong and consistent evidence of the following:  
a. The school has multiple high-quality activities and 

strategies which engage students and their family in 
knowing how the student is progressing academically 
and engaging in the school community.  

b. Families and school staff have trusting relationships and 
engage in regular, two-way, meaningful communication 
about student progress. 

c. These activities and strategies are designed to minimize 
language, cultural, economic, and physical barriers that 
can limit students and their families’ full participation. 

d. The school has created and implemented policies that 
encourage all teachers to communicate frequently with 
families about student academic progress and student 
engagement in the school community. These policies are 
well communicated with staff and families. 

 

There is strong and consistent 
evidence of the standard as 
described in the “Sustaining” 
column.  
In addition, the school has 
implemented systems to 
review evidence of the 
effectiveness of these practices 
to ensure effective 
student/family engagement 
on student progress.  
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Quality Indicator 4:  Meaningful Student, Family and Community Engagement/Partnerships 
 

Standard Undeveloped Beginning Developing Sustaining Refining 

Standard 6: 
Family Engagement on 
Student Learning 
 
A quality school provides 
opportunities for families 
to understand what their 
child is learning (grade 
level standards); why they 
are learning it; what it 
looks like to know, 
perform, and interact 
“well” (i.e. with quality); 
and what potential 
career/college pathways 
are before them. 
 

There is little 
evidence of 
the standard 
as described 
in the 
“Sustaining” 
column. 

 

There is 
some 
evidence of 
the standard 
as described 
in the 
“Sustaining” 
column. 

 

There is 
substantial 
evidence of 
the standard 
as described 
in the 
“Sustaining” 
column. 

 

There is strong and consistent evidence of the following:  
a. The school engages with families, not only about how 

their child is progressing academically and socially, but 
about the what, why, and “so what” of the academic 
program.  That includes the overall academic vision and 
mission, what it looks like to do well academically and 
socially, and to map out toward what goals this quality of 
work is taking a student. 

b. These strategies help each student and their families 
overcome the language, cultural, economic, and physical 
barriers that can limit full understanding. 

 

There is strong and consistent 
evidence of the standard as 
described in the “Sustaining” 
column.  
In addition, the school has 
implemented systems to 
review evidence of these 
practices to ensure effective 
family engagement on student 
learning.  

 
Note:  This standard draws a contrast with Standard 5 in the way that the school engages with families, not only about how their child is progressing academically and socially, 
but about the what, why, and “so what” of the academic program.  Typically in this stage of development, a school engages with parents and families to discuss their overall 
academic vision and mission, to clarify what it looks like to do well academically and socially, and to map out toward what goals this quality of work is taking a student. 
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 Quality Indicator 5: Effective School Leadership and Resource Management 

 The Oakland Unified School District is committed to supporting high levels of learning for every student, ensuring that students are prepared for success in college, in their 
careers, and as citizens.  We believe that the leaders of a school play a critical role in this success: supporting students, nurturing and guiding teachers, and empowering 
families and the community – thriving together as a full service community school. 

“Effective School Leadership & Resource Management” happens when school leaders work together to build a vision of quality and equity, guiding the efforts of the school 
community to make this vision a reality.  Leaders focus the school community on instruction, enabling positive academic and social-emotional outcomes for every student.  Leaders 
guide the professional development of teachers and create the conditions within which teachers and the rest of the community engage in ongoing learning. These leaders manage 
people, funding, time, technology, and other materials effectively to promote thriving students and build robust, sustainable community schools.  

 This rubric enables schools to self-assess against the quality school leadership standards, based on evidence from a range of sources.  In addition, the Quality Accountability 
and Analytics office, other central office personnel, and coaches will interact around this rubric to develop growth plans and support schools’ ongoing development.  The unit 
of analysis for this rubric is the school, not individuals within the school.  A separate tool guides the development of individual leaders, based upon OUSD’s Leadership 
Dimensions. This rubric will not be used for the evaluation of school leaders. 
 

Undeveloped  There was little evidence found that the school has implemented the practice(s) and/or build the conditions described in the standard.   

Beginning There was some evidence found that the school has implemented the practice(s) and/or build the conditions described in the standard.   

Developing There was substantial evidence found that the school has implemented the practice(s) and/or build the conditions described in the standard.   

Sustaining There was strong and consistent evidence found that the school has implemented the practice(s) and/or build the conditions described in the standard.   

Refining 
There was strong and consistent evidence found that the school has implemented the practice(s) and/or build the conditions described in the standard, 
and the school has implemented systems to review and improve  these practices/conditions.   

 
Definitions  

Leaders:  Principals are the primary leaders of their schools; some schools have assistant principals, coaches, and/or teachers who also have formal roles as leaders.  In 
addition, every member of a school community has opportunities to function as a leader, depending on the school’s needs and the individual’s specific skills.   

School Staff:  Staff includes the principal, other administrators, and teachers (certificated), as well as other adults who work in the school (classified).   

School Community:  The community includes school staff, students, students’ families, individuals from the neighborhood, community-based organizations, and support 
providers who are associated with the school.   

Leadership Groups:  Schools have a variety of groups that provide guidance for and make decisions regarding the school.  All schools have school site councils (SSCs) that 
are responsible for strategic planning, and many schools have additional structures, such as an Instructional Leadership Team, which guide and support the ongoing work of 
the school. 
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Quality Indicator 5: Effective School Leadership and Resource Management 
 

Standard 
 

Undeveloped Beginning Developing Sustaining Refining 

Standard 4:   
 
Vision Driven 
 
A quality school has leadership which 
ensures that the school’s shared vision is 
focused on student learning, grounded in 
high expectations for all students, and 
guides all aspects of school life. 
 

There is little 
evidence of 
the standard 
as described 
in the 
“Sustaining” 
column. 
 

There is 
some 
evidence of 
the standard 
as described 
in the 
“Sustaining” 
column. 

There is 
substantial 
evidence of 
the standard 
as described 
in the 
“Sustaining” 
column. 

There is strong and consistent evidence of the 
following:  
a. The school’s vision is focused on student learning 

and high expectations for all students.  
b. The school’s vision guides all aspects of the 

school’s programs and activities. 
c. The school’s leadership engages all constituents 

in aligning their efforts to the vision. 
d. Members of the school community are 

knowledgeable about and committed to the 
vision. 

e. School leaders consistently act on core beliefs 
which reflect the vision and mission.  

There is strong and 
consistent evidence of 
this standard as described 
in the “Sustaining”" 
column.  
 
In addition, the school 
has implemented systems 
to review and improve 
the practices that ensure 
that all aspects of the 
school are guided by the 
shared vision, focused on 
student learning and high 
expectations for all. 
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Quality Indicator 5: Effective School Leadership and Resource Management 
 

Standard Undeveloped Beginning Developing Sustaining Refining 

Standard 5:   
Focused on Equity 
 
A quality school has leadership 
that creates and sustains 
equitable conditions for 
learning and advocates for 
interrupting patterns of 
historical inequities. 

There is little 
evidence of the 
standard as 
described in the 
“Sustaining” 
column. 
 

There is some 
evidence of 
the standard 
as described in 
the 
“Sustaining” 
column. 

There is 
substantial 
evidence of the 
standard as 
described in the 
“Sustaining” 
column. 

There is strong and consistent evidence of the following:  
a. The school leadership consistently articulates the need to 

interrupt patterns of inequities. 
b. School leadership guides the development and quality of 

services that support all students to have equal access to 
learning (including academic, social-emotional, health, 
family well-being, adult attitudes, etc). 

c. The school staff consistently engages in practices that 
interrupt patterns of inequity. 

d. The school staff frequently collects and analyzes learning 
data by subgroup in order to monitor and adjust practices 
designed to interrupt patterns of inequity. 

e. The school staff has implemented programs to address 
specific subgroup needs based on their learning data. 

f. Resources are used to meet the needs of all students 
equitably: staffing, technology, materials, space, etc. 

g. School leadership fosters an ongoing dialogue among 
school and community constituents across race, class, 
age, and school and community to engage in bold change 
to achieve equitable school results. 

h. School leadership acts in concert with allies to 
systematically address inequities; help others navigate the 
system and remove or circumvent institutional barriers to 
student opportunity and achievement.  
 

There is strong and 
consistent evidence 
of this standard as 
described in the 
“Sustaining”" 
column.  
 
In addition, the 
school has 
implemented 
systems to review 
and improve the 
practices that ensure 
that the leadership is 
focused on equity. 

 



 

Castlemont High School 
School Quality Review 2013-2014      97 
 

Quality Indicator 5: Effective School Leadership and Resource Management 

 

Standard Undeveloped Beginning Developing Sustaining Refining 

Standard 6: 
Supports the Development of Quality 
Instruction 
A quality school has leadership that 
guides and supports the development of 
quality instruction across the school to 
ensure student learning. 
 

There is little 
evidence of 
the standard 
as described 
in the 
“Sustaining” 
column. 
 

There is some 
evidence of 
the standard 
as described in 
the 
“Sustaining” 
column. 

There is 
substantial 
evidence of 
the 
standard as 
described 
in the 
“Sustaining
” column. 

There is strong and consistent evidence that the 
leadership of the school (principal, specialists, ILT, 
etc.):  
a. Guides, monitors, and supports curricular choices 

and interventions based on expected student 
learning outcomes and the school vision. 

 
b. Guides, monitors, and supports instructional 

practices that engage all students in high quality 
learning, are aligned with the school vision. 

 
c. Ensures that there is adequate professional 

learning, coaching, and supervision to develop 
quality instruction across the school. 
 

There is strong and 
consistent evidence of 
this standard as described 
in the “Sustaining”" 
column.  
 
In addition, the school 
has implemented systems 
to review and improve 
the practices that ensure 
the development of 
quality instruction across 
the school to ensure 
student learning. 

 
 
 
 


