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CHARTER SCHOOL INTENT AND CHARTER REQUIREMENTS  
 
The Charter Schools Act of 1992, codified as Education Code Section 47600 et seq., requires each charter 
school to have a charter that sets forth a reasonably comprehensive description of the required elements of 
charter petitions (Education Code Section 47605). 
 
The California Legislature, in enacting the Charter Schools Act of 1992, sought to provide opportunities 
for teachers, parents, students, and community members to establish and maintain schools that operate 
independently from the existing school district structure, as a method to accomplish all of the following: 
 

(a) ​ Improve student learning. 
 

(b) ​ Increase learning opportunities for all students, with special emphasis on expanded 
learning experiences for students who are identified as academically low achieving. 

 
(c) ​ Encourage the use of different and innovative teaching methods. 

 
(d) ​ Create new professional opportunities for teachers, including the opportunity to be 
responsible for the learning program at the school site. 

 
(e) ​ Provide parents and students with expanded choices in the types of educational 
opportunities that are available within the public school system. 

 
(f) ​ Hold the schools established under this part accountable for meeting measurable student 
outcomes, and provide the schools with a method to change from rule-based to 
performance-based accountability systems. 

 
(g) ​ Provide vigorous competition within the public school system to stimulate continual 
improvements in all public schools. 

 
Rocketship Fuerza Community Prep is proud to have accomplished all of these intended results, as 
discussed herein. 
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AFFIRMATIONS AND DECLARATION  

Rocketship Fuerza Community Prep (“Rocketship Fuerza,” “RFZ” or the “Charter School”), operated 
by Rocketship Education d/b/a Rocketship Public Schools (“RSED” or “Rocketship:), authorized by the 
Santa Clara County Board of Education (“SCCBOE”), with oversight by the Santa Clara County Office 
of Education ( “SCCOE” ) (SCCBOE and SCCOE are hereinafter sometimes collectively the 
“Authorizer” or the “County”), and located within the boundaries of Santa Clara County, will follow 
any and all applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations including but not limited to: 
 

1.​ The Charter School will meet all statewide standards and conduct the student assessments 
required, pursuant to Education Code Section 60605, and any other statewide standards 
authorized in statute, or student assessments applicable to students in noncharter public schools. 
 [Ref. Education Code Section 47605(d)(1)]  
 

2.​ The Charter School declares that RSED shall be deemed the exclusive public school employer of 
the employees of the Charter School for purposes of the Educational Employment Relations Act. 
[Ref. Education Code Section 47605.c)(6)] 

 
3.​ The Charter School will be nonsectarian in its programs, admission policies, employment 

practices, and all other operations. [Ref. Education Code Section 47605(e)(1)] 
 

4.​ The Charter School will not charge tuition.  [Ref. Education Code Section 47605(e)(1)] 
 

5.​ The Charter School shall admit all students who wish to attend the Charter School,  unless the 
Charter School receives a greater number of applications than there are spaces for students, in 
which case it will hold a public random drawing to determine admission. Except as required by 
Education Code Section 47605(e)(2), admission to the Charter School shall not be determined 
according to the place of residence of the student or of that student’s parent or legal guardian 
within the State. Preference in the public random drawing shall be given as required by Education 
Code Section 47605(e)(2)(B)(i)-(iv). In the event of a drawing, the chartering authority shall 
make reasonable efforts to accommodate the growth of the Charter School in accordance with 
Education Code Section 47605(e)(2)(C).  [Ref. Education Code Section 47605(e)(2)(A)-(C)].  

 
6.​ The Charter School shall not discriminate on the basis of the characteristics listed in Section 220 

(actual or perceived disability, gender, gender identity, gender expression, nationality, race or 
ethnicity, religion, sexual orientation, or any other characteristic that is contained in the definition 
of hate crimes set forth in Section 422.55 of the Penal Code, including immigration status, or 
association with an individual who has any of the aforementioned characteristics). [Ref. 
Education Code Section 47605(e)(1)] 

 
7.​ The Charter School will adhere to all applicable provisions of federal law relating to students with 

disabilities, including, but not limited to, the Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement 
Act of 2004 (“IDEA”), Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (“Section 504”), and Title 
II of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (“ADA”). 

 

8.​ The Charter School will meet all requirements for employment set forth in applicable provisions 
of law, including, but not limited to credentials, as necessary. [Ref. Title 5 California Code of 
Regulations Section 11967.5.1(f)(5)(C)] 
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9.​ The Charter School will ensure that teachers in the Charter School hold the Commission on 
Teacher Credentialing (“CTC”) certificate, permit, or other document required for the teacher’s 
certificated assignment.  The Charter School may use local assignment options authorized in 
statute and regulations for the purpose of legally assigning certificated teachers, in the same 
manner as a governing board of a school district. [Ref. Education Code Section 47605(l)(1)] 

 

10.​The Charter School will at all times maintain all necessary and appropriate insurance coverage. 
 

11.​The Charter School shall, for each fiscal year, offer at a minimum, the following number of 
minutes of instruction per grade level as required by Education Code Section 
47612.5(a)(1)(A)-(D).  

 
12.​If a pupil is expelled or leaves the Charter School without graduating or completing the school 

year for any reason, the Charter School shall notify the superintendent of the school district of the 
pupil’s last known address within 30 days, and shall, upon request, provide that school district 
with a copy of the cumulative record of the pupil, including report cards or a transcript of grades, 
and health information. If the pupil is subsequently expelled or leaves the school district without 
graduating or completing the school year for any reason, the school district shall provide this 
information to the Charter School within 30 days if the Charter School demonstrates that the pupil 
had been enrolled in the Charter School.   [Ref. Education Code Section 47605(e)(3)] 

 
13.​The Charter School may encourage parental involvement, but shall notify the parents and 

guardians of applicant pupils and currently enrolled pupils that parental involvement is not a 
requirement for acceptance to, or continued enrollment at, the Charter School.  [Ref. Education 
Code Section 47605(n)] 

 
14.​The Charter School shall adhere to each of the conditions in Education Code Section 

47605(e)(4)(A)-(D), including: (A) not discouraging a student from enrolling or seeking to enroll 
in the Charter School for any reason; (B) not requesting a student's records or requiring a parent, 
guardian, or student to submit the student's records before enrollment; (C) not encouraging a 
student currently attending the Charter School to disenroll or transfer to another school for any 
reason; and (D) providing a copy of the California Department of Education (“CDE”) notice 
regarding the requirements in Education Code Section 47605(e)(4)(A)-(D) to a parent/guardian or 
student if the student is 18 years of age or older: (i) when a parent/guardian or student inquires 
about enrollment, (ii) before conducting an enrollment lottery, or (iii) before disenrollment of a 
student. [Ref. Education Code Section 47605(e)(4)(A)-(D)] 

 
15.​The Charter School shall maintain accurate and contemporaneous written records that document 

all pupil attendance and make these records available for audit and inspection.  [Ref. Education 
Code Section 47612.5(a)(2)]  

 
16.​The Charter School shall, on a regular basis, consult with its parents and teachers regarding the 

Charter School’s education programs. [Ref. Education Code Section 47605(d)(2)] 
 

17.​The Charter School shall comply with any applicable jurisdictional limitations to the locations of 
its facilities.  [Ref. Education Code Sections 47605 and 47605.1]   

 
18.​The Charter School shall comply with all laws establishing the minimum and maximum age for 

public school enrollment. [Ref. Education Code Sections 47612(b) and 47610] 
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19.​The Charter School shall comply with all applicable portions of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act (“ESEA”), as reauthorized and amended by the Every Student Succeeds Act 
(“ESSA”). 

 

20.​The Charter School shall comply with the California Public Records Act, Government Code 
Section 7920.000, et seq. (“CPRA”).  

 

21.​The Charter School shall comply with the Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act, 20 U.S.C. 
Section 1232g, 34 CFR Part 99 (“FERPA”).  

 

22.​The Charter School shall comply with the Ralph M. Brown Act, Government Code Section 
54950, et seq. (“Brown Act”). 

 

23.​The Charter School shall comply with Government Code Section 1090, et seq., as set forth in 
Education Code Section 47604.1 (“Section 1090”). 

 

24.​   The Charter School shall comply with the Political Reform Act, Government Code Section 
81000, et seq. (“PRA”). 

 

25.​The Charter School shall comply with all portions of Education Code and Title 5 Regulations 
which are not otherwise waived under Education Code Section 47610. 

 
26.​The Charter School shall comply with the financial audit requirements of Education Code Section 

41020, as mandated by AB 126 (2026). [Ref. Education Code Section 47605(m)] 
 

​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​  
 
 
 
________________________________________________________​ ​ ​ ​  
Maricela Guerrero, Executive Director, Rocketship Education - California ​ ​ ​ ​  
 
 
________________________________________________________ 
Date 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  
 
Rocketship’s story began in 1999, when Father Mateo Sheedy, Pastor of Sacred Heart Parish, created the 
Juan Diego Scholarship to Santa Clara University. After realizing that none of the children in his parish 
qualified due to the lack of academic preparation in local schools, Father Mateo set forth a vision for a 
new kind of education—one that would provide children from historically underserved communities with 
the opportunity to thrive. Though Father Mateo passed away before his dream was realized, his legacy 
lived on. In 2006, parishioners partnered with John Danner and Preston Smith to found Rocketship Mateo 
Sheedy Elementary, the first school in what has grown into a thriving network of high-performing public 
charter schools. 
 
In 2013, the families of East San Jose banded together with “ganas”—the determination to see a school 
born to serve their children. The school was chartered initially by the Santa Clara County Board of 
Education as the first of a group of countywide authorizations. Entitlements for the school campus, to be 
retrofitted into an old postal office on Jackson Avenue, were approved by the San Jose City Council in 
December 2013. Entering 2014, the Charter School was fully enrolled, and parents were excited for the 
year ahead when litigation intervened to put the charter on hold. More than 400 parents did not give up 
their quest. Parents joined with Rocketship to file a new district charter petition with the Alum Rock 
Union School District, who denied the petition. Parents marched on and turned to the Santa Clara County 
Board of Education, which ultimately voted to approve the charter in June 2014 prior to the August 
opening. The families had such unrelenting strength and hope that they gave a name to their school before 
the Charter School was approved. Parents baptized the Charter School with a name that embodied their 
perseverance: Rocketship Fuerza Community Prep. Today, many of these founding families remain as 
part of our larger East San Jose community, and their children have now graduated from high school and 
are taking their next steps toward bright futures. 
 
Rocketship Fuerza Community Prep now serves over 500 students in grades transitional kindergarten 
(“TK”) to 5th.  It is part of the Rocketship Public Schools network of high-performing public charter 
schools that was highlighted as a “gap busting” public school system in Stanford University’s 
groundbreaking CREDO study of over 3 million public school students nationwide.  The study found that 
Rocketship students gained the equivalent of 96 additional days of learning in reading and 138 additional 
days of learning in math in a single school year. The full Stanford CREDO National Charter School Study 
is attached as Appendix 2. This is the gap-busting model that Rocketship Public Schools is proud to offer 
students and families.  
 
With a specific eye to academics, and as confirmed by the California Department of Education in April of 
2026, RFZ has achieved the status of a middle performing charter school under the standards 
implemented in 2019 through Assembly Bill (“AB”) 1505, and is entitled to renewal of its charter under 
the default approval standard in Education Code Section 47607.2(b).   RFZ is pleased to present a 
comprehensive analysis of its academic and other achievement data in the sections that follow, 
documenting why the charter should be renewed, and we note the following highlights: 
 

●​ Recognition as a California Distinguished School in 2020 and 2025 
●​ Improving academic indicators on the California School Dashboard (“Dashboard”), including 

significant gains in Mathematics, demonstrating recovery from pandemic-era lows. 
●​ Results among student subgroups that reflect schoolwide averages, thus eliminating the 

achievement gap 
●​ Consistently strong student culture, with Suspension Rates at the highest performance level 

(Blue) for three consecutive years. 
●​ Significant decreases in chronic absenteeism rate from pandemic-era highs 
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●​ Although not currently legally required, verified data showing over year’s progress for each year 
in school 

 
Beyond our academic successes, the growth in diversity of our student body, the continuity of high quality 
learning, and increased supports for students' social-emotional needs throughout the pandemic, we 
celebrate many additional successes over the past charter term. These accomplishments include the 
establishment of daily Social-Emotional Learning (“SEL”) blocks, the creation of a tier-3 family support 
role (Care Corps Coordinator), and the addition of a full-time wellness (mental health) teacher to further 
support increased tiered approaches to academic interventions, social-emotional interventions, and 
behavioral interventions. Other notable changes to be found within this charter petition, aside from a 
reasonably comprehensive description of new legal requirements of charter schools enacted since the 
charter was last approved, include curriculum updates and overall program elevation as a whole, to be 
found in full detail in the sections to follow.  
 
Rocketship Fuerza Community Prep has reflected the intent and ideals of the Charter Schools Act of 
1992, “to provide opportunities for teachers, parents, pupils, and community members to establish and 
maintain schools that operate independently from the existing school district structure, as a method to 
accomplish,” among other objectives, “provid[ing] parents and pupils with expanded choices in the types 
of educational opportunities that are available within the public school system … hold[ing] the schools 
established under this part accountable for meeting measurable pupil outcomes, and provid[ing] the 
schools with a method to change from rule-based to performance-based accountability systems,” and 
“[p]rovid[ing] vigorous competition within the public school system to stimulate continual improvements 
in all public schools.” We thank the Santa Clara County Office of Education for its time reviewing our 
charter petition. On behalf of families, students and community, we ask for the SCCOE to approve the 
renewal petition for a five-year charter term. 
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INTRODUCTION 

CRITERIA FOR RENEWAL 
 
Introduction 

Pursuant to the amendments made to Education Code Section 47607, and the creation of Education Code 
Section 47607.2, by Assembly Bill 1505 (2019), at the time of charter renewal, a chartering authority 
shall consider the performance of the charter school on the state and local indicators reported on the  
Dashboard. 

In addition to the shift toward assessing Dashboard data, Assembly Bill 1505 also created a three-tiered 
system of evaluating charter schools’ performance, plus a separate category for Dashboard Alternative 
School Status schools. Each of the three tiers has unique qualifying criteria. 

The three performance categories are as follows: 

●​ High Performing – Presumptive renewal if the charter school meets the established renewal 
criteria – Education Code Section 47607(c)(2). 

●​ Low Performing – Presumptive non-renewal if the charter school meets the non-renewal criteria, 
unless the chartering authority makes a finding to approve for a two-year term – Education Code 
Section 47607.2(a). 

●​ Middle Performing – Renewal unless the charter school failed to meet or make sufficient progress 
toward meeting standards and closure is in the best interest of students, evaluated using the 
Dashboard and Education Code Section 47607.2(b). 

As determined by law and the CDE, RFZ is designated as middle-performing, and is thus eligible for a 
five-year charter renewal term. 
 
The 2025 Dashboard is the third year since 2019 to display the intended red, orange, yellow, green, and 
blue colors for schools’ status and change scores in the state indicators.  The 2022 Dashboard uses one of 
five Status levels (ranging from Very High, High, Medium, Low, and Very Low) for all state indicators 
based on the 2021-22 school year data.   

The state indicators include the following: 

●​ Chronic Absenteeism: kindergarten through grade eight 
●​ Suspension Rate: kindergarten through grade twelve 
●​ English Learner Progress: grades one through twelve 
●​ Graduation Rate: high school only 
●​ College/Career: high school only  
●​ Academic: grades three through eight and grade eleven – English Language Arts 

(“ELA”)/Literacy and Mathematics 

Rationale for Renewal of RFZ Charter Petition 

For middle-performing charter schools, Education Code Section 47607.2 mandates that the chartering 
authority consider the performance, schoolwide and for all student subgroups, of RFZ on the state and 
local indicators on the Dashboard.  The chartering authority shall provide greater weight to 
measurements of academic performance, which include the California Assessment of Student 
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Performance and Progress (“CAASPP”) English Language Arts (“ELA”) and math assessments and the 
English Learner Progress indicator (“ELPI”). 

In support of approval of its charter renewal petition, below RFZ submits data from the  Dashboard, 
among other verified data sources.  As the data presented below demonstrates RFZ has met the criteria for 
renewal under the Education Code and as recognized by the CDE.  

STUDENT PERFORMANCE DATA  
 
As noted above, Education Code Section47607.2(b) provides that a chartering authority’s decision to 
renew a middle-performing charter school’s charter shall be based upon the charter school’s performance 
on the state and local indicators adopted under Education Code Section 52064.5 (both on a schoolwide 
basis and by student groups). Pursuant to Education Code Section 52064.5(f), the California Department 
of Education has created the Dashboard, which tracks school performance data on such state and local 
indicators. 

DASHBOARD: STATE ACCOUNTABILITY SYSTEM 

The most recent Dashboard Reports for RFZ are attached to this petition as Appendix 1, and a snapshot of 
the overview for RFZ’s Dashboard Report is provided below.   
 
We note that the AB 1505 renewal framework does not set any minimum threshold, or any other objective 
standard of measurement, for Dashboard data for the purposes of determining renewal of 
middle-performing charter schools. Rather, Education Code Section 47607.2(b) instructs chartering 
authority to consider the Dashboard data. Chartering authorities are further instructed to give greater 
weight to measures of academic performance under Education Code Section 47607.2(b)(2), but the statute 
remains silent on precisely what level of performance a charter school must show.  
 
Therefore, the remainder of this section highlights Rocketship Fuerza’s Dashboard data from 2020 to 
2025 for all students (schoolwide) and numerically significant student groups. 
 

Page | 12  
 



 

 
 
Per the Dashboard website, “Performance on state measures, using comparable statewide data, is 
represented by one of five colors. The performance level (color) is not included when there are fewer than 
30 students in any year.”1 

 
 
STATE PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 
 
Education Code Section 47607.2(b) requires chartering authorities to consider the schoolwide 
performance on the state indicators, with greater weight given to the academic indicators. RFZ's Math 
academic indicator has improved each year since 2023, from Orange to Yellow to Green, the second 
highest level.  RFZ’s ELA academic indicator performance levels have been Orange and Yellow for the 
three years with performance colors. Rocketship Fuerza earned Red on the English Learner Progress 
Indicator (“ELPI”) in 2023, improved to Green in 2024, and fell back to Red in 2025 - a clear sign that 
Rocketship Fuerza can deliver strong outcomes for English Learners (“EL”) but needs to demonstrate 
sustained performance year over year.  
 
With respect to the non-academic indicators, the Charter School’s Chronic Absenteeism performance 
level was Yellow in 2023 and 2024 and Red in 2025. Rocketship Fuerza's Suspension rate indicator was 

1 https://www.caschooldashboard.org/about/accountability. 

Page | 13  
 

https://www.caschooldashboard.org/about/accountability


 

Blue, the highest level, for all three years since 2023. 
 
Table 1 reports Rocketship Fuerza's historical performance levels during its charter term. The state 
suspended indicator performance levels reporting in 2020 and 2021 due to the COVID-19 pandemic, and 
the 2022 Dashboard published modified performance indicators. For 2022, current statuses (“very high” 
to “very low”) are reported in the table for years when performance levels were not available. 
 
Table 1 - Rocketship Fuerza's Historical State Indicator Performance Levels 

Indicator 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 

Chronic 
Absenteeism 

N/A N/A Very High Yellow Yellow Red 

Suspension 
Rate 

N/A N/A Very Low Blue Blue Blue 

ELA N/A N/A Low Orange Yellow Orange 

Mathematics N/A N/A Low Orange Yellow Green 

EL Progress N/A N/A Low Red Green Red 

 
Comparisons to the State, the District and Comparison Schools 
We have included the following Dashboard data to provide another analysis of Rocketship Fuerza's 
student achievement. The Charter School is located in the Alum Rock Union Elementary School District 
(“ARUSD”) boundaries, and that is also where a significant number of its students reside. 
 
In 2025, Rocketship Fuerza was equal to or outperformed the state and ARUSD on the Math academic 
indicator and the Suspension Rate indicator. Furthermore, Rocketship Fuerza earned the two highest 
performance levels on 2 out of 5 indicators. 
 
Table 2  - 2025 State Indicator Performance Levels: State and District 

Indicator Rocketship 
Fuerza 

State Alum Rock Union 
Elementary SD 

Chronic Absenteeism Red Yellow Yellow 

Suspension Rate Blue Green Yellow 

ELA Orange Yellow Yellow 

Mathematics Green Yellow Orange 

EL Progress Red Yellow Orange 

 
The student population of Rocketship Fuerza may differ greatly from the state and ARUSD due to student 
demographics and grades served. Table 3 below provides a more direct elementary school (“ES”) 

Page | 14  
 



 

comparison between Rocketship Fuerza and local elementary schools in the surrounding neighborhood. 
The table also outlines the demographics of the Alum Rock Union Elementary School District. Table 4 
includes the 2025 Dashboard results for four comparison schools (elementary schools in close proximity 
to Rocketship Fuerza, serving a similar demographic of students): San Antonio Elementary School, 
Aptitude Community Academy at Goss, Russo/McEntee Academy, and Lyndale Elementary. 
 
Table 3 - 2024-25 Demographics: Comparison Schools  

Demographic Rocketship 
Fuerza 

San 
Antonio 

ES 

Aptitude 
Commun

ity 
Academy 
at Goss 

Russo/M
cEntee 

Academy 

Lyndale 
ES 

ARUSD 
(Non-Charter) 

% Asian 8% 10% 6% 8% 5% 11% 

% Hispanic 85% 87% 87% 74% 84% 80% 

% 
Socioeconomically 

Disadvantaged 
(“SED”) 

78% 92% 89% 81% 84% 78% 

% English Learners  59% 59% 54% 44% 56% 43% 

% Students with 
Disabilities 

(“SwD”) 

10% 12% 13% 20% 17% 14% 

Sources: California Department of Education Data Reporting Office (DataQuest) and California School Dashboard. Only numerically significant 
student subgroups at RFZ are included in this table. 
 
As reported in Table 4, Rocketship Fuerza was equal to or outperformed all comparison schools on the 
Math academic indicator and the Suspension Rate Indicator in 2025.  
 
Table 4 - 2025 State Indicator Performance Levels: Comparison Schools 

2025 Indicator Rocketship 
Fuerza 

San 
Antonio ES 

Aptitude 
Community 
Academy at 

Goss 

Russo/McE
ntee 

Academy 

Lyndale ES 

Chronic Absenteeism Red Yellow Red Yellow Yellow 

Suspension Rate Blue Orange Orange Blue Green 

ELA Orange Orange Orange Yellow Yellow 

Math Green Orange Orange Orange Yellow 

ELPI Red Green Orange Red Red 
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Chronic Absenteeism 
The table below shows how most subgroups at Rocketship Fuerza scored within one level of the 
schoolwide indicator in the years in which the indicator has been included on the Dashboard. Districts 
across the state and country have reported higher chronic absentee rates after the 2020 COVID-related 
school disruptions and Rocketship Fuerza has experienced a similar trend.2 Although Rocketship Fuerza's 
chronic absenteeism rates remain above pre-2020 levels, the Charter School significantly decreased its 
rate by 5-7 percent in 2023 and 2024 to earn Yellow on the corresponding Dashboard. While the Charter 
School earned Red in 2025 because it slightly increased its chronic absentee rate by less than one percent 
from the prior year, RFZ is on-track to report another significant decrease in 2026.  

2 Nat Malkus, “Long COVID for Public Schools: Chronic Absenteeism Before and After the Pandemic”, American 
Enterprise Institute, January 31, 2024, 
https://www.aei.org/research-products/report/long-covid-for-public-schools-chronic-absenteeism-before-and-after-th
e-pandemic/ 
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Table 5 - Rocketship Fuerza Chronic Absenteeism Indicator 

Subgroup 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 

All N/A N/A Very High Yellow Yellow Red 

Asian High Green Green Orange 

EL Very High Yellow Yellow Orange 

Hispanic Very High Yellow Yellow Red 

SED Very High Yellow Yellow Red 

 SwD Very High Orange Red Red 

 
Suspension Rate 
Rocketship Fuerza did not suspend any students in 2022 through 2024 and, accordingly, earned the 
highest performance level school-wide and across all subgroups in 2023 and 2024. RFZ also earned a 
school-wide Blue performance level in 2025 but the Charter School earned Green for the EL subgroup 
due to a rare suspension occurrence. The Charter School is on-track to earn Blue on its Suspension Rate 
indicator performance on the 2026 Dashboard for every subgroup. 
 
Table 6 - Rocketship Fuerza Suspension Rate Indicator 

Subgroup 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 

All N/A N/A Very Low Blue Blue Blue 

Asian Very Low Blue Blue Blue 

EL Very Low Blue Blue Green 

Hispanic Very Low Blue Blue Blue 

SED Very Low Blue Blue Blue 

SwD Very Low Blue Blue Blue 

 
ENGLISH LANGUAGE ARTS  
 
As described above, Education Code Section 47607.2(b)(2) requires that greater weight be given to the 
academic indicators on the Dashboard. For the three years with official ELA Academic Indicator 
performance levels, Rocketship Fuerza earned Orange in 2023 and 2025 and Yellow in 2024. All reported 
subgroups scored the same level or within one level of the school-wide indicator or higher in each year.    
 
Rocketship Fuerza's ELA Academic Indicators are based on the performance of its 3rd-5th graders on 
CAASPP. The state testing cohorts for all reported years experienced school disruptions during a critical 
period in their early literacy skill development. The 3rd-5th grade 2023 cohorts were in K-2nd grade at 
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the start of the pandemic. Additionally, the 3rd grade 2024 cohort started Kindergarten during the 
pandemic and the 3rd grade 2025 cohort started Kindergarten while still under pandemic-related 
restrictions. The 2024 Yellow ELA performance level is due to a significant increase in the Charter 
School’s ELA Current Status, which demonstrates Rocketship Fuerza’s early academic recovery 
following the COVID-19 pandemic disruptions. Although RFZ earned Orange in 2025 due to maintaining 
its ELA current status from the prior year, the Charter School continued to achieve a higher Current Status 
(ELA Distance from Standard, or “DFS”) than ARUSD in 2023 through 2025 (see Table 9 for additional 
details). 
 
Table 7 - Rocketship Fuerza ELA Academic Indicator 

Subgroup 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 

All N/A N/A Low Orange Yellow Orange 

Asian Very High Green Blue Not 
Reported 

(Number of 
students<30) 

EL Low Orange Yellow Orange 

Hispanic Low Orange Yellow Yellow 

SED Low Orange Yellow Orange 

SwD Not 
Reported 

(Number of 
students<30) 

Not 
Reported 

(Number of 
students<30) 

Not 
Reported 

(Number of 
students<30) 

Orange 

 
MATHEMATICS 
 
Rocketship Fuerza’s Math Academic Indicator performance level has improved each successive year from 
Orange in 2023 to Yellow in 2024 and to Green, the second highest level, in 2025. 
 
As with ELA, the 2023-2025 3rd-5th grade cohorts were still recovering from the schooling disruptions of 
a formative period for Math skill development. Rocketship Fuerza’s 2024 and 2025 Math Academic 
Indicator performance level were Yellow and Green, respectively, due to significant improvements from 
the prior year and further demonstrates the Charter School’s progress toward academic recovery following 
the COVID-19 pandemic disruptions. The Charter School also achieved a higher Current Status (Math 
DFS) than the local school district in both 2023 through 2025 (see Table 10 for additional details). 
 
Table 8 - Rocketship Fuerza Mathematics Academic Indicator 

Subgroup 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 

All N/A N/A Low Orange Yellow Green 
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Asian High Blue Blue Not 
Reported 

(Number of 
students<30) 

EL Low Orange Yellow Yellow 

Hispanic Low Orange Yellow Yellow 

SED Low Orange Yellow Orange 

SwD Not 
Reported 

(Number of 
students<30) 

Not 
Reported 

(Number of 
students<30) 

Not 
Reported 

(Number of 
students<30) 

Orange 

 
Historical DFS Comparisons: Academic ELA and Mathematics Indicators 
The information presented below shows the “current status” as another demonstration of the Charter 
School’s achievement on the academic Dashboard indicators, which we present as another form of 
analysis to consider under Education Code Section 47606.2(b)(2). In contrast to the official performance 
indicator levels, which are contingent upon a valid change metric based on two years of state testing data, 
a school’s Status can be calculated as the average distance from standard --the difference between a 
student’s scale score and the minimum threshold score grade level proficiency. The average DFS provides 
a direct comparison of absolute academic achievement between Rocketship Fuerza and the comparison 
schools and ARUSD. 
 
 
 
Table 9 - Rocketship Fuerza Average ELA DFS (Current Status) 

School/District 2023 2024 2025 

2025 Difference 
from 

Rocketship 
Fuerza 

Rocketship Fuerza -43.8 -17.7 -17.2  

San Antonio ES -93.4 -83.4 -78.5 -61.3 

Aptitude 
Community 

Academy at Goss 

-71.9 -59.5 -59.5 -42.3 

Russo/McEntee 
Academy 

-36.6 -37.2 -20.3 -3.1 

Lyndale ES -75.3 -91.1 -67.8 -50.6 
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ARUSD -64.2 -60.4 -55.9 -38.7 

State -13.6 -13.2 -8.1 +9.1 

 
In 2025, Rocketship Fuerza's ELA DFS outperformed all comparison schools and the District. 
Furthermore, RFZ earned a higher ELA DFS than all comparison schools except one and the District in 
2023 and 2024. 
 
Table 10 - Rocketship Fuerza Average Mathematics DFS (Current Status) 

School/District 2023 2024 2025 

2025 Difference 
from 

Rocketship 
Fuerza 

Rocketship Fuerza  -55.1 -26.6 -21.2  

San Antonio ES -95.4 -83.3 -91.2 -70.0 

Aptitude 
Community 

Academy at Goss 

-85.9 -76.8 -81.0 -59.8 

Russo/McEntee 
Academy 

-52.1 -50.9 -56.2 -35.0 

Lyndale ES -85.8 -92.3 -84.8 -63.6 

ARUSD -86.3 -83.0 -84.1 -62.9 

State -49.1 -47.6 -42.4 -21.2 

 
Similar to ELA, Rocketship Fuerza earned a higher DFS than the comparison schools and ARUSD for the 
past two years and outperformed all but one school in 2023. The Charter School’s Math DFS was more 
than 30 points higher than any of the comparison schools in 2025. 
 
ENGLISH LEARNER PROGRESS 
 
The ELPI measures the percentage of EL students making sufficient progress on the ELPAC. The ELPI 
performance level colors were reported for the first time in 2023. Rocketship Fuerza earned Red in 2023 
and 2025 and Green in 2024.  In response to the variability in the data, the team has since revised all 
designated ELD instructional resources to more closely align to the Tier 1 ELA content, and have also 
instituted a new progress monitoring system to track student progress towards English language 
proficiency.  Additionally, the team removed some time-intensive assessment measures to maximize 
instructional time for multilingual learners. 
 
Table 11 - Rocketship Fuerza English Language Progress Indicator 
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Subgroup 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 

All N/A N/A Low Red Green Red 

 
LOCAL INDICATORS 
 
Education Code Section 47607.2(b)(1) also requires the chartering authority to consider performance on 
the Dashboard’s local indicators.  Performance on local indicators is rated through one of three 
designations: (1) Standard Met; (2) Standard Not Met; or (3) Standard Not Met for Two or More Years.3 
 
As shown in Table 12 below, Rocketship Fuerza has met the standard in all categories of the five Local 
Indicators in all reported years.   
 
Table 12  - Rocketship Fuerza Local Indicators 

Category Local 
Indicator 

2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 

Academic 
Performance 

Implement
ation of 

Academic 
Standards 

N/A N/A 

Standard 
Met 

Standard 
Met 

Standard 
Met 

Standard 
Met 

Conditions 
and Climates 

Basics: 
Teachers, 

Instruction
al 

Materials, 
Facilities 

Standard 
Met 

Standard 
Met 

Standard 
Met 

Standard 
Met 

Parent and 
Family 

Engageme
nt 

Standard 
Met 

Standard 
Met 

Standard 
Met 

Standard 
Met 

Local 
Climate 
Survey 

Standard 
Met 

Standard 
Met 

Standard 
Met 

Standard 
Met 

Academic 
Engagement 

Access to 
a Broad 

Course of 
Study 

Standard 
Met 

Standard 
Met 

Standard 
Met 

Standard 
Met 

 
 
 

3 See https://www.caschooldashboard.org/about/faq. 
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MEASURABLE INCREASES IN ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT 
 
Although verified data is not currently legally required, the Charter School has included a multitude of 
data from various verified data assessment measures and for different student populations to demonstrate 
the growth students have seen over the charter term. The data clearly demonstrates that Rocketship 
Fuerza's students - as a whole and as broken down by student subgroups - have largely made at least one 
year’s growth for each year of the Charter School's charter term.  

ACADEMIC INDICATOR DFS 
 
If a student’s individual DFS is constant or increases from the prior year, the student achieved at least one 
year of grade-level growth. Similarly, if the DFS of a school or subgroup is constant or improving, the 
school or subgroup has met a year of growth on average. Furthermore, a DFS increase of 15 points or 
more is classified as “increased significantly” and a change within +/-3 points is classified as 
“maintained” for the ELA and Mathematics Academic Indicator change metrics. 
 
Rocketship Fuerza's overall school and most subgroup results declined in 2023 for ELA and Math, but the 
cohort composition should be taken into consideration. As stated in an earlier section, the 3rd-5th grade 
2023 tested cohorts were greatly impacted by COVID-19 school disruptions. While the 3rd-5th grade 
2024 tested cohorts were also negatively impacted, the Charter School demonstrated that it was making 
progress toward academic recovery by achieving one year of growth in both subjects in 2024 due to 
significant increases in the DFS. In addition to the school-wide growth in 2024, all reported subgroups 
reported one year of growth in ELA and Math. While RFZ maintained its ELA DFS in 2025, the Charter 
School grew one year in Math. 
 
 
 
 
Table 13 - Rocketship Fuerza Average DFS and Change (2022-2025) 

Subgroup 2022 2023 2023 
Change 2024 2024 

Change 2025 2025 
Change 

ELA 

All -38.8 -43.8 -5.0 -17.7 +26.1 -17.2 +0.6 

Asian 53.7 45.0 -8.7 93.3 +48.3 n<30 n/a 

EL -57.0 -57.5 -0.5 -36.9 +20.7 -46.7 -9.8 

Hispanic -57.9 -65.0 -7.1 -47.2 +17.8 -31.1 +16.1 

SED -46.9 -54.5 -7.6 -32.1 +22.4 -36.5 -4.3 

Mathematics 

All -53.5 -55.1 -1.7 -26.6 +28.5 -21.2 +5.4 
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Asian 27.3 45.7 +18.4 70.6 +24.9 n<30 n/a 

EL -67.2 -68.1 -1.0 -44.7 +23.5 -41.0 +3.7 

Hispanic -71.0 -78.3 -7.3 -50.7 +27.6 -34.6 +16.1 

SED -60.9 -66.1 -5.2 -38.4 +27.7 -37.6 +0.7 
Note: Change metrics are reported directly from state data files.  The difference of the rounded DFS reported may slightly differ from the CDE’s 
calculated change using the precise values. 

NWEA MAP 
 
The Charter School has consistently administered the Northwest Evaluation Association’s (“NWEA”) 
Measures of Academic Progress (“MAP”), a nationally-normed assessment recognized across the nation 
as a high-quality and valid assessment. More than 8,500 schools in the United States, including more than 
450 districts and school partners in California, use NWEA MAP.4 
 
The CDE’s recommended growth metric for NWEA is the Conditional Growth Index (“CGI”), a 
standardized, normed growth measure. The CGI calculates the difference between a student’s observed 
growth and the expected growth based on their grade-level peers (aka their growth norm) and then divides 
by the growth standard deviation to produce a standardized measure that can be used to compare growth 
outcomes across student groups and grades.5 According to the NWEA guide to using CGI for AB 1505, a 
CGI range between -0.2 and +0.2 can be used as an approximation of one year’s growth.6  
 
Rocketship Fuerza's students have achieved at least one year of growth as demonstrated by the Charter 
School’s NWEA MAP average CGI every year in each subject.  Table 14 below shows that Rocketship 
Fuerza’s average school-wide CGI was either within the one year’s growth range or above it for all years 
with assessment results. Blue cells indicate accelerated growth above 0.2, green cells indicate one-year 
growth and orange cells indicate growth that was less than one year. Rocketship Fuerza achieved 
accelerated growth, with CGI averages above 0.2, for the last two years in Mathematics and all five years 
in Reading. Furthermore, the Charter School’s numerically significant subgroups also made at least one 
year’s progress in both subjects as measured by the NWEA MAP assessment. 
 
Table 14 - Average CGI at Rocketship Fuerza (2021-22 – 2025-26) [2025 NWEA Norms] 

Student 
Group 

2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 2025-26 

Mathematics 

All students 0.03 0.04 0.14 0.47 1.24 

Asian 0.33 0.07 0.13 0.76 1.50 

6https://calauthorizers.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/10/NWEA-Using-MAP-Growth-Data-for-AB1505-Guidance-D
ocument-MAY23.pdf 

5 https://connection.nwea.org/s/article/Conditional-Growth-Index?language=en_US 

4 https://www.nwea.org/state-solutions/california/ 
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EL -0.07 0.04 0.15 0.45 1.21 

Hispanic -0.04 0.02 0.13 0.42 1.21 

FRL -0.03 0.03 0.19 0.45 1.24 

SwD -0.08 0.88 0.53 0.62 1.41 

Reading 

All students 0.59 0.47 0.52 0.54 0.73 

Asian 0.76 0.58 0.67 0.61 0.77 

EL 0.49 0.43 0.40 0.43 0.65 

Hispanic 0.54 0.44 0.48 0.52 0.73 

FRL 0.54 0.45 0.49 0.51 0.74 

SwD 1.02 1.12 0.73 0.54 0.51 

Growth based on 2025 NWEA Norms 

 
Conclusion 
 
RFZ is proud to have earned “middle-performing” status.  In accordance with the applicable legal 
standard, the Charter School is entitled to default approval of this charter renewal petition, for a five-year 
renewal term.   
 
At the same time, we recognize there is important work ahead. RFZ remains deeply committed to 
strengthening academic outcomes for all students, with a particular focus on accelerating achievement for 
English Learners and improving overall ELA performance across the Charter School. We are actively 
refining instructional practices, strengthening data-driven supports, and investing in educator 
development to ensure every student has access to the high-quality literacy instruction necessary for 
long-term success. We view this renewal not only as recognition of the progress made, but also as an 
opportunity to continue advancing toward stronger outcomes for all students. 
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RFZ AS PART OF THE ROCKETSHIP EDUCATION NETWORK 
 
Rocketship’s story began back in 1999, when Father Mateo Sheedy, Pastor of Sacred Heart Parish, created 
the Juan Diego Scholarship to Santa Clara University.  After an extensive search for candidates, Father 
Mateo was surprised to discover that of the hundreds of children in his parish, none of them met the basic 
academic requirements to qualify them to attend their hometown college, or any other top-tier university. 
 
Father Mateo immediately began researching ways to solve this problem. He soon became convinced that 
the public schools around his parish were failing to educate the students in his church. He decided that the 
children of his parish needed to have an alternative to their neighborhood district school.  
 
Unfortunately, Father Mateo Sheedy passed away too soon, but his movement lived on. In 2006, his 
parishioners approached John Danner and Preston Smith—two educational entrepreneurs who were 
developing a new model for schools in low-income neighborhoods. John Danner, a former software 
engineer, was interested in the ways technology could help personalize education. Preston Smith was a 
young principal at a promising elementary school in San Jose who recognized the impact empowered 
teachers and engaged parents can have on student success. 
 
The original campus, Rocketship Mateo Sheedy Elementary, opened soon after and our students quickly 
showed strong results in academic achievement. In fact, Rocketship Mateo Sheedy became the highest 
ranked low-income elementary school in Santa Clara County and the seventh ranked school in California. 
As more families joined the waiting list, we realized the need for even more high quality schools in the 
San Jose community. The founders decided to expand its nonprofit benefit corporation, Rocketship 
Education, to serve other schools in the neediest neighborhoods.  
 
Rocketship Education has taken the successful model pioneered at Rocketship Mateo Sheedy Elementary 
School and translated it into critical systems necessary for successful replication. As described above, 
Rocketship Education provides each of its schools with systems and support for Curriculum, School 
Leadership, operations, Finance, Legal, Online Technology, Human Resources, and other services. By 
capturing best practices, Rocketship Education allows each of its schools to avoid many of the startup 
hurdles faced by most charters and quickly produce strong academic results and a solid school culture by 
focusing on the key levers that drive student achievement.  
 
Rocketship operates thirteen schools in California. Ten of these schools are in San Jose, where we have 
grown to become a well-established presence over the past decade.  
 
RFZ is part of a network of high-performing charter schools that is centrally governed and operated by 
Rocketship Education, a non-profit public benefit corporation with 501(c)(3) status. As further described 
in Element D below, Rocketship Education is governed by a Board of Directors (“Board”) comprised of 
diverse and experienced community leaders with a broad range of expertise in relevant fields, including 
academics, education reform, community engagement, finance, management, real estate, law, and 
fundraising. 
 
The Board is ultimately responsible for the operation and activities of each Rocketship school.  Board 
members have a responsibility to solicit input from, and opinions of, both school staff and students’ 
parents regarding issues of significance and to weigh the input and opinions carefully before taking 
action.   
 
In addition to benefiting from a deeply experienced Board of Directors, RFZ receives support from our 
centralized network staff. As we have expanded our network and impact over the past decade, we have 
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focused on building organizational capacity to support a robust network of high-quality schools in 
historically disadvantaged communities. We have worked to develop and consistently apply strong 
functional expertise in each of the areas that comprise the complexity of school management (i.e., 
academic and social-emotional instruction, talent, community relations, finance, strategy, operations, 
legal, technology, human resources). Our centralized management structure is further described in 
Element D below. 
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ELEMENT A: THE EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM 

“The educational program of the charter school, designed, among other things, to identify those whom 
the charter school is attempting to educate, what it means to be an "educated person" in the 21st century, 
and how learning best occurs. The goals identified in that program shall include the objective of enabling 
pupils to become self-motivated, competent, and lifelong learners.” 
 
“The annual goals for the charter school for all pupils and for each subgroup of pupils identified 
pursuant to Section 52052, to be achieved in the state priorities, as described in subdivision (d) of Section 
52060, that apply for the grade levels served, and specific annual actions to achieve those goals. A 
charter petition may identify additional school priorities, the goals for the school priorities, and the 
specific annual actions to achieve those goals.” - Education Code Section 47605(c)(5)(A)(i)-(ii) 

MISSION, VISION, AND MODEL 
 
At Rocketship Public Schools, we believe in the infinite possibility of human potential. We believe that 
every student deserves the right to dream, to discover, and to develop their unique potential. And it is our 
responsibility and our privilege to unleash the potential inside every Rocketeer we serve. Our non-profit 
network of public elementary charter schools propels student achievement, develops exceptional 
educators, and partners with parents who enable high-quality public schools to thrive in their community. 
 
Our Vision 
Equal access to opportunity for all. 
 
Our Mission 
To catalyze transformative change in low-income communities through a scalable and sustainable public 
school model that propels student achievement, develops exceptional educators, and partners with parents 
who enable high-quality public schools to thrive in their community. 
 
Our Pillars 
The Rocketship model is built on three foundational pillars of excellence: 
 

1.​ Personalized Learning - Tailoring instruction, content, learning experience, and pace to unleash 
the potential of every student. 
 

2.​ Talent Development - Investing in the growth and development of every team member to 
unleash their full potential in the classroom and beyond. 
 

3.​ Parent Power - Unleashing the power of parents to champion their children’s education, hold 
leaders accountable, and enable high-quality public schools to thrive. 

 
Rocketship Model 
Unlike traditional elementary schools, students at Rocketship rotate between four content blocks every 
day: Humanities, Science, Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics (“STEM”), Learning Lab, and 
Enrichment. This model allows us to improve student outcomes by developing teachers who specialize in 
either STEM or Humanities. Content specialization also means our teachers collaborate together to 
develop classroom management strategies, create lesson plans, and engage parents. 
 
All Rocketship we work to ensure all of our students are on a path to college and career readiness. Our 
instruction is aligned to the Common Core State Standards (“CCSS”), Next Generation Science Standards 
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(“NGSS”), History-Social Science Framework, English Language Development (“ELD”) Standards, and 
the remaining State Content Standards (collectively referred to herein as “State Standards”) - focusing 
deeply on critical thinking, writing, and mathematical reasoning and problem solving. Additionally, our 
teachers use data-driven practices to ensure students master key skills that are essential for long-term 
academic success - a foundation critical for later college and career readiness.  
 
Our teachers lead the learning process for every single student we serve in both whole group grade level 
instruction and differentiated instruction that meets students at their individual level. Independent 
learning, small group tutoring, and adaptive online learning programs augment teacher-led instruction and 
provide valuable time for students to develop more ownership of their learning and achieve the mastery 
they need to advance. This carefully orchestrated combination of instructional methods is made possible 
through robust and regular data streams that map precisely where students need support to achieve 
mastery – from concept acquisition all the way through practice and repetition. This is how we ensure we 
are purposeful in our use of technology, targeted in our tutoring, and optimizing our teachers’ talent and 
instructional time. 
 
We educate the whole child at Rocketship. We pride ourselves on creating schools that promote our core 
values of persistence, empathy, responsibility, and respect. We also supplement our core instruction in 
Humanities and STEM with social emotional learning and positive behavior interventions and supports. 
All our schools offer a diverse array of enrichment classes, selected in partnership with our parents, such 
as art, nutrition, gardening, music, dance, and more. Delivering a well-rounded education builds the 
critical thinking, team work, character skills and values that our Rocketeers need to thrive in school and 
life. 
 
Rocketship schools are community schools. Across all our schools, families are deeply engaged in their 
student’s academic life and our school community. We believe that parents are their child’s first teacher 
and we treat them as true partners in the education of their children. Our founding parents name our 
schools and select the Charter School’s unique fifth core value. Then, every fall, our teachers visit the 
home of every student we serve to learn more about their family, life, and experiences outside of school. 
By changing the dynamic from parent in a teacher’s classroom, to teacher in a parent’s house we are able 
to develop much deeper ties with our parents that carries through the school year and beyond. 
Additionally, Rocketship Fuerza Community Prep is a proud participant in the statewide California 
Community Schools Partnership Program (“CCSPP”), having been awarded a multi-year grant which 
supports the amazing work of our Care Corps Coordinators (providing services and referrals for at risk 
families), our Wellness Counselors (providing mental health supports and social-emotional interventions 
for our rocketeers with Tier 3 social and behavioral needs), and our Los Dichos Coordinators (providing 
training for families to engage in our family reading program). 
 
We staff every Rocketship campus with a principal, assistant principals, a business operations manager 
(“BOM”), and an office manager. Together, they lead a team of teachers, tutors, enrichment coordinators, 
and support staff who collectively deliver gap-closing, personalized instruction to students from TK to 
grade 5. Principals and assistant principals provide instructional leadership and professional development 
(“PD”) by regularly observing classrooms, providing continuous feedback, co-planning units of study and 
lesson plans, and leading data analysis cycles. Office managers lead our family engagement and student 
information systems. And our business operations manager  helps ensure the Charter School has a 
consistent culture across all spaces, manages school logistics and compliance, keeps our students safe, and 
ultimately enables instructional staff to focus on teaching and learning. 
 
We believe that all children have potential and that great public schools unleash that potential. But the 
quality of public education in our country today still depends on where you live and how much money 
your parents earn. We are building a movement to create educational equity in disadvantaged 
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communities across our country. As demonstrated in the Stanford CREDO study of over 3 million public 
school students, Rocketship Public Schools was highlighted as a “gap busting” public charter school 
network that is providing empirical proof that high-quality public education is possible anywhere. The full 
Stanford CREDO National Charter School Study is attached as Appendix 2. In short, we still have a long 
way to go to realize our vision of equal access to opportunity for all, but the progress we are making for 
the students and families we serve is transformational.  

SCHOOL POPULATION – WHO THE SCHOOL IS ATTEMPTING TO SERVE 

As described above, Rocketship’s program is designed to serve students who are or may be at risk of 
achieving below grade level. The average Rocketship student is between one and two years behind grade 
level upon entry. RFZ will continue outreach efforts to students from predominantly socio-economically 
disadvantaged neighborhoods where access to high-quality, high-performing schools is limited.  As Table 
16 below shows, the vast majority of RFZ students that we serve are SED. The majority of our students at 
RFZ are also Hispanic/Latino. We also serve a significant percentage of ELs and students in special 
education.  
 
Table 16 below shows the demographic breakdowns at RFZ at the time of submission of this petition for 
charter renewal. 
 
Table 16 - Demographic Percentages at RFZ 

School Year SED EL Hispanic Black Asian White Special 
Education 

2020-21 76.7 61.2 77.3 0.6 15.1 1.1 6.8 
2021-22 71.8 64.9 77.9 0.5 14.7 1.4 7.6 
2022-23 78.4 63.8 78.8 0.7 13.8 1.6 6.6 
2023-24 79.1 61.1 80.0 0.9 12.0 1.9 9.1 
2024-25 77.7 59.3 85.0 1.2 7.9 1.2 10.1 
2025-26 77.9 54.5 85.2 1.5 7.5 1.1 11.5 

 
ENROLLMENT 

RFZ enrolls approximately 520 students. Table 17 below shows the enrollment numbers at RFZ over the 
past five school years. 
 
We expect this to remain steady over the next five years, as further shown in our Budget Narrative, 
attached as Appendix 3 and incorporated into this petition. To absorb expected attrition, the Charter 
School will continuously enroll vacated spaces to maintain its enrollment numbers. Attrition is primarily 
driven by families leaving the area and is similar to other Rocketship and high-performing charter schools 
in the area. Currently, Rocketship uses PowerSchool for student attendance accounting and reporting.  
 
Table 17 - Enrollment Numbers at RFZ  
School Year TK K 1 2 3 4 5 Total 

2020-21 24 102 121 115 115 105 49 631 
2021-22 27 88 98 107 104 112 42 578 
2022-23 35 85 89 97 98 103 53 560 
2023-24 40 77 84 98 102 92 47 540 
2024-25 35 74 78 81 95 105 38 506 
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2025-26 44 83 86 84 89 99 62 547 
 
RFZ currently serves students in grades TK-5.  

OUR EDUCATIONAL PHILOSOPHY 

WHAT IT MEANS TO BE AN EDUCATED PERSON IN THE 21ST CENTURY  

We believe that an educated person in the 21st century possesses a depth and breadth of academic and 
critical life skills that will enable them to develop into a self-motivated, competent, lifelong learner.  
 
The academic skills that we strive for our students to develop are rooted in critical thinking, 
problem-solving, and meta-cognition. To meaningfully contribute to and participate in this increasingly 
global society, we believe that students must not only possess an extensive knowledge base, but also skills 
on how to analyze and access more information.  Students must be prepared to apply things they have 
learned to solve novel problems, think critically and creatively, and communicate precisely and 
effectively across many different mediums. Students must be prepared to work with and adapt to 
rapidly-changing technological resources. Students should also have the ability and disposition to explore 
the thinking and learning process and to explain their rationales to others.  
 
The critical life skills that we strive for our students to develop are rooted in a sense of self, relationship 
and social skills, and commitment to learning. We believe that students must be able to work 
cooperatively and collaboratively with diverse backgrounds, perspectives, and cultures. They will need 
strong and resilient social and emotional skills to be prepared to formulate healthy relationships at school, 
at home, and in the workplace.  Through it all, students must remain focused and motivated as they learn 
and grow both inside and outside the classroom.  Students should be motivated to pursue goals and take 
responsibility for academic, social, and emotional self-development.  
 
Rocketship’s program focuses on academic and critical life skills designed to help students flourish in 
multiple aspects of their lives during their time at Rocketship and beyond. 

HOW LEARNING BEST OCCURS 

Our instructional model is based on our beliefs that learning best occurs in the following ways: 
●​ Through a thoroughly-planned, standards-aligned academic curriculum that centers on 

higher-order critical thinking and complex problem solving and that authentically integrates a 
variety of content throughout the school day. 

●​ Through instruction in critical life skills that include teaching core values, strong behavioral 
skills, and habits of excellence. 

●​ Through personalized instruction that includes targeted interventions and blended 
classroom-based and adaptive online learning.  

●​ Through differentiation and integrated and focused supports for special student populations.  
●​ Through data-driven instruction, planning, and analysis.  
●​ Through careful selection of educators, and consistent and rigorous intellectual professional 

development and growth opportunities to keep teachers and staff members invested and effective. 
 
The sections below in Element A further describe how we execute each of our beliefs.  
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CURRICULUM AND INSTRUCTION  

STANDARDS-ALIGNED CURRICULUM 

The Rocketship curriculum follows California’s adoption of the State Standards.7 
 
We understand and appreciate the rigor of the State Standards. Additionally, the CCSS-aligned Smarter 
Balanced assessment system tests a wide range of complex cognitive skills that require students to both 
engage in and articulate higher-order thinking across content areas. Our classroom instructional practices 
similarly  teach students to not only build skills, but then to apply their understandings in a diverse variety 
of tasks and settings.  These practices also help further the academic skills that, as described above, we 
believe all educated persons in the 21st century must possess. 
 
Our teachers develop and align their classroom practices to the rigor of the State Standards and CAASPP. 
Rocketship’s centralized network Program Team, in partnership with the California Regional 
Achievement Team, is tasked with designing an intellectual preparation process to best set teachers and 
students up for short and long-term success. The Program Team partners with regional leaders (school 
principals and assistant principals, and teachers), to develop plans and materials that span from long-term 
curriculum maps to daily lessons. Teachers also meet regularly throughout the school year with their 
school-based coaches and members of the Program Team to explore content covered in various units, 
thinking about questions like, “What are the key understandings and skills needed for the relevant 
standards?” and “What should students be able to do/produce if they have mastered the standard?”  
 
The Program Team works year-round to dissect, analyze, and further investigate the standards for all 
content areas that we teach. The Program Team, along with the Analytics Team and California Regional 
Team, also design and analyze standards-based assessments throughout the year to help further 
differentiate instructional materials and supports, and track student progress. Through it all, we constantly 
share our learnings with teachers and leaders to develop processes for receiving feedback from the 
“ground level.” We make adjustments as necessary to ensure that our teachers continue to feel motivated, 
supported, and prepared and our students continue to make significant growth.  
 
The below sections provide further details on our curriculum and instruction.8 
 
ELA/LITERACY  

CCSS-ALIGNED INSTRUCTION  
 
Each of the elements of our reading and writing instruction are focused on the CCSS for ELA and 
Literacy. For each of the strands called for in the CCSS (reading, writing, speaking and listening, and 
language, each further described below), our instruction includes the College and Career Readiness 
anchor standards and their accompanying grade-specific standards to ensure that our students are on track 
to meet end-of-year expectations. 
 

8 These sections describe our instruction as it is currently being implemented in accordance with the CCSS. We 
constantly monitor any changes in the state standards and assessment systems and may at times adjust elements of 
our instruction, curriculum, and/or teaching materials to ensure that teachers and students are best equipped for 
mastery. In accordance with Education Code 47607, we will notify our Authorizer at any time should any 
adjustment become of the magnitude that may constitute a material revision to our charter. 

7 Pursuant to Education Code Section 47605(d). 
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Reading Strand.  In accordance with the CCSS for ELA/Literacy, our reading instruction for both 
literature and informational text focuses on  the anchor and grade-specific standards in the following 
areas: (1) key ideas and details (i.e. determining central ideas and themes, making logical inferences from 
text, analyzing how ideas and characters develop); (2) craft and structure (i.e. analyzing meaning, 
structure, and point of view of a text); (3) integration of knowledge and ideas (i.e. evaluating content, 
comparing information from multiple sources); and (4) range of reading and level of text complexity (i.e. 
reading and comprehending complex literary and informational texts). We also teach the reading 
standards for foundational skills, which include print concepts, phonological awareness, phonics and word 
recognition, and fluency. Our instructional strategies for teaching reading are further described in the 
following section.   
 
Writing Strand. Our writing instruction focuses on the anchor and grade-specific standards in the areas of 
(1) text types and purposes (i.e. learning to write narratives, informative/explanatory texts, arguments, and 
a variety of other subgenres); (2) production and distribution of writing (i.e. producing and sharing clear, 
coherent and organized writing through a well-planned writing process); (3) research to build and present 
knowledge (i.e. assessing the credibility of sources, analyzing research, and integrating findings to 
support writing); and (4) range of writing (i.e. writing over short and long time frames for a variety of 
purposes and audiences). 
 
Speaking and Listening Strand. Our speaking and listening instruction, which we integrate not only into 
our ELA/Literacy lessons but also throughout the entire school day, focuses on the anchor and 
grade-specific standards in the areas of (1) comprehension and collaboration (i.e. preparing for and 
participating in a wide range of conversations with diverse partners, integrating and evaluating integration 
presented in a variety of formats, and evaluating other speakers’ reasoning and rhetoric); and (2) 
presentation of knowledge and ideas (i.e. presenting findings with supporting evidence, making strategic 
use of media and data displays to express ideas, adapting speech to a variety of tasks). 
 
Language Strand. Our language instruction focuses on the anchor and grade-specific standards in the 
areas of (1) conventions of standard English (i.e. grammar, usage, capitalization, punctuation); (2) 
knowledge of language (i.e. understanding how language functions in different contexts); and (3) 
vocabulary acquisition and usage (i.e. using context clues to determine the meaning of unknown words, 
understanding figurative language and word relationships, acquiring and using a range of academic 
language). 
 
Additionally, in alignment with the CCSS, we are committed to:  (1) regular practice with complex texts 
and their academic language; (2) reading, writing, and speaking grounded in evidence from texts, both 
literary and informational (i.e. asking students to answer not solely from their prior knowledge but rather 
from a close, careful reading of the text); and (3) building knowledge through content-rich information 
(i.e. students are immersed in information about the world around them, especially through content-rich 
nonfiction). Overall, through both our whole group and small group instruction, students receive 
consistent exposure to both narrative and nonfiction text, with opportunities to synthesize their thinking 
verbally and in writing.  
 
COMPONENTS OF OUR LITERACY INSTRUCTION  
 
Our reading and writing instruction includes four different components to teach the standards and strands 
described above: (1) explicit teaching of the building blocks of literacy; (2) explicit teaching of reading 
comprehension skills; (3) application of the building blocks and reading comprehension skills; and (4) 
explicit teaching of writing skills and process.  
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(1) Explicit teaching of the building blocks of literacy. Our instructors teach phonics (sound-spelling 
relationships), phonemic awareness (distinguishing individual sounds within words), and language arts 
(word and structural analysis); and fluency. 

●​ Phonics:  Students will learn to relate sounds to spellings to decode words. Our instruction will 
include concepts like long and short vowel sounds, consonant and vowel combinations, consonant 
clusters, diphthongs, digraphs, and variant vowels. 

●​ Phonemic awareness: Students will learn how to distinguish individual sounds (phonemes) within 
words. Our instruction will include activities like categorization (recognizing the “odd” sound in 
a word), isolation (identifying a single sound in a word), rhyming, segmenting (separating spoken 
words into individual sounds), and oral blending (combining individual sounds in a word). 

●​ Language Arts: Our instruction will zoom in on the concept of word and structural analysis, 
engaging in in-depth study of topics like morphemes (i.e. prefixes, suffices, root words), 
compound words, homophones, and syllabication. 

●​ Fluency: Our instruction will focus on helping students acquire automaticity (rapid and automatic 
word recognition) and prosody (reading with phrasing and recognition of punctuation). Our 
teachers will build students’ fluency through modeling good oral reading, teaching students 
phrasing, and offering many opportunities for students to practice with guidance and support (i.e. 
repeated reading). Additionally, teachers will expose students to high-frequency words and sight 
words to allow students to focus less energy on decoding and more on comprehension during 
their reading lessons.  

 
(2) Explicit teaching of reading comprehension skills. Reading comprehension instruction occurs at all 
grade levels. Teachers will identify a CCSS-aligned standard and objective for the lesson. Teachers will 
model the skill as well as the metacognition (thinking about the comprehension that students will be asked 
to do in their own reading). Teachers will read with the students, making pre-designated stops to highlight 
the skill and ask students to also interact with the text themselves, either in small groups or individually, 
and practice the skill. 
 
Reading comprehension instruction may also take the form of a read aloud, which is emphasized more 
heavily in the younger grades, where teachers will use an anchor text to model a particular reading 
skill/strategy. The teacher will define the skill, explain why good readers use the skill, and model how to 
apply the skill. The teacher may also provide either a preview of the text or a summary from the previous 
day’s reading, including review of specific vocabulary words. The teacher will then read the text, 
modeling fluency, and take pre-planned pauses to do a “think aloud” to describe the comprehension 
strategies she is using, any comprehension problems that she is encountering as well as ways to address 
them, and continue to build enthusiasm and engagement about the text. Teachers will also assess 
comprehension of the text by posing literal, inferential, and critical thinking discussion questions. 
 
(3) The application of literacy and reading comprehension skills. This element of our reading 
instruction occurs primarily through small group reading instruction which is the cornerstone of the 
literacy and comprehension skills that we teach. Our guided reading primarily occurs in small, 
homogeneous groups, and instruction is focused on what each individual student needs at the moment to 
advance in reading ability. 
 
We use assessments as the starting point for our small group reading instruction. Our assessments, 
particularly Amira and the Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (“DIBELS”) assessment 
system, our reading screeners, are designed to provide teachers with critical and targeted information on 
how students process information and read texts. Teachers will use this data to gauge students’ 
approximate reading proficiency, assess reading growth over time, and plan small group reading 
instruction. Teachers’ plans will include selecting a text that will give multiple opportunities for students 
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to practice a skill or strategy, designing a pre-reading activity to focus students, observing and coaching 
students during reading, and leading a comprehension conversation to practice and assess students’ 
comprehension.  
 
Our students may also practice reading comprehension through independent reading. Our teachers are 
trained to organize leveled libraries, which will include multiple text formats and reading levels, various 
genres, a range of content areas, and appeal to students’ interests. Our teachers will also set independent 
reading expectations with their students and develop ways to hold them intellectually accountable.  
​
(4) The explicit teaching and application of writing skills and the writing process. Reading and writing 
reinforce and support each other. When reading, students are exposed to vocabulary, grammar, and syntax. 
When writing, students build transcription skills by improving the fluency and efficiency of their 
handwriting and applying their spelling knowledge. They also strengthen composition skills by using 
vocabulary, grammar, and syntax to express ideas clearly. In addition to specific writing lessons, there are 
numerous writing opportunities for students throughout the day. 
 
Humanities teachers explicitly teach handwriting, spelling, and grammar, guiding students through 
various writing tasks to strengthen grammar, usage, and mechanics, applying language skills in context. 
 
In addition, the process of writing is taught throughout TK–5. Instruction begins with a three-step writing 
process: plan, draft, and edit. The process is reinforced as each new writing genre is addressed. Students 
get practice in multiple writing genres: informative, narrative, poetry, and opinion writing. Each genre is 
taught through a gradual reduction in scaffolding over a set of lessons that includes teacher modeling, 
group practice, independent practice, and independent application.  
 
By Grade 3, students have worked their way up to a five-step writing process: planning, drafting, revising, 
editing, and publishing. Beginning in Grade 4, the writing process expands to seven components: 
planning, drafting, sharing, evaluating, revising, and editing (and the optional component of publishing).  
 
As further described below in our Special Populations section, we also incorporate the English Language 
Development Standards into our Humanities block through both integrated and designated English 
Language Development instruction. 
 
INSTRUCTIONAL PLANNING AND PREPARATION 
 
As described above, our teachers, principals, and assistant principals are provided with a plethora of 
resources to effectively and efficiently plan and prepare their ELA/Literacy instruction.  These include: 

●​ Ongoing unit assessments to be administered every three to four weeks, depending on the grade 
level and unit 

●​ Scope and sequence curriculum maps, which lay out the standards-aligned objectives for each 
unit throughout the school year 

●​ Unit plans 
●​ Sample daily lesson plans  
●​ Fiction and nonfiction texts that correlate with the lesson plans, objectives, and units  

 
For samples of Rocketship’s preparation materials, including scope and sequence maps, please see 
Appendix 4. 
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MATHEMATICS 

CCSS-ALIGNED INSTRUCTION 
 
Our mathematics instruction is centered on the CA CCSS for Mathematics (“CA CCSSM”).  Lessons 
incorporate the CA CCSSM’s eight Mathematical Practice Standards, which are designed to develop 
students’ broader mathematical understanding across all grade levels, as well as the CA CCSSM’s 
Content Standards, which are a progression of grade-level specific mathematical topics.  
 
Practice Standards. We believe that all students should develop the varieties of expertise that are 
reflected in the practice standards, as these standards are designed for all levels of mathematical maturity 
and will enable students to become strong in mathematics even beyond their elementary school 
experience at Rocketship.  The eight practice standards, as well as a brief summary of what proficiency 
looks like for each of them under the CA CCSSM, are described below.  

●​ Make sense of problems and persevere in solving them: Proficient students will be able to explain 
to themselves the meaning of a problem, plan a solution pathway, consider analogous problems, 
monitor and evaluate progress toward a solution, and check their answers using a different 
method.  

●​ Reason abstractly and quantitatively: Proficient students will be able to make sense of quantities 
and their relationships, create a coherent representation of the problem at hand, consider the units 
involved, and know how to use different properties of operations and objects.  

●​ Construct viable arguments and critique the reasoning of others: Proficient students will make 
conjectures and build ways to explore them, recognize and use counterexamples, make plausible 
arguments about data, distinguish logical vs. flawed reasoning, justify and communicate their 
conclusions  

●​ Model with mathematics: Proficient students will apply the mathematics they know to solve 
problems arising in everyday life (even if this is as simple as writing an addition or subtraction 
equation to describe a situation). Proficient students will also be able to identify important 
quantities in practical situations and map relationships using tools such as diagrams, two-way 
tables, graphs, flowcharts, and formulas.  

●​ Use appropriate tools strategically: Proficient students will be able to consider the available 
grade-appropriate tools when solving a problem, make mathematical models, and identify 
external mathematical resources.  

●​ Attend to precision: Proficient students will use clear definitions, articulate the meaning of chosen 
symbols, carefully specify appropriate units of measure, calculate accurately and efficiently, and 
provide explanations of their reasoning. 

●​ Look for and make use of structure: Proficient students will discern patterns, deconstruct 
equations, and shift perspectives. 

●​ Look for and express regularity in repeated reasoning: Proficient students will look for repeated 
calculations and shortcuts, notice regularity, and maintain oversight of calculations they are 
working to solve.  

 
Content Standards.  While the practice standards describe the ways in which mathematics learners should 
be engaging with subject matter, the content standards include the actual grade-specific subject matter. 
They are designed to work in conjunction with the practice standards. The CA CCSSM Content Standards 
identify several “critical areas” of focus for each grade level, on which we center our mathematics 
instruction. 

●​ Kindergarten: (1) representing, relating, and operating on whole numbers, initially with sets of 
objects; and (2) describing shapes and space. 
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●​ Grade 1: (1) developing understanding of addition, subtraction, and strategies for addition and 
subtraction within 20; (2) developing understanding of whole number relationships and place 
value; (3) developing understanding of linear measurement and measuring lengths as iterating 
length units; and (4) reasoning about attributes of, and composing and decomposing geometric 
shapes.  

●​ Grade 2: (1) extending understanding of base-ten notation; (2) building fluency with addition and 
subtraction; (3) using units of measure; and (4) describing and analyzing shapes 

●​ Grade 3: (1) developing an understanding of multiplication and division and strategies for 
multiplication and division within 100; (2) developing understanding of fractions; (3) developing 
understanding of the structure of rectangular arrays and area; and (4) describing and analyzing 
two-dimensional shapes. 

●​ Grade 4: (1) developing understanding and fluency with multi-digit multiplication, and 
developing understanding of dividing to find quotients involving multi-digit dividends; (2) 
developing an understanding of fraction equivalence, addition and subtraction of fractions with 
like denominators, and multiplication of fractions by whole numbers; and (3) understanding that 
geometric figures can be analyzed and classified based on their properties, such as having parallel 
sides, perpendicular sides, particular angle measures, and symmetry.  

●​ Grade 5: (1) developing fluency with addition and subtraction of fractions, and developing 
understanding of multiplication of fractions and division of fractions; (2) extending division to 
two-digit divisors, integrating decimal fractions into the place value system and developing 
understanding of operations with decimals to hundredths, and developing fluency with whole 
number and decimal operations; and (3) developing understanding of volume.  

 
COMPONENTS OF OUR MATHEMATICS INSTRUCTION 
 
To best meet the demands of the CCSS, our math instruction will include all of the following elements at 
all grade levels: 
 

●​ Instruction and learning activities focused on math concepts and application of understandings 
●​ Explicit instruction on math vocabulary and language 
●​ Spiral review on concepts already covered, with a specific focus on application of understandings 

across a diverse range of concepts 
●​ Protected intervention and corrective instruction time during the STEM block 
●​ Well-designed routines closely matched to grade-level content and the development of number 

sense and math strategies (calendar math, oral fluency, e.g.) 
 
In order to accomplish all of these each day, it is imperative that our STEM blocks are designed to make 
the most of every minute, and ensure that the teacher is able to be as impactful as possible with their time 
and attention.  
 
Core Grade-Level Instruction. To address the mathematical standards at each grade level, we teach a 
daily lesson as part of the math instructional block. While the breakdown of each component varies 
slightly by grade level and lesson, a typical lesson consists of the following components: 

●​ Fluency: Activities are strategically designed to both provide necessary practice on critical 
fluencies for the grade level and to prime students for the day’s objective. 

●​ Daily Story Problem: This component focuses on developing students’ ability to comprehend 
story problems through the read-draw-write framework.  

●​ Concept Development & Problem Set: The new objective for the day is introduced, building 
towards independent practice. 
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●​ Student Debrief: Students engage in discussion of the day’s objective to solidify their 
understanding.  

 
The math lesson begins with fluency activities. These activities are meant to provide necessary practice 
with fluency skills, including counting, fact fluency, and automaticity with current-module skills. 
Teachers strategically select activities that align to their students’ areas of need while incorporating a 
variety of different activities over the course of a week or topic.  
 
A typical math lesson then includes a story problem before transitioning to the concept development 
portion of the lesson. The story problem serves a number of different purposes in the lesson. 

●​ It provides consistent exposure to and practice with understanding word problems and gives an 
opportunity to teach and practice the Read-Draw-Write comprehension strategy.  

●​ It serves as either a review of previously taught content or as an entry point to the day’s lesson. 
●​ It is important to note that to achieve the purpose of the story problem, it does not need to be fully 

completed and debriefed every day. For example, if students need additional support in drawing a 
model to support their comprehension of a story problem, the teacher could choose to focus just 
on that aspect of the problem-solving process and continue supporting the student in subsequent 
lessons.  

 
Concept development is the component of the math lesson where new content is taught. Rather than 
following a more traditional I do - we do - you do structure, concept development is meant to be a shared 
experience where students are actively engaged in the understanding of a new concept through discourse 
and guided problem-solving.  
 
While concept development is meant to be a teacher-led, guided experience, the problem set provides an 
opportunity for students to engage in practice independent of the teacher. This does not mean that students 
cannot receive help on the problem set – group work can be utilized during this time, and the teacher 
should be coaching individual students and addressing whole-class misconceptions as needed. However, 
providing students with the opportunity to engage in productive struggle during this portion of the block 
is critical to their learning process.  
 
The student debrief follows the independent problem set and provides an opportunity for students to 
discuss and synthesize their learning before concluding the day’s lesson. A strong student debrief should 
focus on a common misconception from the lesson (guided by the debrief questions provided in the lesson 
plan), allow opportunities for all students to engage with each other in discourse, and end with a 
transferable stamp of the key takeaway. The student debrief is followed by the exit ticket. 
 
Spiral review. Spiral review is critical to ensure our learners are repeatedly engaging with content and 
applying their burgeoning understandings to a wide assortment of contexts and challenges. This 
component of the block also keeps skills fresh in the minds of students and allows teachers opportunities 
to shore up small misconceptions, review key vocabulary, and investigate application of previously 
learned content in new situations. There are two main forms of spiral review: math meeting (Grades TK 
& K) and math board (Grades 1-5).  

●​ Math meeting: Math Meeting is a daily routine in the TK & K classroom, where students practice 
routinized skills (e.g. counting), explore the calendar for math patterns, and spiral review 
previously taught content. At the beginning of the year, math meeting is a group exercise, while 
students become more independent as they become more familiar with the routine. Kindergarten 
students start the year with math meeting, and transition to math board by the end of the year in 
preparation for Grade 1. 
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●​ Math board: Math Board is a review worksheet with 4-6 problems aligned to previous objectives 
and skills.  Students spend the first half of their spiral review time completing these math board 
problems independently.. Teachers then use the remaining spiral review time to review 1-2 
targeted problems as a class, focusing on key misconceptions from their formative assessment 
data or important background knowledge required for upcoming content. For maximum 
effectiveness, math board can be differentiated to reach students at different levels. 

 
Intervention and Corrective Instruction. While strong tier 1 instruction on grade-level content is 
foundational to a student’s success in a Rocketship math classroom, we know that some students will need 
additional instructional support to show mastery. This support needs to address both unfinished 
foundational learning and misconceptions about current grade-level content. As a result, our vision for 
remediation is two-pronged and seeks to balance proactive intervention (addressing foundational learning) 
and responsive reteaching (addressing current grade-level content).  
 
Responsive instruction, just like any portion of the math block, is at its best when it is data-informed. 
Effective responsive instruction relies on a variety of assessment data: 

●​ Exit tickets, topic quizzes, and module assessments to provide data on mastery of grade-level 
content 

●​ Diagnostic assessments and universal screeners to place students along a continuum of 
foundational knowledge that allow access to grade-level content. 

 
Our approach to addressing unfinished foundational learning relies heavily on the approach laid out in 
Accelerate, Don’t Remediate, a TNTP report from 2021 (Appendix 5). We believe that by addressing 
unfinished learning right as it becomes necessary to access grade-level content, we can both close gaps 
and help students find success with the rigorous work expected of them at their grade level.  
 
We deliver targeted supplemental instruction that aligns with core mathematical curricula, providing 
essential support to students whose instructional needs are not met through the core lessons alone. Our 
supplemental instruction aligns with the concrete-pictorial-abstract (“CPA”) continuum we use during 
core lessons and focus on building conceptual understanding.  
 
Even the most skilled teachers will not reach 100% mastery with every objective they teach. Responsive 
reteaching seeks to address precise misconceptions so that students can increase their proficiency with 
concepts in their journey towards grade-level mastery. Effective responsive reteaching is data-informed 
and follows analysis of an assessment, such as a topic quiz or module assessment, to both identify 
students who require additional support and specific misconceptions that need to be addressed. It is most 
often taught in a small-group setting but can be taught whole-group as indicated by data. 
 
Responsive reteaching is not simply reteaching a lesson in the same way it was initially presented – to 
effectively reteach or remediate a misconception, content must be taught in a different way. The most 
common lesson model for responsive reteaching is a teacher model followed by a gradual release towards 
independent practice. All responsive reteach lessons should end with some sort of formative assessment to 
help teachers determine if student mastery increased as a result of their instruction. 
 
INSTRUCTIONAL PLANNING AND PREPARATION 
 
The need for solid planning and intellectual preparation is especially important to ensure that teachers 
leverage the interconnectedness of the CCSSM Practice and Content Standards. As described in Section A 
above, our teachers and principals and assistant principals are provided with many resources to help them 
effectively plan and execute their mathematics instruction. These include: 
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●​ Scope and Sequence Map: This is a curriculum map that identifies the key practice and content 
standards, skills, and concepts to be taught throughout the year as well as the assessments to be 
used to track and evaluate progress.  

●​ Intellectual Preparation Resources: All principals, assistant principals and teachers are provided 
with guidance on strong intellectual preparation, including lesson planning checklists, exemplar 
intellectual prep, and module launch meeting agendas. 

●​ Curriculum-Specific Resources: All teachers have access to our core & supplemental lesson 
materials to support understanding of content at a lesson and module level.  

 
For samples of our preparation materials, please see Appendix 4.  

SCIENCE AND SOCIAL STUDIES INSTRUCTION 

INTEGRATED CONTENT INSTRUCTION 
 
At Rocketship, we have three main learning spaces: the Humanities classroom, the STEM classroom, and 
the Learning Lab. As further described above, the Humanities classroom is where we teach ELA/Literacy 
and social studies. The STEM classroom is where we teach mathematics and science. The Learning Lab, 
further described below, is where students receive targeted interventions, a variety of enrichments, and 
engage with hands on centers and online learning programs.  
 
“Content instruction” describes the subject matter that students are learning about. Our primary goals for 
content instruction are to provide students with exposure to a wide breadth of science and social studies 
topics, build skills and competencies around learning investigations, foster curiosity in various types of 
content, and provide opportunities for students to continually practice and utilize knowledge.  

Because the CCSS calls for history/social studies, science, and technical subjects to be integrated into K-5 
reading literacy instruction  our instructional framework is rooted in integration, with science and social 
studies content appearing in not only reading but also in writing, mathematics, arts, and language 
instruction.  
 
Our content instruction contains four main components. 
 
Skills and competencies. We teach science and social studies skills that can be applied to various subject 
matter at any time (i.e. recording observations, reading maps, using timelines). We generally try to 
frontload skills and competencies related to our content instruction at the beginning of the school year so 
that students have the opportunity to apply them in an increasingly sophisticated manner.  
 
General content exposure. As described above, we aim to expose our students to a wide variety of 
science and social studies content to bolster curiosity and broaden their horizons in an authentic way. This 
is often done through reading nonfiction text, which (as described in Section A above) is a key emphasis 
of the CCSS.  
 
Explicit vocabulary instruction. Consistent with the goals of the CA English Language Development 
standards to authentically expose students to academic vocabulary, we teach students vocabulary during 
our instructional blocks. For example, teachers will select domain-specific Tier 2 and Tier 3 words that 
are reviewed at the beginning of every reading comprehension lesson.  

Projects and investigations. We provide students with opportunities to conduct research, do projects, and 
make observations while learning new content and applying learned skills. This can occur during either 
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the Literacy or Mathematics block, as well as through hands-on projects such as Lego Robotics in the 
Learning Lab.  
 
Our content instruction model requires a high degree of communication and collaboration among 
classroom teachers and instructional staff, for which our rotational model and professional development 
structure (further described below) are well suited. We strive to ensure that classrooms are aligned on the 
various skills and content being taught in science, social studies, and beyond. We also routinely analyze 
performance data across all content areas to plan and evaluate our instruction and ensure that instruction 
progresses fluidly through grade levels.  
 
SOCIAL STUDIES INSTRUCTION 
 
Our Social Studies instruction is designed to provide students with an understanding of historical, 
cultural, and societal concepts that align with the National Council for Social Studies standards. The units 
emphasize the development of civic competence through the study of social studies strands such as 
history, geography, and economics.  
 
Additionally, our Social Studies materials are designed to build upon students’ knowledge progressively 
over time. Here is a snapshot of the key topics that are covered across the grades and how they evolve 
over time: 

●​ In Kindergarten, students are introduced basic concepts of family and community life, setting 
the foundation for understanding more complex societal structures.  

●​ In First Grade, students expand their idea of community by examining everyday life in different 
historical and cultural contexts.  

●​ In Second Grade, students explore communities of early America in order to better understand 
the importance of civic engagement and personal responsibility.  

●​ In Third Grade, students focus on significant historical changes and continuities in America by 
exploring Colonial times.  

●​ In Fourth Grade, students broaden their understanding of history, geography, and economics by 
exploring topics such as the Founding Documents and Westward Expansion.  

●​ In Fifth Grade, students deepen their historical knowledge by focusing on a pivotal event, 
Juneteenth, that highlights the complexities of freedom, citizenship, and civil rights.  

 
Overall, our Social Studies instruction is aligned with the NCSS standards, ensuring that students develop 
a robust understanding of history, culture, civics, and geography. By building on their knowledge over 
time, students are able to better understand their community, country, and world – which is essential in 
preparing them to be informed and engaged citizens.   
 
SCIENCE INSTRUCTION 
 
NGSS-Aligned Instruction. At Rocketship, we are continuing to monitor and participate in the CDE’s 
NGSS Implementation Plan, which addresses how the CDE, schools, and community stakeholders can 
collaboratively work to actualize the NGSS in California classrooms.  
 
We have participated in meetings, trainings, and workshops and developed teaching and coaching tools 
for NGSS-aligned instruction. We use resources that are available on the CA NGSS Digital Center, 
research best practices, and use high-quality sample  NGSS-aligned assessment resources.  
 
Components of Rocketship Science Instruction. Science instruction is an integral component of our 
model both in and out of the STEM block. We build an NGSS-aligned science unit into the STEM scope 
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and sequence, along with including weekly science instruction in students’ enrichment rotation.  We also 
administer NGSS-aligned benchmark assessments twice a year for grades 3-5.  
 
Our science instruction is dually focused on building content knowledge and schema, as well as using 
strategies to support language acquisition. We provide opportunities for hands-on experiments, supported 
by standards-aligned lessons and materials. Our units encompass the three Disciplinary Core Ideas of the 
NGSS: 
 

●​ Physical Sciences. Our instruction includes grade-appropriate lessons in the NGSS focus 
areas of motion and stability, waves and their application in technologies, and matter and 
its interactions. 

 
●​ Life Sciences. Our instruction includes grade-appropriate lessons in the NGSS focus 

areas of molecules and organisms, heredity (inheritance of traits), ecosystems, and 
biological evolution. 

 
●​ Earth Sciences. Our instruction includes grade-appropriate lessons in the NGSS focus 

areas of earth’s systems, earth’s place in the universe, and the effects of global activity on 
the earth. 

 
As described above, science instruction is also integrated into our Humanities and STEM blocks to ensure 
that students are having an authentic and meaningful experience with the content they are learning.  
 
Specifically, the science unit taught by STEM teachers covers grade level content in a similar structure to 
enrichment, however two key differences are allow instruction in the STEM science unit to go into greater 
depth because: 

●​ Increased in minutes in each block: while science in enrichment will typically have a maximum 
of 45 minutes, the STEM block will have a minimum of 60 minutes.  

●​ Increased frequency of lessons: since the science unit and lessons will be taught in place of 
daily math lessons, there will be new learning and exploration daily as opposed to 1-2x a week in 
enrichment.   

ARTS AND ENRICHMENT 

Our instructional program incorporates a number of enrichment opportunities for our Rocketeers.  
 
We have a strong focus on wellness, and as such we will aim to align our Enrichment Program to 
incorporate physical activity. We will administer the Physical Fitness Test (“PFT”) to our 5th grade 
students.  
 
Each Rocketship school has at least two enrichment programs. We hire enrichment instructors who have 
demonstrated expertise and interest in a specific enrichment content area. Currently, RFZ offers 
enrichment courses including athletics, ballet folklorico, art and science. Students rotate through these 
courses throughout the school year to ensure that students can delve into the units in a robust and 
meaningful way and get to know the instructors better. (For Rocketship Fuerza Community Prep’s bell 
schedule, please see Appendix 6.) 
 
Where relevant, our instructors strive to align their curriculum with the California Visual Performing Arts 
framework.  This framework provides guiding principles, planning and implementation strategies, 
curriculum development, assessment resources, and professional development for instruction in dance, 
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music, theater, and the visual arts. As with all members of our instructional staff, our enrichment 
instructors receive regular coaching, training, and professional development. We continually strive to 
ensure that all enrichment content is rigorous, standards-aligned, and data-driven.  

SOCIAL-EMOTIONAL LEARNING 

We believe that student success requires the development of both strong academic skills and essential 
social-emotional competencies. Accordingly, our instructional program intentionally integrates a 
comprehensive SEL curriculum and related initiatives designed to support students in becoming 
confident, capable, self-motivated, and productive lifelong learners. In designing and evaluating our SEL 
programming, we are guided by the Collaborative for Academic, Social, and Emotional Learning 
(“CASEL”) Framework, which identifies five core competencies: (1) self-awareness; (2) 
self-management; (3) social awareness; (4) relationship skills; and (5) responsible decision-making. 

Our commitment to SEL is embedded in the daily school experience. Each student begins the day with a 
Community Meeting that intentionally blends relationship-building practices with explicit SEL instruction 
and prosocial skill development. At the Tier 1 level, our SEL curriculum is purposefully designed to align 
with the CASEL competencies, ensuring that all students have access to the social-emotional skills 
necessary for academic success and positive community engagement. Implementation fidelity and 
effectiveness are supported through ongoing monitoring of instruction, instructional coaching for 
educators, and targeted professional development focused on SEL practices and student needs. In 
addition, structured feedback mechanisms—including classroom observations, student experience 
surveys, and staff experience surveys—are used to inform continuous improvement of SEL 
implementation. 
 
CORE VALUES 
 
At every Rocketship campus, we teach four core values: respect, responsibility, persistence, and empathy. 
Additionally, each school chooses a fifth core value of its own.  RFZ’s 5th core value is “ganas.” The 
Charter School emphasizes student self-advocacy and initiative in academic pursuits and beyond. 
 
Core values form the foundation of the Charter School’s behavioral instruction and management systems. 
At the start of each school year, teachers explicitly teach core values lessons, modeling what each value 
looks like in action across school settings. The Charter School reinforces core values through positive 
behavioral interventions and supports (“PBIS”), including incentives connected to academic effort and 
behavior, which students may earn and redeem through school-based incentive and recognition systems. 
 
LAUNCH  
 
Each Rocketship campus begins the school day with Launch, a dedicated time for the entire school 
community to come together around shared priorities. Launch focuses on reinforcing schoolwide 
expectations and priorities, including a core value focus (such as a “core value of the month”) and the 
development of positive student habits, such as attendance, perseverance, and exceeding expectations. 
Launch may also be used to introduce or reinforce elements of the school’s incentive or behavior 
management systems. 
 
In addition, Launch serves as a forum for promoting schoolwide academic focus and progress. Principals 
and assistant principals may introduce a word or idiom of the day, highlight instructional priorities, or 
celebrate progress toward academic goals. Launch also plays an important role in building school culture, 
pride, and student engagement through shared experiences, such as celebrating individual or classroom 
accomplishments or participating in community-building activities that involve both students and staff. 
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Parents and family members are encouraged to participate in Launch, strengthening family engagement 
and reinforcing shared expectations and community values. 
 
POSITIVE BEHAVIORAL INTERVENTIONS AND SUPPORTS 
 
PBIS is our framework for creating learning environments that are consistent, predictable, positive, and 
safe. We believe that students need to be taught how to behave, and struggling students must be taught 
replacement behaviors.  
 
Each school has a PBIS Team comprised of a wide cross-section of staff members, including teachers, 
members of the school leadership team, including principals, assistant principals, business operations 
managers, and office managers, and operational and support staff members.  

 
SOCIAL-EMOTIONAL CURRICULUM 
 
Rocketship’s approach to social-emotional learning is grounded in a coherent, internally developed 
framework that structures how SEL is taught and reinforced across the school day. This framework 
centers on daily Community Meetings and other schoolwide practices that promote meaningful dialogue, 
skill development, and reflection. Within this framework, Rocketship leverages high-quality, 
evidence-informed external resources to support social-emotional learning in classrooms. 
 
Teachers implement SEL instruction through structured, daily lessons embedded within a consistent 
Community Meeting format. Lessons are intentionally brief, typically lasting 20–25 minutes, and 
incorporate relationship-building activities alongside explicit instruction. Instructional materials and 
lesson guidance support consistency in implementation while allowing educators to respond to the needs 
of their students and school community. 
 
SEL instruction is organized into thematic units focused on core social-emotional skills and practices, 
such as inclusion, respect, kindness, responsibility, persistence, and mindfulness. Over the course of each 
week, students engage with shared learning objectives and commitments that reinforce these skills across 
classroom and school settings. 
 
In addition to daily SEL instruction, the Charter School utilizes complementary tools and practices drawn 
from multiple external resources to support emotional awareness, self-regulation, and interpersonal skill 
development. These resources are integrated within the Charter School’s SEL framework and Community 
Meeting structure, ensuring a cohesive and consistent experience for students while allowing flexibility to 
adapt to evolving student needs. 

PERSONALIZED INSTRUCTION 

“Personalized instruction” describes our overall approach to serving our Rocketeers, where we strive 
to give every student the right level of academic support at the right time through the right instructional 
method. We use a blended learning approach to further our goal of personalized instruction, in which we 
strategically leverage whole-group classroom instruction and activities, small-group instruction and 
activities, targeted customized interventions, and our suite of online learning programs. Across all content 
areas, teachers differentiate instruction based on a variety of assessment data. (For more information on 
how we use data to drive instruction, please see below.) Students may work individually or in small 
groups with the classroom teacher, Individualized Learning Specialist (“ILS”), or other service providers 
to address any unique needs, gaps, or learning styles.  
 
LEARNING LAB 
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As our overall approach to providing each student with the most customized and appropriate instruction 
for their unique needs, personalized learning inherently occurs throughout the entire school day. To 
further maximize this targeted approach, we have also set aside a specific block during each school day- 
the Learning Lab- to support students’ individual learning needs and supplement the high-quality 
instruction occurring in our classrooms.   
 
The Learning Lab is designed to be an extension of the classroom that provides valuable small-group and 
collaborative learning and instructional opportunities. We use this space for students to engage in age 
appropriate hands-on activities such as Developmental Play (TK/Kindergarten) and Lego Robotics 
(1st-5th grade) that target the 21st century skills of collaboration, communication, creativity, and critical 
thinking.. During this block, some students may also work with an interventionist, called an 
Individualized Learning Specialist, to refine a particular skill, concept, or strategy. Students may also 
engage in independent leveled reading. Enrichment may also be taught in the Learning Lab block. Finally, 
this space may be used for students to supplement their learning through Online Learning Programs 
(“OLPs”), further described below. 
 
The Learning Lab is staffed by ILSs or classroom teachers and enrichment specialists, and it is closely 
supervised by the principal and assistant principals. The principal and assistant principals oversee the 
managerial aspects (i.e. hiring and developing ILSs and enrichment teachers, monitoring student behavior, 
selecting appropriate OLPs, designing and laying out the learning space). They also play a vital role in 
ensuring the substantive quality of the education that occurs in the Learning Lab. Our principal and 
assistant principals also serve as instructional coaches to the ILSs. They train our ILSs to use pre-selected, 
evidence-based intervention curricula to respond to individual student needs and engage in regular 
progress-monitoring of each ILS to identify areas for additional training or other supports. Along with our 
classroom teachers, our principal and assistant principals also work with the ILSs to collect and analyze 
data from in-person and online interventions to help design personalized support for our Rocketeers. ILSs 
also receive the same support and professional development as classroom teachers on campus. 
 
In addition to playing a vital role in the Learning Lab, our ILSs have invaluable short and long term 
benefits for our students and their families. Our ILSs often come from the communities that we serve and 
thus bring exceedingly important perspective into the school. We strive to have a staff body comprised of 
diverse backgrounds and experiences, and our ILSs are an integral part of our make-up. Our ILS model is 
also intended as a potential pipeline for bringing high-quality certified instructors into our classrooms. We 
provide support to ILSs who are interested in obtaining a teaching credential by helping them navigate 
credentialing requirements, teacher preparation programs, and degree programs.  By investing in ILS 
development and supporting ILS training, we are hoping to provide our schools with a steady supply of 
dedicated teachers who are well-prepared, diverse, and deeply connected to the communities we serve.  
 
For more details on the responsibilities and qualifications for various staff roles at Rocketship, please see 
Element E below. For further description of our rotational model, please see below.   
 
ONLINE LEARNING PROGRAMS 
 
As mentioned above, part of our blended learning approach to personalized instruction includes the 
purposeful use of adaptive technology through OLPs. OLPs deliver many benefits, including: 

●​ Personalized instruction delivered on a constant, reliable basis. While we believe that effective 
instructors are at the heart of effective instruction, the reality is that no single teacher can reach all 
learners at every minute. OLPs broaden the swath of students that we can effectively reach to give 
students additional opportunities to practice content they have learned in the classroom. This is 
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especially critical to us given that the student population that we serve often arrives at Rocketship 
achieving significantly below grade level.  

●​ Basic skill remediation. Students must develop the foundational knowledge in various content 
areas if they are going to successfully progress as learners. As with any classroom, our teachers’ 
time is limited. Allowing some of the remedial work to occur through reliable online programs 
(our selection process is further described below) enables students to build the foundations they 
need while freeing up teachers to focus their time on higher-level instruction. 

●​ Student accountability, motivation, and engagement. Through tracking features of our various 
OLPs, students can assume responsibility for their own progress toward individualized learning 
goals. 

●​ Data analysis. Our OLPs are a valuable data resource. The programs consistently generate a 
variety of data for our teachers, principals, and assistant principals to analyze while planning and 
personalizing instruction.  

●​ Real-time teaching. Many of our OLPs are designed to adjust content in real-time based on 
students’ individual progress to keep students working on the most appropriate material and 
advancing along their individualized learning pathways. 

 
Each OLP that we introduce to our suite undergoes a rigorous selection and piloting process to ensure that 
it meets our well-defined criteria. We generally look for programs that maximize adaptability, 
assignability, and analytics.  
 
Adaptability. A program is adaptive if it automatically senses a student’s gap in understanding or mastery 
of a skill and systematically changes the pace or lessons.  Often, programs will assess student 
understanding through instructional lessons or intermittent mini-tests, adjusting as necessary to focus on 
that individual student. While our OLPs are always subject to change to reflect the latest advances in 
adaptive technology, our current programs that assess regularly in this fashion include Lexia English, 
Zearn and IXL. Through these intelligent adaptive systems, students focus on their own personalized 
levels, working on the skills that they need to practice most. 
 
Assignability. Additionally, we leverage programs that allow for in-program assignability. Rather than 
giving online programs 100% control over the online content that students engage in, we balance both 
online assessment systems as well as teacher input. Several of our current programs, including Zearn, 
allow teachers to assign lessons and reorder objectives. All programs allow customization down to the 
individual student, allowing teachers to modify content below and above grade level as appropriate for 
each student. Through this balance of integrated adaptive assessments and teacher input based on other 
assessments, we can ensure that the programs truly match student needs, both inside and outside of the 
programs. 
 
Analytics. The last, arguably most important, feature that we utilize in our online learning programs is the 
teacher analytics. These dashboards give teachers real-time data on how students are performing. They 
break down assessments, individual lessons and overall usage, allowing teachers to adjust both online and 
in-class programming. Teachers may utilize assignability features to assign specific lessons or domains of 
instruction or even adjust the order of objectives that classes encounter. Through these insights, teachers 
can ensure our programs are highly focused and continually benefiting student outcomes. 
 
For a chart displaying the various features of our current OLPs, please see Appendix 7. As described 
above, students may engage with OLPs during any of the instructional blocks, including Humanities, 
STEM, and the Learning Lab. 
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CALENDAR AND INSTRUCTIONAL MINUTES 

EXTENDED LEARNING TIME 
 
RFZ will have at least 175 days of instruction and for each fiscal year offer, at a minimum, the following 
number of minutes of instruction: 
 

●​ to pupils in TK and kindergarten, 36,000 minutes. 
●​ to pupils in grades 1-3, inclusive, 50,400 minutes. 
●​ to pupils in grades 4-5, inclusive, 54,000 minutes. 

 
We expect a significant number of our students to arrive at Rocketship below grade level, and so we aim 
to provide students with maximal instructional time to make the progress that they need to catch up. We 
also operate on an extended school day.  School runs from approximately 7:45 a.m. to 3:15 p.m. (varies 
slightly depending on grade level).  
 
The number of instructional minutes that we offer for all grades will meet or exceed the state 
requirements (described above and found in Education Code Section 47612.5(a)(1)).9 Table 18 below 
delineates subject areas and approximate time per grade level, but we reserve the right to adjust students’ 
instructional minutes in each subject and learning space based on students’ personalized learning needs.  
 
Table 18  - Rocketship Daily Minutes 

 Humaniti
es 

STEM Launch/ 
Social - 

Emotional 
Learning 

Total Daily 
Instructional 

Minutes 

Lunch/ 
Recess 

Learning 
Lab 

Enrichment Total 
Daily 

Minutes 

T
K 

130 
 

65 55  
 

250 60 45 20 375 

K 200 90 55 345 60 30 30 465 

1 210 90 45 345 60 30 30 465 

2 210 90 45 345 60 30 30 465 

3 210 90 45 345 60 30 30 465 

4 180 90 45 315 60 60 30 465 

5 180 90 45 315 60 60 30 465 

*Humanities includes 20 minutes of DELD instruction in grades K-5 

ROTATIONAL MODEL 
 
Our unique rotational model allows students to receive instruction in core academic subjects from 
specialized teachers. Students will be divided into cohorts in which they rotate to various classes 
throughout the day. For example, a kindergarten cohort may begin their day in the Humanities block and 
receive instruction from a credentialed teacher who focuses on Humanities instruction. Students may also 

9 We define instructional minutes as minutes spent under the direct supervision of a certificated teacher. 
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receive social studies content instruction during this time, as further described above. At the same time, a 
second cohort of kindergarteners will be receiving instruction from a second credentialed teacher in a 
separate Humanities classroom, also for 170 minutes. The third cohort of students will be in their STEM 
block with a third credentialed teacher who focuses on mathematics and science instruction. This cohort 
will spend 80 minutes in this class. The final cohort will be in the Learning Lab, overseen by a Principal 
or Assistant Principal and run by an ILS, Humanities, or STEM teacher. After 85 minutes, the third and 
fourth cohorts switch classroom spaces. This completes the students’ first half of the day. 
The entire grade level will then rotate. The first and second cohorts will move to either the STEM block 
or the Learning Lab, and swap after 80 minutes. The third and fourth cohorts will move to the two 
Humanities classrooms and receive 170 minutes of Humanities instruction. 10 
 
All of our teachers hold a multiple subject credential or permit (or other document required by the CTC 
for their certificated assignment) and will teach multiple subjects. However, as described above, each 
teacher “specializes” in particular instructional areas. Specialization allows our teachers to hone their 
skills and develop a profound expertise in a focused instructional area, which we believe is especially 
important in light of the shift to the increasingly rigorous State Standards. Furthermore, specialization 
encourages - indeed, necessitates - collaboration across grade levels. Not only does such collaboration 
require our teachers to be constantly thinking about the inherent multidimensional nature of the content 
that they teach, but it also ensures that each student will have multiple educators’ eyes monitoring and 
investing in their progress. 

DATA-DRIVEN INSTRUCTION 

Our instructional program is profoundly data-driven.  We provide constant opportunities for 
comprehensive and systematic assessment, analysis, goal-setting, progress monitoring, and data tracking. 
 
ASSESSMENT 
We use an assortment of assessments to measure students’ achievement levels. These include the NWEA 
MAP assessment, which allows us to measure our students’ proficiency against national norms for CCSS 
performance, and either Amira or the DIBELS assessment developed by the University of Oregon, which 
provide teachers with a granular breakdown of students’ reading ability in terms of “fundamental skills” 
and general comprehension skills. We also administer assessments under the CAASPP as well as the 
state-mandated English language assessments.  
 
We also conduct additional bi-monthly standards-aligned assessments of each student in reading, writing, 
and math.  These assessments drive decisions about whether students need additional classroom support 
or tutoring. They also allow us to progress-monitor our students throughout the year in a way that annual 
assessments do not.    
 
ANALYSIS 
 
Assessment data provides many opportunities to analyze and reflect on both student and teacher progress 
and gaps. We are deeply committed to data analysis throughout the school year. 
 
Following administration of our major interim assessments, Rocketship holds Data Days. These are full 
days of professional development for teachers, assistant principals, and the principal to take a deep dive 
into the analysis of the data.  
 

10 This breakdown is meant as an illustration. Depending on our enrollment, staffing, and bell schedule, the numbers 
may be slightly different at the Charter School. 
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A key component of these data days is the identification of overall positive trends as well as any 
challenges and/or achievement gaps among students.  This exercise then leads the teacher to begin to 
identify specific “focus” students within the groups where we are not yet seeing the growth we know is 
possible.  After identifying three to five students, the teacher begins to dig deeper and identify specific 
instructional areas that have been challenging for these students.  The teacher then sets academic goals for 
these students to be accomplished within the next four weeks and eight weeks. The teacher then begins to 
develop an instructional plan for these specific students, which is intended to ensure that the student will 
realize the goals that have been set for them in the next four to eight weeks.  The plan is not meant to be 
limited to these specific students. We expect teachers to use it to guide instruction for all students facing 
similar challenges. Thus, by focusing in-depth on focus students, the modified instruction should be able 
to positively impact the student achievement of all students within this group.  Sample materials from a 
Data Day are attached as Appendix 8. 
 
GOAL SETTING AND PROGRESS 
 
After teachers analyze the data from diagnostic interim assessments during quarterly Data Days, students, 
teachers, and parents work together in a variety of ways to set and/or revisit goals to help ensure that all 
students are on track to make the requisite growth during the school year.  
 
Conferences. Students review and discuss individual progress after each interim assessment period. 
Teachers prepare and review data summaries with students to identify places in which performance is on 
track to achieve established goals and areas in which improvements are needed. Teachers also 
communicate with parents (via parent/teacher conference, phone calls home, e-mails, notes in backpacks, 
home visits, and other mechanisms as needed) about student goals. Additionally, teachers facilitate 
in-person family conferences three times a year to discuss student progress and share resources that 
families can use at home with their students. 
 
Classroom Tracking. Each classroom or grade-level publicly tracks a number of class-based and 
individual goals, including progress toward ELA/Literacy and mathematics benchmarks, as well as other 
measures such as sight word recognition, and letter/sound mastery. Each teacher defines his/her specific 
data-tracker approach, but all Rocketship classrooms display individual student goals and progress to 
student goals. For example, some classrooms use frogs that jump from lily-pad to lily-pad; others use 
“rocketships” to align with school mascots. (See Appendix 9 for photos of classroom goal trackers.) 
 
Online Learning Programs. Each student has individualized Online Learning Program goals for the 
week, which focus on individual progress during computer-based learning time. Students track progress 
on an internally created data platform called JetPacked. In addition to helping students build a habit of 
showing quality work, goal tracking helps teachers and the Individualized Learning Specialists  hold 
students accountable for their independent work. JetPacked helps to build communication between 
classroom teachers, ILSs, students and parents. Parents receive biweekly updates on Mondays and 
Thursdays with their child’s goals for the week and progress towards those goals. (See Appendix 10 for a 
parent guide with instructions for OLP notification signup in English, Spanish, and Vietnamese;  See also 
Appendix 11 for a sample parent update message.) 
 
School wide Recognition. Outside of the classrooms, our entire school celebrates progress toward goals 
as well. Every week during the Rocketship Launch time (further described in Section F above), we 
celebrate achievements and give out awards based on growth and mastery. For example, we may award 
Reading Capes to the classes with the highest percent of students who met their goals on one of our 
Literacy OLPs (e.g., IXL Reading), or we may award “Math Medals” to the class who demonstrated the 
greatest proficiency on a recent formative assessment.  
 

Page | 48  
 



 

Furthermore, we highlight the connection between individualized goal setting and success in college by 
focusing on college readiness from the first day our students enter our schools. Our hallways are lined 
with college banners, and each student belongs to a homeroom named for a college mascot (e.g., “Bears” 
for UC Berkeley). Community members speak to students about college and broader experiences related 
to college attendance. Students and parents participate jointly in college visits to experience the 
excitement and diversity of a college campus. As a result, all students believe and expect that they will go 
to college.  See Appendix 12  picture of college banners in a Rocketship hallway. 
 
Report Cards. Students’ progress is shared with parents through State Standards-aligned report cards that 
are shared with parents online as well as printed out for parent conferences which occur at least three 
times annually.  (See Appendix 13  for a sample report card.) 
 
DATA TRACKING TOOLS 
 
We use various tools to track and manage data, several of which are described below.11  
 
EdCite. The EdCite platform provides educators with easy access to assessment items, and supports the 
scoring and data capture of assessments. Through EdCite, educators can administer standards-aligned 
assessment questions to measure the progress of their students and modify their approach as needed. 
 
Data Warehouse/Dashboards. Rocketship’s data warehouse is used to collect and organize student 
achievement, enrollment, and attendance data. The data warehouse incorporates data from a broad set of 
data systems across the organization and various external platforms which the Rocketship Analytics team 
uses to build reports, visualizations, and dashboards for educators and principals, assistant principals, 
business operations managers, and office managers. Most reports are built in Tableau, a visual analytics 
platform, to allow educators to access and understand the needs of their students in real time. Through the 
use of data dashboards, a teacher can quickly gain an understanding of which students have mastered a 
particular standard and the tool provides educators with both high-level and detailed comparisons of 
student achievement.  Comparisons can be made by school, by grade, and by standard.  
  
Approximately every four to six weeks, our teachers reassess to show student progress, as further 
described above. To facilitate the identification of students in need of more focused support, teachers can 
use the data dashboards to create data displays for each class that show which students fall into each 
achievement category. 
  
DIBELS and Amira. DIBELS and Amira are both web-based platforms designed to support schools in 
engaging in data-based decision making within a Multi-Tiered System of Supports (“MTSS”) framework.  
Once students have mastered basic decoding skills, Rocketship utilizes either curriculum-based 
measurements (“CBM”) in Dibels or Amira Reading Mastery (“ARM”) scores to indicate which students 
are candidates for Tier 2 and Tier 3 reading interventions.  Once identified students are placed in 
intervention, Rocketship utilizes Amira or DIBELS as our ongoing progress monitoring system, 
administering regular assessments to all students participating in Tier 2 reading interventions.  Students 
participating in Tier 3 interventions receive additional  progress monitoring. The data yielded by these 
progress monitoring assessments is then utilized to make instructional decisions for each student in 
intervention (for example, students who have met their annual progress monitoring goal may exit back to 

11 As with all aspects of our instructional program, we constantly monitor development in data analysis tools. With 
ever-increasing sophistication of education technology, we strive to keep abreast of advances that may lead to 
greater efficiency and effectiveness. We may at times alter our data analysis tools and will notify our chartering 
authority if we plan any changes that may be sufficiently significant to require the need for a material revision to our 
charter. 
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Tier 1, and students who are not making sufficient progress may receive a more intensive and 
individualized level of intervention).  
 
TRANSITIONAL KINDERGARTEN 
 
All transitional kindergarten classrooms will adhere to the requirements set forth in Education Code 
Section 48000(g), including adherence to classroom size, adult to student ratios, and teacher qualification 
requirements.  

SPECIAL POPULATIONS 

AT-PROMISE STUDENTS 

The Charter School uses the term “at-promise students” to describe students who may experience barriers 
to academic success as a result of systemic, economic, linguistic, or educational factors. This 
strengths-based language reflects the belief that all students possess significant potential and that, with 
access to appropriate supports, high-quality instruction, and inclusive school practices, they can thrive 
academically and socially. The term encompasses students who may require additional or differentiated 
support, including but not limited to English learners, students with disabilities, students experiencing 
homelessness or foster care, and students who are academically at risk. 

MULTI-TIERED SYSTEMS OF SUPPORT: OVERVIEW AND PURPOSE 

MTSS is a data-based instruction and intervention model designed to efficiently identify at-promise and 
academically low-achieving students, match them with appropriate, evidence-based interventions, and 
guide teams in engaging in a clear problem-solving process to ensure that every student receives the 
support they need in order to achieve grade level expectations. According to the National Center for 
Response to Intervention, a comprehensive MTSS model contains four essential components: 
 

1.​ Universal Screening: A systematic process used to identify students across the entire population 
who may be experiencing academic and/or behavioral difficulties and who are at risk for negative 
short-term or long-term outcomes. 

2.​ Multi-Level Prevention System: A service delivery model that provides a gradated sequence of 
increasingly intensive, evidence-based interventions aligned to individual student needs. 

3.​ Ongoing Progress Monitoring: The continuous use of research-based assessment tools to 
monitor student response to interventions and to evaluate the effectiveness of supports for 
individual students and across the system. 

4.​ Data-Based Decision Making: The systematic use of progress-monitoring data to determine 
whether interventions should be intensified, modified, maintained, or discontinued. 

 
To support effective MTSS implementation, the Charter School ensures that evidence-based interventions 
and supports are in place at each tier. Intervention implementation is monitored regularly to ensure 
fidelity, thereby supporting appropriate and legally defensible instructional and placement decisions. 
Additionally, the Charter School employs a structured problem-solving process that guides teams through 
identifying the problem, analyzing contributing factors, developing and implementing an action plan, and 
evaluating outcomes. 
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When implemented with fidelity, MTSS offers significant benefits for students from diverse economic, 
linguistic, and cultural backgrounds. This framework promotes equitable access to high-quality, 
standards-based instruction for all students and reduces the over-identification of students with learning 
difficulties—a persistent issue that disproportionately affects low-income and culturally diverse 
populations. 
 
MTSS AND THE SPECIAL EDUCATION IDENTIFICATION PROCESS 
 
The IDEA governs the identification, evaluation, and implementation of special education services. 
Interventions within the general education program shall be implemented before referral for a special 
education evaluation. (Education Code Section 56303). Rocketship also recognizes the requirement to 
proceed without delay in the initiation of an evaluation when the school has reason to suspect that a child 
has a disability. For that reason, even when a formal evaluation of a student is in process, academic and/or 
behavioral interventions are planned and implemented in order to support the student while the evaluation 
is completed. 
 
Rocketship also responds formally to all parent and staff requests for special education evaluation in 
accordance with state and Special Education Local Plan Area (“SELPA”) guidelines and regulations. If a 
verbal request for special education evaluation is made by a parent, the receiving staff member assists the 
parent in putting their request in writing. Written requests are day and time stamped by the receiving staff 
member and immediately delivered to the special education team, including a special education teacher, a 
principal or assistant principal and a school psychologist. The Charter School team then schedules a 
formal Student Success Team (“SST”) meeting, which includes the parent, to respond to the formal 
request for evaluation. During that meeting, if it is determined that there is reason to suspect the child may 
have a disability, an assessment plan is drafted and provided to the parent. Parents will receive a written 
Assessment Plan within 15 calendar days. Parents will be given at least 15 calendar days to provide 
consent. If the parent provides consent to proceed with the evaluation, the special education team 
completes the evaluation and schedules an Individualized Education Program (“IEP”) meeting to discuss 
the results, including a recommendation for eligibility for special education services, within 60 calendar 
days of the receipt of written consent to Assessment Plans and Prior Written Notice documents are always 
provided to parents in their primary language, and are accompanied by a current copy of the SELPA’s 
Procedural Rights and Safeguards. 
 
MULTI-TIERED SYSTEMS OF SUPPORT AT ROCKETSHIP 
 
Rocketship has adopted an MTSS framework to serve our at-promise students. Our model encompasses 
each of the essential MTSS components detailed above.   
 
Universal Screening. Rocketship utilizes a multiple-gating process as part of its universal screening 
approach. Multiple gating refers to the use of data from multiple universal screening measures to ensure 
that students who are experiencing academic or behavioral challenges are identified accurately and in a 
timely manner. 
 
For academics, initial universal screening data are used to identify students who fall below established 
performance benchmarks. These students receive additional targeted screening through 
curriculum-aligned measures to more precisely identify specific areas of academic need. Once an area of 
deficit is identified, additional diagnostic assessments are administered as needed to determine 
appropriate intervention entry points and instructional supports for each student. 
 
For social-emotional and behavioral development, Rocketship administers an evidence-based universal 
screening process designed to identify both internalizing and externalizing behaviors. This process 
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enables early identification of students who may benefit from additional social-emotional or behavioral 
supports. 
 
Multiple Tiers of Support. Rocketship uses a three-tiered model to organize our instructional and 
social-emotional supports for all students.  

●​ Tier 1 – Core Instruction and Universal Supports: All Rocketship students participate in and 
benefit from high-quality core instruction and universal supports provided at the Tier 1 level. 
Academic supports include standards-aligned instruction, differentiated classroom practices, 
small-group instruction, and the use of technology-supported learning to meet diverse learner 
needs. Behavioral and social-emotional supports at Tier 1 include clearly defined, positively 
stated schoolwide behavior expectations, access to a schoolwide incentive system, and the 
implementation of social-emotional learning practices as part of a Positive Behavioral 
Interventions and Supports framework. 

●​ Tier 2 – Targeted, Small-Group Supports: Despite strong Tier 1 instruction, some students require 
additional support to meet grade-level expectations. Tier 2 supports consist of evidence-based 
academic and behavioral interventions delivered in small-group settings. These interventions are 
targeted to specific skill deficits and may include focused academic instruction or structured 
behavioral and social-emotional skill development, such as targeted social skills instruction and 
progress-based behavioral supports. 

●​ Tier 3 – Intensive, Individualized Supports: Students who do not demonstrate adequate progress 
in response to Tier 1 and Tier 2 supports may be referred for more intensive intervention at Tier 3. 
Supports at this level are highly targeted and individualized, addressing specific areas of 
academic or behavioral need through intensified instructional strategies and individualized 
intervention plans. Tier 3 may also include referrals for additional assessment and evaluation to 
determine whether a student has a disability that requires special education services and supports. 

 
Evidence-Based Interventions. Rocketship utilizes a comprehensive set of evidence-based intervention 
resources to support students across all tiers of instruction and intervention. These supports are selected 
based on demonstrated effectiveness, alignment to student needs, and responsiveness to data. 
 

●​ Academic Interventions: Academic interventions include structured, systematic instruction 
targeting foundational literacy skills, such as phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, and 
comprehension. Interventions are delivered using research-based instructional practices and are 
aligned to identified student skill deficits to accelerate progress toward grade-level standards. 

●​ Behavioral and Social-Emotional Interventions: Behavioral and social-emotional supports include 
targeted and individualized interventions designed to promote positive behavior, social skills 
development, and emotional regulation. These may include structured check-in systems, 
small-group or individual counseling supports, and the use of functional behavior assessments to 
develop and implement positive behavior intervention plans and/or behavior support plans. 

 
Ongoing Progress Monitoring.  Rocketship utilizes multiple research-based methods to conduct ongoing 
progress monitoring for students participating in interventions. Students receiving Tier 2 and Tier 3 
academic supports engage in regular progress monitoring using curriculum-aligned measures to assess 
growth in targeted skill areas. Progress monitoring occurs frequently enough to allow staff to evaluate 
student response to intervention and make timely instructional adjustments. For students receiving 
behavioral or social-emotional interventions, progress is monitored consistently through structured data 
collection processes, including tracking the frequency, duration, and intensity of identified behaviors. 
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Data-Based Decision Making. Rocketship uses structured data cycles, typically occurring every four to 
six weeks, to support data-based decision making within the MTSS framework. During designated data 
review meetings, school staff analyze progress monitoring data to determine whether interventions should 
be continued, modified, intensified, or discontinued for individual students. Protocols and systems are in 
place to guide teams through this collaborative problem-solving process and ensure consistent 
implementation across school sites. Detailed procedures supporting this work are outlined in Rocketship’s 
Pre-Referral Handbook (see Appendix 14). 
 
Treatment Integrity. Principals, assistant principals and network support staff conduct regular 
implementation fidelity reviews of interventions to ensure that supports are delivered as designed. These 
reviews are non-evaluative and are intended to provide actionable feedback to staff, strengthen 
instructional practice, and maintain the effectiveness of evidence-based interventions. 
 
Problem-solving. Rocketship employs structured problem-solving practices as part of its MTSS 
framework. The pre-referral process includes collaborative team meetings in which grade-level educators, 
principals, and assistant principals review student data, identify concerns, and develop targeted support 
plans. When needed, more formal student support meetings are convened to plan and monitor intensive 
interventions. Additional guidance related to these processes is provided in the Pre-Referral Handbook 
(see Appendix 14).  
 
Family Communication. Family communication is a core component of Rocketship’s MTSS framework. 
Families are informed and engaged throughout the process, beginning with written notification when a 
student is identified for intervention. Ongoing communication ensures that parents understand the 
supports being provided and are partners in their child’s academic and social-emotional growth. 

ACADEMICALLY HIGH-ACHIEVING STUDENTS 

High-achieving students are those who score at least one grade level above on standardized tests or 
internal metrics for ELA/Literacy and/or Mathematics. These students benefit from the same practices 
that are helpful to our struggling students. Because our internal systems measure student gains every four 
to six weeks, we will be able to monitor our high-achievers to make sure that their gains continue and do 
not regress to class averages. 
 
In addition to applying elements of our MTSS program to high-achieving students (e.g., small group 
reading groups, advanced math activities, use of adaptive OLPs, regular progress-monitoring, and 
data-based decision making), we serve this population in a variety of ways, described below. 
 
Early Detection. Rocketship will use internal assessment in ELA/Literacy and Mathematics to help us 
identify high-performing students within the first four to six weeks of school and monthly thereafter. 
Frequent and ongoing assessment will ensure that we are meeting the needs of all students as they arise 
and tracking progress to ensure our strategies are supporting improved achievement. 
 
Differentiation. Differentiation describes an instructional method where instruction styles, content, and 
materials are targeted at the specific needs and characteristics of individual or small groups of students. 
Teachers will use assessment and progress-monitoring data to plan enrichment activities with their 
high-performing student.   These will occur both in whole-class and small-group lessons.  
 
Family Communication. We will inform families as soon as we have assessed students’ performance. 
 Teachers may provide high-performing students with additional books and enrichment work to perform at 
home to increase their understanding of a particular subject area. 
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Teacher Collaboration. At least weekly, teachers will gather to compare their student data, discuss 
students, and discuss instructional strategies, interventions and enrichment.  This will be realized through 
a schedule that will allow the staff to have an early dismissal day one day a week and common planning 
time. 
 
Focused Instruction. Rocketship’s standard instructional approach is for teachers to plan their lessons 
with at least three groups of students broken out who are striving for different sub-goals in their 
development towards meeting the same overall grade-level standards.  One such subgroup is students who 
are performing above grade level. All students, including high-performing students, will receive targeted 
small group reading instruction and small group skills instruction in both the Humanities and STEM 
blocks.  High-performing students may also participate in student-led literature circles. In addition, our 
academic model allows for students to access material at their instructional level throughout the academic 
day. For example, students have access to a wide array of reading material, spanning many genres and 
reading levels, in our classroom libraries. Our STEM teachers also differentiate math centers, homework, 
and daily review exercises by difficulty level.  
 
Daily Enrichment. The Learning Lab is an additional space where high-performing students can receive 
adaptive software and hands-on activities such as Lego Robotics that challenges them. We anticipate 
providing other activities to our high-achieving students during Learning Lab which let them examine the 
current grade-level concepts in more depth.   
 
Ongoing Assessment. Data is gathered both through frequent real-time assessments performed in the 
subject areas and daily feedback given teachers from the online programs in the Learning Lab. Teachers 
will have the tools they need to track all of their students and make sure that students who began the year 
ahead are continuing to progress.   

SPECIAL EDUCATION SERVICES 

RFZ will comply with all applicable state and federal laws in serving students with disabilities, including, 
but not limited to, the IDEA, Section 504, the ADA, and any other civil rights enforced by the U.S. 
Department of Education Office for Civil Rights (“OCR”). Furthermore, RFZ will comply with 
Authorizer guidelines, and all California laws pertaining to special education students. 
 
OVERVIEW  
 
Rocketship’s commitment to ensuring equal access to opportunity for all, including students with 
diversity of learning, social-emotional and behavioral needs. The mission of the Integrated Special 
Education (“ISE”) department within Rocketship is to ensure that students with disabilities receive a free 
and appropriate public education within the least restrictive environment. We partner as school and 
network support teams to ensure access, participation and success to the core curriculum, general 
education spaces and peers.  For the ISE specific aims, this is accomplished through individualized 
educational programming for all students with disabilities.  We will accomplish this through several 
means: high quality direct services provided to students, strategic professional development of our ISE 
and general education staff members, and a consultation and coaching model that empowers classroom 
teachers, principals, assistant principals, and families to appropriately support each student’s 
individualized education program.     
 
In order to fulfill this mission, Rocketship seeks to apply current research with evidence based best 
practices to create Individualized Education Programs that support students with disabilities.  We believe 
that all students are best served within an inclusive model, and our service delivery model is grounded in 
students first, family centered, and team-based decision making.  We approach educational programming 
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for our students from a positive, strength-based perspective.  Our ISE staff members serve as teachers, 
coaches and consultants who empower key stakeholders to support the academic and social development 
of our students both within the classroom and in their communities.   We believe that our families are our 
students’ greatest advocates, and we strive to support them to advocate to the fullest for their child.  
 
RFZ intends to continue to operate as a local educational agency (“LEA”) for purposes of special 
education, as a LEA member of the El Dorado County Charter SELPA pursuant to Education Code 
Section 47641(a).   All of Rocketship’s existing California charter schools are members of the El Dorado 
County Charter SELPA. A change in LEA status or SELPA membership shall not require a material 
revision of this charter.  
 
As an LEA, RFZ will be solely responsible and liable, in the same manner as a school district, for 
providing special education and related services. As an LEA for special education pursuant to 47641(a), 
Rocketship will assume full responsibility for providing special education and related services to eligible 
charter school students, in accordance with state and federal law. Rocketship agrees to follow policies and 
procedures of the SELPA in which it is a member and shall utilize SELPA information guidelines 
necessary to identify and serve students who qualify for special education. Rocketship agrees to 
collaborate with the SELPA to respond to inquiries and requests and provide access to information and 
records, as needed, and shall be responsible for maintaining confidentiality of students’ records. 
 
RFZ strives to achieve a student population representative of the community which we are serving. 
Whether a child is eligible for special education services under IDEA, or is provided a plan under Section 
504, they are considered with all others for enrollment at RFZ.  Disability or non-disability status is not a 
factor for enrollment or acceptance.  Admission is based solely on capacity at the Charter School. 
 
INTEGRATED SPECIAL EDUCATION 
 
ISE Model. At Rocketship Public Schools we serve all students.  The core of our Integrated Special 
Education  program is providing a continuum of supports and services for Rocketeers that is grounded in 
equitable access to rigorous instruction leading to gap-closing results.  
 
We partner as regional leaders, school teams, and with our families to craft IEPs that are founded in 
meaningful inclusion and have individualized goals based on each student's academic, social emotional, and 
behavioral development needs. The core of our ISE Program is high-quality, rigorous, and inclusive instruction 
for the growth and absolute achievement of our Rocketeers. Special and general education teachers work in 
collaborative arrangements designed to bring appropriate instructional supports to each child in the 
general school environment. Support is built on culturally relevant differentiation and instruction through 
universal access to content-driven curriculum. 
 
Rocketship students are placed in general education classrooms and then provided flexible instructional 
opportunities that include large group, small group, and one-to-one instruction for those students with 
more significant needs. At Rocketship, we employ a variety of curricular and pedagogical options to 
maximize student learning in an array of teaching arrangements in environments that can be accessed by 
all learners, not just those with specific disabilities. In the Rocketship model, all teachers are responsible 
for all learners. Ongoing support develops the capacity of all teachers to teach to a diverse range of 
students’ learning needs. A system of general and special education teachers proactively supporting 
students are better able to put into place effective interventions prior to student failure. In the following 
sections, please find a description of the continuum of our special education services. 
 
Differentiation within the General Education Program. At Rocketship, students with disabilities are 
educated in the general education environment, alongside their neurotypical  peers, to the greatest extent 
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possible and appropriate for each individual student. In this model, it is essential that the general 
education program is scaffolded and differentiated to meet the needs of students with disabilities. Special 
education and general education staff closely collaborate in order to identify and design needed scaffolds 
and supports. Supports in the Tier 1 program vary by student and according to need, but may include: 
 

●​ Accommodations based on a Universal Design for Learning (“UDL”) framework 
●​ Heterogenous small group reading instruction  
●​ Modified homework and independent classwork 
●​ Visual supports, such as visual schedules or visual behavior supports 
●​ Assistive technology supports 
●​ Testing accommodations 
●​ Co-Teaching 
●​ Sensory supports  

 
We believe these supports benefit all learners, and the close collaboration between general and special 
education professionals to serve any student who has diverse learning needs  will help us meet our goal of 
helping every student reach 1.5 years of growth in each grade. 
 
Specialized Academic Instruction. Specialized academic instruction (“SAI”) is provided to students for 
whom it is required in order to access and benefit from the educational program. SAI services are tailored 
to the individual needs of the student, and may be provided within the general education setting or in a 
pull-out setting, in a small group or individually. All SAI services are fully described in the IEP and are 
provided by or under the supervision of credentialed special education staff. At Rocketship, we use a suite 
of research and evidence-based curricula to support the implementation of SAI services, although each 
child’s program is individualized based on his or her identified needs. At Rocketship, Education 
Specialists also work with qualified paraprofessionals to provide special education services. The 
paraprofessional works under the direction of the Education Specialist to provide additional instructional 
support and services to identified students. 
 
Related Services. Rocketship provides related services, including but not limited to speech and language 
services, occupational therapy services, physical therapy services, deaf and hard of hearing, vision, 
orientation and mobility, and adaptive physical education as needed to meet eligible students’ IEP needs. 
The services are provided by certified or licensed professional staff. Service delivery ranges in time and 
intensity based on the needs of the students as identified in the IEP. All services are drafted and proposed 
in the IEP, agreed to, and finalized fully executed by the ISE staff with the assistance of the general 
education staff and administration with only qualified, trained and knowledgeable personnel all based on 
the needs of the student population. 
 
Rocketship has directly hired most of its related service providers, including speech language 
pathologists, school psychologists, occupational therapists, and adaptive physical education providers. 
Other low incidence related services, including vision services and deaf/hard of hearing services are 
provided by contracted, certified Non-Public Agency (“NPA”) providers. In accordance with SELPA 
guidelines, Rocketship develops a Master Contract and Individual Service Agreements for all services 
provided by NPAs. 
 
Referral to Non-public School. In some exceptional cases, when a student may require a placement in a 
more restrictive setting, the IEP team will consider a referral to a non-public school (“NPS”). If a parent 
agrees to and or request placement  for a student at a non-public school, private school or residential 
facility, Rocketship will immediately inform the SELPA. 
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Educationally Related Mental Health Services. As an LEA for the purposes of special education, 
Rocketship is responsible for the provision of Educationally Related Mental Health Services (“ERMHS”) 
for any student who requires this related service in order to access and benefit from his or her educational 
program. Rocketship conducts Social-Emotional and Behavior assessments and develops 
recommendations for ERMHS provision in accordance with state regulations and SELPA guidelines. 
ERMHS services are provided by a combination of Rocketship Mental Health Providers and contracted 
NPAs, depending on the recommendations of the IEP team and needs of the individual student. 
 
Transportation. Rocketship will provide transportation to any student if required by a written statement 
in the student’s IEP, and only with the written consensus of the IEP team as needed, for any eligible child 
to and from school and all school related activities. As an IEP team during an IEP meeting, transportation 
will be discussed in accordance with state law regarding eligibility. 
 
Supports for Students with Moderate to Severe Learning Needs: Rocketship’s flexible and supportive 
approach to special education reduces the need for separate Special Day Class (“SDC”) placements for 
many students, and we have historically found that the vast majority of students who enter Rocketship 
from an SDC placement are able to be successful in an inclusive model with the appropriate supports and 
collaboration between special and general educators. Because of our open lottery process, we have 
students with a variety of learning and behavioral needs in our schools, and have developed supports and 
structures to support all learners within our model. Students with moderate to severe learning needs are 
case managed by an education specialist with a moderate to severe education specialist credential, on a 
caseload with a much lower student-to-staff ratio than students with mild learning needs. Our moderate to 
severe teaching staff have access to professional development opportunities uniquely designed for their 
specific student needs. Inclusion in the general education program is still a critical component of the 
educational program for students with moderate to severe learning needs, but we recognize that these 
students often have additional, unique needs that must be addressed. Towards that end, we have adopted a 
suite of curricular resources specifically designed to support students with more significant needs, and our 
moderate-to-severe teaching staff weave support and instruction in adaptive and communication skills 
throughout the day for these learners. 
 
SPECIAL EDUCATION ELIGIBILITY DETERMINATION 
 
Rocketship understands its responsibility to ensure that all children with a documented or suspected 
disability that may require special education and related services are identified, located, and evaluated, 
regardless of the severity of the disability. Although Rocketship will not administer any assessment or 
evaluation for the purposes of admission, in accordance with the Child Find mandate, we make a 
continuous and proactive effort to identify students with special needs and those in need of a pre-referral 
intervention plan.  
 
In order to proactively identify students who have already been found eligible to receive accommodations 
and/or services via an IEP or Section 504 plan, Rocketship includes a “Child Find Supplement,” which 
asks families to indicate if the enrolling student has a current IEP or 504 plan, has recently been evaluated 
for any purpose, or if the family has additional concerns. This information is entered into our student 
information system, and our special education staff work with office managers and families to secure 
copies of IEPs, 504 plans, and/or evaluation reports in order to ensure that a student’s identified supports 
and services are in place at the start of the school year.  In accordance with California state special 
education regulations, an interim IEP meeting is held within the first 30 days of school for any student 
enrolling with a current IEP; however, services are provided as outlined in the current IEP and in 
accordance with SELPA guidelines immediately upon the start of the school year for all identified 
students.  
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Rocketship also implements a systematic approach to identifying and evaluating any student who the 
school has reason to believe may have a disability.  Rocketship’s pre-referral process includes the 
following student and staff supports:  

●​ A Universal Screener – Administered to all students at least three times a year to get an 
understanding of student knowledge.  

●​ A “student huddle” process, wherein grade level teams and the principal or assistant principal 
collaborate to plan classroom-level supports for students with identified academic and/or 
behavioral needs. 

●​ A formal Student Study Team, which includes family members, classroom teachers, the principal 
or assistant principal, and other staff as necessary, to plans targeted, individualized supports for 
students who present with more significant academic and/or behavioral needs. (For a copy of our 
Pre-Referral Handbook, please see Appendix 14.) 

●​ Tier 2 and 3 social-emotional, behavior, and academic interventions, further described above, 
delivered to students identified as needing them through the universal screening process 

o​ Diagnostic Assessment – For more specific information on a student’s skill development 
needs.  

o​ Progress Monitoring – Weekly data collection aligned to the interventions provided to 
students in Tiers II, III, and special education. This supports the Charter School teams to 
review data and make data based decisions regarding instructional supports and 
programmatic needs. 

 
Generally, students who do not respond to targeted pre-referral interventions after two cycles that have 
been delivered with fidelity may be referred for formal evaluation to determine whether they meet criteria 
for special education services or accommodations under a Section 504 plan. Intervention cycles can range 
from 6-10 weeks and may align with Data Days set by the Academic Calendar. If the student has not 
demonstrated adequate responsiveness to interventions during these cycles, the SST or intervention team 
may consider whether a referral for special education evaluation is appropriate.  The IDEA governs the 
identification, evaluation and implementation of special education services. Interventions within the 
general education program shall be implemented before referral for a special education evaluation. 
(Education Code Section 56303). Rocketship also recognizes the requirement to proceed without delay in 
the initiation of an evaluation when the school has reason to suspect that a child has a disability.  For that 
reason, even when a formal evaluation of a student is in process, academic and/or social emotional and/or 
behavioral interventions are planned and implemented in order to support the student while the evaluation 
is completed.  
 
Rocketship also responds formally to all parent requests for special education evaluation in accordance 
with state and SELPA guidelines and regulations.  All requests, verbal and written, are day and time 
stamped by the receiving staff member and immediately delivered to the special education team.   The 
school team then schedules a formal SST meeting to respond to the parent request for evaluation.  During 
that meeting, if it is determined that there is reason to suspect the child may have a disability, an 
assessment plan is drafted and provided to the parent. Parents will receive a prior written notice within 15 
days of their request.  If the parent provides consent to proceed with the evaluation, the special education 
team completes the evaluation and schedules and IEP meeting to discuss the results, including a 
recommendation for eligibility for special education services, within 60 days of the receipt of written 
consent to Assessment Plans. Prior Written Notice and all documents are provided to parents in their 
primary language, and are accompanied by a current copy of the SELPA’s Procedural Rights and 
Safeguards.   
 
All Rocketship staff are trained in the Child Find mandate and pre-referral process prior to the start of 
each school year.  
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ASSESSMENT AND REVIEW  
 
An assessment for special education services is a comprehensive, in-depth evaluation of a student’s 
school, health, and family history, and present academic and social-emotional functioning. An assessment 
is the same as evaluation in IDEA (CFR Section 1414, Title 20).  At Rocketship, students are assessed by 
a multidisciplinary team in all areas of suspected disability.  The assessment team includes a lead assessor 
(generally the School Psychologist or the Speech Language Pathologist), the family, the Education 
Specialist, classroom teachers, and any other individual knowledgeable of the student.  Additional 
specialists, such as occupational or physical therapists, adapted PE teachers, social workers, mental health 
providers, etc. may be involved depending on the student’s needs. Rocketship will inform parents that 
special education and related services are provided at no cost to them. 
 
IDEA mandates that “No single procedure is used as the sole criterion for determining an appropriate 
educational program for an individual with exceptional needs.”  Consequently, the assessment team 
utilizes many data sources (record reviews, interviews, observations, formal and informal testing, etc.) to 
make a recommendation regarding eligibility for special education services.  All assessments used by 
Rocketship are validated for the specific purpose for which they are used, and assessors take particular 
caution when selecting assessments that reliably evaluate the performance of culturally and linguistically 
diverse students.12  Students are also assessed in their primary language, and Rocketship employs 
bilingual school psychologists and speech language pathologists to accommodate this requirement. 
 Hearing and vision data is also included as a component of all formal special education evaluations.  In 
the case that a parent provides outside evaluation information, the IEP team also considers this 
information as a component of the formal evaluation.  
 
Classroom teachers participate in the assessment process by consulting with the assessors regarding the 
student’s academic, behavioral and social functioning.  They may also provide data demonstrating the 
student’s performance as compared to their peers.  Education Specialists complete the academic portion of 
the evaluation, which includes formal as well as informal assessment.  
 
If a student is found eligible to receive special education services under one or more of the 13 qualifying 
conditions, the team meets to create an IEP for the student.  The team then meets no less than annually to 
review the IEP, and every three years to hold a triennial IEP meeting. The team may also meet in other 
circumstances, including but not limited to the following: 
 

●​ After the student has received a formal assessment or reassessment; 
●​ Within 30 days of a parent’s request;  
●​ When an Individual Transition Plan (“ITP”) is required at the appropriate age; 
●​ If a manifestation hearing is required. 

 
Rocketship eligibility assessment reports are comprehensive and typically include the following:  
 

●​ The student’s present level of educational performance 
●​ The relevant behavior noted during the observation of the student in an appropriate setting 
●​ The relationship of that behavior to the student’s academic and social functioning 
●​ The educationally relevant medical findings, if any 
●​ A determination concerning the effect of environmental, cultural, or economic disadvantage 

12 California state law prohibits the use of IQ tests with African American children.  Assessment teams use 
alternative methods of assessing cognitive functioning for these students. 
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●​ A statement as to if and how the student’s disability affects involvement and progress in the 
general curriculum 

●​ The student’s historical and current functioning in the general education curriculum regardless of 
the setting; deficits in the student’s cognitive functioning, communicative functioning, social and 
emotional functioning and physical functioning that might serve as a barrier to their successful 
involvement in the general education curriculum 

●​ The impact of the student’s attendance on their achievement.  
●​ Testing instrument specific data  
●​ Parent and teacher interviews  

 
Assessment reports will be provided to parents in their primary language whenever requested, or deemed 
necessary by the IEP team.  
 
In the case where a parent disagrees with Rocketship’s assessment in a particular area, they are informed 
of their right to request an Independent Educational Evaluation (“IEE”), which is provided at no cost to 
the family. 
 
Every three years, a student with an IEP is re-evaluated.  The triennial assessment serves two purposes: to 
review progress made since the last formal evaluation, and to determine if the student continues to be 
eligible to receive special education services.  Prior to the triennial IEP, the IEP team reviews existing 
evaluation data, including evaluations and information provided by the parents of the student, current 
classroom-based assessments and observations, and teacher and related service providers’ observations. 
On the basis of that review and input from the student’s parents, the IEP team identifies what additional 
information is needed to establish the present levels of performance and determine the educational needs 
of the student.  An assessment plan reflecting proposed assessment in these identified areas is presented to 
the parent, and assessments are conducted within the same timeframe as initial evaluations (60 days).  
 
Rocketship assumes full responsibility for IEP review. Unless otherwise specified on the student’s IEP, 
parents will be informed four times a year of the student’s progress toward meeting annual goals. If 
reassessment is requested any time during the year, the Charter School will have thirty days, not including 
school vacations greater than five days, to hold the IEP meeting. 
 
IEP DEVELOPMENT 
 
At the conclusion of a formal evaluation for special education services, the IEP Team—comprised of, at a 
minimum, the Education Specialist, general education teacher, administrator or administrative designee, 
assessors, related service providers, and the parent, will then meet to reach an eligibility determination in 
consideration of all of the data, observations, and assessment results. 
 
Rocketship follows all applicable federal and state laws governing the IEP process and procedural 
safeguards. Parents, general education, special education services staff, other professionals and other 
service providers or professionals as appropriate will be involved throughout the IEP process. As a 
member of the El Dorado County Charter SELPA, all of the current Rocketship schools use the Special 
Education Information System (“SEIS”) electronic IEP form for documenting this process. The IEP will 
include a child’s present level of academic performance, annual progress goals and the way that they will 
be measured, dates, frequency and duration of services to be provided, and the degree of inclusion for this 
student in the general education classroom. Our current forms are all on SEIS. 
 
Rocketship designs IEPs such that it can be reasonably expected that the child will receive meaningful 
educational benefit from the program that is developed.  IEP teams focus on developing the 
accommodations and services that are necessary for the student to access and benefit from the general 
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education program, and we take very seriously our mandate to educate students with disabilities in the 
least restrictive environment.  Towards this effort, whenever appropriate to student needs, special 
education services are provided by specialists within the general education classroom (see Appendix 15 
for a sample professional development session for principals and assistant principals outlining our 
approach to co-teaching).  We do, however, understand that an environment can only be considered “least 
restrictive” when the student is receiving meaningful educational benefit from the program, and as such, a 
critical component of the IEP process is designing the systems that will allow the team to continually 
monitor student progress and adjust the plan in the case that a student is not making adequate progress. 
 While we have adopted an inclusive approach to our special education service delivery and place a high 
priority on students with disabilities spending as much time as is appropriate in the general education 
environment, alongside their neurotypical peers, based on student needs and IEP, we do provide pull-out 
specially designed services when the IEP team determines that this placement is most appropriate for the 
individual student.  
 
For students identified as both English learners and students with disabilities, IEPs will address both 
disability-related and language development needs using culturally and linguistically inclusive practices.  
IEP teams will include staff knowledgeable in English language development, and 
interpretation/translation will be provided to ensure meaningful parent participation. The IEP will include 
appropriate goals, services, and accommodations that support language access and academic progress.  
Services will be coordinated to ensure access to grade-level curriculum, ELD instruction, and the least 
restrictive environment. 
 
In the case that a student is exhibiting behaviors that significantly impede the learning of themselves or 
others, the IEP team develops a behavior intervention plan (”BIP”) as a formal component of the IEP. 
When necessary, the IEP team will conduct a Functional Behavior Assessment (“FBA”) to determine the 
function of the child’s behavior, as well as environmental conditions that may be contributing to the 
behavior.  The FBA consists of observations, interviews, record reviews, and formal testing as necessary. 
The results of the FBA are then used to develop the BIP, which outlines a functionally equivalent 
replacement behavior, specific behavior goals, services and supports (including necessary environmental 
changes) needed to make progress towards the goal, and a clear response plan should the behavior occur 
again in the future.  
 
When a student with an IEP transfers out of Rocketship, our practice is to notify the superintendent of the 
student’s district of residence in writing of the IEP. 
 
INTERIM AND INITIAL PLACEMENTS OF NEW CHARTER SCHOOL STUDENTS 
 
Rocketship shall comply with Education Code Section 56325 with regard to students transferring into the 
Charter School within the academic school year. Rocketship shall provide transferring students with free 
and appropriate public education, including services comparable to those listed in the existing IEP. If 
transferring from another school within the same SELPA, Rocketship shall continue to provide services 
comparable to those described in the existing approved IEP, unless parents/guardians and school agree 
otherwise. If transferring from another school within a different SELPA, Rocketship, pursuant to 
Education Code Section 56325(a)(1), shall continue to provide services comparable to those described in 
the existing approved IEP for a period of up to 30 days, by which time Rocketship shall adopt the 
previous IEP or, in consultation with parents/guardians, develop and implement a new IEP that is 
consistent with federal and state law. 
 
In accordance with Education Code Section 56325(a)(2), in the case of an individual with exceptional 
needs who has an IEP and transfers into the Charter School from a district operated program under the 
same special education local plan area of the Charter School within the same academic year, the Charter 

Page | 61  
 



 

School shall continue, without delay, to provide services comparable to those described in the existing 
approved IEP, unless the parent and the Charter School agree to develop, adopt, and implement a new IEP 
that is consistent with federal and state law.   
 
If transferring from a school outside of California, Rocketship shall provide the student with services 
comparable to those described in their existing IEP, until Rocketship conducts an assessment pursuant to 
Section 1414 of Title 20 of the United States Code, if determined to be necessary by Rocketship, and 
develops a new IEP, if appropriate, in accordance with federal and state law. 
 
SECTION 504 PLANS 
 
In addition to IDEA, Rocketship follows Section 504 the ADA, which prohibit discrimination based on a 
disability.   The Charter School recognizes its legal responsibility to ensure that no qualified person with a 
disability shall, on the basis of disability, be excluded from participation, be denied the benefits of, or 
otherwise be subjected to discrimination under any program of the Charter School.  A student who has a 
physical or mental impairment that substantially limits one or more major life activities, has a record of 
such an impairment, or is regarded as having such an impairment, is eligible for protections under Section 
504.    
 
A 504 team will be assembled by the principal or assistant principal and shall include the parent/guardian 
and other qualified persons knowledgeable about the student, the meaning of the evaluation data, 
placement option, and accommodations. The 504 team will review the student’s existing records, 
including academic, social, and behavioral records, and is responsible for making a determination as to 
whether a recommendation for 504 services and/or supports is appropriate.  If the student has already 
been evaluated under IDEA but found ineligible for special education instruction or related services under 
IDEA, those evaluations can be used to help determine eligibility under Section 504.  The student 
evaluation shall be carried out by the 504 team who will evaluate the nature of the student’s disability and 
the impact upon the student’s education.  This evaluation will include consideration of any behaviors that 
interfere with regular participation in the educational program and/or activities.  
 
The 504 team may also consider the following information in its evaluation: 
 

●​ Tests and other evaluation materials that have been validated for the specific purpose for which 
they are used and are administered by trained personnel. 

●​ Tests and other evaluation materials including those tailored to assess specific areas of 
educational need, and not merely those which are designed to provide a single general 
intelligence quotient. 

●​ Tests are selected and administered to ensure that when a test is administered to a student with 
impaired sensory, manual or speaking skills, the test results accurately reflect the student’s 
aptitude or achievement level, or whatever factor the test purports to measure, rather than 
reflecting the student’s impaired sensory, manual or speaking skills.   

 
The final determination of whether the student is eligible for accommodations under Section 504 must be 
made by the 504 team in writing and notice is given in writing to the parent or guardian of the student in 
their primary language along with the procedural safeguards available to them.  If during the evaluation, 
the 504 team obtains information indicating possible eligibility of the student for special education per the 
IDEA, a referral for assessment under the IDEA will be made by the 504 team. 
 
If the student is found by the 504 team to have a disability under Section 504, the 504 team shall be 
responsible for determining what, if any, accommodations or services are needed to ensure that the 
student receives a free and appropriate public education (“FAPE”).  In developing the 504 Plan, the 504 
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team considers all relevant information utilized during the evaluation of the student, drawing upon a 
variety of sources, including, but not limited to, assessments conducted by the Charter School’s 
professional staff.    
 
The 504 Plan describes the Section 504 disability and any program accommodations, modifications or 
services that may be necessary.   
 
All 504 team participants, parents, guardians, teachers and any other participants in the student’s 
education, including substitutes and tutors, will be provided with a copy of each student’s 504 Plan. The 
site administrator will ensure that teachers include 504 Plans with lesson plans for short-term substitutes 
and that the teacher review the 504 Plan with a long-term substitute.  A copy of the 504 Plan will be 
maintained in the student’s file.  Each student’s 504 Plan will be reviewed as needed and on a regular 
basis to determine the appropriateness of the plan, needed modifications to the plan, and continued 
eligibility. Any student with a 504 Plan has a Confidential File Folder maintained by the 504 Case 
Manager. This folder is a supplement to the student’s cumulative folder. 
 
 
 
CONSIDERATIONS FOR EL STUDENTS 
 
Rocketship carefully considers the cultural and instructional needs of English Learners. Verbal and 
written translation of all materials, notices, documents, reports and communications is offered to parents 
when indicated or provided at parents request.  Assessments are to be conducted in a student’s primary 
language, or with translation as appropriate, whenever a student’s English language development level 
may require such assessment in order to better understand a student’s learning needs.  Rocketship follows 
all applicable laws in providing general education instruction and special education services to eligible EL 
students, as well as ensuring parent procedural safeguards.  Teachers providing core content instruction, 
as well as special education services, have appropriate training and  certification.  Training is provided to 
education specialists to ensure that IEP goals are written to support the unique learning needs of EL 
students with disabilities.   
 
The results of the Home Language Survey and state-mandated language assessment (i.e. ELPAC), further 
described below, are considered when developing a student’s IEP. Testing accommodations described on 
the child’s IEP, are considered for administering required language assessments. 
 
STAFFING 
 
All special education services at the Charter School shall be delivered by individuals or agencies qualified 
to provide special education services as required by the Education Code and the IDEA.  Our ISE team is 
typically comprised of a program director, program specialist, school psychologist, education specialist 
(mild to moderate support needs and extensive support needs), paraprofessionals, speech therapists, 
speech and language pathologist assistants, occupational therapists, and other service providers or 
specialists required by a student’s IEP.  
 
All roles are crucial to provide the appropriate amount of services personalized for the student.  All 
service providers will have the appropriate credentialing and/or licensing to meet all of the ESSA 
requirements. 
 
The ISE paraprofessional is responsible for providing individual and small group instruction for students 
with special needs, students with typical learning needs, students with behavioral needs, and students with 
emotional needs in the general education environment including, but not limited to: the Learning Lab, 

Page | 63  
 



 

recess, the lunch area, and in the classroom setting. This role is responsible for implementation and 
recording of data for personalized instructional programs and positive behavior support plans. The 
paraprofessional works under the supervision of education specialists, the principal or assistant principals, 
and a program specialist who will provide weekly oversight, training and direction.  
 
The Education Specialist is  responsible for managing the IEP caseload for Rocketship students who need 
ISE/SPED services as outlined in their IEPs.   This role will improve students’ success in the basic 
academics (reading, language and/or math, etc.) through implementing Rocketship-approved curriculum; 
documenting teaching and student progress/activities/outcomes; modeling the necessary skills to perform 
assignments; providing a safe and optimal learning environment; and providing feedback to students, 
classroom teachers, parents and administration regarding student- progress, expectations, goals, etc. 
 
Special education staff participate both in the professional development opportunities available to all 
Rocketship teachers, as well as professional development uniquely tailored to the needs of special 
educators.  PD topics include (but are not limited to):  

●​ Universal Design for Learning  
●​ Co-teaching models and best practices 
●​ Assistive technology, including augmentative communication devices 
●​ Behavior assessment, analysis, and planning 
●​ Crisis Prevention Intervention (“CPI”) 
●​ Writing and implementing high quality IEPs;  
●​ Facilitating high quality IEP meetings 
●​ Data-based decision making 

 
Special education staff also receive ongoing direct coaching from both an on-site administrator (principal 
or assistant principal), as well as an assigned program specialist who provides special-education specific 
consultation and support.    
 
PARENT INVOLVEMENT 
 
Participation and Training. Rocketship parents are encouraged to participate in the Charter School 
community through volunteer hours and monthly community meetings. Parents of students with IEPs are 
full members of the parent/school community. Parents are invited to participate in Community Advisory 
Committee (“CAC”) meetings through the SELPA, either in person at the school site or via online 
connection, to learn more about topics related to special education needs.  All meetings requiring 
translation are translated.  These meetings provide additional training to parents in collaboration with our 
Charter SELPA.  Lastly, we combine additional parental trainings on numerous subjects for all 
parents—those with IEPs and those without—with our monthly school community meetings. 
 
Progress Updates. Education Specialists, in collaboration with General Education Teachers, begin their 
school year with a home visit to all students on their caseload.  Education Specialists are available and in 
contact with parents by email, phone and home/school communication notebooks on a regular basis 
throughout the year. 
 
In addition, all students’ progress is updated in writing on a trimester basis and at least as frequently as 
report cards are provided for the Charter School’s non-special education students.  In addition to a 
progress report on the IEP goals, the Education Specialist will participate in these quarterly parent teacher 
conferences.  This allows for total involvement of the entire IEP team throughout the year rather than just 
on an annual basis. 
 

Page | 64  
 



 

Rocketship is committed to having all documents provided in the primary language of the 
parents/guardians in a timely manner.   All meeting notices, IEPs, assessment reports, progress updates, 
are translated if requested by the parents.  This includes verbal and written translations. 
 
Dispute Resolution. Our SELPA offers mediation as an Alternative Dispute Resolution method.  In the 
event that the issue cannot be resolved through the standard IEP process, we attempt all means of 
mediation as a way to meaningful settlement of issues.  Parents have a right to file a complaint with 
Rocketship or the California Department of Education. 
 
Rocketship believes that all parents have a right to be informed of their procedural rights in their preferred 
language. Parents are provided procedural safeguards prior to any special education assessment process or 
IEP meeting. The case manager asks if the parent would like a thorough review of these safeguards prior 
to every IEP meeting and, while some parents do decline, many parents appreciate the additional 
explanation. 
 
Rocketship implements systems-wide special education protocols and conducts regular monitoring in an 
effort to maintain compliance with state and federal mandated laws to protect the rights of students and 
parents. In the event of a legal dispute, Rocketship Legal Counsel will work very closely with staff, our 
SELPA and the family (as well as other relevant stakeholders) to come to a resolution. 

ENGLISH LEARNERS 

At Rocketship, we serve a significant number of English Learners.13  As such, our instructional model is 
targeted toward ensuring that all of our students become Lifelong Language Learners who have reached 
full proficiency in the English language.  Rocketship will follow all applicable laws and regulations in 
serving its ELs as they pertain to annual notification to parents, student identification, placement, program 
options, EL and core content instruction, teacher qualifications and training, reclassification to fluent 
English proficient status, monitoring and evaluating program effectiveness, and standardized testing and 
reporting requirements.  Rocketship will implement policies to ensure proper placement, evaluation, and 
communication regarding ELs and the rights of students and parents. Rocketship will provide access to 
grade-level core curriculum for all ELs. 
 
IDENTIFICATION AND ASSESSMENT 
 
We will administer the Home Language Survey (“HLS”) upon a student’s initial enrollment into a 
California public school. If a student’s HLS shows a response other than English to the first three 
questions, the student must be tested for English comprehension, speaking, reading and writing within 30 
days, as required by law.  Prior to administering the ELPAC Initial Assessment, the Charter School will 
provide notice to the parent or guardian. School personnel shall arrange for these assessments and will 
place the HLS in the student’s cumulative file. 
 
ENGLISH LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY ASSESSMENT 
 
State and federal laws require that schools administer a state test of English language proficiency. 
Pursuant to California law, we will administer the ELPAC once each year to ELs until they are 

13 Legal guidelines clarify that an English learner is a student in kindergarten through grade 12 for whom there is a 
report of a language other than English on the Home Language Survey and who, upon initial assessment in 
California using an appropriate state assessment (currently the ELPAC) is determined to lack the clearly defined 
English language skills of listening, speaking, reading, and/or writing necessary to succeed in the Charter School's 
regular instructional programs. 
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Reclassified Fluent English Proficient (“RFEP”), unless a student is classified as Initial Fluent English 
Proficient (“IFEP”) upon the initial ELPAC administration.14 For more details on these classifications, 
please see below. ELPAC scores will be placed in the student’s cumulative file. 

All students who indicate that their home language is other than English will be tested with the  ELPAC. 
The ELPAC has four proficiency levels (Level 4: well developed; Level 3: moderately developed; Level 
2: somewhat developed; and Level 1: minimally developed) and is aligned with the 2012 California ELD 
Standards.  

The ELPAC consists of two separate assessments: 

Initial Assessment (“IA”). The ELPAC IA is used to identify students as either an English Learner, or as 
fluent in English. The IA is administered only once during a student’s time in the California public school 
system based upon the results of the home language survey. The locally scored IA will be the official 
score. The IA is given to students in grades K–12 whose primary language is not English to determine 
their English proficiency status. 

Summative Assessment (“SA”). ELs will take the SA every year until they are reclassified as fluent 
English proficient. The ELPAC SA is only given to students who have previously been identified as an 
EL based upon the IA results, in order to measure how well they are progressing with English 
development in each of the four domains. The results are used as one of four criteria to determine if the 
student is ready to be reclassified as fluent English proficient, to help inform proper educational 
placement, and to report progress for accountability. 

Both the ELPAC SA and IA are assessments administered in seven grade spans—K, 1, 2, 3–5, 6–8, 9–10, 
and 11–12. In kindergarten and grade 1, all domains are administered individually. In grades 2–12, the test 
is administered in groups, exclusive of speaking, which is administered individually. The ELPAC IA and 
SA will be administered via a computer-based platform, while the ELPAC Writing Domain for 
Kindergarten through 2nd grade will continue to be administered as a paper-pencil test. 

Testing times will vary depending upon the grade level, domain, and individual student.  Both the ELPAC 
IA and SA are given in two separate testing windows through the school year. 

The IA testing window will be year-round (July 1–June 30). Any student whose primary language is other 
than English as determined by the home language survey and who has not previously been identified as an 
English Learner by a California public school or for whom there is no record of results from an 
administration of an English language proficiency test, shall be assessed for English language proficiency 
within 30 calendar days after the date of first enrollment in a California public school, or within 60 
calendar days before the date of first enrollment, but not before July 1 of that school year. 

The SA testing window will be a four-month window after January 1 (February 1–May 31). The English 
language proficiency of all currently enrolled English Learners shall be assessed by administering the test 
during the annual assessment window. 

The ELPAC will be used to fulfill state and federal requirements for annual English proficiency testing. 
 The purpose of the ELPAC is to (1) identify new students who are ELs, in kindergarten through grade 
twelve; (2) determine their level of English proficiency; (3)  monitor their progress in learning English on 
an annual basis; and (4) determine when students have met one of the criteria to be reclassified to RFEP 

14 The 30-day requirement applies to students who are entering a public school in California for the first time or who 
have not yet been ELPAC-tested.  All other students who have indicated a home language other than English will 
continue with annual ELPAC testing based upon the date last tested at the prior school of enrollment. 
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status. Rocketship will notify all parents of the ELPAC testing requirements and of ELPAC results within 
30 days of receiving results from the publisher.  
 
CLASSIFICATION OF INITIAL FLUENT ENGLISH PROFICIENT 
 
A student’s initial ELPAC score determines whether the student is classified as an English learner or 
whether the student is eligible to be classified as IFEP. The student is classified as IFEP if they meet the 
ELPAC initial assessment proficiency criterion set by the state. 
 
RECLASSIFICATION AS RECLASSIFIED FLUENT ENGLISH PROFICIENT 
 
In general, English learners are no longer classified as EL once they have attained the language skills 
necessary to compete with mainstream English speakers in age and grade appropriate settings in all areas 
of language development without the use of modified English materials. 
 
Under current state law, students who are identified as English learners must participate in the annual 
administration of the ELPAC until they are identified as RFEP.  
 
Our reclassification policies and procedures are developed in accordance with the reclassification criteria 
outlined in the Education Code, including: (1) assessment of English language proficiency, using an 
objective assessment instrument, including, but not limited to, the state test of English language 
development; (2) teacher evaluation, including, but not limited to, a review of the student’s curriculum 
mastery; (3) parent opinion and consultation; and (4) comparison of student performance in basic skills 
against an empirically established range of performance in basic skills based on the performance of 
English proficient students of the same age.  
 
The process for reclassification occurs annually once the ELPAC summative scores are available. 
Rocketship’s Analytics team will generate a spreadsheet of EL students who are eligible for 
reclassification. This spreadsheet will include all necessary assessment data on students who met or are 
close to meeting the reclassification criteria. ​  
 
The principal, assistant principals, teachers, and any relevant support staff will collaborate to evaluate 
each student’s overall growth and curriculum mastery. The goal of this meeting is to determine whether 
the EL student is able to participate in grade-level curriculum with the same level of proficiency as their 
native-language peers. Teachers will bring several relevant work samples (i.e. student project, writing 
sample) and student test scores as evidence of progress.  
 
Teachers will also hold in-person conferences with parents to review students’ language progress. If the 
school team recommends reclassification, the teacher will discuss this with parents and explain the 
evidence used in making the determination. The teacher will then obtain official signed parental consent, 
which will be saved in the student’s cumulative file.  

Monitoring and Evaluation of Program Effectiveness 

The Charter School evaluates the effectiveness of its education program for ELs by: 

●​ Adhering to Charter School-adopted academic benchmarks by language proficiency level and 
years in program to determine annual progress. 

●​ Monitoring teacher qualifications and the use of appropriate instructional strategies based on 
program design. 

●​ Monitoring student identification and placement. 
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●​ Monitoring parental program choice options.  
●​ Monitoring availability of adequate resources. 

 
Students who are moved from EL status to RFEP are documented in online databases including 
PowerSchool and CALPADs. RFZ will monitor reclassified students’ performance for four years after 
reclassification in accordance with California regulations and Title III of the ESSA.  
 
ENGLISH LANGUAGE INSTRUCTION 
 
The State Board of Education has adopted the California ELD standards as part of a national movement to 
ensure that students gain the necessary literacy and mathematical knowledge and skills required in 21st 
century higher education and workplace communities. The ELD standards describe the key knowledge, 
skills, and abilities in core areas of English language development that students learning English as a new 
language need in order to access, engage with, and achieve in grade-level academic content areas, with 
particular alignment to the key knowledge, skills, and abilities for college and career-readiness as 
described in the CCSS for ELA/Literacy and Mathematics. The ELD standards are designed to provide 
challenging content in English language development for ELs to gain proficiency in a range of rigorous 
academic English language skills.  
 
Our instructional materials for ELD instruction will be prepared by Rocketship’s Program Team in the 
same manner as our core content instruction, as described in the Curriculum and Instruction section of this 
petition above. 
 
ELD Standards. We design our English language instruction to encompass all three parts of the ELD 
standards. 

●​ Part I: We focus on meaningful interaction with the English language, both orally and in written 
texts, via three modes of communication- collaborative, interpretive, and productive. We will 
teach students how to use comprehension strategies and analytical skills to understand the 
meaning of various texts. We will also teach students how to analyze and evaluate the way writers 
and speakers utilize language to effectively convey meaning. 

●​ Part II: We focus on learning how English works to make meaning via three broad language 
processes – structuring cohesive texts, expanding and enriching ideas, and connecting/condensing 
ideas. We will teach students how to organize text as they read so they can better grasp the 
structure. We will also teach students how to adjust their own language choices as they speak and 
write. We expect students to apply their growing knowledge of language resources to create and 
comprehend precise and detailed texts that accurately convey meaning. 

●​ Part III: We provide foundational skills for ELs. We will differentiate instruction based on a 
variety of factors including age, similarities between the student’s primary language and English, 
and oral language proficiency in English. We will teach students the meaning of words that the 
students are learning to decode to emphasize the importance of meaning-making.  

 
Integrated and Designated Instruction. We will utilize both integrated and designated instruction to 
teach the ELD standards.  
 
Integrated instruction occurs throughout the school day in every subject area. Teachers use the ELD 
standards in tandem with the CCSS for ELA/Literacy and other content areas to ensure that students are 
strengthening their ability to use the academic English that they are learning. Examples of integrated 
instruction include teachers routinely examining texts and instructional tasks to identify language that 
may be challenging for ELs; determining opportunities to highlight and discuss particular language 
resources (i.e. precise vocabulary, different ways of combining ideas in sentences, different ways to start a 
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paragraph to emphasize a key ideas; observing students to determine how they are using targeted 
language; adjusting whole group instruction or work with small groups/individuals to provide adequate 
and appropriate support; and  frequently engaging their ELs in discussions to develop content 
knowledge.) 
 
Designated instruction is protected time during the regular school day where teachers use the ELD 
standards to develop critical language skills that ELs need for content learning in English. This instruction 
brings in content from core classes to actively engage ELs in developing the discourse practices, 
grammatical structures, and vocabulary necessary for successful participation in academic tasks.  
 
During designated instruction, students are grouped by proficiency levels so that teachers can strategically 
target students’ language learning needs and accelerate English language and literacy development, 
further described below: 
 

●​ Emerging: Students are learning to use English for immediate needs and beginning to understand 
and use academic vocabulary and other features of academic language 

●​ Expanding: Students are increasing English knowledge, skills, and abilities in more contexts. 
Students are learning to apply a greater variety of academic vocabulary, grammatical structures, 
and discourse practices in more sophisticated ways, appropriate to age and grade level 

●​ Bridging: Students are continuing to learn and apply a range of advanced English knowledge, 
skills and abilities in a wide range of contexts including comprehension and production of highly 
complex texts. The “bridge” is the transition to full engagement in grade level academic tasks and 
activities without specialized instructional support.  

 
Importantly, students will never be removed from other core content instruction to receive designated 
ELD instruction and also students are grouped heterogeneously throughout the rest of the school day.   
 
During designated ELD, there is a strong emphasis on oral language development as well as reading and 
writing tasks designed to develop awareness of how English works. For example, teachers may work with 
ELs at the expanding or bridging level to more closely examine the language used in a text that they have 
already read; teach the meanings of some of the general academic vocabulary and use the vocabulary in 
different ways in speaking and writing over the course of the next few weeks; and discuss the structure 
and type of text or engage in a debate about the text’s content to reinforce language. Teachers may also 
write prompt sentences from a text and have students combine them into more complex sentences.  
 
Scaffolding. Teachers will be trained to scaffold ELD instruction to meet the needs of individual ELs 
depending on their proficiency levels (emerging, expanding, or bridging). Scaffolding can be substantial, 
moderate, or light. ELs at the emerging level will generally require more substantial support to develop 
the capacity for academic tasks than students at the expanding or bridging levels. For example, ELs at the 
emerging level may need substantial support to explain their thinking about a literary or informational text 
that they read closely, such as sentence frames or graphic organizers. However, ELs at every level engage 
in some academic tasks that require light to no scaffolding and some that require substantial. In any case, 
scaffolding is intended to be temporary, and independence can be promoted and increased through gradual 
release of responsibility.  
 
Instructional Strategies.  Rocketship teachers are trained in integrated and designated ELD instructional 
strategies. These instructional strategies focus on vocabulary development, oral language, background 
knowledge, and several other strategies that have been proven to be highly effective with EL students. 
 
These strategies may include: 
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●​ Vocabulary development: Teachers will introduce new vocabulary while introducing a new 
concept by having students repeat the word, predict the meaning, and use it in a sentence of their 
own after the teacher confirms the meaning. 

●​ Sentence stems: Teachers will provide students sentence stems to help students effectively 
communicate using a complete sentence or encourage students to use more complex sentence 
structure and specific vocabulary in their oral responses. 

●​ Turn & Talks: Teachers will provide students opportunities to process new information and 
practice new language by discussing ideas with a partner. 

●​ Guided interaction: Teachers will structure lessons so that students work together to understand 
what they are learning.  

●​ Metacognition and authentic assessment: Teachers will model, explicitly teach thinking skills 
and use a variety of activities to check for understanding. 

●​ Explicit instruction: Teachers will utilize direct teaching methods to teach concepts, academic 
language, reading comprehension, text patterns, vocabulary, writing, and decoding skills needed 
to complete classroom activities. 

●​ Meaning-based context and universal themes: Teachers will incorporate meaningful references 
from students’ everyday lives and create classroom environments that provide authentic 
opportunities to learn the English language. 

●​ Modeling, graphic organizers, and visuals: Teachers will regularly utilize a variety of visual aids, 
graphic organizers, diagrams, summaries, and charts to help ELs easily recognize essential 
information and its relationship to supporting ideas. 

 
All Rocketship teachers will be Crosscultural Language and Academic Development (“CLAD”) certified 
or in the process of obtaining CLAD or Bilingual, Cross-cultural, Language and Academic Development 
(“BCLAD”) certification, or other CTC-approved EL authorization. 
 
PARENT COMMUNICATION AND PARTICIPATION 
 
As described above, parents play a significant role in the reclassification process.  Beyond that, however, 
we strive to find ways to engage and involve parents of our EL students. We are committed to 
communicating with parents in their primary language; as such, we will provide translations of all major 
documents, notices, public meetings, and workshops in Spanish and any other languages as needed. 
 
RFZ will establish an English Learner Advisory Committee (“ELAC”) if the Charter School enrolls 21 or 
more EL students, as further described in Element D below. Parents are encouraged to participate in the 
ELAC as well as the School Site Council (“SSC”), further described in Element D below.  Parents are 
also encouraged to volunteer in their children’s classrooms and attend community meetings, parent 
coffees, and school events. Community meetings will often advise parents on programs and services for 
EL students. We will inform parents on programmatic and assessment issues that affect EL students as 
well as relevant programs, funds, and instructional strategies. 
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PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT AND TALENT MANAGEMENT 
 
We believe that our teachers are most effective when they feel invested in their school and that their 
school is invested in them. To this end, we have rigorous policies and procedures for teacher recruitment, 
selection, retention, and professional development, further described below.  
 
CREDENTIALING 
  
Rocketship continuously strives to be a great place to work. We are committed to creating pathways to 
support our staff on their journey to becoming a certified teacher in California. We have a dedicated 
Credentialing team who educates and guides staff throughout the entire process.   
  
Rocketship partners with Rivet School and Reach University, nonprofit college programs that help 
working adults earn an accelerated, affordable bachelor’s degree and teaching credentials for California 
school employees. Teachers who enroll in an Intern Credential Program are eligible to receive tuition 
assistance and additional support such as tutoring, paid time off for studying, etc. 
  
Rocketship also partners with the Silicon Valley New Teacher Project to support teachers in the final step 
of obtaining their clear credential. Our teachers receive intensive, one-on-one mentoring to strengthen 
their classroom practices, ensuring student academic success.   
 
PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT OPPORTUNITIES 
 
Summer. Each summer, Rocketship hosts an intensive three-week training for all teachers that 
emphasizes foundational knowledge in our culture and our instructional model for new staff, and ongoing 
professional learning for experienced educators.  This summer training allows staff to build a 
collaborative culture of trust while creating a strong school culture shaped around personalized learning 
and the Rocketship identity. We provide training in classroom management and effective unit, lesson, and 
yearlong planning. We also introduce foundational components of the Rocketship program, including the 
process for the use of data, instructional techniques, and the scope and sequence of curricula. Educators 
also learn strategies to effectively engage parents in this culture, including how to empower parents as key 
supporters of their children’s education after students graduate from Rocketship and move onto middle 
and high school. This helps ensure that our students succeed to and through college. Principals, assistant 
principals, business operations managers, and office managers participate in two weeks of their own 
summer training to become well-versed in similar topics, ensuring that they are well-prepared to be 
effective instructional leaders while establishing a school culture that enables student success. 
 
School Year. In addition to summer training, Rocketship schools dedicate approximately 200 hours 
throughout the school year for staff professional development. We dismiss students two and a half hours 
early one day a week to allow for an afternoon of purposeful and customized professional development 
and culture building for staff. The principals and assistant principals at each school facilitate and organize 
sessions, targeting the areas of development they see as most beneficial to the staff, personalizing 
supports for teachers. Topics have included analyzing and planning using formative assessment data, 
creating rigorous independent work, exploring whole brain teaching, launching literature circles, and 
facilitating small group instruction for struggling readers in the upper grades.  
 
We believe that often the most effective professional development session is peer-led. However, to 
develop the necessary subject expertise for our teachers as well as provide ongoing support for principals 
and assistant principals, Rocketship partners with several outside professional development organizations 
and higher education institutions to conduct in-depth professional development in various content areas. 
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These organizations have included Project GLAD, local partner districts, Amplify, Great Minds, 
Code.org, and more. Rocketship is constantly reflecting on student achievement data and teacher 
instructional needs in order to further develop the professional development program and coordination of 
resources in order to ensure that all student, teacher, and school needs are addressed in order to realize 
significant gains in student achievement.   
 
COACHING 
 
A foundational piece of our ongoing staff development is customized, targeted one-on-one coaching that 
assistant principals and principals provide for teachers and staff members.  
 
The overarching principles of our coaching program are a tight feedback loop, regular opportunities for 
practice, the identification of root cases of problems and their accompanying solutions, weekly foci for 
teachers, and measurable goals for coaches to assess progress and collect data. 
 
We implement a variety of coaching strategies and practices. Coaches observe and provide written 
feedback, deliver in-the-moment feedback (e.g. using pre-aligned non-verbal signals, whisper coaching to 
a teacher during instruction), model instruction, and engage in co-observations with the teacher (i.e. 
watching a video of the teacher or observing a different teacher). All teachers receive at least four hours 
of support per week outside the classroom, get observed at least twice a week, receive at least two hours 
of professional development per week, and have a weekly one-on-one meeting with their coaches.  
 
NEW TEACHER RESIDENCY - PILOT 
  
We were awarded the Teacher Residency Capacity Grant Program by the California Commission on 
Teacher Credentialing to launch our first Teacher Residency Program in SY 2025-26. This pilot program 
provides high-quality immersive and comprehensive training experiences for up to 10 aspiring teachers, 
by combining coursework with hands-on classroom experience under the guidance of mentor teachers. 
Research shows that residency programs have a positive impact on student outcomes. Teachers who have 
successfully completed residency programs are often better equipped to meet the diverse needs of their 
students, can differentiate instruction effectively and create engaging and inclusive learning 
environments. The funding for this pilot program will continue through SY 2027-28. 
  
The Teacher Residency Program is just one example of how Rocketship is continuously striving to 
enhance its professional development opportunities, strengthen our talent development initiatives, and 
ensure Rocketship remains an attractive place to work and grow, and that Rocketship is well-positioned to 
develop and retain talent.   
 
TEACHER PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT AND EVALUATION 
 
Rocketship implements an annual performance evaluation system for teachers. We believe that 
performance evaluations are a vital part of helping us to achieve our mission because evaluations allow us 
to recognize and reward improvement and excellence and ensure that teachers receive consistent and 
direct feedback that helps them improve and grow. 
 
Teacher evaluations include multiple measures, including student growth and achievement and educator 
performance. The components align with teacher role and responsibilities and Rocketship’s theory of 
action on how we can achieve our mission. Each was also developed with the goal of promoting 
transparency, consistency, and communication. 
 
Our performance evaluation system consists of three formal evaluation activities during the school year 
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complemented by Rocketship’s ongoing coaching cycles as described in the Professional Development 
and coaching sections above.  In the fall of each school year, teachers complete a self-reflection where 
they self-assess themselves on Rocketship’s performance rubrics to reflect on performance trends to date, 
areas of growth, and opportunities for improvement. Teachers also meet with their manager for the 
self-reflection process to align on performance expectations, debrief on the self-assessment, and discuss 
next steps for growth.  Teachers participate in two formal evaluations during the year where they receive 
an overall performance score and meet with their manager to discuss next steps for development. 
Mid-year evaluations take place in the winter and end-of-year evaluations in the spring before the end of 
the school year. 
 
Student Impact. Teachers are evaluated based on both student absolute achievement and growth metrics. 
Absolute achievement metrics evaluate the percentage of students at national norms on objective 
assessments such as the NWEA MAP. Growth metrics evaluate the percentage of students making growth 
and the average years that students grow on objective assessments such as the MAP.   
 
Family Engagement. Teachers are also evaluated on their ongoing engagement with families as well as 
percentage of home visits completed and the percentage of parents voluntarily engaging in partnership 
hours. (For more information on parent participation at Rocketship, please see Element D below.) 
 
Core Characteristics. Teachers are evaluated on their ability to demonstrate the five Rocketship Core 
Characteristics of pursuit of excellence, innovation, authenticity, community, and tenacity.  
 
Teaching Performance. The Rocketship teacher performance rubric outlines the expectations for teacher 
performance and is used by managers to provide feedback in evaluations. The core of Rocketship’s 
teacher performance rubric is the Charlotte Danielson Framework for Teaching. The Framework for 
Teaching is a research-based performance rubric validated to show positive correlations between the 
Framework for Teaching ratings and student outcomes.15  The Rocketship performance rubric examines 
teaching performance in four domains: Planning and Preparation, Learning Environments, Learning 
Experiences, Principled Teachings. (For a copy of the rubric, please see Appendix 16.)  
 
TEACHER RETENTION AND COMPENSATION 
 
Rocketship is committed to addressing and continually improving teacher retention in all of our schools. 
We have implemented a variety of programs, initiatives and support systems to make teaching a more 
viable and desirable career that the most talented individuals in our communities pursue. We provide 
support and counseling for principals, especially those new to the role, on teacher retention. Our Program 
and Regional Teams focus on teacher curricular tools and resources to provide teachers with high quality 
resources and support. We have also introduced professional development funding that becomes available 
to teachers as they hit milestones of multiple years at Rocketship.  
 
We also have developed initiatives to provide teachers with time to meet personal needs, including 
competitive paid time off  packages and a credentialing paid time off policy for educators who need time 
away from school complete credentialing requirements (e.g., test preparation, test completion, etc.). We 
have increased opportunities for teachers to provide upward feedback on managers via surveys (i.e. 
manager effectiveness, staff satisfaction). We have a Teacher Advisory Group that is focused on keeping 
great teachers at Rocketship and providing a teacher voice on important topics that touch all aspects of 
our network.  
 

15 Measures of Effective Teaching Project, “Danielson’s Framework for Teaching for Classroom Observations,” 
2010. 
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Rocketship offers competitive pay structures and incentives to attract and retain excellent teachers. 
Rocketship uses a performance-based pay system, which allows solid and strong teachers demonstrating 
strong results to move up quickly within our compensation bands early in their careers. The 
performance-based pay structure is a key lever for retaining our highest-performing teachers.  Rocketship 
also deploys incentives and competitive benefits to create opportunities for additional growth within their 
profession, including a teacher professional development fund. 
 
LEADERSHIP OPPORTUNITIES AND CAREER PATHWAYS 
 
Teacher Leadership Programs. Rocketship’s Teacher Leadership programs prepare teachers for the next 
steps in their leadership pathways through professional development in personal leadership skills, 
effective management frameworks, and essential mindsets. These programs are ideal for educators who 
are interested in developing either as a peer leader from the classroom or rising into the assistant principal 
within the next several years, as well as those who are considering other centralized network roles.  
 
Our Teacher Leadership programs engage in a variety of experiences depending on the program focus 
areas. These may include monthly workshops, leadership projects within their campus, and/or peer 
mentorship and support. These programs also provide opportunities for teachers to build strong and 
collaborative relationships among teacher leaders across Rocketship campuses.  
 
We look for candidates who have a willingness to learn and reflect in group settings, a track record of 
high student achievement, at least two years of teaching experience, demonstrated leadership in a formal 
or informal role, and exhibition of the Rocketship core characteristics by focusing on commitment to and 
ownership of their own development and investment in the community. 
 
 
LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT FOR SCHOOL LEADERS 
 
Rocketship also has a comprehensive development system for its Principals, Assistant Principals, 
Business Operation Managers and Office Managers. (Qualifications and responsibilities for these roles are 
further described below in Element E.)  Principals, assistant principals, business operations managers, and 
office managers receive ongoing professional development centered on key levers aligned to their role, 
including data-driven instructional leadership; systems planning; coaching and observation; family and 
community engagement; school culture; staff culture; and (for principals) team management.  Principals 
and assistant principals who manage special education teachers also receive a special strand of 
professional development. 
 
To support our principals, assistant principals, business operations managers, and office managers in team 
management, Rocketship provides key management development training and experiences. During our 
summer training, we start our training with self and team awareness development as a foundation of 
leadership. We also review evaluations and compensation training to ensure our leaders understand the 
process of setting clear expectations and compensation.  We also ensure that new managers understand the 
foundations of employment law and performance management. During the school year, Rocketship has 
manager feedback and staff engagement surveys to give leaders clear feedback on their management and 
school experience. In addition to the surveys, our Human Resource team regularly meets with principals, 
assistant principals, business operations managers, and office managers to debrief any management 
challenges, review any upcoming management strategies, or people related skill building.    
 
Our principals all spend approximately ten hours each month receiving professional development from 
Rocketship California’s Regional Achievement team. Our assistant principals receive approximately two 
hours of professional development directly from the Program team and the Regional Achievement team 
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and also get regular training and support from principals. Members of the Regional Achievement team 
also attend meetings between principals, assistant principals, and teachers to provide feedback on meeting 
facilitation and coaching, as well as conduct regular school and classroom walk-throughs. Business 
Operations Managers and Office Managers also receive weekly development from national Directors of 
Operations and Directors of School Communities. 

ANNUAL GOALS AND ACTIONS IN THE STATE PRIORITIES 
 
The Charter School has created a Local Control and Accountability Plan (“LCAP”), which contains a 
reasonably comprehensive description of RFZ’s annual goals and outcomes in the Eight State Priorities, 
schoolwide and for all numerically significant student subgroups, in accordance with Education Code 
Section 47605(c)(5)(A)(ii), and will continue to annually update the LCAP in accordance with California 
laws. The LCAP is annually presented to families and the public at the Board of Directors LCAP Public 
Hearing and subsequently approved at the following meeting. The Charter School shall present a report 
on the annual update to the LCAP for parents on or before February 28 of each year as part of a 
nonconsent item at a regularly scheduled Board meeting.  
 
The LCAP is designed to align with the Eight State Priorities, as described in Section 52060(d) and listed 
below. Each LCAP goal and associated actions directly address a subset of the state priorities. For a 
description of which LCAP goals address which state priorities, please see the LCAP attached as 
Appendix 17. 
 

●​ State Priority 1 – Basic Services 
●​ State Priority 2 – Implementation of Common Core State Standards 
●​ State Priority 3 – Parental Involvement 
●​ State Priority 4 – Student Achievement  
●​ State Priority 5 – Student Engagement  
●​ State Priority 6 – School Climate  
●​ State Priority 7 – Course Access 
●​ State Priority 8 – Other Student Outcomes 

 
The LCAP is attached to this petition as Appendix 17 and is fully incorporated by reference in fulfillment 
of Education Code Sections 47605(c)(5)(A)(ii) and 47605(c)(5)(B). Notwithstanding the foregoing, the 
LCAP is updated annually as required by state law, and any changes thereto shall be made without need 
for material revision of the charter. 
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ELEMENT B: MEASURABLE STUDENT OUTCOMES  
 
Governing Law: The measurable pupil outcomes identified for use by the charter school. “Pupil 
outcomes,” for purposes of this part, means the extent to which all pupils of the charter school 
demonstrate that they have attained the skills, knowledge, and attitudes specified as goals in the charter 
school’s educational program. Pupil outcomes shall include outcomes that address increases in pupil 
academic achievement both schoolwide and for all pupil subgroups served by the charter school, as that 
term is defined in subdivision (a) of Section 52052.  The pupil outcomes shall align with the state 
priorities, as described in subdivision (d) of Section 52060, that apply for the grade levels served by the 
charter school.  
—Education Code Section 47605(c)(5)(B). 
 
Goals, Actions, and Outcomes in Alignment with State Priorities  
 
Pursuant to Education Code Sections 47605(c)(5)(A)(ii) and 47605(c)(5)(B), the RFZ LCAP provides a 
reasonably comprehensive description of the Charter School’s annual goals, actions, and measurable 
outcomes, both schoolwide and for numerically significant subgroups of pupils, in and aligned with the 
Eight State Priorities as described in Education Code Section 52060(d), as well as the mission, 
curriculum, and assessments of the Charter School. The Charter School maintains the same goals, actions, 
and outcomes for all students, both schoolwide and for all numerically significant student subgroups, 
except where explicitly noted within the LCAP. The Charter School maintains that all students, including 
all subgroups, can achieve the goals it sets. The LCAP, attached as Appendix 17, explains how the Charter 
School addresses the Eight State Priorities.   
 
Student Outcomes/Exit Outcomes as aligned to the SCCOE Charter Review Matrix 
 
RFZ’s goals, actions, and outcomes, schoolwide and for all numerically significant subgroups, are 
comprehensively described in the Charter School’s LCAP. To facilitate review, the following LCAP 
excerpts are the student outcomes aligned with SCCOE’s Charter Review Matrix in the order in which 
they appear in RFZ’s LCAP:  
 

Metric Year 1 
Outcome 

Year 2 
Outcome 

Target for 
Year 3 

Outcome 

CAASPP met or exceeded schoolwide (ELA) 43.8% 42.1% 48% 

CAASPP met or exceeded schoolwide (Math) 40.3% 40.5% 51% 

CAST met or exceeded schoolwide (Science) 23.9% 15.4% 32% 

Average growth years for reading (NWEA MAP), 
grades K-2 

1.18 years 1.68 1.2 years 

Average growth years for math (NWEA MAP), 
grades K-2 

1.23 years 1.78 1.2 years 

Percentage of EL students who increase at least one 
ELPI level or maintained the ELP criterion (Level 
4) 

51.6% 23.7% 57% 

Page | 76  
 



 

EL reclassification rate 4.3% 0.7% 6% 

Percentage of students with access to their own 
copies of standards aligned instructional materials 
for use at school and at home 

100% 100% 100% 

Number/Percentage of total and EL teachers 
credentialed & properly assigned 

100% 100% 100% 

Percentage of adopted standards including ELD 
standards implemented 

100% 100% 100% 

Percentage of facilities meeting the “good repair” 
standard 

100% 100% 100% 

Percentage of students who feel safe on campus 76% 82% 75% 

Percentage of families who feel campus is safe 92% 93% 85% 

Percentage of students who feel connected to at least 
one staff member 

79% 85% 75% 

Suspension rate (schoolwide) 0% 0% 0% 

Expulsion rate (schoolwide) 0% 0% 0% 

Percentage of students with access to a broad course 
of study 

100% 100% 100% 

Average daily attendance 92.7% 94.3% 94% 

Chronic absenteeism rate (schoolwide) 29.0% 16.7% 20% or lower 

Percentage of parents are involved 85% 98% 90% 

Percentage Home visits completed 99% 99% 95% 

Percentage of parents who are satisfied with their 
school 

89% 94% 90% 

Percentage of parents connected 84% 93% 85% 

Portion of parents with input into decision making 100% 100% 90% 

 
RFZ makes the following affirmations related to its student outcomes/exit outcomes, in alignment with 
SCCOE’s Charter Review Matrix: 

●​ As RFZ’s student outcomes are aligned with state assessments (CAASPP, CAST, ELPAC, etc.), 
they directly address state content and performance standards in core academics. 

●​ RFZ’s exit outcomes include acquisition of academic and non-academic skills, as shown by the 
list above, which includes academic performance outcomes, and outcomes related to student 
safety, attendance, and campus climate, etc. 
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●​ RFZ affirms that “benchmark” skills and specific classroom-level skills will be developed. 
●​ RFZ affirms that its student outcomes align to its mission, curriculum and assessments. 
●​ RFZ’s list of school-wide student performance goals that students will make over a given period 

of time, projected attendance, dropout, or graduation rate goals, etc., are described in the above 
list. 

●​ RFZ acknowledges that exit outcomes and performance goals may need to be modified over time. 
●​ Student achievement measurements, as established in the attached LCAP, include the following 

elements: alignment with the state priorities (documented in relation to each goal, action, and 
outcome in the LCAP); administration of state assessments; Dashboard indicator goals; the 
percentage of EL students who make progress toward English proficiency; and the EL 
reclassification rate. 
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ELEMENT C: METHODS OF ASSESSMENT 
 
Governing Law: The method by which pupil progress in meeting those pupil outcomes is to be measured. 
To the extent practicable, the method for measuring pupil outcomes for state priorities shall be consistent 
with the way information is reported on a school accountability report card. 
 —Education Code Section 47605(c)(5)(C). 

ASSESSMENT MEASURES  

RFZ affirms that, to the extent practicable, the method for measuring pupil outcomes for the Eight State 
Priorities shall be consistent with the way information is reported on a school accountability report card. 
 
Rocketship’s assessment plan includes multiple measures designed to monitor student progress over time. 
It includes baseline, formative, interim, and summative assessments.  
 
Baseline assessments measure basic academic skills in English Language Arts and mathematics at the 
beginning of a school year or the beginning of a unit of study.  
 
Formative assessments will be frequent and will include formal and informal performance based 
assessments in the context of classroom activities and daily learning. These assessments will help students 
and teachers to better understand students’ strengths and areas in which they may be struggling. The 
information provided by the assessments will be used to guide instruction and to identify students who 
may need additional support and/or challenge.  
 
Interim assessments fall between formative and summative assessments and provide standardized data 
that can be aggregated and analyzed. Interim assessments may predict student performance on an 
end-of-year summative assessment, they may provide evaluation information about the impact of a 
curriculum or a program, and they offer instruction information that helps diagnose student strengths and 
weaknesses.  
 
Summative assessments will take place in English/Language Arts and Mathematics at the end of the year 
in the form of Smarter Balanced tests. Additional summative assessments will include end-of-year 
one-on-one reading assessments, which can be compared to the baseline assessments from the beginning 
of the year.  
 
As further described in Element A above, teachers will analyze assessment results to identify student, 
class, and school trends, to find specific areas of instructional strength and weakness, identify students 
who need additional support, and ensure children are making progress towards grade-level proficiency as 
measured by the State Standards. Assessments will be used to inform instruction as well as to track and 
monitor student growth and learning. Rocketship has a comprehensive MTSS program, further described 
in our At-Promise Students section in Element A, for students who fail to progress and/or achieve 
consistent with school expectations and goals.  
 
Rocketship’s current assessments are as follows:  
 

●​ State-mandated Assessments (summative)—Students will be expected to meet statewide 
standards for academic achievement. Specifically, students will take the Smarter Balanced 
assessments for English Language Arts and Mathematics/CAASPP as applicable each spring. 
Additionally, the California Science Test will be administered annually in the spring to students in 
grade five. These tests will help monitor progress on grade level content and skill development, 
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and will be reflected in meeting state measurements. The ELPAC will be administered to English 
Learners annually; the California Alternative Assessments will be administered to eligible 
students annually; and the Physical Fitness Test will be administered to students in grade five.  

●​ Leveled Reading Assessments (baseline, formative, summative)—All students in grades K-5 will 
be assessed three times throughout the year using either the Amira or DIBELS benchmark 
assessment. In addition to their use as a reading assessment, Amira or mCLASS with DIBELS 
Edition 8 will also be used as the schools K-2 universal screener in accordance with Education 
Code Section 53008. Both Amira and mCLASS with DIBELS Edition 8 are on the approved 
universal screener of reading difficulties platforms list provided in 2024 by the CDE. 

●​ Writing Assessments (baseline, formative, summative)—A writing sample will be collected and 
assessed for each student several times a year. Students will be instructed on how to use writing 
checklists throughout the writing process. Students will use these writing checklists for 
self-review and self-assessment on writing projects throughout the year. Teachers will also use 
these checklists to assess student writing.  

●​ Mathematics Assessments (baseline, formative, summative)—Throughout the year, student 
progress in mathematics will be measured using formal and informal formative assessments.  
Ongoing assessment will take the form of teacher observations, assignments, and lesson exit 
tickets. At the end of each unit, student understanding and mastery will be measured through a 
formal assessment.  

●​ Standardized Assessments in Language Arts & Mathematics (interim)—In addition to leveled 
reading assessments and formative math assessments, students will also take NWEA MAP 
Interim Assessments three times per year in Reading and Math to ensure they will be prepared for 
Smarter Balanced Assessments.  

●​ Science Assessments (formative, summative)—We will assess student progress toward the Next 
Generation Science Standards using NWEA MAP interim assessments two times a year. Teachers 
will also use a variety of formal and informal assessments such as responses to academic 
prompts, informal checks for understanding, and assessment of presentations or projects.  

●​ Social Studies Assessments (formative, summative)—We will assess student progress toward 
California History–Social Science Standards using a variety of formal and informal assessments 
such as responses to academic prompts, informal checks for understanding, and assessment of 
presentations or projects.  

●​ Social Emotional Learning Assessments (formative, summative)—Teachers will complete a 
social-emotional and behavioral screener three times a year to determine which students would 
benefit from additional supports, such as social skills groups or Check-in/Check-out, and to track 
social-emotional skills growth over the course of the year.  

 
USE AND REPORTING OF DATA  
 
Rocketship will utilize its data warehouse and reporting dashboards to track and maintain student data. 
Rocketship teachers will be engaged in an ongoing process of data review and evaluation in connection to 
student learning outcomes. They will analyze individual data to review performance for students in their 
classrooms and work in collaborative teams to review class performance. Teachers will identify patterns 
of underperformance or high performance, and identify students who are not making adequate progress. 
Additionally, assessment data will be used to judge the effectiveness of curriculum units and teaching. 
This information will then be used to refine or change future units and instruction. Collaborative 
grade-level teams will use these opportunities to form questions that arise from the data, develop 
hypotheses around the questions, and pursue different strategies or actions to improve student outcomes. 
Teachers will meet to review reading, writing, and math assessments after initial assessments are done in 
the first month of school and on scheduled Data Days. CAASPP test data will also be reviewed at this 
time.  
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REPORTING TO PARENTS/GUARDIANS  
 
Rocketship places a high value on communication between parents and teachers. We plan to have regular 
parent/teacher conference periods and progress reports each year. 
 
REPORTING TO THE CHARTERING AUTHORITY AND OTHER STAKEHOLDERS  
 
Rocketship will promptly meet all reasonable inquiries for data from the County and ensure timely 
scheduled data reporting in compliance with the law. In accordance with Title III, Rocketship will adhere 
to all mandated reporting guidelines in relation to English learners, including notification to parents 
regarding ELPAC results and reclassification. In accordance with IDEA, Rocketship will comply with all 
state and federal laws regarding reporting requirements for children with IEPs. 
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ELEMENT D: GOVERNANCE STRUCTURE 

Governing Law: The governance structure of the charter school, including, but not limited to, the process 
to be followed by the charter school to ensure parental involvement.  
—Education Code Section 47605(c)(5)(D) 
 
In accordance with Education Code Section 47604, all Rocketship charter schools will be operated by 
RSED, a California non-profit public benefit corporation with 501(c)(3) status.  All staff will be 
employees of RSED.  RSED will be governed by a Board of Directors (the “Board”) pursuant to its 
corporate bylaws as adopted, and as subsequently amended from time to time, which shall be consistent 
with this charter.  (RSED’s Articles of Incorporation and Bylaws are attached as Appendix  18 and 19, 
respectively.) 
 
RSED will operate independently from SCCBOE, with the exception of the supervisory oversight as 
required by statute and other contracted services.  Pursuant to Education Code Section 47604(d), 
SCCBOE shall not be liable for the debts and obligations of RSED, or for claims arising from the 
performance of acts, errors, or omissions by the Charter School as long as SCCBOE has complied with all 
oversight responsibilities required by law.   
 
RFZ, operated by RSED, affirms that it shall comply with all applicable public transparency laws, 
including the Brown Act, CPRA, Section 1090, the PRA, and Education Code Section 47604.1. 

GOVERNANCE STRUCTURE 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

The Board is ultimately responsible for the operation and activities of each Rocketship school.  Board 
members have a responsibility to solicit input from, and opinions of, both school staff and students’ 
parents regarding issues of significance and to weigh the input and opinions carefully before taking 
action.   
 
Rocketship’s Bylaws state that the Board must consist of at least three and up to 25 members. Board 
members serve for staggered terms of two years and until a successor director has been appointed or 
elected as required by the position.  This staggering of terms will create a natural flow for future elections 
and ensure that the Board does not experience full turnover at once.  For bios of our current Board 
members, please see Appendix 20.  
 
The Board will be comprised of the following individual officers, at a minimum: 

●​ Chairman of the Board, responsible for presiding over Board meetings and performing various 
duties as assigned by the Board. 

●​ Secretary, responsible for keeping account of Board minutes, Articles of Incorporation and 
Bylaws, and notice of Board and committee meetings. 

●​ Treasurer, responsible for overseeing and validating audits, federal and state annual information 
return filings, and corporate filings. 

 
The Bylaws also authorize the Board to appoint one or more Vice Presidents, one or more assistant 
secretaries, one or more assistant treasurers, and other officers as deemed necessary. Rocketship affirms 
that SCCBOE shall be entitled to a single representative on the Board, consistent with Education Code 
Section 47604(c).  
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The Board will meet on a regular basis in accordance with the Bylaws. The Board may initiate and carry 
out any program or activity that is not in conflict with or inconsistent with any law and which is not in 
conflict with the purposes for which charter schools are established.  
 
New directors will be elected as defined in the Bylaws.  Qualifications of current and future board 
members include: 
 

●​ Academic expertise, including subject and professional development knowledge in Literacy and 
Math 

●​ Significant involvement in the communities served by Rocketship 
●​ Operation of charter schools 
●​ Real estate, legal, and financial expertise 
●​ Fundraising ability 
●​ Parents of current Rocketship students  

 
BOARD DUTIES 
 
The Board will be responsible for RFZ’s operation and fiscal affairs, including but not limited to: 
 

●​ Adopting policies that offer guidance and interpretation of the charter and procedures to assist the 
staff in facilitating the implementation of such policies.   

●​ Setting RFZ’s enrollment and grade-level configuration; 
●​ Approval of annual school budget, calendar, salary schedules, and fundraising plans; 
●​ Monitor negotiation and approval of a Memorandum of Understanding (“MOU”) or other 

contracts with the County;  
●​ Approval of all financial policies that set the processes and controls for contracts, expenditures, 

and internal controls; 
●​ Hiring and firing of the CEO and oversight over other personnel actions; 
●​ Approval of bylaws, resolutions, and policies and procedures of school operation; 
●​ Oversee material revisions to the school charter;  
●​ Participation as necessary in dispute resolution; 
●​ Monitoring overall student performance and approval of the LCAP; 
●​ Evaluation of Rocketship Executive Director (“ED”);  
●​ Monitoring RFZ’s performance and taking necessary action to ensure that the school remains true 

to its mission and charter; 
●​ Monitoring RFZ’s fiscal solvency; 
●​ Participation in Rocketship’s annual independent fiscal audit; 
●​ Participation as necessary in student expulsion matters pursuant to Rocketship policy;  
●​ Increasing public awareness of RFZ. 

 
The Board will attend an in-service for the purposes of training individual board members on their 
responsibilities with topics to include, at minimum, ethics (AB 2158), conflicts of interest, the Brown Act, 
and school finance (AB 640). 
 
RSED will update SCCOE on any changes to the RSED Board of Directors.  
 
The Board may execute any powers delegated to it by law and shall discharge any duty imposed on it by 
law. The Board may delegate to an employee of RSED any of those duties with the exception of those 
listed in the Bylaws. The Board, however, retains ultimate responsibility for the performance of those 
powers or duties so delegated. The Board may not delegate approval of the budget, approval of 
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independent fiscal audit, approval of Board policies, hiring or termination of the CEO, or any other duties 
prohibited by law.  Where the Board has formally taken action to delegate authority to staff, changes 
must: 
 

●​ Be in writing; 
●​ Specify the entity designated; 
●​ Describe in specific terms the authority of the Board being delegated, any conditions on the 

delegated authority or its exercise and the beginning and ending dates of the delegation; and 
●​ Require an affirmative vote of a majority of present Board members. 

 
The Board may utilize an Executive Committee and establish other committees as necessary to perform 
various governance functions.  If utilized, the Executive Committee will be composed of no fewer than 
two members.  Standing committees of the Board shall comply with the Brown Act and the Rocketship 
Conflict of Interest Code. 
 
BOARD MEETINGS AND TRAINING 

The Board will meet regularly to review and act on its responsibilities. All meetings shall be held in 
accordance with the Brown Act and Education Code Section 47604.1(c), and thus be held openly and 
easily accessible to the public.  Rocketship will establish an annual calendar listing the dates of its regular 
meetings and provide the locations of those meetings. Rocketship will ensure that a teleconference 
location, which will be manned by a Rocketship staff member, is available within the jurisdictional 
boundaries of the district for every meeting.  The notice and agenda of each meeting will provide for 
public comment from each physical and teleconference location.  
 
The Board will also hold special meetings as necessary, including for the consideration of pupil expulsion 
in accordance with RSED policy, the development  of the LCAP, and other time-sensitive issues that may 
need the Board’s attention outside of the regular Board meeting schedule. All special meetings will be 
held in accordance with the Bylaws and the Brown Act.  
 
RSED has adopted a Conflict of Interest Code that complies with the Political Reform Act, Government 
Code Section 1090, et seq., as set forth in Education Code Section 47604.1, and applicable conflict 
restrictions required by the Corporations Code.    
 
The Board of Directors meetings will be headed by a Board Chairman. As long as a quorum exists as 
defined by the Bylaws, measures voted on by the Board may be passed with a simple majority of present 
members as allowable under state law.   
 
CALIFORNIA COMMITTEE 
 
We believe it is critical to form strong local partnerships to inform our growth and maximize our impact 
in each of the communities we serve. To this end, the Board has created a California Committee whose 
membership consists of a diverse group of parents and civic and business leaders committed to closing the 
achievement gap. The California Committee serves as an advisory board to the Board of Directors.  
 
The primary responsibility of the California Committee is to serve as a formal structure giving voice to 
Rocketship student, family, and community needs. The California Committee may provide advice and 
counsel to Rocketship Education’s Executive Director; provide meaningful input to the Board of Directors 
on topics such as plans and strategies for local growth, model improvement and operational plans; and 
build local partnerships to enhance the quality and sustainability of Rocketship schools.  

Page | 84  
 



 

 
ADDITIONAL COMMITTEES 
 
In accordance with the Bylaws, the Board has established four additional standing committees to support 
the work of the Board. All standing committees comply with the Brown Act and the Rocketship Conflict 
of Interest Code. The committees are the Business Committee, Achievement Committee, Audit 
Committee and Executive Committee.  
 
The Business Committee provides oversight of the budget and asset management, ensuring the Board 
understands the financial health of the organization. The Business Committee monitors current financial 
performance, partners with the CFO on in-depth financial reviews, supports long-term financial 
sustainability and ensures compliance with state and federal regulations.  
 
The Achievement Committee monitors student academic performance, ensuring our schools provide an 
excellent education to all students. The Achievement Committee partners on academic goal setting and 
strategy, and ensures the board understands the performance framework and how schools are performing 
against it.  
 
The Audit Committee provides oversight of the annual audit process, ensuring the Board understands the 
organization’s performance on the audit. The Audit Committee reviews the annual audit and ensures 
compliance with state and federal regulations.  
 
The Executive Committee supports the board member recruitment process through finding, recruiting and 
screening candidates. The Executive Committee additionally conducts reviews of the Board, organizes 
board retreats and training, and assists in the evaluation of the Executive Director. 
 
BOARD RECRUITMENT 
 
In the event of an opening on the board, the Executive Committee will facilitate the recruitment process to 
identify potential candidates for election to the Board. In partnership with the CEO, the Committee 
develops criteria for board membership, identifies potential candidates for outreach efforts and develops a 
recruiting plan for potential candidates. The Committee makes recommendations to the full Board to elect 
potential candidates, and the Board votes on such appointments.   

RSED STAFF 

As we continue to expand our network and reach nationwide, Rocketship has focused on building 
organizational capacity to maintain high-quality schools while also fueling growth. We have worked to 
develop and consistently apply deep functional expertise in each of the areas that comprise the complexity 
of school management.   
 
The current support that RSED network staff provides includes the following: 

●​ High-quality support via centralized Program team and Regional Achievement team to increase 
student achievement (i.e., planning and designing instructional materials and resources; creating 
academic visions and goals; coaching of  principals, assistant principals, and teachers; guiding the 
data analysis process; facilitating professional development for teachers principals, assistant 
principals, business operations managers, and office managers) 

●​ Talent management (i.e., recruitment; teacher and  principal, assistant principal, business 
operations manager, and office manager pipeline development) 
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●​ Growth/policy (i.e., government relations; supervising community outreach and parent 
involvement) 

●​ Finance (i.e., financial analysis and monitoring; budgeting; accounting, payroll, billing)  
●​ Strategy (i.e., project management; cross-functional facilitation; devising systems for operational 

issues; overseeing network expansion) 
●​ Facilities (i.e., site location, design, permitting, entitlements) 
●​ Legal (i.e., compliance; completion of required filings; support with education and governance 

laws and policies) 
●​ Human Resources (i.e., hiring, infrastructure, employment issues, benefits, compliance) 
●​ Operations (i.e., coordinating with service providers; developing and managing systems) 
●​ Communications (i.e., marketing and public relations) 

 
The staff is overseen by a Senior Leadership Team (“SLT”), which is a group of department leaders with 
deep and diverse functional expertise. For bios of our current SLT members and organizational chart, 
please see Appendix 21.  

FAMILY PARTICIPATION 

Family participation has been important to RFZ since the very beginning. We understand that a 
parent/family is a child’s first teacher and lifelong advocate. We strive to partner with parents in a variety 
of ways so that they can become active participants in the school and the community as they promote 
their children’s education.  As described in Element A above, our teachers, principals, assistant principals, 
business operations managers, and office managers conduct home visits and conferences and regularly 
communicate with parents via emails, phone calls, and notes home.  
 
We also provide numerous opportunities for parents to get involved in the operations and governance of 
the school. Families can become involved with the School Site Council or English Learner Advisory 
Committee (further described below).  
 
We encourage, but do not require, our families to complete at least 20 partnership hours each school year. 
Partnership activities vary widely and can include participating in Launch in the morning, a  Rocketship 
daily tradition to foster excitement for the day of learning ahead, reading to their child at home, assisting 
in classrooms or participating in any school meetings or events. We also have special processes in place to 
involve families in the creation of the LCAP. In addition to the regular community meetings and parent 
meetings, RFZ holds meetings specifically designed to help parents understand the components of the 
LCAP and to discuss the best ways for the school to use LCFF funds to serve students in alignment with 
the state priorities. RFZ also has developed a survey, translated into English and Spanish, to ask parents 
about their preferences regarding the allocation of LCFF funds for various services and resources.  
 
SCHOOL SITE COUNCIL 
 
Each Rocketship school forms a SSC which mirror the requirements of Education Code Section 52852 
applicable to traditional public schools and will be comprised of the following: 
 

●​ The Charter School Principal; 
●​ School personnel, at least 50% of which are classroom teachers; 
●​ Families of students attending the school, or other community members selected by families. 

 
The number of families/family-selected community members on the SSC must be equal to the number of 
school personnel. The SSC will implement bylaws that describe selection and replacement procedures.  
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Pursuant to Education Code Section 64001(j), the SSC will be responsible for participating in the 
development of the LCAP.  
 
The LCAP is a three-year plan that describes the goals, actions, services and expenditures to support 
positive student outcomes that address state and local priorities. The LCAP governs how the Charter 
School will spend its state LCFF funding. The LCAP is a blueprint to improve the academic performance 
of all students through the coordination of all educational services at the Charter School. Additionally, the 
LCAP Federal Addendum will address how federal funds provided to the Charter School will be used to 
improve the academic performance of all students.  
 
In developing the LCAP, the SSC will conduct an analysis of root causes of student academic challenges 
and research-based instructional strategies that enhance student achievement. To set school goals, the SSC 
will carefully review Charter School priorities; qualitative and quantitative student achievement data; and 
other performance measures to evaluate the effectiveness of the instructional program. The SSC will 
provide review and update the LCAP annually. All updated LCAP Plans must be presented at a public 
hearing and be approved by the Rocketship Education Board of Directors. 
 
The SSC will seek to empower parents in the education of their children. The SSC may engage in a 
number of activities and initiatives, including, but not limited to: 

●​ Engage in professional development opportunities for families (e.g., through trainings in data 
analysis, budget review, curriculum and instruction, etc.). 

●​ Review of attendance trends and policies. 
●​ Review of English learner achievement and reclassification data. 
●​ Review of the Family Survey and School Needs Assessment. 
●​ Budget and categorical funding allocation (LCFF allocation). 
●​ Review of the instructional model and curriculum. 
●​ Provide input on school events, school culture, and staff professional development. 
●​ Provide input on school policies, school safety plans, and discipline procedures. 
●​ Implement initiatives to increase family engagement. 

The SSC will hold regular meetings in accordance with its Bylaws and California law. Records of 
attendance and meeting minutes for each meeting will be kept at the school site.  
 
ENGLISH LEARNER ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
RFZ shall establish an English Learner Advisory Committee of which parents/guardians of EL students 
constitute membership in at least the same percentage as their children represent of the total number of 
students in the Charter School.  Other members of the ELAC can be parents/guardians of non-EL 
students, school staff, and /or community members as long as the minimum percentage requirement for 
EL parents is maintained. 
 
The Charter School shall comply with the provisions of Education Code Section 52176(b) for the 
establishment and operation of an ELAC.  
 
The ELAC seeks to fulfill the following tasks: 

●​ Review and comment on the RFZ’s EL Master Plan, including policies, guiding the consistent 
implementation of EL educational programs 

●​ Assist with an RFZ-wide needs assessment. 
●​ Review and comment on the RFZ’s program, goals, and objectives for EL programs and services. 
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●​ Review RFZ’s plan to ensure compliance with applicable EL Authorization and/or CLAD 
Certificate requirements applicable to RFZ's teachers and instructional aides. 

●​ Review and comment on the RFZ’s reclassification procedures. 
●​ Review and comment on the written notifications required to be sent to parents and guardians. 

 ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​  
At Rocketship, we try to have our SSC and ELAC overlap to the extent desired by the Charter School and 
possible under the law. 
 
The ELAC shall be responsible for advising the principal and staff on programs and services for English 
learners and the School Site Council on the development of the LCAP. 
 
Additionally, the ELAC shall assist the Charter School in the development of: 

●​ The Charter School's needs assessment. 
●​ A site plan for English Learners 
●​ Ways to make parents aware of the importance of regular school attendance. 

 
Along with the SSC, the ELAC will also engage in the additional functions and activities listed above. 
 
DETERMINING SUCCESS OF FAMILY INVOLVEMENT 
 
Family involvement is critical to the academic success of Rocketship students and the overall success of 
each Rocketship campus. The Board, along with Rocketship staff and principals, assistant principals, 
business operations managers, and office managers will use dashboard metrics to measure the success of 
parent involvement.  The key goals for successful family involvement are: 
 

●​ Enlisting family leaders at each campus: These individuals will help lead various activities at 
school as well as be key liaisons within the community to help inform other parents about 
Rocketship and promote grassroots, community efforts to help Rocketship eradicate the 
achievement gap in the community. 

●​ Achieving at least 75% family attendance at school community events: These events include 
community meetings, exhibition nights, and other school events.  A high percentage of 
participation demonstrates a deep parent engagement and commitment to RFZ. 

●​ Engaging each RFZ family to complete at least 20 volunteer hours at the school per year: As 
described above, RFZ families will be encouraged to volunteer at the Charter School to help 
tighten the link between the families and the Charter School as well as assist RFZ teachers and 
staff with various school operations.  Volunteer service, however, is not a requirement for 
admission or continued enrollment at any Rocketship school. 
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ELEMENT E: EMPLOYEE QUALIFICATIONS 

Governing Law: The qualifications to be met by individuals to be employed by the charter school. 
 -- Education Code Section 47605(c)(5)(E) 
 
Rocketship Education recruits professional, effective and qualified personnel for all administrative, 
instructional, instructional support, and non-instructional support capacities who believe in the 
instructional philosophy outlined in its vision statement.  In accordance with Education Code Section 
47605(e)(1), Rocketship shall be nonsectarian in its employment practices and all other operations. 
 Rocketship shall not discriminate against any individual (employee or student) on the basis of the 
characteristics listed in Education Code Section 220 (actual or perceived disability, gender, gender 
identity, gender expression, nationality, race or ethnicity, religion, sexual orientation, or any other 
characteristic that is contained in the definition of hate crimes set forth in Section 422.55 of the Penal 
Code or association with an individual who has any of the aforementioned characteristics).  
 
All employees should possess the personal characteristics, knowledge base and/or relevant experiences in 
the responsibilities and qualifications identified in the posted job description as determined by 
Rocketship. These criteria are further described in the remainder of this section.  
 
All Rocketship teachers will hold the CTC certificate, permit, or other document required for the teacher’s 
certificated assignment. The Charter School may use local assignment options authorized in statute and 
regulations for the purpose of legally assigning certificated teachers, in the same manner as a governing 
board of a school district.  Rocketship will maintain current copies of all teacher credentials, and they will 
be readily available for inspection and monitoring.  
 
RFZ is a school of choice and will comply with all applicable state and federal laws regarding background 
checks, clearance of personnel, and maintenance and disclosure of employee records.  All employees are 
subject to state and federal employment laws. 
 
PRINCIPAL 
 
The Principal is responsible for creating a school capable of achieving the Rocketship mission and goals. 
This will include leading RFZ in all aspects of its day to day operations and working with the RSED 
Board of Directors, students, parents, and community members and the other governing bodies specified 
by local and state law.   
 
The Principal is the instructional, cultural, managerial, and community leader of the Charter School. The 
Principal sets the vision for the Charter School and ensures that the Charter School is a high-achieving 
college preparatory environment where all students finish the fifth grade at or above grade level. 
Additionally, the Principal directly manages, supports, and develops the Assistant Principal, the Office 
Manager, and the Business Operations Manager.  The Principal may serve as the manager and coach of all 
educators, which includes conducting observation cycles, modeling lessons, and providing support and 
resources aimed at increasing teacher effectiveness and leadership.  The Principal is also responsible for 
engaging and empowering parents to become lifelong advocates for their children’s education. 
 
Qualifications:  

●​ 3+ years of experience teaching in an urban city classroom and delivering significant gains 
●​ 2 years of experience as an Assistant Principal (or equivalent) or a similar administrative position 

at an urban elementary school serving a diverse student population with a track record of realizing 
significant achievement gains 
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●​ Experience managing, coaching and developing teachers 
●​ Strong leadership skills with the ability to inspire and motivate staff and families  
●​ Personal drive for high expectations  
●​ Results-oriented, using data to make decisions 
●​ Adaptable and able to thrive in a dynamic, fast-paced environment 
●​ Experience with instruction of multilingual learners 
●​ Experience in building and maintaining outstanding school culture 
●​ Excellent time management and organizational skills 
●​ Commitment to parent partnership 
●​ Strong verbal and written communication skills 
●​ BA from an accredited university 
●​ Valid teaching credential in CA or ability to transfer credentialing to CA (Teaching credential 

must have English as a Second Language endorsement) 
●​ Background check, TB test and fingerprinting  

 
ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL 
 
RFZ will have at least one Assistant Principal, focused full-time on the implementation of RFZ’s 
academic systems and mentoring teachers to improve their effectiveness.   
 
Reporting directly to the Principal, the Assistant Principal plays a critical role in driving academic 
achievement for students. The Assistant Principal ensures academic excellence by working closely with 
the Principal to lead and implement the instructional vision for the Charter School.  The Assistant 
Principal leads two primary streams of work: teacher coaching and professional development.  The 
Assistant Principal directly coaches a number of educators, which includes conducting observation cycles, 
modeling lessons, co-planning lessons, real-time coaching, and providing support and resources aimed at 
increasing teacher effectiveness and leadership.  The Assistant Principal also leads the design and 
implementation of group teacher professional development and collaborative planning time. This 
individual provides staff with the appropriate resources and support to ensure that each Rocketship 
school’s Rocketeers realize over a year’s worth of progress annually.   
 
Qualifications: 

●​ 3+ years of experience teaching in an urban city classroom and realizing significant gains. 
●​ Deep knowledge of elementary instruction and planning skills.  
●​ Strong leadership skills and personal drive.  
●​ Relentless pursuit of high expectations.  
●​ Result-oriented and data-driven.  
●​ Ability to inspire, motivate and develop others.  
●​ Adaptable and able to thrive in a dynamic, fast-paced environment.  
●​ Ability to engage and empower parents and families.  
●​ Experience in building and maintaining outstanding school culture. 
●​ Excellent time management and organizational skills.  
●​ Strategic planning and project management experience. 
●​ Strong verbal and written communication skills. 
●​ Valid teaching credential in CA or ability to transfer credentialing to CA (Teaching credential 

must have English as a Second Language endorsement) 
●​ Background check, TB test and fingerprinting  
●​ BA from an accredited university 
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TEACHERS 
 
RFZ shall comply with Education Code Section 47605(l)(1), which states: 
 

Teachers in charter schools shall be required to hold the Commission on 
Teacher Credentialing certificate, permit or other document required for 
the teacher’s certificated assignment.  These documents shall be 
maintained on file at the charter school and shall be subject to periodic 
inspection by the chartering authority.    

 
All teachers will have or be working toward CLAD certification and/or EL Authorization, as required for 
their certificated assignment.  
 
Each year, teachers will be evaluated based on their ability to make significant gains.  It is expected that 
some teachers will be able to make significant gains in a single year; others may take two or three, and 
still others may not be capable.  
 
Qualifications: 

●​ Hold a B.A./B.S. degree from an accredited institution 
●​ Hold the CTC certificate, permit, or other document required for their certificated assignment, 

including eligibility for a Provisional Internship Permit (PIP) or Short-Term Staff Permit (STSP), 
which requires current CPR certification from the American Heart Association or American Red 
Cross. CPR certification must be active or candidate must be willing to complete CPR 
certification prior to start date at Rocketship. 

●​ Must maintain active and in-good-standing credential status once certified, throughout 
employment with Rocketship 

●​ Preferred: Prior experience teaching in diverse school communities 
●​ Background check, TB test and fingerprinting required  

 
Teachers receive competitive, performance-based salaries to support retention and recognize them for 
their impact in our schools. 
 
Teachers assigned to a TK classroom will have been issued at least one credential by the CTC and shall 
have at least one of the following: 

●​ At least 24 units in early childhood education, or child development, or both; 
●​ As determined by the local education agency employing the teacher, professional experience in a 

classroom setting with preschool-age children that is comparable to the 24 units of education 
described above; 

●​ A child development permit issued by the CTC. 
 
The Charter School will maintain the requisite classroom size, adult to pupil ratio, and credential 
requirements mandated by Education Code Section 48000(g) in its TK classrooms. 
 
EDUCATION SPECIALIST 
 
The Education Specialist is a full-time position that reports to the Charter School principal or assistant 
principal. The Education Specialist will be responsible for managing the IEP caseload for Rocketship 
students who require special education services as outlined in their IEPs. The role of the Education 
Specialist is to improve students’ success in the basic academics (reading, language and/or math, etc.) 
through implementing Rocketship approved curriculum; documenting teaching and student 
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progress/activities/ outcomes; modeling the necessary skills to perform assignments; providing a safe and 
optimal learning environment and providing feedback to students, classroom teachers, parents and 
administration regarding student progress, expectations, goals, etc. 
 
Qualifications 

●​ Hold a B.A./B.S. degree from an accredited institution 
●​ Valid Special Education teaching credential (Mild/Moderate or equivalent) in the state of 

employment, or eligibility to obtain the appropriate licensure as required by state law 
●​ Must maintain active and in-good-standing credential status throughout employment with 

Rocketship 
●​ Hold a valid Education Specialist (Mild/Moderate Support Needs) credential or be eligible for a 

Provisional Internship Permit  or Short-Term Staff Permit, which requires current CPR 
certification from the American Heart Association or American Red Cross. CPR certification 
must be active or candidate must be willing to complete CPR certification prior to start date at 
Rocketship. 

●​ Background check, TB test and fingerprinting required 
 
INDIVIDUALIZED LEARNING SPECIALISTS 
 
Individualized Learning Specialists serve as tutors, working closely with a team of teachers to meet the 
needs of all students at that grade level.  
 
Qualifications 

●​ Commitment to Rocketship's mission, vision, and goals  
●​ Passion for working with children; ability to motivate and support children in reaching high levels 

of academic success  
●​ Previous experience managing and/or teaching groups of elementary-age students is strongly 

preferred  
●​ Excellent communication and interpersonal skills, with ability to engage and work closely with a 

wide range of staff members  
●​ Basic computer skills including troubleshooting and an ability to communicate about technical 

difficulties    
●​ Ability to efficiently interpret, manage, and utilize multiple sets of data in order to best support 

students' progress  
●​ Ability to learn laws, rules, practices and procedures related to public education and specific to 

Rocketship Education  
●​ Fluency in English  
●​ Flexibility and a willingness to learn  
●​ Interest in becoming a credentialed teacher is a plus, but not required.  
●​ Bachelor's Degree is a plus, but not required 
●​ Background check, TB test and fingerprinting required  

 
PARAPROFESSIONAL 
 
The Paraprofessional will be responsible for providing individual and small group instruction for students 
with both special and typical learning needs in the general education environment including, but not 
limited to: the classroom, recess, and lunch area. The Paraprofessional will work under the supervision of 
a certificated Education Specialist who will provide weekly oversight, training and direction. 
 
Qualifications 
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●​ A team player who is detail-oriented, resourceful and able to manage their responsibilities with 
confidence and discretion 

●​ Comfort in a start-up environment with flexibility  
●​ Interpersonal skills using tact, patience and courtesy 
●​ Passion for working with young children 
●​ At least 2 years of college or passing score on Rocketship’s Paraprofessional Assessment required 
●​ Experience working with students with disabilities desired 
●​ Background check, TB test and fingerprinting required  

 
OCCUPATIONAL THERAPIST 
 
The Occupational Therapist is a school-based position that provides both direct and indirect support to 
students. 
 
Responsibilities: 

●​ Lead specialized evaluations related to sensory-motor development; write quality, compliant 
evaluation reports 

●​ Develop Individualized Education Program  present levels and recommendations for goals, 
objectives, supplementary aids, and services 

●​ Attend IEP meetings; present evaluation findings; present information regarding student present 
levels and progress; recommend educationally relevant goals, services, and supports driven by 
student needs; collaborate with IEP teams to assist in finalizing the student’s plan 

●​ Attend 504 meetings; present evaluation findings and information regarding student present 
levels; recommend supports driven by student needs; collaborate with 504 teams to assist in 
finalizing the student’s plan 

●​ Develop appropriate, evidence-based intervention plans and provide high-quality, effective 
occupational therapy services;  

●​ Assist in the implementation of evaluation/IEP/504 recommendations as needed 
●​ Work with parents to build knowledge of disability and inclusive support for students with 

disabilities  
●​ Assist in providing in-service training to parents, teachers, administrators and other professionals 

and paraprofessionals  
●​ Provide consultation and advisement to administrators, teachers, and parents regarding the 

general and special education programs and supports under the Multi-tiered Systems of Support, 
as appropriate 

●​ Assist in coordinating, communicating and seeking consultation with community agencies as 
appropriate  

●​ Provide support and guidance to the organization as a member of the ISE Network Support Team  
●​ Maintain a compliant practice and documentation 
●​ Perform other duties as assigned or requested by the appropriate administrator 

 
Qualifications: 

●​ Must possess a Bachelor's or Master's degree in occupational therapy from an accredited four year 
college or university and have a valid license of proficiency in occupational therapy services 
issued by the California Board of Occupational Therapy  

●​ Experience working with individuals with a range of disabilities (learning disabilities, emotional 
and behavioral disorders, autism, etc.)  

●​ Excellent written and oral communication skills  
●​ Embrace the mission of Rocketship Education  
●​ Thrive in a fast-paced, dynamic work environment  
●​ Ability to be flexible and adaptive in a work environment that is still evolving  
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●​ Perform a variety of specialized and responsible tasks: maintain records, establish and maintain 
cooperative working relationships with students, parents, other school personnel, meet schedule 
and compliance deadlines.  

●​ Possession of a valid driver’s license: willingness to provide own transportation in conduct of 
work assignments as you will be required to travel from site to site to work with students and 
faculty at all sites 

●​ Background check, TB test and fingerprinting required  
 
SCHOOL PSYCHOLOGIST 
 
The School Psychologist is an exempt position that will work under the direction and supervision of the 
Associate Director of School Psychologists and will work with elementary school students. Rocketship 
School Psychologists are responsible for providing both direct and indirect support to students, families, 
and staff members in order to ensure high quality programming for students with disabilities. 
 
Responsibilities: 

●​ Lead psycho-educational and formal behavior assessments; write quality, compliant assessment 
reports.  

●​ Attend IEP meetings; present assessment findings to the team. 
●​ Assist in the implementation of assessment recommendations as needed.  
●​ Participate in the pre-referral process and provide consultation to school teams regarding 

intervention supports for struggling students.  
●​ Work with parents to build knowledge of disability and inclusive support for students with 

disabilities. 
●​ Assist in providing consultation and advice to administrators, teachers, and parents regarding the 

general and special educational programs as appropriate.  
●​ Assist in coordinating, communicating and seeking consultation with community agencies as 

appropriate. 
●​ Maintain a compliant practice.  
●​ Some campuses may require consultation, collaboration, creation, and implementation of 504 

plans 
●​ Some campuses may require additional consultation around social emotional and behavioral 

systems and structures 
●​ Perform other duties as assigned or requested by the Associate Director, School Psychology. 

 
Qualifications: 

●​ Required: Valid California Pupil Personnel Services credential (or applicable state credential); 
Master’s degree in School Psychology 

●​ Nationally Certified School Psychologist credential (preferred)  
●​ Bilingual, Spanish (preferred)  
●​ Experience working in Multi-Tiered Systems of Support (highly preferred)  
●​ Experience working with elementary-age students (preferred)  
●​ Experience working with students with a range of disabilities (learning disabilities, emotional and 

behavioral disorders, autism, etc.) (highly preferred) 
●​ Excellent written and oral communication skills  
●​ Commitment to Rocketship’s special education inclusion model and overall mission to close the 

achievement gap within our lifetime.  
●​ Thrive in a fast-paced, dynamic work environment  
●​ Ability to be flexible and adaptive in a work environment that is still evolving.  
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●​ Perform a variety of specialized and responsible tasks: maintain records, establish and maintain 
cooperative working relationships with students, parents, other school personnel, meet schedule 
and compliance deadlines.  

●​ Possession of a valid California driver’s license (or applicable state equivalent): willingness to 
provide own transportation in conduct of work assignments as the individual will be required to 
travel from site to site to work with students and faculty at all sites. 

●​ Background check, TB test and fingerprinting required  
 
SPEECH-LANGUAGE PATHOLOGIST 
 
The Speech-Language Pathologist will work with elementary school students in screening, evaluating, 
diagnosing, and treating disorders of communication. This is a school-based position. 
 
Responsibilities: 

●​ Provide direct treatment to student’s speech production, vocal production, and language needs 
through speech therapy. 

●​ Deliver pre-referral speech/language interventions in Tier 1 and Tier 2. 
●​ Document and collect data on all consultation sessions and provide regular assessments. 
●​ Conduct student screenings and/or assessments of language, voice, fluency, articulation, or 

hearing. 
●​ Develop and implement high quality, legally compliant IEPs. 
●​ Write high quality evaluation reports. 
●​ Maintain student files and treatment logs in an organized manner to include as well as provide 

appropriate documentation to the interdisciplinary team. 
●​ Communicate with the Associate Director with regards to any changes in status, problems, or 

intent to change any aspect of the education program. 
●​ Attend and participate in meetings as required by the (speech team, staff, and IEP meetings). 
●​ Develop instructional materials and evaluate commercially available material for treatment. 
●​ Keep current on the latest development in the field of speech therapy by attending professional 

seminars, reading current literature and participating in professional organizations as assigned. 
●​ Provide professional development support to school staff and families. 
●​ Manage time efficiently, follow schedule and inform appropriate personnel of departures from 

schedule. 
●​ Supervise Speech-Language Pathology Assistants (“SLPA”), Clinical Fellows (“CF”), or Interns. 

 
Qualifications 

●​ Valid Speech-Language Pathology Services Credential; Master’s Degree required.  
●​ Bilingual in English and Spanish or Vietnamese (strongly preferred, but not required).  
●​ Excellent communication and interpersonal skills, with ability to engage and work closely with a 

wide range of staff members (educators, school administrators, senior management.)  
●​ Commitment and passion for Rocketship’s mission, vision, and goals. Thrive in a fast-paced, 

dynamic work environment.  
●​ Ability to demonstrate the skills necessary for fulfilling the job responsibilities of a 

Speech-Language Pathologist.  
●​ Supervision experience of a CF or SLPA preferred but not required.  
●​ Background check, TB test and fingerprinting required  

 
OFFICE MANAGER 
 
The Office Manager will be responsible for daily operations at the Charter School.  The Office Manager 
will report to the Principal.   
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Qualifications: 

●​ Spanish/English bilingual fluency required, with excellent written and oral communication skills 
●​ Knowledge and cultural competence of the local student and parent community  
●​ Highly developed interpersonal skills using tact, patience, and courtesy  
●​ Effectively prioritize and juggle multiple concurrent projects 
●​ Comfort in a start-up environment and ability to work independently with minimal direction 
●​ Ability to use a variety of software programs and quickly learn new ones  
●​ Managerial skills preferred  
●​ Background check, TB test and fingerprinting required  

 
BUSINESS OPERATIONS MANAGER 
 
The primary purpose of the Business Operations Manager (“BOM”) role is to ensure the Charter School is 
safe, compliant, efficient, and financially sound. The BOM provides direct services to the Charter School 
that enables instructional staff to better serve students and families. Ideal candidates will be 
self-motivated, flexible, and adept at managing change. 
 
Qualifications 

●​ Minimum 5 years of relevant experience, with school-based experience strongly preferred. Many 
of our most successful BOMs have previously been teachers and/or School Leaders in other roles. 

●​ Managerial experience is strongly preferred. Leadership and/or coaching roles among other adults 
can potentially substitute for this. 

●​ Experience in a fast-paced, highly analytical, entrepreneurial environment. Ability to proactively 
manage multiple critical deadlines and quickly and confidently adapt to changing school needs, 
independently prioritizing and following through on completion of tasks and responsibilities. 
Demonstrated ability to be detail-oriented, organized, and resourceful. 

●​ Team-player attitude and strong customer-service orientation. Skill at communicating respectfully 
and empathetically with students' families. Spanish language proficiency is preferred in many of 
our communities, but not required. 

●​ Skilled at building strong and trusting working relationships with people in both senior- and 
junior-level roles, both within and beyond Rocketship. Ability to treat sensitive issues with 
respect and empathy, and maintain strict confidentiality where required. 

●​ Strong PC-based computer skills, including the ability to use spreadsheets and the Google Suite, 
and ability to quickly become proficient in new software programs. 

●​ Passion for Rocketship’s mission, and the belief that all students can achieve high levels of 
academic success. 

●​ Background check, TB test and fingerprinting required  
 
ENRICHMENT CENTER COORDINATOR 
 
The Enrichment Center Coordinator provides students with the opportunity to engage in athletics, art, and 
various other enrichment activities. The Enrichment Center Coordinator plays a critical role in 
strengthening school culture. The Enrichment Center Coordinator oversees the effectiveness of the 
Enrichment Center and interacts with all students on a daily basis.  
 
Qualifications 

●​ Passion for working with children; ability to motivate and support children in reaching high levels 
of academic success  

●​ High School diploma required 
●​ At least 2 years of college or passing score on Rocketship’s Paraprofessional Assessment  
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●​ Belief in the value of enrichment education for all children 
●​ Previous experience or training working with youth 
●​ Previous experience managing and/or teaching groups of elementary-age students is strongly 

preferred 
●​ Content expertise preferred  
●​ Excellent communication and interpersonal skills, with the ability to engage and work closely 

with a wide range of staff members 
●​ Ability to learn laws, rules, practices and procedures related to public education and specific to 

Rocketship Public Schools 
●​ Fluency in English 
●​ Background check, TB test and fingerprinting required  

 
OPERATIONS TEAM MEMBER 
 
This position is responsible for ensuring that the day-to-day operations of lunch, recess, and 
arrival/dismissal at the school site run safely and smoothly.  Furthermore, support staff members are also 
responsible for ensuring that students maintain appropriate behavior in all operational activities. 
 
Qualifications 

●​ Commitment to Rocketship’s mission, vision, and goals  
●​ Passion for working with children 
●​ Previous experience managing and/or teaching groups of elementary-age students is strongly 

preferred  
●​ Excellent communication and interpersonal skills, with ability to engage and work closely with a 

wide range of staff members 
●​ Ability to learn laws, rules, practices and procedures related to public education and specific to 

Rocketship Education 
●​ Basic fluency in English  
●​ Flexibility and a willingness to learn 
●​ Background check, TB test and fingerprinting required  
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ELEMENT F: HEALTH AND SAFETY PROCEDURES 

“The procedures that the charter school will follow to ensure the health and safety of pupils and staff. 
These procedures shall require all of the following:  
(i) That each employee of the charter school furnish the charter school with a criminal record summary 
as described in Section 44237. 
(ii) The development of a school safety plan, and the annual review and update of the plan, pursuant to 
Section 47606.3. – Education Code Section 47605(c)(5)(F) 
 
Rocketship maintains and regularly reviews and updates Board-approved policies and procedures 
designed to ensure the health and safety of its students and staff members including policies incorporated 
into the following handbooks and plans: 
 

●​ Rocketship Education Employee Handbook, attached as Appendix 22  
●​ Rocketship Education School Safety Plan, attached as Appendix 23  
●​ Rocketship Public Schools Student/Parent Handbook, attached as Appendix 24  

 
To ensure ongoing compliance with relevant federal and state laws and regulations, the above-referenced 
handbooks and plans are reviewed, updated, and presented to the Board each year for approval. The 
policy versions attached as appendices here are presented as examples of the policies and procedures that 
demonstrate a reasonably comprehensive description for Element F regarding Health and Safety.  

PERSONNEL 
 
In accordance with Education Code 47605(c)(5)(G)(i), employees and contractors of the Charter School 
will be required to submit to a criminal background check and to furnish a criminal record summary as 
required by Education Code Sections 44237 and 45125.1. Applicants for employment must submit two 
sets of fingerprints to the California Department of Justice for the purpose of obtaining a criminal record 
summary. The Charter School shall not hire any person, in either a certificated or classified position, who 
has been convicted of a violent or serious felony except as otherwise provided by law, pursuant to 
Education Code Sections 44830.1 and 45122.1. The Charter School shall monitor compliance with this 
policy on a regular basis.  Volunteers who will volunteer outside of the direct supervision of a 
credentialed employee shall be fingerprinted and receive background clearance prior to volunteering 
without the direct supervision of a credentialed employee.  (See also Employee Handbook, Appendix 22)  
 
The Charter School shall comply with the requirements of SB 88 (2023-24) inclusive of Education Code 
Sections 39875, 39877, 39878, and 39879, as applicable, relating to background checks and testing for 
individuals providing transportation services for students. 
 
Rocketship also has a number of other personnel policies and procedures in place designed to ensure 
health and safety of both staff members and students, all contained in its Employee Handbook. 
Examples include, but are not limited to: 

●​ Additional conditions for employment, including reference checks and tuberculosis screening, 
pp. 19-20 

●​ Prohibitions on harassment, discrimination, and retaliation, p. 10  
●​ Prohibitions on sexual harassment, pp. 13-16 
●​ Lactation accommodation, p. 18 
●​ Campus access and security protocols, p. 46 
●​ Accident and incident reporting, p.47 
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●​ OSHA compliance, p. 47 
●​ Workplace violence, p. 53 
●​ First aid and CPR requirements, p.52 
●​ Mandated child abuse and neglect reporting and training obligations, p.110 

SCHOOL SAFETY PLAN 
 
In accordance with Education Code Section 47605(c)(5)(F)(ii), the Charter School has a School Safety 
Plan (“SSP”) that contains the safety topics listed in Education Code Section 32282(a)(2)(A)-(N), as 
further detailed below.  
 

●​ Section 32283(a)(2)(A) Child abuse reporting procedures consistent with Article 2.5 
(commencing with Section 11164) of Chapter 2 of Title 1 of Part 4 of the Penal Code. See SSP, 
pp. 78 Please note that the policy included in the SSP is also contained in the Employee 
Handbook in Appendix 22. The Employee Handbook is approved by the Board during a 
meeting that falls subsequent to the SSP. To the extent that any of the policies contained in the 
Employee Handbook differ from those contained in the SSP, the latter version governs 
Rocketship’s operations and the SSP will be updated accordingly the following year.  

●​ Section 32283(a)(2)(B) Disaster procedures, routine (see SSP, p. 8) and emergency (see SSP, 
pp. 10; 16-29), including adaptations for pupils with disabilities in accordance with the federal 
Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. Sec. 12101 et seq.) (see SSP, p. 15). The 
disaster procedures shall also include, but not be limited to, both of the following: 

○​ (i) Establishing an earthquake emergency procedure system in every public school 
building having an occupant capacity of 50 or more pupils or more than one classroom. 
See SSP, pp. 18; 39 

○​ (ii) Establishing a procedure to allow a public agency, including the American Red 
Cross, to use school buildings, grounds, and equipment for mass care and welfare 
shelters during disasters or other emergencies affecting the public health and welfare.  
See SSP, p.14  

●​ Section 32283(a)(2)(C) Policies pursuant to subdivision (d) of Section 48915 for pupils who 
committed an act listed in subdivision (c) of Section 48915 and other school-designated serious 
acts that would lead to suspension, expulsion, or mandatory expulsion recommendations 
pursuant to Article 1 (commencing with Section 48900) of Chapter 6 of Part 27 of Division 4 of 
Title 2. See SSP, pp. 83-107 

●​ Section 32283(a)(2)(D) Procedures to notify teachers of dangerous pupils pursuant to Section 
49079. See SSP, p. 99  

●​ Section 32283(a)(2)(E) A discrimination and harassment policy consistent with the prohibition 
against discrimination contained in Chapter 2 (commencing with Section 200) of Part 1. See 
SSP, pp. 84-89 

●​ Section 32283(a)(2)(F) The provisions of any school wide dress code, pursuant to Section 
35183, that prohibits pupils from wearing “gang-related apparel,” if the school has adopted 
that type of a dress code.  See SSP, p.83 

●​ Section 32283(a)(2)(G) Procedures for safe ingress and egress of pupils, parents, and school 
employees to and from school. See SSP, p.7 

●​ Section 32283(a)(2)(H) A safe and orderly environment conducive to learning at the school. 
See SSP, p.5  

●​ Section 32283(a)(2)(I) The rules and procedures on school discipline adopted pursuant to 
Sections 35291, 35291.5, 47605, and 47605. See SSP, p.89 

●​ Section 32282(a)(2)(J)-(K) Procedures for conducting tactical responses to criminal incidents, 
including procedures related to individuals with guns on school campuses and at school-related 
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functions. The procedures to prepare for active shooters or other armed assailants shall be 
based on the specific needs and context of each school and community. See SSP, pp. 24-28.  

●​ Section 32282(a)(2)(L) Procedures to assess and respond to reports of any dangerous, violent, 
or unlawful activity that is being conducted or threatened to be conducted at the school, at an 
activity sponsored by the school, or on a schoolbus serving the school. See SSP, p.24  

●​ Section 32282(a)(2)(M) Procedures to respond to incidents involving an individual 
experiencing a sudden cardiac arrest or a similar life-threatening medical emergency while on 
school grounds. See SSP, p.40 

●​ Section 32282(a)(2)(N) Procedures specifically designed to notify parents and guardians of 
pupils, teachers, administrators, and school personnel when the school confirms the presence 
of immigration enforcement on the schoolsite   See SSP, p.77 

 
The SSP shall be reviewed and updated by March 1 of every year by the Charter School.  
 
The SSP shall be drafted specifically to the needs of the facility in conjunction with law enforcement 
and the Fire Marshal. Staff shall receive training in emergency response, including appropriate “first 
responder” training or its equivalent. 
 
Disaster procedures included in the SSP shall address and include adaptations for students with 
disabilities. To the extent an employee, parent/guardian, educational rights holder, or student brings 
concerns regarding the procedures to the Principal and, if there is merit to the concern, the Principal 
shall direct the School Safety Plan to be modified accordingly. 
 
The Charter School shall develop an instructional continuity plan, consistent with Education Code 
Section 32282(a)(3), to establish communication with students and their families and provide 
instruction to students when in-person instruction is disrupted due to an emergency pursuant to 
Education Code Sections 41422 or 46392(a). 

OTHER HEALTH AND SAFETY ASSURANCES 
 
The assurances below are included as further examples of Rocketship’s commitment to student and staff 
health and safety and ensuring compliance with all statutory requirements pertaining thereto.  
 
IMMUNIZATIONS 
 
All students enrolled and staff will be required to provide records documenting immunizations as is 
required at public schools pursuant to Health and Safety Code Sections 120325-120375, and Title 17, 
California Code of Regulations Sections 6000-6075. 
 
MEDICATION IN SCHOOL 
 
Rocketship will adhere to Education Code Sections 49423 and 49414 regarding administration of 
medication in school.  
 
In accordance with Education Code Section 49414, the Charter School will stock emergency epinephrine 
auto-injectors to be used by the school nurse or trained personnel on persons suffering or reasonably 
believed to be suffering from an anaphylactic reaction.  A school nurse or, if the school does not have a 
nurse, a volunteer trained in accordance with applicable law, may administer an epinephrine auto-injector 
to a person exhibiting potentially life-threatening symptoms or anaphylaxis at school or at a school 
activity when a physician is not immediately available. 
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The Charter School will store the epinephrine auto-injectors in a secure but accessible, well-marked, 
unlocked location. Per AB 1651 (2023), the Charter School shall include that location in annual notices 
required by law.  To the extent the Charter School maintains a stock of albuterol inhalers to respond to 
respiratory distress in students, the Charter School shall comply with the requirements of Education Code 
Section 49414.7, including with respect to training, notices, and the stocking of albuterol inhalers. 
 
VISION/HEARING/SCOLIOSIS 
 
Students will be screened for vision, hearing, and scoliosis.  Rocketship shall adhere to Education Code 
Section 49450 et seq. as applicable to the grade levels served. 
 
DIABETES 

The Charter School shall make type 1 diabetes informational materials accessible to the parent or 
guardian of a pupil when the pupil is first enrolled in elementary school. 

SUICIDE PREVENTION POLICY  

The Charter School shall maintain a policy on student suicide prevention in accordance with Education 
Code Section 215.  The Charter School shall review, at minimum every fifth year, its policy on pupil 
suicide prevention and, if necessary, update its policy.  Pursuant to AB 58 (2021-22), the Charter School 
will also review and update its suicide prevention policy  to incorporate best practices identified by the 
California Department of Education’s model policy, as revised. 

STUDENT RECORDS 
 
The Charter School maintains policies and procedures for ensuring the safety of its student records. 
Rocketship’s Director of Student Information Systems typically serves as the designated Custodian of 
Record for such records. 
 
MENSTRUAL PRODUCTS  

The Charter School shall stock the Charter School’s restrooms at all times with an adequate supply of 
menstrual products, available and accessible, free of cost, in all women’s restrooms and all-gender 
restrooms, and in at least one men’s restroom. The Charter School shall post a notice regarding the 
requirements of Education Code Section 35292.6 in a prominent and conspicuous location in every 
restroom required to stock menstrual products, available and accessible, free of cost, as specified. This 
notice shall include the text of this section and contact information, including an email address and 
telephone number, for a designated individual responsible for maintaining the requisite supply of 
menstrual products. 

ALL GENDER RESTROOMS 

The Charter School shall provide and maintain at least one all-gender restroom for voluntary student use 
at each of its schoolsites that has more than one female restroom and more than one male restroom 
designated exclusively for student use.  The restroom shall have signage identifying the bathroom as 
being open to all genders, it shall remain unlocked, unobstructed, and easily accessible by any student, 
and be available during school hours and school functions when students are present.  The Charter School 
shall designate a staff member to serve as a point of contact and to post a notice regarding these 
requirements. 
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SCHOOL MEALS 

The Charter School shall provide breakfast and lunch free of charge during each school day to any pupil 
who requests a meal without consideration of the pupil’s eligibility for a federally funded free or 
reduced-price meal, with a maximum of one free meal for each meal service period. The meals provided 
under this paragraph shall be nutritionally adequate meals that qualify for federal reimbursement. 

The Charter School shall provide each student adequate time to eat as determined by the Charter School 
in consideration of available guidance. 

RECESS 

Except where a field trip or other educational program is taking place, if the Charter School provides 
recess, to the extent required by Education Code Section 49056, the Charter School shall provide 
supervised and unstructured recess, distinct from physical education courses and mealtimes, of at least 30 
minutes on regular instructional days and at least 15 minutes on early release days.  The Charter School 
shall not restrict a student’s recess unless there is an immediate threat to the physical safety of the student 
or one or more of their peers. 

WORKPLACE VIOLENCE PREVENTION PLAN 

The Charter School shall establish, implement, and maintain, at all times in all work areas, an effective 
workplace violence prevention plan consistent with the requirements of Labor Code Section 6401.9. 

BLOODBORNE PATHOGENS 
 
Rocketship shall meet state and federal standards for dealing with bloodborne pathogens and other 
potentially infectious materials in the workplace.  The Board has established a written “Bloodborne 
Pathogens” policy designed to protect employees from possible infection due to contact with bloodborne 
viruses, including human immunodeficiency virus (“HIV”) and hepatitis B virus (“HBV”).   
 
Whenever exposed to blood or other body fluids through injury or accident, students and staff should 
follow the latest medical protocol for disinfecting procedures.   
 
DRUG-FREE/SMOKE-FREE ENVIRONMENT 
 
Rocketship shall maintain a drug-, alcohol-, and smoke-free environment. 
 
FACILITY 
 
All facilities utilized by Rocketship must be in compliance with either the Field Act or the California 
Building Standards Code in accordance with Education Code 47610.  All Rocketship facilities will 
comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act access requirements. Rocketship will maintain 
accessible records documenting all such compliances. RFZ has received a Certificate of Occupancy prior 
to the start of school. 
 
Rocketship complies with the requirement contained in Education Code Section 47610 by utilizing 
private facilities that are compliant with the California Building Standards Code.  However, Rocketship 
reserves the right to build a facility in compliance with the Field Act or to request Field Act compliant 
facilities from the local school district in the future under Proposition 39 and its implementing 
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regulations.  Rocketship agrees to test sprinkler systems, fire extinguishers, and fire alarms annually at its 
facilities to ensure that they are maintained in an operable condition at all times.  Rocketship shall 
conduct fire drills as required under Education Code Section 32001.  
 
COMPREHENSIVE ANTI-DISCRIMINATION AND HARASSMENT POLICIES AND 
PROCEDURES 
 
The Charter School is committed to providing a school that is free from discrimination and sexual 
harassment, as well as any harassment based upon the actual or perceived characteristics of race, religion, 
creed, color, gender, gender identity, gender expression, nationality, national origin, ancestry, ethnic group 
identification, genetic information, age, medical condition, marital status, sexual orientation, sex and 
pregnancy, physical or mental disability, childbirth or related medical conditions, military and veteran 
status, denial of family and medical care leave, or on the basis of a person’s association with a person or 
group with one or more of these actual or perceived characteristics, or any other basis protected by 
federal, state, local law, ordinance or regulation. The Charter School shall develop a comprehensive 
policy to prevent and immediately remediate any concerns about discrimination or harassment 
at the Charter School (including employee to employee, employee to student, and student to employee 
misconduct). Misconduct of this nature is very serious and will be addressed in accordance with the 
Charter School’s anti-discrimination and harassment policies.  
 
A copy of the policy shall be provided as part of any orientation program conducted for new and 
continuing pupils at the beginning of each quarter, semester, or summer session, as applicable, and to each 
faculty member, all members of the administrative staff, and all members of the support staff at the 
beginning of the first quarter or semester of the school year, or at the time that there is a new employee 
hired. 
 
BULLYING PREVENTION 
 
The Charter School shall adopt procedures for preventing acts of bullying, including cyberbullying. The 
Charter School shall annually make available the online training module developed by the CDE pursuant 
to Education Code Section 32283.5(a) to certificated schoolsite employees and all other schoolsite 
employees who have regular interaction with children. 
 
SAFETY ACT 
 
Pursuant to AB 1955 (2024), employees of the Charter School shall not be required to disclose any 
information related to a pupil’s LGBTQ+ identity to any other person without the pupil’s consent unless 
otherwise required by state or federal law. This provision shall not limit a parent’s ability to request 
school records on behalf of their child. 
 
HOMICIDE THREATS 
 
The Charter School shall comply with all requirements under Education Code Sections 49390-49395 
regarding mandatory reporting in response to homicidal threats. All employees and Board members who 
are alerted to or who observe any threat or perceived threat in writing or through an action of a student 
that creates a reasonable suspicion that the student is preparing to commit a homicidal act related to 
school or a school activity shall make a report to law enforcement. 
 
GUN SAFETY NOTICE 
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At the beginning of the first semester annually, the Charter School shall distribute a notice to the 
parents/guardians of each student addressing California’s child gun access prevention laws and laws 
related to firearm safety utilizing the most updated model language published by the CDE.  
 
 
TRANSPORTATION SERVICES  
 
The Charter School shall comply with the requirements of SB 88 (2023-24) inclusive of Education Code 
Sections 39875, 39877, 39878, and 39879, as applicable, relating to background checks, testing, and other 
requirements for individuals and entities providing transportation services for students.  
 
EXTREME WEATHER POLICY 
 
The Charter School will develop, adopt, and implement a weather policy that includes protocols for 
extreme weather conditions, and incorporate the standardized guidelines developed by the CDE. 
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ELEMENT G: MEANS TO ACHIEVE STUDENT POPULATION BALANCE 

Governing Law:  The means by which the charter school will achieve a balance of racial and ethnic 
pupils, special education pupils, and English learner pupils, including redesignated fluent English 
proficient pupils, as defined by the evaluation rubrics in Section 52064.5, that is reflective of the general 
population residing within the territorial jurisdiction of the school district to which the charter petition is 
submitted. 
 – Education Code Section 47605(c)(5)(G)  
 
Rocketship shall not discriminate against any student on the basis of any of the characteristics listed in 
Education Code Section 220, including immigration status.  Furthermore, RFZ shall strive, through 
recruitment and admission practices, to achieve a balance of racial and ethnic students, special education 
students, and English learner students, including redesignated fluent English proficient students, among 
its students that is reflective of the general population residing within the territorial jurisdiction of 
SCCOE.   
 
Specifically, the means by which Rocketship will strive to achieve these balances are described below. 
This list is not meant to be exhaustive. Any such strategies will comport with all federal and state laws 
and Rocketship policies prohibiting discrimination in admission. 

● ​ Printing and distributing materials in English, Spanish, and any other languages reflecting the 
needs of the community. 

● ​ Cultivating strategic partnerships with community organizations that serve diverse constituencies. 
● ​ Recruiting and retaining a diverse, highly-qualified recruitment and community engagement staff 

that is primarily composed of individuals who reside in the local community. 
● ​ Holding focus groups with parents and community organizations in the local community. 
● ​ Employing an enrollment process that is well-publicized, scheduled, and adopted to include a 

timeline that allows for a broad-based application process. 
● ​ Developing and distributing promotional and informational material that reaches out to all of the 

various racial and ethnic groups represented in the territorial jurisdiction of the County. 
● ​ Developing and distributing promotional and informational material that reaches out to families 

of students with special needs. 
● ​ Conducting continuous outreach activities throughout the community. These activities will be 

held at a wide range of times and locations to ensure that community members and Rocketship 
families have sufficient opportunities to attend. 

●​ Conducting ongoing data-based research into the demographics of the County. 

Rocketship shall, as part of its programmatic audit, analyze the success and/or weakness of its outreach 
initiatives. Rocketship shall utilize the data from the programmatic audit to make any necessary revisions 
to the outreach initiatives in order to correct student population imbalances. 
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ELEMENT H: ADMISSION POLICIES AND PROCEDURES 
 
“Admission policies and procedures, consistent with [Education Code Section 47605] subdivision (e).” 
- Education Code Section 47605(c)(5)(H) 
 
RFZ shall be an open enrollment and tuition-free public charter school and shall admit all pupils who 
wish to attend.  No test or assessment shall be administered to students prior to acceptance and enrollment 
into RFZ. RFZ will comply with all laws establishing minimum and maximum age for public school 
attendance in charter schools. Admission, except in the case of a public random drawing, shall not be 
determined by the place of residence of the pupil or their parent or legal guardian within the state. 
 
In accordance with Education Code Sections 49011 and 47605(e)(2)(B)(iv), admission preferences shall 
not require mandatory parental volunteer hours as a criterion for admission or continued enrollment. 
 
In accordance with Education Code Section 47605(e)(4)(A), the Charter School shall not discourage a 
pupil from enrolling or seeking to enroll in the charter school for any reason, including, but not limited to, 
academic performance of the pupil or because the pupil exhibits any of the characteristics described in 
Education Code Section 47605(e)(2)(B)(iii), including pupils with disabilities, academically 
low-achieving pupils, English learners, neglected or delinquent pupils, homeless pupils, or pupils who are 
economically disadvantaged, as determined by eligibility for any free or reduced-price meal program, 
foster youth, or pupils based on nationality, race, ethnicity, or sexual orientation. Similarly, in accordance 
with Section 47605(e)(4)(C), the Charter School shall not encourage a pupil currently attending the 
Charter School to disenroll from the Charter School or transfer to another school for any reason, 
including, but not limited to the academic performance of the pupil or  because the pupil exhibits any of 
the characteristics described in Education Code Section 47605(e)(2)(B)(iii), as listed above. 
 
Pursuant to Education Code Section 47605(e)(4)(D), the Charter School shall post a notice developed by 
the CDE on the Charter School website, outlining the requirements of Section 47605(e)(4), and make this 
notice available to parents. 
 
The Charter School's recruitment and enrollment processes shall be as described herein. The Charter 
School shall maintain on its website instructions for applying and information on the public random 
drawing and enrollment processes, including all pertinent dates and deadlines, and hardcopies of all such 
instructions and information shall be provided upon request. Any procedures used to verify student 
residency must comply with state and federal law, and must not discriminate against students or 
prospective students based on disability, gender, gender identity, gender expression, nationality, race or 
ethnicity, religion, sexual orientation, or any other characteristic that is contained in the definition of hate 
crimes set forth in Section 422.55 of the Penal Code, including immigration status, or any other 
characteristic protected by law, or association with persons with any of these characteristics.  
 
APPLICATION AND REGISTRATION PROCESS 
 
The application process begins with the completion of a student interest form, which includes basic 
student and family identification information for the purposes of entry into public random drawing. 
Applications will be accepted during a publicly advertised open application period each year for 
enrollment in the following school year. RFZ shall admit all students who wish to attend the Charter 
School, subject only to capacity. If the number of applications exceeds capacity for any grade level, RFZ 
will hold a public random drawing as described below, to determine enrollment for the impacted grade 
level, with the exception of existing students, who are guaranteed enrollment in the following school year. 
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In order for students to be included in the public random drawing for admission to the Charter School (if a 
public random drawing is necessary), families must submit an application that  includes only the student's 
name, grade, birthdate, and contact information for the family, including address, the current school that 
the student may attend, and whether a sibling attends the Charter School or other information in order to 
establish whether the student is entitled to admission preference. Prior to a public random drawing and 
before a student is offered admission, application materials shall be limited to general information 
necessary for admission processing and determining eligibility for admission preferences. Such materials 
shall not request or require information concerning protected characteristics of the student or 
parent/guardian, including but not limited to disability status or eligibility for services pursuant to IDEA 
or Section 504. 
 
Upon selection for admission pursuant to public random drawing, the registration process will include 
documentation such as the following: 
 

●​ Student enrollment form which contains student name, address, and other identifying and 
demographic information;  

●​ Proof of immunization; 
●​ Home Language Survey; 
●​ Completion of Emergency Medical Information Form; 
●​ Proof of minimum age requirements; 
●​ Release of records16  

 
LOTTERY POLICIES AND PROCEDURES 
 
As described above, RFZ will implement a public random drawing in the event that applications for 
enrollment exceed capacity.  In accordance with Education Code Section 47605(e)(2)(B), enrollment 
preferences in the case of a public random drawing shall be allowed in the following order of preference: 
 

●​ Siblings of students currently admitted to or attending RFZ 
●​ Children of employees of RFZ (not to exceed 10% of total enrollment) 
●​ Students who qualify for free or reduced price meals 
●​ Residents of Alum Rock Union Elementary School District  
●​ Other California residents 

 
The Charter School and the County agree to adhere to the requirements related to admission preferences 
as set forth in Education Code Section 47605(e)(2)(B)(i)-(iv). 
 
Public random drawing rules, deadlines, dates and times will be communicated on Rocketship’s website. 
Public notice for the date and time of the public random drawing will also be posted once the application 
deadline has passed. RFZ will also inform parents of all applicants and all interested parties of the rules to 
be followed during the public random drawing process via mail or email at least two weeks prior to the 
lottery date.  
 
Each year, open enrollment begins in early November and remains open until the week of the lottery, 
typically conducted in late February or early March. Following completion of the lottery process, the 
enrollment process re-opens. 
 

16 In accordance with Education Code Section 47605(e)(4)(B), the Charter School shall not request a pupil’s records or require a 
parent, guardian, or pupil to submit the pupil’s records to the Charter School before enrollment. 
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The Board of Directors will take all necessary efforts to ensure lottery procedures are fairly executed. 
Lottery spaces are pulled in order of grade level by the designated lottery official. Separate lotteries shall 
be conducted for each grade in which there are fewer vacancies than students interested in attending. 
Enrollment preferences are handled sequentially. All lotteries shall take place on the same day in a single 
location. Lotteries will be conducted in ascending order beginning with the lowest applicable grade level. 
There is no weighted priority assigned to the preference categories; rather, within each grade level, 
students will be drawn from pools beginning with all applicants who qualify for the first preference 
category, and shall continue with that preference category until all vacancies within that grade level have 
been filled. If there are more students in a preference category than there are spaces available, a random 
drawing will be held from within that preference category until all available spaces are filled. If all 
students from the preference category have been selected and there are remaining spaces available in that 
grade level, students from the second preference category will be drawn in the lottery, and the drawing 
shall continue until all spaces are filled and preference categories are exhausted in the order provided 
above. 
 
At the conclusion of the public random drawing, all students who were not granted admission due to 
capacity shall be given the option to put their name on a wait list in the order of their draw in the public 
random drawing. This wait list will allow students the option of enrollment in the case of an opening 
during the school year. Students may also apply to RFZ after the open application period and their 
applications will be held in abeyance for a subsequent lottery, as needed.   
 
In no circumstance will a wait list carry over to the following school year. Rocketship will notify all wait 
list families when the next year’s application becomes available. Students who remain on the wait list at 
the end of a given school year will have to submit a new application for the next school year.  
 
Parents will be notified on application and enrollment forms and annually in the handbook that 
volunteerism is not required for acceptance to or continued enrollment at the Charter School. 
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ELEMENT I: STUDENT SUSPENSION AND EXPULSION PROCEDURES 

Governing Law:  The procedures by which pupils can be suspended or expelled from the charter school 
for disciplinary reasons or otherwise involuntarily removed from the charter school for any reason. These 
procedures, at a minimum, shall include an explanation of how the charter school will comply with 
federal and state constitutional procedural and substantive due process requirements that are consistent 
with all of the following…. 
--Education Code Section 47605(c)(5)(I) 

Rocketship’s Suspension and Expulsion Policy is maintained in its Board-approved Student/Parent 
Handbook which, as discussed above in Element F, is attached and fully incorporated by reference as 
Appendix 24.  

Rocketship’s Suspension and Expulsion Policy is compliant with the federal and state constitutional 
procedural and substantive due process requirements listed in Education Code Section 47605(c)(5)(I), as 
further detailed below.   

(i) For suspensions of fewer than 10 days, provide oral or written notice of the charges against the pupil 
and, if the pupil denies the charges, an explanation of the evidence that supports the charges and an 
opportunity for the pupil to present the pupil’s side of the story. See Student/Parent Handbook, p. 41 
 
(ii) For suspensions of 10 days or more and all other expulsions for disciplinary reasons, both of the 
following: 

(I) Provide timely, written notice of the charges against the pupil and an explanation of the pupil’s basic 
rights. See Student/Parent Handbook, p. 42 
(II) Provide a hearing adjudicated by a neutral officer within a reasonable number of days at which the 
pupil has a fair opportunity to present testimony, evidence, and witnesses and confront and 
cross-examine adverse witnesses, and at which the pupil has the right to bring legal counsel or an 
advocate. See Student/Parent Handbook, p. 42  

(iii) Contain a clear statement that no pupil shall be involuntarily removed by the charter school for any 
reason unless the parent or guardian of the pupil has been provided written notice of intent to remove the 
pupil no less than five schooldays before the effective date of the action. The written notice shall be in the 
native language of the pupil or the pupil’s parent or guardian, or, if the pupil is a homeless child or youth, 
or a foster child or youth, in the native language of the homeless or foster child’s educational rights 
holder. In the case of a foster child or youth, the written notice shall also be provided to the foster child’s 
attorney and county social worker. If the pupil is an Indian child, as defined in Section 224.1 of the 
Welfare and Institutions Code, the written notice shall also be provided to the Indian child’s tribal social 
worker and, if applicable, county social worker. The written notice shall inform the pupil, the pupil’s 
parent or guardian, the homeless child’s educational rights holder, the foster child’s educational rights 
holder, attorney, and county social worker, or the Indian child’s tribal social worker and, if applicable, 
county social worker of the right to initiate the procedures specified in clause (ii) before the effective date 
of the action. If the pupil’s parent or guardian, the homeless child’s educational rights holder, the foster 
child’s educational rights holder, attorney, or county social worker, or the Indian child’s tribal social 
worker or, if applicable, county social worker initiates the procedures specified in clause (ii), the pupil 
shall remain enrolled and shall not be removed until the charter school issues a final decision. For 
purposes of this clause, “involuntarily removed” includes disenrolled, dismissed, transferred, or 
terminated, but does not include suspensions specified in clauses (i) and (ii). See Student/Parent 
Handbook, p. 42 
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Rocketship also maintains an Attendance and Truancy Policy in the Student/Parent Handbook that is 
attached as Appendix 24. The Attendance and Truancy Policy contains additional requirements pertaining 
to involuntary removals, which can be found on p. 4  of the Student/Parent Handbook. 
 
(iv) A foster child’s educational rights holder, attorney, and county social worker and an Indian child’s 
tribal social worker and, if applicable, county social worker shall have the same rights a parent or 
guardian of a child has to receive a suspension notice, expulsion notice, manifestation determination 
notice, involuntary transfer notice, and other documents and related information.  See Student/Parent 
Handbook, p. 42 
 
The full Suspension and Expulsion Policy is found in the 2026-27  Student/Parent Handbook in Appendix 
24. In addition to the above requirements, the Suspension and Expulsion Policy also contains: 

●​ Procedures for in-school suspensions (p.37) 
●​ Homework assignments during suspension, in accordance with Education Code Section 47606.2 

(p.41) 
●​ Grounds for suspensions and expulsions (p.38) 
●​ Full suspension procedures and student rights during suspension (p. 40) 
●​ Full expulsion procedures (p.41) 
●​ Special procedures for expulsion hearings involving sexual assault or battery offenses (p.42) 
●​ Special procedures for suspension or expulsion of students with disabilities (p.42) 
●​ Procedures for students not yet eligible for special education services (p.44) 
●​ Disciplinary records (p.45) 
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ELEMENT J: STAFF RETIREMENT SYSTEMS 

Governing Law: The manner by which staff members of the charter schools will be covered by the State 
Teachers’ Retirement System, the Public Employees’ Retirement System, or federal social security.  
-- Education Code Section 47605(c)(5)(J) 
 
All full-time employees of Rocketship will participate in a qualified retirement plan.  All full-time 
employees will be offered a 403(b) program with up to a 5% match from RSED.  Full-time eligible 
employees may also participate in the State Teachers’ Retirement System (“STRS”), and all part-time 
employees and full-time non-certificated employees will participate in the federal social security system. 
 Rocketship employees may have access to additional Rocketship-sponsored retirement plans according to 
policies developed by the Board and adopted as Rocketship employee policies. Rocketship Education's 
Human Resources team, in conjunction with the principal, ensures that appropriate arrangements for 
coverage have been made.   
 
Rocketship employees also have the option of participating in the Charter School’s medical, dental, and 
vision insurance plans. All employees and applicants for employment are notified of their benefits 
options.  
 
For more details on benefits offered to Rocketship employees, please see the Employee Handbook, 
attached as Appendix 22.  
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ELEMENT K: PUBLIC SCHOOL ATTENDANCE ALTERNATIVES 

Governing Law: The public school attendance alternatives for pupils residing within the school district 
who choose not to attend charter schools. -- Education Code Section 47605(c)(5)(K) 
 
No student may be required to attend RFZ.  Students who reside within ARUSD who choose not to attend 
the Charter School may attend other District schools or pursue an intra- or inter-district transfer in 
accordance with existing District enrollment and transfer policies. 
 
Parents and guardians of each student enrolled in RFZ will be informed on admission forms that the 
students have no right to admission in a particular school of any local education agency as a consequence 
of enrollment in the Charter School, except to the extent that such a right is extended by the local 
education agency. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Page | 112  
 



 

ELEMENT L: EMPLOYEE RETURN RIGHTS 

Governing Law:  The rights of an employee of the school district upon leaving the employment of the 
school district to work in a charter school, and of any rights of return to the school district after 
employment at a charter school.-- Education Code Section 47605(c)(5)(L) 
 
No individual shall be required to work at Rocketship. Employees of the County who choose to leave the 
employment of the County  to work at Rocketship will have no automatic rights of return to the County 
after employment by Rocketship unless specifically granted by the County  through a leave of absence or 
other agreement. Rocketship employees who leave the County  to work at Rocketship shall have the 
return rights that the County, and any other rights upon return to the County that the County determines to 
be reasonable and not in conflict with any law. 
 
Sick and vacation leave, and/or years of service credit, from the County shall not be transferred to 
Rocketship Education. Employment by Rocketship Education provides no rights of employment at any 
other entity.  
 
The Charter School acknowledges that employees are not required to engage in collective bargaining but 
they have that right if they choose to do so. The Charter School further acknowledges that only the 
County has the authority to determine whether a collective bargaining agreement is controlling.  Charter 
School staff shall not continue to earn service credit in a school district while employed at the Charter 
School. 
 
Further, in the case of closure of RFZ, RFZ employees shall have no rights of employment/transfer to any 
other Rocketship school or entity, any school district, the County, or any other employer. 
 
For more details on employee rights at Rocketship, please see the Employee Handbook, attached as 
Appendix 22.  
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ELEMENT M: DISPUTE RESOLUTION PROCESS 

Governing Law: The procedures to be followed by the charter school and the chartering authority to 
resolve disputes relating to provisions of the charter.” 
- Education Code Section 47605(c)(5)(M)  

Disputes Between the SCCOE and the Charter School  

The Charter School and SCCOE will always attempt to resolve any disputes between them amicably and 
reasonably without resorting to formal procedures. All timelines and procedures in this section may be 
revised upon mutual written agreement of authorized representatives of SCCOE and the Charter School..  

If either the Charter School or SCCOE determines that a violation of the Charter or any other applicable 
law may have occurred or a problem has arisen related to the operation of the Charter School and/or 
SCCOE's oversight obligations, or a dispute otherwise arises between SCCOE and the Charter School, the 
following procedures shall be followed to resolve the dispute:  
 

1)​ Should either party determine in writing that the violation or issue in question constitutes a severe 
and imminent threat to the health or safety of the pupils, it shall not be bound by any portion of 
this dispute resolution process and SCCOE may commence revocation proceedings immediately 
in accordance with Education Code Section 47607 and its implementing regulations, or take 
action as it deems necessary.  
 

2)​ In the event that SCCOE believes that the dispute relates to an issue that could lead to revocation 
of the Charter under Education Code Section 46707, participation in the dispute resolution 
procedures outlined herein shall not be interpreted to impede or act as a prerequisite to the 
SCCOE's ability to proceed with revocation in accordance with Education Code Section 47607 
and its implementing regulations. Rather, the SCCOE may choose, in its sole discretion, to 
proceed directly with the  revocation procedures as set forth in Education Code Section 47607 
and its implementing regulations or may choose to participate in all or part of the dispute 
resolution procedures set forth below..  

 
3)​ If the violation or issue in question does not constitute a severe and imminent threat and SCCOE 

has not decided to commence revocation procedures without following this dispute resolution 
procedure, either party will provide written notification of the violation or issue ("the Dispute 
Statement") and refer the issue to the SCCOE Superintendent and Charter School Regional 
Director, or their respective designees. The date that this written notice is provided or sent shall 
be the "Notice Date." Upon issuance of the Dispute Statement, a meeting will be scheduled to 
discuss and possibly resolve the dispute. Both parties must have representatives present at this 
meeting and the meeting shall be held within ten (10) calendar days after the Notice Date, or as 
mutually agreed upon by both parties. The SCCOE representative at the meeting will be the 
Superintendent or the Superintendent's designee, and the Charter School representative will be the 
Charter School's Regional Director or Regional Director's designee. If the dispute is not resolved 
at this meeting, or in strict accordance with any plan for resolution agreed upon at this meeting, 
the parties may proceed to step 4 or take any other action they deem appropriate in response to 
the dispute.  

 
4)​ If the dispute is not resolved in accordance with the procedures through Step 3, either Party will 

have been deemed to have exhausted the administrative remedies within the Charter and may 
pursue any alternative legal options for resolution, including, SCCOE may commence revocation 
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of the Charter and/or other appropriate action in accordance with Education Code Section 47607 
or applicable law..  

 
The Charter School Board will adopt policies and processes for airing and resolving disputes, other than 
those between the SCCOE and the Charter School which are covered above. Parents, students, Board 
members, volunteers and staff at the Charter School will be provided with a copy of the Charter School's 
policies and internal disputes process.  
 
SCCOE will refer all disputes or complaints it receives not related to a possible violation of the Charter or 
law, or to the operation of the Charter School or SCCOE's oversight obligations to the Charter School's 
Regional Director for resolution according to the Charter School's internal dispute resolution process. 
SCCOE may choose to submit disputes it receives that are related to possible violations of the Charter or 
the law or to the operation of the Charter School or SCCOE's oversight obligations to the Charter School's 
Regional Director for resolution according to the Charter School's internal dispute resolution process. 
Should SCCOE receive a complaint regarding the Charter School that is referred to the Charter School for 
investigation and/or resolution, the Charter School shall provide the SCCOE with updates regarding the 
Charter School's investigation and resolution of the matter upon request from SCCOE and upon resolution 
of the complaint or issue. In the event that the Charter School's adopted policies and processes fail to 
resolve the dispute, SCCOE agrees not to intervene in the dispute without the consent of the Charter 
School's Board unless the matter relates to a possible violation of the Charter or law or to the operation of 
the  Charter School or SCCOE's oversight obligations.  
 
Notice of Violation and Opportunity to Remedy Internal Disputes 
 
For any material violation of the conditions, standards, or procedures set forth in the Charter or the terms 
of the Agreement, SCCOE shall provide notice of violation, opportunity to remedy, and revoke the 
Charter as set forth in Education Code Section 47607 and its implementing Regulations.  
 
Internal Disputes 
 
All internal Rocketship disputes will be handled internally and will be governed by RSED’s adopted 
policies. Rocketship maintains a Uniform Complaint Policy and Procedures and Title IX complaint 
procedures as required by state and federal law, respectively. Parents, students, Board members, 
volunteers, and staff at Rocketship shall be provided with a copy of the Charter School’s policies and 
internal dispute resolution process. SCCOE will promptly refer all disputes not related to a possible 
violation of the charter or law to Rocketship. 
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ELEMENT N: CLOSURE PROCEDURES 

Governing Law:  The procedures to be used if the charter school closes. The procedures shall ensure a 
final audit of the charter school to determine the disposition of all assets and liabilities of the charter 
school, including plans for disposing of any net assets and for the maintenance and transfer of pupil 
records.  --Education Code Section 47605(c)(5)(N)  
 
The Charter School shall comply with the applicable elements of California Code of Regulations, Title 5, 
Sections 11962 and 11962.1 and any other applicable legal requirements for closure of a charter school 
and the following requirements. The closure procedures set forth herein shall be collectively referred to as 
the “Closure Protocol." The official action by the Charter School's Board documenting the closure of the 
Charter School for any reason will be referred to as the "Closure Action."  
 

A.​ Charter School shall identify an entity and person(s) responsible for closure- related 
activities and each notice required below shall include information on the responsible 
person and entity and contact information for the person(s) to whom reasonable inquiries 
may be made regarding the closure.  
 

B.​ The Charter School Board shall provide written notification to the SCCOE of the 
determination of the Closure Action and of the effective date of the closure, and the 
contact information for the person(s) to whom reasonable inquiries may be made 
regarding the closure as a charter school within 72 hours of the Closure Action..  
 

C.​ The Charter School shall provide written notification to the home districts of the list of 
returning students within 10 calendar days..  
 

D.​ The Charter School shall provide written notification of the Closure Action and the 
effective date of closure of the Charter School to the California Department of Education, 
the Charter School's SELPA, and the retirement systems in which Charter School's 
employees participate by registered mail within 10 calendar days.  
 

E.​ On closure, the Charter School shall remain solely responsible for all liabilities arising 
from the operation of the Charter School.  
 

F.​ This notice to the parents and students will be provided within 10 calendar days of the 
Closure Action. The written notification shall include information on assistance in 
transferring each student to another appropriate school, and a process for the transfer of 
all student records. Parents/guardians will also be provided with student information that 
includes grade reports, discipline records, immunization records, and specific information 
on completed courses and credits that meet graduation requirements.  
 

G.​ Charter School will provide parents, students and the receiving school districts with 
copies of all appropriate student records. All transfers of student records will be made in 
compliance with FERPA. As permitted by each student's district of residence, the Charter 
School shall transfer all appropriate student records to the district of residence, or the 
district to which the student is transferring if requested by the parent/guardian. The 
Charter School will ask the SCCOE to store original records of Charter School students 
for which the district of residence/district of attendance is not known or will not accept 
the records. If the SCCOE will not or cannot do so, the Charter School will work with  
SCCOE to determine a suitable alternative location for storage. All state assessment 
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results, special education records, and personnel records will be transferred and 
maintained in accordance with applicable law.  
 

H.​ As soon as is reasonably practical, but no later than 90 days after the latter of the Closure 
Action or the effective date of the closure, the Charter School shall prepare final financial 
records. The Charter School's independent audit completed by an independent auditor 
who meets the qualifications to perform Charter School's annual audits, as soon as is 
reasonably practical, but in no case later than six months after closure, and provide the 
audit report to SCCOE promptly upon completion. The auditor and audit shall comply 
with all of the requirements for Charter School's annual audit as set forth in the Charter. 
Any costs for the audit incurred by SCCOE shall remain a liability of Charter School 
until repaid in full. The final audit will delineate the disposition of all assets and 
liabilities. Any liability or debt incurred by the Charter School shall be the responsibility 
of the Charter School and not SCCOE. The Charter School understands and 
acknowledges that the Charter School will cover the outstanding debts or liabilities of the 
Charter School. Any unused monies at the time of the audit will be returned to the 
appropriate funding source.  
 

I.​ For six calendar months from the latter of the Closure Action or the effective date of the 
closure, sufficient staff as deemed appropriate by the Charter School Board will maintain 
employment to take care of all necessary tasks and procedures required for smooth 
closing of the Charter School and student transfers.  
 

J.​ In addition to the final audit, the Charter School shall also submit any required year- end 
financial reports to the California Department of Education and SCCOE in the form and 
timeframe required.  
 

K.​ If Rocketship Education does not operate any other charter school other than the Charter 
School, the corporation will be dissolved according to its Bylaws. 

 
On closure of the Charter School, all assets of the Charter School, including but not limited to all 
leaseholds, personal property, intellectual property and all ADA apportionments and other revenues 
generated by students attending the Charter School, remain the sole property of the nonprofit public 
benefit corporation. Upon the dissolution of the nonprofit public benefit corporation, all net assets shall 
distributed to another public school that satisfies the requirements of paragraphs (a) through (e) of section 
III.A of Notice 2015-07 issued by the Internal Revenue Service and the Treasury Department entitled 
“Relief for Certain Participants in § 414(d) Plans” or any final regulations implementing 26 U.S.C § 
414(d) or to a State, political subdivision of a State, or agency or instrumentality thereof.  
 
Any assets acquired from the SCCOE or SCCOE property will be promptly returned to the SCCOE upon 
the Charter School's closure. The distribution shall include the return of any donated materials and 
property in accordance with any conditions established when the donation of such materials or property 
was accepted. All remaining assets of Charter School will be liquidated and all creditors will be paid 
first. On closure, the Charter School shall remain solely responsible for all liabilities arising from the 
operation of the Charter School.  
 
The Charter School will utilize the reserve fund to undertake any expenses associated with the closure 
procedures identified above.  
 
As RFZ is operated by a nonprofit public benefit corporation, should the corporation dissolve with the 
closure of the Charter School, the Board will follow the procedures set forth in the California 
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Corporations Code for the dissolution of a nonprofit public benefit corporation and file all necessary 
filings with the appropriate state and federal agencies. 
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BUSINESS OPERATIONS 

Governing Law:  The petitioner or petitioners also shall be required to provide financial statements that 
include a proposed first year operational budget, including startup costs, and cash flow and financial 
projections for the first three years of operation. -- Education Code Section 47605(h) 

BUDGETS AND CASH FLOW 
 
The following documents are attached as Appendix 3: 
  

●​ A projected multi-year budget; 
●​ Cash flow and financial projections; 
●​ A narrative describing the above. 

 
These documents are based upon the best data available to the Petitioners at this time.  SCCOE will owe 
in-lieu property tax payments to the Charter School pursuant to Education Code Section 47635. 
 
The attached budget assumes that these payments will be made timely by the Authorizer as required by 
Education Code Sections 47635 and 42238.02.  The program outlined in the petition is predicated, among 
other things, on the Authorizer meeting its obligation to provide in-lieu property tax payments in a timely 
fashion and the State of California maintaining at least the funding rates per pupil contained in the 
2026-27 fiscal year budget. 

FINANCIAL REPORTING 

Rocketship shall provide reports as required by Education Code Section 47604.33 as follows, and shall 
provide additional fiscal reports as requested by the Authorizer: 
 

●​ By July 1, a preliminary budget for the current fiscal year. 
●​ By July 1, an LCAP and an annual update to the LCAP required pursuant to Education Code 

Section 47606.5.   
●​ By December 15, an interim financial report for the current fiscal year reflecting changes through 

October 31.  Additionally, on December 15, a copy of the Charter School’s annual, independent 
financial audit report for the preceding fiscal year shall be delivered to the County Office of 
Education, State Controller, and State Department of Education. 

●​ By March 15, a second interim financial report for the current fiscal year reflecting changes 
through January 31. 

●​ By September 15, a final unaudited report for the full prior year.  The report submitted to the 
Authorizer shall include an annual statement of all the Charter School’s receipts and expenditures 
for the preceding fiscal year. 

The Charter School shall provide reporting to the Authorizer as required by law and as requested by the 
Authorizer including, but not limited to, the following: California Basic Educational Data System 
(“CBEDS”), actual Average Daily Attendance reports, all financial reports required by Education Code 
Sections 47604.33 and 47605(m), the School Accountability Report Card (“SARC”), and the LCAP.   

The Charter School agrees to and submits to the right of the Authorizer to make random visits and 
inspections in order to carry out its statutorily required oversight in accordance with Education Code 
Sections 47604.32 and 47607. 
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Pursuant to Education Code Section 47604.3, the Charter School shall promptly respond to all reasonable 
inquiries including, but not limited to, inquiries regarding its financial records from the Authorizer. 

INSURANCE 

Rocketship shall acquire and finance general liability, workers compensation, and other necessary 
insurance of the types and in the amounts required for an enterprise of similar purpose and circumstance. 
 SCCOE shall be named as an additional insured on all policies of the Charter School. 

ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES 

Governing Law: The manner in which administrative services of the charter school are to be provided. -- 
Education Code Section 47605(h)  
 
Administrative services will be managed in-house and contracted with appropriately qualified and/or 
credentialed (as necessary) outside providers to address all administrative services.  Please see above 
Element D for the role of Rocketship Education as the primary  provider of administrative services. The 
Charter School does not anticipate purchasing any services from the County, but reserves the opportunity 
to include a review of County services and pricing as the Charter School deems appropriate.   
 
Selection of contractors includes a rigorous screening process.  In the case where a contractor is paid for 
by federal funds, the Charter School shall follow applicable federal guidelines. 

FACILITIES 

Governing Law: The facilities to be used by the charter school. The description of the facilities to be used 
by the charter school shall specify where the charter school intends to locate. – Education Code Section 
47605(h). 
 
Location. RFZ is located at 70 S. Jackson Ave, San Jose, California 95116. The Charter School plans to 
remain located at this site through the term of this renewal. The facility was originally purchased and 
remodeled for RFZ’s specific program and has been carefully maintained and updated throughout RFZ’s 
occupancy. 

 

Page | 120  
 



 

IMPACT ON THE COUNTY 

Governing Law:  Potential civil liability effects, if any, upon the charter school and upon the school 
district. -- Education Code Section 47605(h).  
 
RFZ is operated by RSED, a California non-profit public benefit corporation.  This corporation is 
organized and operated exclusively for charitable purposes within the meaning of Section 501(c)(3) of the 
Internal Revenue Code and California Revenue and Taxation Code Section 23701(d).  The specific 
purposes for which the corporation is organized are for the operation of public charter schools for 
educational services in accordance with the Education Code Section 47600, et seq.  
 
Pursuant to Education Code Section 47604(d), an entity that grants a charter to a charter school operated 
by or as a non-profit public benefit corporation shall not be liable for the debts or obligations of the 
charter school or for claims arising from the performance of acts, errors or omissions by the Charter 
School if the authority has complied with all oversight responsibilities required by law.   
 
The Rocketship Education Articles of Incorporation and Bylaws are attached as Appendix 18 and 
Appendix 19, respectively.  Rocketship Education shall work diligently to assist the Authorizer in meeting 
any and all oversight obligations under the law, including monthly meetings, reporting, or other requested 
protocol to ensure the Authorizer shall not be liable for the operation of RFZ. 
 
Further, RSED and the Authorizer intend to enter into a memorandum of understanding or contract which 
shall provide for indemnification of the Authorizer by RSED. Insurance amounts will be determined by 
recommendation of the insurance company for schools of similar size, location, and type of program.  The 
Authorizer shall be named an additional insured on the general liability insurance of RFZ.   
 
The corporate bylaws of Rocketship Education and each of its schools shall provide for indemnification 
of the Rocketship Education and Rocketship Education Board of Directors, officers, agents, and 
employees, and Rocketship Education and Rocketship Board will purchase general liability insurance, 
Directors and Officers insurance, and fidelity bonding to secure against financial risks.   
 
Rocketship Education and the Rocketship Education Board of Directors will institute appropriate risk 
management practices, including screening of employees, establishing codes of conduct for students, 
staff, and participating families, and procedures governing financial transactions and dispute resolution. 
 

 

Page | 121  
 



 

CONCLUSION 

By approving the renewal of this charter, the Santa Clara County Board of Education will be fulfilling the 
intent of the Charter Schools Act of 1992 to improve student learning; increase learning opportunities for 
all students, with special emphasis on expanded learning opportunities for all students who are identified 
as academically low-achieving; create new professional opportunities for teachers; provide parents and 
students with expanded choices in education; and be following the directive of law to encourage the 
creation of Charter Schools.  The Petitioners are eager to work independently but cooperatively with the 
Authorizer to set the gold standard for charter schools.  To this end, the Petitioners pledge to work 
cooperatively with the Authorizer to answer any concerns over this document and to present the 
Authorizer with the strongest possible proposal for establishment of a charter for a five-year term to begin 
July 1, 2027.  In order to comply with rigorous Authorizer charter approval requirements, the Petitioners 
have attached a comprehensive series of detailed appendices.  These appendices, with the exception of the 
Budget included as Appendix 3, are not intended to be incorporated by reference into the petition, but are 
provided to ensure that the Authorizer has a full and accurate understanding of the scope of the charter 
proposal and the means by which the Petitioners intend to achieve the academic results outlined in the 
charter. 
 
 
​
​
​
​
​
​
​
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APPENDIX 1:
CA Dashboard Report



DISTRICT PERFORMANCE OVERVIEW

Rocketship Fuerza Community
Prep

Explore the performance of Rocketship Fuerza

Community Prep under California's

Accountability System.

District Details

Address:
70 South Jackson Avenue San Jose, CA 95116-

2506

Website:
https://www.rocketshipschools.org/schools/fuerza-

community-prep/

Grades

Served:
K-5

Student Population

Explore additional

information about this

district's student population.

506 77.7% 59.3% 0.0%
ENROLLMENT SOCIOECONOMICALLY

DISADVANTAGED
ENGLISH

LEARNERS
FOSTER
YOUTH

Local Indicators

Basics: Teachers, Instructional

Materials, Facilities

STANDARD MET

 Implementation of Academic

Standards

STANDARD MET

 Parent and Family

Engagement

STANDARD MET

 Local Climate Survey

STANDARD MET

Access to a Broad Course of

Study

STANDARD MET

Performance Color Scale

lowest to highest

Chronic Absenteeism

Red

 Suspension Rate

Blue

 English Learner Progress

Red

 English Language Arts

Orange

Mathematics

Green

 Science

Orange

 English Language Arts Growth

Average

 Mathematics Growth

Average

Teacher Assignments

37.1% Clear

Below the State Average

Academic Performance
View student assessment results and other aspects of school performance under
the California Accountability System.

English Language Arts

Points Change

All Students  Orange 17.2 Below Standard Maintained 0.6 Points

State  Yellow 8.1 Below Standard Increased 5.1 Points

EQUITY REPORT

Number of Student Groups in Each Color

0
Red

3
Orange

1
Yellow

0
Green

0
Blue

Mathematics

Points Change

All Students  Green 21.2 Below Standard Increased 5.4 Points

State  Yellow 42.4 Below Standard Increased 5.2 Points

EQUITY REPORT

Number of Student Groups in Each Color

0
Red

2
Orange

2
Yellow

0
Green

0
Blue

English Learner Progress

Points Change

All Students  Red 23.7 Making Progress Declined 27.9%

State  Yellow 46.4 Making Progress Maintained 0.7%

https://www.rocketshipschools.org/schools/fuerza-community-prep/


LONG-TERM ENGLISH LEARNER PROGRESS

0
Red

0
Orange

0
Yellow

0
Green

0
Blue

Points Change



Academic Engagement
See information that shows how well schools are engaging students in their
learning.

Chronic Absenteeism

Points Change

All Students  Red 24.8 Chronically Absent Increased 0.7 Points

State  Yellow 17.1 Chronically Absent Declined 1.5 Points

EQUITY REPORT

Number of Student Groups in Each Color

4
Red

2
Orange

0
Yellow

0
Green

0
Blue

Conditions & Climate
View data related to how well schools are providing a healthy, safe and welcoming
environment.

Suspension Rate

Points Change

All Students  Blue 0.2 Suspended at least one day Maintained 0.2%

State  Green 2.9 Suspended at least one day Declined 0.4%

EQUITY REPORT

Number of Student Groups in Each Color

0
Red

0
Orange

0
Yellow

1
Green

5
Blue

Informational Purpose
Explore the following data elements presented for informational purposes only.
These data are not used for accountability determinations.

Science

Points Change

All Students  Orange 42.5 Points Above Standard Declined 2.4 Points

State  Yellow 52.6 Points Above Standard Maintained 1.5 Points

EQUITY REPORT

Number of Student Groups in Each Color

0
Red

3
Orange

0
Yellow

0
Green

0
Blue

English Language Arts Growth

Average

72.2% students improved their score from the prior year

EQUITY REPORT

Number of Student Groups in Each Growth Category

0
Minimal

0
Moderate

4
Average

1
Accelerated

0
Exceptional

Mathematics Growth

Average

81.3% students improved their score from the prior year

EQUITY REPORT

Number of Student Groups in Each Growth Category

0
Minimal

0
Moderate

4
Average

1
Accelerated

0
Exceptional



English Language Arts

All Students

Explore how well students are meeting proficiency standards on the English Language

Arts assessment. This measure is based on student performance on either the Smarter

Balanced Summative Assessment or the California Alternate Assessment, which is

taken annually by students in grades 3–8 and grade 11.

Performance Color Scale

lowest to highest

Points Change # of Students Points Change # of Students

Student 17.2 Below Standard Maintained 0.6 Points 226 State 8.1 Below Standard Increased 5.1 Points 2,955,483

African American

Points Change # of Students

Student  Gray Data not Displayed for privacy 3

State  Yellow 51.3 Below Standard Increased 7.5 Points 144,153

Asian

Points Change # of Students

Student  Gray 58.3 Above Standard Declined 35.0 Points 25

State  Blue 61.9 Above Standard Maintained 1.2 Points 304,854

English Learners

Points Change # of Students

Student  Orange 46.7 Below Standard Declined 9.8 Points 146

State  Yellow 59.9 Below Standard Increased 7.6 Points 782,925

Filipino

Points Change # of Students

Student  Gray Data not Displayed for privacy 8

State  Blue 49.6 Above Standard Increased 3.8 Points 66,541

Hispanic

Points Change # of Students

Student  Yellow 31.1 Below Standard Increased 16.1 Points 187

State  Yellow 33.7 Below Standard Increased 5.7 Points 1,661,135

Homeless

Points Change # of Students

Student  Gray 22.9 Above Standard Declined 0.0 Points 14

State  Orange 68.9 Below Standard Maintained 1.5 Points 126,044

Pacific Islander

Points Change # of Students

Student  Gray Data not Displayed for privacy 0

State  Yellow 29.3 Below Standard Increased 5.4 Points 12,008

Socioeconomically Disadvantaged

Points Change # of Students

Student  Orange 36.5 Below Standard Declined 4.3 Points 169

State  Yellow 35.3 Below Standard Increased 5.5 Points 1,934,593

Students with Disabilities

Points Change # of Students

Student  Orange 91.2 Below Standard Increased 32.7 Points 33

State  Orange 89.4 Below Standard Increased 6.2 Points 451,804

Two or More Races

Points Change # of Students

Student  Gray Data not Displayed for privacy 2

State  Green 29.4 Above Standard Increased 5.1 Points 138,918

White

Points Change # of Students

Student  Gray Data not Displayed for privacy 1

State  Green 23.8 Above Standard Increased 4.7 Points 586,006



Distance from
Standard

Distance from Standard measures how far, on average, students are from the lowest

possible score for Level 3/Proficient. The Smarter Balanced Consortium has identified

Level 3/Proficient as demonstrating the knowledge and skills necessary for students to

be on track for college and career readiness at their grade level.

2019 2022 2023 2024 2025

All Students 8.6 Above Standard 38.8 Below Standard 43.8 Below Standard 17.7 Below Standard 17.2 Below Standard

Data
Comparisons

Additional information on distance from standard for current English learners,

Recently Reclassified English learners (within the prior four years), and English Only

students in English Language Arts.

Current English Learners

85.5 Below Standard

Declined 15.6 Points

Number of Students: 109

Recently Reclassified English

Learners

67.8 Above Standard

Declined 24.3 Points

Number of Students: 37

English Only

25.1 Above Standard

Increased 17.8 Points

Number of Students: 54



Mathematics

All Students

Explore how well students are meeting proficiency standards on the Mathematics

assessment. This measure is based on student performance either on the Smarter

Balanced Summative Assessment or the California Alternate Assessment, which is

taken annually by students in grades 3–8 and grade 11.

Performance Color Scale

lowest to highest

Points Change # of Students Points Change # of Students

Student 21.2 Below Standard Increased 5.4 Points 230 State 42.4 Below Standard Increased 5.2 Points 2,981,506

African American

Points Change # of Students

Student  Gray Data not Displayed for privacy 3

State  Orange 95.8 Below Standard Increased 6.4 Points 143,849

Asian

Points Change # of Students

Student  Gray 55.3 Above Standard Declined 15.3 Points 25

State  Blue 51.9 Above Standard Maintained 2.4 Points 313,013

English Learners

Points Change # of Students

Student  Yellow 41.0 Below Standard Increased 3.7 Points 150

State  Yellow 86.1 Below Standard Increased 7.3 Points 814,445

Filipino

Points Change # of Students

Student  Gray Data not Displayed for privacy 8

State  Green 14.2 Above Standard Increased 3.8 Points 67,007

Hispanic

Points Change # of Students

Student  Yellow 34.6 Below Standard Increased 16.1 Points 191

State  Yellow 73.6 Below Standard Increased 5.6 Points 1,676,404

Homeless

Points Change # of Students

Student  Gray 16.2 Below Standard Declined 0.0 Points 17

State  Orange 102.8 Below Standard Increased 3.2 Points 132,648

Pacific Islander

Points Change # of Students

Student  Gray Data not Displayed for privacy 0

State  Yellow 67.5 Below Standard Increased 4.9 Points 12,122

Socioeconomically Disadvantaged

Points Change # of Students

Student  Orange 37.6 Below Standard Maintained 0.7 Points 173

State  Yellow 72.9 Below Standard Increased 5.3 Points 1,955,915

Students with Disabilities

Points Change # of Students

Student  Orange 98.3 Below Standard Increased 30.5 Points 33

State  Orange 120.7 Below Standard Increased 3.6 Points 449,429

Two or More Races

Points Change # of Students

Student  Gray Data not Displayed for privacy 2

State  Green 0.7 Below Standard Increased 4.6 Points 138,848

White

Points Change # of Students

Student  Gray Data not Displayed for privacy 1

State  Green 6.2 Below Standard Increased 4.2 Points 587,996



Distance from
Standard

Distance from Standard measures how far, on average, students are from the lowest

possible score for Standard Met. The Smarter Balanced Consortium has identified

Standard Met as demonstrating the knowledge and skills necessary for students to be

on track for college and career readiness at their grade level.

2019 2022 2023 2024 2025

All Students 23.2 Above Standard 53.5 Below Standard 55.1 Below Standard 26.6 Below Standard 21.2 Below Standard

Data
Comparisons

Additional information on distance from standard for current English learners,

Recently Reclassified English learners (within the prior four years), and English Only

students in mathematics.

Current English Learners

70.2 Below Standard

Maintained 1.0 Points

Number of Students: 113

Recently Reclassified English

Learners

48.3 Above Standard

Declined 13.1 Points

Number of Students: 37

English Only

8.9 Above Standard

Increased 11.9 Points

Number of Students: 54



English Learner Progress

All Students
Explore information on the percentage of current EL students making progress

towards English language proficiency or maintaining the highest level.

Performance Color Scale

lowest to highest

Points Change # of Students Points Change # of Students

Student 23.7 Making Progress Declined 27.9% 228 State 46.4 Making Progress Maintained 0.7% 777,537

English Learners

Points Change # of Students

Student  Red 23.7 Making Progress Declined 27.9% 228

State  Yellow 46.4 Making Progress Maintained 0.7% 777,537

Student English Language Acquisition Results

Summative
ELPAC

The percentage of current EL students who progressed at least one ELPI level,

maintained ELPI level 4, maintained lower ELPI levels (i.e, levels 1, 2L, 2H, 3L, or 3H), or

decreased at least one ELPI Level.

2019 2022 2023 2024 2025

ELs Who Decreased at Least One ELPI Level 36.3% 26.3% 37.9% 15.4% 38.6%

ELs who Maintained ELPI Levels 1, 2L, 2H, 3L, 3H 19.9% 32.5% 34.5% 33.0% 37.7%

ELs who Maintained ELPI Level 4 3.9% 2.1% 2.1% 0.0% 0.0%

ELs Who Progressed at Least One ELPI Level 39.8% 39.1% 25.5% 51.6% 23.7%

Summative
Alternate ELPAC

The percentage of current EL students who progressed on the Summative Alternate

ELPAC, who maintained level 3, or did not progress on the Summative Alternate

ELPAC.



College/Career

All Students
Explore information on the percentage of high school graduates who are placed in the

'Prepared' level on the College/Career Indicator.

Performance Color Scale

lowest to highest

College/Career
The percent of students per year that qualify as Not Prepared, Approaching Prepared,

and Prepared.



Local Indicators

STANDARD MET

Implementation of Academic Standards
This measure covers the implementation of state academic standards.

Local educational agencies (LEAs) annually measure their progress in implementing state academic standards and report the results to

its local governing board at a regularly scheduled meeting and reports to educational partners and the public through the Dashboard.

The summary of progress is required to be based on information collected with locally selected measures or tools and includes a

description of why the district chose the selected measure or tool.

1 Exploration And Research Phase

2 Beginning Development

3 Initial Implementation

4 Full Implementation

5 Full Implementation And Sustainability

N/A Not Applicable

Reflection Tool Rating Scale (lowest to highest)

Professional Learning
Progress in providing professional learning for teaching to the recently adopted academic standards and/or curriculum frameworks

identified below.

English Language Arts – Common Core State Standards for English Language Arts

5 Full Implementation And Sustainability

English Language Development (Aligned to English Language Arts Standards)

5 Full Implementation And Sustainability

Mathematics – Common Core State Standards for Mathematics

5 Full Implementation And Sustainability

Next Generation Science Standards

4 Full Implementation

Histor y - Social Science

4 Full Implementation

Instructional Materials
Progress in making instructional materials that are aligned to the recently adopted academic standards and/or curriculum frameworks

identified below available in all classrooms where the subject is taught..

English Language Arts – Common Core State Standards for English Language Arts

5 Full Implementation And Sustainability



English Language Development (Aligned to English Language Arts Standards)

5 Full Implementation And Sustainability

Mathematics – Common Core State Standards for Mathematics

5 Full Implementation And Sustainability

Next Generation Science Standards

4 Full Implementation

Histor y-Social Science

4 Full Implementation

Policy & Program Support
Progress in implementing policies or programs to support staff in identifying areas where they can improve in delivering instruction

aligned to the recently adopted academic standards and/or curriculum frameworks identified below (e.g., collaborative time, focused

classroom walkthroughs, teacher pairing).

English Language Arts – Common Core State Standards for English Language Arts

5 Full Implementation And Sustainability

English Language Development (Aligned to English Language Arts Standards)

5 Full Implementation And Sustainability

Mathematics – Common Core State Standards for Mathematics

5 Full Implementation And Sustainability

Next Generation Science Standards

4 Full Implementation

Histor y-Social Science

4 Full Implementation

Implementation of Standards
Progress implementing each of the following academic standards adopted by the State Board of Education for all students.

Career Technical Education

N/A Not Applicable

Health Education Content Standards

3 Initial Implementation

Physical Education Model Content Standards

4 Full Implementation

Visual and Performing Arts

4 Full Implementation

World Language

N/A Not Applicable

Engagement of School Leadership



Success at engaging in the following activities with teachers and school administrators during the prior school year (including the

summer preceding the prior school year).

Identifying the professional learning needs of groups of teachers or staff as a whole

5 Full Implementation And Sustainability

Identifying the professional learning needs of individual teachers

5 Full Implementation And Sustainability

Providing support for teachers on the standards they have not yet mastered

4 Full Implementation



Chronic Absenteeism

All Students

Explore information about the percentage of students in transitional kindergarten

through grade 8 who are absent 10 percent or more of the instructional days they

were enrolled. Additional information on the counts and reasons for absences can be

found on DataQuest on the Absenteeism by Reason reports:

https://dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/DQCensus/AttAbsByRsn.aspx?

agglevel=District&cds=39685850000000&year=2024-25

Performance Color Scale

lowest to highest

Points Change # of Students Points Change # of Students

Student 24.8 Chronically Absent Increased 0.7 Points 549 State 17.1 Chronically Absent Declined 1.5 Points 3,980,860

African American

Points Change # of Students

Student  Gray Data not Displayed for privacy 6

State  Orange 29.8 Chronically Absent Declined 1.5 Points 192,785

American Indian

Points Change # of Students

Student  Gray Data not Displayed for privacy 1

State  Orange 28.9 Chronically Absent Declined 1.8 Points 16,424

Asian

Points Change # of Students

Student  Orange 9.5 Chronically Absent Increased 3.5 Points 42

State  Green 6.7 Chronically Absent Declined 0.8 Points 412,525

English Learners

Points Change # of Students

Student  Orange 23.4 Chronically Absent Declined 1.3 Points 320

State  Yellow 18.1 Chronically Absent Declined 2.0 Points 836,550

Filipino

Points Change # of Students

Student  Gray 5.6 Chronically Absent Declined 10.2 Points 18

State  Green 8.4 Chronically Absent Declined 1.2 Points 82,980

Foster Youth

Points Change # of Students

Student  Gray Data not Displayed for privacy 1

State  Red 30.6 Chronically Absent Maintained 0.0 Points 23,614

Hispanic

Points Change # of Students

Student  Red 27.0 Chronically Absent Increased 1.6 Points 466

State  Orange 20.1 Chronically Absent Declined 1.6 Points 2,223,716

Homeless

Points Change # of Students

Student  Red 41.2 Chronically Absent Increased 7.8 Points 68

State  Orange 30.7 Chronically Absent Declined 2.0 Points 201,309

Pacific Islander

Points Change # of Students

Student  Gray Data not Displayed for privacy 4

State  Orange 31.0 Chronically Absent Declined 1.6 Points 15,808

Socioeconomically Disadvantaged

Points Change # of Students

Student  Red 26.3 Chronically Absent Increased 1.8 Points 441

State  Orange 21.7 Chronically Absent Declined 1.6 Points 2,613,205

Students with Disabilities

Points Change # of Students

Student  Red 29.6 Chronically Absent Increased 5.4 Points 71

State  Orange 24.9 Chronically Absent Declined 1.5 Points 645,186

Two or More Races

Points Change # of Students

Student  Gray Data not Displayed for privacy 6

State  Yellow 14.9 Chronically Absent Declined 1.3 Points 251,620

White

Points Change # of Students

Student  Gray Data not Displayed for privacy 6

State  Yellow 12.2 Chronically Absent Declined 1.3 Points 785,002



Chronic
Absenteeism By
Year

Percentage of students who were chronically absent at least 10 percent or more of the

instructional days that they were enrolled to attend in school.

2019 2022 2023 2024 2025

Chronic Absenteeism 8.8% 37.7% 29.8% 24.0% 24.8%



Graduation Rate

All Students
Explore information about students completing high school, which includes students

who receive a standard high school diploma.

Performance Color Scale

lowest to highest



Graduation Rate
By Year

Percentage of students who received a high school diploma within four or five years

of entering ninth grade

5-Year Graduation Rate



Local Indicators

STANDARD MET

Access to a Broad Course of Study
This measure explores whether students have access to, and are enrolled in, a broad course of study including the programs and

services developed and provided to unduplicated students and individuals with exceptional needs.

LEAs report progress in the extent to which students have access to, and are enrolled in, a broad course of study that includes the

adopted courses of study specified in the California Education Code for Grades 1-6 and 7-12, as applicable, including the programs

and services developed and provided to unduplicated students and individuals with exceptional needs to their local governing boards

at a regularly scheduled meeting and reports to educational partners and the public through the Dashboard.

The summary of progress is required to be based on information collected through locally selected tools and measures that identifies

differences across school sites and student groups, barriers preventing student access, and any revisions to ensure access for all

students.

Local Climate Survey Summary

1. The locally selected measures or tools used to track the extent to which all students have access to, and are enrolled in,

a broad course of study, based on grade spans, unduplicated student groups, and individuals with exceptional needs

served.

We have an inclusion approach to education. All students in our school -- regardless of group affiliation -- are included in a broad

course of study. We track this through a number of tools, including school day schedules that build academic subjects and topics like

physical education and enrichment; assessment data trackers for all students (including those in unduplicated groups and with

exceptional needs); thoughtful and compliant IEPs for relevant students; and attendance and engagement trackers for all students to

ensure students are in school to access the broad course of study. In addition, we offer additional structures to further broaden the

course of study for specific students who would benefit, such as extension work and check-in-check-out system. We have robust data

tracking processes to ensure each student is engaged and succeeding across areas of study.

2. A summary of the differences across school sites and student groups having access to, and are enrolled in, a broad

course of study, and may include a description of progress over time in the extent to which all students have access to,

and are enrolled in, a broad course of study.

We have an inclusion approach to education. All students in our school -- regardless of group affiliation -- are included in a broad

course of study. We track this through a number of tools, including school day schedules that build academic subjects and topics like

physical education and enrichment; assessment data trackers for all students (including those in unduplicated groups and with

exceptional needs); thoughtful and compliant IEPs for relevant students; and attendance and engagement trackers for all students to

ensure students are in school to access the broad course of study.

3. Identification of any barriers preventing access to a broad course of study for all students.

There are no specific barriers preventing students from achieving access to a broad course of study, since all students are integrated

into our general education classes and curriculum. While some students with exceptional needs are pulled out for additional services

as described in their IEPs, we are always mindful of ensuring their IEPs still give them access to a broad course of study.

4. Revisions, decisions, or new actions that will be implemented, or has been implemented, to ensure access to a broad

course of study for all students.

We will continue to implement new structures to ensure our ability to provide a broad course of study. Additionally, we continue to

monitor our locally selected tool measures and provide coaching to teachers to make sure the elements of the broad course of study

remain in place for all students.



Suspension Rate

All Students

Explore information about the percentage of students in transitional kindergarten

through grade 12 who have been suspended for at least one aggregate day in a given

school year. Students who are suspended multiple times or for multiple days are only

counted once.

Performance Color Scale

lowest to highest

Points Change # of Students Points Change # of Students

Student 0.2 Suspended at least one day Maintained 0.2% 571 State 2.9 Suspended at least one day Declined 0.4% 5,961,200

African American

Points Change # of Students

Student  Gray Data not Displayed for privacy 6

State  Yellow 7.7 Suspended at least one day Declined 0.7% 296,802

American Indian

Points Change # of Students

Student  Gray Data not Displayed for privacy 1

State  Yellow 6.1 Suspended at least one day Declined 0.9% 25,598

Asian

Points Change # of Students

Student  Blue 0.0 Suspended at least one day Maintained 0.0% 45

State  Blue 1.0 Suspended at least one day Maintained 0.0% 605,500

English Learners

Points Change # of Students

Student  Green 0.3 Suspended at least one day Increased 0.3% 330

State  Yellow 3.2 Suspended at least one day Maintained 0.2% 1,088,254

Filipino

Points Change # of Students

Student  Gray 0.0 Suspended at least one day Maintained 0.0% 21

State  Green 1.1 Suspended at least one day Maintained 0.1% 130,292

Foster Youth

Points Change # of Students

Student  Gray Data not Displayed for privacy 1

State  Red 13.0 Suspended at least one day Maintained 0.2% 36,622

Hispanic

Points Change # of Students

Student  Blue 0.2 Suspended at least one day Maintained 0.2% 481

State  Green 3.0 Suspended at least one day Declined 0.4% 3,340,229

Homeless

Points Change # of Students

Student  Blue 0.0 Suspended at least one day Maintained 0.0% 75

State  Yellow 5.1 Suspended at least one day Declined 0.5% 298,135

Pacific Islander

Points Change # of Students

Student  Gray Data not Displayed for privacy 4

State  Yellow 4.2 Suspended at least one day Maintained 0.2% 24,377

Socioeconomically Disadvantaged

Points Change # of Students

Student  Blue 0.2 Suspended at least one day Maintained 0.2% 455

State  Green 3.6 Suspended at least one day Declined 0.4% 3,916,348

Students with Disabilities

Points Change # of Students

Student  Blue 0.0 Suspended at least one day Maintained 0.0% 76

State  Yellow 5.0 Suspended at least one day Declined 0.5% 931,470

Two or More Races

Points Change # of Students

Student  Gray Data not Displayed for privacy 7

State  Yellow 2.8 Suspended at least one day Maintained 0.2% 352,098

White

Points Change # of Students

Student  Gray Data not Displayed for privacy 6

State  Green 2.4 Suspended at least one day Maintained 0.2% 1,186,375

Suspension Rate
By Year

Percentage of students who were suspended.

2019 2022 2023 2024 2025

Suspension Rate 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2%



Local Indicators

STANDARD MET

Basics: Teachers, Instructional Materials, Facilities
This measure addresses the percentage of appropriately assigned teachers; students' access to curriculum-aligned

instructional materials; and safe, clean and functional school facilities.

As applicable, 100% of all school sites promptly address any complaints or other deficiencies identified throughout

the academic year and provide information annually on progress meeting this standard to the local governing

board at a regularly scheduled meeting and reports to educational partners and the public through the Dashboard.

Appropriately Assigned Teachers

Name Total Teaching Full-Time Equivalent (FTE) Clear (% of teaching FTE) Comparison to Statewide Average

LEA 17.50 37.1% Below

County 11,375.38 84.3% Above

Statewide 278,927.09 82.5% n/a

For additional information about appropriately assigned teachers at schools within this local educational agency, please visit the

Dataquest Teaching Assignment with School Data report at https://dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/DQCensus/TchAssgnOutcomeLevels.aspx?

agglevel=District&cds=39685850000000&year=2022-23.

Percent Of Students Without Access To Their Own Copies Of Standards-Aligned Instructional Materials For Use At School And

At Home

0

Instances Where Facilities Do Not Meet The "Good Repair" Standard (Including Deficiencies And Extreme Deficiencies)

0

https://dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/DQCensus/TchAssgnOutcomeLevels.aspx?agglevel=District&cds=43104390131110&year=2022-23


Local Indicators

STANDARD MET

Parent and Family Engagement
This measure addresses Parent and Family Engagement, including how an LEA builds relationships between school staff and families,

builds partnerships for student outcomes and seeks input for decision-making.

LEAs report progress of how they have sought input from parents in decision-making and promoted parent participation in programs

to its local governing board or body using the State Board of Education adopted self-reflection tool for Priority 3 at the same meeting

at which the LEA adopts its Local Control and Accountability Plan (LCAP), and reports to educational partners and the public through

the Dashboard.

1. Rate the LEA's progress in developing the capacity of staff (i.e. administrators, teachers, and classified staff ) to

build trusting and respectful relationships with families.

5 Full Implementation And Sustainability

2. Rate the LEA's progress in creating welcoming environments for all families in the community.

5 Full Implementation And Sustainability

3. Rate the LEA's progress in supporting staff to learn about each family's strengths, cultures, languages, and goals

for their children.

5 Full Implementation And Sustainability

4. Rate the LEA's progress in developing multiple opportunities for the LEA and school sites to engage in 2-way

communication between families and educators using language that is understandable and accessible to families.

5 Full Implementation And Sustainability

Based on the analysis of educational partner input and local data, briefly describe the LEA's current strengths and

progress in Building Relationships Between School Staff and Families.

In order to achieve high expectations for our students, the school team seeks to become critical partners with our families and help

them become effective champions of their child's education. Building meaningful relationships between families and staff creates a

welcoming environment, and are cornerstones of the school's partnership with families. Over the course of the 2024-2025 school

year, we continued to strengthen some of our core family engagement and partnership activities including Home Visits, Care Corps

and Los Dichos. We focused on creating multiple opportunities and avenues for families to engage with the school, collaborate with

and provide feedback to administrators, and engage in their student's education. Our school strengthened our onboarding process for

newly hired staff, with increased training on our family engagement vision, tools to build relationships with families and support with

best practices from veteran staff. Additionally, we fully implemented and trained staff and families on a new communication platform

that actively translates two way communication into the home language of our families. These initiatives resulted in positive increases

in family satisfaction survey data.

Based on the analysis of educational partner input and local data, briefly describe the LEA's focus area(s) for

improvement in Building Relationships Between School Staff and Families.

In order to continue to grow in the area of building relationships between school staff and families, the school will engage families,

parent leaders and staff to assess the quality and quantify of school events, to ensure there is a balance in events offered and they are

responsive to the needs of our families.

Based on the analysis of educational partner input and local data, briefly describe how the LEA will improve

engagement of underrepresented families identified during the self-reflection process in relation to Building

Relationships Between School Staff and Families.

The school invests in the engagement of underrepresented families through a greater focus on honoring the different cultures of our

students in the classroom, through school events and our family led Los Dichos reading program. Additionally, through our Care

Corps program, staff identify and directly partner with underrepresented families to connect them with community resources, while

serving as a support and partner in increasing engagement in school based classroom activities, events and teacher partnership

opportunities. To further engage underrepresented families, our school is providing additional training to staff to assist families of

chronically absent students as well as newcomer students.

5. Rate the LEA's progress in providing professional learning and support to teachers and principals to improve a

school's capacity to partner with families.

5 Full Implementation And Sustainability



5 Full Implementation And Sustainability

6. Rate the LEA's progress in providing families with information and resources to support student learning and

development in the home.

4 Full Implementation

7. Rate the LEA's progress in implementing policies or programs for teachers to meet with families and students to

discuss student progress and ways to work together to support improved student outcomes.

5 Full Implementation And Sustainability

8. Rate the LEA's progress in supporting families to understand and exercise their legal r ights and advocate for their

own students and all students.

5 Full Implementation And Sustainability

Based on the analysis of educational partner input and local data, briefly describe the LEA's current strengths and

progress in Building Partnerships for Student Outcomes.s

Partnerships between teachers and families are critical to our work in realizing positive student outcomes. The school actively builds

meaningful, authentic partnerships and proactively communicates with families, which supports a strong school environment and

helps to mitigate any potential issues. The school provides specialized staff training for key staff-parent interactions including: Home

Visits--annual visits where the teacher gets to know the family in a respectful and authentic way in their home environment,

Community Meetings--monthly meetings where the full school community comes together to receive updates and have discussion,

Family Meetings and Events--potlucks, cultural celebrations and other communal/sharing experiences, Family/Teacher Conferences--

regular meetings to partner with families on their student's academic progress, what their child needs and to provide resources to

support student learning in addition to creating a space for authentic feedback, and other interactions-- encouraging phone calls,

emails, texts and in-person conversations that foster engagement and opportunities to connect. Our wellness and care corps

coordinators partner together to analyze trends happening in our community and bring corresponding resources for students and

families onto campus. Additionally, they support a series of parent workshops centered on family wellness and supporting students at

home. Our campus also engaged families through the CA Leadership Organizing Committee (CLOC), a Rocketship initiative to train

families on their rights and civic engagement. Progress was made on providing resources to support student learning and

development at home through a pilot partnership with an online literacy tool that delivers at-home tutoring sessions to families.

Based on the analysis of educational partner input and local data, briefly describe the LEA's focus area(s) for

improvement in Building Partnerships for Student Outcomes.

In order to continue to grow in the area of building partnerships for student outcomes, the school will continue to increase parent

understanding of our curriculum and how to best support their students at home. We will seek to increase the number of academic

nights focused on our curriculum over the course of the year, providing families with increased understanding of the curriculum,

resources and best practices to support their students.

Based on the analysis of educational partner input and local data, briefly describe how the LEA will improve

engagement of underrepresented families identified during the self-reflection process in relation to Building

Partnerships for Student Outcomes.

The school will invest in the engagement of underrepresented families through specific and direct outreach to these families from

both classroom teachers and our Care Corps Coordinator. Additionally, the school is expanding the resources provided to families of

our students in our ISE program to help them understand their rights and the various processes in the program.

Seeking Input for Decision-Making

9. Rate the LEA's progress in building the capacity of and supporting principals and staff to effectively engage

families in advisor y groups and with decision-making.

4 Full Implementation

10. Rate the LEA's progress in building the capacity of and supporting family members to effectively engage in

advisor y groups and decision-making.

5 Full Implementation And Sustainability

11. Rate the LEA's progress in providing all families with opportunities to provide input on policies and programs,

and implementing strategies to reach and seek input from any underrepresented groups in the school community.

4 Full Implementation

12. Rate the LEA's progress in providing opportunities to have families, teachers, principals, and district

administrators work together to plan, design, implement and evaluate family engagement activities at school and

district levels.

4 Full Implementation



4 Full Implementation

Based on the analysis of educational partner input and local data, briefly describe the LEA's current strengths and

progress in Seeking Input for Decision-Making.

In addition to significant informal opportunities for families and teachers to connect, the school has built out formal structures to

support family engagement in advisory groups and enhance family engagement in the formal governance process. In order to gain

more timely input and feedback from families this year, we increased the frequency of the survey to all families, gathering information

about how the school is working well for them and how we can improve. Our SSC and ELAC nomination and election process allows

consistent family participation, and we have enhanced our training to help families better understand how to hold effective meetings

and engage in the formal process. Currently, three Rocketship parents serve on the Rocketship Board of Directors. In addition to SSC

and ELAC, our campus has a campus community advisory group, which solicits feedback from the community including students,

parents, school staff and school leaders and analyzes data on school academics, culture and student well being. The group identifies

trends and gives input and recommendations on potential actions the school may take. Lastly, we have partnered with the Rocketship

network on the Regional Community Advisory Board to engage in decision making, support the creation of, and provide feedback on,

Rocketship’s five year plan and annual goals and priorities. The family advisory board represents a diverse set of families, including

families from underrepresented groups. The advisory board has reached out to and solicited feedback from families of

underrepresented groups and incorporated their input into the plan and priorities.

Based on the analysis of educational partner input and local data, briefly describe the LEA's focus area(s) for

improvement in Seeking Input for Decision-Making.

In order to continue to improve in seeking input for decision making, the school will increase efforts to increase family ownership over

school activities, forming family planning committees to lead the planning, communication and execution of school-wide family

events.

Based on the analysis of educational partner input and local data, briefly describe how the LEA will improve

engagement of underrepresented families identified during the self-reflection process in relation to Seeking Input for

Decision-Making.

The school is focused on engaging underrepresented families by bringing an inclusive lens and mindset to the work of family

engagement. All staff and school leaders receive training to support all families and incorporate that training into their work by

reaching out to engage families of underrepresented groups.



STANDARD MET

Local Climate Survey
This measure addresses information regarding the school environment based on a local climate survey administered every other year

on the topics of school safety and connectedness.

LEAs report how they administered a local climate survey that provides a valid measure of perceptions of school safety and

connectedness to their local governing boards at a regularly scheduled meeting and reports to educational partners and the public

through the Dashboard.

The summary of progress is required to be based on information collected that captures a valid measure of student perceptions of

school safety and connectedness in at least one grade within the grade span.

Local Climate Survey Summary

Prompt 1 (DATA): Describe the local climate survey data, including available data disaggregated by student groups. LEAs using

surveys that provide an overall score, such as the California Healthy Kids Survey, are encouraged to report the overall score for all

students as well as available student group scores. Responses may also include an analysis of a subset of specific items on a local

survey and additional data collection tools that are particularly relevant to school conditions and climate.

The school administers surveys to gauge school safety and connectedness. This survey is created with the input of several teams,

including School, Program, and Family Engagement to gauge parent and student satisfaction with their school across several

categories. This comprehensive survey is tailored specifically to the needs and goals of Rocketship, and serves as a common marker

across the organization on feelings toward the school. It is available in Spanish and Vietnamese to those who need translations.

Prompt 2 (MEANING): Describe key learnings, including identified needs and areas of strength determined through the analysis of

data described in Prompt 1, including the available data disaggregated by student group.

Families are largely satisfied with the school, with 89% of respondents reporting that they were satisfied or very satisfied. High rates of

satisfaction were being driven by families feeling the school provides a safe environment for their students to learn, reported by 92%

of families and 83% of students feeling happy and excited to come to school each day. We are working to strengthen academic

partnerships with families. While 87% of families report being provided with meaningful ways to support their children's learning at

home, we will focus on ensuring families know their student's reading level, have resources to help their children reach their language

development goals and use our online learning programs at home.

Prompt 3 (use): Describe any changes to existing plans, policies, or procedures that the LEA determines necessary in order to address

areas of need identified through the analysis of local data and the identification of key learnings. Include any revisions, decisions, or

actions the LEA has, or will, implement for continuous improvement purposes.

As a result of the analysis of this local data and identification of key learnings, we are implementing several changes. We are updating

our annual, beginning of year, family orientation to have a greater academic focus. This will ensure families start the year with

increased knowledge of Rocketship's literacy program, student reading levels and how online learning programs can be used at home.

We are increasing the number of Literacy and STEM nights to provide ongoing support and resources to families throughout the

school year. Lastly, we are investing in increased teacher training on methods to elevate the academic partnership between staff and

families.



Science

All Students

Explore how well students are meeting grade-level standards on the Science

assessment. This measure is based on student performance on either the California

Science Test (CAST) or the California Alternate Assessment for Science, which is taken

annually by students in grades 5, 8 and once during high school.

Performance Color Scale

lowest to highest

Points Change # of Students Points Change # of Students

Student 42.5 Points Above Standard Declined 2.4 Points 36 State 52.6 Points Above Standard Maintained 1.5 Points 1,314,581

Asian

Points Change # of Students

Student  Gray Data not Displayed for privacy 1

State  Blue 67.0 Points Above Standard Maintained 0.3 Points 134,954

English Learners

Points Change # of Students

Student  Orange 39.9 Points Above Standard Maintained 1.9 Points 30

State  Yellow 41.1 Points Above Standard Increased 2.1 Points 321,660

Filipino

Points Change # of Students

Student  Gray Data not Displayed for privacy 2

State  Green 63.3 Points Above Standard Maintained 1.1 Points 30,895

Hispanic

Points Change # of Students

Student  Orange 40.8 Points Above Standard Maintained 1.2 Points 33

State  Yellow 47.1 Points Above Standard Maintained 1.7 Points 744,349

Homeless

Points Change # of Students

Student  Gray Data not Displayed for privacy 6

State  Orange 41.5 Points Above Standard Maintained 1.4 Points 57,812

Pacific Islander

Points Change # of Students

Student  Gray Data not Displayed for privacy 0

State  Yellow 46.7 Points Above Standard Maintained 0.5 Points 5,582

Socioeconomically Disadvantaged

Points Change # of Students

Student  Orange 41.3 Points Above Standard Declined 3.2 Points 31

State  Yellow 47.1 Points Above Standard Maintained 1.5 Points 860,090

Students with Disabilities

Points Change # of Students

Student  Gray Data not Displayed for privacy 2

State  Orange 38.3 Points Above Standard Maintained 1.5 Points 187,605



Science Data
Comparisons:
English Learners

Additional information on distance from standard for current English learners,

Recently Reclassified English learners (within the prior four years), and English Only

students in science.

Current English Learners

33.4 Points Above Standard

Declined 2.0 Points

Number of Students: 21

Recently Reclassified English

Learners

Data not Displayed for Privacy

Number of Students: 9

English Only

Data not Displayed for Privacy

Number of Students: 4



English Language Arts Growth

All Students

Growth data measures the year-to-year improvement in students' assessment scores

in English Language Arts (ELA) and mathematics. These aggregate student growth

scores can provide a picture of average growth for students within a school, local

educational agency, or student groups within the Accountability system. The

information presented on the Dashboard is for informational purposes only. For more

details and frequently asked questions about growth, please visit the Growth Model

website.

All Students

Average

72.2% students improved their score from the prior year

Number of Students: 133

Student Group Status % Improved Number of Students

African American No Performance Category Fewer than 11 Students

Asian Accelerated 68.4% 19

Current English Learners Moderate 72.5% 69

English Learners Average 70.8% 89

English Only Accelerated 73.1% 26

Filipino No Performance Category Fewer than 11 Students

Hispanic Average 72.4% 105

Homeless No Performance Category Fewer than 11 Students

Recently Reclassified English Learners Exceptional 65.0% 20

Socioeconomically Disadvantaged Average 74.0% 96

Students with Disabilities Average 90.0% 20



Mathematics Growth

All Students

Growth data measures the year-to-year improvement in students' assessment scores

in English Language Arts (ELA) and mathematics. These aggregate student growth

scores can provide a picture of average growth for students within a school, local

educational agency, or student groups within the Accountability system. The

information presented on the Dashboard is for informational purposes only. For more

details and frequently asked questions about growth, please visit the Growth Model

website.

All Students

Average

81.3% students improved their score from the prior year

Number of Students: 134

Student Group Status % Improved Number of Students

African American No Performance Category Fewer than 11 Students

Asian Accelerated 84.2% 19

Current English Learners Average 85.7% 70

English Learners Average 83.3% 90

English Only Moderate 76.9% 26

Filipino No Performance Category Fewer than 11 Students

Hispanic Average 82.1% 106

Homeless No Performance Category Fewer than 11 Students

Recently Reclassified English Learners Accelerated 75.0% 20

Socioeconomically Disadvantaged Average 85.6% 97

Students with Disabilities Average 85.0% 20
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Project Description
As a Matter of Fact: The National Charter School Study III 2023 (NCSSIII) is the third national study by CREDO 

evaluating the academic progress of students enrolled in charter schools in the United States. The current 

report presents findings from 2014 to 2019, which yields four periods of year-to-year student growth as 
measured by state achievement tests. It includes data from 29 states plus Washington, D.C., and New 

York City, which for convenience we report as 31 states. In addition, because we have used a common 

methodology across the three studies, we can combine results into trends to support insights of the 

performance of students enrolled in charter schools over the past 15 years. 

To organize the extensive body of this current research effort, CREDO separated the analysis into two parts 
and produced two reports: (1) Charter School Performance in 31 States (CSP31) and (2) Charter Management 

Organization 2023 (CMO23). CSP31 examines the performance of the full set of charter school students 

and schools, while CMO23 analyzes the difference in academic growth between students attending charter 
schools associated with charter management organizations (CMOs) and those attending stand-alone 

charter schools (SCS).1 We present this combined Executive Summary for both reports as well as common 

Summary of Findings, Conclusions and Implications to ensure we present the fullest picture of performance 

in charter schools.

Our work deliberately focuses on a specific outcome: the annual progress that students make over an 
academic year. In this report, we look at students in charter schools compared to the experience they 

would have had in the traditional public schools (TPS) they would otherwise have attended. One notable 

limitation of this approach is that we have limited line of sight “under the hood” and into the role that 

localized environmental, regulatory and organizational factors play on individual school performance. Our 

contribution to the K-12 education research and practice landscape is to test fundamental questions of the 

effectiveness of charter schools and highlight outcomes and trends rooted in academic progress.

A study of the academic impacts of charter schools on their students is timely. Insights about the educational 

effectiveness of schools, school operators, K-12 academic programs and education policy are valuable 
today more than ever. The 2022 results from the National Assessment of Educational Progress removed any 

ambiguity about student learning after the COVID-19 pandemic. As a country, student academic performance 

has regressed by two decades in math and fallen steeply in reading, with the most severe performance 

declines found among minority, poverty and special needs populations that were already struggling before 

the pandemic. The need for evidence-backed approaches to sustained academic success for students 

transcends demographic, economic and political divides. As school and district leaders, policy makers, 

teachers, families and philanthropists build and implement plans to address pandemic-accelerated declines 

in student learning, they need analysis of school and system achievement presented here to guide and 

support their efforts. 

1	 The CMO study does not include Idaho, Maryland, and Ohio. 
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Summary of Findings
Looking at year-to-year academic progress from 2015 to 2019, the typical charter school student in our 

national sample had reading and math gains that outpaced their peers in the traditional public 

schools (TPS) they otherwise would have attended. We report these differences as marginal days of 
additional (or fewer) days of learning on a learning benchmark of 180 days of learning each school year for 

matched TPS students. In math, charter school students, on average, advanced their learning by an additional 

six days in a year’s time, and in reading added 16 days of learning. 

Figure 1: Annual Academic Growth of Charter School Students, Reading and Math

** Significant at p ≤ 0.01  
Figure above originally appears as Figure 1.7 in CSP31.

These average effects are across all students, all schools, for all time periods. There is considerable variation 
around these averages and this variation forms the foundation for additional analyses and findings in our 
two papers. 

This growth represents accelerated learning gains for tens of thousands of students across the country. Each 

student and each school is a proof point that shows that it is possible to change the trajectory of learning 

for students at scale, and it is possible to dramatically accelerate growth for students who have traditionally 

been underserved by traditional school systems. 

Methodology 
This research depends on data-sharing partnership agreements with state education agencies. One common 

requirement across all agreements is that the processing, analysis and security of the student-level data must 

meet the Federal Education Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA) requirements. This study complies with FERPA 

regulations as interpreted by each state providing data. 

Using both student and school level data, our resulting data set included 81 percent of tested public school 

students in the United States, making it one of the largest data sets of student-level observations created 

to date. We used this information to create a matched student data set with over 6,500,000 student-level 

observations from over 1,853,000 charter students and a matched comparison group. 

To create rigorous tests of our research questions, we need to compare charter school students’ experience 

with an alternative, in this case the learning that occurs in nearby TPS. We match each charter student whose 

records appear in the data with records of traditional public school students with identical traits and aligned 

prior test scores who enrolled in schools that the charter student would have attended if not at their charter 

school. This approach, the Virtual Control Record protocol, creates a “virtual twin” to a charter school student. 

For research purposes, the virtual twin differs from the charter student only in the school attended. 

This study approach mirrors the one used in the 2009 and 2013 studies. The only change to the method was 

to rematch the charter school students to a new set of TPS students each year.2 The data collected for this 

study consisted of student-level demographics, school enrollment and achievement test scores in reading/

English language arts (ELA) and math To assure accurate estimates of charter school impacts, we use 

statistical methods to control for differences in student demographics and eligibility for categorical program 
support such as free or reduced-price lunch eligibility and special education. In this way, we have created the 

analysis so that differences in the academic growth between the two groups are a function of which schools 
they attended. 

In these 2023 studies, we present our findings about learning outcomes measured in days of learning. The 
measure uses a benchmark of learning: the average student in TPS will obtain a year’s learning in a year’s 

time. Computationally, the benchmark student attends school for 180 days in a year and advances their 

learning by 180 days. If another student makes more (or less) progress in the same period of time, we present 

that as additional (or fewer) days of learning.

2	 This change meets the new standards of the What Works Clearinghouse at the National Center for Education Evaluation.
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but 10 days less growth in math than their TPS peers. These results are strongly hampered by the 

performance of virtual charter schools; despite having only six percent of charter school students 

enrolled, their impact on student progress of 58 fewer days of learning in reading and 124 fewer days in 
math has damaging consequences for students and exerts a outsized drag on overall national results.

	> Grade configuration – charter schools serving elementary, middle, and high school students had 

statistically positive growth in both reading and math. Results for multilevel charter schools were 

negative in math and similar to the TPS comparison groups in reading. Seeing growth in all grade 

spans helps us understand that trends in the national aggregate performance are not concentrated in 

particular grades.

	> Continuous Enrollment – charter students overcome an initial learning dip associated with a school 

change, and by their fourth year in their charter school, they show 45 days stronger growth in reading 
than their TPS peers and 39 additional days of learning per year in math. The longer a student stays 

enrolled in a charter school, the better the student’s academic outcomes are.

	> School Management – students who attend a charter school that is part of a charter management 

organization (CMO) experience significantly accelerated growth compared to students enrolled in stand-
alone charter schools (SCS). Even so, CMO schools and SCS provide stronger learning than TPS in reading, 

and CMOs do so in math. CMO-afÏliated students advanced by 27 additional days in reading and 23 
more days in math over TPS, both of which are statistically significant. Stand-alone charter schools still 
grew significantly more than TPS in reading by 10 additional days of learning, but were no different in 
math. Given that SCS serve two-thirds of all students enrolled in charter schools, soft math performance 

in these schools taints the otherwise decisive results in other parts of the study.

Figure 2: Annual Academic Growth of Charter School Students by Charter School Type, Reading and Math

Figure above originally appears as Figure 2.4 in CMO23.

Do All Students Benefit?
When we probe these results to determine if all students benefit, we find positive results are not only present 
in the aggregate, but also across student race/ethnicity groups:

	> Black and Hispanic students in charter schools advance more than their TPS peers by large margins in 

both math and reading.

	> Multiracial, Native American, and White students in charter schools show equivalent progress to 

their TPS peers in reading, but had weaker growth than their TPS peers in math.

	> Asian students in charter schools showed similar growth to their TPS peers.

When we examined academic growth for special populations of students, we found that, compared with their 

TPS peers:

	> Charter school students in poverty had stronger growth

	> English-language learner students attending charter schools had stronger growth

	> Students receiving special education services had significantly weaker growth in both math and 
reading on average, though CMO-afÏliated students with Special Education needs have learning on par 
with their TPS Special Education peers.

In the past, a common claim asserted that positive academic results in charter schools arise from advantages 

that their students bring to their schooling. In some cases the claim focused on students having more 

motivated parents. Another version suggests targeting behavior on the part of the school results in a student 

body that is better prepared academically, a practice commonly referred to as “cherry picking” or “cream 

skimming”. If true, the students in charter schools would show higher academic achievement at the point of 

enrollment. In multiple analyses, we do not see significant evidence of an undue advantage to charter schools. 
In fact, we find the opposite is true: charter schools enroll students who are disproportionately lower achieving 
than the students in their former TPS. 

Where Is Positive Academic Growth Happening?
Deeper into our analysis, we examine where student learning gains are occurring, and find that positive and 
strong effects exist in charter schools that vary widely by location and configuration.

	> States – 18 states in the NCSS3 study produced significantly stronger growth for students enrolled in 
their charter schools when compared with their TPS peers; in 12 states, growth was similar to TPS peers. 

Students attending charter schools had weaker reading growth than their TPS peers in only one state, 

Oregon. In 12 states, charter school students had significantly stronger growth in math than their peers 
in TPS. In 16 states, math growth was similar between charter students and their TPS peers. Only three 

states showed weaker growth for charter students compared to their peers.

	> Locale – compared to their TPS peers, urban charter school students had 29 additional days of growth 

per year in reading and 28 additional days of growth in math, both of which were significant. Suburban 
charter school students also had stronger growth in reading (+14 days) and in math (+3 days). Rural 
students enrolled in charter schools had the equivalent of five additional days of learning in reading, 
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Figure 3: Academic Growth of Charter Schools Compared to Their Local TPS, Reading

Figure above draws from Figure 1.22 in CSP31, and Figure 36 in CMO23.

In math, more charter schools have weaker results than they do in reading, as presented in the figure below. 
As the share of charter schools with growth greater than their TPS peers is comparable with the same 

growth in reading across all categories, the driver of the overall weaker performance in math is the greater 

percentage of charter schools (all, CMO-afÏliated and stand-alone charter schools) that perform worse than 
their TPS peers. Stand-alone charter schools have the largest share of schools with lower growth in math in 

comparison to their local TPS.

Figure 4: Academic Growth of Charter Schools Compared to Their Local TPS, Math

Figure above draws from Figure 1.22 in CSP31, and Figure 37 in CMO23.

These encouraging results require a note of caution. Since the reference point in these comparisons is the 

growth that equivalent students in the local TPS realize, this comparison does not reveal if the difference 
is modest or large, nor does it indicate where in the range of absolute achievement the difference occurs. 
Positive differences at the lowest levels of achievement may not be sufÏcient to move students ahead fast 
enough to reach long-term outcomes such as academic proficiency or post-secondary readiness. Similarly, 
a charter school may post growth results that are considered outsized for any school but still lag behind 

What Can We Learn from CMOs?
Comprising one-quarter of the schools, but serving 37 percent of students in our national data set, Charter 

Management Organizations (CMOs) are producing much of the learning gains we observed for charter school 

students. 

As with our national top-line results, we find robust results for CMOs when we grouped their students by 
race/ethnicity, special populations, where the CMOs are located, grade spans of the schools in the network 

and how long a student enrolls in the school. As with all schools, there is a range of performance for CMOs, 

and we share their student impacts in Appendix A. 

Our analysis uncovered additional ways that CMOs are returning more positive, and often gap-busting, 

results: 

	> New CMOs and new schools in existing CMOs open with strong results, in both cases delivering 

stronger average gains for their students than their local TPS. The student gains in new CMOs are not as 

strong initially as their older CMO peers. New schools started by mature CMOs deliver positive gains in 

their early years that were none the less smaller than the older CMO schools.

	> Size or age of a CMO does not relate to their quality, which means some CMOs are growing poorly 

performing networks of schools. 

	> Clustering of CMOs’ schools within a single state returns significantly more days of learning for their 
students than in CMOs that operate schools in more than one state. 

	> CMOs that took on “turn-around” schools, absorbing those schools into their portfolios, positively 

impacted results for students who remained enrolled in the turn-around school. In addition, the balance 

of the CMO portfolio did not experience a downturn in student learning. 

	> The Charter School Growth Fund serves as a case study of charter school growth accelerators. CMOs 

that the Growth Fund chooses to support have dramatically larger pre-funding learning gains than other 

CMOs. The schools that existed at the time of selection remain strong. New CMO schools also open with 

dramatically larger learning gains in both subjects judged against their TPS comparisons. 

	> Excellence at Scale puts dozens of CMOs at the forefront of efforts to provide education that is both 
equitable and effective in moving student achievement to give their students full preparation for their 
next steps.

Variations in Charter School Performance

In our reports, we analyze school-level performance, in addition to student-level performance, continuing to 

report on growth as the outcome variable. Not every charter school provides quality academic programming 

or an effective learning environment for students. Across all charter schools in our study, 36 percent have 
greater growth, 47 percent have equivalent growth and 17 percent have lower growth relative to their local 
TPS. CMO-afÏliated charter schools display stronger performance, with 43 percent having greater growth, 
42 percent having equivalent growth, and 15 percent having lower growth in comparison to their local TPS. 
Stand-alone charter schools have slightly more moderate results. 

READING

BetterSameWorse

STAND-ALONE CHARTERS

CMO CHARTER SCHOOLS

ALL CHARTER SCHOOLS 17% 47% 36%

15% 42% 43%

18% 50% 32%

MATH

BetterSameWorse

STAND-ALONE CHARTERS

CMO CHARTER SCHOOLS

ALL CHARTER SCHOOLS 25% 39% 36%

22% 34% 44%

27% 42% 31%
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Schools that have average student 

achievement above the state average 

(above the 50th percentile) are presented 

in the top half of the figure. In reading, 
43 percent of all schools have average 
performance in the upper half in their 

respective states, with a majority 

of those high achievement schools 

also having stronger growth than 

their local TPS. Zeroing in on the low-

growth/low-achievement quadrant, 

207 schools (4.1 percent) in our study 
have lower academic growth than their 

local alternatives and have student 

achievement that is below the 30th percentile of state achievement at the end of the school year.

Figure 6: Academic Growth and Achievement 2015 to 2018, Math

Low Growth,  

High Achievement

High Growth,  

High Achievement

Growth (in Days of Learning) -87 0 87

0.2% 2.0% 4.9% 3.8%
70th Percentile

50th Percentile

30th Percentile

1.0% 8.6% 12.0% 7.5%

4.9% 14.3% 13.8% 6.2%

7.1% 7.5% 5.3% 1.3%

Low Growth,  

Low Achievement

High Growth,  

Low Achievement

Figure above originally appears as Figure 1.26 in CSP31.

In math, above average achievement exists in 40 percent of charter schools, while 60 percent of schools 
have achievement that is lower than their state averages. Twenty-eight percent of schools in the data set are 

high-growth/high-achievement schools, returning great gains for their students. Zeroing in again on the low-

growth/low-achievement quadrant, 348 schools (7.1 percent) have lower academic growth than their local 
alternatives and have student achievement that is below the 30th percentile of state achievement at the end 

of the school year.

The number of schools in the low-growth/low-achievement quadrant, though smaller in reading than in math, 

remains a key concern. 

the community schools in achievement. Simultaneous consideration of student academic growth and 

achievement is the only way to get the complete picture of charter school performance.

Charter School Growth and Achievement 

Student academic growth measures how much students advance their learning in a year’s time, and student 

achievement measures the stock of their knowledge at the end of the year. We believe it is critical to examine 

both growth and achievement in order to understand how well schools prepare students for next steps in 

school and life. We map each school’s average growth and average achievement against the the growth of 

matched TPS students and average state performance. Examining both measurements for all schools in our 

national data set during the most recent growth period, we present findings in four basic categories of school 
performance:

	> High Growth—High Achievement: schools that exceed the growth of their local options and whose 

students are above the state average in overall achievement

	> High Growth—Low Achievement: schools that exceed the growth of their local options but with overall 

student achievement below the 

state average

	> Low Growth—High Achievement: 

schools whose students exceed the 

state average on achievement but 

do not advance as much yearly as 

their comparisons

	> Low Growth—Low Achievement: 

schools with lower academic 

growth than their local alternatives 

and whose students’ achievement 

is lower than the state average at 

the end of a school year. 

Figure 5: Academic Growth and Achievement 2015 to 2018, Reading

Low Growth,  

High Achievement

High Growth,  

High Achievement

Growth (in Days of Learning) -87 0 87

0.1% 1.5% 5.8% 2.8%
70th Percentile

50th Percentile

30th Percentile

0.7% 9.1% 17.0% 6.1%

3.1% 12.3% 17.6% 6.4%

4.1% 6.8% 5.8% 1.1%

Low Growth,  

Low Achievement

High Growth,  

Low Achievement

Figure above originally appears as Figure 1.25 in CSP31.

NOTE TO READERS:

The thumbnail table below presents the total 

proportion of students in each major quadrant in 

Figure 5. These values appear on the study website as a 

layer of the chart—the user can see the quadrant totals 

and then drill down to see the inner-quadrant values.

11.4 31.7

26.3 30.9

NOTE TO READERS:

The thumbnail table below presents the total 

proportion of students in each major quadrant in Figure 

6. These values appear on the study website as a layer 

of the chart—the user can see the quadrant totals and 

then drill down to see the inner-quadrant values.

11.8 28.2

33.8 26.4

https://ncss3.stanford.edu/
https://ncss3.stanford.edu/
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1.	In both reading and math, charter schools provide students with stronger learning compared with the 

learning in the traditional public schools that are otherwise available to them. 

Across the broad range of charter schools, the evidence suggests that they are a robust education option 

under many conditions. Whether stand-alone or networked, charter schools operate by law mainly on 

their own, making decisions they expect will serve their students well. According to our latest findings, the 
autonomy given to them usually yields positive results. The majority of charter schools provide better year-

to-year outcomes for students compared to their traditional public-school options. Most of these schools 

perform better to such a degree that the difference is statistically significant. 

The results stand up to deeper investigation. Charter schools produce superior student gains despite 

enrolling a more challenging student population than their adjacent TPS. They move Black and Hispanic 

students and students in poverty ahead in their learning faster than if they enrolled in their local TPS. They 

are more successful than the local public school alternatives across most grade spans and community 

settings. These results show that charter schools use their flexibility to be responsive to the local needs of 
their communities.

These findings generalize into lessons for policy leaders, educators, and funders. Knowing that the average student 
in the average charter school can outperform their TPS peers raises important questions about the priority placed 
on student outcomes in education decisions in many communities. 

2.	Some charter schools provide less student learning than their local district schools, although a larger 

proportion delivers better learning outcomes. The latter group includes over 1,000 charter schools 

managing stafÏng and resources to deliver superior academic results that eliminate the learning gap 
across student groups.

Vital lessons also come from the distribution of school performance around the average. Over the past 30 

years, small, large, urban, rural, networked or stand-alone charter schools, autonomous and independent of 

each other, have arrived at their own solutions for giving their students stronger learning experiences. The 

discretion that charter schools enjoy does not guarantee that each school or every charter network realizes 

strong student outcomes. Our study illuminated the range of learning across schools. 

Despite declining shares, there remain a concerning number of charter schools with weaker student 

outcomes. While lower-performing schools make up a larger share of stand-alone charter schools, CMOs and 

networks also have a substantial share that produces low gains for their students. This study has profound 

implications for charter schools and charter networks that do not support student learning. Charter boards 

and authorizers are the accountability side of the charter school equation. They evaluate school performance 

and, if necessary, dictate remedies. As our analysis shows, disturbing numbers of charter schools and 

networks have low learning levels. There are brick-and-mortar, online, networked, and stand-alone charter 

schools with sub-par results. 

The number of school closures we observed in the years of this study was small compared to the counts of 

schools with the lowest student growth and academic achievement. Since primary and secondary education 

is essential to the social contract, providing a foundation for future opportunities, the claim of “choice” cannot 

justify derailing students’ preparation. Especially in the post-COVID era, the need for charter boards and 

authorizers to address under-performance in their schools has never been more critical. 

Exceptional Performance in Charter Schools 

Perhaps the most revealing finding of our study is that more than 1,000 schools have eliminated learning 
disparities for their students and moved their achievement ahead of their respective state’s average 

performance. We refer to these schools as “gap-busting” charter schools. They provide strong empirical 

proof that high-quality, high-equality education is possible anywhere. More critically, we found that dozens 

of CMOs have created these results across their portfolios, demonstrating the ability to scale equitable 

education that can change lives. 

Evidence of Improvement over Time

Findings from this study take on even more weight when considered in the historical context of the 15 years 

of CREDO studies on student academic progress in charter schools. Between the 2009 and 2023 studies, 

against a backdrop of flat performance for the nation as a whole, the trend of learning gains for students 
enrolled in charter schools is both large and positive. 

Figure 7: Annual Academic Growth of Charter School Students across Three National Studies

** Significant at p ≤ 0.01  
Figure above originally appears as Figure 1.8 in CSP31.

Conclusions 
The outcomes of these studies are largely positive and support several conclusions about the current 

landscape of charter schools across America. Perhaps more importantly, the opportunity to position these 

findings in the larger body of research leads to a number of implications about the fundamental policies and 
practices of charter schooling at a more global level. 
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or portfolio size, we see high- and low-impact CMOs and networks. This further supports earlier CREDO 

research that showed that CMOs only replicate the quality they already have. The implications of replicating 

schools with weak results is clear. The big upside is the ability of dozens of CMOs to scale their gap-busting 

performance. Additionally, CMOs that concentrate their operations within a single state have stronger gains 

than multistate CMOs, though both groups do well by their students. 

Programs of external funding and support to CMOs to grow their networks, represented here by the Charter 

School Growth Fund, focus on some of the stronger CMOs and networks in our study. After high-performing 

CMOs receive endorsement, the learning of students in those CMO schools rises in reading but holds steady 

in math. 

The majority of new CMO schools are no better or worse than the parent organization has already produced, so 
decisions to approve applications by CMOs to open new schools must consider the contributions to student learning 
of schools in the existing portfolio. 

CMO growth accelerators help augment board and authorizer reviews through their extensive selection process; the 
growth of their grant-receiving CMOs maintains the strong student learning that led to their selection. The expansion 
of these high-quality schools and networks benefits more students and communities. 

4.	Charter schools and networks improve over time, as do the systems that oversee them.

Insights about improvement in schools and networks stem from this study and CREDO’s prior multistate 

studies.

In the years of this study, student growth in charter schools was the strongest observed in any of CREDO’s 

multistate studies. Added to the results from the previous two studies, a strong trend of improvement 

becomes clear. We see substantial increases in student learning in CMOs in both tested subjects and in 

reading for stand-alone charter schools. Even the finding of no difference in math learning in stand-alone 
charter schools vis a vis TPS, a decline from the 2017 study results, still marks an improvement from the 

statistically significant negative results in the first CMO vs. stand-alone comparisons in 2013. 

A better understanding of the improvement in the sector comes from two different findings. The first is 
that the largest share of improvement comes from existing charter schools. Compared to the National 

Assessment of Education Progress (NAEP) trend, evidence of schools getting better over time is welcome 

news. 

Second, new schools opened with stronger results than at any time in the past. Growth in the number of 

CMOs since the last study plays a role. Many stand-alone charter schools also pushed their results upward. 

Strengthening authorizer standards and practices, a drive that took root in the 2010s, also sets a higher bar 

that resulted in better schools opening. 

Finding ways to improve student academic outcomes is an ambition shared by policy and community leaders, 
educators, funders and parents. Charter school results show that change for the better is possible in the larger 
education system. The key to improvement lies outside any particular school or network model, though many are 
worthy of emulation. It is simply not possible to drive single solutions through the diverse landscape that is U.S. 
public education. Lessons from the charter school experience and results may be helpful in charting a future course 
in public education.

Closure is not the sole remedy. As we learned from our special investigation, the “takeover“ of 

underperforming schools by strong CMOs led to improved student learning for the students who remained 

enrolled before and after the transfer. The gains did not adversely affect student academic progress in the 
rest of the CMOs’ schools. This policy tool may have broader utility than previously realized. 

At the high end of the performance range, good news exists in the growing share of schools outpacing 

learning in their local TPS. In both subjects and for both CMO and stand-alone schools, larger shares are 

“better than” and a smaller share is “weaker than” compared to earlier work. 

The real surprise of the study is the number of charter schools that have achieved educational equity for 

their students: we call them “gap-busting” schools. Ensuring equivalent yearly growth across student groups 

has two critical consequences. First, ensuring minority and poverty students learn on par with or better 

than their White peers interrupts or reduces the achievement gap. It happens regularly in a large swath of 

charter schools. More critically, there is strong evidence that these gap-busting schools can be scaled. Added 

to the traditional district schools that achieve similar results, this is the life-transforming education that so 

many students need. Second, these schools deliver hundreds of independent proof points that learning gaps 

between student groups are not structural or inevitable; better results are possible. 

Charter schools function as a portfolio, and their varied impacts on student learning are expected. Charter 

school boards and authorizers are responsible for ensuring students perform well. Evidence shows that the 

charter school enterprise benefits students, and its positive outliers (e.g., gap busters) can pressure the rest 
of the system.

The near-term implication for charter school boards and authorizers is two-pronged. Addressing chronic and/or 
severe underperformance is necessary and imperative in the current education climate. Identifying high-impact 
exemplars for probationary charter schools to study and emulate is possible. Transfer of sub-par schools to higher-
performing operators could be part of a larger incentive for growth and replication. At the same time, authorizers 
might consider longer charter terms for charter schools that consistently demonstrate outstanding student learning 
success. 

Education leaders and policy makers need to understand that in efforts to improve, some failure is inevitable. Any 
subsequent failure to address the poor performance compounds the damage. It also blocks constructive learning for 
the future. Strong examples of authorizing exist and should be emulated. 

Leadership and responsibility demand embracing practices and policies that lead to better results for students, not 
maintaining the status quo. 

3.	The larger scale of Charter Management Organizations does not guarantee high performance—but on 

balance, it helps.

When taken as a whole, schools managed by Charter Management Organizations and charter networks bring 

a greater learning benefit to students compared to stand-alone charter schools. Despite the differences, both 
groups of charter schools have had larger student success than traditional public schools with respect to 

reading. We note, however, that math gains in stand-alone charter schools were equivalent to TPS learning. 

Our analysis highlights attributes of higher-performing CMOs and networks that could be useful in future 

discussions. Size or age of the CMO does not relate to student learning: at every increment of CMO age 
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Poorly performing charter schools are often ignored. A number of these schools were observed during this 

study window. There is data to assess policy leaders and authorizers to hold them accountable for protecting 

children’s futures. As tough as closing schools is, the disservice of not closing poorly performing schools has 

large and lingering ripple effects. 

Our results show that the framework of charter schools helps current students and strengthens public 

education overall. We contend these incentives have broader applicability in public schools and see signs 

of their spread. Collaborations between charter schools and local district schools have grown over time. 

Some states, including Kentucky and Maine, have adopted policies to give educators freedom in adjusting 

instruction and boosting performance. However, uptake is slow.

In the year 2023, the importance of strong academic achievement among America’s students has never 

been greater. The students hit hardest by school closures during the coronavirus pandemic are precisely 

those whom this research illuminates as being able to benefit the most from charter schools. In this study 
thousands of charter schools have proved that we can do better for our students. The current number of 

students benefiting from these schools is 3.7 million, but the number could drastically increase if more 
schools agreed to the same arrangement. Whether it be termed “charter school” or something else, the 

deduction from this data is that when both sides of the equation—flexibility and accountability—are working 
together for more schools, more students’ academic results will improve.
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Implications
The charter school policy framework sets the conditions for charter schools’ growing positive outcomes. It 

is the fundamental common denominator in every case, and its role is powerful.

The framework offers a divergent approach from the conventional strategy for public schools. The “flexibility 
for accountability” construct is not just a catchphrase. It is a distinctly different mode of operation. The 
“loose-tight” parameters of the framework create incentives to which schools and networks respond. The 

incentives find positive support in this study’s findings and the broader trends. While our study design cannot 
make causal claims (because randomly assigning schools to the traditional or charter school approach has yet 

to happen), it can deliver a plausible argument of the value of the policy based on available evidence.

On the “loose” side of the approach, the framework establishes a policy of possibility where educators, 

leaders and boards of directors have the discretion to build and deliver curriculum and instruction that meets 

high standards for learning and is responsive to local needs. 

According to this study, there are a lot of positive possibilities. The process has led to many successful schools 

nationwide, often with meaningful innovations. The diversity of schools illuminates an important feature of 

the framework: success is attainable via many paths. Over time, many have sought and gained permission to 

expand and then shown the ability to create strong student learning at scale. 

Students in these schools, especially minority students and those in poverty, make larger advances than in 

local public schools. Beyond the benefits for their students, successful charter schools deliver critical proof 

points of ways to improve outcomes for students. In the current regulatory climate, it is difÏcult to imagine 
how similar efforts could become conventional among traditional public schools. 

Beyond flexibility in school design, school teams have the leeway to tinker with their operations. The results 
show that existing charter schools have improved over time. The proportion of charter schools with superior 

results is on the rise. The share that lags behind the local TPS alternatives is also shrinking. This means 

schools and networks use their discretion and autonomy to foster a standing capacity to adapt over time.3

Accordingly, the framework also aims to be “tight” at key points as schools open and mature. Authorizers 

are expected to behave as governors of quality. They set the bar to receive initial permission to operate, 

which exerts quality and safety controls at the outset. Others have documented stronger standards among 

authorizers in the review and approval of new applications (Mumma & West, 2018). The findings of stronger 
new schools in this study compared to earlier results attest to the effort and to the CMO replications and new 
charter schools that meet the higher bar. 

Authorizing is a delicate job that requires resources, expertise and substantial political acumen and courage. 

There is growing attention to authorizers adopting rigorous standards and practices and using a variety of 

performance data to evaluate schools that apply for renewal (NACSA, 2016). 

3	� We saw that capacity in stark terms when we examined how charter schools in three states responded to the COVID-instigated school closure orders (CREDO, 
2022). Rapid transformation into remote instructional mode; acquisition and distribution of food, technology, or internet access; and strengthening of personal 
supports were widespread. Return to in-person instruction in the fall of 2020 was nearly universal. These points rest admittedly on smaller bases of qualitative 
evidence, but they provide human dimensions to the point that the present quantitative analysis illuminates nationally. See also: Boast et al. (2020); Henderson 
et al. (2021); Childs et al. (2022).
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1.1 Introduction
The year 1992—the year that City Academy Charter School opened in St. Paul, Minnesota—was over 30 years 

ago. The fundamental bargain of public charter schools—“flexibility for accountability”—took root in the 
school’s first charter and in the more than 7,800 public charter schools that came after. With over 3.7 million 
students currently enrolled in charter schools in 43 states and the District of Columbia, charter schools 
represent the largest experiment in public school innovation in the nation’s history. 

The current study is the third multistate study of charter school effectiveness—the first was released in 2009 
and the second in 2013. It adds to a large slate of charter school research1 released by CREDO in 2006. This 

study covers the education experience of 2,080,913 unique students enrolled in charter schools in 31 states 

from 2014-15 to 2018-19. As our work in this area uses the same peer-reviewed research design and analytic 
approaches, the results across studies provide the basis for examining charter school performance trends 

since 2006. 

CREDO’s work joins a body of research on the subject (Booker et al., 2009; Mead et al., 2015). Our unique 

contribution lies in the scope of the effort: CREDO uses longitudinal student-level information derived from 
state administrative data from 29 states plus the District of Columbia and New York City.2 In our research, 

we include 94 percent of the nation’s charter school students in tested grades. We use a detailed matching 
method to ensure that our analytic comparisons to students in district schools are as precise as the data 

allows. Consequently, our findings carry strong levels of reliability and validity.

A study of the academic impacts of charter schools on their students is timely. Insights about the educational 

effectiveness of schools, school operators, K-12 academic programs and education policy are valuable 
today more than ever. The 2022 results from the National Assessment of Educational Progress removed any 

ambiguity about student learning after the COVID-19 pandemic. As a country, student academic performance 

has regressed by two decades in math and fallen steeply in reading, with the most severe performance 

declines found among minority, poverty and special needs populations that were already struggling before 

the pandemic. The need for evidence-backed approaches to sustained academic success for students 

transcends demographic, economic and political divides. As school and district leaders, policy makers, 

teachers, families, and philanthropists build and implement plans to address pandemic-accelerated declines 

in student learning, they need the analysis of school and system achievement presented here to guide and 

support their efforts. 

1	 Center for Research on Education Outcomes, http://credo.stanford.edu. 

2	� We refer to these 31 jurisdictions as “states” to maintain consistency with previous studies. New York City data is not included in New York results. The two 
groups are mutually exclusive for this study.
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The current results are larger than what we reported in the second national study, which were larger than the 

first national study. The three studies taken together produce a solid positive trend over the 15 school years 
between 2004 and 2019. Notably, the upward trend was due to existing charter schools improving over time, 
not an influx of higher-performing new schools.

Academic Progress for Student Groups in Charter Schools

The second set of findings addresses how consistent the results are for all students. We again report these 
differences as marginal days of additional (or fewer) days of learning on a benchmark of 180 days of learning 
in a single school year. We found important differences in the amount of learning for different groupings of 
students enrolled in charter schools in our study. 

Consistent with our earlier studies, we found significant variations in charter student learning when we exam-

ined results for students in different racial/ethnic groups. In math performance, Asian/Pacific Islander students 
in charter schools realized more than a year of academic progress in a school year. In contrast, Black, Hispanic, 

White and Native American students have academic gains that fall short of a year’s progress in a year. In 

reading performance, Asian/Pacific Islander students made gains well above the benchmark 180 days of 
learning, while White and Hispanic students were closer to the benchmark of one year of growth in a year. 

Black and Native American students fell considerably short of the 180 days of learning mark. 

Despite overall low growth, Black and Hispanic students in charter schools fared better when compared with 

the learning gains of their TPS peers. White, Native American and multiracial students had smaller learning 

gains than their TPS comparisons.

Charter school students in poverty and their TPS counterparts fell short of the learning of their non-poverty 

peers. Despite this, charter students in poverty had stronger growth, equal to 17 additional days of learning in 

math and 23 additional days of learning in reading, than their TPS peers in poverty. Likewise, English-language 

learner (ELL) students who attended charter schools also had stronger growth in math (eight days) and reading 

(six days) than their TPS peers but were still left considerably behind non-ELL students. Students receiving 

special education services had significantly weaker growth in both math and reading than their TPS peers. 
Specifically, they grew 14 fewer days in math and 13 fewer in reading. 

Student Academic Progress in Different School Settings
As the conversation about public education focuses on schools as units of analysis, the third set of conclusions 

refers to the effects of charter school students’ learning when different school characteristics are considered. 
Across the sample of 6,802 charter schools in math, 36 percent had overall learning gains that were statistically 

significantly larger than the local TPS alternatives. One quarter posted statistically significantly smaller results, 
and 39 percent had gains equivalent to their local peer schools. In reading, the results were stronger: 36 

percent had statistically significantly larger learning results, 47 percent posted gains on par with their TPS 
peers, and 17 percent had statistically significantly smaller results. At both ends of performance, these results 
improve on earlier results from the last national study—a greater share of charter schools is stronger than the 

local option and a smaller percentage is worse. 

A Brief Primer on Charter Schools in the United States

Enabling legislation allows charter school founders and operators to design and tailor organizational 

structures, stafÏng and instructional approaches to provide their students with an alternative to local district 
schools. They pursue different missions such as STEAM, college prep, social justice or new technologies. 
They can be small or large; they can operate as single schools or in school networks. Some charter schools 

outsource some or all of their operations to outside vendors. Some charter schools mirror traditional public 

school (TPS) grade level or grade band configurations, and others serve students K-12 in one school. Some 
charter schools own and operate their facilities, and some are tenants of local school districts or rent space 

from commercial landlords. 

Charter schools operate under governing boards separate from local district school boards. Following the “flex-

ibility for accountability” construct, in exchange for discretion in school design and operation, charter schools 

must undergo periodic accountability reviews to remain open and in good standing. These accountability 

reviews weigh the schools’ operational and fiscal health and student academic performance. 

Thirty-seven states allow multiple schools to be held and operated under a common management structure 

known as charter networks or charter management organizations (CMOs). This option has increased the 

number of available charter school seats, yet it raises questions of scalability and quality. This study examines 

these questions and the performance of charter schools and charter networks against the legislative and 

regulatory incentives in place. 

The Structure of the National Charter School Study III Report

We report four sets of findings, summarized below. The first three are included in this volume, Charter School 

Performance in 31 States (CSP31). The fourth is presented in Volume 2, Charter Management Organizations 2023 
(CMO23).

Aggregate Charter Student Academic Progress 

The first set of findings focuses on student performance in all charter schools included in the study. Looking 
at year-to-year academic progress from 2015 to 2019, tested students enrolled in all charter schools in the 

31 states had reading and math gains that outpaced their peers in the TPS that charter school students 

otherwise would have attended. We report these differences as marginal days of additional (or fewer) days 
of learning on a learning benchmark of 180 days each school year. In math, charter school students, on aver-

age, were found to advance their learning by an additional six days in a year. For reading, on average, their 

learning added 16 days of learning. 

In the past, a common claim asserted that positive academic results in charter schools arise from advantages 

that their students bring to their schooling. In some cases the claim focused on students having more motivat-

ed parents. Another version suggests targeting behavior on the part of the school results in a student body 

that is better prepared academically, a practice commonly referred to as “cherry picking” or “cream skimming.” 

If true, the students in charter schools would show higher academic achievement at the point of enrollment. 

In multiple analyses, we do not see significant evidence of an undue advantage to charter schools. In fact, we 
find the opposite is true: charter schools enroll students who are disproportionately lower achieving than 
the students in their former TPS. 
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Table 1.1: States Participating in Each CREDO National Charter School Study (NCSS)

NCSS I - 2009 NCSS II-2013 NCSS III-2023

First School Year of Data 2000-01 2006-07 2014-15

Last School Year of Data 2007-08 2010-11 2018-19

States Included in Each Study Arkansas Arkansas Arkansas

Arizona Arizona Arizona

California California California

Colorado (Denver) Colorado Colorado

District of Columbia District of Columbia District of Columbia

Florida Florida Florida

Georgia Georgia

Idaho

Illinois (Chicago) Illinois Illinois

Indiana Indiana

Louisiana Louisiana Louisiana

Massachusetts Massachusetts Massachusetts

Maryland

Michigan Michigan

Minnesota Minnesota Minnesota

Missouri Missouri Missouri

Nevada Nevada 

New Jersey

New Mexico New Mexico New Mexico

New York New York

New York City New York City

North Carolina North Carolina North Carolina

Ohio Ohio Ohio

Oregon Oregon

Pennsylvania Pennsylvania

Rhode Island Rhode Island

South Carolina

Tennessee Tennessee

Texas Texas Texas

Utah Utah

Washington

Wisconsin

The performance of charter schools in different types of communities continues in earlier patterns. As seen in 
earlier national studies, students in urban charter schools outpace their TPS peers and post larger gains than 

their charter school peers in suburban, town or rural settings. 

The academic performance of students enrolled in virtual charter schools compares poorly to the 180-day 

learning standard in TPS and the performance of students enrolled in brick-and-mortar charter schools. 

Students in virtual schools had 124 fewer days of learning in math and 60 fewer days in reading against our 
180-days of learning benchmark. By contrast, students in brick-and-mortar charter schools posted 21 addition-

al days of learning in reading and 14 extra days in math. 

The findings show important differences for charter schools when grouped by the state in which they operate. 
Ten states/regions had learning gains in reading and math that were statistically significantly larger than the 
TPS students: Colorado, Illinois, Massachusetts, Michigan, Missouri, New Jersey, New York City, Upstate New 

York, Rhode Island and Tennessee. Seven states posted better gains in reading: Arizona, California, Florida, 

Idaho, Minnesota, North Carolina and Texas. Only Oregon saw the reverse: charter school learning was statisti-

cally significantly smaller in both subjects. Ohio and South Carolina had negative and significant learning 
advances in math. 

The Role of Charter Management Organizations in Student Academic Progress

We extensively investigated student progress according to the type of charter school they attended. When the 

results were grouped by independently operated charter schools (stand-alone charter schools, or SCS) versus 

those in Charter Management Organizations (CMOs or networks), students in schools run by CMOs had 

stronger results than their stand-alone student counterparts. While both sets of schools are stronger than 

their TPS peers, the CMO learning gains are substantially stronger and carry the overall results of the study 

despite having only a third of the schools.

We expanded our typical format for sharing results with this study. We moved all results into a web-based 

interactive data set at ncss3.stanford.edu. No individual student data or identifiable small group information is 
included in the graphics and other data visualizations. All the results from this study on the website mirror the 

document’s findings.

1.2 Methods and Data

Methodology

Since the 2009 study, Multiple Choice: Charter School Performance in 16 States, CREDO has refined our matching 
and analysis techniques and expanded our data collection. This chapter provides a nontechnical overview of 

the data sources and analytic methods used in the current study. The chapter presents general descriptions of 

the data sources used in the recent study and explanations of how the study was organized and executed. 

The Technical Appendix to this report and the Technical Appendix of the 2013 National Charter School Study II 

(Cremata et al., 2013) includes greater scientific detail on these topics. Table 1.1 represents the states included 
in each study and the years of data included in each study.

http://ncss3.stanford.edu
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Selection of Comparison Observations

As in previous CREDO studies, this study employed the virtual control record (VCR) method of analysis 

developed by CREDO (Davis & Raymond, 2012). The VCR approach creates a “virtual twin” for each charter 
student who is represented in the data. In theory, this virtual twin would only differ from the charter student 
in that the charter student attended a charter school and the twin attended a TPS. The VCR matching 

protocol has been assessed against other possible study designs and judged to be reliable and valuable by 

peer reviewers (Egalite & Ackerman, 2015).4

Using the VCR approach, a “virtual twin” was constructed for each charter student by drawing on the available 

records of traditional public school (TPS) students with identical traits and aligned prior test scores who were 

enrolled in TPS that the charter students would have likely attended if they were not in their charter school.5

Factors included in the matching criteria were:

	> Grade level

	> Gender

	> Race/ethnicity

	> Free or reduced-price lunch eligibility

	> English-language learner status

	> Special education status

	> Prior test score on state achievement tests

Figure 1.1 shows the matching process used by CREDO to create the virtual twins linked to each charter 

school student. In the first step, CREDO identifies all TPS students who enrolled in a given charter school. 
These schools are referred to as “feeder schools” for that charter. Each charter school has a unique feeder 

school list for each year of data. Students attending a charter school that is also a feeder school are 

eliminated from the match pool for each charter student to ensure VCRs consist entirely of TPS students. The 

feeder school method provides a strong counterfactual as residential school assignment commonly used 

to place students in TPS has been shown to group demographically and socioeconomically similar students 

into schools. This practice increases the likelihood that students assigned to similar schools have similar 

backgrounds, knowledge of school choice programs and school choice options. Once a school is identified as 
a feeder school for a particular charter, all the students in that TPS become potential matches for students in 

the charter school. All of the student records from all of a charter’s feeder schools were pooled: this became 

the source of records for creating the virtual twin match. 

4	� Details of these assessments of the VCR method are presented in the Technical Appendix of the 2013 National Charter School Study, https://credo.stanford.
edu/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/ncss2013_technical_appendix.pdf 

5	� The majority of VCRs included only test scores which were exact matches. Non-exact matches must be within 0.1 standard deviations to be included as part 
of a VCR.

For this study, CREDO partnered with education departments in 31 jurisdictions to use their student and 

school level data. The resulting data set included 81 percent of tested public school students in the 

United States, making it one of the largest data sets of student-level observations created to date. We 

used this information to create a matched student data set with over 6,500,000 student-level observations 

from over 1,853,000 charter students and a matched comparison group. 

Our partnerships with the 31 individual states depend on negotiated data-sharing agreements. One common 

requirement across all agreements is that the processing, analysis and security of the student-level data must 

meet the Federal Education Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA) requirements. This study complies with FERPA 

regulations as interpreted by each state providing data. 

No single study can provide the definitive analysis on a topic as broad as the effectiveness of charter schools. 
A solid body of evidence emerges only by accumulating evidence from multiple studies. With this expansion 

and update to CREDO’s earlier works, we add to the growing array of studies about charter schools and their 

impact on students’ academic outcomes. In doing so, we strived to create a study that was both as rigorous 

and as balanced as possible.

Consolidating Student Data from Multiple States

This study is built on a methodology similar to the one used in the 2009 study. The only change to the 

method was to rematch the charter school students to a new set of TPS students each year. 3 The data 

collected for this study consisted of student-level demographics, school enrollment and achievement test 

scores in reading/English language arts (ELA) and math. Since No Child Left Behind’s implementation, reading 

and math tests have been given consistently across grades 3–8. However, testing could be more consistent 

across other grades. 

Many states had early elementary or high school testing. High school testing often took the form of an end-

of-course (EOC) exam, which was tied to course enrollment rather than a student’s grade. These EOC tests 

differed by state in several ways that could impact growth estimates. These variations included the grade in 
which the EOC exam was given, the number of times a student is allowed to take the EOC exam, and the time 

gap between the EOC tested grade and the previously tested grade. All of these factors had to be considered 

when constructing our data set. 

Growth is the change in each student’s score from one school year to the next. For each two-year series 

of individual student achievement data, we calculated a measure of academic growth. We could compute 

complete growth data from the 2013–14 school year through the 2017–18 school year. Two states are missing 
one year of data. Nevada is missing growth data from 2016–17 to 2017–18. Tennessee is missing data for 

2015–16. Thus, the first period of growth for Tennessee was measured from 2014–15 to 2016–17. 

Additional details about creating the study data set for the 31 states in this study are available in the 

Technical Appendix.

3	 This change was implemented to meet the new standards of the What Works Clearinghouse at the National Center for Education Evaluation.
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Student Match Rates

CREDO’s VCR matching method resulted in 81.2 percent of the charter students from participating states 

being matched with TPS students to create VCRs. This match rate provided a data set with 3,669,446 matched 
charter student-by-year records. The match rates vary by the race and ethnicity of the students; smaller race/

ethnic groups had lower match rates.6 With CREDO’s strict standards to create the VCRs, smaller race/ethnic 

groups have fewer identical students to match with the charter students. Table 1.2 provides the match rates 

for each race/ethnicity and shows each group’s share of the data set. Racial/ethnic group match rates at the 

state level are listed in the Technical Appendix. 

Table 1.2: Match Rates by Race/Ethnic Group

Race/Ethnic Group Group Match Rate
Proportion of Student Body in each 

Race/Ethnic Group in Study

White 84.4% 32.6%

Black 81.4% 25.3%

Hispanic 83.3% 36.0%

Asian/Pacific Islander 64.0% 3.6%

Native American 38.0% 0.3%

Multiracial 58.1% 2.3%

Students in poverty - commonly measured by those eligible for free or reduced-price lunches—had a slightly 

stronger match rate (82.3 percent) than non-poverty students (79.7 percent). Match rates for ELL students 

(74.9 percent) were lower than those for non-ELL students (81.7 percent).

School Match Rates

The charter school data set contained 7,288 individual schools. Almost all charter schools (98.3 percent) had 

at least one school match. In seven states, all the schools had a matching school. The state with the lowest 

rate was Washington, at 86.7 percent. 

Fair Analysis of Impacts on Student Academic Progress 

Most researchers agree that the best method of measuring school effectiveness is to look at schools’ impact 
on student academic growth, independent of other possible influences. The technical term for this is “value-
added” (Betts & Tang, 2008). The central idea is that schools should be judged on their direct contribution to 
student academic progress. This necessarily considers the students’ starting scores on standardized tests 

and student characteristics that might influence academic performance. This approach forms the foundation 
of our study design.

To conduct a fair analysis, this study followed the approach of the previous CREDO studies: we looked at the 

academic growth of individual students as reflected in their performance on state achievement tests in both 
reading and math. To ensure accurate estimates of charter school enrollment on student academic growth, 

6	� Due to the variable distribution of students by school type and subgroup across the country, some student subgroups have low match rate in some states. Low 
match rates require a degree of caution in interpreting the national pooled findings as they may not fairly represent the learning of the student groups involved.

Figure 1.1: CREDO Virtual Control Record (VCR) Methodology

The VCR matching method eliminates any of the remaining TPS students whose demographic characteristics 

do not match exactly and who did not have an identical or similar prior test score. As part of the match 

process, we also drop any students who enrolled in a charter school in subsequent years from the TPS match 

pool. 

Using the records of TPS students at feeder schools in the year prior to the first year of growth, CREDO 
randomly selects up to seven TPS students with identical values on the matching variables in Figure 1.1, 

including aligned prior test scores. Students with similar test scores were used only when there were not 

enough TPS students with exact test score matches. The values for the selected TPS students are then 

averaged to create values for the virtual twin. As all other observable characteristics are identical, the only 

characteristic that differs between the charter student and their VCR is attendance in a charter school. 
Thus, we concluded that any differences in the post-test scores are primarily attributable to charter school 
attendance (Unlu et al., 2021). The matching process was conducted separately for reading and math. Table 

1.2 below displays the proportion of charter students in each racial/ethnic group for whom CREDO was able 

to create a VCR.

PROVIDE LIST OF 

MATCH SCHOOLS

FIND MATCHES BASED ON

DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES

ELIMINATE MATCHES WHO

ATTEND CHARTER SCHOOLS

MATCH TEST

SCORES

AVERAGE POST

TEST SCORES

Virtual Control Records

Charter School Student Feeder School(s) Students

MATCHING VARIABLES:

✓ Race/Ethnicity

✓ Gender

✓ English proficiency

✓ Poverty status

✓ Special education status

✓ Grade level

MATCHING VARIABLES:

✓ Test scores from prior year
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1.3 Descriptive Statistics 
In this section of the report, we familiarize the reader with the attributes of the research data set and discuss 

student and school differences between charter schools and TPS. Table 1.3 describes and compares our 
data. We first provide information on the TPS sector as a whole. This sector represents all the TPS schools in 
the 31 states included in the analysis. We then look at the feeder schools. Feeders are the TPS schools that 

charter school students would have attended had they not enrolled in a charter school; they are a subset 

of the entire class of TPS. Because charter schools are not evenly scattered across all types of locations and 

communities, the feeder schools from which they draw their students have characteristics that are different 
from the class of all TPS schools (Monarrez et al., 2022). 

Student Characteristics

 There are also differences in the characteristics of enrolled students, even within the charter sector. The 
students who enroll in virtual charter schools tend to differ demographically from students enrolled in brick-
and-mortar charter schools. It is important to understand how charter school students differ from the larger 
body of all TPS students when generalizing charter school outcomes to other student bodies with different 
demographics. The table below shows the student demographic characteristics for schools in the 31 states 

included in the study. 

Table 1.3 Demographic Comparison of Students in TPS, Feeders, and Charter Schools (Brick-and-Mortar and 
Virtual) in 31 States, 2017–18

All TPS Feeders
All  

Charters

Brick-and- 

Mortar Charters

Virtual  

Charters

Number Schools 69,706 34,792 6,802 6,588 214

Average Enrollment 552 671 463 444 1,565

Total Enrollment 37,369,048 22,658,792 2,963,468 2,755,778 207,690

% In Poverty 51% 57% 55% 56% 44%

% ELL 11% 13% 10% 11% 2%

% SPED 13% 13% 11% 11% 14%

% White 47% 40% 32% 29% 63%

% Native American 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%

% Hispanic 30% 35% 34% 36% 15%

% Black 13% 16% 25% 26% 12%

% Asian/Pacific Islander 6% 5% 4% 4% 2%

% Multiracial 4% 4% 4% 4% 7%

Brick-and-mortar charter schools enroll a larger proportion of students living in poverty than the TPS 

schools in our 31-state study. Most states define a student being in poverty as a student eligible for free 
or reduced-price meal programs; however, some states use a state-specific metric to classify a student as 

we used statistical methods to neutralize the influence of student demographics and eligibility for categorical 
program support, such as free or reduced-price lunch eligibility and special education. In this way, we 

structured the analysis so that differences in academic growth between the two groups are a function of 
which schools they attended.

While we went to great efforts in each state to match the charter students and their virtual twins, it is 
important to recognize that states differ in the location of charter schools and the students they serve. These 
differences mean that charter students are not likely to be representative of the state’s full complement 
of students. These differences are described in the Student Characteristics section. Our statistical models 
included controls for these differences between states to consider these differences when estimating the 
overall impact of charter school attendance.

Basic Analytic Models

The purpose of this study is to address multiple questions. All focused around one central question, “How did 

the academic growth of charter school students compare to similar students who attended traditional public 

schools (TPS)?” By answering this foundational question, we aim to extend the pool of knowledge on charter 
school effectiveness and provide reliable information for policy makers.

In CSP31, we analyze charter schools’ effectiveness in the 31 states with which we have data partnerships. We 
also discuss the performance change for the states covered in the 2009 and 2013 reports. These cross-study 

comparisons are included by research topic when applicable. 

How We Present the Results

We present the findings in units of days of learning to make the results clearer to non-technical readers. 
The statistical analysis produces results denominated in standard deviations—an unfamiliar currency to the 

general public. The days-of-learning metric takes the statistical findings of our analysis and transforms them. 
It uses a protocol that was developed prior to the study and then applied here.7 For each growth period, we 

identify the one-year learning growth of an exactly average TPS student in each state and grade and set that 

learning gain as “180 days of learning in 180 days of schooling.” We then take our results, student by student, 

and compare their academic progress to the benchmark learning of 180 days. If a student in our study 

has more learning, we award him extra days of learning on top of the 180. If a student learns less than the 

benchmark, they are awarded negative days of learning which added to the 180 benchmark result in fewer 

days of learning.8

While transforming the statistical results into days of learning provides a more accessible measure, the 

days of learning are estimates and should be used as general guides (Hanushek & Rivkin, 2006). We provide 
the difference in growth in standard deviation units in the outputs of the statistical methods used for each 
analysis found in the Technical Appendix. 

7	� Using nationwide growth data from the National Assessment of Education Progress, the transformation involves multiplying the standard deviation units produced 
by our statistical analyses by 578 days. This yields 5.78 days of learning for every 0.01 standard deviation difference in our analysis. For those wanting to convert 
these larger counts into weeks or months: a school week consists of five days; a school month is 20 days and a quarter or nine-week term is typically 45 days. 

8	� The expression “additional days of learning” does not mean the students were necessarily in school for more days during the school year. It means that the 
additional learning that took place in charter schools during the school year was equivalent to attending school for x additional days in a TPS setting.
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Other Student Characteristics

For other student characteristics, 57.8 percent of students in the study are students in poverty—defined as 
eligible to receive free or reduced-price lunches or using their state’s specific economic metric to identify 
students in poverty.10 English-language learning students (ELL) made up 7.1 percent of the data set. Students 

receiving special education services made up 7.9 percent of the data set. Just over half (51.5 percent) 

of charter school students are female. The proportions of the matched student body are similar to the 

proportions of these special populations in the larger sample of all charter students in the 31 states. 

Table 1.5: Special Population Proportions for All versus Matched Students

Special Population
Proportion of Student Body in each 

Special Population — All Charters

Proportion of Student Body in each Special 

Population — Matched Student Data Set

In Poverty 55% 58%

ELL 10% 7%

SPED 11% 8%

One in four students in the data set is a Hispanic student in poverty (26.2 percent), while 20 percent of 

students are Black students in poverty. Also, 6.2 percent of students in the data set are Hispanic ELL 

students.11

While the national distribution fits the expected pattern, student achievement decile patterns vary greatly by 
state. For example, in 2017, Pennsylvania drew a larger percentage of its charter enrollment from the lower 

deciles, as do Michigan and Ohio. The opposite—higher achieving students enrolling in charter schools—is 

found in New York City, North Carolina and Arizona. In the figure below, there are 10 boxes in each state, with 
the lowest box being the first decile (lowest achievement) and the highest box representing the 10th decile 
(highest achievement). 

Figure 1.2 shows the within-state decile of the average achievement level for all students enrolled in charter 

schools by state for math. There is a wide variance in the achievement levels of charter students in different 
states. While some states have average charter student achievement as high as the sixth decile, which means 

the average charter student has achievement above the average TPS student in the state, most are in the 

third and fourth deciles. The average achievement scores are due to a combination of new charter students’ 

entry-level achievement and the impact of attending charters for existing charter students. 

10	� CREDO acknowledges the declining usefulness of free and reduced-price lunch eligibility as an indicator of poverty. We have used a state-specific variable in 
states where a better metric is available. For the remaining states, free or reduced-price lunch eligibility was the best indicator available (Fazlul et al., 2023). 

11	 Hispanic students in poverty and Hispanic ELL students are not mutually exclusive groups. A student could be in both.

being in poverty. We treat these two methods as equally valid for these analyses. The percentage of students 

in poverty in charter schools is similar to those in poverty in the feeder schools that students would have 

attended if not enrolled in their charter schools. The percentage of charter school students in brick-and-

mortar charter schools identified as English learners and students receiving special education services is 
comparable to that of the full set of TPS schools and feeder schools. The brick-and-mortar charter schools 

have twice the rate of Black student enrollment as the TPS schools and 10 percentage points higher than their 

feeder schools. The enrollment rate for Hispanic students in brick-and-mortar charters is similar to that in the 

set of feeder schools, yet lower than the overall rate for all TPS schools. These increased enrollment rates for 

Hispanic and Black students were offset by lower rates in brick-and-mortar charters for White students than 
in the feeder charters and the complete TPS set of schools. 

When it comes to student profiles, virtual charter schools have different profiles from the other forms of 
charter schools, traditional public schools and brick-and-mortar charters. Virtual charters have a smaller 

percentage of students living in poverty, students identified as English learners, Hispanic students and Black 
students. On the other hand, they have a disproportionately high number of White students relative to the 

other groupings mentioned in Table 1.3.

Race/Ethnicity Composition of Matched Charter Students9

The data set was made up of matched charter students with at least two successive test scores who 

attended the public charter schools in the years under study in the included states. Therefore, the makeup 

of the student body for this study will differ slightly from the student body described in the overall charter 
landscape and the 31-state summary (see Table 1.3). 

Table 1.4: Race/Ethnic Proportions for All versus Matched Students

Race/Ethnic Group
Proportion of Student Body in each 

Race/Ethnic Group — All Charters

Proportion of Student Body in each Race/

Ethnic Group — Matched Student Data Set

White 32% 33%

Black 25% 25%

Hispanic 34% 36%

Asian/Pacific Islander 4% 4%

Native American 1% 0.3%

Multiracial 4% 2%

The largest race/ethnic group included in the study is Hispanic students, who comprise 36 percent of the 

matched data set. The next-largest groups are White students (32.6 percent) and Black students (25.3 

percent). Asian and Pacific Islander students are 3.6 percent of the data set. Multiracial students, those of two 
or more races, are 2.3 percent of the students in the analyses, and Native American students make up the 

smallest portion, with only 0.3 percent of students identifying as Native American only.

9	� Because the VCR matching protocol produces a single record (the average of up to seven TPS matched students), the demographic profiles of charter and VCR 
student-year records are identical.
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Table 1.6: Achievement Decile Distribution of Charter Enrollees by State 2017, Math

Charter Student Enrollment by Achievement Decile in 2017 (2016 for MD) 

This table contains data that is available in an interactive format on the study website.

State
Decile 

1

Decile 

2

Decile 

3

Decile 

4

Decile 

5

Decile 

6

Decile 

7

Decile 

8

Decile 

9

Decile 

10
Total

AR 7% 12% 12% 11% 8% 12% 8% 9% 9% 11% 14,506

AZ 5% 7% 8% 9% 9% 10% 12% 13% 14% 12% 74,868

CA 8% 10% 10% 10% 10% 11% 11% 11% 11% 8% 185,840

CO 7% 9% 10% 10% 10% 10% 11% 11% 11% 10% 50,395

DC 8% 11% 13% 10% 11% 11% 11% 10% 9% 5% 7,486

FL 5% 6% 8% 10% 11% 12% 14% 13% 12% 9% 113,763

ID 6% 7% 8% 8% 9% 11% 12% 13% 15% 11% 8,329

IL 12% 17% 14% 12% 12% 10% 9% 7% 6% 2% 16,210

IN 16% 16% 14% 12% 11% 10% 8% 6% 5% 2% 10,539

LA 11% 13% 13% 12% 10% 11% 10% 8% 7% 4% 30,263

MA 9% 11% 11% 12% 11% 11% 11% 10% 8% 5% 14,962

MD 15% 16% 14% 13% 10% 9% 8% 8% 4% 2% 20,056

MI 17% 17% 14% 11% 9% 9% 8% 6% 6% 4% 44,967

MN 15% 12% 10% 11% 10% 10% 10% 9% 8% 5% 17,674

MO 14% 13% 13% 14% 12% 12% 9% 7% 3% 1% 7,386

NC 7% 7% 7% 9% 11% 11% 13% 12% 13% 10% 33,817

NJ 11% 13% 12% 12% 11% 10% 10% 9% 8% 5% 19,944

NM 7% 10% 10% 11% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 11% 9,133

NV 5% 8% 8% 9% 10% 10% 12% 13% 14% 12% 19,153

NY 13% 10% 12% 13% 13% 12% 11% 8% 6% 3% 8,200

NYC 4% 7% 7% 10% 11% 13% 14% 15% 12% 8% 41,627

OH 21% 20% 14% 12% 9% 8% 6% 5% 3% 2% 29,618

OR 5% 9% 10% 10% 11% 12% 12% 12% 12% 7% 7,306

PA 16% 28% 16% 11% 8% 7% 5% 4% 3% 2% 38,985

RI 7% 8% 11% 12% 11% 12% 11% 12% 9% 7% 2,157

SC 5% 14% 13% 11% 11% 10% 9% 9% 7% 10% 11,636

TN 16% 15% 14% 13% 11% 10% 8% 7% 5% 2% 19,924

TX 10% 12% 9% 8% 9% 9% 8% 12% 14% 8% 104,665

UT 11% 9% 9% 9% 10% 11% 11% 12% 11% 6% 26,108

WA 12% 11% 10% 11% 11% 11% 12% 10% 7% 4% 1,244

WI 9% 11% 11% 11% 13% 13% 11% 10% 8% 4% 15,648

9% 11% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 11% 10% 7% 1,006,409

To get a better understanding of the achievement of students entering charter schools, Figure 1.2 provides 

the percentage of charter students in each state with student math achievement in each decile. If charter 

schools drew their students from the same deciles as TPS, we would expect roughly 10 percent of students 

to come from each decile.12 However, the patterns in Figure 1.2 show that is not typical. Some states draw 

a disproportionate share of their students from the lower deciles, creating a pyramid-shaped distribution. 

Other states invert the pyramid by pulling more high-achieving students into charter schools than the TPS. 

Much of the achievement distribution of charter school enrollees has to do with where charter schools are 

located. In states where charter schools are located primarily in urban locations, we would expect more 

lower decile students to enroll in charter schools. We could expect to see a more even distribution in states 

where charter schools are distributed more evenly throughout the state. 

Figure 1.2: Average Achievement of All Charter Students by State, Math 201713 

12	� Decile by state percentages for charter school reading achievement are included in the Technical Appendix. The distributions support the insights gleaned from 
math achievement. 

13	  Results for Reading are available in the Technical Appendix
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Perceptions of Charter School Student Advantage 

In the past, a common claim asserted that positive academic results in charter schools arise from advantages 

that their students bring to their schooling. The claim has taken one of two forms: a “push” on the part of 

parents or a “pull” on the part of charter schools. The “push” alternative posits that charter school students 

have parents that, by the act of enrolling their student in a charter school, reveal they value education more 

and/or are more motivated to pursue educational success for their children than other parents. As a result of 

parental investments of time and resource, their students are thought to be better prepared academically. 

The “pull” version suggests that charter schools signal or sift interested students to enroll more advantaged 

students, drawing them away from neighborhood schools. This practice commonly is referred to as “cherry 

picking” or “cream-skimming.” 

Despite different mechanisms, both versions of “charter school students are advantaged” can be tested with 
the same analysis. If either or both claims are true, then entering charter school students would present 

stronger academic preparation than the students in the feeder TPS schools. With our analysis, we advance 

earlier work to examininge achievement distribution for low-end and high-end differences in starting 
achievement (Kho et al., 2022; Zimmer et al., 2009).

We compare students who initially enrolled in a TPS and took at least one achievement test before 

transferring to a charter school to their peers who enroll in the TPS. We can observe the distribution of 

charter students’ test scores across deciles of achievement and do the same for students in the feeder 

TPS. Taking the difference in the two percentages for each decile illuminates how equal the distributions 
of student achievement are in the two school settings. We conduct the analysis by subject for each state, 

yielding 62 tests (i.e., 31 states and 2 subjects).

Table 1.6 presents the results. For example, in Michigan, the share of students entering charter schools from 

the bottom three deciles of achievement is 24.4 percentage points larger than the share the feeder schools 
enrolled. We consider two percentage points difference for any achievement decile as natural variation. 

Table 1.6 presents reveals important results at both ends of the achievement continuum. In 17 states, charter 

schools enroll more students from the bottom three deciles of achievement than do their feeder schools. In 

many cases, the share is 10 to 20 percent larger than in feeder schools. For eight states, the differences fall 
in the 2-percentage margin of variation. In five states new charter school student enrollment in the lowest 
deciles is smaller by three to six percentage points. 

At the upper end of the achievement range, in three states, the share of charter school enrollment from the 

top three deciles is three percent larger than their feeder schools. Six states have equivalent enrollment. In 21 

states, charter schools enrolled smaller shares of top-decile students than their feeder schools, with smaller 

enrollments upwards of 17 percentage points.

To recap the analysis, across the 62 tests the claim charter schools are advantaged by the students they 

enroll was unfounded in 54. Where the distributions differered, the balance of evidence shows larger shares 
of students entering charter schools with achievement in the lowest deciles and smaller shares of students 

had prior achievement in the highest deciles than in the schools they left. In the handful of tests where the 

entering student distribution favors charter schools, the advantage is insubstantial. The evidence dispels 

claims that charter schools gain an unfair edge by enrolling “better” students. 

Figure 1.3: Average Academic Growth of Charter Students by State, Math 2017
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School Characteristics

School Location

The majority of charter school students in the study attend charter schools located in an urban setting 

(53.6 percent), according to the locale designations of the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES). The 
study’s second largest group of students is those attending a suburban charter school, at 29 percent. Rural 

charter school students (8.4 percent) and charter students in towns (3.1 percent) comprise the remainder of 
the brick-and-mortar charter school students. The remaining 5.9 percent of charter school students attend 

online charter schools.15

Figure 1.4: Percent of Charter School Student Enrollment by Location

The geographic settings where charter students attend school remain relatively stable between the 2013 and 

the 2023 studies. The one exception is the number of rural students dropping by half, from 16 percent of the 

matched sample to just eight percent. Between the two studies, CREDO added the virtual category to report 

separately for students who attend online charter schools. In the 2013 study, students attending online 

schools were categorized by the location of the online schools’ headquarters. Any changes in locale reporting 

would impact only the comparisons between locale reporting when comparing outcomes between the 2013 

and 2023 studies. The larger overall and state-level comparisons will not be impacted.

15	� While online charter schools are assigned an NCES locale based on the locations of their ofÏces, for this study we group students attending an online charter 
into a separate “online” locale regardless of where the school’s ofÏces are physically located.

Table 1.7: Percentage Differences between Entering Charter Students and Feeder School Students by  
Decile of Achievement 14

Achievement Group

State Bottom Deciles 1- 3 Middle Deciles 4-7 Top Deciles 8 - 10

AR -0.36 -1.31 1.68

AZ -1.56 1.31 0.26

CA 4.28 0.77 -5.05

CO 3.71 -0.64 -3.07

DC 8.66 0.21 -8.87

FL -5.01 7.36 -2.33

ID -5.13 1.94 3.17

IL 6.20 0.96 -7.16

IN 14.16 -0.50 -13.65

LA 10.29 2.34 -12.63

MA 1.42 -1.13 -0.28

MI 24.44 -7.17 -17.26

MN 13.57 -2.17 -11.42

MO 10.39 2.75 -13.13

NC -3.04 0.49 2.54

NJ 9.60 -0.89 -8.73

NM 0.56 0.75 -1.31

NV -3.32 3.18 0.13

NY 4.78 5.87 -10.67

NYC -1.73 8.86 -7.13

OH 20.56 -4.62 -15.96

OR -1.57 4.73 -3.16

PA 26.03 -8.88 -17.16

RI -6.14 10.08 -3.92

SC 0.53 1.86 -2.40

TN 4.68 6.50 -11.19

TX 3.93 -7.25 3.32

UT -0.69 1.41 -0.74

WA 2.64 2.92 -5.56

WI 6.47 3.06 -9.51

WI 9.00 11.00 11.00

14	  Full breakout by decile is included in the Technical Appendix.
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1.4 Analytic Findings 

Academic Growth of Charter School Students

The typical charter school student in our national sample has statistically significant positive year-over-year 
growth in both math and reading compared to the TPS VCRs.16 The benefit of attending charter schools 
during the period of study amounts to additional days of learning equivalent to six days in math (0.011) and 

16 days in reading (0.028).17

Figure 1.6: Annual Academic Growth of Charter School Students, Reading and Math

** Significant at p ≤ 0.01 

This is a step forward for charter school performance over CREDO’s two previous national studies. In the 

2009 national study, students attending charter schools had less growth in both math (17 days less) and 

reading (six days less) than their TPS VCRs. In the 2013 national study, the growth of charter students was not 

significantly different from their TPS VCRs in math but was significantly stronger in reading (six days more). 

16	� Throughout this report, numbers referred to as “significant” are statistically significant at least at the 0.05 level. In graphics, a single star (*) means statistically 
significant at the 0.05 level; double stars (**) means statistically significant at the 0.01 level. Differences that are not statistically significant are reported as 
being similar. 

17	� As described in the Methodology section of this report, when we transform our analytic growth results from standard deviation units to days of learning, a .01 
standard deviation equates to 5.78 days of learning.

School Level/ Grade Span

We also group students into school levels based on the NCES grade-span categories: elementary, middle, 

high, and multilevel schools. This gives us a picture of the distribution of charter school enrollment by 

school configuration. The majority of charter school students in our study (40.7 percent) are enrolled in K-6 
elementary schools; 16.6 percent of charter school students in our study are enrolled in stand-alone middle 

schools (grades 6–8); and 5.6 percent are enrolled in charter high schools (grades 9–12). Multilevel schools 

serve a combination of grades outside traditional school grade groupings. For example, K-8 schools, 6–12 

schools or schools that enroll students in K-12. Students in these schools make up 37.1 percent of charter 

school students in this study. 

Figure 1.5: Percent of Charter Schools by Grade Level

Between the 2013 and 2023 studies, the only major changes we see in locales are an eight percentage point 

decrease in the proportion of charter students attending high schools and a seven percent increase in the 

proportion of charter schools classified as multilevel schools.
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Figure 1.8: Annual Academic Growth in Previously Studied Schools Compared to Current Schools

** Significant at p ≤ 0.01

One mechanism by which the existing charter schools can get stronger over time is by the closure of poorer-

performing charter schools. However, there are reasons other than academic performance that can lead 

to school closure. We examined the performance of the 207 charter schools that closed during our study 

window. The performance of th ese closed schools was similar in both subjects. Using reading to illustrate, 

the majority of these charter schools that closed (58 percent) were those with below-average achievement 

and weaker growth than their TPS comparisons. However, 30 percent of the schools that closed had stronger 

growth than their TPS comparisons, even if their achievement was below the state’s average. Surprisingly, 

seven percent of the closed schools had stronger growth than their TPS comparisons and above-average 

achievement for their state. 

Figure 1.7: Annual Academic Growth of Charter School Students across Three National Studies

** Significant at p ≤ 0.01 

While these results are the national averages for charter school students, the results vary greatly from 

state to state and by student characteristics. Since many charter school policies are set at the state 

level, differences across states are partly a function of variation in charter schools’ legal and regulatory 
environments. Below we examine the outcomes by different student subpopulations. 

To explore the trend of improved performance, we examined the pooled national data to see if schools that 

are new to our sample (by being new or having tested grades for the first time) had different results than 
schools that were included in earlier national studies. This comparison provides a partial view of the source 

of overall improvement over time. The existing charter schools had stronger growth than their TPS peers in 

reading (+18 days) and math (+10 days). The new-to-the-study schools had stronger growth in math (+13 days) 

and identical growth in reading as their TPS peers. Based on these results, the larger part of the improved 

performance of charter schools since the 2013 study stems from the earlier cohort getting stronger. 

Interestingly, the new schools in this study had better performance than new schools in the second national 

study and outpaced overall growth for all charter schools in both prior studies. 

MathReading

18**

13**

10**

1

0

5

10

15

20

25

Schools in NCSS2

Schools not in NCSS2

Schools in NCSS2

Schools not in NCSS2

D
a

y
s 

o
f 

L
e

a
rn

in
g

-6**

-17**

D
a

y
s 

o
f 

L
e

a
rn

in
g

-25

-20

-15

-10

-5

0

5

10

15

20

25

3rd Study2nd Study1st Study

-3

6**

6**

16**

MathReading



Executive Summary Volume 1
Charter School Performance  
in 31 States

Volume 2
Charter Management  
Organizations 2023

Volume 3
Summary of Findings, 
Conclusions and Implications

As a Matter of Fact: The National Charter School Study III 2023Volume 1: Charter School Performance in 31 States 4948

Charter School Student Academic Growth by State

Charter school students had weaker reading growth than their TPS peers only in Oregon. Significantly 
stronger growth by charter students was seen in 18 states. In the remaining 12 states, growth for students 

attending charter schools was similar to that of their TPS peers. The strongest gains were in the Northeast. 

Rhode Island (+90 days) and New York State (+75 days) charter students saw the largest gains. New York City 

(+42 days) students had strong gains, as did students from Massachusetts (+41 days).

Figure 1.10: State Level Average Charter School Student Academic Growth, Reading 

RECAP: Academic Growth of Charter School Students by Type of School

To complement these aggregate analyses, CREDO expanded the analyses of charter school student academic 

growth by distinguishing the progress of students attending charter schools associated with charter 

management organizations (CMO) from those attending stand-alone charter schools (SCS).18 The complete set 

of findings is available in the second volume: Charter Management Organizations 2023 Students attending CMO-

afÏliated charter schools have statistically significant positive learning gains in reading and math compared to 
their TPS peers with similar observable characteristics. Students attending SCS had stronger growth in reading 

and similar growth in math to their TPS peers. Figure 1.10 shows these differences to be equivalent to an 
additional 27 days of learning in reading and 23 days in math for students attending charter schools associated 

with a charter management organization over their comparison group. This is contrasted to 10 additional days 

in reading and similar growth in math for students attending SCS as compared to their VCRs. 

Figure 1.9: RECAP: Average Academic Growth for Charter School Students by Charter School Type, Reading and 
Math

** Significant at p ≤ 0.01  
Figure above originally appears as Figure 2.4 in CMO23.

18	  The CMO study does not include Idaho, Maryland, and Ohio.
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In 12 of the 31 states in our study, charter school students had significantly stronger growth in math than 
their peers in TPS. Only three states showed weaker growth for charter students compared to their peers. 

The remaining 16 states’ math growth was similar between charter students and their TPS peers. Of the 

states with significantly different growth for charter students, the largest effects were in Rhode Island, New 
York City, and New York State.19 Charter students in Rhode Island gained the equivalent of attending an extra 

88 days of learning per school year over their TPS peers. Charter students gained an additional 80 days in 

New York City and 73 days in the rest of New York State.

19	  �CREDO treats New York City as its own state because the size of New York City would overwhelm the New York State results and because New York City has 
several city-level policies that impact education outcomes.
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Rhode Island stood out in particular for having high growth in both subjects for both studies, even though 

the state’s change in scores from 2013 to 2023 was negligible. Other notable improvements were Missouri 

in math and New York state, New York City, and Texas in reading. Even though Texas had a smaller reading 

growth score in 2023 than several other states, its change in growth from 2013 was larger. 

Figure 1.12: Average Reading Growth of Charter School Students by State, 2013 vs 2023

Figure 1.13: Average Math Growth of Charter School Students by State, 2013 vs 2023

Figure 1.11: State Level Average Charter School Student Academic Growth, Math 
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** Significant at p ≤ 0.01 * Significant at p≤ 0.05

Link to full state math and reading results here

Changes in Charter School Student Academic Growth by State

Having longitudinal data over multiple studies allows us to examine the performance of states relative to 

each other and each state’s performance over time. This helps us understand the impact of state policies 

over time. Of the 25 states in the 2013 and 2023 studies, state charter school academic growth in reading 

increased in 2023 for 17 states and decreased for eight states.20 The differences for New Jersey, Oregon, and 
Michigan were trivial. 

In math, 15 states had stronger growth in 2023 than in 2013, and 10 had weaker growth. The differences for 
Ohio, Florida, and Rhode Island were negligible. 

The largest decreases in both subjects occurred in Washington, D.C., and Louisiana. The largest increase 

for both subjects was in Nevada. Nevada had charter growth in 2023 that was not significantly different 
from the state’s VCRs. Still, that modest performance was a vast improvement over the extremely negative 

performance of Nevada charter schools in 2013.

20	  Due to the mandated destruction of data files from prior studies, differences for each state between periods could not be tested for statistical significance.
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Figure 1.14: Days of Learning for Charter School and TPS Students by Race/Ethnicity, Reading and MathDifferences in Academic Growth by Charter School Student Characteristics
Differences by Race/Ethnicity
As seen in our earlier studies, the impacts of attending charter schools are not uniform for all students. When 

looking at student groupings, our analyses reveal varying overall status and growth for different subgroups. 
Therefore, it is important to examine the outcomes for students by this characteristic to gain a deeper 

understanding of the overall results at both the national and state levels. Students from different racial and 
ethnic groups can have opposite impacts from attending charter schools, which is obscured when looking at 

overall student outcomes. For example, in previous CREDO studies, White students attending charter schools 

generally have weaker growth than their peers attending TPS. Asian/Pacific Islander and Native American 
students tend to have growth similar to their peers. However, previous studies have shown that for Black and 

Hispanic students, attending a charter school often leads to significant academic growth.

We compared the academic growth across student race/ethnicity 

groups. Students were grouped into White, Black, Hispanic, Asian/

Pacific Islander, Native American, and Multiracial students.

Compared to their TPS peers, Black students attending charter 

schools had 35 days more growth in a school year in reading and 

29 days in math. This would be as if the students had attended 

an additional 1.5 months of schooling each year. The results were 

also positive and significant for Hispanic students. Relative to their 
TPS peers, Hispanic students grew an extra 30 days in reading and 

19 additional days in math. Only two subpopulations of charter 

school students had weaker growth than their TPS peers in math. 

White and Multiracial students attending charter schools grew 

24 fewer days per school year than their TPS peers. No racial/
ethnic subpopulations had weaker growth than their TPS peers in 

reading.

However, because the TPS peer groups often have growth weaker 

than the average 180 days per year that anchors these analyses, 

even those subpopulations with positive growth may experience 

less than 180 days of growth per school year. The figure below 
shows the typical growth in math for each subpopulation of 

charter students and their TPS peers. 

UNDERSTANDING 
SUBPOPULATION 

RESULTS

In these analyses, the 

growth of subpopulations in 

charter schools is compared 

to the growth of the same 

subpopulations in TPS. This 
means learning for Black 
charter school students is 

compared to their Black 
TPS peers. Both TPS and 

charter student results are 

studied against the 180-day 

baseline for White comparison 

students.

White

Native American

Multiracial

Hispanic

Black

Asian/Pacific Islander

Race/Ethnicity

260240220200180

180

1601401201008060

Asian/Pacific Islander

Black

Hispanic

Multiracial

Native American

White

TPS

Charter

Reading

Math

Race/Ethnicity Sector

Days of Learning

White

Native American

Multiracial

Hispanic

Black

Asian/Pacific Islander

Race/Ethnicity

260240220200180

180

1601401201008060

Days of Learning



Executive Summary Volume 1
Charter School Performance  
in 31 States

Volume 2
Charter Management  
Organizations 2023

Volume 3
Summary of Findings, 
Conclusions and Implications

As a Matter of Fact: The National Charter School Study III 2023Volume 1: Charter School Performance in 31 States 5554

Figure 1.15: Annual Academic Growth for Charter School Students in Special Populations

** Significant at p ≤ 0.01 * Significant at p≤ 0.05

The findings for separate subgroups detail the growth we observe for all charter students in each group, 
all else being equal. Of course, that is not the case; within groups, we know that some students, in addition 

to being in a minority group, also experience poverty or are not native English speakers. Students with 

compound designations are likely to face more challenges in their education. CREDO studied three such 

groups: Black students in poverty, Hispanic students in poverty and Hispanic students who are also English-

language learner students. 

In the current study, we find that Black students in poverty had 37 days stronger growth in reading and 
36 days stronger growth in math when compared to their TPS peers. The results were similar for Hispanic 

students in poverty: they grew 36 more days in reading and 30 more in math than their TPS peers. There 

were also significant benefits for Hispanic students who are English-language learners (ELL). Hispanic ELL 
students gained an additional 11 days in reading and an extra eight days of learning in math by attending 

charter schools instead of their local TPS option. 

Relative to the standard of 180 days of learning per year—the amount of growth that the average White TPS 

student in this study makes each year—Figure 1.15 delivers two essential findings. First, Black and Hispanic 
students in charter schools advance more than their TPS peers by large margins in math and reading. 

Multiracial, Native American, and White charter students show the reverse in math, lagging behind the 

growth of their TPS peers. Reading progress was equivalent for these subpopulations. Asian/Pacific Islander 
students in both sectors show similar growth. 

The second conclusion is more sobering: neither in the typical charter schools nor in the comparison TPS are 

Black, Hispanic, or Native American students posting growth that is close to 180 days a year in either reading 

or math. Multiracial students fare better but still don’t reach typical growth. White students in charter 

schools are on par in reading and lag in math. Only Asian/Pacific Islander students, a small fraction of the 
student population, post better growth than the average growth of White TPS students. The message is clear. 

The majority of students in both settings are not learning as much as they need to for their schooling to be 

on track. These growth gaps are the building blocks of learning inequality that result in the achievement gaps 

that plague the nation. 

Beyond the picture of different results at the average for different groups of students, the insights available 
from the distribution of student experience are potentially transformative. There are thousands of minority 

and economically disadvantaged students whose progress outpaces or is on par with White students in their 

school. We note these gap-busting cases and present more detail in the school-level results below. 

Academic Growth for Charter School Students in Special Populations

Many studies have shown persistent disparities between students at the upper and lower ends of the 

socioeconomic spectrum (Duncan & Murnane, 2016; Hanushek et al., 2019). In this study, charter school 
students in poverty had stronger growth equal to 17 additional days of learning in math and 23 days stronger 

growth in reading than their TPS peers. English-language learner students who attended charter schools 

also had stronger growth in math (eight days) and reading (six days) than their TPS peers. However, students 

receiving special education services had significantly weaker growth in both math and reading than their TPS 
peers. Specifically, they grew 13 fewer days in reading and 14 fewer in math. Compared to the 2013 National 
Charter School Study, these most recent results represent a slight increase in charter school effectiveness 
for students in poverty and a slight decrease in effectiveness for English-language learners and special 
education students.
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Figure 1.17: Annual Academic Growth of Charter School Students by Grade Level

** Significant at p ≤ 0.01

Examining grade level charter performance against earlier CREDO study results, shown in Table 1.7, we 

see a marked improvement in all grade levels in both subjects. Seeing growth in all grade spans helps us 

understand that trends in the national aggregate performance are not concentrated in particular grades. 

Table 1.8: Charter School Student Academic Growth by Grade Level across Studies, Reading and Math

Reading Math

2009 2013 2023 2009 2013 2023

Elementary 6** 17** 24** 0 12** 17**

Middle 12** 23** 29** 12** 29** 29**

High -29** 0 25** -12** 0 31**

Multilevel -46** -12** 1 -23** -40** -20**

** Significant at p ≤ 0.01

Figure 1.16: Annual Academic Growth for Charter School Students with Compound Designations

** Significant at p ≤ 0.01

Student Annual Academic Growth by Charter School Grade Level

Another way CREDO has typically looked at charter school performance has been by examining charters 

grouped by the grades served by the school. Typically, there are four levels of schools. These are elementary 

(K–5), middle schools (6–8), high schools (9–12) and multilevel schools (a mix of grades that do not fall easily 

into one of the other categories, e.g., K–6, 6-12 or K-12). 

The results show significantly positive growth in reading and math for charter schools serving elementary, 
middle or high school-age students. In contrast, results for multilevel charter schools were negative in math 

and similar to the TPS comparison groups in reading. 

In reading, the results for charter schools were stronger. The average increase in growth for elementary 

charter school students was 24 additional days of learning. Middle school students saw 29 extra days and 
high school students saw 25 extra days on average. Students attending multilevel charter schools had growth 

similar to their TPS peers.

The average impact on math growth for charter school students was the same as attending 17 extra days 

for elementary students, 29 extra days for middle school students, and 31 additional days for high school 

students. Multilevel charter school students, on average, had 20 days less learning per school year. 
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Academic Growth by Continuous Enrollment in Charter School

Students often have their weakest growth in their first year in a charter school (Cremata et al., 2013). This fits 
the known issues around school transitions and decreases in student performance. As seen in Figure 1.20, 

the subset of students who enroll in a charter school during our data window follow the pattern.23 However, 

charter students overcome the initial dip associated with a school change, as shown below. By their fourth 

year in their charter school, students show 45 days stronger growth in reading than their TPS peers and 39 
additional days of learning per year in math. However, it should be noted that the sample size of students 

attending a charter school for four years is small, limited by the number of tested grades available for study 

and the alignment of the study window with grade patterns in schools. 

Figure 1.19: Annual Academic Growth for Charter School Students by Years of Enrollment

** Significant at p ≤ 0.01 

23	� This analysis included only those students seen entering charter schools from a TPS. Students already in charter schools in their first year of the data window 
were excluded.

Annual Academic Growth of Online Charter School Students

While enrolling only six percent of the charter school student population, online schooling continues 

to grow over time (Lehrer-Small, 2022). CREDO and other partners conducted a study of online charter 

schools in 2015, finding significant underperformance in the online setting compared to brick-and-mortar 
charter schools. With time since the previous study and additional focus from a number of charter school 

authorizers, we reexamine the growth of students attending online or brick-and-mortar charter schools 

compared to their TPS peers.21

Brick-and-mortar charter school students had significantly stronger growth in reading (22 more days) 
and math (15 more days). Online charter school students had much weaker growth. Online charter school 

students grew 58 fewer days in reading and 124 fewer days in math than their TPS peers. 

Stated another way, compared to 180 days of learning for their brick-and-mortar TPS peers, the learning for 

an average online charter student advanced only 122 days in reading; in math, the progress for online charter 

students was 56 days per year. While across the nation, six percent of charter school students attend a virtual 

charter school; in Ohio and South Carolina, this rate is as high as 14 percent.22

It is important to note that examples of equivalent or better academic growth for students in virtual charter 

schools exist today, and their numbers have increased. These neutral and positive examples buck the 

preponderance of the evidence: of the 214 virtual charter schools in the study, 73 percent had weaker growth 
than their comparison group in reading, and 90 percent underperformed their comparison group in math. 

Figure 1.18: Annual Academic Growth for Charter School Students by School Mode, Reading and Math

** Significant at p ≤ 0.01

21	 The comparison students for online charter students come from brick-and-mortar TPS. It is not possible to create comparison students from online TPS only. 

22	 Massachusetts, Maryland, New Jersey, New York, Rhode Island, and Tennessee do not allow online charter schools.
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Figure 1.20: Charter School Student Academic Growth by School Location, Reading and Math

** Significant at p ≤ 0.01

1.5 School-Level Impacts

School-Level Academic Growth

Analyzing school-level performance is another valuable way to assess the effectiveness of charter schools. 
Though the overall results of the charter school sector are largely positive in reading and math, it does not 

follow that every individual charter school performs better than the alternative. School performance is 

important for policy-related decisions such as funding or renewal. Thus, it is helpful to test if charter schools 

deliver academic progress that is greater, the same, or smaller than is seen for identical students in the 

feeder schools nearby. 

In order to determine school-level charter performance, we compute each charter school’s average impact on 

student learning over the two most recent growth periods (2017 and 2018). We compare the school average 

to the same measure of learning for their TPS VCRs.25 The average gains of the TPS VCRs serve as a proxy 

comparison of what learning would have occurred for a charter schools’ students had they instead enrolled in 

the local TPS options. The outcome of interest is the average contribution to student learning gains for each 

charter school per year. The measure is expressed relative to the gains the charter school students’ TPS peers 

posted. Each charter school is assessed to see if it is performing significantly stronger, significantly weaker, or 
similar (not statistically significantly different) to its VCR comparison group. 

25	� We chose to base the school-level analysis on the two most recent growth periods in this analysis for two reasons. First, we wanted to base the result on a 
contemporary picture of charter school performance. Second, the two-growth-period time frame made it possible to include the newest schools and still ensure 
that performance for all the schools included the same amount of data, thereby creating a fair test for all. The school-level analysis includes only those schools 
with at least 30 students to ensure a sufÏcient sample size for the statistical stability of estimates.

Table 1.9: Charter School Student Academic Growth by Years of Charter Enrollment across Studies,  
Reading and Math

Reading Math

2009 2013 2023 2009 2013 2023

1 Year in Charter -35** -35** -17** -52** -46** -35**

2 Years in Charter 6** 17** 17** 0 12** 12**

3 Years in Charter 12** 35** 31** 17** 17** 27**

4 Years in Charter n/a 41** 45** n/a 35** 39**

** Significant at p ≤ 0.01

As with measures of charter growth presented earlier, we see persistent improvement in the charter sector in 

reading and math. While students consistently take a large dip in their first year in charter schools, the size of 
the drop has decreased from the 2009 study to the 2023 study. We also see steady or improving performance 

for the charter sector in the 2023 study except for a slight drop in reading from 2013 for students in their 

third year attending a charter school. These results suggest improved onboarding of new students across the 

charter school community.

Charter School Student Academic Growth by Location of their School

In previous studies, CREDO and others have found that charter schools were most effective for students 
living in urban communities (Clark et al., 2015; Cremata et al., 2015; Cremata et al., 2013). This remains true 

in this latest study. Compared to their TPS peers, urban charter school students had an additional 29 days of 

growth per year in reading and 28 additional days in math, both of which were significant. Suburban charter 
school students also had stronger growth in reading (+14 days). However, rural students enrolled in charter 
schools tended to have 10 days less growth in math than their TPS peers.24

24	� Analyses of charter performance by school location exclude those students attending virtual charter schools as the location of these students cannot be 
determined. The impact on students attending virtual schools was discussed in a previous section.
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Figure 1.22: Academic Growth of Charter Schools Compared to Their Local TPS across Studies,  
Reading and Math

School-Level Academic Growth by State

The prior multi-state comparisons can be repeated separately 

for each state. Since each state has its policies and practices that 

can impact how charter schools operate, these state-specific 
school-level comparisons give us a small view of these differing 
environments. The data reveals that some states have stronger 

charter markets than others. As seen in the figure, New York does 
not have any charter schools whose reading growth is significantly 
weaker than their VCRs.

Charter schools with stronger growth comprised 36 percent of the study schools in reading. Forty-seven 

percent of charter schools had similar growth to their TPS peers. Charter schools with weaker average growth 

in reading than their TPS comparison groups comprised 17 percent of the study. 

In math, 36 percent of charter schools had statistically significantly stronger growth for their students than 
the TPS peers. This is compared to 25 percent of charter schools with weaker math growth than their TPS 

comparisons and 39 percent with similar growth. 

Figure 1.21: Academic Growth of Charter Schools Compared to Their Local TPS, Math and Reading

We can compare these distributions to earlier work. Both prior CREDO studies included local school-level 

comparisons for math. The 2013 National Charter School Study presented an analysis for reading, but not 

the 2009 report. A consistent pattern appears by examining the results of these analyses over time. Charter 

schools have improved performance over time at both ends of the range. Figure 1.22 shows a marked rise 

in the number of charter schools with better development and a decrease in those with weaker growth than 

their VCR set. This trend amplifies the average national charter school effect at the student level, suggesting 
that improvements are widespread and not due to concentrated impacts in a subset of schools.
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1.6 Charter School Academic Growth and Achievement
Student academic growth measures how much students advance their learning in a year, and student 

achievement measures the stock of their knowledge at the end of the year. In this section, we integrate the 

findings about growth and achievement to show comprehensively the results that charter schools deliver for 
their students. 

Both dimensions of student performance are needed to situate charter schools in their local community 

contexts and within the larger mission of academically preparing students with knowledge and skills for 

future success. Importantly, considering growth and achievement simultaneously also gives us a basis for 

making predictive statements about how charter schools will likely support their students in the future. 

To ground this presentation, it is useful to consider four basic categories of school performance. This 

construct applies to all schools, CMO-afÏliate charter schools, stand-alone charter schools, district schools 
and others. 

We can classify any school based on whether and by how much its average academic progress in a year 

compares to the other options its students could select. Schools that do not advance student learning as 

much as the comparison are considered “low growth.” Those that exceed the local standard are deemed “high 

growth.” These differences can be mapped on a continuum from “very low growth” to “very high growth.” We 
use the growth of the local TPS alternative as the standard in this demonstration. 

Looking at absolute achievement—the measure of what students know at the end of a school year—we 

use the achievement scores that students get on state performance tests as a measure of achievement 

and place schools along that distribution based on school-wide averages. Schools that mirror the state 

average are designated “50th percentile.”26 Schools with an average performance at lower (or higher) points 

of the achievement range are situated below (above) the average—we use the 25th percentile and the 75th 

percentile as additional reference points. 

If we map the growth and achievement dimensions together, four groups result:

	> High Growth—High Achievement: schools that exceed the growth of their local options and whose 

students are above the state average in overall achievement.

	> High Growth—Low Achievement: schools that exceed the growth of their local options but with overall 

student achievement below the state average.

	> Low Growth—High Achievement: schools whose students exceed the state average on achievement 

but do not advance as much yearly as their comparisons.

	> Low Growth—Low Achievement: schools with lower academic growth than their local alternatives and 

whose students’ achievement is lower than the state average at the end of a school year. 

26	� The 50th percentile is the point value in a range of scores, in this case achievement for each state, that splits all the scores so that 50 percent are above and 50 
percent are below the point.

Figure 1.23: Average Academic Growth in Charter Schools versus. Their Local TPS by State: Reading

Figure 1.24: Average Academic Growth in Charter Schools versus. Their Local TPS by State: Math

These results are encouraging, but they require a note of caution. Since the reference point in these 

comparisons is the growth that equivalent students in the local TPS realize, this comparison does not reveal 

if the difference is modest or large, nor does it indicate where the difference occurs in the range of absolute 
achievement. Positive differences at the lowest levels of achievement may not be sufÏcient to move students 
ahead fast enough to result ultimately in constructive long-term outcomes such as academic proficiency or 
post-secondary readiness. Similarly, a charter school may post growth results that are considered outsized for 

any school but still lag behind their community schools in achievement. Simultaneous consideration of student 

academic growth and achievement is the only way to get the complete picture of charter school performance.
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Schools in the Low Growth—High Achievement quadrant can expect to drift downward in the achievement 

ratings if they maintain their current pace of growth since other schools with higher growth rates will 

eventually surpass them. Since student achievement in these schools is above state averages, the impact of 

lower growth may not be as concerning as for students at lower levels of achievement. Roughly a tenth of 

charter schools display this pattern, many of which are close to average in both growth and achievement. 

Modest improvements in student learning each year could move those schools into the upper right quadrant. 

The remaining charter schools, 57 percent, are situated in the lower two quadrants with achievement that 

falls below the state average. This is consistent with the earlier findings that charter schools enroll both a 
larger share of lower-decile students and a smaller share of high-decile achievers. Again, their position and 

prospects are distinguished by the amount of growth their students demonstrate. 

The High Growth—Low Achievement quadrant displays the results for 31 percent of all charter schools. 

These schools serve students with current achievement that is weaker than the average in their states. These 

schools have demonstrated success with students of modest or challenged academic backgrounds. With 

higher than average growth each year, their students will elevate their achievement over time. In theory, 

given enough time, the students in the lower left quadrant would move up to the upper right quadrant. 

The 26 percent of schools in the Low Growth—Low Achievement quadrant are of greatest concern. These 

schools serve academically challenged students and produce weaker growth than their TPS comparisons. 

Should the performance of these schools remain unchanged, their students will drift further behind over time, 

even if all the other schools on the map remain stable. Increases in growth are within reach for these schools, 

which seem possible for nearly 20 percent, which would migrate them to the lower right area. Especially 

concerning at the moment are outcomes for the students attending the four percent of schools in the cell with 

the lowest growth and achievement. This group represents charter schools in need of immediate attention. 

Figure 1.26: Academic Growth and Achievement, Math 

Low Growth,  

High Achievement

High Growth,  

High Achievement

Growth (in Days of Learning) -87 0 87

0.2% 2.0% 4.9% 3.8%
70th Percentile

50th Percentile

30th Percentile

1.0% 8.6% 12.0% 7.5%

4.9% 14.3% 13.8% 6.2%

7.1% 7.5% 5.3% 1.3%

Low Growth,  

Low Achievement

High Growth,  

Low Achievement

Using the last two years of school 

performance, we mapped the 

charter schools in this study onto 

the structure described above. 

(For reliability, we only included 

schools with 30 tested students.) 

We subdivided each quadrant into 

four smaller groups, yielding 16 

cells within the map. The results 

appear in Figure 1.25 for Reading 

and Figure 1.26 for Math.

 

Figure 1.25: Academic Growth and Achievement, Reading
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As shown in Figure 1.25, summing the percentages in the top quadrants yields 43 percent of schools with 
average student achievement above the state average. Currently, these students are better prepared 

for future learning than half the students in their respective states. However, their growth performance 

significantly influences their outlook for the future. Sixty-two percent of charter schools have stronger yearly 
growth than the local TPS and 38 percent have weaker growth.

Schools in the High Growth—High Achievement quadrant can expect to remain in that part of the map 

if their growth continues at their current pace. Roughly a third of charter schools appear in this quadrant. 

At current levels of performance, these schools will likely increase their students’ achievement levels over 

time. Of particular interest is the subset of High Growth—High Achievement schools that advance students 

of any academic background to high levels of achievement; their operations and practices could help inform 

improvements in lower-performing charter and traditional schools.

NOTE TO READERS:

The thumbnail table below presents the total proportion of 

students in each major quadrant in Figure 1.25. These values 
appear on the study website as a layer of the chart—the user 

can see the quadrant totals and then drill down to see the 

inner-quadrant values.
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1.7 Gap-Closing Charter Schools
Earlier in the findings, we reported that a significant share of charter schools deliver gap-busting growth 
for their students. We probed this finding further to see if these exceptional schools shared any common 
attributes. We found hundreds of schools that satisfy dual criteria: (1) the average achievement of the school 

exceeds the state average, and (2) their disadvantaged students (Black, Hispanic, in-poverty, ELL) have growth 

as strong or stronger than their non-disadvantaged peers in the same school. 

In reading, seven percent of schools in the study sample (526 schools) met the dual criteria for Black students 

compared to their White peers. Comparing Hispanic students to White students, the percentage of charter 

schools meeting the dual criteria was 13 percent (912 schools). 

Further, 19 percent of charter schools (1,393 schools) met the criteria for students in poverty, compared to 

their peers not in poverty. For ELL students compared to non-ELL students, 14 percent of charter schools 
(1,015 schools) met the dual criteria. 

In math, Black students outpaced their White peers in six percent of charter schools (456 schools). Similar 
results for Hispanic students occurred in 10 percent of charter schools (731 schools). Comparing students in 

poverty to their peers not in poverty, 16 percent of schools (1,142 schools) met the criteria. For ELL students, 
11 percent of schools (809 schools) met the criteria. These charter schools excel at addressing achievement 

gaps for their students. 

Table 1.10: Charter Schools with No Learning Gaps and High Achievement

Reading Math

Number Percentage Number Percentage

Blacks equal or outperform Whites 526 7.3 456 6.3

Hispanics equal or outperform Whites 912 12.6 731 10.2

Poverty students equal or outperform  
non-Poverty students

1,393 19.3 1,142 15.9

ELLs equal or outperform non-ELLs 1,015 14.1 809 11.2

The inferences for math are the same, albeit 

with different percentages. Above-average 
achievement exists in 40 percent of charter 
schools, while 60 percent have achievement 

lower than their state averages. Compared 

to their local TPS, 55 percent of charter 

schools had stronger growth, with 45 
percent having weaker growth. The data 

provides additional evidence that charter 

schools tend to serve lower-performing 

students but grow them more than is typical. 

As with reading, the current and future story 

depends on the quadrant in which schools 

are located.

The High Growth—High Achievement quadrants contain 28 percent of charter schools, a slightly smaller 

share than appeared for reading. Maintaining the current pace of growth would result in these schools 

moving higher in the achievement range.

The High Growth—Low Achievement quadrant in the lower right reflects schools that deliver stronger 
growth to below-average achieving students. This group makes up 26 percent of all charter schools, a smaller 

share than in the same reading quadrant. Their students will move higher in the achievement range if these 

schools maintain or improve their growth. 

Twelve percent of schools land in the Low Growth—High Achievement quadrant in the upper left, with 

high average achievement but below average growth. The share of charter schools in this quadrant Is nearly 

identical for reading and math. The majority of schools in this quadrant could either move down into the 

lower achievement quadrant if they remain static or move to the High Growth—High Achievement area with 

improved growth. 

The left-hand-side lower quadrant, representing Low Growth—Low Achievement, makes up 34 percent of 
charter schools. This is a significantly larger share of schools than in the analogous reading quadrant. The 
greatest worry is that 7 percent of schools are situated in the lowest performing cell. They offer the weakest 
growth to students with constantly low achievement levels. 

NOTE TO READERS:

The thumbnail table below presents the total 

proportion of students in each major quadrant 

in Figure 1.26. These values appear on the study 

website as a layer of the chart—the user can see 

the quadrant totals and then drill down to see the 

inner-quadrant values.

11.8 28.2

38.8 26.4

https://ncss3.stanford.edu/
https://ncss3.stanford.edu/
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2.1 Introduction
Minnesota’s legislature adopted the first charter school law in 1991, allowing for the creation of public schools 
governed and managed independently from local school boards. City Academy in St. Paul opened in 1992 as 

the first charter public school in the country, serving about 35 students in its first year of operation. In the 
2021-22 school year, over 7,800 charter schools were in operation, serving over 3.7 million students. Forty-

five states and the District of Columbia permit the operation of charter schools.

Although the majority of charter schools in the United States are single schools, many organize into 

formalized entities that pool common governance, operational, financial and programmatic resources. These 
arrangements, called Charter Management Organizations (CMOs) or “networks,” aim to increase operational 

efÏciencies and encourage strong student academic outcomes. Aspire Public Schools created the first CMO in 
the country in the early 1990s for its growing network of schools in Northern California; in the 2020-21 school 

year, 432 CMOs operated a total of 2,045 CMO-afÏliated schools and campuses, serving 955,730 students 
(White & Xu, 2022).

For the past two decades, the Center for Research on Education Outcomes (CREDO) at Stanford University 

has examined charter schools in general and CMOs as a distinct subset from a nonpartisan and policy-

neutral position. The evolution of charter schools in the United States public school scene is worthy of study. 

There is broad interest in their contributions to improving outcomes for the students they serve and, by 

extension, to the broader public education group.

In this report, we classify charter schools into two categories.1

	� Many definitions exist for Charter Management Organizations (CMO), so it is important to articulate 
the one used in this study. We define a CMO as an organization that is contracted to perform whole-
school services to at least three separate charter schools. A governing board holds the charter for 

the school(s) and contracts with the CMO to provide a range of services to the school(s), including, for 

example, academic programming, operations and back-ofÏce services. The governing board is ultimately 
responsible for fiscal health, legal compliance and academic performance of the schools it oversees. 
Our designation of CMO applies to nonprofit or for-profit operators, which are sometimes known as 
Education Management Organizations (EMOs). For this study, we include both non-profit and for-profit 
organizations in our CMO count. 

	� In this study, we define stand-alone charter schools (SCS) as any charter school that operates as one or, 
at most, two schools. 

1	� CREDO’s 2017 CMO study categorizes charter schools into four types: 1. CMOs, 2. VOSs, 3. Hybrid, and 4. Independent charters (Woodworth et al., 2017). In the 
current study, we break down the charter into two categories. 1. CMOs and 2. Non-CMOs that combine VOSs, Hybrid, and Independent charters.
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The results provide the most current picture possible of the charter group in the nation. 

Section 2 of this report describes methods and data, and Section 3 documents descriptive facts and trends 

about the charter groups. The main results from the impact analyses follow in Section 4. We present findings 
disaggregated by student and school characteristics. A market analysis provides evidence of effectiveness by 
organizational traits. 

Because the National Charter School Study III findings and this deeper investigation of CMOs and SCS are 
intertwined, we prepared a consolidated Summary of Findings, Conclusions and Implications.

2.2 Methods and Data

Definition of Network Schools
Building upon the database created for CREDO’s 2013 and 2017 reports, we identified 368 CMOs operating 
in the 28 states between the 2014–15 and 2018–19 school years. There is no national database of CMO 
networks. Thus, CREDO used a variety of data sources to identify the CMOs, including data from state 

educational agencies, charter school organizations and individual CMOs. 

Measure of Academic Performance

For the key outcome variable, we use academic growth at the student level. Academic growth is defined as 
the change in learning from one testing period to the next. For readers to understand better the results of 

our analyses, academic growth is presented as marginal days of learning compared to a typical student who 

obtains 180 days of educational progress in a typical school year of 180 days. Students with above average 

growth are said to obtain additional days of learning in the same period and students with lower-than-

average growth are said to have fewer than 180 days of learning.

Comparison Group and Analytic Model

To create a comparison group with similar demographic and academic profile characteristics to that of 
students enrolled in the charter schools, we use a combination of matching and statistical analyses to 

account for the systematic differences between students attending different types of schools. 

In the first stage of the analysis, we employ the virtual control record (VCR) method, which is a matching 
strategy developed by CREDO (Davis & Raymond, 2012) to construct a comparison group including traditional 
public school students who exhibit similar socio-demographic and academic characteristics as the students 

who attend CMO-afÏliated and non-CMO-afÏliated charter schools. The VCR approach creates a “virtual twin” 
for each charter student by drawing on the available records of the TPS that the students in a given charter 

school would have likely attended if they were not in that charter school. We ensure that all dimensions of 

observable characteristics are statistically similar between the students enrolled in the CMO-afÏliated charter 
schools and the comparison group from the TPS.3

In the second stage, based on the matched sample, we conduct statistical analyses to examine the effect of 
CMO-afÏliated charter school attendance on the student’s academic growth.

3	� Due to the variable distribution of students by school type and subgroup across the country, some student subgroups have low match rate in some states. Low 
match rates require a degree of caution in interpreting the national pooled findings as they may not fairly represent the learning of the student groups involved.

Funders and policy makers consider CMOs as an important lever in their aims to provide high-performing 

schools. Their assumptions rarely are put to the test. Even when they are, previous research measuring 

the impact of CMOs on students’ academic outcomes produced mixed results. Some of the work has been 

anecdotal or small-scale, showing improved student outcomes associated with students enrolled in CMO 

schools (Angrist et al., 2012; Dobbie & Fryer, 2015; Raudenbush et al., 2011). More generally, the earlier 
literature shows CMO impacts on student outcomes to be small. Large variations in CMO quality across the 

group have appeared in several studies (Furgeson et al., 2012; Woodworth et al., 2017). 

This report presents the results of our third study of CMOs. The first report from 2013, Charter Growth 

and Replication, examined the performance patterns from the opening of schools through the period of 

replication and scaling. The second report, Charter Management Organizations, released in 2017, analyzed 

the different contributions to academic progress by CMOs and SCS (though the nomenclature for this latter 
group has changed over time). 

This report on CMO performance is part of a more extensive national study of charter schools prepared by 

CREDO. As a Matter of Fact: The National Charter School Study III (NCSS3) examines the impact of charter school 

enrollment on students’ academic growth. Due to the large scope of the research, the report is sectioned into 

two volumes. The first, Charter School Performance in 31 States 2023 (CSP31) pools all charter students together 

to examine sector-wide impacts. This report, Volume 2, explores an important structural and operational 

attribute of charter schools; namely, whether students attend a school that is a stand-alone charter 

school (SCS, also called independent charter schools) or a member of a Charter Management Organization 

(CMO), also called networks in some cases. The nationwide impact of charter schools on student academic 

progress over time is, partly, a story of the rise in the number and sizes of CMOs. This report tells that story 

empirically.

This study uses anonymized student-level administrative data from 28 states.2 We treat New York City and 

Washington, D.C., as separate jurisdictions to give us 28 “states” included in this study. The data window 

spans the school years from 2014-15 to 2018-19, which creates four growth periods. We address the critical 
questions on whether systematic differences in the impact on student learning exist between CMO-afÏliated 
and SCS schools. 

Our outcome of interest is the change in students’ knowledge and skills from one year to the next. We use the 

terms “growth,” “gains,” and “learning” interchangeably in describing the incremental progress students make 

over a school year. 

We probe the aggregate results to understand better how students fare in different charter school 
environments and, in turn, how well different charter schools can provide high-quality education to all 
their students. Since many students attending charter schools are people of color from educationally and 

economically disadvantaged backgrounds, understanding the impact of CMOs and SCS on vulnerable 

populations is important. Disparities in academic outcomes are well documented, for example, between 

those from high socioeconomic backgrounds and those from underserved communities (Duncan & Murnane, 
2016; Hanushek et al., 2019). Here, we seek not only to quantify any differences between student groups but 
also to identify cases where all students benefit academically. 

2	� Idaho, Maryland and Ohio are included in the companion study, CSP31, but not part of the CMO analysis due to restrictions in CREDO’s data use agreements 
with each state.

https://credo.stanford.edu/reports/item/charter-school-growth-and-replication/
https://credo.stanford.edu/reports/item/charter-school-growth-and-replication/
https://credo.stanford.edu/reports/item/charter-management-organizations/
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2.3 Descriptive Statistics of Students and Schools
Figure 2.2 shows the recent nationwide expansion of CMO-afÏliated and stand-alone charter schools. CMO-
afÏliated charter schools increased from 2,381 schools in 2014–15 to 2,793 schools in 2018–19, a 17 percent 
increase over the five years. The growth among the stand-alone charter group was about 2.6 percent during 
the same period, but there were about two stand-alone charter schools for every CMO-afÏliated charter 
school in 2014–15. The ratio decreased to about 1.8 in 2018–19. 

Figure 2.2. Growth in Number of Schools by Charter School Type, 2014–15 to 2018–19 

Source: NCES Core of Common Data, 2015–2019. CMO school list identified by authors.

A summary of school characteristics by CMO afÏliation status is included in the analytic data presented 
in Table 2.1. Regardless of the group, many students enrolled in the charter schools are students of color, 

and Hispanic students make up the largest minority group in both groups. Most students enrolled in 

CMO-afÏliated charter schools and stand-alone charter schools live in poverty, with 65 and 53 percent, 
respectively.5 Another substantial difference between the SCS and CMO-afÏliated charters is the share of 
White students: CMO-afÏliated charters have 21.6 percent White students. In comparison, the share in SCS is 
higher at 38.2 percent. The location differences may contribute to the demographic differences in the student 
bodies between the groups. Approximately 58 percent of CMO-afÏliated charters are in urban areas, while 
46 percent of SCS operate in urban settings. The percentage of virtual schools is similar between the groups 
at about five percent. 

5	  �A student in poverty is eligible for free or reduced-price lunches under the National School Lunch Program, is certified as a recipient of public assistance 
support or meets state-defined criteria for poverty. Since our study design compares each charter school student to his exact-match VCR from nearby TPS, 
both students face the same criteria for poverty designations. The variation in definitions across states does not affect the results.

Data

This study uses student-level administrative data from 29 states.4 We treat New York City and Washington, 

D.C., as separate jurisdictions that give us 31 “states” included in this study. The data window spans school 

years from 2014–15 to 2018–19, which creates four growth periods. Under FERPA-compliant data-sharing 
agreements, we use anonymized student-level administrative data; this study uses data from five school 
years, from 2014–15 to 2018–19.

Using test scores from Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA)-mandated achievement tests administered each 

spring, we calculate the difference in a student’s scores. 

Figure 2.1. Map of States Included in the 31-State and CMO Studies

4	  Figure 2.1 shows the map of states included in the CSP31 and CMO analysis.
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2.4.1. RECAP: Annual Academic Growth of Charter School Students in 31 States
As mentioned, this study parallels Charter School Performance in 31 States 2023 (CSP31). The primary finding 
in CSP31 of positive annual academic gains for charter school students provides the departure point for 

this study. As shown in Figure 2.3, CSP31 reported that in a year’s time, students attending charter schools 

make an additional 16 days of learning in reading and six days of learning in math, compared to their TPS 

comparison peers. Importantly, CSP31 shows steady increases in student academic growth over the years 

of the current study and over the 15 years of CREDO’s charter school research. In this report, we probe the 

overall charter school results from CSP31 by structural and operational attributes of charter schools.

Figure 2.3. RECAP: Annual Academic Growth of Charter School Students, Reading and Math

Note: The figure above originally appears as Figure 1.7 in CSP31. 

* Significant at the 0.05 level, ** Significant at the 0.01 level

2.4.2. Academic Growth by Charter School Type
The overall impact of attending SCS or CMO charter schools on students’ annual academic growth in 

reading and math is shown in Figure 2.4. Compared to their TPS VCR peers, CMO-afÏliated charter school 
students have statistically significant learning gains in reading and math. Students attending stand-alone 
charter schools had stronger growth in reading and similar growth in math compared to their TPS peers. 

The students attending CMO schools gain the equivalent of 27 additional days of reading learning and 23 

additional days of math learning per 180-day school year. Students attending the stand-alone charter also 

make statistically significant gains in reading (+10 days), but the difference is not statistically different from 
their peers. In order to test the difference in the learning growth in math between the CMO and SCS, we 

Table 2.1. School Characteristics by Charter Charter School Type, Matched Analytic Data

 SCS CMO

Number of Schools 3,578 1,959

Number of Observations (student-level) 563,224 431,718
Student Demographic Characteristics

Percent Students in Poverty 52.9% 64.5%
Percent ELL 7.6% 10.8%

Percent Students receiving Special Education 7.7% 6.9%

Percent White 38.2% 21.6%

Percent Black 21.2% 27.7%

Percent Hispanic 33.7% 44.8%
Percent Asian/Pacific Islander 3.9% 3.6%

Percent Native American 0.4% 0.2%

Percent Multiracial 2.6% 2.0%

Locale

Urban 45.6% 58.4%
Suburban 31.5% 28.8%

Town 3.9% 1.3%

Rural 10.3% 6.9%

Virtual 5.1% 4.5%
Grade Span

Elementary 42.1% 40.5%
Middle 13.7% 21.2%

High 5.4% 7.0%

Multi-grade 38.8% 31.4%

Note: Values use data for the 2017–18 school year

2.4 Analytic Findings
This section presents the average impact of attending CMO or stand-alone charter schools on a student’s 

academic growth. Academic growth is denominated in the days of learning scale, based on an average 

student in a TPS who attends school for 180 days and gains 180 days of learning. In each analysis, we 

compare the growth of charter school students to the learning of their TPS peers, represented by a virtual 

control record as described in the Methods section. We conduct two statistical tests: one to test differences 
between charter learning and TPS learning and the second to examine differences in results between 
students in SCS and those in CMO-afÏliated charter schools. 
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Figure 2 5. Distribution of Academic Growth in SCS and CMO Schools - Reading

Figure 2.6. Distribution of Academic Growth in SCS and CMO Schools - Math

conduct a statistical test.6 For reading and math, the analysis indicates that students attending CMO-afÏliated 
charter schools show stronger growth than students attending stand-alone charter schools in both subjects.

Figure 2.4. Annual Academic Growth of Charter School Students by Charter School Type, Reading and Math

* Significant at the 0.05 level, ** Significant at the 0.01 level

The results in Figure 2.4 reflect the average growth based on all tested students in all schools in all the 
study years for each type of charter school. It is important to note that around the average, there are wide 

variations in academic growth. This is evident in Figures 2.5 and 2.6, showing the school-level distribution of 

academic growth by their charter group afÏliation. In each charter group, the academic growth ranges from 
negative 300 days to positive 300 days, suggesting the school quality varies greatly within each group. We use 

the variation across students, schools or types of charter schools in the rest of our analysis.

CMOs have multiple schools that, in theory, could have distinctly different results. Accordingly, we 
disaggregate the distributions from Figures 2.5 and 2.6 to create CMO-specific averages and ranges. The 
average academic growth for each CMO is of keen interest to leaders and policy makers; Appendix A 

presents these results.

6	  We conducted a test to determine whether there is a statistical difference between the academic growth in the two groups.
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Figure 2.8. Academic Growth Trend by Charter School Type, Math

* Significant at the 0.05 level, ** Significant at the 0.01 level

2.4.4. Academic Growth by Students’ Years of Enrollment in Charter Schools
Figures 2.9 and 2.10 show changes in learning growth in reading and math with each additional year of 

enrollment in a group-specific charter school compared to TPS peers.7 The academic growth of a student 

shows an increase in growth the longer a student is enrolled in either CMO-afÏliated charter or stand-alone 
charter schools. This relationship exists for both reading and math. Students enrolled in stand-alone charter 

schools display a comparable rate of improvement, but their growth is smaller than the students in CMO 

charter schools. Students in their first year of a CMO-afÏliated charter school gain 23 days more of learning 
than those in the traditional public school system. 

In comparison, students enrolled in stand-alone charters only make three additional days of progress. The 

number of additional days of learning grows as the students’ years of enrollment in the school increase. In 

their fourth year, CMO students gain 40 additional days of learning, while stand-alone charter students gain 
27 more than their TPS peers. The statistical tests indicate that the difference in the academic performance 
between the two charter groups is statistically significant in all years in the data window.

7	�  This analysis included only those students seen entering the charter schools from a TPS. Students already in charter schools in their first year of the data 
window were excluded.

2.4.3. Academic Growth Trend by Charter School Type
Figures 2.7 and 2.8 show the academic growth by charter group estimated in CREDO’s series of CMO reports 

(Woodworth et al., 2017; Woodworth & Raymond, 2013). CMO-afÏliated charter schools have seen a marked 
improvement in student academic growth in reading and math, adding approximately 10 additional days of 

learning in each study. In reading, students’ progress in stand-alone charter schools is positive in two of the 

three studies and equivalent to the learning of TPS peers in the third. For math, learning gains for students 

in stand-alone charter schools lagged that of their TPS VCR peers by seven days of learning in the 2013 study. 

Growth improved over time to show six days of additional learning in the 2017 study and has no significant 
difference from growth in TPS students in the current study. Examining the graphs also reveals a widening 
gap between SCS and CMO-afÏliated charter schools in the magnitude of student academic growth for 
reading and mathematics. 

Figure 2.7. Academic Growth Trend by Charter School Type, Reading

* Significant at the 0.05 level, ** Significant at the 0.01 level
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2.4.5. Academic Growth by Charter School Grade Span
Students enrolled in all grades K through 12 in CMO-afÏliated charter schools show statistically significant positive 
academic growth compared to their TPS VCRs. Consistent with previous CREDO findings, students in CMO-
afÏliated middle schools exhibit the most sizable academic growth at 40 additional days of learning for reading 
and math. Figures 2.11 and 2.12 show adverse effects only for the students enrolled in multilevel stand-alone 
charter schools. The statistical test shows that the difference in the academic performance between the CMO and 
stand-alone schools is statistically significant for students in all grade bands except for high schools (grades 9–12). 
For high schools, the difference in the size of the academic growth between the CMO and stand-alone schools is 
minimal, especially for reading. The results show no meaningful differences between the two groups in terms of 
reading and math scores.

Figure 2.11. Academic Growth by Charter School Grade Span and Charter School Type, Reading

* Significant at the 0.05 level, ** Significant at the 0.01 level

Figure 2.9. Academic Growth by Students’ Years of Enrollment by Charter School Type, Reading

* Significant at the 0.05 level, ** Significant at the 0.01 level

Figure 2.10. Academic Growth by Students’ Years of Enrollment by Charter School Type, Math

* Significant at the 0.05 level, ** Significant at the 0.01 level
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Figure 2.13. Academic Growth by Charter School Locale and Charter School Type, Reading

* Significant at the 0.05 level, ** Significant at the 0.01 level

Figure 2.14. Academic Growth by Charter School Locale and Charter School Type, Math

* Significant at the 0.05 level, ** Significant at the 0.01 level

Figure 2.12. Academic Growth by Charter School Grade Span and Charter School Type, Math

* Significant at the 0.05 level, ** Significant at the 0.01 level

2.4.6. Academic Growth by Charter School Locale
Figures 2.13 and 2.14 reflect the academic growth of charter school students by the physical locale of charter 
schools afÏliated with CMOs and those that are stand-alone. Because virtual charter schools can enroll 
students from larger geographic areas than brick-and-mortar charter schools, they appear as a separate 

category in these analyses. As shown earlier, CMO charters are more likely to be in urban areas (58 percent, 

vs. 46 percent for SCS). The figures demonstrate that students in CMO-afÏliated charters in urban areas 
experience 40 more days of reading instruction and 46 more days of math instruction compared to the TPS 
VCRs. While the difference in student learning is still noticeable in suburban CMO schools, the difference is 
less dramatic. Students attending urban stand-alone charter schools make 20 additional days of learning in 

reading and 12 additional days of learning in math. Urban and suburban stand-alone charters make up more 

than 80 percent of the total stand-alone charter groups, and students attending these stand-alone charters 

show growth on par with their TPS peers. When comparing the academic performance between the CMO-

afÏliated and stand-alone charters, statistical tests point to the fact that CMO-afÏliated charters located in 
urban and suburban areas provide better results than stand-alone charters. 

A troubling result is virtual schools’ dramatically sizeable negative impact on academic growth. The students 

in the virtual CMO schools trail behind their TPS peers by 107 days in reading and 155 days in math. The 

results for stand-alone virtual charters is similar at 77 days less learning in reading and 142 days less learning 
in math than their TPS peers.8 This finding is consistent with previous CREDO studies that found substantially 
lower academic growth in virtual charter schools across the group (Woodworth et al., 2015, 2017). 

8	 The results for CMO and SCS mirror but do not precisely align with the findings in CSP31 because three states are omitted from the CMO/SCS analysis.
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Reading Math

CMO SCS CMO SCS

Days of 
Learning

Significance Days of 
Learning

Significance Days of 
Learning

Significance Days of 
Learning

Significance

NYC 62 ** 21 ** 114 ** 45 **

OR -33  -17 * -72 * -27 *

PA 14  -8  -1  -31 *

RI 134 ** 75 ** 169 ** 60 **

SC -44 ** -2  -91 ** -40 *

TN 24 ** 44 ** 32 * 46 **

TX 34 ** 2  16 ** -49 **

UT -2  -2  -8  -15  

WA -71 * 63  -9  58  

WI -2  18 * 10  17  

Significant 
Positive Total

14 15 11 7

Significant 
Negative Total

2 1 2 6

Not Significantly 
Different 11 11 14 14

Note: NM has been excluded from the list due to the small number of CMO-afÏliated charter schools in the state. 
Numbers appearing in bold signify statistically significant differences between CMOs and SCS.  

* Significant at the 0.05 level, ** Significant at the 0.01 level

2.4.8. Academic Growth of Charter School Student Groups

2.4.8.1.Academic Growth by Race/Ethnicity

Beyond the overall learning impacts of attending CMO schools or stand-alone charter schools, we are 

interested in knowing if all students share the gains. We first examine the gains for different race/ethnicity 
groups. This is one way to track if schools are fulfilling their role as builders of opportunity for every enrolled 
student.

As shown in Figures 2.15 and 2.16, the academic growth of students in CMOs and stand-alone charter schools 

can be arranged by student groups. For each type of charter school, we compare students to their TPS peers 

of the same race/ethnicity, whose performance is benchmarked on the zero line. (For instance, we assess the 

educational improvement of Black CMO and SCS students relative to their Black TPS peers, likewise Hispanic 

students in comparison to TPS Hispanic learners, etc.) The impact of attending different groups of charter 
schools is nearly null on reading and 23 days weaker in math for White students compared to their White 

peers in the TPS. On the other hand, Black and Hispanic students in charter schools display substantially 

2.4.7. Average Academic Growth of Charter School Students by State
Table 2.2 shows the academic growth for students in CMOs and SCS in each state included in the study. 

Across the states in both charter school settings, statistically significant positive growth in reading was more 
prevalent than in math. CMO-afÏliated charters showed statistically significant growth in 14 states in reading 
and 11 in math. For SCS, students in 15 states had significantly positive reading gains but significant math 
gains appeared only in seven states. 

The state results also revealed a few cases where charter school students had statistically significantly 
smaller learning gains than their TPS peers: CMO-based learning lagged TPS in two states in reading and two 

states in math. SCS learning significantly lagged TPS comparisons in only one state in reading but was found 
in six states for math learning.

The remaining comparisons to TPS were statistically insignificant. 

The bolded text in each column indicates the contrast between student academic growth in various types of 

charter schools in each state. If a particular group has larger growth with a statistically significant difference 
within the same state, it is highlighted. 

Table 2.2. Average Academic Growth of Charter School Students by Charter School Type and State 

Reading Math

CMO SCS CMO SCS

Days of 
Learning

Significance Days of 
Learning

Significance Days of 
Learning

Significance Days of 
Learning

Significance

AR 14  -3  -5  1  

AZ 24 ** 14 ** 5  -5  

CA 19 ** 7 * 10  1  

CO 14  16 * 34 ** 5  

DC 12  -6  50 ** 6  

FL 21 ** -1  13  -12 *

IL 46 ** 32 ** 66 ** 27 **

IN 7  -1  -11  -42  

LA -6  10  13  1  

MA 51 * 40 ** 72 * 38 **

MI 54 ** 21 ** 45 ** 6  

MN 35 ** 19 * 22  5  

MO 24  56 ** 34  79 *

NC 19 ** 12 ** 15  -22 *

NJ 55 ** 20 * 63 ** 14  

NV 15  -2  16  -11  

NY 110 ** 65 ** 124 ** 60 **
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Figure 2.15. Academic Growth by Race/Ethnicity and Charter School Type, Reading

* Significant at the 0.05 level, ** Significant at the 0.01 level

Figure 2.16. Academic Growth by Race/Ethnicity and Charter School Type, Math

* Significant at the 0.05 level, ** Significant at the 0.01 level

higher growth when compared to the TPS students of the same racial/ethnic group enrolled in TPS. For 

example, Black students enrolled in CMO-afÏliated charter schools make an additional 41 days of learning in 
reading and 47 days in math relative to the Black students in TPS. For Black students attending a stand-alone 
charter, the impact is smaller with 25 additional days in reading and 17 days in math. The data shows that the 

differences between the types of charter schools of 16 days for reading and 30 days for math are statistically 
significant. 

The story is quite similar for Hispanic students. Hispanic students attending either the CMO-afÏliated or 
stand-alone charters perform substantially better than their peers in TPS. However, Hispanic students 

attending CMO-afÏliated charter schools had 229 days more reading gain than Hispanic students attending 

SCS. The difference in math for Hispanic students was even larger, with CMO-afÏliated Hispanic students 
gaining 30 days more learning than those in stand-alone charter schools. Black and Hispanic students 

comprise many of the student bodies in schools in urban cities across the United States. The statistical 

analysis results indicate that the differences in academic performance between the CMO and stand-alone 
schools for Black and Hispanic students were statistically significant. These findings indicate that both stand-
alone and CMO-afÏliated charters, on average, may contribute to narrowing the racial achievement gaps, but 
CMO-afÏliated charter schools give the stronger boost. 

The effects on Asian/Pacific Islander students are not as strong as those on Black and Hispanic students. 
However, those enrolled in charters associated with CMOs increased their learning by 17 days in reading, 

while no statistically significant impact was found for math. Meanwhile, Asian/Pacific Islanders in stand-alone 
charters show similar growth to their TPS peers in reading but are lagging in math by 11 days. This difference 
between CMO charters and stand-alone charters is statistically significant, signifying that CMOs have a more 
positive impact on Asian/Pacific Islanders over stand-alone charters. 

According to our analysis, the academic performance of Native American students does not improve when 

they attend charter schools. In addition, multiracial students enrolled in charter schools do not perform as 

well in reading as their counterparts in traditional public schools and have similar performance in math.

The estimates in this section align with the previous findings. CREDO’s previous reports show that the 
impact of charter schools on academic growth was positively significant for Black and Hispanic students: 
the 2017 CMO study reported that Black students attending CMO-afÏliated charter schools made, on 
average, 40 additional days of learning in reading and 29 additional days of learning in math compared to 
the Black students attending TPS. Similarly, Hispanic students attending CMO-afÏliated charter schools 
made 34 additional days in reading and 29 additional days in math compared to the Hispanic students in TPS 
(Woodworth et al., 2017). 

9	 The 22 days of learning difference is derived by subtracting days of learning of SCS (16 days) from the days of learning of CMO (38 days).
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Figure 2.18. Academic Growth by Poverty Status and Charter School Type, Math

* Significant at the 0.05 level, ** Significant at the 0.01 level

2.4.8.3. Academic Growth by ELL Status

Public schools commit to educating students whose first language is not English. This requires additional 
expertise and resources. The learning outcomes of English-language learner (ELL) students is a continuing 

interest in public education. In the context of this study, serving ELL students is also an area where a CMO’s 

scale of multiple schools potentially could provide advantages over independent charter schools. 

CMO-afÏliated charter school ELL students outperform their TPS ELL peers as well as the ELL peers in the 
stand-alone schools: ELL students enrolled in CMO-afÏliated charter schools make 18 additional days of 
learning in reading and 24 additional days of learning in math relative to the ELL TPS peers (Figures 2.19 and 
2.20). The academic growth is slightly larger in reading and similar in math for non-ELL students enrolled in 

the CMO-afÏliated charter schools. For reading, they make 27 additional days of learning while exhibiting 
23 additional days of learning in math. Stand-alone charter students trail behind CMO students in academic 

growth in all categories, and the differences are statistically significant. 

2.4.8.2. Academic Growth by Poverty Status

Education is a critical factor in improving life outcomes for students in poverty. The role of charter schools in 

opening future options for students has been a strong interest of policy makers, funders and educators for 

much of the 30 years of charter school operations. 

Our analysis indicates that students enrolled in CMO-afÏliated charter schools show 35 days of additional 
learning in reading and 36 days in math compared to their VCR TPS peers who are also in poverty (Figures 

2.17 and 2.18). Students in poverty attending stand-alone charter schools show positive learning gains in 

reading and similar gains in math compared to their VCR TPS peers. The academic gains of CMO-afÏliated 
students are significantly larger than those attending stand-alone charters, yielding a 22-day difference in 
reading and a 32-day gap in mathematics.

For non-poverty students, the magnitude of the effect is significant but smaller in reading. Non-poverty 
students in CMOs had similar growth to their peers in math. Non-poverty students attending stand-alone 

charter schools had negative growth compared to their TPS peers. CMO students not in poverty made 

greater learning gains for both subjects than those students in stand-alone charter schools. 

Figure 2.17. Academic Growth by Poverty Status and Charter School Type, Reading

* Significant at the 0.05 level, ** Significant at the 0.01 level
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2.4.8.4. Academic Growth by Special Education Status

One of the largest federal funding sources for K–12 education is IDEA10, which serves more than 7.5 million 

eligible children and students with disabilities. State spending policies allocate additional investment for 

students with disabilities eligible for specialized education services. It is important to understand how the 

learning of this vulnerable population fares in either type of charter school. 

Approximately 11 percent of students attending charter schools receive special education services. As shown 

in Figures 2.21 and 2.22, when it comes to the academic growth of special education students, CMO special 

education students gain equivalent learning as their TPS counterparts in reading and math. In this case, a 

“no different” finding reflects an improvement over earlier periods. However, special education students 
attending stand-alone charter schools exhibit significantly smaller learning gains than their TPS peers, on the 
order of 18 fewer days of learning in reading and 23 fewer days in math.11 The difference was even larger in 
math at 22 days. The relative differences between the CMO and stand-alone charter schools are statistically 
significant for special and non-special education students in reading and math.

Figure 2.21. Academic Growth by Special Education Status and Charter School Type, Reading

* Significant at the 0.05 level, ** Significant at the 0.01 level

10	 See Individuals with Disabilities education Act (IDEA) at https://sites.ed.gov/idea/ 

11	� The difference between the learning of SPED students in CMO and SCS was 15 days. The 15 days of learning difference is derived by subtracting days of learning 
of SCS (-18 days) from the days of learning of CMO (-3 days).

Figure 2.19. Academic Growth by ELL Status and Charter School Type, Reading

* Significant at the 0.05 level, ** Significant at the 0.01 level

Figure 2.20. Academic Growth by ELL Status and Charter School Type, Math

* Significant at the 0.05 level, ** Significant at the 0.01 level
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Figure 2.23. Academic Growth by Race/Ethnicity & Poverty Status and Charter School Type, Reading

* Significant at the 0.05 level, ** Significant at the 0.01 level

Figure 2.24. Academic Growth by Race/Ethnicity & Poverty Status and Charter School Type, Math

* Significant at the 0.05 level, ** Significant at the 0.01 level

Figure 2.22. Academic Growth by Special Education Status and Charter School Type, Math

* Significant at the 0.05 level, ** Significant at the 0.01 level

2.4.8.5. Academic Growth by Race/Ethnicity & Poverty Status

As shown in Table 2.1, students served by the CMO-afÏliated charter schools are predominantly low-income 
minority students. In this section, we examine how student learning differs for student groups in different 
types of charter schools by race/ethnicity and poverty status. Compared separately for CMOs and stand-

alone charter schools, we estimated the growth of each student group against its TPS peers. Although the 

learning gains of attending stand-alone charter schools are smaller than that of CMO-afÏliated charter 
schools, Black and Hispanic students, regardless of the poverty status in both settings, make statistically 

significant positive academic growth compared to their TPS VCRs in both subjects.12

As shown in Figures 2.23 and 2.24, CMO-afÏliated charters appear to show more positive impacts for Black 
students and Hispanic students in both subjects. In addition, the amount of growth is larger for the students 

in poverty than those not in poverty. For reading, Black students in poverty enrolled in CMO-afÏliated 
charter schools make, on average, 42 additional days of learning compared to their TPS peers, while the Black 
students in poverty enrolled in stand-alone charter schools make 24 additional days of learning than their 
TPS peers. While the results demonstrate a positive and robust impact for Black and Hispanic students, it is 

notable that for white students in poverty underperform by 15 days in CMO and 13 days in SCS compared 

to the white students in poverty in TPS schools. This research implies that CMO-afÏliated charters are more 
successful in the academic development of children from minority backgrounds and low-income households. 

12	  With one exception for the Hispanic non-poverty group in math, where students attending stand-alone charters grow on par with TPS peers.

-23**

-1 -1

25**

CMOSCS

D
a

y
s 

o
f 

L
e

a
rn

in
g

-30

-20

-10

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

Non-SPEDSPED

-13**-15**

24**
17**

42** 42**

0 1

29**
36**

12**

25**

CMOSCS

D
a

y
s 

o
f 

L
e

a
rn

in
g

-40

-30

-20

-10

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

Hispanic 
non-Poverty

Black 
non-Poverty

White 
non-Poverty

Hispanic 
Poverty

Black 
Poverty

White 
Poverty

-32**-34**

18**

10**

49**
43**

-18**
-17**

13**

39**

-4

17**

CMOSCS

D
a

y
s 

o
f 

L
e

a
rn

in
g

-40

-30

-20

-10

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

Hispanic 
non-Poverty

Black 
non-Poverty

White 
non-Poverty

Hispanic 
Poverty

Black 
Poverty

White 
Poverty



Executive Summary Volume 1
Charter School Performance  
in 31 States

Volume 2
Charter Management  
Organizations 2023

Volume 3
Summary of Findings, 
Conclusions and Implications

As a Matter of Fact: The National Charter School Study III 2023Volume 2: Charter Management Organizations 2023 103102

Figure 2.26. Academic Growth by Hispanic Students with ELL Status and Charter School Type, Math

* Significant at the 0.05 level, ** Significant at the 0.01 level

2.4.9. Operational Analysis of CMOs 
In this section of the report, we focus exclusively on CMOs with analyses targeted to their particular 

operating attributes. A critical interest about CMO networks is how well they maintain academic gains for 

their students as they grow. This question cuts both ways: Do CMO-afÏliated new schools demonstrate 
equivalent learning gains as the rest of the CMO portfolio? In addition, does adding new schools affect the 
rest of the schools in the CMO? After presenting the full sample results, we focus on exceptional cases.

2.4.9.1. Does Charter Network Size Matter?

Network size reflects the number of schools for which a charter organization holds the charter and 
responsibility for operations and performance. We exclude any schools with operating contract arrangements 

with other educational institutions. The average number of schools managed by CMO networks is 6.96, 
ranging from three to 73 schools. 

We examined the relationship between size and student learning with several measures and proxies for 

portfolio size. We found a weak correlation between portfolio size and student academic progress. At every 

increment of size (and similarly of age), we saw roughly the same shares of positive, negative and equal 

growth CMOs relative to their TPS counterparts, but since the larger portfolios enroll more students, the 

balance shifts slightly in favor of larger scale.

Earlier CREDO work pointed out that CMOs can only replicate schools at the quality level they already 

produce. That might explain how some larger CMOs have smaller gains than others. Authorizers need to 

explain fully how operators with low performance receive permission to expand. 

2.4.8.6. Academic Growth by Hispanic & ELL Status

In recent years about 30 percent of Hispanic students identified as English-language learners (ELL), and 
Hispanic students make up three-quarters of total ELL students in the United States (De Brey et al., 2019). 

Given the high proportion of Hispanic students in charter schools and the significant share of ELL, we 
examine the impacts of different types of charter schools on the academic success of Hispanic students with 
and without ELL status.

We found a marked difference in the learning impacts for Hispanic ELL students across the two types of 
charter schools. Figures 2.25 and 2.26 show that CMO-afÏliated charters promote higher academic growth 
for Hispanic students in both subjects, independent of their ELL status. Hispanic ELL students benefit if 
enrolled in CMO schools; they gain 20 extra days of learning in reading and 25 additional in math. This was 

not the case if students enrolled in SCS, where their learning was on par with their TPS peers. The magnitude 

of learning impacts was greater for non-ELL Hispanic students; they made an average of 42 days of learning 
in reading and 39 days in math more than the TPS peers. Non-ELL Hispanic students attending stand-alone 

charter schools saw an increase in reading and math learning of 19 and eight days, respectively, relative to 

those in traditional public schools. The gap between ELL students attending CMO and stand-alone charter 

schools was statistically significant.

Figure 2.25. Academic Growth by Hispanic Students with ELL Status and Charter School Type, Reading

* Significant at the 0.05 level, ** Significant at the 0.01 level
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2.4.9.2.2. Annual Academic Growth in New Charter Schools versus Continuing Schools

Another way to examine growth among CMOs is to see how well they can replicate and grow new schools. 

Adding new schools to a CMO portfolio entails two different forms of risk. One is that the school will not 
fledge successfully, and students will not have strong academic results. The second risk is that launching new 
schools burdens the CMO and its existing schools to the point that its results suffer. 

We regard CMO charter schools established after 2014–15 as new entrants. Sixteen percent of CMO-afÏliated 
schools in our data are new, pointing to significant efforts to grow networks over the years of this study. 
Persisting schools are those in operation before 2014–15. 

Figure 2.28 shows that new and persisting CMO schools have a positive and statistically significant influence 
on student academic growth on average compared to traditional public school peers. 

The academic growth observed in persisting CMO schools was stronger in both subjects than in newer ones. 

The impacts were 29 additional days of learning for reading and 27 for math in persisting CMO schools 

versus new school learning of 21 more days in reading and 13 additional days in math. While the differences 
between persisting and new charter schools are statistically significant for both subjects, newer schools 
retain a considerable share of their CMO DNA even in their early years. 

Figure 2.28. Academic Growth in Persisting CMO Schools vs. New CMO Schools

* Significant at the 0.05 level, ** Significant at the 0.01 level

2.4.9.2. Annual Academic Growth in New CMO Schools and Networks 

Questions of scale and effectiveness accompany growth in the CMO community. Policy makers and funders 
have targeted CMO expansion to increase education options for families or shift the proportion of high-

quality seats in high-needs areas. Authorizers have faced a degree of scrutiny in their treatment of CMO 

applications for new schools. The underlying assumption is that CMOs offer better odds of creating strong 
schools than alternative approaches. This study has a unique vantage point to examine that idea empirically. 

2.4.9.2.1. Annual Academic Growth in New CMO Networks 

One facet of CMO growth is the emergence of new networks. Recall that we define CMO networks as 
operating three or more schools. Eighty CMOS, roughly 20 percent of the CMO networks in the study, opened 

their third (or more) school during our study window. The increase in the number of CMOs allows us to see if 

newer CMOs “come out of the gates” with student academic learning that supports backing CMOs as strong 

education instruments. 

We compare learning gains for students in newly emerged CMOs to those enrolled in previously existing 

CMOs. As demonstrated in Figure 2.27, new and existing CMOs had a significantly positive impact on student 
academic growth compared to their TPS counterparts. New CMOs contribute less to academic gains than 

older CMOs, but still aid in delivering improved education for their students. 

Figure 2.27. Academic Growth in Persisting CMOs and New CMOs

* Significant at the 0.05 level, ** Significant at the 0.01 level
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Figure 2.29. Annual Academic Growth in CMOs Operating in Single or Multiple States

* Significant at the 0.05 level, ** Significant at the 0.01 level

2.4.9.4. Special Analysis: CMO Growth Accelerator Case Study—Charter School Growth Fund

Expanding the number of high-quality schools and seats in the United States has been a target of 

considerable interest. One strategy is to foster the growth of successful CMOs. Several CMO growth 

accelerators operate nationwide, ranging from supporters of single CMOs or networks to public and private 

programs that support dozens of CMOs. Our broader study of the effectiveness of CMOs provided the 
opportunity to conduct a case study of one such entity, the Charter School Growth Fund (CSGF). CSGF shared 

its list of 72 funded CMOs for this analysis.13

CSGF is a nonprofit organization that makes multiyear investments in charter school networks to grow into 
multi-school networks. The CSGF is known for selecting high-quality charter schools to receive expansion 

funds. A related expectation is that the entire portfolio will grow its impact on students. We can test whether 

student academic performance improves after a CMO receives support from CSGF. 

Approximately eight percent of charter schools in this study belong to CSGF-afÏliated CMOs. We examined 
the impact of the Charter School Growth Fund afÏliation of CMOs on student academic growth. The 
estimates of the impact of CSGF appear in Figure 2.30. 

13	�  It bears noting that the Charter School Growth Fund has other strands of work that focus on leaders and organizations at earlier points in their history. This 
analysis does not assess the results of those endeavors.

2.4.9.2.3. New Charter Schools versus Persisting Schools in the Same Network

Pushing the inquiry about new CMO schools further, we probe the relationship between old and new schools 

within individual CMOs to discern if CMOs are launching schools of equivalent quality. We took the 383 new 

schools we examined earlier and related their performance to the other schools in the same portfolio. The 

relative performance of the new school appears in Table 2.3.

Table 2.3. Student Growth in New Schools Compared to Persisting Schools in Same CMO Network

Percentages of CMOs (with new schools)

Compared to CMO portfolio, student learning in new school is: Reading Math

Better by 13 days or more 32 % 31 %

About the same (+/- 12 days) 23 % 13 %

Smaller by 13 days or more 45 % 56 %

Total 100 % 100 %

Almost a third of CMOs start schools that are noticeably stronger than the average of their existing schools. 

Using an arbitrary cut of plus-or-minus 12 days of student learning in the rest of the CMOs schools, 23 

percent of CMOs replicate the new school at about the same performance in reading and 13 percent do so in 

math. The share of CMOs that started new schools with notably weaker student learning (by a shortfall of 13 

days or more) was 45 percent in reading and 56 percent in math. That about half of new CMO schools dilute 
the overall performance of their portfolio with weaker student gains suggests an area for future attention by 

replicating CMOs.

2.4.9.3. Annual Academic Growth of CMOs Operating in Multiple States

A third facet of CMO growth concerns the geographic concentration of networks. The number of CMOs that 

extend their school networks across state lines has grown since our last study. Managing a CMO portfolio 

across states might provide diversification of policy and fiscal risks for the better long-term sustainability 
of the network. On the other hand, dispersed schools might present leadership, operations and reporting 

challenges that highly localized networks don’t need to face. Committing resources to buffer these effects 
might play out in the student learning experience. 

Our test examines whether there are differences between CMOs operating in multiple states and those 
confining operations to a single state. Our definition of the CMO network used in this analysis is region 
specific. Some large national CMOs include multiple regional networks that operate in a single state. For 
example, KIPP New Orleans or KIPP New York City is included in our work as a separate entity that operates in 

a single state. 

Figure 2.29 suggests that students learning in CMOs operating in multiple states have weaker growth than 

students in single-state CMOs. Single-state CMOs support additional learning of 30 extra days in reading and 

29 more days in math. This compares to 19 days of additional reading in multistate CMOs and on-par learning 

in math. The differences between the two groups of CMOs are large and statistically significant. Assuming 
that new school start-up is a challenge wherever it occurs, the findings suggest that more tightly clustered 
CMOs have a better time of it. 
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A corollary question is whether the CMOs afÏliated with CSGF maintain their high performance levels after 
selection. The final columns of Figure 2.31 display their post-selection student learning, which covers up to 
three additional years of operation, depending on when the CSGF selected the CMO in our study window. 

Three new schools started by the newly funded CMOs are included. After receiving CSGF support, student 

learning remained significantly stronger than TPS, with 57 additional days of learning in reading and 80 extra 
days in math. The differences between pre- and post-CSGF support are not statistically significant, showing 
that the CMOs remain strong but do not quickly improve student learning.

Figure 2.31. Student Academic Growth in CMO Schools, Before and After Charter School Growth Fund Support, 
Reading and Math

Since the major purpose of CMO growth accelerators is to launch new schools, the most important question 

is how effective the new schools are. During our years of study, 43 CSGF-afÏliated CMOs opened 96 new 
schools. We compare the newly opened schools’ performance to the existing schools in all the CMOs that 

CSGF has supported. Figure 2.32 shows the comparison. Students enrolled in the new schools in the CSGF 

sphere produced large gains in reading (37 additional days of learning) and math (55 extra days) compared 

to their TPS peers. These new starts were dramatically stronger than the performance of the complete set of 

new schools (13 additional days in reading and one more day in math) reported in the NCSS3. These results, 

however, were significantly lower than the gains students in the continuing CMO schools had, which were 62 
additional days of learning in reading and 69 additional days in math compared to their TPS peers.

CMOs have student progress that outpaces the peers’ learning in TPS independent of CSGF designation. 

This is consistent with CREDO’s 2013 and 2017 CMO studies. That said, the strength of CSGF student results 

cannot be ignored. The advantage of attending CSGF-afÏliated schools is quite large for reading (an additional 
61 days) and math (an additional 69 days) compared to their TPS peers. It suggests that schools funded by 

CSGF provide very large academic benefits to student quality. The benefit is also outsized compared to the 
CMOs that never received funding, despite the non-CSGF CMO schools showing meaningful positive impact 

in reading (a margin of 18 days) and math (12 more days). There is a statistically significant difference in 
academic gains between the two groups of CMOs. 

Figure 2.30. Student Academic Growth in CMO Schools by Charter School Growth Fund Support, Reading and 
Math

* Significant at the 0.05 level, ** Significant at the 0.01 level

Accelerator programs of all types receive the scrutiny of their results. Curiosity revolves around the relative 

weights of selecting already high-performing organizations and the lift the program provides from that point 

forward. Our data can test the relative contributions of these elements.

To address the question, we restrict our analysis to 29 CMOs that received support from CSGF for the first 
time between 2015–16 and 2017–18. We estimate the average academic growth before and after CSGF 

afÏliation. As shown in Figure 2.31, students attending CSGF-supported schools exhibit much larger academic 
growth prior to afÏliation than students in CMOs that never received funding. In both subjects, CSGF-selected 
CMOs have student learning 75 days greater than their TPS peers in reading and 76 in math. The striking 

difference illustrates the CSGF’s focus on choosing strong CMOs for investment. 
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Figures 2.33 and 2.34 compare turnaround schools’ pre- and post turn-around student academic growth. 
Growth is measured at two points: the academic growth period before CMO takeover and the subsequent 

period. Before the transfer, students in turnaround schools had 21 fewer days of growth in reading and 35 

fewer days in math than their TPS peers. The small number of cases helps to explain why these results were 

not statistically different from the experience of TPS students. After joining their respective CMOs, average 
student performance improved compared to their TPS peers: students enrolled after the turn-around were 

observed to have 21 more days of learning in reading and 38 more days in math. The fact that learning was 

on par with TPS—i.e., that the difference was not statistically significant—can be viewed as a positive. Even if 
the learning only rose to equal TPS progress, movement occurred in the right direction. 

However, these comparisons at each point only tell part of the story. The change in growth for the 

turnaround schools over time was statistically significant: student learning increased by 42 days for reading 
and 73 days for math.15 These changes appear for “all students” in Figures 2.33 and 2.34. 

To thoroughly test the strength of improvement, however, we need to consider whether the observed 

positive academic growth stems from churn in student enrollment after the transfer. Some families may not 

have supported the newly reconstituted school and moved to other public schools. Some may have read the 

transfer as a signal of serious failure and left the system entirely. Alternatively, the CMO might have had a 

waitlist of students wanting to enroll who joined the school after the turn-around. Any of these factors could 

elevate the post-turnaround results.

As a robustness check, we redo the analysis, only including the students enrolled in the same turnaround 

school before and after the transfer. These are the students most in need of turnaround efforts. In Figures 
2.33 and 2.34, we contrast the academic growth of the continuously enrolled students to the full set of 
enrolled students in the turnaround before and after the transfer. For students who remained enrolled (that 

is, continuously enrolled) before and after the transition, we can see 42 days of learning gains in reading 
between the two periods of transition and 113 days of learning gains in math. The growth we observe for “all 

students” in the pre-and post-turnaround periods occurs for different sets of students. In the “pre” period, 
the value includes students who left the school before the CMO took over; the “post” period value includes 

students who were newly enrolled in the school. 

The question of the spillover impact of adding a turnaround school to a CMO’s portfolio is more 

straightforward. Looking only at the CMO schools that existed before the transfer, Figure 2.35 shows that 

compared to their TPS peers, the academic growth for students prior to the addition of the turnaround 

school is positive and statistically significant at 39 additional days of learning in reading and 28 more 
days in math. After the turnaround school joined the CMO, academic growth in the pre-existing portfolio 

declined by 12 days of learning in reading but remains positive and statistically significant at 27 more days 
of learning compared to their TPS peers. In math, student academic learning increases by three days to 31 

days of learning. Between the two periods, neither the change in reading gains nor the change in math gains 

is statistically significant. These results indicate that adopting turnaround schools is not injurious to the 
performance of the rest of the CMO portfolio.

15	  The pre-, post-turn difference was statistically significant at the 5 percent level in reading and the 10 percent level in math.

Figure 2.32. Student Academic Growth in New CMO Schools, Before and After Charter School Growth Fund 
Support, Reading and Math

2.4.9.5. Special Analysis: CMOs and Turnaround Schools

Turnaround schools are schools that intentionally change leadership and governance in an effort to improve 
their effectiveness. Since 2007, billions of dollars from the federal government were funneled through Race 
to the Top and School Improvement Grant (SIG) programs to divert the learning trajectory of chronically 

low-performing schools (Corbett, 2015; Legislation, Regulations, and Guidance—School Improvement Fund, 

2010). The turnaround typically takes the form of restarting the schools with a new management system 

(Zimmer et al., 2017). We examine the impact on student learning from a handoff of school operations in a 
low-performing school (either charter school or TPS) to an existing multi-school charter operator. 

Two questions frame this special analysis. Where turnaround schools became part of CMOs, what is the 

subsequent evidence on students’ academic growth? Additionally, what effect, if any, did the CMO’s choice to 
accept a turnaround school have on the other schools in the CMO portfolio?

We are grateful to Public Impact for sharing its extensive data repository on turnaround schools across the 

country. From its list, we identified 12 underperforming schools with tested students who migrated to CMOs 
between the 2015–16 and 2017–18 school years.14 Many others occurred prior to our data window, so their 

transition is not visible with our available data. With the small set of schools with timely turnarounds, we 

measure student performance before and after the school is moved to management by a CMO. 

14	� Two of the 12 schools became the third school operated by their new organization, meeting the minimum criteria for CMO inclusion in this study of three 
schools.
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Figure 2.35. Impact of Acquiring Turnaround Schools on Other Schools in CMO Networks

* Significant at the 0.05 level, ** Significant at the 0.01 level

2.4.9.6. Comparison of Average Academic Growth of Charter Schools and Their Local TPS

In this section, we examine school-level performance to assess the effectiveness of schools by charter group. 
The evidence presented in the prior sections showing a positive impact on student academic performance 

displays the average growth, which is the correct way to gauge the impact of each type of school. 

However, this does not mean that all CMO-afÏliated or stand-alone charter schools perform better than 
their TPS counterparts. For each type of charter school, we identify the proportion of schools that perform 

better, the same and worse than their TPS comparison group. The approach mirrors prior studies and 

the companion CSP31. However, the reader should be aware that the values for CMO schools and SCS will 

not necessarily sum to the totals in the CSP31 report due to the exclusion of several states from this CMO 

analysis. 

Figure 2.36 presents the comparisons for reading. The analysis shows that 42 percent of CMO-afÏliated 
charter schools have statistically significantly greater reading gains than their TPS peers. In comparison, 15 
percent have statistically significantly smaller academic growth than their TPS peers. Forty-three percent 
of the remaining schools advance their students in reading similarly to their TPS counterparts. When 

considering the relative performance of stand-alone charter schools, the results in Figure 2.36 show that 32 

percent of these schools have statistically significantly greater gains in reading than their TPS alternatives. 
We find that 18 percent of stand-alone charter schools have reading gains that are statistically significantly 
smaller than their local TPS. The remaining 50 percent of stand-alone charter schools have no difference in 

Figure 2.33. Academic Growth in Turnaround Schools: All Students vs. Continuously Enrolled Students, Reading

* Significant at the 0.05 level, ** Significant at the 0.01 level

Figure 2.34. Academic Growth in Turnaround Schools: All Students vs. Continuously Enrolled Students, Math

* Significant at the 0.05 level, ** Significant at the 0.01 level
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One final note about these results: For CMO schools and stand-alone alike, the share of schools with stronger 
learning impacts is larger, and the share of schools with less academic progress is smaller than seen before in 

any of CREDO’s studies. In both spheres of charter schools, the record of performance is improved.

These results are encouraging but require a note of caution in interpretation. Since the reference point 

in these comparisons is the growth that equivalent students in the local TPS realize, this comparison 

does not reveal where in the range of absolute achievement the difference occurs. Positive differences 
at the lowest levels of achievement may not be sufÏcient to move students ahead fast enough to result 
ultimately in constructive long-term outcomes such as academic proficiency or post-secondary readiness. 
Similarly, a charter school may post growth results that are considered outsized for any school but still lag 

their community schools in achievement. Simultaneous consideration of student academic growth and 

achievement is the only way to get the full picture of charter school performance. 

2.4.9.7. The Relationship of Academic Growth and Achievement 

Student academic growth measures how much students advance their learning in a year, and student 

achievement measures the stock of their knowledge at the end of the year. In this section, we integrate the 

findings about growth and achievement to show comprehensively the results that charter schools deliver for 
their students. 

We need both dimensions of student performance to situate charter schools both in their local community 

contexts and within the larger K-12 mission of preparing students with knowledge and skills for future 

success. Importantly, considering growth and achievement simultaneously also gives us a basis for making 

predictive statements about how charter schools are likely to support their students in the future. 

To ground this presentation, it is useful to consider four basic categories of school performance. This 

construct applies to all schools: CMO-afÏliate charter schools, stand-alone charter schools, district schools 
and others. 

We can classify any school based on whether and by how much its average academic progress in a year 

compares to the other TPS options. Schools that do not advance student learning as much as the comparison 

are considered “low growth.” Those that exceed the local standard are deemed “high growth.” These 

differences can be mapped on a continuum from “very low growth” to “very high growth.” We use the growth 
of the local TPS alternative as the standard in this demonstration.

Looking at absolute achievement—the measure of what students know at the end of a school year—we use 

the achievement scores that students get on state performance tests as a measure of achievement and 

place schools along that distribution based on school-wide averages. Schools that mirror the state average 

are designated “50th percentile.”16 Schools with an average performance at lower (or higher) points of the 

achievement range are situated below (above) the average; we use the 25th percentile and the 75th percentile 

as additional reference points.17

16	�  The 50th percentile is the point value in a range of scores—in this case, achievement for each state—that splits all the scores so that 50 percent are above and 
50 percent are below the point. 

17	  The measures of achievement show student learning after enrollment in a charter school.

reading gains compared to local TPS. The graphs make clear that for reading, the CMO advantage compared 

to stand-alone charter schools applies top to bottom: larger shares of CMO schools are stronger performing 

than their local TPS and smaller shares are on par or posting smaller gains.

Figure 2.36. School Comparisons of Charter School vs. Local TPS Average Academic Growth by Charter School 
Type, Reading

In terms of math results, the difference between CMO schools and independent charter schools is much 
more notable. As Figure 2.37 displays, 44 percent of CMO schools have statistically significantly larger 
academic gains in math, 22 percent have statistically significantly smaller learning gains and 34 percent are 
not markedly different from the TPS alternatives.

The results for stand-alone charter schools in math run parallel to their reading results. Figure 2.37 shows 

that 31 percent of stand-alone charter schools have statistically better gains than TPS. The proportion with 

statistically significantly smaller math gains than TPS is 27 percent in math. Of the rest of the stand-alone 
charter schools, 42 percent demonstrate equivalent academic gains as their local TPS. 

Figure 2.37. School Comparisons of Charter School vs. Local TPS Average Academic Growth by Charter School 
Type, Math
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Figure 2.39. Academic Growth and Achievement in Stand-alone Charter Schools, Reading
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The stronger growth of CMO-afÏliated schools finds a parallel in achievement patterns. As illustrated 
in Figure 2.38, 68 percent of CMO-afÏliated charter schools have average reading growth above their 
comparison groups (sum of two right columns) and 32 percent below. For reading achievement, 44 percent of 
charter schools have average student achievement above their state’s average (sum of top two rows) and 56 

percent below. In Figure 2.39, the chart shows 59 percent of students enrolled in stand-alone charter schools 

show stronger growth than their TPS comparisons in reading, with 41 percent of schools having weaker 
growth. Fifty-five percent of students in SCS had average student achievement below their state’s average, 
and 45 percent of charter schools had an above-average performance. 

Schools in the High Growth—High Achievement quadrant of Figure 2.38 can expect to remain in that part 

of the map if their reading growth continues at the current pace. Thirty-five percent of CMO-afÏliated charter 
schools and 31 percent of stand-alone charters appear in this quadrant. There is no meaningful difference 
between the two types of charters in creating outstanding academic results. At current levels of performance, 

these schools will likely increase their students’ achievement levels over time. The gap-busting schools and 

networks reside in this quadrant. Of particular interest is the subset of High Growth—High Achievement 

schools that advance students of any academic background to high levels of achievement; their operations 

and practices could help inform improvements in lower-performing charter and traditional schools. 

If we map the growth and achievement dimensions together, four groups result:

	� High Growth—High Achievement: schools with larger growth than their local alternative and whose 

students are above the state average in overall achievement

	� High Growth—Low Achievement: schools that exceed the growth of their local options but with overall 

student achievement below the state average

	� Low Growth—High Achievement: schools whose students exceed the state average on achievement 

but do not advance as much yearly as their comparisons

	� Low Growth—Low Achievement: schools with lower academic growth than their local alternatives and 

whose students’ achievement is lower than the state average at the end of a school year 

We mapped the charter schools in this 

study onto the structure described 

above using the last two years of 

school. (For reliability, we included only 

schools with 30 tested students.) We 

subdivided each quadrant into four 

smaller groups, yielding 16 cells within 

the map. The results appear in Figures 

2.38 and 2.39 for reading and Figures 

2.40 and 2.41 for math.

Figure 2.38. Academic Growth and Achievement in CMO-afÏliated Charter Schools, Reading
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NOTE TO READERS:

The thumbnail table below presents the total 

proportion of students in each major quadrant in Figure 

2.38. These values appear on the study website as a 

layer of the chart—the user can see the quadrant totals 

and then drill down to see the inner-quadrant values.
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NOTE TO READERS:

The thumbnail table below presents the total 

proportion of students in each major quadrant in Figure 

2.39. These values appear on the study website as a 

layer of the chart—the user can see the quadrant totals 

and then drill down to see the inner-quadrant values.
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Figure 2.40. Academic Growth and Achievement in CMO-afÏliated Charter Schools, Math
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Figure 2.41. Academic Growth and Achievement in Stand-alone Charter Schools, Math
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The inferences for math are the same as for reading, albeit with different percentages (Figures 2.40 and 2.41). 
In 61 percent of CMO schools, their growth outpaced their TPS comparisons, with 39 percent having weaker 

growth. Forty-four percent of CMO-afÏliated charter schools had average student achievement larger than 
their state’s average. Fifty-six percent of CMO charter schools had a below-average performance. 

Schools in the Low Growth–High Achievement quadrant can expect to drift downward in the achievement 

ratings if they maintain their current pace of growth since other schools with higher growth rates will 

eventually surpass them. Nine percent of CMO charter schools and 14 percent of stand-alone charter schools 
sit in this quadrant. Since student achievement in these schools is above state averages, the impact of lower 

growth may not be as concerning as for students at lower levels of achievement. Since many of the schools 

in this quadrant are close to average in both growth and achievement, modest improvements in student 

learning each year could move those schools into the upper right quadrant. 

The remaining charter schools are situated in the lower two quadrants with achievement below the state 

average. For CMO charters, this amounts to 56 percent; for stand-alone charters, 55 percent are below 

the state average. This is consistent with the earlier findings that charter schools enroll both a larger share 
of lower-decile students and a smaller share of high-decile achievers Their position and prospects are 

distinguished by their students’ growth. 

The High Growth—Low Achievement quadrant displays the results for 33 percent of all CMO charter 

schools and 28 percent of stand-alone charter schools. Though these schools serve students with current 

achievement weaker than the average in their states, they have demonstrated success with students of 

modest or challenged academic backgrounds. With higher-than-average yearly growth, their students will 

elevate their achievement over time. In theory, given enough time, the students in the lower right quadrant 

would move up to the upper right quadrant. 

The share of schools in the Low 

Growth—Low Achievement quadrant 

is of greatest concern. These schools 

serve academically challenged students 

and produce weaker growth than their 

TPS comparisons. The proportions of 

schools in this quadrant are similar for 

the two types of charter schools. For 

CMO charter schools, the performance 

of 23 percent of schools maps to this 

quadrant. For stand-alone charter 

schools, the share is 27 percent. Given 

the substantial difference in average growth in reading between CMO-afÏliated and stand-alone charter 
schools, it is surprising to see the proportions in this quadrant be so similar. Should the performance of these 

schools remain unchanged, their students will drift further behind over time, even if all the other schools on 

the map remain stable. Increases in growth are within reach for many of these schools, which would migrate 

them to the lower right area. Especially concerning at the moment are outcomes for the students attending 

schools in the cell with the lowest growth and achievement. This group represents charter schools in need of 

immediate attention.

NOTE TO READERS:

The thumbnail table below presents the total 

proportion of students in each major quadrant in Figure 

2.40. These values appear on the study website as a 

layer of the chart—the user can see the quadrant totals 

and then drill down to see the inner-quadrant values.
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28.4 27.4

NOTE TO READERS:

The thumbnail table below presents the total 

proportion of students in each major quadrant in Figure 

2.41. These values appear on the study website as a 

layer of the chart—the user can see the quadrant totals 

and then drill down to see the inner-quadrant values.
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How do we know these results are not simply the fortunate alignment of events at these individual schools? Is 
there evidence that the practice can be systematic? We looked at CMOs’ impacts on growth for minorities and 
students in poverty compared to their White student counterparts. 

Table 2.4. CMOs with Above Average Achievement Portfolios and Equitable Learning, Reading

CMOs where: Number Percentage

Black outperforms White 65 18%

Hispanic outperforms White 95 26%

Lunch outperforms no-lunch 122 33%

ELL outperforms non-ELL 128 35%

Total 368 q

Note: q Percentages do not sum to 100% since a CMO could be included in multiple rows.

Table 2.5. CMOs with Above Average Achievement Portfolios and Equitable Learning, Math

CMOs where: Number Percentage

Black outperforms White 51 14%

Hispanic outperforms White 72 20%

Lunch outperforms no-lunch 97 26%

ELL outperforms non-ELL 115 31%

Total 368 q

Note: q Percentages do not sum to 100% since a CMO could be included in multiple rows.

Tables 2.4 and 2.5 present the numbers of CMOs with student achievement that exceeded the state average 
(“High Achievement”) and in whose schools Black and Hispanic students had learning gains on par or better 

than the White students. The tables also present the number of CMOs with students in poverty making larger 

gains than their non-poverty peers or English-language learners who outpace their non-ELL classmates.18

The importance of these findings is obvious: when dozens of schools and networks can prevent differences in 
learning across student groups while also delivering learning above their state averages, they are forestalling 

and even reversing the achievement gap that has persisted for decades in our country. The discovery that this 

is prevalent in numerous CMOs suggests that these entities have found a way to implement and disseminate 

this transformative knowledge on a large scale. 

18	  CMOs that are included in the results of Tables 2.4 and 2.5 are flagged in Appendix A.

Regarding math performance in stand-alone charter schools, about 51 percent of schools show stronger 

growth than their TPS comparisons, with 49 percent having weaker growth. Thirty-nine percent of stand-
alone charter schools had average student achievement above their state’s average; 61 percent of stand-

alone charter schools had average achievement below their state averages. The data indicates that, similar to 

the CMO charters, stand-alone charters tend to serve lower-performing students but grow them more than 

their TPS peers.

The High Growth—High Achievement quadrants contain 34 percent of CMO charter schools, a slightly 
smaller share than appeared for reading. Among stand-alone charters, the share was 26 percent. Maintaining 

the current pace of growth would result in these schools moving higher in the achievement range.

The High Growth—Low Achievement quadrant in the lower right reflects schools that deliver stronger 
growth to below average achieving students. This quadrant contains 26 percent of all CMO charter schools 

and 25 percent of all stand-alone charter schools. Both proportions are smaller than occurred in the same 

reading quadrant. Their students will move higher in the achievement range if these schools maintain or 

improve their growth. 

Ten percent of CMO-afÏliated charter schools land in the Low Growth—High Achievement quadrant in the 

upper left, schools with high average achievement but below average growth. Thirteen percent of stand-

alone charter schools appear in the same quadrant. The majority of schools in this quadrant could either 

move down into the lower achievement quadrant if they remain static or move to the High Growth—High 

Achievement area with improved growth. 

The left-hand-side lower quadrant, representing Low Growth—Low Achievement, contains 28 percent 

of CMO charter schools and 36 percent of stand-alone charter schools. The CMO-afÏliated percentage is 
substantially smaller than for stand-alone charter schools. This is a noticeably larger share of CMO and stand-

alone schools than in the analogous quadrant for reading. The greatest worry is the schools situated in the 

lowest performing cell. They offer the weakest growth to students with constantly low achievement levels. 

2.4.9.8. Gap-Closing CMOs	

In the companion report, CSP31, we highlight the dramatic performance of thousands of charter schools with 

outstanding progress for minority and poverty students. These “gap-busting schools” show that disparate 

student outcomes are not a foregone conclusion: people and resources can be organized to eliminate these 

disparities. The fact that thousands of schools have done so removes any doubt.
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Appendix
Appendix A. Average Annual Academic Growth of CMOs and Networks, Reading and Math

Reading Math

Estimate Significance Gap Buster Estimate Significance Gap Buster

A+ Charter Schools, Inc. -0.063 ** -0.040

Academics Plus 0.040 0.023

Academy of Academic Excellence -0.347 ** -0.485 **

Academy of Mathematics and Science, Inc. 0.058 * 0.085 ** 3

Academy of Tucson 0.059 ** 3 -0.052

ACCEL Schools -0.006 -0.014

Accelerated Intermediate Academy 0.129 ** 0.205 **

Accelerated School, The 0.062 3 -0.011

ACE public charter schools 0.001 3 0.102 ** 3

Acero schools -0.025 0.031

Achievement First NY 0.114 ** 3 0.253 ** 3

Achievement First RI 0.189 3 0.270 3

Albert Einstein Academies -0.101 ** -0.056

Algiers Charter School Assoc. -0.145 ** -0.054 *

Alliance for College-Ready Public Schools 0.185 ** 3 0.167 ** 3

Alpha Public Schools 0.055 ** 3 0.108 ** 3

Alta Public Schools -0.181 ** -0.178 **

Altus Institute Network of Charter Schools -0.044 -0.032

America CAN! -0.229 ** 0.036 3

American Indian Public Charter School 0.124 ** 3 0.189 ** 3

American Leadership Academy Inc. -0.030 -0.001

American Paradigm 0.013 3 0.038 3

American Preparatory schools 0.040 ** 3 0.060 ** 3

American Promise Schools (now known as 
Promise Schools)

0.041 3 0.014 3

American Quality Schools 0.011 3 -0.049

Reading Math

Estimate Significance Gap Buster Estimate Significance Gap Buster

AmeriSchools (Ideabanc, Inc.) (The Charter 
Foundation, Inc.)

0.085 ** 3 0.112 ** 3

Amethod Public Schools 0.050 3 0.103 ** 3

Archimedean Academy 0.157 ** 3 0.242 ** 3

Arizona Agribusiness & Equine Center 0.102 ** 3 0.084 **

Arizona Community Development Corporation -0.062 ** 0.016

Arlington Classics Academy 0.039 ** -0.032

Arrow Academy, Inc. 0.071 3 0.035

Ascend Learning 0.077 ** 3 0.209 ** 3

Ascent Academies of Utah -0.017 -0.026

Aspira Inc. of Illinois -0.078 ** -0.104 **

Aspira Inc. of Pennsylvania -0.074 * 3 -0.027 3

ASPIRA of Florida, Inc. -0.028 3 -0.039 3

Aspire Public Schools 0.052 ** 3 0.073 ** 3

ASU Preparatory Academy 0.047 3 0.135 ** 3

Athlos Charter Schools 0.031 3 -0.053

BakerRipley-TX -0.006 3 0.048

Ball Charter Schools 0.073 * 3 0.111 3

BASIS Schools, Inc. 0.104 ** 0.094 **

Bay Haven Charter Academy Inc. -0.011 0.063 3

Beginning with Children Foundation 0.007 3 -0.019

Ben Gamla Charter School Foundation 0.073 ** 3 0.034 3

Benjamin Franklin Charter Schools 0.016 * 0.022

Betty Shabazz International Charter School 0.092 ** -

Blackstone Valley Prep Mayoral Academy 0.171 ** 0.269 ** 3

Blueprint Education -0.160 ** -0.193 **

Bob Hope School 0.118 ** 3 0.217 ** 3

Brazos School for Inquiry & Creativity (BSIC) - 
Democratic Schools Research Inc.

-0.145 -0.137 **
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Reading Math

Estimate Significance Gap Buster Estimate Significance Gap Buster

Bright Star Schools 0.083 3 0.085 ** 3

Brighter Choice Charter Schools 0.740 ** -

Brooke Charter Schools 0.096 3 0.126

Burnham Wood Charter Schools 0.057 * 0.078 * 3

CAFA, Inc. -0.016 3 -0.066

California Montessori Project -0.025 * -0.019

Calvin Nelms Charter Schools -0.019 0.051 3

Camden's Charter School Network 0.008 3 -0.031

Camino Nuevo 0.069 ** 3 0.078 ** 3

Capital City Public Charter School 0.002 3 0.034 3

Capstone Education Group 0.023 3 0.055 3

Career Success School District -0.149 -0.106

Carl C. Icahn Charter Schools 0.109 ** 0.256 **

Carmen Schools of Science & Technology -0.055 * 0.056 **

Carpe Diem (IN) -0.123 ** -0.315 **

Catalyst Schools -0.002 0.015

Celerity Educational Group 0.046 3 0.095 ** 3

Celerity Schools Louisiana, Inc. 0.039 ** 0.294 **

Center City Public Charter Schools 0.027 3 0.052 3

Center for Academic Success 0.004 3 0.046 3

Cesar Chavez Academy -0.181 ** -0.100 **

Cesar Chavez PCS for Public Policy 0.005 3 -0.049

Champion Schools 0.120 ** 3 0.074 ** 3

Championship Academy of Distinction -0.058 ** 3 -0.119

Chandler Park Academy -0.018 0.007

Chicago International Charter Schools -0.044 -0.010

Choice Foundation 0.083 -0.036

Christel House Academy 0.028 3 0.049

Citizens of the World 0.092 ** 3 0.116 ** 3

Reading Math

Estimate Significance Gap Buster Estimate Significance Gap Buster

City Center for Collaborative Learning 0.002 -0.049

City University-TN -0.061 0.159 **

Civitas Schools -0.059 ** 0.059 **

Classical Academies (Colorado) 0.024 0.047

Classical Charter Schools 0.136 ** 0.291 ** 3

College Achieve Public Schools -0.091 -0.084

Collegiate Academies -0.138 ** 0.113 **

Colorado Early College 0.045 * 0.099 **

Community Day 0.230 ** 3 0.265 ** 3

Community School for Apprenticeship Learning -0.068 -0.028

Compass Charter Schools -0.124 ** -0.291 **

Concept Schools 0.047 3 0.075 * 3

Confluence Academies -0.054 -0.047

Coral Education Corporation -0.013 0.034

CORE Butte -0.092 -0.078

Cornerstone Charter Schools 0.081 * 0.097 * 3

Crescent City Schools 0.071 ** 3 0.050 3

Cumberland Academy Schools -0.031 ** -0.032 3

Da Vinci Charter Schools 0.062 0.165 ** 3

Daisy Education Corporation (DEC) (now 
Sonoran Schools)

0.076 ** 3 0.100 ** 3

DC Prep Charter Schools 0.073 ** 0.228 **

Delta Charter Schools -0.133 ** -0.040 3

Democracy Prep Public Schools 0.045 3 0.147 ** 3

Denver School of Science and Technology Public 
Schools

0.083 * 3 0.170 **

Distinctive Schools -0.008 -0.016

Doral Academy 0.104 ** 3 0.122 ** 3

Downtown College Prep Charter Schools -0.165 ** -0.189 **

E.L. Haynes Public Charter Schools -0.019 0.058 3
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Reading Math

Estimate Significance Gap Buster Estimate Significance Gap Buster

e-Institute -0.119 ** 3 0.008

ECI Academy -0.027 -0.072

Edkey Schools -0.058 ** -0.071 **

Education for Change 0.099 3 0.172 ** 3

Einstein Schools (New Orleans) 0.041 * 3 -0.022

Energized for Excellence 0.114 * 3 0.357 ** 3

Environmental Charter Schools 0.084 3 0.079 3

Envision Schools 0.115 ** 3 0.034 3

Equitas Academy 0.063 3 0.156 ** 3

Espiritu Community Development Corp. 0.011 -0.076

eStem Public Charter Schools 0.107 ** 3 0.059 3

Evolution Academy -0.430 ** -0.348 **

Excel Academy (TX) -0.335 ** -0.452 **

Excellence Community Schools Inc. 0.020 ** 0.178 ** 3

Explore Schools Inc. 0.037 * 3 0.136 ** 3

Faith Family Academy Charters -0.185 -0.172 **

Fenton Charter Public Schools 0.062 * 3 0.116 ** 3

FirstLine Schools (formerly Middle School 
Advocates, Inc.)

0.033 * 0.109 ** 3

Five Keys Public Schools -0.055 ** -

Family Life Academy Charter Schools (FLACS) 0.028 0.110 ** 3

Foundation for Behavioral Resources 0.012 3 -0.007

Founders Classical Academy 0.023 ** -0.046 *

Franklin Academies 0.016 3 0.028 3

Freedom Preparatory Academy 0.065 3 0.154 **

Freire Schools 0.185 ** 3 0.282 ** 3

Friendship Schools -0.001 0.134 **

Frontier Schools 0.049 3 0.104 ** 3

Gateway Community Charters -0.020 -0.043

Reading Math

Estimate Significance Gap Buster Estimate Significance Gap Buster

GEO Foundation 0.023 3 0.058 * 3

Gestalt Community Schools 0.008 -0.016

Global Education Collaborative 0.056 ** 0.076 3

Golden Rule Charter Schools 0.088 ** 0.165 **

Goodwill Education Initiatives (Goodwill Excel 
Center)

-0.132 -0.074

Great Hearts Academies 0.029 ** 0.043 **

Great Oaks Foundation 0.062 3 0.123 * 3

Green Apple School Management, LLC -0.009 3 0.048 3

Green Dot Public Schools 0.012 3 0.011 3

Guadalupe Centers -0.028 -0.029

Gulf Coast Council of Raza 0.044 ** -0.236 **

Haas Hall Academy 0.209 ** 3 0.346 ** 3

Harmony Schools (Cosmos Foundation, Inc.) 0.061 ** 3 0.126 ** 3

Harvest Network of Schools 0.065 ** 3 0.019 3

Harvest Power Community Development -0.042 ** 3 -0.013 3

Hebrew Public 0.077 3 0.059 ** 3

Heritage Academy 0.106 ** 3 0.160 3

Heritage Academy AZ 0.008 -0.167 **

Hiawatha Academies 0.014 3 0.052 3

Hickman Community Charter District 0.037 * 3 0.052 3

High Tech High CA -0.012 -0.022

Hogan Preparatory Schools -0.020 -0.037

Honors Academy -0.091 ** -

Hope Online -0.116 ** 3 -0.077 3

Houston Gateway Academy 0.150 ** 3 0.364 ** 3

Humanities and Sciences Academy of the 
United States, Inc.

0.085 * 3 0.047

I CAN Schools -0.160 ** -0.368 **

IDEA Public Schools 0.145 ** 3 0.130 ** 3
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Reading Math

Estimate Significance Gap Buster Estimate Significance Gap Buster

iLEAD Charter Schools -0.047 3 -0.095 **

iLearn Schools -0.034 ** 3 -0.003

Imagine Schools -0.016 3 0.001

Influence 1 Foundation -0.009 -0.097 **

Ingenium Schools -0.112 ** -0.054

Inner City Education Foundation (ICEF) -0.004 3 -0.016 3

Innovative Education Management -0.079 * -0.101 **

Innovative Teaching Solutions -0.057 -0.004

Inspire charter schools -0.146 ** -0.245 **

InspireNOLA Charter Schools -0.001 0.166 ** 3

IntelliSchool Charter High Schools -0.177 * 0.183 **

International Leadership of Texas (ILT) 0.005 -0.033

iSchool High -0.030 -0.318 **

James Irwin Charter Schools (CO) -0.016 0.055

Jefferson Chamber Foundation Academy (JCFA) -0.116 ** -

John Adams Academies 0.002 -0.010

John H. Wood Jr. Public Charter District -0.116 -0.371 **

Jubilee Academic Center, Inc. -0.068 ** -0.156 **

K12 curriculum only (Virtual) -0.067 -0.119 *

K12, Inc. -0.138 ** -0.201 **

Kaleidoscope Charter Schools 0.055 3 0.105

Kid’s Community College -0.067 * -0.163 **

King-Chavez -0.022 3 0.010 3

Kingman Academy of Learning -0.010 0.024 *

Kingsburg Elementary Charter School District 0.043 ** 3 -0.011 ** 3

KIPP Austin 0.110 ** 3 0.044 3

KIPP Bay Area 0.122 ** 3 0.137 ** 3

KIPP Chicago 0.132 ** 3 0.203 ** 3

KIPP Colorado 0.061 3 0.084 3

Reading Math

Estimate Significance Gap Buster Estimate Significance Gap Buster

KIPP Dallas-Fort Worth -0.005 3 0.029 3

KIPP DC 0.063 ** 3 0.144 **

KIPP Delta 0.003 -0.038

KIPP Eastern North Carolina 0.026 * 3 0.005 3

KIPP Houston 0.095 ** 3 0.050 *

KIPP Memphis -0.056 * -0.036

KIPP Nashville 0.143 ** 3 0.321 ** 3

KIPP National 0.083 ** 3 0.111 ** 3

KIPP New Orleans 0.074 ** 3 0.051 **

KIPP New York City 0.124 ** 3 0.238 ** 3

KIPP Philadelphia 0.023 3 0.064

KIPP San Antonio 0.037 * 3 -0.016 3

KIPP SoCal 0.110 ** 3 0.151 ** 3

KIPP St. Louis 0.092 ** 0.180 **

La Amistad Love & Learning Academy  
(L Lowell Byrd Memorial Education and 
Community Dev. Corp.)

-0.040 ** -

LEAD Public Schools 0.055 * 3 0.092 * 3

Leadership Public Schools 0.309 ** 3 0.313 ** 3

Leading Edge Academy -0.014 0.014 3

Learn Charter School 0.094 ** 3 0.122 ** 3

Legacy Preparatory -0.104 * -0.199 **

Legacy Traditional Schools 0.095 ** 3 0.092 ** 3

Leman Academy of Excellence, Inc. 0.069 ** 0.019 3

Life Schools 0.013 3 -0.051 3

Life Skills Centers -0.293 * -0.147

Lighthouse Academies 0.016 3 0.036 3

Lighthouse Academy (Michigan) -0.308 ** -

Lincoln-Marti management services, LLC 0.148 ** 3 0.259 * 3

Lionsgate Academy 0.044 ** -0.076 **
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Reading Math

Estimate Significance Gap Buster Estimate Significance Gap Buster

LISA Academies 0.094 ** 0.131 **

Magnolia Science Academy (Magnolia 
Foundation)

0.032 * 3 0.042 3

Manara Academy, Inc. 0.047 3 -0.169 **

Mastery Charter Schools 0.080 ** 3 0.088 ** 3

Mastery Learning Institute (Arthur Academy) 0.184 ** 3 0.095 3

Match Charter Public School 0.093 ** 0.214 **

Matchbox Learning -0.072 3 -0.114 **

Mater Academy of Nevada, Inc. 0.215 ** 0.243 **

Mater Academy, Inc. 0.055 ** 3 0.062 3

Mavericks in Education, LLC -0.122 ** 3 -0.244 **

McKeel Academies -0.004 3 0.024 3

Memphis Business Academy -0.025 -0.038

Memphis Scholars -0.090 ** -0.129 *

Milwaukee College Prep 0.189 ** 0.184 **

Minnesota Internship Center -0.213 -

Minnesota Transition Schools (MTS) -0.038 3 -0.009 3

Muskegon Heights Public School Academy -0.202 ** -0.218 **

MYcroSchool -0.185 ** -0.424 **

National Heritage Academies 0.079 ** 3 0.120 ** 3

National University Academy 0.054 ** -0.013 ** 3

Natomas Pacific Pathways Prep 0.027 3 0.015 3

New America Schools -0.269 ** -0.181 **

New Beginnings Schools Foundation -0.071 -0.022

New Orleans College Prep Academies -0.122 ** -0.086

New Paradigm for Education 0.199 ** 3 0.187 **

New Tech Network -0.020 0.021

New Technology Foundation -0.017 0.036

New Visions for Public School 0.226 ** 3 0.021

Reading Math

Estimate Significance Gap Buster Estimate Significance Gap Buster

Newman International Academy -0.002 -0.067

Noble Network of Charter Schools 0.148 ** 3 0.291 ** 3

North Texas Collegiate Academy -0.039 -0.074

NorthStar Academies -0.527 ** -

Nova Academy 0.087 ** 3 0.052 * 3

Oasis Charter Schools -0.017 3 0.000 3

Ombudsman Educational Services, Ltd., a 
subsidiary of Educational Services of America

-0.397 ** -0.360 **

Open Sky Education -0.018 * 3 -0.006 3

Opportunities for Learning -0.108 ** -0.165 **

Options for Youth -0.119 ** -0.184 **

Orenda Education-TX 0.014 -0.019

Oxford Preparatory Academies 0.134 ** 3 0.212 ** 3

Pacific Charter Institute -0.098 ** -0.100 **

Panola Schools -0.125 ** -0.337 **

Para Los Ninos -0.061 3 -0.090

Parnassus Preparatory 0.028 0.067 *

Partnerships for Uplifting Communities (PUC) 0.041 3 0.090 ** 3

Performance Academies (formerly EdVantages 
Academies)

-0.056 3 -0.074

Perspectives Charter Schools 0.031 * 3 -0.021

Phalen Leadership Academy - IN Inc. 0.006 -0.003

Pinecrest Academy 0.072 ** 3 0.097 ** 3

Pineywoods Community Academy 0.027 ** 3 0.020 3

Pinnacle Charter Academies (SC) -0.206 -0.125

Pinnacle Charter School (CO) -0.076 ** 0.001 3

Pinnacle Education, Inc. -0.343 ** -0.358 **

Pivot Charter School (Roads Education 
Organization)

-0.215 ** -0.312 **

Plato Academy Schools -0.021 3 -0.007 3
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Reading Math

Estimate Significance Gap Buster Estimate Significance Gap Buster

Pointe Schools -0.070 ** -0.148 **

Pontiac Academy for Excellence -0.065 * -0.047

Por Vida, Inc. -0.172 ** -0.114

Portable Practical Educational Preparation 
Training for Employment Centers (PPEP § 
AfÏliates)

-0.297 ** -0.065

Prairie Seeds Academy -0.087 3 -0.144 ** 3

Premier High Schools -0.108 ** -0.238 **

PrepNet LLC -0.176 ** -0.102 **

Priority Charter Schools -0.058 ** -0.037 * 3

Propel Schools 0.073 ** 3 0.049 *

Public Preparatory Network, Inc. 0.100 ** 3 0.116 ** 3

Quest Middle Schools 0.006 -0.029

Rapoport Academy Public School (East Waco 
Innovative School Development Inc.)

-0.046 -0.060

Raul Yzaguirre School for Success 0.050 3 0.129 3

ReGeneration Schools 0.174 ** 0.150 ** 3

Renaissance Charter School, Inc. 0.023 3 0.009 3

ReNew Schools -0.036 -0.015

RePublic Charter Schools 0.064 3 0.096 3

ResponsiveEd Classical Academies 0.058 ** 3 0.053 3

Richard Milburn Academies -0.403 ** -0.475 **

River City Science Academy 0.011 3 0.048 ** 3

Rocketship Education 0.166 ** 3 0.239 ** 3

Rocklin Academies 0.024 ** 0.051 **

Rocky Mountain Prep 0.075 * 0.331 ** 3

Roger Bacon 0.051 ** 3 0.048 ** 3

Rose Management Group -0.134 0.126

Scholar Academies 0.121 * 3 0.027

School of Excellence in Education (SEE) -0.027 3 -0.044 3

Reading Math

Estimate Significance Gap Buster Estimate Significance Gap Buster

School of Science and Technology 0.054 * 3 0.104 * 3

Seeds of Health Inc. -0.040 0.039

SER-Ninos, Inc. 0.023 3 0.160 **

Shekinah Learning Institute, Inc. -0.037 3 0.017 3

Sherman Thomas Public Charter Schools -0.090 0.096

Skyline Schools, Inc. -0.198 ** -0.120 **

Somerset Academy 0.021 3 0.033 3

South Texas Education Technologies, Inc. 0.044 * 3 0.029 3

Southwest Schools (Educational  
Leadership Inc.)

-0.092 ** -0.049

Southwest Winners Foundation, Inc. -0.115 ** -0.147 ** 3

Springs Charter Schools (SCS) -0.012 3 -0.035 * 3

St. Croix Preparatory Academy 0.135 ** 3 0.107 **

St. Hope Public Schools 0.149 ** 3 0.193 ** 3

Strive Prep Charter Schools -0.003 3 0.031

Student Alternatives Program Incorporated -0.241 ** 0.110 3

Success Charter Network 0.185 ** 3 0.357 ** 3

Summit Academies Utah -0.059 ** 0.035 3

Summit Academy of Schools 0.016 0.027

Summit Public Schools 0.055 0.083 * 3

Superior Schools Corporation 0.048 ** 3 0.054 3

Synergy Academies 0.008 0.052 3

TeamCFA 0.013 3 0.000 3

Tekoa Academy of Accelerated Studies 0.157 0.363 **

Texas Boys Choir 0.062 ** -0.006

Texas Education Centers (Salvaging Teens  
at Risk)

0.016 3 -0.127

Texas Leadership Public Schools -0.091 ** -0.193 **

The Charter Schools of Excellence 0.064 3 0.066 3

The Classical Academies -0.024 0.035 3
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Reading Math

Estimate Significance Gap Buster Estimate Significance Gap Buster

The Foundation for Hispanic Education -0.063 * 0.086 ** 3

The Odyssey Preparatory Academy Inc. 0.035 3 -0.022

The Rhodes School -0.024 * -0.023

UT Tyler University Academy 0.017 -0.093

The W.E.B. Du Bois Consortium of Charter 
Schools, Inc.

-0.038 -0.136 **

Tindley Accelerated Schools 0.126 ** 3 0.223 ** 3

Tracy Learning Center -0.084 -0.059

Tri-Valley Learning Corporation -0.056 -0.149 *

Trinity Charter Schools -0.085 3 -0.172

Tucson International Academy -0.035 3 -0.043

Two Dimensions Preparatory Charter 0.140 ** 0.042 **

UCP Charter Schools -0.248 ** -0.166 **

Uncommon Schools New York City 0.034 ** 0.115 **

Uncommon Schools Newark 0.169 ** 3 0.220 ** 3

Uncommon Schools Rochester 0.138 ** 3 0.188 *

United Schools of Indianapolis 0.012 0.046

Universal Education Management Company 0.037 3 0.058 3

University Academy Missouri 0.099 ** 0.160 *

University of Chicago Charter School 
Corporation

-0.059 ** 0.095 **

University of Texas - University Charter School -0.186 * -0.295 **

University Preparatory Academy -0.011 0.045

UP Education Network -0.048 ** 3 -0.028 3

Uplift Education 0.049 ** 3 0.046 3

Urban Prep Academies 0.032 3 0.014

Value Schools 0.181 ** 3 0.176 **

Vanguard Academy, Inc. 0.112 ** 0.091 ** 3

Vanguard CO 0.072 0.109 **

Reading Math

Estimate Significance Gap Buster Estimate Significance Gap Buster

The Varnett Public Schools -0.006 0.049 3

Vista Academies -0.089 ** -0.140 **

Voices College-Bound Language Academies 0.076 ** 0.135 **

Wayside Schools -0.080 ** -0.129 *

Widening Advancements for Youth -0.531 **

Winfree Academy Charter School -0.341 ** -0.653

YES Prep Public Schools 0.089 ** 0.175 3

Youth Connections Charter Schools -0.197 ** -0.279

Zoe Learning Academy, Inc. -0.043 -0.039

* Significant at the 0.05 level, ** Significant at the 0.01 level; The & symbols in GB column indicates the “gap-busting” CMOs described in section 2.4.9.8.
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3.1 Summary of Findings
As a Matter of Fact: The National Charter School Study III 2023 (NCSSIII) is the third national study by CREDO 

evaluating the academic progress of students enrolled in charter schools in the United States. The current 

report presents findings from 2014 to 2019, which yields four periods of year-to-year student growth as 
measured by state achievement tests. It includes data from 29 states plus Washington, D.C., and New 

York City, which for convenience we report as 31 states. In addition, because we have used a common 

methodology across the three studies, we can combine results into trends to support insights of the 

performance of students enrolled in charter schools over the past 15 years. 

To organize the extensive body of this current research effort, CREDO separated the analysis into two parts 
and produced two reports: (1) Charter School Performance in 31 States (CSP31) and (2) Charter Management 
Organization 2023 (CMO23). CSP31 examines the performance of the full set of charter school students and 

schools, while CMO23 analyzes the difference in academic growth between students attending charter 
schools associated with charter management organizations (CMOs) and those attending stand-alone charter 

schools (SCS).1 In this volume, we integrate the Summary of Findings, Conclusions and Implications sections 

from both reports to ensure we present the fullest picture of performance in charter schools.

Our work deliberately focuses on a specific outcome: the annual progress that students make over an 
academic year. In this report, we look at students in charter schools compared to the experience they would 

have had in the traditional public schools (TPS) they would otherwise have attended. One notable limitation 

of this approach is that we have limited line of sight “under the hood” and into the role that localized 

environmental, regulatory and organizational factors play in individual school performance. Our contribution 

to the K–12 education research and practice landscape is to test fundamental questions of the effectiveness 
of charter schools and highlight outcomes and trends rooted in academic progress.

Looking at year-to-year academic progress from 2015 to 2019, the typical charter school student in our 

national sample had reading and math gains that outpaced their peers in the traditional public 

schools (TPS) they otherwise would have attended. We report these differences as marginal days of 
additional (or fewer) days of learning on a learning benchmark of 180 days of learning each school year for 

matched TPS students. In math, charter school students, on average, advanced their learning by an additional 

six days in a year’s time, and in reading added 16 days of learning. 

1	  The CMO study does not include Idaho, Maryland, and Ohio.
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When we examined academic growth for special populations of students, we found that, compared with their 

TPS peers:

	> Charter school students in poverty had stronger growth

	> English-language learner students attending charter schools had stronger growth

	> Students receiving special education services had significantly weaker growth in both math and 
reading on average, though CMO-afÏliated students with Special Education needs have learning on par 
with their TPS Special Education peers.

In the past, a common claim asserted that positive academic results in charter schools arise from advantages 

that their students bring to their schooling. In some cases the claim focus on students having more motivated 

parents. Another version suggests targeting behavior on the part of the school results in a student body that 

is better prepared academically, a practice commonly referred to as “cherry picking” or “cream skimming”. If 

true, the students in charter schools would show higher academic achievement at the point of enrollment. In 

multiple analyses, we do not see significant evidence of an undue advantage to charter schools. In fact, we 
find the opposite is true: charter schools enroll students who are disproportionately lower achieving than the 
students in their former TPS. 

3.1.2 Where Is Positive Academic Growth Happening?
Deeper into our analysis, we examine where student learning gains are occurring, and find that positive and 
strong effects exist in charter schools that vary widely by location and configuration.

	> States – 18 states in the NCSS3 study produced significantly stronger growth for students enrolled in 
their charter schools when compared with their TPS peers; in 12 states, growth was similar to TPS peers. 

Students attending charter schools had weaker reading growth than their TPS peers in only one state, 

Oregon. In 12 states, charter school students had significantly stronger growth in math than their peers 
in TPS. In 16 states, math growth was similar between charter students and their TPS peers. Only three 

states showed weaker growth for charter students compared to their peers.

	> Locale – compared to their TPS peers, urban charter school students had 29 additional days of growth 

per year in reading and 28 additional days of growth in math, both of which were significant. Suburban 
charter school students also had stronger growth in reading (+14 days) and in math (+3 days). Rural 
students enrolled in charter schools had the equivalent of five additional days of learning in reading, 
but 10 days less growth in math than their TPS peers. These results are strongly hampered by the 

performance of virtual charter schools; despite having only six percent of charter school students 

enrolled, their impact on student progress of 58 fewer days of learning in reading and 124 fewer days in 
math has damaging consequences for students and exerts a outsized drag on overall national results.

	> Grade configuration – charter schools serving elementary, middle, and high school students had 

statistically positive growth in both reading and math. Results for multilevel charter schools were 

negative in math and similar to the TPS comparison groups in reading. Seeing growth in all grade 

spans helps us understand that trends in the national aggregate performance are not concentrated in 

particular grades.

Figure 3.1: RECAP – Annual Academic Growth of Charter School Students, Reading and Math

* Significant at the 0.05 level, ** Significant at the 0.01 level 
This figure originally appears as Figure 1.7 in CSP31.

These average effects are across all students, all schools, for all time periods. There is considerable variation 
around these averages and this variation forms the foundation for additional analyses and findings in our 
two papers. 

This growth represents accelerated learning gains for tens of thousands of students across the country. Each 

student and each school is a proof point that shows that it is possible to change the trajectory of learning 

for students at scale, and it is possible to dramatically accelerate growth additional students who have 

traditionally been underserved by traditional school systems. 

3.1.1 Do All Students Benefit?
When we probe these results to determine if all students benefit, we find positive results are not only present 
in the aggregate, but also across student race/ethnicity groups:

	> Black and Hispanic students in charter schools advance more than their TPS peers by large margins in 

both math and reading.

	> Multiracial, Native American, and White students in charter schools show equivalent progress to 

their TPS peers in reading, but had weaker growth than their TPS peers in math.

	> Asian students in charter schools showed similar growth to their TPS peers.
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Our analysis uncovered additional ways that CMOs are returning more positive, and often gap-busting, 

results: 

	> New CMOs and new schools in existing CMOs open with strong results, in both cases delivering 

stronger average gains for their students than their local TPS. The student gains in new CMOs are not as 

strong initially as that of their older CMO peers. New schools started by mature CMOs deliver positive 

gains in their early years that were none the less smaller than the older CMO schools. 

	> Size or age of a CMO does not relate to their quality—which means some CMOs are growing poorly 

performing networks of schools. 

	> Clustering of CMOs’ schools within a single state returns significantly more days of learning for their 
students than in CMOs that operate schools in more than one state. 

	> CMOs that took on “turn-around” schools, absorbing those schools into their portfolios, positively 

impacted results for students who remained enrolled in the turn-around school. In addition, the balance 

of the CMO portfolio did not experience a downturn in student learning. 

	> The Charter School Growth Fund serves as a case study of charter school growth accelerators. CMOs 

that the Growth Fund chooses to support have dramatically larger pre-funding learning gains than other 

CMOs. The schools that existed at the time of selection remain strong. New CMO schools also open with 

dramatically larger learning gains in both subjects judged against their TPS comparisons. 

	> Excellence at Scale puts dozens of CMOs at the forefront of efforts to provide education that is both 
equitable and effective in moving student achievement to give their students full preparation for their 
next steps.

3.1.4 Variations in Charter School Performance
In our reports, we analyze school-level performance, in addition to student-level performance, continuing to 

report on growth as the outcome variable. Not every charter school provides quality academic programming 

or an effective learning environment for students. Across all charter schools in our study, 36 percent have 
greater growth, 47 percent have equivalent growth and 17 percent have lower growth relative to their local 
TPS. CMO-afÏliated charter schools display stronger performance, with 43 percent having greater growth, 
42 percent having equivalent growth, and 15 percent having lower growth in comparison to their local TPS. 
Stand-alone charter schools have slightly more moderate results. 

	> Continuous Enrollment – charter students overcome an initial learning dip associated with a school 

change, and by their fourth year in their charter school, they show 45 days stronger growth in reading 
than their TPS peers and 39 additional days of learning per year in math. The longer a student stays 

enrolled in a charter school, the better the student’s academic outcomes are.

	> School Management – students who attend a charter school that is part of a charter management 

organization (CMO) experience significantly accelerated growth compared to students enrolled in stand-
alone charter schools (SCS). Even so, CMO schools and SCS provide stronger learning than TPS in reading, 

and CMOs do so in math. CMO-afÏliated students advanced by 27 additional days in reading and 23 
more days in math over TPS, both of which are statistically significant. Stand-alone charter schools still 
grew significantly more than TPS in reading by 10 additional days of learning, but were no different in 
math. Given that SCS serve two-thirds of all students enrolled in charter schools, soft math performance 

in these schools taints the otherwise decisive results in other parts of the study.

3.1.3 What Can We Learn from CMOs?
Comprising one-quarter of the schools, but serving 37 percent of students in our national data set, Charter 

Management Organizations (CMOs) are producing much of the learning gains we observed for charter school 

students. 

As with our national top-line results, we find robust results for CMOs when we grouped their students by 
race/ethnicity, special populations, where the CMOs are located, grade spans of the schools in the network 

and how long a student enrolls in the school. As with all schools, there is a range of performance for CMOs, 

and we share their student impacts in Appendix A. 

Figure 3.2: RECAP – Annual Academic Growth of Charter School Students by Charter School Type,  
Reading and Math

** Significant at p ≤ 0.01  
This figure originally appears as Figure 2.3 in CMO23.
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These encouraging results require a note of caution. Since the reference point in these comparisons is the 

growth that equivalent students in the local TPS realize, this comparison does not reveal if the difference 
is modest or large, nor does it indicate where in the range of absolute achievement the difference occurs. 
Positive differences at the lowest levels of achievement may not be sufÏcient to move students ahead fast 
enough to reach long-term outcomes such as academic proficiency or post-secondary readiness. Similarly, 
a charter school may post growth results that are considered outsized for any school but still lag behind 

the community schools in achievement. Simultaneous consideration of student academic growth and 

achievement is the only way to get the complete picture of charter school performance.

3.1.5 Charter School Growth and Achievement 

Student academic growth measures how much students advance their learning in a year’s time, and student 

achievement measures the stock of their knowledge at the end of the year. We believe it is critical to examine 

both growth and achievement in order to understand how well schools prepare students for next steps 

in school and life. We map each school’s average growth and average achievement against the growth of 

matched TPS students and average state performance. Examining both measurements for all schools in our 

national data set during the most recent growth period, we present findings in four basic categories of school 
performance:

	> High Growth—High Achievement: schools that exceed the growth of their local options and whose 

students are above the state average in overall achievement

	> High Growth—Low Achievement: schools that exceed the growth of their local options but with overall 

student achievement below the state average

	> Low Growth—High Achievement: schools whose students exceed the state average on achievement 

but do not advance as much yearly as their comparisons

	> Low Growth—Low Achievement: schools with lower academic growth than their local alternatives and 

whose students’ achievement is lower than the state average at the end of a school year. 

Figure 3.5: RECAP – Academic Growth and Achievement 2015 to 2018, Reading
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This figure originally appears as Figure 1.25 in CSP31.

Figure 3.3: RECAP – Academic Growth of Charter Schools Compared to Their Local TPS, Reading

This figure combines findings that originally appear as Figures 1.22 in CSP31 and Figure 2.36 in CMO23.

In math, more charter schools have weaker results than they do in reading, as presented in the figure below. 
As the share of charter schools with growth greater than their TPS peers is comparable with the same 

growth in reading across all categories, the driver of the overall weaker performance in math is the greater 

percentage of charter schools (all, CMO-afÏliated and stand-alone charter schools) that perform worse than 
their TPS peers. Stand-alone charter schools have the largest share of schools with lower growth in math in 

comparison to their local TPS. 

Figure 3.4: RECAP – Academic Growth of Charter Schools Compared to Their Local TPS, Math

This figure combines findings that originally appear as Figures 1.22 in CSP31 and Figure 2.37 in CMO23.
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3.1.7 Evidence of Improvement over Time

Findings from this study take on even more weight when considered in the historical context of the 15 years 

of CREDO studies on student academic progress in charter schools. Between the 2009 and 2023 studies, 

against a backdrop of flat performance for the nation as a whole, the trend of learning gains for students 
enrolled in charter schools is both large and positive. 

Figure 3.7: RECAP – Annual Academic Growth of Charter School Students across Three National Studies 

** Significant at p ≤ 0.01  
This figure originally appears as Figure 1.8 in CSP31.

3.2 Conclusions 
The outcomes of these studies are largely positive and support several conclusions about the current 

landscape of charter schools across America. Perhaps more importantly, the opportunity to position these 

findings in the larger body of research leads to a number of implications about the fundamental policies and 
practices of charter schooling at a more global level. 

1.	In both reading and math, charter schools provide students with stronger learning compared with the 

learning in the traditional public schools that are otherwise available to them. 

Across the broad range of charter schools, the evidence suggests that they are a robust education option 

under many conditions. Whether stand-alone or networked, charter schools operate by law mainly on 

their own, making decisions they expect will serve their students well. According to our latest findings, the 
autonomy given to them usually yields positive results. The majority of charter schools provide better year-

to-year outcomes for students compared to their traditional public-school options. Most of these schools 

perform better to such a degree that the difference is statistically significant. 

Schools that have average student achievement above the state average (above the 50th percentile) are 

presented in the top half of the figure. In reading, 43 percent of all schools have average performance in the 
upper half in their respective states, with a majority of those high achievement schools also having stronger 

growth than their local TPS. Zeroing in on the low-growth/low-achievement quadrant, 207 schools (4.1 
percent) in our study have lower academic growth than their local alternatives and have student achievement 

that is below the 30th percentile of state achievement at the end of the school year.

Figure 3.6: RECAP – Academic Growth and Achievement 2015 to 2018, Math
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This figure originally appears as Figure 1.26 in CSP31.

In math, above average achievement exists in 40 percent of charter schools, while 60 percent of schools 
have achievement that is lower than their state averages. Twenty-eight percent of schools in the data set are 

high-growth/high-achievement schools, returning great gains for their students. Zeroing in again on the low-

growth/low-achievement quadrant, 348 schools (7.1 percent) have lower academic growth than their local 
alternatives and have student achievement that is below the 30th percentile of state achievement at the end 

of the school year.

The number of schools in the low-growth/low-achievement quadrant, though smaller in reading than in math, 

remains a key concern. 

3.1.6 Exceptional Performance in Charter Schools 

Perhaps the most revealing finding of our study is that more than 1,000 schools have eliminated learning 
disparities for their students and moved their achievement ahead of their respective state’s average 

performance. We refer to these schools as “gap-busting” charter schools. They provide strong empirical 

proof that high-quality, high-equality education is possible anywhere. More critically, we found that dozens 

of CMOs have created these results across their portfolios, demonstrating the ability to scale equitable 

education that can change lives. 
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The real surprise of the study is the number of charter schools that have achieved educational equity for 

their students: we call them “gap-busting” schools. Ensuring equivalent yearly growth across student groups 

has two critical consequences. First, ensuring minority and poverty students learn on par with or better 

than their White peers interrupts or reduces the achievement gap. It happens regularly in a large swath of 

charter schools. More critically, there is strong evidence that these gap-busting schools can be scaled. Added 

to the traditional district schools that achieve similar results, this is the life-transforming education that so 

many students need. Second, these schools deliver hundreds of independent proof points that learning gaps 

between student groups are not structural or inevitable; better results are possible. 

Charter schools function as a portfolio, and their varied impacts on student learning are expected. Charter 

school boards and authorizers are responsible for ensuring students perform well. Evidence shows that the 

charter school enterprise benefits students, and its positive outliers (e.g., gap busters) can pressure the rest 
of the system.

The near-term implication for charter school boards and authorizers is two-pronged. Addressing chronic and/or 
severe underperformance is necessary and imperative in the current education climate. Identifying high-impact 
exemplars for probationary charter schools to study and emulate is possible. Transfer of sub-par schools to higher-
performing operators could be part of a larger incentive for growth and replication. At the same time, authorizers 
might consider longer charter terms for charter schools that consistently demonstrate outstanding student learning 
success. 

Education leaders and policy makers need to understand that in efforts to improve, some failure is inevitable. Any 
subsequent failure to address the poor performance compounds the damage. It also blocks constructive learning for 
the future. Strong examples of authorizing exist and should be emulated. 

Leadership and responsibility demand embracing practices and policies that lead to better results for students, not 
maintaining the status quo. 

3.	The larger scale of Charter Management Organizations does not guarantee high performance—but on 

balance, it helps.

When taken as a whole, schools managed by Charter Management Organizations and charter networks bring 

a greater learning benefit to students compared to stand-alone charter schools. Despite the differences, both 
groups of charter schools have had larger student success than traditional public schools with respect to 

reading. We note, however, that math gains in stand-alone charter schools were equivalent to TPS learning. 

Our analysis highlights attributes of higher-performing CMOs and networks that could be useful in future 

discussions. Size or age of the CMO does not relate to student learning: at every increment of CMO age 

or portfolio size, we see high- and low-impact CMOs and networks. This further supports earlier CREDO 

research that showed that CMOs only replicate the quality they already have. The implications of replicating 

schools with weak results is clear. The big upside is the ability of dozens of CMOs to scale their gap-busting 

performance. Additionally, CMOs that concentrate their operations within a single state have stronger gains 

than multistate CMOs, though both groups do well by their students. 

The results stand up to deeper investigation. Charter schools produce superior student gains despite 

enrolling a more challenging student population than their adjacent TPS. They move Black and Hispanic 

students and students in poverty ahead in their learning faster than if they enrolled in their local TPS. They 

are more successful than the local public school alternatives across most grade spans and community 

settings. These results show that charter schools use their flexibility to be responsive to the local needs of 
their communities.

These findings generalize into lessons for policy leaders, educators, and funders. Knowing that the average student 
in the average charter school can outperform their TPS peers raises important questions about the priority placed 
on student outcomes in education decisions in many communities. 

2.	Some charter schools provide less student learning than their local district schools, although a larger 

proportion delivers better learning outcomes. The latter group includes over 1,000 charter schools 

managing stafÏng and resources to deliver superior academic results that eliminate the learning gap 
across student groups.

Vital lessons also come from the distribution of school performance around the average. Over the past 30 

years, small, large, urban, rural, networked or stand-alone charter schools, autonomous and independent of 

each other, have arrived at their own solutions for giving their students stronger learning experiences. The 

discretion that charter schools enjoy does not guarantee that each school or every charter network realizes 

strong student outcomes. Our study illuminated the range of learning across schools. 

Despite declining shares, there remain a concerning number of charter schools with weaker student 

outcomes. While lower-performing schools make up a larger share of stand-alone charter schools, CMOs and 

networks also have a substantial share that produces low gains for their students. This study has profound 

implications for charter schools and charter networks that do not support student learning. Charter boards 

and authorizers are the accountability side of the charter school equation. They evaluate school performance 

and, if necessary, dictate remedies. As our analysis shows, disturbing numbers of charter schools and 

networks have low learning levels. There are brick-and-mortar, online, networked, and stand-alone charter 

schools with sub-par results. 

The number of school closures we observed in the years of this study was small compared to the counts of 

schools with the lowest student growth and academic achievement. Since primary and secondary education 

is essential to the social contract, providing a foundation for future opportunities, the claim of “choice” cannot 

justify derailing students’ preparation. Especially in the post-COVID era, the need for charter boards and 

authorizers to address under-performance in their schools has never been more critical. 

Closure is not the sole remedy. As we learned from our special investigation, the “takeover“ of 

underperforming schools by strong CMOs led to improved student learning for the students who remained 

enrolled before and after the transfer. The gains did not adversely affect student academic progress in the 
rest of the CMOs’ schools. This policy tool may have broader utility than previously realized. 

At the high end of the performance range, good news exists in the growing share of schools outpacing 

learning in their local TPS. In both subjects and for both CMO and stand-alone schools, larger shares are 

“better than” and a smaller share is “weaker than” compared to earlier work. 
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3.3 Implications
The charter school policy framework sets the conditions for charter schools’ growing positive outcomes. It 

is the fundamental common denominator in every case, and its role is powerful.

The framework offers a divergent approach from the conventional strategy for public schools. The “flexibility 
for accountability” construct is not just a catchphrase. It is a distinctly different mode of operation. The 
“loose-tight” parameters of the framework create incentives to which schools and networks respond. The 

incentives find positive support in this study’s findings and the broader trends. While our study design cannot 
make causal claims (because randomly assigning schools to the traditional or charter school approach has yet 

to happen), it can deliver a plausible argument of the value of the policy based on available evidence. 

On the “loose” side of the approach, the framework establishes a policy of possibility where educators, 

leaders and boards of directors have the discretion to build and deliver curriculum and instruction that meets 

high standards for learning and is responsive to local needs. 

According to this study, there are a lot of positive possibilities. The process has led to many successful schools 

nationwide, often with meaningful innovations. The diversity of schools illuminates an important feature of 

the framework: success is attainable via many paths. Over time, many have sought and gained permission to 

expand and then shown the ability to create strong student learning at scale. 

Students in these schools, especially minority students and those in poverty, make larger advances than in 

local public schools. Beyond the benefits for their students, successful charter schools deliver critical proof 

points of ways to improve outcomes for students. In the current regulatory climate, it is difÏcult to imagine 
how similar efforts could become conventional among traditional public schools. 

Beyond flexibility in school design, school teams have the leeway to tinker with their operations. The results 
show that existing charter schools have improved over time. The proportion of charter schools with superior 

results is on the rise. The share that lags behind the local TPS alternatives is also shrinking. This means 

schools and networks use their discretion and autonomy to foster a standing capacity to adapt over time.2

Accordingly, the framework also aims to be “tight” at key points as schools open and mature. Authorizers 

are expected to behave as governors of quality. They set the bar to receive initial permission to operate, 

which exerts quality and safety controls at the outset. Others have documented stronger standards among 

authorizers in the review and approval of new applications (Mumma & West, 2018). The findings of stronger 
new schools in this study compared to earlier results attest to the effort and to the CMO replications and new 
charter schools that meet the higher bar. 

2	� We saw that capacity in stark terms when we examined how charter schools in three states responded to the COVID-instigated school closure orders (CREDO, 
2022). Rapid transformation into remote instructional mode; acquisition and distribution of food, technology, or internet access; and strengthening of personal 
supports were widespread. Return to in-person instruction in the fall of 2020 was nearly universal. These points rest admittedly on smaller bases of qualitative 
evidence, but they provide human dimensions to the point that the present quantitative analysis illuminates nationally. See also: Boast et al. (2020); Henderson 
et al. (2021); Childs et al. (2022).

Programs of external funding and support to CMOs to grow their networks, represented here by the Charter 

School Growth Fund, focus on some of the stronger CMOs and networks in our study. After high-performing 

CMOs receive endorsement, the learning of students in those CMO schools rises in reading but holds steady 

in math. 

The majority of new CMO schools are no better or worse than the parent organization has already produced, so 
decisions to approve applications by CMOs to open new schools must consider the contributions to student learning 
of schools in the existing portfolio. 

CMO growth accelerators help augment board and authorizer reviews through their extensive selection process; the 
growth of their grant-receiving CMOs maintains the strong student learning that led to their selection. The expansion 
of these high-quality schools and networks benefits more students and communities. 

4.	Charter schools and networks improve over time, as do the systems that oversee them.

Insights about improvement in schools and networks stem from this study and CREDO’s prior multistate 

studies.

In the years of this study, student growth in charter schools was the strongest observed in any of CREDO’s 

multistate studies. Added to the results from the previous two studies, a strong trend of improvement 

becomes clear. We see substantial increases in student learning in CMOs in both tested subjects and in 

reading for stand-alone charter schools. Even the finding of no difference in math learning in stand-alone 
charter schools vis a vis TPS, a decline from the 2017 study results, still marks an improvement from the 

statistically significant negative results in the first CMO vs. stand-alone comparisons in 2013. 

A better understanding of the improvement in the sector comes from two different findings. The first is 
that the largest share of improvement comes from existing charter schools. Compared to the National 

Assessment of Education Progress (NAEP) trend, evidence of schools getting better over time is welcome 

news. 

Second, new schools opened with stronger results than at any time in the past. Growth in the number of 

CMOs since the last study plays a role. Many stand-alone charter schools also pushed their results upward. 

Strengthening authorizer standards and practices, a drive that took root in the 2010s, also sets a higher bar 

that resulted in better schools opening. 

Finding ways to improve student academic outcomes is an ambition shared by policy and community leaders, 
educators, funders and parents. Charter school results show that change for the better is possible in the larger 
education system. The key to improvement lies outside any particular school or network model, though many are 
worthy of emulation. It is simply not possible to drive single solutions through the diverse landscape that is U.S. 
public education. Lessons from the charter school experience and results may be helpful in charting a future course 
in public education.
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