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Executive Summary 
	  

In order to meet the goal of universal attainment and uphold the tenet that all children can and will 
learn at high levels, the district utilizes a suite of internal and external assessment data to serve as 
indicators for identifying current progress and developing appropriate actions to improve student 
learning.  TUHSD expects growth in learning and mastery of learning outcomes by all students while 
specifically targeting students who are not meeting course or program expectations.  
	  
TUHSD has a tradition of excellence as marked by college acceptance rates, aggregate student grade 
point averages (GPA), Advanced Placement (AP) participation and performance and standardized 
test performance. In addition, a longitudinal review of TUHSD’s student performance on the 
aforementioned measures illuminates substantial growth in student learning over time.  As the data is 
disaggregated, the story begins to unfold differently.    In particular, students on free and reduced 
lunch, or low-SES, are underperforming significantly from their high-SES counterparts and the 
projected trend shows a negative pitch in overall intended equivalence of performance.  
Simultaneously, the aforementioned internal and external data points suffer from reliability and 
validity issues providing all TUHSD stakeholders with information that is subject to significant 
variability when ascertaining current performance and making future recommendations.  Moreover, 
these data points are void of information regarding student growth over time.   
 
The recommendations of this report assert a continued focus on the scope and sequence of strategic 
priorities being pursued by TUHSD.  The claim in this report is that district systems are effective to 
the extent that schools are showing student achievement gains over time as well as increasing the 
number of students reaching proficiency levels in specified outcomes.  To ascertain student 
achievement performance and growth over time, clearly identified outcomes, means of measurement, 
and a system of intervention must be established.  Moreover, a team-based approach to reviewing 
curriculum, instruction, and assessment are required for continuous improvement across the system.   
 
Focus of priorities that have a high impact on student and adult learning through a process of limited 
initiatives, appropriate resourcing, aligned professional development, and the utilization of an 
appropriate implementation timeline are key to successful organizational effectiveness (Reeves, 2012; 
Schmoker, Collins).  These priorities must be sequenced to effectively approach the desired 
outcomes of the mission statement and must be implemented through a distributed leadership 
model.  Currently the district is working towards the development of creating teams that will review 
curriculum, instruction, and assessment and determine coordinated next steps to improve the 
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learning of all students and to guarantee that all students have access to high quality instruction and 
curriculum.  Furthermore, TUHSD stakeholders are developing proficiency scales for all agreed upon 
program goals to accurately and consistently measure student performance.  This knowledge will 
provide classroom teachers, department, school sites, and TUHSD with accurate information in 
which to celebrate successes, identify challenges, and craft next steps.   
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Introduction 

 
You must maintain unwavering faith that you can and will prevail in the end, regardless of the difficulties, and, at the same time have the 
discipline to confront the most brutal facts about your current reality, whatever they may be – Jim Collins 

 
The Tamalpais Union High School District (TUHSD) mission statement clearly states that all 
students are expected to reach mastery of core competencies within required academic disciplines in 
addition to skills and knowledge that permeate traditional academic boundaries and are requisite for 
future employment, citizenship, and postsecondary education.  The rationale for universal attainment 
of core competencies is based on the economic, cultural, and educational demands of the 21st 
Century.  For example, the American Diploma project states, “that the needs of the workplace are 
“increasingly indistinguishable” from the knowledge and skills needed for college success.  The U.S. 
Chamber of Commerce calls these studies “right on target” (Schmoker, p. 27).  As Schmoker (2009) 
and Buffum et al (2012) assert, it is not our decision on whether students attend college or not, we 
are responsible for providing students with the opportunity to make that choice when they are adults.   
To make this choice, clearly all students must reach mastery of identified and agreed upon knowledge 
and skills.  This requires a collaborative effort from all stakeholders to identify clear learning goals, 
measure student progress against those established goals, systematically intervene and accelerate 
learning, provide diverse modes of instruction, involve students in the learning process to cultivate 
ownership and advocacy, measure the impact of instruction in light of student evidence, and respond 
collaboratively. 
 
TUHSD has a tradition of excellence as marked by college acceptance rates, aggregate student grade 
point averages (GPA), Advanced Placement (AP) participation and performance, and state 
standardized test performance. In addition, a longitudinal review of TUHSD’s student performance 
on the aforementioned measures indicates substantial growth in student learning over time (see Table 
II).  Over the past five years community data (e.g. Listening Campaign Data, Focus Groups) received 
by teachers, leaders, and external stakeholders has illuminated the fact that continuous improvement 
is a deeply embedded community value.  This value requires all stakeholders to review discrepancies 
between current performance and the ideal outcome of all students meeting established academic and 
skill-based outcomes.  Moreover, this community value positions stakeholders to take any and all 
discrepancy and identify collective actions that are ethically, socially, and pedagogically sound in 
order to improve the learning of adults and students.  The following report is intended to serve as 
one approach to identifying discrepancies between mission-based expectations and our current 
realities in the classroom, department, school, and system.   
 
An inherent goal of the Tamalpais Union High School District mission statement is to eliminate the 
opportunity and achievement gap between Caucasian and high socio-economic status (high SES) 
students and students of color and low socio-economic status (low SES).   By opportunity gap, 
TUHSD refers to inequities that racial minority and low socio-economic students face in public 
education. As Bourdieu (1970) contends, not all racial minorities and classes possess the same 
political position, occupy similar cultures, and relate to the American psyche in the same way and 
these differences relate to variances in the experiences and opportunities provided to students in the 
educational system.  As such, school systems, such as TUHSD, must approach student learning from 
an equity perspective. This is, perhaps, best defined by contrasting equity and equality. Decuir and 
Dixson (2004) distinguish equity from equality in the following way: 
 
In seeking equality rather than equity, the processes, structures, and ideologies that justify inequity are not addressed and 
dismantled.  Remedies based on equality assume that citizens have the same opportunities and experiences.  Race, and 
experiences based on race, are not equal.  Thus, the experiences that people of color have with respect to race and racism 
create an unequal situation.  Equity, however, recognizes that the playing field is unequal and attempts to address the 
inequality. (p.24)  
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Although, not an exhaustive list, the differences in opportunity between racial minorities and/or low-
income students and Caucasian and high SES students may be best explored by reviewing language 
of schooling, tracking, and access to a guaranteed and viable curriculum and the relationship of these 
concepts with current policy and practice within the boundaries of TUHSD.   
 
Clinton, Hattie, and Dixon (2007) identified the “language of schooling” (e.g. ways parents advocate 
for their children in school) as an example of the variance in cultural capital between racial minority 
students and their white counter-parts.  In their study, low SES and racial minority students’ support 
providers (i.e. parents) had a different affinity towards and relationship with the dominant culture of 
the school and as such had a different experience in advocating and advocating successfully for their 
child.    
 
In two recent reports (Summer School Report 2010 and 2011), TUHSD found an over-
representation of minority and low SES students enrolled in the one credit redemption1 course in 
summer school (see Appendix A for data displaying credit loss due to poor attendance).  One report 
stated that, “…these findings suggest that certain populations miss more classes for reasons that are 
inexcusable, which leads one to question the reasons behind these absences and those of other 
subgroups who do not have an over-representation of poor attendance” (McDowell, 2011).   One 
consideration is that racial minority and low SES students lack a support structure that is willing 
and/or able to challenge attendance issues.  Consider the research on tracking, or ability grouping 
that has found “students of average ability from advantaged families are more likely to be assigned to 
higher tracks because of actions by their parents, who are often effective managers of their children’s 
schooling (Alexander, Cook & McDill, 1978, Baker & Stevenson, 1986, Dornbusch, 1994).   
 
Of all effects on student achievement, tracking or ability grouping provides, perhaps, the most vivid 
example of an approach to schooling that illustrates the development and preservation of the 
opportunity gap.  Supporters of tracking, or arranging students in ability groups, argue that grouping 
students is driven by prior performance and by aggregating students of similar ability into classes, 
teachers will enhance overall student achievement.  On the contrary, the research shows a minimal 
effect on achievement and a negative effect relating to equity (Hattie, 2009).  Oakes et al (1993) 
argued that tracking limits students schooling opportunities, achievements, and ultimately chances to 
be successful in life.  
 
TUHSD policy (BP, AR 6141.1) states that tracking is not intended nor exists in the schools that 
reside within its boundaries. Of the 714 sections of English, Social Studies, Math, and English 
provided at the three comprehensive high schools across the district, 20% of the classes are “low” 
level courses, 60% are “regular” level courses, and 20% are “high” level courses.  These were 
determined by descriptors of classes (e.g. honors, AP, sheltered2, Alpha).  By utilizing the empirical 
rule, that is that approximately 68% of values would fall within one standard deviation from the 
average, one can reasonably assume that the number of sections provided within TUHSD resembles 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1	  AR 5121 delineates that schools are authorized to establish attendance and tardy policies 
resulting in the loss of one semester credit per semester for five unexcused absences.  The 
policy is directly associated with seat time rather than that of student learning.  In other 
words, students who lose credit due to absences have received a passing grade in the course 
signaling students have completed, at minimum, the foundation requirements of the course	  
2	  The English Language Learner Progress Report 2011-2012 found that when comparing GPA, 
CELDT progress, and standardized test scores, students who were Intermediate to Advanced 
regarding CELDT levels performed similarly regardless of attendance in sheltered or unsheltered 
courses (McDowell and Levinson, 2012)	  
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a normal distribution curve.  Clearly, TUHSD tracks, and the research findings indicate that there is 
minimal gain in achievement and devastating results in regards to equity.   
 
One of the greatest challenges facing racial minorities and low SES students is the absence of an 
“opportunity to learn” the essential outcomes established by a school system.  Husen (1967) found 
that there is a direct relationship between student learning of content and exposure to content. 
Marzano (2003) found that in the United States, there is no guarantee that all students have the 
opportunity to learn the essential concepts.  As Hirsch (2003) contends,  
 
“we know of course, that there exists no national curriculum, but we assume, quite reasonably, that agreement has been reached locally 
regarding what should be taught to children at each grade level-if not within the whole district, then certainly within an individual 
school…The idea that there exists a coherent plan for teaching content within the local district, or even within the individual school, is a 
gravely misleading myth Cited in Marzano and Dufour, 2011, p. 90  
 
Likewise, when professional learning communities have not created established agreements on 
essential knowledge for all students, individual teachers select topics that they think are important 
and omit topics that are of less importance (Stevenson and Stigler, 1992).  This is catalyzed by the 
private nature of the teaching profession.  The problem, of course, is that students do not operate 
with only one teacher over twelve to thirteen years and therefore subsequent teachers may expect 
prior knowledge of material that was not taught to all students. Anecdotal data taken from informal 
conversations with teachers across the system, particularly with those teachers who have taught 
summer school and are teaching intervention courses (e.g. Academic workshops) agree that students 
taking the same class with different teachers are found to have learned different concepts and, even 
more, concepts varied greatly across low, medium, and high tracks.   
 
To alleviate the opportunity gap, all educational systems must create a guaranteed curriculum that 
provides all students with the opportunities to learn the important content agreed upon by all faculty 
within an educational system (i.e. district).   Beyond the opportunity to learn knowledge and skills, 
teachers and students need time to teach and learn the concepts.  This is primarily a cognitive 
requirement.  Learning takes time.  Students need multiple exposures to concepts and spaced practice 
to understand, relate, and extend their understanding of content and skills (Nuthall, 2007).  With the 
additional demands of the Common Core standards, students will be required to extend the learning 
of concepts to various contexts and this requires adequate time to learn.   
 
In the literature, a curriculum that provides adequate time to teach and learn is considered viable.  
Collectively, a guaranteed and viable curriculum is considered the first of a series of steps in building 
and sustaining an equitable, academically rigorous and appropriate educational program (Buffum et 
al, 2012; Wiliam, 2011; Marzano and Waters, 2005; Robinson, 2011).  
 
The achievement gap traditionally refers to the difference in student performance of a sub-group 
(race, social status, and gender) against the norm group (usually white, high SES).  The challenge of 
utilizing this terminology is the potential recycling of the ideology that certain sub-groups have 
cultural, intellectual, and or moral deficiencies (Hillard, 2003).  In other words, the achievement gap 
is an inference-laden term that has the potential to deflect the consideration of policies, procedures, 
and practices at the site and orients stakeholders to a deficit theory of student performance based on 
external factors (intellect, parental support and expectations).  
 
This inference is dangerous for three primary reasons.  One, the comparison of one student to 
another student, or one group of students to another group of students, fails to recognize 
performance levels to outcomes and only to one another. This is the cornerstone of ineffective 
assessment practices.  As Reeves (2007) states, “Those who fail to “beat” their neighbors are labeled 
inferior, even when proficient, and those who do beat their neighbors are labeled superior, no matter 
how inadequate their performance. Its impact is as insidious for poor, disadvantaged, and minority 
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students as for historically advantaged students.”  Second, when a sub-group is compared to the 
dominant sub-group, systems of education orient success to marginal gains towards the dominant 
sub-group creating an “unconscious assumption that traditional low performing students cannot 
surpass-merely approach- the performance of the norm group” (Hillard, 2003, What do we mean by 
the gap? Section, para. 13 ) 
 
Third, when the term “achievement gap” is utilized, stakeholders (parents, teachers, community 
members, students, leaders) assume that in order to reduce the gap, a system must focus their efforts 
on one group (the low achieving students) and not provide effective services to another group or fear 
that the entire system will result in a general reduction in quality (i.e. “lowering the bar”).  This is 
clearly articulated by Wiliam (2011),   
 
The problem with thinking about this as an issue of “gaps” is that one can reduce the gap either by improving the performance of the 
lowest achievers or by reducing the achievement of the highest achievers. This leads back to the traditional, and now discredited, thinking 
that equity is the enemy of excellence. Rather than thinking about narrowing the gap, we should set a goal of proficiency for all, excellence 
for many, with all student groups fairly represented in the excellent” (The impact of teacher quality section, para. 12).   

 
This orientation towards dichotomous framing of problems is commonly referred to as the “tyranny 
of or”.  In essence, organizations that frame problems in an either/or mindset cannot easily accept 
paradoxes with two seemingly contradictory forces and have a difficult time realizing how various 
ideas, strategies, and approaches may operate simultaneously (Collins and Porras, 1997, p. 44).  
Effective education systems reside in a paradoxical environment and must look at challenges through 
a lens of “both/and” rather than “either/or.”  For example, TUHSD expects growth in learning and 
mastery of learning outcomes by all students while specifically targeting students who are not 
meeting or not showing substantial growth in relation to course or program expectations.  This has 
been referred to in the research literature as “targeted universalism” (Powell, 2008); all students must 
show growth while specific supports are provided for students who are struggling to meet 
expectations.  This is a description of the operating principle of equity; “provide whatever level of 
support is needed to whichever students require it” (Singleton, and Linton, 2006 p. 47).   
 
TUHSD is required by law to identify the performance of student sub-groups in relation to the norm 
group.  Currently, TUHSD is working to orient internal assessment systems to evaluate student 
performance against established criteria. TUHSD recognizes the potential of deficit thinking 
associated with the traditional viewing of the achievement gap and continues to work to eliminate 
that perception through the continual planning and execution of policies, procedures, and practices 
that eliminate opportunity and achievement between various sub-groups. Clearly, a systematic effort 
to eliminate the opportunity gap, the achievement gap, and the beliefs and practices associated with 
both gaps are critical for meeting the mission statement.   
 
In conclusion, the core purpose of TUHSD is to ensure that all students reach mastery of the core 
content and skills that will be required for college entrance, civic duty, and the work force. Moreover, 
to achieve the stated mission, TUHSD must embrace the concept of “targeted universalism” by 
providing a rigorous curriculum that is guaranteed for all students and that provides enough time for 
all students to gain the competency necessary to transfer learned content and skills to varying 
contexts.  This will require each stakeholder to systematically confront beliefs, policies, structures, 
and instructional practices that directly or indirectly create inequitable circumstances and 
disenfranchise students of color and in poverty.  This will require TUHSD to rely on the value of 
continuous improvement and, as foreign as it may seem to many, this will require all educators, from 
district administrators and board members to site administrators and teachers to work together to 
implement an educational system that confronts the achievement and opportunity gaps head on and, 
at the same time, expect growth and mastery for all. 
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A systematic approach 

 
“The job of being a teacher has arguably never been more challenging. But let us not conflate challenging with stressful. So much of the 
current real stress of teaching comes, like all stress, from a lack of conscious awareness about the point of it all, the absence of clarity about 
priorities, and the resultant feeling that little is in our control” - Grant Wiggins  
 
An effective educational system meets the aforementioned expectations by recognizing that a 
preponderance of research has shown that particular teaching and leadership practices and 
corresponding beliefs have a greater effect on student achievement than demographic factors alone 
(Hattie, 2009, 2011).   Moreover, a multitude of research has illuminated the fact that student 
achievement is substantially influenced not by a particular school but by the classroom teacher.  As 
Konstantopoulos (2005) argued, “It appears that the teachers students are assigned to may be more 
important that the schools they attend” (p. 36).  Put another way, “it could be argued that effective 
schools are only effective to the extent that they have effective teachers” (Rowe and Rowe, 1993, p. 
15).  In essence, effective schools are a collection of effective classrooms.   
 
Effective districts may then be considered a collection of effective schools. The claim in this report is 
that district systems are effective to the extent that students are showing substantial gains over time 
(at or above the international average) on content and skill outcomes as well as increasing the 
number of students reaching proficiency levels in specified outcomes. The challenge to this claim is 
the common assumption that district leadership, and leadership in general, has a negligible impact on 
student learning.  Anderson and Louis (2012) state the following on past understandings and actions 
of systems,  
 
“Throughout the twentieth century, North American school districts were more concerned with school finances, 
administration, and supervision of compliance with district and government policies than with leadership and technical 
support for curriculum, teaching, and learning…there has been an ongoing debate nationally and internationally, however, 
as to whether school district-level policies and actions actually make much difference in the quality of teaching and 
learning” (p. 183-184). 
 
Marzano and Waters (2005) found that district leadership, increased the average student achievement 
across the system by 9.5 percentile points when system leaders,  
 

• Ensured collaborative goal setting 
• Established nonnegotiable goals for achievement and instruction 
• Created board alignment with and support of district goals 
• Monitored achievement and instruction goals 
• Allocated resources to support the goals for achievement and instruction 

 
Robinson (2011) identified similar site-based leadership actions that enhanced student achievement at 
the school level,  
 

• Establishing goals and expectations for achievement and instruction 
• Resourcing strategically 
• Ensuring quality teaching 
• Leading teacher and learning development 

 
TUHSD approaches universal attainment of student mastery of learning outcomes through the 
development, execution, and overall evaluation of strategic priorities.  In essence, strategic priorities 
operationalize the district’s mission statement and serve as a filter through which to align services, 
resources, professional development, and evaluation.  Strategic priorities are written as short-term (1-
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3 year) goals to be met by the organization.  Strategic priorities are arranged by defined functions of 
the organization; Human Resources, Finance and Facilities, Governance, Curriculum and Assessment 
Systems, Instructional Programs and Practices, Community Relations, and Leadership Development.  
 
In the past five years, TUHSD has sequenced the constellation of strategic priorities to effectively 
approach the desired outcomes of the mission statement.   TUHSD has sequenced the strategic 
priorities within the areas of Curriculum and Assessment Systems and Instructional Programs and 
Practices through a rigorous exploration of research related to highly effective public and private 
sector organizations.  Bellamy, Crawford, Marshall, and Coulter (2005) reasoned that effective 
systems have the following characteristics: 
 

• Clear goals and constant monitoring of the extent to which goals are being met 
• An understanding of the necessary conditions under which these goals are met 
• Immediate corrective action when goals are not being met. 

 
Similar research from Weick (1976, 1982) and Glassman (1973) found that the aforementioned 
characteristics were critical for effective organizations.  Interestingly, the majority of educational 
organizations were found to not possess such characteristics, especially in relation to teaching and 
learning (Marzano and Waters, 2005).  The aforementioned research (Marzano and Waters, 2005, 
Robinson, 2011) align with the systematic recommendations of Bellamy et al. (2005) and serve as 
TUHSD’s scope and sequence of executing established strategic priorities.   
 
A precondition to meeting curriculum, instruction, and assessment priorities is that a collaborative 
approach involving representative stakeholders to implement and sustain effective system 
characteristics is needed (Fullan, 2011; Dufour, 2012).  As Leithwood (2012) concludes, “Leader 
efficacy has been the focus of attention in research on leadership in non-school sectors but has 
received modest attention in educational research.  While individual efficacy has positive effects in 
schools, it is collective efficacy that appears to be among the most powerful sources of influence that 
districts can exercise on schools and students” (p. 230).  
 
To adhere to these recommendations, TUHSD developed a distributed leadership model to meet 
strategic priorities that directly impact student achievement.  This distributed leadership model, 
entitled the Tamalpais Leadership Collaborative (TLC), operates within a simultaneous loose and 
tight paradigm providing autonomous decisions amongst teachers, counselors, and site and district 
leaders within well-defined parameters (i.e. strategic priorities; Curriculum and Assessment Systems, 
Instructional Programs and Practices).  This leadership model serves as a template for site and 
department level teams and their operational functions: service delivery, service evaluation and 
service augmentation/calibration.  In education, curricular teams that operate within a simultaneous 
loose and tight paradigm to make decisions associated with curriculum, instruction, and assessment 
in light of the evidence of student learning are referred to as teacher teams or professional learning 
communities (Wiliam, 2011, Dufour, 2012).  
 
For the past two years, the TLC and the teaching and counseling community have taken part in a 
systematic process of creating a guaranteed and viable curriculum.  This has required all teachers, 
counselors, and administrators to identify essential knowledge and skills that all students must learn 
at high levels.  Once established TUHSD expects that all students will be taught these outcomes, 
have time to learn the outcomes, and all teachers will have the time to teach and will teach the 
outcomes agreed upon.  
 
Currently, the TUHSD teaching and leadership community is working on a common way to measure 
student performance on agreed upon learning outcomes.  By developing an assessment tool that is 
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reliable, valid, and has a common appearance, scale, and language all stakeholders will have a clear 
method for understanding and responding to student performance as well as developing effective 
assessments, and aligning curriculum, instruction, and assessment.  Correspondingly, this approach 
mirrors the philosophy, development, and utilization of the Common Core assessments.   
 
Common tools for ascertaining student performance are essential for team-based conversations to 
determine student performance needs, review instructional practice, and capture best practices.  
Moreover, from a student’s perspective, a common understanding of the learning intentions and 
criteria for success as well as a common way to track performance over time in every class will 
provide a greater sense of understanding of their own learning, support the ideas of a growth 
mindset, increase motivation, provide a greater sense of self-advocacy in the classroom, and will 
support them in taking ownership over their own learning (Hattie, 2009; Dweck, 2006; Pink, 2010).   
 
Future organizational priorities include not only the guarantee that the students are being taught the 
material and that we can systematically measure and understand their performance but that they learn 
the material and are progressing at a rate that meets or exceeds the international average of student 
growth per year (Hattie, 2012).  This requires a system of intervention; a systematic response to 
student learning through targeted, team-based, multi-dimensional approaches to enhance learning for 
all.  This is the core essence of PLC work and of highly reliable organizations (Dufour and Marzano, 
2011; Bellamy, Crawford, Marshall, and Coulter, 2005).  Lastly, it requires a universal commitment to 
constant review and improvement of practice through action-research at every level.  TUHSD’s 
latent value of continuous improvement will be relied upon for years to come.   
 
 

Overview of District Wide Accountability 
 

Know thy impact – John Hattie (2011) 
 
In order to meet the goal of universal attainment and uphold the tenet that all children can and will 
learn at high levels, the district utilizes a suite of internal and external assessment data to serve as 
indicators for identifying current progress and developing appropriate actions to improve student 
learning.  
 
Under the federal Reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) (i.e. No 
Child Left Behind) of 2001, and the California Public Schools Accountability Act (PSAA) of 1999, 
the Tamalpais Union High School District is expected to meet specific performance goals for all 
students.  The PSAA established the Academic Performance Index (API), a measure that utilizes 
statewide testing results, for identifying LEP, school, and specific subgroup performance.  The API 
scores consist of student performance on California State Tests as well as the California High School 
Exit Exam (CAHSEE).  The API is one component of the federal government’s Adequate Yearly 
Progress (AYP) requirements found within the reauthorization of the ESEA (i.e. No Child Left 
Behind). Under ESEA, LEAs, schools, and related sub-groups must show progress in meeting 
requirements set by the federal and state government.  These requirements include student 
participation rates on statewide tests, percentage of students scoring at the proficient level or above 
in English-language arts and mathematics on statewide tests, Growth API, and graduation rates.   
 
Internal accountability measures that are currently utilized to identify areas of strengths and 
challenges within and between schools include participation and pass rates of exams outside of 
federal and state requirements (e.g. SAT, AP), and student GPA. For information regarding specific 
school performance, please see Appendix B (i.e. 2011- 2012 School Quality Snapshot).   
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Local assessment data through the use of grades is unlikely to provide accurate and consistent data 
related to aggregate student performance.  As reported in the 2010-2011 Achievement Report, these 
data points (i.e. grades) are unreliable and inaccurate due to a myriad of factors, including: 
 

• The utilization of various grading scales (2010-2011 research found 22 different grading 
scales on EschoolPLUS; this represented 65% of all courses) across the system,  

• The utilization of various grading schemes between teachers and between courses which 
include outcomes outside of content literacy (e.g. behavior) and that are then reflected in one 
overall grade (i.e. omnibus grade),  

• The utilization of one or primary use of only one measure of central tendency, (e.g. the 
average), within and between multiple outcomes,  

• Inconsistent utilization of a universal grading system (EschoolPlus) to review student 
performance over time, 

• Inconsistent utilization of criterion, measures, and scales in which to measure student 
performance, 

• A lack of a guaranteed and viable curriculum within and between courses, 
• A lack of a progression of complexity of student learning associated with goals/outcomes, 
• The utilization of “grading on the curve” or assigning grades based on a student’s 

achievement in comparison to other students while other professionals utilize standards-
based grading or criterion-based grading, 

• The utilization of extra credit or bonus point on a variety of outcomes,  
• The utilization of the zero to determine student performance, 
• The inherent reliability issues associated with the 100 point scale, 

 
As was reported last year, “Collectively, these factors contribute to our inability, as a district, to 
reliably and accurately ascertain student performance on an individual, class, or systems level” 
(McDowell, 2011, p. 3).  Dressel (1957) argues, “A grade can be regarded only as an inadequate 
report of an inaccurate judgment by a biased and variable judge of the extent to which a student has 
attained an undefined level of mastery of an unknown proportion of an indefinite material (p.6)”  
Wiggins (2012) echoes these sentiments by stating, “The most ubiquitous form of evaluation, 
grading, is so much a part of the school landscape that we easily overlook its utter uselessness as 
actionable feedback.”   
 
Grades are likely the primary assessment tool for students, parents, teachers, and leaders to identify 
student performance over time.  Moreover, grades are presumably, a key method for providing 
feedback to students and teachers on performance.  Remarkably, grades have no positive impact on 
student learning (Kohn, 1994; Wiliam, 2011). Reeves (2009), however, offers grades as a possible 
means for providing effective feedback, if, and only if, grading is framed around quality feedback 
criteria, such as:  

• Accuracy- different observers including other teachers, student peers, and students 
themselves, understand the criteria used by the teacher to provide feedback,  

• Fair- Feedback is not influenced by the gender, ethnicity, socioeconomic status, or other 
characteristics of the students, and, teachers do not seek to compensate for biases in other 
tests by displaying reverse bias or awarding higher grades for lower performances by 
disadvantaged students 

• Specific- Boundaries are distinguished from judgment calls 
• Timely- Feedback is delivered incrementally, at precisely the time when students can use it. 

(p. 30) 
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Due to the inconsistency found in overall grades across the TUHSD system, specifically in the areas 
of Accuracy and Boundaries, generalized conclusions are impractical and would be inaccurate and 
inconsistent for student performance analysis, conclusions, and recommendations.    Furthermore, a 
2012 analysis of the relationship between GPA and CST scores showed an average correlation of .48 
in ELA, 53 in Math, and .49 in Science indicating only a moderate relationship between a student’s 
grade and their performance on state assessments.   
 
Intriguingly, state level summative data (e.g. CST) have a relatively low reliability level at the school 
and classroom level.  As argued by Marzano and Waters (2005), “large scale status-oriented 
summative assessments appear to be relatively ineffective in providing information that can be used 
to make instructional decisions regarding individual students.”   Cizek (2007) argues that score 
reliability on standardized tests decreases as leaders and teachers begin to explore student 
performance on subscale scores for tested dimensions of a subject.  As Abrams (2007) reasons, 
summative exams, such as the CST, are designed to hold schools accountable and therefore provide 
reliable data only at the school level. 
 
Moreover, due to the nature of the exam, in that state exams reflect the proportion of students who 
are at specific levels of achievement on a given scale and that research has shown a strong 
relationship between a student’s economic status and student achievement, high income districts will 
have a higher percentage of students reaching a given cut score than their lower-income counter part.  
This is particularly important when considering the large proportion of high socio-economic status 
students within the boundaries of TUHSD.  Marzano and Waters argue (2005), “…this disparity 
might have nothing to do with the quality of the education provided.  The district or school with a 
majority of low income students might be superior in the education it provides, but when judged by 
status-oriented assessment system that employs summative assessments, it will be perceived as 
inferior to its high-income counterpart” (p. 26).  Clearly, any and all data that are utilized in the 
following achievement report are to be considered cautiously.  
 

Research Questions 
 

• In the past five years, what progress has TUHSD made in meeting state and federal student 
performance requirements? 

• In the past five years, what progress has TUHSD made in reducing the achievement gap 
between low- SES and high-SES students? 

• In the past five years, what progress has TUHSD made in reducing the achievement gap 
between students of color and the overall student body?  

• What progress has been made in increasing participation rates for students of color and low-
SES in AP courses and SAT exams?   

 
Analysis of Data 

 
To answer questions one, two and three, API score calculations are defined, API scores for all 
students are studied, variances between numerically significant subgroups are illustrated, and CST 
variances are investigated in English and mathematics.  
 
The API is a composite number representing the results of student performance on state tests.  For 
high school, the composite score is the aggregate of several subjects and their relative emphasis (See 
Table I).   
 
Table I:  School Content Area Weights for the Most Common Grade Spans, 2011-2012 API.   
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The API scores for all students and numerically significant subgroups, as defined by AYP criteria, are 
shown in Figure I and Figure II.  Figure I and Figure II illustrates the API score for all students in the 
TUHSD as well as the variance between different sub-groups including socio-economically 
disadvantaged, Hispanic, White, and Asian students.  The data indicates that the TUHSD met the 
“2011 AYP Targets, Standard Criteria” by scoring above 720 and increasing by one point on the API.  
Furthermore, with the exception of low-SES students, the data reveals trend lines for all groups 
showing projected improvement over time.  In addition, low-SES students within TUHSD met the 
AYP requirements for 2011, however future projections show that this specific population will not 
meet Federal AYP targets if projections come to fruition.  If projections maintain over the next year, 
TUHSD will be subject to LEA state and federal program improvement requirements. 
 
The African American population numbers were not presented due to decreased population 
numbers, termed “numerically significant subgroup” in state and federal documentation. A 
numerically significant subgroup requires 100 or more students with valid Standardized Testing and 
Reporting test scores or 50 or more students enrolled with valid test scores who make up at least 15 
percent of the total valid test scores.   
 
 
Figure I:  TUHSD Growth API Scores 2007-2011 
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Figure II:  TUHSD Growth API Scores 2007-2011 
 

 
 
 
Figure III and Figure IV illustrate the gap in API scores between the general population of students 
and sub-groups including Hispanic and low-SES students respectively.  Over time, the Hispanic 
population has shown improvement in API scores relative to the performance of the general 
population.   Conversely, low-SES group continue to underperform and, as a result, the gap between 
these sub-groups and the general TUHSD population has expanded.  
 
Figure III:  API Gap between Hispanic-Latino students and the general population  
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Figure IV:  API gap between low-SES students and the general population 

 
 
 
Longitudinal data on student performance over time in regards to state standardize testing is 
illuminated in Table II- CST 2003-2012 Performance.  Table II details overall growth in student 
performance on CST tests in all subject areas and in all subject area tests. 
 
Table II- CST Performance Over Time 2003-2012 
 

 
 
 
 
Table III and Table IV demonstrate the variance between high SES and low SES students on math 
and English California State Tests respectively.  Notable findings include significant differences in 
overall mathematics performance, Geometry performance, and the overall trend data over time 
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between low-SES and high SES populations.  Though English Language Arts (ELA) has higher 
overall passing percentage rates, the trend over time follows that of mathematics.   
 
ELA and mathematics exams were utilized as they make up two of three largest weighted scores on 
the API and are the subjects tested on the California High School Exit Exam, which collectively 
encompass two of four AYP criteria.  
 
 
 
 
Table III: Comparisons of students on mathematics CST by SES 
 
 

Subject SED 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 

Math 
High 
SES 43% 46% 47% 52% 53% 

Math 
Low  
SES 24% 27% 25% 24% 25% 

Test SED 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 

Algebra I 
High 
SES 37% 46% 39% 45% 45% 

Algebra I 
Low 
SES 27% 30% 23% 20% 26% 

Algebra II 
High 
SES 32% 29% 34% 49% 50% 

Algebra II 
Low 
SES 7% 21% 24% 29% 22% 

General Math 
High 
SES 21% 34% 31% 38% 41% 

General Math 
Low 
SES 18% 19% 18% 26% 12% 

Geometry 
High 
SES 49% 55% 54% 54% 53% 

Geometry 
Low 
SES 24% 32% 29% 14% 24% 

 
 
Table IV:  Comparisons of students on ELA CST by SES 
 

Test SED 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 

ELA 
Not 
SED 77% 81% 81% 83% 84% 

ELA SED 52% 54% 46% 46% 45% 
Test SED 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 

ELA 9 
Not 
SED 83% 86% 86% 90% 90% 

ELA 9 SED 59% 57% 45% 60% 52% 

ELA 10 
Not 
SED 75% 78% 81% 81% 86% 

ELA 10 SED 45% 61% 50% 35% 44% 

ELA 11 
Not 
SED 72% 78% 76% 78% 76% 

ELA 11 SED 46% 43% 43% 44% 39% 
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Table V provides the percentage of students in TUHSD who are eligible to attend University of 
California and California State schools at graduation.  Table VI delineates eligibility between high SES 
and low SES students. 2012 data was unavailable at the time of report submission.   
 
 
 
 
 
Table V: UC/CSU student eligibility  

 

    Grad Year # Graduates # UC/CSU  %UC/CSU 
2007 957 641 67% 
2008 936 676 72% 
2009 952 658 69% 
2010 935 728      78% 
2011 900 629 70% 

 
 

    
Table VI:  2011 UC/CSU student eligibility by SES 
 

    Low SES # Graduates # UC/CSU  %UC_CSU 
High SES 811 604 74% 
Low SES 89 25 28% 

 
 
 
Figure V, Figure VI, Figure VII, and Figure VIII identify student performance over the 2007-2011 
school years as well as provide trend lines for projected future performance in math and ELA.  
Projected trends show that all sub-groups in relation to ethnicity students with the exception of 
African American (subgroup did not meet numerical significance for the 2011-2012 school year) 
students will continue to rise, however the achievement of Hispanic students has not shown 
significant gains to meet their Asian and White counterparts.  Figure VII and Figure VIII illuminate 
the fact that an achievement gap continues to exist in relationship to poverty.   
 
 
Figure V:  CST Math Proficiency by Ethnicity 
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Figure VI:  CST ELA Proficiency by Ethnicity 
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Figure VIII 
 

 
 
 
To address question three, SAT and AP participate rates were identified for 2008-2011 and are 
detailed in Figure IX and Figure X.   
 
Figure IX:  SAT Participation Rates 2008-2011 
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Figure X:  AP Participation Rates 2008-2011 
 
 

 
 
Figure XI details the AP pass rate for sub-groups during the 2008-2011 school years.  Table VI 
provides descriptive data on each sub-group population including percent of enrollment in the 
district, percent tested, percent of subgroup that took the exam, and number of students tested and 
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passed the exam.   As reported by the College Board, the range of pass rates for all AP exams in 

2011, scores of three or better, are 48.4% to 95.4%.  Current range of local AP exam pass rates fit 
well within the range of scores nationally.   
 
Figure XI:  AP Passing Rate 2008-2012 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table VI:  2012 AP Pass Rate Data 
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2012 
         

Ethnicity 
% of 

Enrollment % of Tested % of Subgroup AP Pass Rate 
# 

Tested 
# 

Tests # Passed 
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Students Total Students 
African American 3.3% 1.2% 10.3% 47.4% 13 19 9 126 3801 
Asian 6.5% 7.7% 32.3% 89.3% 80 168 150 248 3801 
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Conclusions 

 
Overall data trends are similar to those presented in the 2010-2011 report.  The aggregate student 
population within the boundaries of TUHSD is performing well beyond the external expectations of 
the state and federal government.  For instance, the participation and success rates for students 
enrolled in AP courses are positively correlated and growing.  The predictions of future performance 
based on current trend data are a sign of continued success for TUHSD.  
 

Hispanic or Latino 8.2% 5.7% 18.8% 84.6% 59 104 88 313 3801 
Other 2.7% 1.9% 19.8% 75.8% 20 33 25 101 3801 
White 79.3% 83.5% 28.8% 84.5% 869 1,540 1,302 3013 3801 

District Totals 100% 100% 27.4% 84.4% 1041 1,864 1,574 3801 
 SED 9.9% 3.2% 8.8% 66.7% 33 51 34 377 3801 
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There is, however, no question a gap exists in terms of academic achievement and academic 
opportunity.  In particular, students on free and reduced lunch, or low-SES, are underperforming 
significantly from their high-SES counterparts and the projected trend shows a negative pitch in 
overall intended equivalence of performance.  Beyond the tenets of the mission statement, sub-group 
gains are a necessity for the district to avoid program improvement sanctions brought on by No 
Child Left Behind requirements.  In terms of opportunity, “low” level courses and students subjected 
to one-credit redemption are overrepresented by minority and low-SES students.   
 
African American students face the largest achievement gap of all sub-groups compared to the 
general population and White and Asian students.  Specifically, African American students are found 
to have the largest gap between proficiency on CST exams and those of the general population, SAT 
performance compared to sub-groups and district averages, as well as participation in SAT and AP 
courses. Notably, the African-American population is not found to be numerically significant to 
result in potential sanctions as a sub-population.  However, the district must consider the lack of 
performance from this sub-population as a call to arms for direct support at all levels of the system.   
Trend projections have shown little, if any, increase in student performance from African-American 
students and those who are low-SES.    As a result, TUHSD has not mitigated the achievement gap 
between identified sub-groups and their white, high-SES counterparts.  Specific recommendations 
are provided for the Board of Trustees and the Superintendent to consider.   
 
As TUHSD moves forward, we must look at the quality of education and not the excuse laden 
inferences that are drawn from the term “achievement gap”.  Moreover, we must move away from 
the relative comparison between groups.  Demographic or racial determination is implicit in the 
ideology of the Bell Curve.   
 
“The normal distribution, or bell curve as it is popularly known, has a place in some forms of statistical analysis. It has no place as the 
central organizing framework for classroom assessment, however, as it compares student performance to the performance of other 
students, rather than to an objective standard. The bell curve sits in stark contrast to the very essence of standards-based education, in 
which the fundamental purpose of assessment is not to rate, rank, sort, and humiliate students, but rather to provide meaningful feedback 
that leads to improved performance” (Reeves, 2007).   

 
We must move towards the evaluation of student performance against criteria of excellence as 
defined in TUHSD’s current work (i.e. guaranteed and viable curriculum and proficiency scales). As 
Hilliard (2003) contends,  
 
“excellence should be judged based upon criterion levels of performance, not relative levels…When we choose excellent performance as 
the goal, academically and socially, we change the teaching and learning paradigm in fundamental ways.  By setting the required 
performance level at excellence, we require excellence performance to be articulated.  Although there will not be universal agreement on 
what constitutes excellence in particular cases, it is, in my experience, possible to develop operational definitions and some consensus that 
will take us far along the road we need to travel.”   
 
 
 
 
 
 

Recommendations 
 
Many of the most debated issues are the ones with the least effects. It is a powerful question to ask why such issues as class 
size, tracking, retention (that is, holding a student back a grade), school choice, summer schools, and school uniforms 
command such heated discussion and strong claims. Such cosmetic or “coat of paint” reforms are too common. (p. 33) We 
believe there are two answers to Hattie’s question of why schools so often invest so much effort and energy into structural 
changes that have little impact on student achievement. The first is that structural changes are easy to make. You can 
change the structure by fiat. The second reason for the popularity of structural tweaking is because it allows educators to 
convey the illusion of change. Reorganizing and restructuring can create a false sense that you are actually doing something 
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productive. Changing the structure or moving boxes around on the organizational chart won’t change the culture and too 
often serve as strategies for avoiding the brutal facts (DuFour and Marzano (2011).  

 
 

The recommendations of this report assert a continued focus on the strategic priorities being 
pursued by TUHSD.  The key ingredients that are critical to successful teaching and, in the aggregate, 
successful schools and systems, have been discussed in depth in this paper, and are presented as 
recommendations below.   TUHSD should expect the rate of student achievement to be at or above 
the international average (i.e. an effect size of .403), that students within all sub-groups are reaching 
levels of excellence, that all students have the opportunity and time to reach all essential outcomes, 
that all students are engaged in the diversity of the community through heterogeneous classrooms 
and experiences, and that all stakeholders are working collaboratively to improve their craft, and to 
constantly work towards removing the achievement and opportunity gaps that exist.  
 
This will require TUHSD to continuously evaluate priorities, planning, professional development, 
and resources to make sure that initiatives selected have a high impact on student achievement.  As 
Coe (2002) writes, we must… “move beyond the simplistic, “Does it work or not?” to a far more 
sophisticated, “How well does it work in a range of contexts?”  In other words, it is not a question of 
whether something works, but in effect how much does it works in relation to other initiatives.  
Interestingly, what has a high impact on student learning is primary found in the classroom and those 
high impact strategies require a common set of beliefs and assumptions about learning, teaching, and 
leadership to work as designed.  
 
For example, one of the most significant research-based strategies linked to student achievement is 
the use of formative assessment.  The purpose and significance of formative assessment is the use of 
the assessment data to guide instruction and prompt students to take action to improve their 
learning.  Here is how’s it defined in the literature: 
 
“An assessment functions formatively to the extent that evidence about student achievement is elicited, interpreted, and 
used by teachers, learners, or their peers to make decisions about the next steps in instruction that are likely to be better, or 
better founded, than the decisions they would have made in the absence of that evidence.  Wiliam, Dylan (2011-05-01). 
Embedded Formative Assessment (Kindle Locations 973-975). Ingram Distribution. Kindle Edition. 
 
The assumption here is that teachers value the use of assessment data and will utilize that data to 
make instructional improvements.  Research has tested this assumption and it clearly shows that not 
all teachers make this assumption.  Muhammad (2009) conducted a research study in which he 
investigated the belief system of educators and their strategies in the classroom.  He found that many 
teachers believed that students should sink or swim on their own merits and that they expressed little 
to no empathy for students who were not successful, and they also did not try to take credit for the 
students who excelled.  Their job was to “allow nature to take its course.”  Teachers who have this 
belief system will likely not utilize the findings of formative assessment to the degree that is required.  
Why?  Because the underlying assumption of formative assessment is that by identifying student 
performance teachers can and will respond to make a difference in student learning and will support 
students to take action upon the feedback provided.   
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
3	  The international average of expected student progress is based on longitudinal databases such as 
the Progress in International Reading Literacy Study (PIRLS), the Program for International Student 
Assessment (PISA), the Trends in International Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSS), the 
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), the National Assessment Program- Literacy 
and Numeracy, and extensive research of over 900 meta-analyses and 240 million students (Hattie, 
2011).   
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Cromwell (2002) stated that the difference between a healthy and toxic culture is based on how a 
community answers the following question: “who owns the learning?”  In toxic cultures, student 
success is based solely on a student’s level of concern, attentiveness, prior knowledge, and the 
willingness to comply with the demands of schools.  In this culture, non-intentional learners, that is 
students who are not succeeding and are making a good faith effort to acquire the required skills and 
knowledge, and intentional non-learners, those who are unwilling to put forth the effort to be 
successful, are responsible for their successes and failures.  The definition of teaching here is that of 
transfer of knowledge rather than ensuring student learning.  As Marzano and Dufour (2011) state, 
“In the wrong school culture, teachers can assume, “I taught it, and they didn’t get it, so let the 
system of intervention deal with them.”  Many, from Kozol (2005) to Haberman (1991), have written 
about the syllogisms that undergird the assumptions that teaching is what teachers do, learning is 
what learners do; two separate activities and two distinct levels of responsibility.   
 
Healthy cultures in contrast begin with the belief that the way educators think about their own 
impact is the most important factor regarding student achievement (Hattie, 2012).  Hattie (2012) 
states,  
 
…(It is) not making the claim that students are not involved in the learning equation, or that all success or failure is indeed the responsibility 
of the teacher; rather, it is the claim that the greatest impact relates the teacher’s mindset…. teachers need to see themselves as change 
agents…. they are change agents; they need to be activators; and they are responsible for enhancing student learning. (p. 161-162). 
 
A healthy culture possesses the fundamental belief that all students can learn and learn at high levels 
and work to develop a system of practices and support structures to make these beliefs a reality.  
Furthermore, a healthy culture realizes that all educators, from site principals to district officials share 
in the responsibility and the impact on student learning (Marzano and Waters, 2005). Healthy 
cultures ask the following questions,  
 
I.  What is it we want our students to know and be able to do?   
II.  How will we know if our students are learning? 
III.  How will we respond when students are or are not learning what we expect? 
IV.  How will we collectively celebrate our successes and improve our practice in light of student 
performance data?  
V.  What are our fundamental beliefs and assumptions of students in their ability to learn, the 
responsibility of student learning, the roles and responsibilities of educators (i.e. teachers, counselors, 
leaders) in this process?   
 
Finally, Successful implementation of priorities will require the continued focus of limiting initiatives, 
effective resourcing, alignment of professional development, and an appropriate implementation 
timeline that are key to successful organizational effectiveness (Reeves, 2012; Schmoker, Collins).  
 
We recommend,  

• Tracking student progress on their performance towards non-negotiable programmatic 
goals.  To meet this recommendation, an assessment system that provides valid and reliable 
information on what a student knows and is able to do before instruction, during 
instruction, and at the conclusion of instruction is required.  To create accuracy within an 
assessment system, students must be evaluated by common interpretations from classroom 
assessments.  Frisbee (n.d.) argues, “There is no such thing as a valid or reliable test; there is 
only valid or reliable use of the information gleaned from a test.”  TUHSD has taken a 
systematic approach of crafting proficiency scales so that common interpretation of student 
performance on various assessment types can take place.  As Marzano argues, “Proficiency 
scales can make the process of designing and interpreting common assessments highly 
efficient. Once scales are constructed, assessments are fairly easy to design: teachers simply 
create assessment items for the score 2.0, 3.0, and 4.0 content. Scales also allow teachers to 
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design their unique individual assessments but still maintain a common interpretation of a 
standard to score on those assessments. For example, two teachers responsible for an 
algebra I course might design two tests that are quite different in format; however, scores for 
students in the two classes will be directly comparable when proficiency scales are used, 
provided the team has practiced applying the proficiency scale score until they have 
established inter-rater reliability.  DuFour, Richard; Marzano, Robert J. (2011-06-03).   This 
fundamentally transforms the approach towards common assessments.  In essence, the 
assessment is NOT the critical element that must be common.  The critical element is related 
to the interpretation of student performance on an assessment and the actions taken by 
teachers, students, peers, and colleagues. A few common assessments are recommended for 
inter rater purposes.  

• Craft a Response to Intervention plan that provides three levels of intense instructional 
support: (1) Anticipation- Utilizing data to predict student preparedness for classes or 
upcoming lessons and intervening to provide knowledge and skill prerequisites to be 
successful in future courses, this work should primarily and initially occur within classrooms 
(2) Rescue- While students are enrolled in courses and fail to meet expectations, in-class and 
“out of class” supports are provided to move students to proficiency, and (3) Recovery- Once 
a student has completed a course and has failed to meet course and programmatic 
expectations, students complete the areas of the course they need to master through 
augmented courses that adhere to quality intervention criteria.   

• Teacher teams should begin crafting assessment items that align with proficiency scale 
descriptors and begin field testing items in the classroom using pre/post assessments to 
measure student progress (i.e. growth and proficiency) by teachers and teacher teams 

• Growth and proficiency measures should be utilized to gauge teacher efficacy and determine 
next steps to improve student learning through augmentation of instruction, providing more 
time with current instruction, and demonstrating successful instruction to colleagues.  This 
work should occur within professional learning communities and should be considered 
through a developmental lens rather than a summative evaluative lens.   

• Habits of practice that are likely to influence student achievement should be a routine part of 
PLC conversations.  The utilization of microteaching, practice rounds, and Assessment for 
Learning (i.e. Formative Assessment) should be emphasized.   

• Teachers should consider action research projects that measure not only student progress 
but also efficacy of instructional strategies through the use of quasi-experimental design.  
These projects should be collected to serve as the basis for a general and subject specific 
instructional model to support practitioners.   

• Curricular unit exemplars should be developed that include a constellation of assessment 
items that link to program goals, learning progressions, proficiency scales, and essential or 
driving questions. Each unit should provide a detailed instructional plan (i.e. “stage 3”) that 
includes an alignment of lesson sequences, instructional strategies, and resources necessary 
to support students in meeting overall curricular expectations.  Student work or “anchors” 
should be embedded within each exemplar along with effect size data and peer review notes.  

• 21st Century program goals, learning progressions, and proficiency scales should be 
developed and piloted in classes. 

• Increased time for professional learning across sites must be a priority of teachers and 
leaders. 

• Team development through the utilization of protocols to enhance collaborative problem 
solving related to instructional improvement in light of student achievement data is 
paramount to systematic learning and should be developed and considered a primary 
precondition for successful work.   Two specific next steps should be to establish norms 
associated with testing assumptions and inferences and taking a stance of inquiry.     
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• Establish, clarify, and reiterate the anticipatory value of Scholarly practice across the system.  
Resources should be allocated, time established, and definitions clarified.  All practitioners- 
from district leadership to classroom aides should be using evidence of their performance to 
guide future decisions.  Moreover, all practitioners should take a stance of inquiry and 
skepticism with data, assertions from data, and at the same time handle decisions from their 
team; disagree and decide should be a mantra.  Lastly, scholarly practitioners read.  We must 
allocate resources to the reading of pedagogy, general educational practice, and, most 
importantly, to the concept of learning.  Too much time is spent on discussing instructional 
practices (which is better than structural changes) and more time needs to be on theories and 
practices of learning and the learning process and how instruction causes learning.  

• Course development and revision should be re-conceptualized due to programmatic goal 
development.  In particular, TUHSD should consider viewing courses as a structural strategy 
to sequence student outcomes.  Traditional course sequences have been vertically 
differentiated to enhance the learning of certain students.  Horizontal differentiation 
provides avenues for students to reach the same outcomes in different ways. As Grubb 
(2011) argues, “differentiation in high schools has always been vertical differentiation- that is, 
different curricula with different status, rankings; different class and racial/ethnic 
compositions of students and different outcomes, including employment, community 
colleges and four year colleges of different rankings.  The possibility of horizontal 
differentiation- of different programs of study of equivalent status, separate but equal, 
differentiated but equal- has rarely emerged.” (p. 24) Unique learning experiences and 
equitable learner expectations should be a consideration of all stakeholders, and  

• Sites should create assessment reports that are criterion-based and evaluate student 
performance (proficiency and growth) against set criterion rather than against each other or 
against other sub-groups (see Appendix 2 for an example).  Research questions such as those 
provided below should be considered.   

 
 

o “What is the average knowledge and skill gain of students in the following content 
and  21st Century skill areas?   

o How does this average gain compare to the international criterion for growth?” 
“What is the proportion of students who have reached proficiency (3.0) and mastery 
(4.0) towards established program goals?”   

o “What is the rate of growth for students in Tier II and Tier III intervention 
programs?” 

o “What instructional practices have been found to improve student learning relative 
to other practices?” 

o “What is relative difference in student performance on internal assessments (in 
terms of growth and proficiency) as compared to state, or external, summative 
assessments?” 

o “What actions have occurred at each site and across the system to promote equity 
and eliminate the opportunity gap that inherently exists in an educational system?” 
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Appendix 
 

 
2010-2011 data displays an over-representation of low SES, African American, and Hispanic 
students requiring one-credit redemptions. These findings suggest that certain populations 
miss more classes for reasons that are inexcusable, which leads one to question the reasons 
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behind these absences and those of other subgroups who do not have an over-
representation of poor attendance.  
 
 

credit loss of students due to poor attendance 
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Met 
Target

Growth

African American or Black --
American Indian or Alaska Native --
Asian --
Filipino --
Hispanic or Latino --
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander --
White --
Two or More Races --
English Learners --
Socioeconomically Disadvantaged --
Students with Disabilities --

Green = Student group met target
Red = Student group did not meet target
Blue = Student group is not numerically significant

-- = Not enough students to report

2011-12 Subgroup Enrollment
 
 

California's Academic Performance Index (API)

API Subgroup Performance - 2012 API Growth

CHART LEGEND:

n SCHOOL l DISTRICT u STATE

CST:  CA Standards Test       CDS: County-district-school
School and/or district information will not be displayed when data are not 
available or when data are representing fewer than 11 students. 

English Learners 0%
Socioeconomically Disadvantaged 3%
Students with Disabilities 6%

2012 Growth API 868
State Rank 9
Similar Schools Rank
2011-12 Growth from Prior Year 11
Met Schoolwide Growth Target Yes
All Student Groups Met Target Yes

Page 1Report Generated:  October 8, 2012
Tom Torlakson

State Superintendent of Public Instruction
Please visit the following Web page for more 
information: http://www.cde.ca.gov/snapshot/

California Department of Education

Title I Funded: No

Grades Offered: 9 - 12
Enrollment: 87
Charter: No 2009 Distinguished School 

Tamiscal High (Alternative)
Tamalpais Union High

305 Doherty Dr., Larkspur, CA 94939

2011-12 School Quality Snapshot

CDS Code: 21-65482-2130078



	   34	  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



	   35	  

 
 

 
 
 
 



	   36	  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



	   37	  

 
 

 
 



	   38	  

 
 
 
 
Sir Francis Drake High School  
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Key Definitions 
 
 

Belief Definitions 
 

• “All means All”  Any student who will be expected to live as a financially independent adult 
someday.  For these students, achieving anything less that “high school plus” will make it virtually 
impossible to thrive as an adult.   

 
• “High Levels of Learning” We, as educators, recognize that all students can learn at high levels 

given the time and support required.  We define high levels of learning as a student’s ability to 
understand and apply knowledge and skills to solve complex problems through critical thinking, 
creativity, collaboration, and communication.  We understand that the knowledge and skills 
required of citizenship and future careers are akin to the requisite knowledge and skills for 
entering higher education institutions and students should have the choice on whether they decide 
to attend any or all post-secondary options.   

 
• “Collective Responsibility”  We, as educators, must accept responsibility to ensure high levels of 

learning for every child.  While parental, societal, and economic forces impact student learning, 
the actions of educators ultimately determine each child’s success in school.  The underlying 
beliefs that all students can and will achieve success are passed on to others in overt and covert 
ways and they create policies, practices, and procedures that support these beliefs.  Thinking is 
guided by the question, Why are we here?   

 
• Moral Purpose- “Acting with the intention of making a positive difference in the lives of 

employees, customers, and society as a whole” (Fullan, 2001, p.3) Fullan lists a commitment to 
moral purpose as a critical element of effective leadership and contends leadership must be 
ultimately assessed by the extent to which it awakens and mobilizes the moral purpose of those 
within the organization.   
 

• Toxic Culture- Toxic school cultures believe that student success is based solely upon a student’s 
level of concern, attentiveness, prior knowledge, and the willingness to comply with the demands 
of school and they pass that belief on to others in overt and covert ways.  Toxic cultures also 
create policies, practices, and procedures that support their belief in the impossibility of universal 
achievement (Cromwell, 2002; Muhammad, 2011). 
 
 

• High Expectation- Positive inferences teachers make about the future academic achievement of 
their students based on what they know about their students (Good & Brophy, 2002). “High 
expectations for success will be judged, not only by the initial staff beliefs and behaviors, but also 
by the organization’s response when some students do not learn” (Lezotte, 1991, p. 4). 
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Instructional Definitions 

 
 

• Concentrated Instruction- A systematic process of identifying essential knowledge and skills that 
all students must master to learn at high levels, and determining the specific learning needs for 
each child to get there.  Thinking is guided by the question, Where do we need to go? 
 

• Guaranteed and Viable Curriculum- A curriculum that assures all mission-based outcomes are 
taught regardless of the teacher to whom a student is assigned and that there is enough 
instructional time available to teach and learn the content identified as important. 
 

• Convergent Assessment- An ongoing process of collectively analyzing targeted evidence to 
determine the specific learning needs of each child and the effectiveness of the instruction the 
child receives in meeting these needs.  Thinking is guided by the question, Where are we now? 

 
• Certain Access- A systematic process that guarantees every student will receive the time and 

support needed to learn at high levels.  Thinking is guided by the question, How do we get every 
child there? 

 
 

Leadership Definitions 
 

• Defined Autonomy- A leadership concept in which leaders encourage autonomy and creativity 
(loose) within well defined parameters and priorities that must be honored (tight).  The concept 
has also been referred to as “directed empowerment” (Waterman, 1987), a culture of discipline 
with an ethic of entrepreneurship” (Collins, 2001, p. 124) and “defined autonomy” (Marzano & 
Waters, 2009).  TUHSD is tight on developing and maintaining the collective responsibility of all 
stakeholders to provide certain access for all students to meet community defined essential 
knowledge and skills as measured by convergent assessments and the utilization of instructional 
practices that have a high effect size on increasing student learning growth over time.    

 
• Tyranny of Or- “The rational view that cannot easily accept paradox, that cannot live with two 

seemingly contradictory forces at the same time. We must be A or B but not both” (Collins & 
Porras, 1997, p. 44). Ineffective organizations fall victim to the Tyranny of Or.  See Simultaneous 
loose and tight leadership for a counter-example to the Tyranny of Or.   
 

• Consensus- Consensus is achieved when (1) all points of view have not only been heard but also 
solicited, and (2) the will of the group is evident even to those who most oppose it. 
 

• Results Orientation-  A focus on outcomes rather than inputs or intentions.  In PLCs, members are 
committed to achieving desired results and are hungry for evidence that their efforts are producing 
the intended outcomes. 
 

 

 

 


