OAKLAND UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT
Office of the State Administrator

1025 Second Avenue, Room 301
Oakland, CA 94606

Phone (510) 879-8200

Fax (510) 878-8800

O1-1571|

TO: Vincent Matthews, State Administrator
& Membery of the OUSD Board of Education

FROM: Kirsten Vita{, Chief of Community Accountability

David Montes de Oca, Coordinator; Office of Charter Schools
DATE: January 23, 2008
RE: LPS College Park

Charter Renewal Request Application

ACTION REQUESTED:

Approve the LPS College Park petition for charter renewal as revised, because the charter school has
met the standards and expectations set forth in the OUSD Charter Renewal Standards, which are based on
the standards and criteria set forth in the California Charter Schools Act, Education Code 47605, which
governs charter school renewals. The approved charter is amended from the filed petition to incorporate
the included revisions, conditions and deadlines below.

SUMMARY:

For the purposes of renewal, LPS College Park has been evaluated based on the following three guiding
questions; Is the school an academic success? Is the school an effective, viable organization? and Has
the school been faithful to the terms of its charter? While charter law permits a district to authorize a
charter school for up to five years, LPS College Park was provided an initial four year charter term. Due
to facility issues during the first year of its term, LPS College Park did not open until August, 2005.
Therefore the school is now in its third year as it undergoes renewal. The standards and criteria
established by the District for charter renewal, in compliance with California Education Code 47605, have
been calibrated to evaluate a charter school in its fifth year. Therefore, this renewal recommendation is
the product of evaluating LPS College Park against the OUSD Charter Renewal Standards, with some
consideration that the school is in its third year of operation as opposed to its fifth.

Term Revision Consideration:

During the evaluation process of this renewal, staff considered and sought legal analysis as to whether

or not the charter term for LPS College Park could be revised to ensure that the operation of the school
would reach its fifth year prior to renewal decision-making. The rationale for this consideration is due
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in part to the opportunity this would allow for the application of standards and criteria in determining
the soundness of the school’s educational program and the capacity of the school to implement this
program against data that would more accurately show trends, the school’s added value and
achievement growth or decline over sustained periods of time. In addition, it would allow for the
ability to assess the school’s attainment of all of its proposed measurable pupil outcomes as stated in its
charter, given that two outcomes are intended to be obtained by the school in its fifth year.

Legal analysis, however deemed that the law as stated, does not allow for the extension of the term as
approved regardless of the school’s actual years of operation, because the law allows only for the
approval of a charter term “...up to five years”. When the District established the start date of the LPS
College Park charter term as the date of its approval, it enacted a charter term that is now in its fifth
year, though the school has only been in operation for three years. Therefore, this renewal
recommendation includes the following staff reflection; future charter approvals must take into
consideration petitioner capacity to begin operation of the charter within the first year of the charter
term, and that the term of the charter approval should consistently be approved for a five year period to
ensure adequate data upon which to evaluate the school’s performance and hold the school
accountable for its results.

School Description and Key Program Elements:

LPS College Park (LPS) is a direct-funded charter school, authorized by Oakland Unified School District
on February 25, 2004. LPS currently operates in District 7, in the OUSD attendance boundaries of Parker
Elementary, Explore Middle School, Leadership Preparatory Academy, Business and Information
Technology High School, East Oakland School for the Arts, and Youth Empowerment High School. LPS
opened in fall 2005 after a one year delay in opening. LPS currently serves students in grades 9-11. The
following table describes their enrollment growth and projections.

YEAR 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09
GRADES 9 9-10 9-11 9-12
ENROLL 97 162 264 342*

* Data for 2006, 2007, and 2008 based on ADA enrollment reported to OUSD, 2009 based on data
submitted for 2008 enrollment projections.

The school’s enrollment demographics* for the 2007-2008 school year are as follows:
. Enroliment 2007-2008
African American 35%

Asian 0.5% 0.5%

Pacific Islander 2.5%

Ffﬁpfno 0‘ 5% o African Amancan

Latino/Hispanic 61% B Asian

Native American 0% E ::.:Z Islander

White 0.5% I. Latino/Hispanic
‘ ‘ () () O Native Amencan

m White

Free/Reduced Lunch Eligibility 92% ;

0.5%

Students w/ IEP’s 4.92%**
Students identified as ELL 34.4%

* Current year’s demographic data provided by the school through the renewal application process.
** JEP data retrieved from data submitted to the District by the school in November, 2007.
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COMPARISON

For the purposes of comparing charter school performance to traditional school performance, the District
analyzed:

e (ST scores over time

API scores over time

AYP results over time

CELDT performance over time

In comparing the school’s performance rates to the performance rates of the schools the charter students
would have otherwise attended, the following schools have been identified as comparison schools based
on a majority of the student population currently attending LPS College Park:

e Leadership Preparatory High School (Leadership)

e East Oakland Leadership Academy (EOSA)

¢ Business and Information Technology High School (CBIT)

An analysis of the performance of the school against the standards set forth above is as follows:
(See Attachment 1V for relevant tables delineating performance results outlined here.)

CST Performance Over Time

English Language Arts 9th Grade English Language Arts 9th Grade 200607
2005-06

o

LPS  Leadership EOSA CBIT LPS  Leadership  EOSA CBIT

LPS College Park student performance over time based on STAR Test results in English Language Arts
and Math is above the median performance of students attending the traditional schools the students
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would have otherwise attended, except in 10" Grade Geometry (See Attachment [V) where the school
performs below the median.

API Performance Over Time

2006 API Score 2007 API Score
5
600 230
500 520
510
400 260
300 490
200 480
100 2%8
(o] 450
LPS College Leadership East Business LPS College Leadership East Business
Park Preparatory Oakland and Park Preparatory OQakland and
High Schoeol School of Information High School School of Information
the Arts Technology the Arts Technology
School School

LPS College Park student performance over time based on California’s Academic Performance Index
(API) is above the median performance of the traditional schools the students would have otherwise
attended, however the LPS API dropped significantly from 2006 to 2007 by 85 points.

AYP Performance Over Time (AMO’s)

Yes:6of 6 2006 AYP 2007 AYP
o) 100% No:5 of 6
90% 0%
80% 80% No: 7 of 10
70% No:4 of 6 No:6 of 10
No:5 of 10 70%
60% ' 60%
50% a0f1 No:4 of 10 50%
40% b g 40%
30%
30% 3
0%
20% 10%
10% 0%
%
0 . . LPS College Park Leadership East Oakland Business and
LPS College Park Leadership East Dakland Business and Preparatary High School of the Arts  Information
Preparatory High Scheol of the Arts Infarmation School Technotosy
School Technology

School
School

L.PS College Park student performance over time based on the Federal Annual Yearly Progress standards
(AYP) is above the median performance of the traditional schools the students would have otherwise
attended, with an average of 83% of its Academic Measurable Outcomes (AMQO’s) achieved over time.
(See Attachment [V)

Students Demonstrating English

CELDT Performance Over Time * Proficiency on the CELDT
2006-2007
LPS College Park student performance at a level of :ﬁ
English Proficiency on the CELDT assessment is 30%
above the median performance of the traditional i
schools the students would have otherwise attended 15%
Ln 2006-07. . N _ ‘2: . B
The school did not administer the test during the 0%
2005‘06 SChOOI year. LPS College Park Leadership EastOakland  Business & Info

Preparatory High School of the Arts  Technology
School
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ATTACHMENT II

Measurable Pupil Outcomes

Comparison Similar Schools API Ranking

East Oakland Business & Info |
School, (EOSA) Tech (CBIT)

1 ]

Leadership
Preparatory

2005-06*
*2006-07 Similar Schools Ranking is currently unavailable

Not enough students

Comparison Attendance Rate

{ Leadership East Oakland Business & Info EOINTHHTT
Preparatory School, (EOSA) Tech (CBIT) (Comparison)
1 2006-07 85.5% 92.0% 88.9% Above Median
Comparison Drop-out Rate
Leadership East Oakland Business & Info eI
Preparatory | School, (EOSA) Tech (CBIT) _ ('E'g_u_l‘lparisnﬁu)mr o
 2005-06* 3.8% 0.6% 6.6% Abe i

* This rate is based on the "/ year Drop-Out Rate 9-12" from the CDE DataQuest web-based

information available for the 2005-06 school year. 2006-07 Drop-Out rate data is currently unavailable.
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ATTACHMENT I1I

LPS College Park performance data for analysis of the school’s progress towards meeting its Measurable
Pupil Outcome: “Proficiency in reading and writing.”
Analysis conducted based on LPS internal assessments using Action Learning Systems (ALS).

LPS Benchmark Results 9" Grade ELA 06-07

LPS Benchmark Results 9" Grade ELA 07-08

Crowiic: Decline:
OcL’O6: 6% Prof. or above Oct. 07 | 18% Prof. or above
Dec. 06: | 17% Prof. or above Dec. 07 | 9% Prof. or above
Feb. 07: | 16% Prof. or above LPS Benchmark Results 10" Grade ELA 07-08
Apr. 07: | 19% Prof. or above Growth: -
LPS Benchmark Results 10" Grade ELA 06-07 Oct. 07 | 6% Prof. or above
Growth: Dec. 07 | 18% Prof. or above
Oct. 06: | 8% Prof. or above LPS Benchmark Results 11" Grade ELA 07-08
Dec. 06: | 13% Prof. or above Growth:
Feb. 07: | 13% Prof. or above Oct. 07 | 24% Prof. or above
Apr. 07: | 23% Prof. or above Dec, 07 | 29% Prof. or above

In order to provide adequate evaluation of the extent to which LPS College Park has met or made
substantial growth towards meeting their second Measurable Pupil Outcome; Proficiency in reading
and writing, the following chart outlines the possible trajectory of performance by the school based on
the following assumptions:
1. LPS performance for 2006-07 of 9" Grade students indicate students improved by 13% based on

assessments given from October through April in the same year.

2. If LPS makes consistent progress each year, by which the same cohort of students experience a
performance increase at a rate of 13% each year, the school may be predicted to achieve the
Jfollowing proficiency rates in its 5" year of operation.

3. This analysis is in no way exact and cannot accurately predict performance

2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10
LPS ELA No Benchmark | Oct. — Apr. Oct. — Apr. Oct. — Apr. Oct. — Apr.
Benchmark | assessments Average growth | Average growth | Average growth | Average growth
Assessment | conducted this | 13% growth 13% growth 13% growth 13% growth
9" Grade | year.
Baseline from Apr. 2007 rate | 19% proficiency | 32% proficiency | 45% proficiency | 1 "lﬂ
1. LPS performance for 2006-07 of 10" Grade students indicate students improved by 15% based
on assessments given from October through April in the same year.
2. If LPS makes consistent progress each year, by which the same cohort of students experience a
performance increase at a rate of 15% each year, the school may be predicted to achieve the
Jfollowing proficiency rates in its 5" year of operation.
3. This analysis is in no way exact and cannol accurately predict performance
2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10
LPS ELA No Benchmark | Oct. — Apr. Oct. — Apr. Oct. — Apr. Oct. — Apr.
Benchmark | assessments Average growth | Average growth | Average growth | Average growth
Assessment | conducted this | 15% growth 15% growth 15% growth 15% growth
10" Grade | year.
Baseline from Apr. 2007 rate | 23% proficiency | 38% proficiency | 53% proficiency | . 1 ciency |
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ATTACHMENT IV

Performance Data for the purposes of evaluating the renewal of the LPS College Park charter.

CST Performance Over Time

2006 STAR 9" Grade English Language Arts

L vs; Leadership EOSA [ CBIT [Lorii |
Proficient/ Advanced 6% 12% 6% Above Medlan :
Basic/ Proficient/ Advanced 35% | 42% 26%
2007 STAR 9" Grade English Language Arts
Leadership EOSA CBIT
Proficient/ Advanced 13% 12% 11%
Basic/ Proficient/ Advanced 39% | 36% 31%
2006 STAR Algebra
LPS Leadership EOSA CBIT
Proficient/ Advanced 19% 0% 0% 0%
Basic/ Proficient/ Advanced 43% 13% 9% 10%
2007 STAR Algebra
Leadership EOSA | CBIT
Proficient/ Advanced 2% 0% 0%
Basic/ Proficient/ Advanced 9% 5% 20%
Additional Comparison Data:
2007 STAR 10" Grade English Language Arts
Leadership EOSA | CBIT
Proficient/ Advanced 4% 4% 3%
Basic/ Proficient/ Advanced 31% | 25% 20%
2007 STAR Geometry
Leadership | EOSA | CBIT
Proficient/ Advanced 0% 0% 0%
Basic/ Proficient/ Advanced 9% 5% 8%
API Performance Over Time
2006 API
LPS Leadership EOSA | CBIT
Proficient/ Advanced 513 508 526
2007 API
LPS Leadership EOSA | CBIT
Proficient/ Advanced 535 541 521 485
AYP Performance Over Time (AMO’s)
2006 AYP
LLPS Leadership | EOSA CBIT
AMO’s VN XA NO:50f10 [ NO:40f10 | NO:40f10
2007 AYP
AMO’s ‘\J() 40f 6 NO:60f10 [NO:50f6 NO:70f 10
AMO’s Averages 55% 61.5% 55%
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CELDT Redesignation (English Proficiency) Results

2006 CELDT
English
Proficiency

Leadership

EOSA

0%

15%
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ATTACHMENT V: SUMMARY': OUSD Renewal Protocol: LPS College Park

1. Is the school an Academic Success?

Has the school met or made substantial progress towards meeting its Measurable Pupil Quicomes?
Proficiency in reading and writing Preliminary projection positive Progress towards meeting

Attendance Rate 92.2% Met

Drop-out Rate 1.0% Met

i o (W6 |9 [

Grad. Portfolio & Exhibition Analvsis suggests possible, but not applicable
Similar Schools AP Analyis suggests likely, comparison schools are ranked 3, 1,1

Are the performance rates of the school on the following criteria higher than the performance of the traditional
schools the students would have otherwise attended?

2006 & 2007 STAR 9" Grade ELA
Proficient/ Advanced

Leadership EOSA CBIT

9.5% 12% 8.5% Above Median
37% 39% 28.5% Above Median

Basic/ Proficient/ Advanced

2006 STAR Algebra Leadership EOSA CBIT

Proficient/ Advanced 1% 0% 0% Above Median
Basic/ Proficient/ Advanced 11% 7% 15% Above Median
2007 STAR 10" Grade ELA Leadership EOSA CBIT

Proficient/ Advanced 4% 4% 3% Above Median
Basic/ Proficient/ Advanced 31% 25% 20%
2007 STAR Geometry Leadership EOSA CBIT

Proficient/ Advanced 0% 0% 0% BT 8 5l
Basic/ Proficient/ Advanced 9% 5% 8% : i
2006 & 2007 API Leadership EOSA CBIT

2006 513 508 526 Above Median

2007 541 521 485 Above Median

2006 AYP Leadership  EOSA CBIT

AMO’s Averages 83% 55% 61.5% 55%
2006 CELDT LPS Leadership EOSA CBIT

English Proficiency 38% 0% g 15% 7%

To what extent has the school been evaluated within Criteria 1, Criteria 2, and Criteria 3 set forth in the OUSD
Charter School Renewal Quality Review (CSRQR)?
1. Improving Student Achievement

3 year school, based on a 5% year standard.

2. Strong Leadership
3" year school, based on a 5" year standard. pud

3. A Focus on Continuous Improvement - )
Foundation to improve | & 2 FRUIT ST RN (T2 T M T0) T8 (T8

I1. Is the school an Effective, Viable Organization?

This area is divided into Responsible Governance and Fiscal Accountability.
4. Responsible Governance

Foundation to improve I & 2 PRI BTV D T FH T

5. Fiscal Accountability

Foundation to improve | & 2 P INTETEI BTV | TR T
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Content of the report

Part 1: The School Context
Information about the school
Part 2: Overview

School strengths

School challenges

Part 3: Main findings
Overall evaluation

How well the school meets the renewal site visit criteria

Part 4: School Quality Criteria Summary
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Part 1: The School Context

Information about the school

Leadership Public Schools (LPS) College Park is a small charter high school in its third year of
operations. The school currently serves 261 9™-11" grade students and is located within the Castlemont
Community of Small Schools in East Oakland as one of four schools sharing a single campus. The
mission of the LPS College Park is to “get 100% of its students to college.” Student enrollment this year
consists of 61% Latino, 35% African American, and 3% Asian and Pacific Islander. Ninety-two {92%) of
the students are known to be entitled to a free and reduced lunch.

Approximately 9% of the students have been identified with special needs and 34% have been identified
as English Learners (EL), most of whom tested at California English Language Development Test
(CELDT) Level 1 and 2, a much higher percentage than the school had anticipated at these levels.

In 20086, LPS College Park had an Academic Performance Index (API) of 620, ranking it 2 statewide. The
school's growth API dropped significantly by 85 points in 2007. State rankings for the 2007 Base AP will
not be available until March 2008.
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Part 2: Overview

School Strengths:

The school provides a physically safe environment for students, and students feel that the school
inspires and motivates them to attain the goal of entering and completing college.

The school is supported by the Leadership Public Schools’ network which provides the school
with fiscal, operational and programmatic support.

Several new management structures and systems have been put in place to initiate instructional
improvement — these include a resuits-focused teacher evaluation system, a scaffolded approach
to examining benchmark data, and targeted professional development in classroom
management, differentiated instruction and in working with English Learners.

The LPS charter management organization (CMO) home office has developed more specific and
detailed goals for student achievement for each site, including this one.

The LPS Board of Directors closely monitors the progress of the school.

There is a sound budget development process wherein the school and the LPS CMO home office
work collaboratively to develop and manage its annual budget to best meet the needs of the
school.

The school's Algebra 1 scores are particularly high due to good instructional delivery with support
in the Academic Numeracy program.

School Challenges:

The LPS mission of college preparation and leadership skill development is not fully showing
impact on students’ behavior or in their engagement with their own learning.

The school does not consistently follow through on stated school requirements and policies.
The school's AP| growth scores dropped significantly last year.
There is an overall lack of rigor, pace and challenge in classroom instruction.

There is no clear evidence that assessments and interventions are making an impatt on the
performance of the school’s EL population.

There is currently no clear or consistent curriculum for the Leadership Advisory class.

There is a lack of engagement from a significant number of parents.
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Part 3: Main Findings

Overall Evaluation:

This is an underdeveloped school overall.

Is the School An Academic Success?

LPS College Park has not demonstrated academic success in accordance with its mission and goals for
preparing students to be ready for college halfway through its third year. Though College Park students
performed higher than neighboring schools in the Castlemont community in Algebra, English/Language
arts and World History, the school dropped significantly on its APl growth score last year, and
performance on state tests (STAR and CAHSEE) is low overall, especially for English Language (EL)
students. The delivery of the school's college preparatory curriculum is below par due to an overall
lack of appropriate rigor, pace and challenge in classroom instruction. Student engagement and self-
motivation was observed to be low in many classes.

While students interviewed confirmed that the school is doing a good job in getting them “to think about
going to college,” the current school culture is not conducive to developing the actual skills necessary
for students to enter and be successful in college. Students show minimal adherence to school rules on
behavior (i.e. profanity, tardiness, class disruption) and consequences for violations are inconsistently
followed through by the administrators and teachers. Though the physical facility is safe and free of
violence, students in general are not focused on learning and do not as a whole demonstrate the
Leadership Public School Values of commitment, respect and responsibility.

The school recognizes that it has much more to do to meet its academic goals as a third-year school.
Several new initiatives have been implemented this year to support the administration, teachers and
students and to hold them more accountable for academic achievement. The impact of these initiatives
is not yet fully evident, although very recent data on the school’s October and December benchmark
testing has shown good growth.

Is the School an Effective, Viable Organization?

LPS College Park is an effective, viable organization because of its support from the LPS CMO Home
Office. The school receives good services from the LPS network which provides fiscal, operational and
programmatic support. The LPS CMO has a strong board and knowledgeable leadership team who are
determined to realize the LPS mission. Because of this, the school manages its budget well and has
been able to leverage additional personnel to work with and support its students.

Has the School Remained Faithful to the Terms of Its Charter?

LPS College Park has met the terms of its charter in the areas of governance and fiscal accountability
and compliance. It is still developing in terms of meeting its mission of preparing students to succeed in
college and developing effective student leaders. The school is currently serving a targeted population
of diverse and traditionally underserved students and has, for some of them, started to make them think
about attending college once they graduate from high school. lts success in getting students to college
can not yet be measured as the school has not had a graduating class nor does it not yet have seniors.
Evidence gathered on the school's academic performance thus far, however, indicates that the school
may still be far from providing its students academic and leadership skills necessary for college and
beyond.

The LPS Six Pillars of School Design: high expectations, significant support, student leadership,
talented staff parent and community involvement and focus on student results exist at LPS College Park
but are only in the very early stages of development.
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Criterion 1: Improving Student Achievement

A charter school promotes student learning through a clear vision and high expectations. It achieves clear, measurable
program goals and student learning objectives, including meeting its stated performance standards, state and federal
performance standards, and closing achievement gaps of students.

This area of the schooi’s work is underdeveloped.

LPS College Park has the expressed mission of “getting 100% of its students to college” which is well-
articulated among the school community though not yet embedded in the culture. Clear, measurable
student performance goals to achieve this mission are just now being delineated into more defined
targets on benchmarks. For example, the LPS home office has established specific school performance
goals in terms of proficiency on English/language arts {(ELA) and math (MA) benchmark assessments
for College Park, and the school principal has established and overall goal of 650 points on the school's
2008 API score. A 2006-2007 College Park School Improvement Plan further articulates measurable
goals for specific areas of student achievement and for school program improvement; however, there is
little evidence to show that the school has fully fracked its current progress on these specific goals.

To date, the school's overall academic performance is low. The school dropped by 85 points on its
2007 API growth score to 535 from its 2006 base AP| of 620 and did not meet its Adequate Yearly
Progress (AYP) in the areas of ELA proficiency and the additional indicator of APl. There is data,
however, that shows that College Park students performed significantly higher than neighboring schools
in the Castlemont community on both the 2006 and 2007 STAR, particularly in the areas of Algebra,
ELA and World History. The school points to this data to demonstrate the “value-add” of College Park
to the east Oakland community. Results from the LPS College Park benchmarks assessment data this
year is demonstrating overall student growth in all subject areas from the October 2007 to December
2007 test administrations, but will need to be monitored assess a continuous growth trend throughout
the remainder of the year.

A standards-aligned curriculum is in place and graduation requirements meet minimal entry
requirements for the University of California (UC) and CSU. However, LPS College Park has just only
just begun in its third year of operations to implement several changes to infuse consistency, rigor and
high expectations in the school's educational program. Citing challenges such as the move onto a new
campus, an extremely inexperienced teaching staff, and an unexpected influx of low level EL students,
the school admits that it was unprepared last year to address the issues that resulted from these
challenges. This year, however, with the support of the LPS home office several initiatives have been
created to address these issues and are in various stages of implementation. Several new
management structures and systems have been put in place to initiate instructional improvement. These
include a staff evaluation system with a focus on benchmark growth, a scaffolded approach to
examining benchmark data, and targeted professional development in classroom management,
differentiated instruction and in working with English Learners. A college counselor has been hired to
work with students on college preparation and plans and funding are in place to hire an Academic
Intervention Counselor to work with EL students for pull-out and afterschool support to target the low
performance of these and other struggling students. A new Dean of Students has also been hired this
year to address student behavioral issues.

There is some evidence that some initiatives are taking root. However the school has much further to
go. Classroom instruction is uneven and mostly all teacher-driven, limiting student opportunities for
students to actively participate in the learning process. Questioning and learning activities in most all
classes were rote and mechanical, requiring one-word answers or the copying of vocabulary. Despite
the LPS required pacing guides and the instructional delivery model, transitions between learning
activities and/for lessons are very long, leaving significant proportions of students non-engaged in direct
learning. Classroom management issues exist in many classrooms from lack of student engagement
to verbal confrontation between students.
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The current school culture is not supportive of the college preparatory curriculum LPS College Park
envisions for its students. Hallways are loud and profanity is regularly heard during passing time and in
the classrooms. Adherence to the dress code is limited. A number of students do not bring necessary
learning materials to school and are regularly seen using cell phones and ipods during class, especially
during long transition times. Graffiti and gang symbols are seen in the halls, classrooms and bathrooms.
The principal says that this has been brought to the attention of the district as it is a district site. In
some classrooms, however, more graffiti mark the wails and cabinets than student work. There is a
marked and distinct disconnect between the articulated LPS values outlined in the student/parent
handbook and what currently exists in the school. _

The school recognizes that student leadership development is limited. Although students attend a
Leadership Advisory class, the curriculum for this course lacks focus and is inconsistent. Some work
has already begun at the CMO level to develop a more consistent and coherent curriculum for
leadership development and college preparation for the Advisory class. However, the school and the
CMO made a strategic decision to focus first on basic academic preparation and building closer
relationships with students through family meetings and celebrating success.

The administrators, counselor and teachers state that parental support at the school is a challenge
because of the community that it serves and is making some additional efforts to engage and involve
more parents in the activities of the school. The 30 hours parent paricipation requirements are not
being followed, but the school is planning family/community activities with a small group of dedicated
parents in an effort to draw in more parents to the school. The small group of parents who spoke with
the site visit team feels the school makes good efforts to inform all parents of their child's progress
through progress reports and phone calls from the teachers.

Criterion 2: Strong Leadership

The leaders of a charter school are stewards of the charter's mission and vision and carry out their duties in a professional,
responsible and ethical manner. Charter school leaders use their influence and authority for the primary purpose of
achieving student success.

This area of the school’s work is underdeveloped.

All members of the school leadership, the principal, dean of students and the school counselor
communicate the mission of the school well. Students interviewed report that the school inspires and
motivates them to attain the goal of entering and completing college. However, the school leadership
has been minimally effective in implementing and in putting into practice stated policies and procedures
to support an effective learning environment so that students can attain that goal. Negative behaviors
and lack of student engagement was addressed at times by administrators and teachers with some
individual students one-one-one, but regular and consistent adherence to schoolwide policies is not
evident. Classroom rules, for example, are not followed in many classes and consequences for not
following through on these rules are not evident. Graffiti and gang-related symbols, as another, have
remained on walls and cabinets since the beginning of the school year.

The school principal has reflected on the chailenges of the previous two school years and is working
with the LPS CMO home office to implement professional development activities that will support a
more rigorous academic curriculum. Ten of the fourteen staff are new to the school this year, but the
current staff are reflective of greater teaching experience overall than the staff last year. The principal is
now visiting classrooms more regularly and is developing professional goals with each teacher. The
impact of these changes is not yet completely evident. For example, although classroom boards are

required to have lesson objectives and lists of class activities as outlined through the LPS instructional

delivery model, adherence to this varies and is inconsistent from teacher to teacher.

The principal is now sysiematically collecting and analyzing data on students based on performance in
the CMO-wide benchmark assessments. Results from the fall (October 2007) administration of the
benchmarks have been discussed with individual teachers, and the results of the winter (December
2007) assessments are now being reviewed. Overall, students are showing growth in all subject areas
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between the two assessment administrations. Trends within subgroups have not yet been analyzed
and understanding the cause and effect that impacted this growth may be limited until further data is
collected throughout the year. Although individual student performance is shared with parents, there is
no evidence that school wide performance on these assessments nor on other performance such as
STAR is communicated to parents or students so that there is a better understanding of how that
student is performing compared to statewide student performance.

The school site leadership is further supported by the leadership team of the LPS charter management
organization, who have expertise and direct experience in working with the policies and laws that
govern charter schools. There is solid support from the LPS leadership to making the LPS sure the
vision and mission is realized at this school as evidenced by the allocation of additional resources to the
site for a counselor, a dean of students, an EL specialist and additional LPS educational team/coaching
support.

To support student academic and emotional needs, the school leadership has engaged in a few
community partnerships with organizations such as the UC Berkeley College of Engineering, and the
Children's hospital at Youth Uprising to support students at the school. LPS also holds a three-day
Freshman Academy at Stanford University in the late summer to induct middle schoolers into a college-
preparatory high school. The school principal and counselor understand these partnerships are still
fimited and would like to engage in more community partnerships to better and more fully serve their
students’ needs. The school is also making more efforts to increase parental involvement in the school
through family meetings and raffle activities.

Criterion 3: A Focus on Continuous Improvement
A charter school engages in a process of continuous self~improvement in order to increase the effectiveness of its educational
program. The school regularly assesses and evaluates student learning based on stated goals.

This area of the school’s work is underdeveloped with proficient features.

The significant drop in AP| scores last year coupled with clearer and more specific expectations from
the CMO home office has resulted in a much more focused and systematic review and analysis of the
LPS College Parks' student performance and progress this year. Processes and structures have now
been put in place to monitor student progress more closely and with the intent to make necessary
adjustments for improvements in teaching and learning. Using the results of the October benchmark
assessments, the principal met with each teacher to discuss progress, areas of strength and areas in
need of improvement on specific academic content standard areas. The teacher observation/evaluation -
system also reflects an emphasis on student performance results. The college counselor is just starting
o put a “student progress check” system in place for students with low GPAs. It is too soon, however,
to measure the impact of these newly created systems on overall teaching and learning or student
engagement.

The school has not yet developed a comprehensive student progress/monitoring system that would
enable it to assess progress and comparison of grades, credit completion, and/or GPA to student
performance on benchmark assessments, CAHSEE and STAR. As the use of student data is just
beginning, there is little analysis relative to trends in student performance by subgroups nor has the
school specifically identified areas for schoolwide focus other than the need to provide more support for
EL students in the area of English/Language Arts.

The LPS home office is also closely tracking and monitoring the school's performance data on these
benchmarks in comparison with other LPS sites. Based on STAR results from the last school year, the
LPS home office has both re-allocated and enhanced support services throughout the LPS network by
providing more curriculum support and coaching from the LPS educational team and access to an LPS
data coordinator, as well as specifically at the College Park site, a dedicated full-time counselor and
future EL support It is too soon to assess the effectiveness and impact of these additional resources at
the school.
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Criterion 4: Criterion 4: Responsible Governance

A charter school board and administration establish and implement policies that are transparent and focused on student
achievement. Charter school board members and administrators have a cogent understanding of and comply with the laws
that govern charter schools.

This area of the school’s work is proficient with excellent features.

LPS College Park is managed by Leadership Public Schaools, a public non-profit charter management
organization. LPS has a twenty-member board made up of individuals with impressive experience and
expertise in business, education, charter schools and fundraising. The board has monthly meetings
which are notified at all LPS sites, and a parent and a teacher representative sit as members of the
board. All LPS board meetings are held in compliance with the Brown Act.

There is good evidence that the LPS administrative team provides regular reports of its schools’
progress, including College Park and that the board monitors the performance of its schools. In addition
to presentations and analysis of overall student performance on STAR and on benchmark assessments,
the principal reports and regular “dashboards,” LPS board members are assigned to specific LPS “site
support teams” and make occasional site visits to the schools for which they are assigned.

Board meetings are open and minutes can be made available to the public upon request. Board
agendas are posted at school sites and on the LPS website. There is solid evidence that board bylaws
and policies are in place and there are comprehensive policies on conflicts of interest and address the
disqualifications of interested parties. There is also a community complaints procedure to ensure
adequate resolution of any parent or community concerns — however, this may not be clearly noticed to
parents as it is not in the parent/student handbook. Input from parents can also directed through parent
councils at each LPS site. In the case of LPS College Park, the parents involved in the council were
asked to join by the principal and provide him with feedback on the school.

The LPS bhoard president has a very clear understanding of his role and the role of the board to
accomplish the school mission by providing strategic direction and fiscal management and support.
There is also recognition by the board that LPS College Park, as a site, is still in the early stages of
working to accomplish the broader LPS mission. Because of this, the CMO has been putting more
focused attention to assisting the school to become more successful.

All required reports to the district have been submitted in accordance with timelines established.

Criterion 5: Fiscal Accountability
A charter school fulfils its fiduciary responsibility for public funds and maintains publicly accessible fiscal records. The
school conducts an annual financial audit which is made public.

This area of the school’s work is proficient with excellent features.

The LPS board and management team work to closely to effectively monitor the financial plans of
Leadership Public Schools as well as the specific budget at each school site through a formal budget
process that adheres to required timelines . The College Park principal works with LPS fiscal director to
develop its annual budget and reports that he has a good degree of “creativity” which enables him to
build a budget specific to his site. Various check points are made throughout the year on expenditures
and attendance to make sure that the school is adhering to its adopted budget.

The LPS adheres to the audit requirements in law for charter schools, and audits are preformed in
accordance with Government Auditing Standards. Audit reports for the past two fiscal years show no
exceptions or significant deficiencies and delineate income and expenditures by school site. An
administration fee of 7% of state and federal revenues is charged to each school site to cover services
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from the CMO home office. The LPS Chief Executive officer reported that 20% of the College Park
school budget went to facilities last year. This year, that percentage has lowered to 4%, allowing more
of the budget to go to directly supporting students. Currently, the classrooms have adequate supplies
and materials to support the curriculum, though more enrichment and academic support is needed to
fully accomplish the LPS’'s mission and goals. These include extracurricular activities such as art,
music, student clubs and an athletics program, all of which are envisioned to develop well-rounded
student leaders who are prepared to succeed in college. The board realizes that as all of the LPS
school sites shift from “start-up” to “sustainability” the focus of its fundraising will have to shift to these
areas as well and has developed a plan to raise $800,000 - $1 million to support these efforts, with
$400,000 already raised.
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School name: LPS College Park

School Quality Review 2
Overall evaluation score
Criterion 1: Improving Student Achievement: A charter school promotes student learning through
a clear vision and high expeéctations. It-achieves clear, measurable program goals and student 2
learning objectives, including meeting its stated performance standards, state and federal
performance standards, and closing achievement gaps of students.
Criterion 1 overall score:
1.1 Achieves clear, measurable program goals and student [earning objectives, including X
meeting its stated performance standards, and state and federal standards
1.2 Achieves comparably improved student learning outcomes relative to students in
traditional public schools that students would have otherwise attended
1.3 Demonstrates high expectations for student achievement
14 Provides a challenging and coherent curriculum for each individual student
15 Implements and directs learning experiences (consistent with the school’s purpose and
charter) that actively engage students
16 Allocates appropriate resources in the way of instructional materials, staffing and facilities
to promote high levels of student achievement
1.7 Promotes academic risk taking by supporting students in a safe, healthy and nurturing
environment characterized by trust, caring and professionalism
1.8 Productively engages parental and community invelvement as a part of the school’'s X
student support system
19 Shares its vision among the school community and demonstrates its mission
in daily action and practice
1.10 | Involves staff, students, parents and other stakeholders in its accountability for student
learning and in the school’s program evaluation process
Criterion 2;. Strong Leadarship: The leaders of a charter school are stewards of the charter's
mission and.vision and carry.out ‘their duties in a professional, responsible and ethical manner. g
,_Charter school. Iaaders use thalr inflience and authority for the primary purpose of achieving -
student success. - : : . '
Criterion 2 overall score:
2.1 Effectively communicates and engages stakeholders in the vision mission of the school
22 C'onsistenﬂy puts into practice the educational program outlined in its charter. X
2.3 | Generates and sustains a school culture conducive to staff professional growth X
2.4 | Actively monitors and evaluates the success of the school's program
25 Provides regular, public reports on the school's progress towards achieving its goals fo
) the school community and to the school’s authorizer
2.6 | Treats all individuals with fairness, dignity and respect
27 Has a cogent understanding of the laws that govern charter schools and monitors the
) trends, issues and potential changes in the environment in which charter schools operate
2.8 Makes management decisions and uses his/her influence and authority for the primary
" purpose of achieving student success
2.9 | Abstains from any decision involving a potential or actual conflict of interests
Respects diversity and implements practices that are inclusive of all types of learners
210 . .
consistent with the school charter
2.11 | Engages community involvement in the school
OUSD- LPS College Park: December 10, 2007 11




Criterion 3: A Focus on Continuous Improvement; A charter school engages in a process of
continuous self-improvement in order to increase the effectiveness of its educational program.
The school regularly assesses and evaluates student learning based on stated goals.

Criterion 3 overall score:

31 Uses information sources, data collection and data analysis strategies for self-examination
and improvement.

Establishes benchmarks and a variety of accountability tools for monitoring student

3.2 . . . .
progress and uses the results of these assessments to improve curriculum and instruction

Establishes both long and short term goals and plans for accomplishing the school’s

3.3 mission as stated in its charter.

34 Uses student assessment resuits to improve curriculum and instruction.

Uses the results of evaluation and assessment as the basis for the allocation of resources

3.5 for programmatic improvement.

Criterion 4: Responsible Governance: A charter school board and administration establish and -
implement policies that are transparent and focused on student achievement. Charter school
board members and. adminlstrators have a cogent understanding of and comply with the laws that
govern charter schools.

Criterion 4 overall score:

4.1 Ensure that policies are implemented in a fair and consistent manner.

Monitor the trends, issues and potential changes in the environment in which charter

42 schools operate.

4.3 Seek input from impacted stakeholders.

Enact policies that respect diversity and implements practices that are inclusive of all types

44 of learners consistent with the school charter.

Actively engage the school’s authorizer in monitoring the school’s educational program

4.5 and its fiscal status.

Criterlon 5: Fiscal: Accountability: A charter school fulfils its fiduciary responsibility for public
funds and maintains publicly accessible ﬂscal records. The school conducts an annual ﬂnancial
audit which is made publlc.-

Criterion 5 overall score:

Creates and monitors immediate and long-range financial plans to effectively

31 implement the school’s educational program and ensure financial stability.

5.2 | Conducts an annual financial audit which is made public.

Establishes clear fiscal policies to ensure that public funds are used appropriately

5.3 .
and wisely.

Ensures financial resources are directly related to the school’s purpose: student

54 achievement of learning goals.
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