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Executive Summary 

Background 
In 2016, the U.S. Department of Education (ED) awarded a five-year Public Charter School Program Start-
Up Grant to the Texas Education Agency (TEA). The grant is intended to increase national understanding 
of the charter school model by providing financial assistance for the planning, program design, and 
initial implementation of charter schools and by expanding the number of high-quality charter schools 
available to students. The grant program is also intended to increase understanding of the charter 
school model by evaluating the effects of such schools on student outcomes, staff, and parents. The 
federal grant guidelines allow a maximum of 18 months for the planning and program design of each 
charter school and 24 months for the initial implementation of each charter school. In line with these 
requirements, TEA awarded sub-grants to 50 charter schools, which began serving students during the 
evaluation period. The first cohort included in the evaluation consisted of nine campuses which received 
funding from 2016 to 2018, the second cohort consisted of 17 campuses which received funding from 
2017 to 2019, the third cohort consisted of 11 campuses which received funding from 2018 to 2020, and 
the fourth cohort consisted of 13 campuses which received funding from 2019 to 2021. 

Program Evaluation 
In  May 2017,  TEA  contracted with  Safal  Partners and  their research  partners Mathematica and  Gibson  
Consulting  Group  to  conduct  a  comprehensive evaluation  of the Texas Charter School  Program  Start-Up  
Grant.  Broadly,  the purpose of the evaluation  is to  identify promising  practices exhibited by  charter 
school  start-up  grantees and  established  high-performing  charter schools across  the state,  examine 
student  and  teacher recruitment  and  retention  strategies within  the start-up  grantee  campuses,  and  
assess the efficacy  and  impact  on  students  of their  enrollment  in  start-up grantee  campuses.1  

To  address the  research  questions related to  promising  organizational  and  instructional  practices,  
student  recruitment  and  retention  approaches,  and  teacher recruitment  and  retention,  the evaluation  
team  relied upon  annual  principal  surveys,  principal  interviews,  teacher focus groups,  and  classroom  
observations conducted  during  the 2017–18,  2018–19,  and  2019–20  school  years.  For the student  
recruitment  and  retention  and  teacher recruitment  and  retention  analyses,  the evaluation  team  also  
analyzed extant  data provided by  TEA  to  better understand  student  and  teacher characteristics and  
mobility  patterns.  TEA  provided student-level,  teacher-level,  and  school-level  data,  which  was used to  
analyze the relationship  between student  enrollment  at  campuses funded through  the Texas Public  
Charter School  Start-Up  Grant  and  academic  outcomes  for students.  The promising  practices analyses 
included in  this report  include campuses from  all  four cohorts of Public  Charter School  Program  Start-Up  
Grant  campuses,  and  the student  outcomes analyses presented in  this report  include start-up  grantee  
campuses from  the first  three  cohorts.2  

1  Statistical  models  were used to  assess  the  performance of  a  sample of  100  high-quality  campuses  based on  
standardized  test scores  (i.e.,  State of  Texas  Assessments o f  Academic  Readiness  (STAAR)  Reading,  STAAR-
Mathematics  for  Grades  3–8,  and end-of-course  (EOC)  exam  scores  for  Grades  9–12).  Campuses  ranked  in the top  
half  of  the 100  high-quality  charter  school  campuses  were  categorized as  high-performing  for  the purposes  of  this  
evaluation.  See  Appendix  A  for  additional  detail  on high-performing  schools  for  the purpose  of  this  evaluation.   
2  Cohort  4  began  serving  students  in  2019–20  and  student  outcomes  data  were not yet available.   
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Promising Practices from Charter School Start-Up Grantee Campuses 

School Start-Up Planning 

Principals at new charter school campuses funded through the Public Charter School Start-Up Grant 
shared their perspectives on practices that contributed to successfully getting their schools up and 
running. As campuses moved from their first to their third year of serving students, what principals 
believed to be the most important, effective, or impactful practices evolved in ways that reflected the 
maturity of the charter school. 

 	 	 Principals at  charter  school  start-up grantee  campuses shared that  determining  specific  school  

needs and  practices and  developing  processes related to  hiring,  onboarding,  and  training  new  

staff were among  the most  important  tasks when getting  a school  up  and  running.   

 School  leaders at  schools in  their first  year of operations were more inclined to  discuss 

stakeholder communications as a key  start-up  activity,  while principals at  campuses in  

their second  and  third  years were more inclined to  elaborate on  the importance of  

hiring  and  getting  staff and  teachers up  to  speed.  

 As charter school  campuses matured  from  their first  to  third  year,  principals tended to  

focus more intensely  on  improving  the quality  of instructional  practices through  the 

development  of effective support  systems for teachers.  

 	 	 According  to  principals in  both  open-enrollment  and  in-district  charter start-up  grantee  

campuses, their respective charter management  organization  (CMOs)  or  their school  districts  

served in  a mentor role for principals,  providing  support  and  feedback.3   

 As campuses matured  from  their first  to  their third  years of serving  students,  campus 

principals were more inclined to  rate operational  support  from  CMOs and  districts as 

important  to  their development  as a new  charter school.  This  operational  support  

included  purchasing  supplies and  materials  and  offering  curricular support,  

transportation,  and  food  services  for the campuses.  

 	 	 School  leaders reported several  challenges related to  starting  up  a new  school,  including  the 

process of recruiting  and  enrolling  students, staffing  their schools,  financial  issues,  securing  

adequate facilities and  supplies,  and  difficulties with  communicating  school  goals to  

stakeholders (e.g.,  parents and  students).   

 Principals at  campuses in  their second  and  third  year of operations were more inclined 

to  discuss the  challenges associated with  attracting  talented educators,  especially  when 

enrollment  counts  were  fluctuating.  

3In this  report  the terms  open-enrollment charters  and in-district  charters  are used.  The term  open-enrollment  
charter  school  is  used to  refer  to  both  state authorized charter  schools  that operate  as  independent  local  
education agencies  (LEAs)  with  a charter  holder  governing  board (see  Texas  Education Code  (TEC),  Chapter  12,  
Subchapter  D),  and  college,  university  or  junior  college charter  schools  (see  TEC,  Chapter  12,  Subchapter  E).  These 
two  types  of  charter  schools  can enroll  students f rom  any school  districts  in their  approved geographic  boundaries.  
The term  in-district  charter  is  used  to  refer  to  charter  school  campuses  authorized  by  the  governing  body  of  an  
independent  school  district  (ISD)  (see TEC  Chapter  12,  Subchapter  C).  
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Organizational Practices 

The evaluation explored a number of factors key to organization and management in charter school 
start-up grantee campuses. These included important practices related to the charter school campus 
mission and parent involvement with the school and in their child’s education/ Key findings include the 
following: 

 	 	 All  charter start-up  grantee  campuses  ranked  the  following  as one of the five most  important  

practices related to  executing   the campus’s  mission:  using  student  data to  inform  instruction,  

hiring  exemplary  teachers to  support  other teachers,  maximizing  instructional  time,  and  using  

classroom  observations to  regularly  monitor instructional  quality.   

 Concentrating  on  maximizing  instructional  time rose in  importance as charter schools 

matured from  their first  to  third  year of operation.  

  

 	 	 During  interviews,  principals at  charter school  start-up  grantee  campuses stressed  the 

importance of effective and  consistent  communications with  teachers,  students,  and  parents  as 

an  important  organizational  practice.   

 

		   Regular individualized teacher-parent  communications and  the use  of  a system  for  parents to  

monitor student  attendance,  grades,  and  progress emerged as the two most  commonly  noted 

approaches for principals at  charter school  start-up  grantee  campuses to  get  parents involved in  

their child’s education.  

 Regular individualized communications between teachers and  parents was rated  as the 

most  effective communication  method  to  engage parents by  principals at  first-year  and  

second-year charter schools,  while parent-teacher conferences was  rated as the most  

effective method   for getting   parents involved in   their child’s education   by   principals at   
campuses in  their third  year of operation.  

Instructional Practices 

Providing  support  for teachers is critical  for charter campuses to  continually  improve the quality  of 
instruction  at  their campuses.  Key  findings related to  instructional  practices are  as follows:  

   Regardless of whether a campus was in  their first,  second  or third  year of  operations,  

establishing  positive relationships between students and  teachers,  maximizing  learning  time,  

and  using  formative  assessment  data to  guide instruction  were all  rated by  principals as one of 

the top  five most  frequently  observed and  most  impactful  instructional  practices.   

		   Charter school  start-up  grantee  principals also  found  the use of  hands-on  activities in  class with  

a variety  of different  modalities  to  be an  impactful  practice.  

 	 	 Charter school  start-up  grantee  principals felt  that  reviewing  student  performance data with  

teachers was the most  impactful  teacher support  for  improving  instruction.   

 As campuses matured from  the first  to  the  third  year of operation,  providing  feedback 

to  teachers based on  formally  scheduled observations was more likely  to  be rated as 

one of the  most  impactful  teacher supports.  
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 	 	 Teachers at  start-up  grantee  campuses in  their second  and  third  years of operation  were more 

likely  to  note the  frequency  and  importance  of communications and  collaboration  with  other 

teachers,  as well  as  the use of  instructional  rounds  where they  visit  the classrooms of other 

teachers,  as important  supports.  

 

		   Classrooms were observed  using  the Classroom  Assessment  Scoring  System  (CLASS),  which  

measures effective teacher-student  interactions in  Pre-K  –   12th  grade.  For three of the four  

CLASS  observational  domains (Emotional  Support,  Instructional  Support,  and  Student  

Engagement),  average CLASS  scores were lower  in  the second  year of serving  students before 

rising  back to  year one  levels in  their third  year of operation.  

 CLASS  observation  scores for the Classroom  Organization  domain  demonstrated higher 

average scores  as start-up  grantee  campuses moved from  their first  to  second  to  third  

year of serving  students. 

 		  When  compared  to  CLASS  results at  high-performing  charter school  campuses in  Texas, P ublic  

Charter School  Start-Up  Grant  recipients received higher CLASS  observation  scores for the 

Emotional  Support  and  Student  Engagement  domains than  high-performing  charter schools,  but  

lower Instructional  Support  domain  scores.   

 Average Classroom  Organization  scores for charter  school  start-up  grantee  campuses 

showed  continual  improvement.  They  were lower than  high-performing  charter 

schools in  their first  year of operations,  comparable in  their second  year of operations,  

and  higher in  their third  year. 

 	 	 Principals felt  that  a variety  of in-class interventions (e.g.,  small  groups,  differentiated and  

individualized instruction),  along  with  strong  teacher-student  connections and  out-of-class  in-

school  interventions (e.g.,  tutoring  labs and  targeted pull-out  instruction  by  interventionists), 

were  the most  effective approaches to  closing  the achievement  gap  for educationally  

disadvantaged students at  risk of dropping  out  of school.   

 

 		  Small  group  instruction  in  class was rated by  principals as the most  effective method  for closing  

the achievement  gap  for persistently  low-performing  students.  

 As charter start-up  grantee  campuses  matured from  the first  to  the  third  year of 

operations,  the proportion  of  principals rating  small  group  instruction  as  the first  or 

second  most  impactful  approach  grew  substantially.  

School Climate and Staff Morale 

In  fast-paced charter school  environments,  keeping  campus climate and  staff morale positive can  be 
challenging.  There are a large number of factors that  contribute to  high  staff morale and  the 
development  of a positive campus environment.  The evaluation  team  examined the climate,  staff 
morale,  and  teaching  conditions at  charter school  start-up  grantee  campuses and  examined differences 
in  results as campuses matured  from  the  first  to  the  third  year of operations.  

   Across most  of the campus climate measures,  there was a marked spike  in  agreement  among  

school  leaders between the first  and  second  year of operations,  followed  by  a drop  in  their third  

year of serving  students.  Campus climate measures that  followed  this pattern include teachers 

xiii 



 
 

 

    

trusting  each  other,  teachers  trusting  their principal,  a culture of professionalism,  value placed 

on  teamwork and  collaboration,  and  staff morale level.   

 Whether a campus was in  its first,  second,  or third  year of serving  students,  principals 

rated teamwork and  collaboration  highest  in  terms of agreement. 

 		  Principals felt  that  demonstration  of genuine care for students and  academic  growth  were the 

two most  important  factors  associated with  creating  a positive school  climate.  

  

 		  While principals and  teachers  in  all  years of operation  tended to  be  in  general  agreement  about  

there  being  a positive climate at  their campuses,  teachers at  campuses in  their third  year of  

operations were  more inclined to  express that  the  climate was poor or  negative  compared  to  

teachers at  campuses in  their first  or second  years of serving  students.  

 

 	 	 Regardless of their year of operation,  the majority  of principals felt  that  working  conditions at  

their start-up  grantee  campuses were positive.  A  larger  proportion  of  principals at  campuses in  

their third  year of serving  students recognized  challenges related to  heavy  workloads,  high  

expectations,  and  stress on  teachers  compared  to  principals at  campuses in  their first  or second  

years  of operation.  

 Smaller percentages of teachers described the  working  conditions as positive as 

schools moved  from  the first  to  the third  year of operation.  

 Increasing  percentages of teachers characterized working  conditions as challenging  due 

to  unrealistic  workloads,  high  expectations,  and  lack of  teacher supports,  which  

resulted  in  high  stress levels for teachers. 

 		  Regardless of whether the charter  school  start-up  grantee  campus was in  its  first,  second,  or  

third  year of serving  students,  principals rated developing  strong  teacher-student  relationships,  

establishing  clear behavioral  expectations,  and  engaging  students  in  the classroom  as the most  

impactful  approaches  to  maintaining  a positive classroom  environment.  

 

 		  Teachers and  principals stressed  the development  of  relationships with  students,  consistency  in  

behavioral  expectations,  restorative discipline  practices,  parent  communications,  and  positive 

reinforcement  as effective practices for reducing  student  behavioral  issues.  

 

Impact of Student Enrollment at Charter School Start-Up Grantee  Campuses  
This part  of the evaluation  estimated the effects of enrollment  in  charter school  start-up  grantee  
campuses  on  State  of Texas Assessments of Academic  Readiness (STAAR)-Reading,  STAAR-Mathematics,  
Algebra  I  end-of-course (EOC),  and  English I  EOC ex ams.  To  facilitate comparisons across schools,  test  
scores were standardized  across each  subject,  grade,  and  year  using  information  from  the entire  Texas 
student  population.  Results presented in  these  standardized units can  be described, rel ative to  the 
standard  deviation  of the overall  test  score distribution,  as standard  deviation  units.  Students who  
attended charter school  start-up  grantee  campuses during  the 2017–18  and  2018–19  school  years  were 
matched with  students  at  traditional  public  school  campuses in  order to  identify a group  of students 
enrolled in  traditional  public  school  campuses who  shared  similar prior test  scores and  other student  
and  school  characteristics.  Statistical  models that  controlled for differences in  student  characteristics 
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and prior academic achievement were used to estimate the effect of enrollment at a charter school 
start-up grantee campus on student academic outcomes. 

The evaluation looked at outcomes for students enrolled in Cohort 1, Cohort 2, and Cohort 3 charter 
school start-up grantee campuses. No consistent positive or negative impact was found as a result of 
attending grantee charter schools. 

 		  At  the elementary school  level,  there were individual  charter  school  start-up  grantee  campuses 

in  Cohort  2  and  3  that  showed  statistically  significant  differences,  some positive and  some 

negative,  in  STAAR-Mathematics and  STAAR-Reading  test  results when compared  to  matched 

students enrolled in  traditional  public  schools after controlling  for student  differences.   

 	 	 At  the middle school  level,  there were individual  charter school  start-up  grantee  campuses in  all  

three cohorts  that  showed  statistically  significant  differences,  some positive and  some negative.  

 	 	 For Algebra  I  and  English I  EOC ex ams for students enrolled in  high  school  grantee  campuses, 

after controlling  for differences in  student  and  school  characteristics,  the overall  average effect  

for the English I  EOC ex am  across the  two  Cohort  2  high  school  campuses was significantly  

positive in  2017–18.  

 	 	 When  comparing  the overall  STAAR-Mathematics and  STAAR-Reading  test  results for  charter  

school  start-up  grantee  campuses to  the results for  those campuses  for  different  student  

groups,  for each  student  group  and  grade range  the  average results  for  each  student  group  

across all  campuses in  that  grade range  are  not  statistically  different  from  the  average  results  

for all  students  in  that  grade range.  The consistency  of  results across student  groups  indicates  

that  the overall  results are not  driven by  the performance of any  particular student  group.  

Student Recruitment and Retention Practices at Charter School Start-Up Grantee 

Campuses 
The analyses of start-up grantee campus principal survey data, principal interview data, and teacher 
focus group data from 2017–18, 2018–19, and 2019–20 were used to describe the approaches used 
by start-up grantee campuses to attract, recruit, admit, enroll, serve, and retain students. The 
evaluation team also analyzed extant data to create tables related to the characteristics of students 
enrolled at start-up grantee campuses, as well as enrollment and attrition patterns for students. 
Principals at campuses funded through the Charter School Program Start-Up Grant were asked in annual 
surveys to rank the most effective recruitment methods for attracting students to enroll at their charter 
school. Key findings are as follows: 

 		  Word-of-mouth  advertising  from  parents of students  currently  enrolled at  the school  was 

ranked  by  principals as the most  effective methods for  recruiting  students to  their new  charter 

school  campus.   

 While this was rated as the most  effective recruitment  method  by  all  principals,  it  was 

rated  as one of  the two most  effective methods of student  recruitment  more commonly  

by  school  leaders in  the second  and  third  years of  operation.   
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 The use of social  media to  advertise the new  charter school  was more prominent  at  

schools in  their first  and  second  years of operation,  while open houses to  share 

information  about  the campuses were ranked  as more effective by  principals at  

campuses in  their third  year of serving  students.   

 	 	 When  asked  about  their target  population  for student  recruitment,  principals most  commonly  

indicated they  were either open-enrollment  with  no  specific  target  populations or that  their 

target  populations were based on  a geographic  boundary.   

 For principals who  did  mention  specific  student  populations for recruitment,  the most  

commonly  noted student  groups  were economically  disadvantaged students,  students 

interested in  a particular field  or career path  (e.g.,  science,  technology,  engineering,  and  

mathematics (STEM)  academy),  and  students  who  were struggling  in  traditional  public  

school  environments.   

 	 	 For  principals  at  start-up  grantee  campuses  in  their  second  or  third  year  of  serving  students,  the  

building  of  meaningful  relationships  between  teachers  and  students,  the  establishment  of  a  safe  

and  collaborative  environment,  the  academic  growth  of  students,  the  delivery  of  student-

centered  instruction,  and  effective  communications  between  teachers  and  parents  were  ranked  

as  the  five  most  effective  approaches  for  retaining  students  from  one  year  to  the  next.   

 	 	 Teachers at  charter school  start-up  grantee  campuses  also  discussed how they  play a role in  

student  retention  by  establishing  positive relationships  with  parents and  students,  and  by  

delivering  high-quality  instruction.  Student  happiness,  a sense of belonging,  and  the availability  

of extracurricular activities were also  cited by  teachers  as important  drivers for student  

retention.   

 	 	 The vast  majority  of  students  enrolled at  charter school  start-up  grantee  campuses in  2017–18  

(91%)  or 2018–19  (92%)  remained in  that  campus the entire school  year.  

 Of those who  transferred during  either school  year,  approximately  63% went  to  

traditional  public  schools while 17% of those who  transferred enrolled at  a different  

charter school  campus.   

 		  The majority  (78%)  of students enrolled at  charter school  start-up  grantee  campuses  in  2017–18  

or 2018–19  also  returned to  that  campus for the next  school  year.   

 Of those that  transferred,  55% left  for a  traditional  public  school  and  28% attended a  

different  charter school  during  the next  school  year.   

 Students who  left  a  start-up  grantee  campus during  the summer of 2018  were more 

likely  to  be white and  African  American  and  less  likely  to  be Hispanic,  economically  

disadvantaged,  or an  English language learner  when compared  to  students  who  

continued in  that  school  in  2019–20.   
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Teacher  Recruitment and Retention  Practices at  Charter  School  Start-Up Grantee  

Campuses  
The evaluation  team  also  analyzed  principal  survey  data,  principal  interview  data,  and  CSP teacher focus  
group  data from  2017–18,  2018–19,  and  2019–20  to  describe the  methods by  which  start-up  grantee  
campuses  attract,  recruit,  and  retain  highly-qualified instructors.  Recruiting  and  retaining  high-quality  
educators is important  when developing  a new  charter  school  campus or  expanding  an  existing  campus, 
as it  is critical  to  support  enrollment  increases or an  expansion  of the grades served.  With  this in  mind,  
the  evaluation  examined  a variety  of  issues related to  recruiting  and  retaining  high-quality  educators 
at  charter  school  start-up  grantee  campuses,  including:  1)  methods for attracting  high-quality  
educators;  2) criteria for hiring  teachers;  3)  methods for  retaining  high-quality  teachers;  and  4) 
measures used to  decide on  whether or not  to  retain  teachers.   
 	 	 While principals shared a wide array of effective teacher recruitment  methods,  

they  consistently  rated word-of-mouth  advertising  about  the school  and  current  teachers 

recruiting  colleagues  as the most  effective teacher recruitment  strategies.   

 The use of social  media to  recruit  teachers was more prominent  among  first-year 

campuses,  and  the  use of current  teachers  to  recruit  colleagues became more 

prominent  as campuses matured from  the first  to  the  third  year of operation.   

 		  Passion  for teaching,  teacher fit  with  the mission  of the campuses,  and  strong  demonstrated 

pedagogical  skills were rated by  principals as the  three  most  important  considerations when 

hiring  new  teachers.   

 As campuses matured from  the first  to  the  third  year of serving  students,  the need  for  

teachers with  strong  demonstrated  pedagogical  skills rose in  importance as a hiring  

criterion.   

		   Principals at  charter school  start-up  grantee  campuses in  their first  and  second  years of  serving  

students rated regular feedback to  teachers regarding  instructional  practices and  dedicated 

planning  time as the two most  effective approaches to  retaining  high-quality  teachers.   

 For principals at  third-year charter schools,  dedicated  planning  time was the top-ranked  

teacher retention  approach,  followed  by  incentive pay based on  student  and/or school  

performance metrics.   

 		  When  it  came to  teacher retention,  principals and  teachers alike  emphasized  identification  with  

the school  culture as an  important  consideration  for  teachers when they  are deciding  whether 

to  return  to  teach  at  a campus for another year.   

 		  Regardless of the maturity  of the charter start-up  grantee  campus,  principals shared that  

instructional  effectiveness (i.e.,  teaching  methods) is by  far the most  important  consideration  

when deciding  whether to  retain  a teacher,  followed  by  the academic  performance of students 

in   a teacher’s classroom,   student  engagement  in  class,  and  the teacher’s cultural  fit  with  the 

campus.   
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 	 	 The two-year teacher retention  rate at  charter school  start-up  grantee  campuses was 16  

percentage points lower than  it  was for  teachers working  at  comparable traditional  public  

school  campuses (57% vs.  73%).  

 		  Teachers at  start-up grantee  campuses who  left  their 2017–18  and  2018–19  teaching  positions 

were approximately  twice as likely  to  transition  to  a  different  role at  their campus when 

compared  to  teachers who  left  their teaching  position  at  traditional  public  school  campuses.  

 		  Teachers at  start-up  grantee  campuses are typically  younger,  have fewer years of teaching  

experience,  are more likely  to  be first-year teachers,  and  have less tenure at  their school  than  

their counterparts  at  traditional  public  school  campuses.   

Best or Promising Practices from High-Performing Charter School Campuses 
The study investigated promising practices in place at high-performing charter school campuses. The 
evaluation relied primarily on survey data collected from charter school principals statewide in spring 
2018 and data collected through interviews with school principals, focus groups with teachers, and 
classroom observations. The study then utilized the data from high-performing charter school campuses 
compared to other established charter school campuses not identified as high-performing to assess 
differences in practices between these two groups of schools. 

Differentiating  characteristics of high-performing  charter schools were identified as potential  best  or 
promising  practices that  could  be emulated by  other charter school  campuses across the state.  These  
survey  findings were further supplemented with  interview  data collected from  school  leaders and  
teachers at  high-performing  charter schools.  The results are organized by  organizational  practices,  
instructional  practices,  and  practices that  contribute to  the establishment  of a positive school  climate.  A 
detailed description  of the analysis and  its findings were originally  presented in  the Texas Public  Charter 
School  Program  Start-Up  Grant  Evaluation  Report:  2016–17  and  2017–18,  and  are presented again  in  
this report.  
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   Chapter 1 — Introduction and Background  

Overview of the Public Charter School Program Start-Up Grant 
In  2016,  the Texas Education  Agency  (TEA) was awarded a five-year Public  Charter School  Program  Start-
Up  Grant  from  the U.S.  Department  of Education  (ED).4  ED’s   goals of this grant  are to  increase national  
understanding  of the charter school  model  by:  

   Providing  financial  assistance for the planning,  program  design,  and  initial  implementation  of 

charter schools;  

   Evaluating  the effects of such  schools,  including  the effects on  students,  student  achievement,  

staff,  and  parents;  and  

   Expanding  the number of high-quality  charter schools available to  students.  

Under the terms of the federal  grant,  TEA  received funding  for approximately  10  to  15  new  charter 
school  campuses  annually.5  Grant  awards were  issued  by  TEA  to  local  education  agencies and  included 
50  charter school  campuses across four  different  cohorts of charter school  start-up  grantees.6  This 
includes nine Cohort  1  campuses (with  three  years of serving  students),  17  campuses  from  Cohort  2  
(with  three years of serving  students),  11  campuses from  Cohort  3  (with  two years of serving  students),  
and  13  campuses from  Cohort  4  (with  one year  of serving  students).  
Table 1.1  provides a list  of campuses from  Cohorts 1–4 funded through  the Texas Public  Charter School  
Program  Start-Up  Grant,  the grades that  each  campus  serves,  and  whether they  are an  open-enrollment  
charter school  campus or an  in-district  charter school  campus.  For additional  information  regarding  the 
various types of charter school,  see  Texas Education  Code (TEC) Chapter 12.7  

4  The federal  grant guidelines  allow  for  start-up  funding  not  to  exceed 18  months  for  planning  and  program  design 
of  the  charter  school  and 24  months  for  the initial  implementation of  the charter  school.  In  line  with  these  
requirements,  the Texas  Public  Charter  School  Program  Start-Up Grant,  funded from  the  larger  federal  grant,  
allows  four  to  five months  for  the  planning  period (or  16  to  17  months  if  the  charter  school  postponed  opening  
after  receiving  the grant)  and 22  to  23  months f or  initial  implementation (or  10  to  11  months  if  the  charter  school  
had postponed  opening).  
5  As  of  the  2019–20  school  year,  there  were  a total  of  775  open-enrollment  charter  school  campuses  authorized by  
the State  Board of  Education  (SBOE)  or  the  Commissioner  of  Education and  102  campus c harter  schools  authorized  
by independent school  districts  in  operation  in  the  state.  This  count  of  open-enrollment  charter  school  campuses  
does  not include  campuses  that are  active  but  did  not  enroll  students  in the 2019–20  school  year  (n = 5)  or  open-
enrollment  charter  schools  campuses  that are  authorized by  Texas  Education Code Section  29.259  or  Texas  Human  
Resources  Code  Section 221.0071  (n  =  7).  
6  One  charter  school  campus,  Promesa Public  School,  Inc.  —   San  Antonio,  was  not  open  for  the 2019–20  school  
year  and was  not  included in this  evaluation  of  the Public  Charter  School  Program  Start-Up Grant Program.  
7  In  this  report  the  terms  open-enrollment  charters  and  in-district  charters  are used.  The  term  open-enrollment 
charter  school  is  used to  refer  to  both  state authorized charter  schools  that operate  as  independent  local  
education agencies  (LEAs)  with  a charter  holder  governing  board (see  Texas  Education Code  (TEC),  Chapter  12,  
Subchapter  D),  and  college,  university  or  junior  college charter  schools  (see  TEC,  Chapter  12,  Subchapter  E).  These 
two  types  of  charter  schools  can enroll  students f rom  any school  districts  in their  approved geographic  boundaries.  
The term  in-district  charter  is  used  to  refer  to  charter  school  campuses  authorized  by  the  governing  body  of  an  
independent  school  district  (ISD)  (see TEC  Chapter  12,  Subchapter  C).  
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Table 1.1 Profile of Texas Public Charter School Program Start-Up Grantee Campuses, Cohorts 1–4 

Grantee Organization Charter Campus Name Cohort Type of Charter School 
Campus 

Grades 
Served 

A+ Unlimited Potential A+ Unlimited Potential 1 Open-enrollment 6–8 

Harmony Public Schools - Harmony 
School of Science – Houston 

Harmony School of 
Innovation – Katy 

1 Open-enrollment K–12 

Harmony Public Schools - Harmony 
Science Academy (El Paso) 

Harmony School of 
Excellence (El Paso) 

1 Open-enrollment K–6 

Kauffman Leadership Academy Kauffman Leadership 
Academy 

1 Open-enrollment 6–10 

Meadow Oaks Education 
Foundation 

Pioneer Technology & Arts 
Academy 

1 Open-enrollment 6–10 

Riverwalk Education Foundation 
School of Science and Technology 

School of Science and 
Technology - Houston 

1 Open-enrollment K–6 

Riverwalk Education Foundation 
School of Science and Technology 
Discovery 

School of Science and 
Technology 
Advancement 

1 Open-enrollment K–8 

Portico Education Foundation Trivium Academy 1 Open-enrollment K–6 

The Hughen Center Inc. - Bob Hope 
School 

Bob Hope Elementary 2 Open-enrollment PK–5 

Compass Rose Academy Compass Rose Academy 2 Open-enrollment 6–12 

Harmony Public Schools - Harmony 
School of Excellence 

Harmony School of 
Enrichment - Houston 

2 Open-enrollment K–5 

Harmony Public Schools - Harmony 
School of Science (Houston) 

Harmony School of 
Excellence - Sugar Land 

2 Open-enrollment 6–8 

Harmony Public Schools - Harmony 
Science Academy (Austin) 

Harmony Science 
Academy - Cedar Park 

2 Open-enrollment PK–4 

Harmony Public Schools - Harmony 
Science Academy (San Antonio) 

Harmony School of 
Innovation - Brownsville 

2 Open-enrollment 6–12 

Harmony Public Schools - Harmony 
Science Academy (San Antonio) 

Harmony School of 
Excellence – Laredo 

2 Open-enrollment 9–12 

Harmony Public Schools - Harmony 
Science Academy (Waco) 

Harmony School of 
Innovation - Grand Prairie 

2 Open-enrollment PK–6 

Harmony Public Schools - Harmony 
Science Academy (Waco) 

Harmony School of 
Innovation – Waco 

2 Open-enrollment 7–12 

Longview ISD East Texas Montessori 
Prep Academy 

2 In-District PK–K 

Longview ISD Bramlette STEAM 
Academy & Judson STEAM 

Academy (092303044) 

2 In-District 1–8 

Sam Houston State University Sam Houston State 
University Charter School 

2 Open-enrollment K–2 

San Antonio ISD CAST Tech HS 2 In-District 9–10 

San Antonio ISD Advanced Learning 
Academy 

2 In-District PK–11 

San Antonio ISD Lamar Elementary 2 In-District EE–6 

San Antonio ISD Mark Twain Dual Language 
Academy 

2 In-District PK–2 

Source. Texas Education Agency, 2017, 2018, and 2019. 
Continues 

2 



 
 

 

 
 

 
        

  
 
 

        

          

  
 

 
   

         

  
     

 
        

         

  
 

  
   

         

         

   
   

 
   

        

          

  
  

 
    

 
  

 
   

  
  

 
   

 
  

 
   

          

        

         

        

        

         

   
   

  
   

    
    

  
  

    

     
   

  
 

   

   
   

 
   

      

  

         

 

 

  

  

  

  

Table 1.1 Profile of Texas Public Charter School Program Start-Up Grantee Campuses, Cohorts 1–4, cont. 

Grantee Organization Charter Campus Name Cohort Type of Charter 
School Campus 

Grades 
Served 

San Antonio ISD Ogden Elementary 2 In-District EE–6 

Wilco Montessori Partners Inc. Goodwater Montessori School 2 Open-enrollment PK–8 

Bridgeway Preparatory Academy Charter 
Bridgeway Preparatory 

Academy 
3 Open-enrollment PK–2 

Etoile Academy Charter School Etoile Academy Charter School 3 Open-enrollment 5–8 

Legacy Collegiate Middle and High 
School for Careers in Health and 
Wellness 

Legacy School of Sport Sciences 3 Open-enrollment 6–11 

Lone Star Language Academy Lone Star Language Academy 3 Open-enrollment K–5 

Promesa Public Schools 
Promesa College Prep West 

Corpus Christi 
3 Open-enrollment PK–5 

San Antonio ISD P.F. Stewart Elementary School 3 In-District PK–5 

San Antonio ISD Steele Montessori Academy 3 In-District EE–2 

San Antonio ISD 
Washington Irving Dual 

Language Academy 
3 In-District PK–2 

The Hughen Center, Inc. Bob Hope School – Beaumont 3 Open-enrollment PK–2 

Valor Public Schools Valor Public Schools 3 Open-enrollment K–8 

Yellowstone Education Foundation 
Yellowstone College 

Preparatory 
3 Open-enrollment 5–8 

Fort Worth ISD 
John T. White Elementary 

School 
4 In-District EE–5 

Marshall ISD 
Marshall Early Graduation 

School 
4 In-District 6–12 

Midland ISD 
Young Women’s Leadership 

Academy 
4 In-District 6–7 

San Antonio ISD Charles C. Ball Academy 4 In-District EE–8 

San Antonio ISD Carroll ECEC 4 In-District EE–2 

San Antonio ISD Fenwick Academy 4 In-District EE–8 

San Antonio ISD Jefferson High School 4 In-District 9–12 

San Antonio ISD Woodlawn Academy 4 In-District EE–8 

Bloom Academy Inc. Bloom Academy Charter School 4 Open-enrollment K–5 

Wire Hollow Education Innovation 
Elementary School for 
Education Innovation 

4 Open-enrollment K–5 

Harmony Public Schools – Harmony 
School of Excellence 

Harmony Science Academy – 
Cypress 

4 Open-enrollment K–5 

Promesa Public Schools, Inc. – Promesa 
Public Schools 

Promesa College Prep – 
Brownsville 

4 Open-enrollment PK–4 

Rêve Preparatory Inc. 
Rêve Preparatory Charter 

School 
4 Open-enrollment K–8 

Source. Texas Education Agency, 2017, 2018, and 2019. 
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Purpose of the Report 
The broad purpose of this evaluation is to: 

   Identify promising  practices exhibited by  grantees and  successful  charter schools within  the 

state;   

   Examine the effectiveness and  impact  of the Public  Charter School  Program  Start-Up  Grant;  and   

   Examine student  and  teacher recruitment  strategies within  start-up  grantee  campuses.  

To  accomplish these  broad  research  goals,  this report  addresses the following  five research  objectives:  

   Identify best  or promising  practices within  Public  Charter School  Program  Start-Up  Grant  

recipients;  

   Examine the impact  of the Public  Charter School  Program  Start-Up  Grant;  

   Explore the manner in  which  Public  Charter School  Program  Start-Up  Grant  recipients attract,  

recruit,  admit,  enroll,  serve,  and  retain  students;  

   Explore the manner in  which  Public  Charter School  Program  Start-Up  Grant  recipients attract,  

recruit,  and  retain  highly-qualified instructors;  and  

   Identify best  or promising  practices in  high-quality  charter schools within  the state.  

TEA  contracted with  Safal  Partners and  its research  associates,  Mathematica Policy  Research  and  Gibson  
Consulting  Group,  to  conduct  a comprehensive evaluation  of the  Texas Public  Charter School  Program  
Start-Up  Grant.  This evaluation  report  documents the  practices of these  new  charter school  campuses 
over the 2017–18,  2018–19,  and  2019–20  school  years.8   

Data and Methods 
This evaluation  relied  on  a variety  of data and  methods to  address the  five evaluation  research  
objectives.9  TEA  provided student-level,  teacher-level,  and  school-level  data,  including  student  
achievement  on  State of Texas Assessments of Academic  Readiness (STAAR) exams,  State Board  for 
Educator  Certification  (SBEC) data related to  teacher certifications,  and  demographic  data,  grade-level  
retention  data, an d  attendance data  from  the  Public  Education  Information  Management  System  
(PEIMS).10  This data was then used to  analyze the relationship  between student  enrollment  at  campuses 
funded through  the Texas Public  Charter School  Start-Up  Grant  and  academic  outcomes  for students.  

To complement this statistical analysis of student outcomes, primary data were collected through 
annual principal surveys. Site visits included interviews with school leaders, teacher focus groups, and 
classroom observations using the Classroom Assessment Scoring System (CLASS) Observation Protocol. 
The team administered a statewide survey of all charter school principals in spring 2018, and annual 
surveys of charter school start-up grantee campus principals in spring 2019 and spring 2020. On-site 
data were collected during visits to 10 start-up grantee campuses in fall 2017, 10 high-performing 

8  The impact  analyses  does  not include  the  2019–20  school  year  because  data  for  this  school  year  was  not  yet   
available.  In addition,  standardized test were  not  administered in Texas  in spring  2020  due  to  the Covid-19  health     
crisis.     
9  Additional  detail  on the  evaluation  approach  and  data  collection  methods a re  provided  in  Appendices  A  and B.     
10  Teacher-level  data related to  certification  and  length  of  tenure were also  collected  and  analyzed in  the   
evaluation.     
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charter school  campuses in  spring  2018,  and  20  start-up  grantee  campuses in  both  fall  2018  and  fall  
2019. 11, 12  

Organization of the Report 
Following this introductory chapter, Chapter 2 provides information related to the start-up, 
organizational, and instructional practices of Public Charter School Start-Up grantee campuses. Chapter 
3 provides results from analyses related to the performance of matched students enrolled at charter 
school start-up grantee campuses relative to students enrolled at traditional public school campuses. 
Chapter 4 contains information about how Public Charter School Start-Up grantee campuses attract, 
recruit, enroll, and retain students. Chapter 5 contains information about how Public Charter School 
Start-Up grantee campuses attract, recruit, and retain high-quality teachers at their campuses. Chapter 
6 summarizes information about best or promising practices in place at high-performing charter school 
campuses versus those of other charter schools, which was reported in the interim report for this 
evaluation project, Texas Public Charter School Program Start-Up Evaluation Report: 2016–17 and 2017– 
18 ( Davila et al., 2020). Chapter 7 includes a summary of key findings from this evaluation. 

Appendix A includes an overview of the evaluation approach and data collection methods. Appendix B 
includes technical details related to the charter school start-up grantee impact analyses. Appendix C 
provides detailed information related to the CLASS observation protocol. Appendix D contains the 
annual charter school principal survey instrument. Appendix E contains the principal interview and 
teacher focus group protocols used to collect program information from participants at charter school 
start-up grantees and high-performing charter schools. Lastly, Appendix F contains statistical output 
related to the charter school start-up grantee impact analyses. 

11  Statistical  models  were used to  assess  the  performance of  a  sample of  100  high-quality  campuses,  based  on  
standardized  test scores  (i.e.,  STAAR-Reading,  STAAR-Mathematics  for  Grades  3–8,  and end-of-course (EOC)  exam  
scores  for  grades  9–12).  Campuses  ranked in the top  half  of  the 100  high-quality charter  school  campuses  were  
categorized  as  high-performing  for  the  purposes  of  this  analysis.  
12  Additional  details  regarding  the  CLASS  observation tool  are  provided in Appendix  C.  
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 Chapter 2 — Practices at Charter School Start-Up Grantee Campuses 

This chapter investigates practices at new charter school campuses, funded through the Texas Public 
Charter School Program Start-Up Grant. 

Findings in  this chapter are  generally  organized into  two areas:   
1) Planning and getting a new charter school campus off the ground; and 

2) Operating a new charter school campus and serving students. 

Practices related to the following key areas are explored in this chapter: 

   Organizational  practices (including  practices related to  getting  a new  campus up  and  running);   

   Instructional  practices (including  methods used to  close the achievement  gap  for educationally-

disadvantaged and  low-performing  students);      
   Quality  of instruction;  and      
   Practices related to  maintaining  a positive school  climate.     

Teacher recruitment and retention practices in place at Public Charter School Program Start-Up grantee 
campuses are addressed in Chapter 4 of this report and practices related to student recruitment and 
retention strategies are covered in Chapter 5. 

Data and Methods 
To  explore practices at  charter  school  start-up grantee  campuses,  the evaluation  relied  on  charter 
school  principal  surveys  administered in  spring  2018,  2019,  and  2020,  grantee  site visits conducted  in  fall  
2017,  2018,  and  2019,  and  administrative data provided by  TEA.13  During  site visits to  start-up  grantees,  
data were collected through  interviews with  school  leaders,  focus groups  with  teachers,  and  classroom  
observations.14  Practices in  this chapter of  the report  are based on  these  principal  and  teacher  
perspectives.  To  facilitate comparisons by  grantee  maturity,  these  findings are presented based on  the  
number of years the charter school  campus has been  serving  students  rather than  by  school  year:  

 	 	 Analyses of campuses in  their first  year of operations include 2017–18  results from  Cohorts 1  

and  2,  2018–19  results from  Cohort  3  campuses,  and  2019–20  results from  Cohort  4  campuses.  

 	 	 Analyses of campuses in  their second  year of  operations include 2018–19  results from  Cohorts 1  

and  2,  and  2019–20  results from  Cohort  3  campuses.   

 		  Analyses of campuses in  their second  third  year of operations include  2019–20  results from  

Cohorts 1  and  2,  which  were in  their third  year of serving  students through  the grant.15  

13  See  Appendix  D  for  the principal  survey instrument,  and Appendix  E  for  the principal  interview and teacher  focus  
group  protocols.  
14  Teacher-student  observations we re  scored using  the  CLASS  Observation Protocol  and  scores  for  each  of  the  
following  domains  were  compiled:  Emotional  Support;  Classroom  Organization;  Instructional  Support;  and Student  
Engagement.  At  least  three  classroom  observations o ccurred at  each  school.  
15  Because only  a small  portion  of  the  Cohort  1  charter  start-up grantee  campuses  were operational  for  the full  
2016–17  school  year,  the  evaluation  operationalized  the  2017–18  school  year  as  the  first year  serving  students  for  
Cohorts  1  and 2.  
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Annual Survey of Principals 
Principals of new charter school campuses funded through the Texas Public Charter School Program 
Start-Up Grant were asked to rank the importance, impactfulness, or effectiveness of various items 
related to organizational practices, school climate, and instructional practices through a survey 
administered to all principals at start-up grantee campuses. The research team then calculated the 
percentage of principals at charter school start-up grantee campuses who rated a particular response 
option as the first or second most important, impactful, or effective approach for a wide array of 
questions related to key aspects of schools noted above. Through this approach, the study identifies 
trends and assesses differences between charter schools in their first, second, or third year of serving 
students through the grant. 

Thirty principals (60% of the 50 start-up grantee campuses) completed the survey at their campus 
during its first year of serving students. Thirty principals, or 81% of the 37 start-up grantee campuses 
who served students for a second year, completed the survey of practices at their campus during that 
second year of serving students. Seventeen principals, or 65% of the 26 start-up grantee campuses who 
served students for three years, completed the survey of practices at their campuses during that third 
year of serving students. 

Qualitative Data Collected through Annual Site Visits 
Twenty  start-up  grantees in  their first  year of serving  students, 20  start-up  grantees in  their second  year 
of serving  students,  and  10  start-up  grantees in  their third  year of serving  students,  participated in  site 
visits.16  Site visits included interviews with  school  leaders (typically  the school  principal),  classroom  
observations,  and  focus  groups with  observed teachers.  A  total  of 81  teachers at  campuses in  their first  
year of serving  students,  69  teachers at  campuses in  their second  year of serving  students,  and  33  
teachers at  campuses in  their third  year of serving  students were observed and  scored using  the CLASS  
Observation  Protocol.17  

Findings 

Getting Started: Planning a New Charter School Campus 

During fall site visits, the evaluation team engaged principals and teachers at grantee campuses in 
discussions about organizational practices that have been important to getting their campuses started. 
The spring surveys taken by principals at grantee campuses also queried them about school start-up 
activities and where they were spending most of their time and energy. This section covers key planning 
activities related to the development of these processes and procedures, roles and responsibilities, and 
the attainment of outside support. This section also includes challenges faced by charter school leaders 
while trying to get their schools up and running. 

Development of Processes and Procedures 

Regardless of whether a campus was in its first, second, or third year of serving students through the 
Charter School Program Start-Up Grant Program, school leaders continued to prioritize the 
determination of school needs and practices, hiring and training staff, and communications with 
stakeholders. As Table 2.1 shows, three quarters of school principals at campuses in their first and 

16  This  comprised  40%  of  the 50  grantees  in  their  first year  of  operation;  54%  of  the 37  grantees  in  their  second     
year;  and 36%  of  the  26  grantees  in their  third  year.     
17  See  Appendix  C  for  the  detailed CLASS  Observation Protocol  which  was  used during  all  classroom  observations.     
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second year of serving students discussed the assessment of school needs and the development of 
practices, policies, and procedures to address those needs as being essential to start-up operations. 

Table 2.1 School Start-Up Planning Processes: Percentage of Principals Mentioning Item as Important, 
According to Principal Interviews, by Year of Serving Students 

Year 1, Cohorts 1–4 
(n=20) 

Year 2, Cohorts 1–3 
(n=20) 

Year 3, Cohorts 1 and 2 
(n=10) 

1. Determining school
needs and practices 

75% 
1. Determining school
needs and practices 

75% 
1. Determining school
needs and practices 

50% 

2. Communicating with
stakeholders 

30% 
2. Processes related to staff
(training, hiring, etc.) 

45% 
2. Processes related to staff
(training, hiring, etc.) 

50% 

3. Student recruitment 20% 3. Increased focus on data 15% 3. Student recruitment 10% 

4. Processes related to staff
(training, hiring, etc.) 

15% 4. Working with partners 15% 
4. Communicating with
stakeholders 

10% 

5. Working with partners 5% 
5. Communicating with
stakeholders 

10% 5. Increased focus on data 10% 

Source. Charter School Start-Up Grantee Campus Principal Interviews, Gibson Consulting Group and Safal Partners, 2017, 2018, 
and 2019. Note. Year 1 analyses include responses from Cohort 1 and 2 principals (fall 2017), Cohort 3 (fall 2018), and Cohort 4 
principals (fall 2019). Year 2 analyses include responses from Cohort 1 and 2 principals (fall 2018), and Cohort 3 (fall 2019). Year 
3 analyses include responses from Cohort 1 and 2 principals (fall 2019). 

As an  example of how school  leaders are working  to  assess school  needs,  reflect  on  results,  and  make 
continued improvements,  a  principal  in  their second  year of serving  students shared that  they  “did   a   lot  
of reflection  at  the end  of year  one to  figure out  what  was working,  what  wasn't  working  —   trying  to  
anchor  to  metrics that  we had  set  around  STAAR data,  TELPAS  data,  and  the other  more rubric-driven  
data   that   we'd   collected.”18  This sentiment  was still  echoed by  50% of school  leaders interviewed during  
their third  year of serving  students.   

For principals in their first year of serving students, communications with stakeholders emerged as the 
second most commonly noted practice related to starting a new school. This dropped in prominence as 
schools moved into their second and third years of operation. One first year principal shared the 
following perspective: 

18  TELPAS  refers  to  the  Texas  English  Language Proficiency Assessment System,  which assesses  the  progress  that 
English language  learners  (ELs)  make  in learning  the  English  language.   
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͞We  had a  series  of  just family  sessions,  just our  families,  both current families  and  potential  
families  to share  our  learning  and  get feedback  on what [kind  of]  school  they  were  hoping  to create.  
We  then brought plans,  as  we  generated  them,  to [the  families]  and tuned  them  and  got feedback  

on the  directions  we  were  going.  We  talked also with our  faculty  to get feedback  from  them  so they  
could have  a  strong  input into the  plan.  As  we  wrote  the  charter document,  we  brought it to all  
those  different stakeholders,  both separately  and  then together,  to get feedback  on it.  As  we  

generated  it,  they  were  tuning  in,  offering  their feedback.͟   

–Year 1  Principal  

While processes related to hiring and training new teachers and staff were commonly mentioned 
by principals regardless of how long they had been operational, 45% of principals in their second 
year of serving students and 50% of principals in their third year of serving students noted this 
practice as an important school start-up activity compared to 15% principals in their first year of 
serving students. One principal at a school in their third year of operations shared that “planning 
the supports for the teachers and the professional development that they need, so that we can 
support student success, has been critical this year.” 

Intensified Focus on Instructional Practices as Charter School Campuses Mature 

Through annual surveys of principals at charter school start-up grantee campuses, school leaders were 
asked about how they were spending their time. These survey data show that, as charter school 
campuses matured from the first to the third year of serving students, principals became more focused 
on making improvements in the quality of instruction and hiring effective educators to teach their 
students. 

For campuses in their first year of serving students under the grant, principals tended to spread their 
time more evenly across a variety of activities, with 21% to 24% of principals indicating that each of the 
following areas was their first or second most time-consuming function: 

   Developing  support  systems for high-quality  instructional  practices (24%);   

   Communications with  parents (24%);  

   Addressing  student  behavioral  issues (24%);  

   Ensuring  the development  of effective lesson  plans (21%);  and   

   Student  recruitment  (21%).  

However, as schools moved into their second and third year of serving students, the majority of 
principals indicated that developing support systems for high-quality instructional practices was either 
their first or second most time-consuming function. This was the case for 55% of principals at campuses 
in their second year of serving students under the grant and 82% of principals at campuses in their third 
year of serving students. 

For principals in their first year of serving students under the grant, hiring high-quality teachers did not 
emerge as one of the top five most time-consuming functions of principals. However, it did take up the 
second-most amount of time for principals at campuses in their second or third year of serving students 
under the grant. Just over one quarter of principals at charter start-up grantee campuses in their second 
year of serving students and 35% of principals at campuses in their third year of serving students 
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indicated that hiring educators was their first- or second-most time-consuming activity. (See Table 2.2 
for more details.) 

It is also important to note that, regardless of the year of charter school operations, ensuring the 
development of effective lesson plans, addressing student behavioral issues, and recruiting students 
were among the five most time-intensive activities for principals at charter school start-up grantee 
campuses. 

Table 2.2 Most Time Spent on Activities or New Systems: Percentage of Principals Rating Item as First-
or Second-Most Time Spent, by Year of Serving Students 

Year 1, Cohorts 1–4 
(n=29) 

Year 2, Cohorts 1–3 
(n=29) 

Year 3, Cohorts 1 and 2 
(n=17) 

1. Developing support
systems for high-quality 
instructional practices 

24% 
1. Developing support
systems for high-quality 
instructional practices 

55% 
1. Developing support
systems for high-quality 
instructional practices 

82% 

2. Communications with
parents 

24% 
2. Hiring high-quality
teachers 

28% 
2. Hiring high-quality
teachers 

35% 

3. Addressing student
behavioral issues 

24% 
3. Ensuring the
development of effective 
lesson plans 

24% 
3. Ensuring the
development of effective 
lesson plans 

18% 

4. Ensuring the
development of effective 
lesson plans 

21% 
4. Addressing student
behavioral issues 

24% 
4. Addressing student
behavioral issues 

18% 

5. Student recruitment 21% 5. Student recruitment 24% 5. Student recruitment 18% 
Source. Charter School Start-Up Grantee Campus Principal Survey, Gibson Consulting Group, 2018, 2019, and 2020. Note. Year 1 
analyses include responses from Cohort 1 and 2 principals (surveyed in fall 2017), Cohort 3 principals (fall 2018), and Cohort 4 
principals (fall 2019). Year 2 analyses include responses from Cohort 1 and 2 principals (fall 2018), and Cohort 3 principals (fall 
2019). Year 3 analyses include responses from Cohort 1 and 2 principals (fall 2019). 

Charter Management Organization (CMO) or School District Support 

Principals that participated in interviews at start-up grantee campuses reported receiving critical 
support from a CMO and/or school district while planning and growing their new charter school campus. 
Regardless of whether their campus was in its first, second, or third year of serving students under the 
grant, school leaders most commonly noted that CMOs and district offices served in a mentor role (e.g., 
providing support and feedback) and provided operational assistance. (See Table 2.3 for more details.) A 
principal in their first year of operation described some of the critical mentoring support that they 
received: 
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͞We  often confer with professors  that are  on our  board  of  trustees.  We  look  to them  for  assistance  
when we  have  curriculum  questions.  We  have  also brought in a  Licensed Specialist in School 

Psychology  (LSSP)  from  that department to help us  with the  capital  behavior  issues  that we  were  
having,  so it's  very  nice.  We  don't have  to search out for an expert,  we  have  experts  that are  readily  

available  when we  need them,  and  that's  the  main goal  and  purpose  of  how the  [CMO]  staff  
supports us.͟   

–Year 1  Principal 

Table 2.3 Supports Provided to Charter Schools by Charter Management Organizations/Districts: 
Percentage of Principals Mentioning Item in Interviews, by Year of Serving Students 

Year 1, Cohorts 1–4 
(n=20) 

Year 2, Cohorts 1–3 
(n=20) 

Year 3, Cohorts 1 and 2 
(n=10) 

1. Serving in a mentor role
— providing support and 
feedback 

40% 1. Operational assistance 35% 1. Operational assistance 60% 

2. Operational assistance 20% 
2. Serving in a mentor role
— providing support and 
feedback 

20% 
2. Serving in a mentor role
— providing support and 
feedback 

40% 

3. Providing structure 15% 3. Compliance 20% 
3. Professional
development 

10% 

4. Professional
development 

10% 
4. Professional
development 

20% 4. Academic assistance 10% 

5. Funding 10% 5. Research and evaluation 5% 5. Innovation assistance 10% 
Source. Charter School Start-Up Grantee Campus Principal Interviews, Gibson Consulting Group and Safal Partners, 2017, 2018, 
and 2019. Note. Year 1 analyses include responses from Cohort 1 and 2 principals (fall 2017), Cohort 3 (fall 2018), and Cohort 4 
principals (fall 2019). Year 2 analyses include responses from Cohort 1 and 2 principals (fall 2018), and Cohort 3 (fall 2019). Year 
3 analyses include responses from Cohort 1 and 2 principals (fall 2019). 

As charter campuses matured, operational assistance became more prominent in discussions with 
principals, increasing from being mentioned by 20% of principals in year 1 of serving students to 35% of 
principals at campuses in their second year of serving students and 60% of campuses in their third year 
of serving students. This support came in various forms, such as purchasing educational materials, 
providing curriculum or curricular support, developing materials and structure for teacher trainings and 
student orientations, supporting transportation needs, assisting with student recruitment, working with 
external vendors for various services, coordinating food services, and providing guidance related to 
grant expenditures and school operational policies. A principal at an in-district charter school in their 
second year of operations shared “[We\ didn’t have to worry about transportation. We didn’t have to
worry about food services. We didn’t have to worry about a health nurse.” They emphasized that, by 
relying on the district to handle many of the operational and logistical issues that schools face, principals 
are able to “ride the coattails of the district” and “put their energy and focus into academics.” Please see 
Table 2.3 above for more details around how CMOs and districts supported charter school start-up 
grantees. 
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Support from the Texas Education Agency 

Principals were asked about ways in which TE! has supported their campus’s start-up activities. In 
response, no matter if campuses were in their first, second, or third year of serving students through the 
grant program, the campus principals consistently mentioned the following areas of TEA support: 

   Providing  guidelines and  feedback  (35% to  50%  of campus principals)  

   General  support  –   TEA  staff  are responsive to  grantee  questions and  requests for  information  

(20% to  50% of campus principals)  

   Funding  (35% to  50% of campus principals)  

   Workshops,  professional  development,  and  other training  (5% to  50% of  campus principals).  

School leaders talked about how TEA staff provided guidance on how to submit grant amendments and 
allowable expenditures with grant funds, how to grow student enrollment, professional development, 
and other school-related policies. Principal remarks reflect that TEA staff have been very supportive of 
their start-up efforts and provided useful guidance. One principal at a charter start-up grantee campus 
in their second year of serving students under the grant talked at length about the responsiveness of 
TEA and how staff at the agency provided encouragement and guidance. 

͞[Everyone\  I  talked to at TE! [kept]  saying,  ͚We  want you to succeed.  We're  on your side.͛  I  feel  
that.  There's  always  been that support and  even when we  were  having  struggles  financially  and  
with sorting  out all  that startup  grant thing,  I  would always  get a  response  from  TEA.  They  didn't 

ignore  me  or  brush me  off.  I  really  appreciate  that support.͟   

–Year 2  Principal  

Workshops and other professional development provided by TEA tended to be noted as valuable more 
often by principals at campuses in their third year of operation (50%) than those in their first (5%) or 
second year of serving students through the grant (10%). Support related to compliance (including 
evaluations and audits) was also noted more frequently by principals at start-up grantee campuses in 
their third year of operations (40%), than campuses in their first (none of 20 campuses) or second (5%) 
year of serving students. See Table 2.4 below for more details. 
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Table 2.4 Supports Provided to Charter Schools by the Texas Education Agency: Percentage of 
Principals Mentioning Item in Interviews, by Year of Serving Students 

Year 1, Cohorts 1–4 
(n=20) 

Year 2, Cohorts 1–3 
(n=20) 

Year 3, Cohorts 1 and 2 
(n=10) 

1. Providing guidelines and
feedback 

35% 
1. Providing guidelines and
feedback 

40% 
1. Providing guidelines and
feedback 

50% 

2. Funding 35% 

2. General support – TEA
staff are responsive to 
grantee questions and 
requests for information 

40% 
2. Workshops,
professional development, 
and other training 

50% 

3. General support – TEA
staff are responsive to 
grantee questions and 
requests for information 

20% 3. Funding 20% 3. Funding 40% 

4. Workshops, professional
development, and other 
training 

5% 
4. Workshops, professional
development, and other 
training 

10% 
4. Compliance (including
evaluations or audits) 

40% 

5. There have been issues
reported with support 
received 

5% 
5. Compliance (including
evaluations or audits) 

5% 

5. General support – TEA
staff are responsive to 
grantee questions and 
requests for information 

30% 

Source. Charter School Start-Up Grantee Campus Principal Interviews, Gibson Consulting Group and Safal Partners, 2017, 2018, 
and 2019. Note. Year 1 analyses include responses from Cohort 1 and 2 principals (fall 2017), Cohort 3 (fall 2018), and Cohort 4 
principals (fall 2019). Year 2 analyses include responses from Cohort 1 and 2 principals (fall 2018), and Cohort 3 (fall 2019). Year 
3 analyses include responses from Cohort 1 and 2 principals (fall 2019). 

Challenges in Getting Started 

Principals interviewed were asked to describe the challenges they experienced when starting their 
campuses. School leaders reported several challenges related to start-ups, including student enrollment, 
staffing for their schools, financial issues, adequate facilities and supplies procurement, and difficulties 
with communicating school goals to stakeholders (e.g., parents and students). As Table 2.5 shows, the 
recruitment of students to a new charter school campus was the most frequently discussed challenge by 
principals at charter schools in their first year of operation. A principal in their first year of serving 
students through the grant described the interrelated nature of three prominent school start-up 
challenges — student enrollment, financial issues, and staffing/ They pointed out that for them “the 
biggest challenge has been enrollment; / enrollment drives how much money we have coming in and 
that drives who we can hire, drives everything. I would say that's the most difficult part.”

Digging deeper into the staffing issue, which was the most frequently mentioned challenge for principals 
at campuses in their second and third year of serving students, school leaders talked about how 
attracting talented educators can be challenging and how it is difficult to hire for grade levels that are 
experiencing enrollment challenges, therefore making the number of teachers needed uncertain. This 
aligns with findings presented in Table 2.2, where it was shown that principals in their second or third 
years of operation indicated that hiring high-quality educators accounted for a substantive amount of 
their time. ! principal in their second year of serving students shared that “Talent is always a struggle 
right now in education; / the challenge has been with the mobility of this campus, and me wanting to 
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budget conservatively, staffing for grade levels that are always on the fence.” Principals at charter start
up grantee campuses also framed staffing challenges in terms of finding high-quality teachers that are a 
good fit with the mission of their specific campus, and being able to retain those educators from year to 
year. 

Table 2.5 provides the percentage of principals at campuses in their first, second, and third year of 
serving students through the Public Charter School Program Start-Up Grant who mentioned specific 
challenges in getting their new school off the ground. 

Table 2.5 Challenges in Starting Charter School: Percentage of Principals Mentioning Item in 
Interviews, by Year of Serving Students 

Year 1, Cohorts 1–4 
(n=20) 

Year 2, Cohorts 1–3 
(n=20) 

Year 3, Cohorts 1 and 2 
(n=10) 

1. Enrollment and
recruitment 

30% 1. Staffing challenges 20% 1. Staffing challenges 30% 

2. Financial challenges 25% 2. Financial challenges 15% 2. Operational challenges 20% 

3. Communicating school
goal(s) to stakeholders 
(including parents and 
students) 

25% 
3. Enrollment and
recruitment 

15% 3. Financial challenges 10% 

4. Staffing challenges 20% 
4. Facility/equipment
challenges 

15% 
4. Enrollment and
recruitment 

10% 

5. Facility/equipment
challenges 

15% 

5. Communicating school
goal(s) to stakeholders 
(including parents and 
students) 

10% 

5. Communicating school
goals(s) to stakeholders 
(including parents and 
students) 

10% 

Source. Charter School Start-Up Grantee Campus Principal Interviews, Gibson Consulting Group and Safal Partners, 2017, 2018, 
and 2019. Note. Year 1 analyses include responses from Cohort 1 and 2 principals (fall 2017), Cohort 3 (fall 2018), and Cohort 4 
principals (fall 2019). Year 2 analyses include responses from Cohort 1 and 2 principals (fall 2018), and Cohort 3 (fall 2019). Year 
3 analyses include responses from Cohort 1 and 2 principals (fall 2019). 

Organizational Practices 

The study explored several key factors related to start-up grantee campus school organization and 
management, including important practices related to executing the charter school campus mission and 
getting parents involved with the school and in their child’s education. 

Executing Charter School Campus Mission 

Principals who were surveyed were asked to rank the most important practices for executing their 
campus’s mission. At least one out of every three principals at campuses in their first (30%), second 
(37%), and third (35%) year of serving students through the grant ranked hiring exemplary teachers to 
support other teachers as one of the top two most important practices related to executing the charter 
schools’ mission. (See Table 2.6 for more details.) 
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Table 2.6 Most Important School Organizational Practices Related to Executing their Campus’s
Mission: Percentage of Principals Rating Item as First or Second Most Important, by Year of Serving 
Students 

Year 1, Cohorts 1–4 
(n=30) 

Year 2, Cohorts 1–3 
(n=30) 

Year 3, Cohorts 1 and 2 
(n=17) 

1. Use of data to inform
instruction 

37% 
1. Hiring exemplary
teachers to support other 
teachers 

37% 
1. Concentration on
maximizing instructional 
time 

41% 

2. Hiring exemplary
teachers to support other 
teachers 

30% 
2. Fit of teachers with
school mission and 
educational philosophies 

33% 
2. Regular monitoring of
practices through 
classroom observations 

41% 

3. Fit of teachers with
school mission and 
educational philosophies 

27% 
3. Concentration on
maximizing instructional 
time 

30% 
3. Hiring exemplary
teachers to support other 
teachers 

35% 

4. Regular monitoring of
practices through classroom 
observations 

23% 
4. Regular monitoring of
practices through classroom 
observations 

27% 
4. Clarity in the educational
philosophy instilled 

18% 

5. Concentration on
maximizing instructional 
time 

23% 
5. Use of data to inform
instruction 

23% 
5. Use of data to inform
instruction 

18% 

Source. Charter School Start-Up Grantee Campus Principal Survey, Gibson Consulting Group, 2018, 2019, and 2020. Note. Year 1 
analyses include responses from Cohort 1 and 2 principals (fall 2017), Cohort 3 principals (fall 2018), and Cohort 4 principals (fall 
2019). Year 2 analyses include responses from Cohort 1 and 2 principals (fall 2018), and Cohort 3 principals (fall 2019). Year 3 
analyses include responses from Cohort 1 and 2 principals (fall 2019). 

Regardless of the year of operation, use of data to inform instruction remained was one of the top five 
most important practices related to executing the charter school’s mission. However, it was ranked as 
the top practice by principals in their first year of serving students, but dropped to the fifth most 
important practice for principals at schools in their second and third year of serving students. 

Similarly, concentration on maximizing instructional time remained one of the top five most important 
practices related to executing the charter school’s mission for principals regardless of the year of 
operation. However, principal responses indicate that, while important regardless of years of operation, 
maximizing instructional time became more and more important as time went on. Concentrating on 
maximizing instructional time was ranked as the fifth most important practice for principals during their 
schools’ first year of serving students, the third most important practice for principals at schools in their 
second year of operations, and the top practice by principals in their third year of serving students. 
Please see Table 2.6 above for specific details on how this practice compared over time and to other 
practices. 

Important Organizational Practices for New Charter Schools 

During the course of principal interviews, two themes were consistently discussed by principals 
regardless of how long they had been serving students. First, the importance of effective 
communications with teachers, students, and parents was noted by 30% of principals in their first year 
of serving students, and 40% of principals in the second and third years of serving students. A principal 
in their second year of operations elaborated on the importance of consistency in communications: 
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͞We've  definitely  had to really  look  at how we  are  communicating  to make  sure  we're  all  doing the   
same  thing,  we're  all  saying  the  same  things,  and  we͛re  doing the   things  that we  all  need to be  

doing i n our  classrooms.  I  would say  one  of  the  key  systems  that we've  had to put in place  has  been 
our  communication and  our  modes  of  communication.͟   

–Year 2  Principal 

Second,  developing  operating  procedures was a critical  practice that  grew  in  importance as charter  
schools matured  from  their first  to  third  year of  serving  students.  Developing  procedures related to  
decision  making  practices,  consistent  routines,  and  systematic  structures  was discussed by  10% of  
principals at  campuses in  their first  year of operations,  35% of principals at  campuses in  their second  
year of operations,  and  50%  of  principals at  campuses in  their third  year of serving  students.  One  
principal  at  a campus in  its third  year of  serving  students discussed how the  growth  of the school  has 
impacted their need  to  revisit  procedures and  develop  new  systems to  help  the school  run  smoothly:  

͞Now that we're  growing,  we've  put other structures  in  place,  tardies  and  attendance  and  things  of  
that nature  that maybe  /  were  not necessarily  a  focus  in the  past just because  of  the  sheer 

numbers.  Now it's  more  formal.͟   

–Year 3  Principal 

School  leaders at  campuses in  their first  (25%  of principals interviewed) and  second  (15%  of  principals 
interviewed) years of operation  discussed the importance of establishing  clear roles and  responsibilities 
so   they   “know who  does what,  who  needs to  be on  the team,  who  needs to  do  what,  who's doing  what  in  
the organization.”   By  the time schools reached their third  year of serving  students,  it  appears as though  
these  roles and  responsibilities had  already  been  established  and  did  not  emerge in  discussions with  
school  leaders;  however,  a larger percentage of school  leaders at  campuses in  their third  year of 
operations (40%  of principals interviewed) considered  staffing  decisions as  an  important  organizational  
practice than  their counterparts in  newer schools  (less than  10%  of principals interviewed).  

Parent Involvement 

Getting parents involved in their child’s education, as well as involved with supporting a new charter
campus, are both important objectives for schools that received funding through the grant. To 
understand how charter school start-up grantees accomplish these two objectives, the evaluation team 
asked start-up principals via surveys to rank their top two most effective methods for getting parents 
involved in their child’s education/ As Table 2.7 shows, a large percentage of start-up principals surveyed 
each year ranked three parent communication methods among the top two most effective. Regular 
individualized teacher-parent communications were more prominent for principals at campuses in their 
first (37%) and second (50%) years of operation than for principals at campuses in their third year of 
serving students (18%). While these teacher-parent communications seem to be less effective after two 
years, principals believed that regular email communications to all parents remained equally effective 
during each of the first three years of serving students, with 37% of principals at campuses in their first 

16 



 
 

 

         
         

      
         

          
        

 
           

        

  –  
 

  –  
 

     
 

   

 

    

 

 
  

 
 

   
   

 
   

 
 

   
   

 
 

  
 

 
     

  
   

 
     

  
   

 

   
 

 
   

   
 

 
   

 
 

     
  

   
 

    
   

  
 

    
   

  
 

                
                   

                    
          

 

  

      
        

          
      

 

       
  

         

year of serving students, 23% of principals in their second year of serving students, and 35% of principals 
at campuses in their third year of serving students ranking it as one of the two most effective methods. 
Parent-teacher conferences were increasingly ranked as effective as time went on. Thirty-three percent 
of principals at campuses in their first year of operations ranked this method as one of the top two most 
effective for getting parents involved, which rose to 40% for principals at campuses in their second year, 
then up to 53% for principals at campuses in their third year of operations. 

Table 2.7 Effective Methods for Getting Parents Involved in Their Children’s Education: Percentage of
Principals Rating Item as First or Second Most Impactful, by Year of Serving Students 

Year 1, Cohorts 1–4 
(n=30) 

Year 2, Cohorts 1–3 
(n=31) 

Year 3, Cohorts 1 and 2 
(n=17) 

1. Regular individualized
teacher-parent 
communications 

37% 1. Regular individualized
teacher-parent 
communications 

50% 
1. Parent-teacher
conferences 

53% 

2. Regular email
communications to all 
parents 

37% 2. Parent-teacher
conferences 

40% 
2. Regular email
communications to all 
parents 

35% 

3. Parent-teacher
conferences 

33% 
3. System for parents to
monitor attendance, 
grades, and assignments 

27% 
3. System for parents to
monitor attendance, 
grades, and assignments 

29% 

4. Parent volunteer
opportunities 

20% 
4. Regular email
communications to all 
parents 

23% 
4. Regular individualized
teacher-parent 
communications 

18% 

5. System for parents to
monitor attendance, 
grades, and assignments 

20% 
5. After-school events for
parents to interact with 
their children 

23% 
5. After-school events for
parents to interact with 
their children 

18% 

Source. Charter School Start-Up Grantee Campus Principal Survey, Gibson Consulting Group, 2017, 2018, and 2019. Note. Year 1 
analyses include responses from Cohort 1 and 2 principals (spring 2018), Cohort 3 (spring 2019), and Cohort 4 principals ( spring 
2020). Year 2 analyses include responses from Cohort 1 and 2 principals (spring 2019), and Cohort 3 (spring 2020). Year 3 
analyses include responses from Cohort 1 and 2 principals (spring 2020). 

Instructional Practices 

After establishing effective organizational practices and methods for recruiting and retaining high-
quality teachers, providing support for teachers to be successful is essential for charter campuses to 
deliver the highest quality of instruction possible to their students. Considering this, the evaluation team 
examined the following at charter school start-up grantee campuses: 

  Frequently  observed instructional  practices; 

  Most  impactful  instructional  practices  observed;  

  Impactful  teacher supports for improving  instructional  practices; 

  Approaches for closing  the achievement  gaps for educationally  disadvantaged  students;  and 

  Methods for closing  the achievement  gaps for low-performing  students.  

Additionally, data related to instructional practices observed at start-up grantee campuses are 
presented in this section. 
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Most Frequently Observed Instructional Practices 

As Table 2.8 shows, establishing positive relationships between teachers and students was the most 
frequently observed instructional approach at charter school start-up grantee campuses in their first and 
second year of serving students, with 62% of principals at campuses in their first year of operations and 
44% of principals at campuses in their second year of operations ranking this as the first or second most 
commonly observed instructional practice. The proportion of principals at campuses in their third year 
of serving students who ranked establishing positive relationships between teachers and students as the 
first or second most commonly observed instructional practice dropped to 25%. 

Table 2.8 Most Frequently Observed Instructional Practices: Percentage of Principals Rating Item as 
First or Second Most Frequently Observed, by Year of Serving Students 

Year 1, Cohorts 1–4 
(n=29) 

Year 2, Cohorts 1–3 
(n=27) 

Year 3, Cohorts 1 and 2 
(n=16) 

1. Establishing positive
relationships between the 
teacher and student 

62% 
1. Establishing positive
relationships between the 
teacher and student 

44% 
1. Use of formative data in
student assessments to 
guide instruction 

44% 

2. Use of formative data in
student assessments to 
guide instruction 

28% 
2. Use of formative data in
student assessments to 
guide instruction 

30% 
2. Maximizing learning
time 

38% 

3. Establishment of clear
learning targets for each 
lesson plan 

24% 
3. Allowing teachers
flexibility in curriculum and 
lesson planning 

30% 
3. Establishing positive
relationships between the 
teacher and student 

25% 

4. Maximizing learning
time 

21% 
4. Maximizing learning
time 

26% 
4. Allowing teachers
flexibility in curriculum 
and lesson planning 

25% 

5. Use of hands-on
activities in class with a 
variety of modalities 

14% 
5. Establishment of clear
learning targets for each 
lesson plan 

22% 
5. Effective use of
technology in the 
classroom 

19% 

Source. Charter School Start-Up Grantee Campus Principal Survey, Gibson Consulting Group, 2018, 2019, and 2020. Note. Year 1 
analyses include responses from Cohort 1 and 2 principals (fall 2017), Cohort 3 principals (fall 2018), and Cohort 4 principals (fall 
2019). Year 2 analyses include responses from Cohort 1 and 2 principals (fall 2018), and Cohort 3 principals (fall 2019). Year 3 
analyses include responses from Cohort 1 and 2 principals (fall 2019). 

The use of formative data in student assessments to guide instruction was more commonly observed at 
charter school campuses in their third year of serving students (44%) than it was at first-year (28%) or 
second-year (30%) charter school start-up grantee campuses. Maximizing learning time was increasingly 
ranked as one of the top two most commonly observed instructional practices by 21% of principals at 
campuses in their first year of operation, 26% of principals at campuses in their second year, and 38% of 
principals at third-year campuses. (See Table 2.8 for details.) 

Most Impactful Instructional Practices Observed 

There was a considerable degree of alignment between the most frequently observed instructional 
practices presented in Table 2.8 and the most impactful instructional approaches observed by principals. 
As Table 2.9 shows, regardless of the number of years the charter school campus has been serving 
students through the grant, establishing positive relationships between teachers and students was most 
commonly ranked by principals as the first or second most impactful instructional practice observed 
(33% to 44%, depending on the number of years the campus has been in operation). Other impactful 
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instructional practices observed that ranked among the two most effective by principals at charter 
school start-up grantee campuses include: 

 Use of formative data in student assessments to guide instruction (26% to 44%, depending on

the number of years the campus has been in operation);

 Maximizing learning time (19% to 26%, depending on the number of years the campus has been

in operation); and

 Use of hands-on activities in class with a variety of different strategies (15% to 25%, depending

on the number of years the campus has been in operation).

No consistent patterns related to impactful instructional practices were evident when the number of 
years a campus had been in operation was considered. 

Table 2.9 Most Impactful Instructional Practices Observed: Percentage of Principals Rating Item as 
First or Second Most Frequently Observed, by Year of Serving Students 

Year 1, Cohorts 1–4 
(n=29) 

Year 2, Cohorts 1–3 
(n=27) 

Year 3, Cohorts 1 and 2 
(n=16) 

1. Establishing positive
relationships between the 
teacher and student 

41% 
1. Establishing positive
relationships between the 
teacher and student 

33% 
1. Establishing positive
relationships between the 
teacher and student 

44% 

2. Use of formative data in
student assessments to 
guide instruction 

38% 
2. Allowing teachers
flexibility in curriculum and 
lesson planning 

30% 
2. Use of formative data in
student assessments to 
guide instruction 

44% 

3. Use of hands-on
activities in class with a 
variety of modalities 

21% 
3. Use of formative data in
student assessments to 
guide instruction 

26% 
3. Use of hands-on
activities in class with a 
variety of modalities 

25% 

4. Maximizing learning
time 

21% 
4. Maximizing learning
time 

26% 
4. Maximizing learning
time 

19% 

5. Effective use of
technology in the 
classroom 

17% 
5. Establishment of clear
learning targets for each 
lesson plan 

26% 
5. Facilitating meaningful
peer interactions 

13% 

Source. Charter School Start-Up Grantee Campus Principal Survey, Gibson Consulting Group, 2018, 2019, and 2020. Note. Year 1 
analyses include responses from Cohort 1 and 2 principals (fall 2017), Cohort 3 principals (fall 2018), and Cohort 4 principals (fall 
2019). Year 2 analyses include responses from Cohort 1 and 2 principals (fall 2018), and Cohort 3 principals (fall 2019). Year 3 
analyses include responses from Cohort 1 and 2 principals (fall 2019). 

Most Impactful Teacher Supports for Improving Instructional Practices 

Regardless of  the  number of years a campus has been  operational,  the review  of student  performance  
data with   teachers was viewed as the most   impactful   method   for improving   their teachers’   instructional  
practices.  Also  ranked  as one of top  two  most  impactful  supports for improving  instructional  practices at  
these   principal’s start-up  grantee  campuses  were providing  feedback based on  walk-throughs or 
informal  observations (22% to  35%)  and  coaching  support  (26% to  33%).  While it  was not  ranked  as one 
of the five most  impactful  teacher supports for  improving  instructional  practices by  principals at  
campuses in  their first  or second  year of operations,  providing  feedback to  teachers based on  formal,  
scheduled observations was rated as the third  most  impactful  teacher support  by  principals at  campuses 
in  their third  year of operations.  (See Table 2.10.)  
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Table 2.10 Most Impactful Teacher Supports for Improving Instructional Practices: Percentage of 
Principals Rating Item as First or Second Most Impactful, by Year of Serving Students 

Year 1, Cohorts 1–4 
(n=29) 

Year 2, Cohorts 1–3 
(n=27) 

Year 3, Cohorts 1 and 2 
(n=15) 

1. Review student
performance data with 
teachers 

45% 
1. Review student
performance data with 
teachers 

41% 
1. Review student
performance data with 
teachers 

33% 

2. Providing feedback based
on walk-throughs or 
informal observations 

35% 
2. Use of professional
learning communities 
(PLCs) 

30% 2. Coaching support 33% 

3. Coaching support 31% 
3. Providing dedicated
planning time for teachers 
to collaborate 

30% 
3. Providing feedback based
on formal, scheduled 
observations 

33% 

4. Use of professional
learning communities 
(PLCs) 

24% 4. Coaching support 26% 
4. Providing based on walk
throughs or informal 
observations 

27% 

5. Allowing teachers
flexibility in the use of 
curriculum and planning 

17% 
5. Providing feedback
based on walk-throughs or 
informal observations 

22% 
5. Providing dedicated
planning time for teachers 
to collaborate 

27% 

Source. Charter School Start-Up Grantee Campus Principal Survey, Gibson Consulting Group, 2018, 2019, and 2020. Note. Year 1 
analyses include responses from Cohort 1 and 2 principals (fall 2017), Cohort 3 principals (fall 2018), and Cohort 4 principals (fall 
2019). Year 2 analyses include responses from Cohort 1 and 2 principals (fall 2018), and Cohort 3 principals (fall 2019). Year 3 
analyses include responses from Cohort 1 and 2 principals (fall 2019). 

Teachers who participated in focus groups were asked how they supported each other in improving 
instructional practices at their campuses. Teachers from 50% of the focus groups at campuses in their 
first year of operation, 100% of focus groups at campuses in their second year of serving students, and 
90% of focus groups at campuses in their third year of serving students discussed at length the many 
ways in which they communicate and collaborate with other teachers to learn new and better ways of 
providing instruction to their students. A teacher at a school in their second year of serving students 
shared the following description of what collaboration looks like at their school: 

͞We  collaborate  a  lot. /  We're  each innovating  in our  own space  here,  too,  so one  of  us  might hear 
an idea  from  a  reading  or  an article  or  a  video and  try  in our  classrooms  and  say,  ͚Hey,  I  tried this  
and  it worked.͛  We  adopt it in our  other classrooms  and I  say,  ͚That works  for  your  kids,  not for  
mine,͛  or,  ͚Maybe  I  didn't perform  it the  way  that you did,  so can I  get your  eyes  on this  maybe  the  

next time  I  do it  and  tell  me  what's  wrong.͛͟   

–Year 2  Teacher 

Communication  and  collaboration  at  charter schools allows teachers to  share ideas  and  learn  more 
about  how other teachers are delivering  various lessons.  Teachers have the opportunity  to  informally  
share ideas,   lesson   plans,   and   instructional   materials,   ask questions of each   other,   and   visit   each   other’s 
classrooms.  As one teacher at  a campus in  their third  year of operations states,  “we pull  resources for  
each  other.  If I'm  doing  social  studies,  I'll  pull  stuff for  all  of [the] grade [levels] so  all  of [the  grade levels 
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are] on the same page and we collaborate a lot. I think all the grades do that. All the teachers are always 
in each other's room. It's like a family really.”

During  site visits,  principals at  grantee  campuses were also  asked  about  professional  learning  
communities (PL�s) and   the use of   instructional   rounds/   Regardless of the campus’   year of operations,  
nearly  all  principals (90% to  100%)  indicated that  PLCs were in  place  and  were benefitting  their schools,  
and  60% to  65% of principals shared that  time during  the regular school  day was provided for PLCs to  
meet.  PLCs are an  effective mechanism  for school  leaders and  teachers to  share successful  instructional  
practices with   each   other and   “go  through  learning  objectives that  worked o r  didn't  work and  seek out  
help.” PLCs  are also  a  good  opportunity  for educators to  provide  “mentorship   and   professional  
development  for  an  initiative such  as a  new writing  initiative or  [to  decide  whether] we're going  to  focus 
on   persuasive writing   these next   two   weeks.”   A  principal  at  a school  in  their first  year of serving  students 
shared that  “PLCs  are not  only a   mechanism  of support  for  new teachers,  but  it's really ca using  them  to 
learn  good  pedagogical  skills”,   while a principal   at   a campus in   their second   year of operations said   “I 
think that  it  gives them  a  chance to  collaborate and  just  to   live with   each   other.   It's really   important.”  
Instructional  rounds allow teachers to  visit  the classrooms of their peers and  learn  through  observation  
of effective lesson  plan  delivery,  pedagogical  approaches and  classroom  management  methods.   

Instructional rounds were used less frequently at campuses in their first year of serving students (25%) 
than they were at campuses in the second (55%) and third (40%) years of operation. Most of the 
principals who indicated that they were using instructional rounds indicated that they were benefitting 
their school; however, due to staffing and coverage challenges, this teacher support was not possible at 
all start-up grantee charter schools. A principal at a campus in their second year of serving students 
discussed the value of seeing high-quality instruction being delivered by experienced educators, and 
how the instructional round experience helps to improve collaboration across a grade-level team, 
department, and school: 

͞You can talk  about what you do in your  classroom,  but it makes  a  big  difference  when you can 
actually  see  what it looks  like.  I  think  that's  how [instructional  rounds  are]  helping  [teachers].  

They're  getting  ideas  from  each other for curriculum,  for  lessons,  for  classroom  management.  It  is  
building  climate  as  well  because  it's  not,  ͚Well,  this  is  my  classroom,  that's  yours.͛  They  see  

everyone  kind  of  as  working  together not a  separate  entity,  which is  good.͟  

–Year 2  Principal 

Evidence of Instructional Quality at Charter School Start-Up Grantee Campuses 

The research  team  visited a total  of  50  Public  Charter School  Start-Up  Grant  recipients  across four 

different  grantee  cohorts  during  the fall  of 2017,  2018,  and  2019.  Over this three year period,  81  

teachers at  campuses in  their first  year of serving  students,  69  teachers at  campuses in  their second  year 

of operations,  and  33  teachers at  campuses in  their third  year of operations were observed and  scored 

across 10–12  dimensions and  3–4  domains on  the CLASS  Observation  Tool.  The evaluation  observed 

these  teachers  using  the CLASS  K–3  (for Grades K–3),  CLASS  Upper Elementary (for Grades 4–5),  and  

CLASS  Secondary (for Grades 6–12) protocols.  See Appendix C fo r a more detailed description  of the 

CLASS  observation  protocol  that  was used for  these  observations.  Additionally,  data  collected through  
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observations of teachers at  high-performing  charter schools in  spring  2018  are provided as a reference 

point  in  this section  in  comparison  to  the  charter school  start-up  grantee  campus scores.19  The CLASS  

observation  tool  was used to  assess instructional  quality  across the 10  charter school  campuses.  Mean 

scores were  calculated for the  following  four CLASS  domains:  

  Emotional  Support  (Includes dimensions such  as positive and  negative climate,  teacher

sensitivity,  and  regard  for student  perspectives)  

  Classroom  Organization  (Includes dimensions such  as behavioral  management,  productivity, 

and  instructional  learning  formats) 

  Instructional  Support  (Includes dimensions such  as concept  development,  content 

understanding,  analysis and  inquiry,  quality  of feedback,  instructional  dialogue,  language

modeling,  analysis,  and  problem-solving) 

  Student Engagement  (The degree to  which  students  are focused and  are participating  in  the

learning  activity  presented or facilitated by  the teacher)20  

As Figure 2.1  illustrates,  teachers at  charter school  start-up  grantees received CLASS  observation  scores 
roughly  in-line with  those of teachers at  high-performing  charter campuses.  Mean CLASS  observation  
scores for the  Emotional  Support  domain  were in  the 4.79  to  5.01  range for start-up  grantee  campuses 
in  their first  through  third  years of serving  students,  which  was higher than  the mean Emotional  Support  
domain  scores for teachers at  high-performing  charter schools (4.50).  The Emotional  Support  domain  
measures the ability  of teachers to  support  social  and  emotional  functioning  in  the classroom  and  
includes measurements related to  positive and  negative climate,   responsiveness to   students’   academic  
and   emotional   needs,   and   the   extent   to   which   teachers place an   emphasis on   students’   perspectives,  
interests,  and  motivations.  Higher Emotional  Support  domain  scores at  start-up  grantee  campuses may 
be indicative of teachers providing  supports for students in  at-risk situations (Pianta,  La  Paro  &  Hamre,  
2015).  During  surveys,  principals at  start-up  grantee  campuses emphasized that  establishing  positive 
relationships between teachers and  students was one of the most  frequently  observed instructional  
practices and  the most  impactful  practice.  Based on  relatively  high  Emotional  Support  observation  
scores,  this focus on  relationship  building  and  social-emotional  learning  appears to  be positively  
impacting  classrooms  at  new  charter school  campuses funded through  the Public  Charter School  
Program  Start-Up  Grant.   

19  The definition of  high-performing  charter  schools  is  based on an  analysis  of  charter  school  campuses  designated     
as  high-quality  by TEA.  See  Appendix  A  for  the full  definition.   
20  Dimensions  included  in  the  four  CLASS  domains  vary  depending  upon  the  CLASS  instrument  used (i.e.,  K–3,     
Upper  Elementary,  Secondary).   
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Figure 2.1 Mean CLASS Observation Scores for Public Charter School Start-Up Grantees and High-
Performing Charter Schools 
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Emotional Support Classroom Organization Instructional Support Student Engagement 

Start-Up Grantee Campuses in First Year of Serving Students 

Start-Up Grantee Campuses in Second Year of Serving Students 

Start-Up Grantee Campuses in Third Year of Serving Students 

High Performing Charter School Campuses 

Source. CLASS observation scores, Gibson Consulting Group, 2017, 2018, and 2019. Notes. CLASS score scale ranges from 1 to 7. 
Year 1 analyses include responses from Cohort 1 and 2 classrooms (fall 2017), Cohort 3 classrooms (fall 2018), and Cohort 4 
classrooms (fall 2019). Year 2 analyses include responses from Cohort 1 and 2 classrooms (fall 2018), and Cohort 3 classrooms 
(fall 2019). Year 3 analyses include responses from Cohort 1 and 2 classrooms (fall 2019). A total of 81 teachers from charter 
start-up grantee campuses were observed at campuses in their first year of serving students, 69 teachers were observed at 
campuses in their second year of serving students, and 33 were observed at campuses in their third year of serving students. A 
total of 39 teachers were observed at high-performing charter schools not funded as part of the Charter School Program Start-
Up Grant Program. 

As Figure 2.1  shows,  Classroom  Organization  scores tended to  increase with  the number of years charter 
school  start-up  grantee  campuses have been  in  operation. This finding  may be related to  charter school  
campuses improving  their support  of teachers and/or improving  recruitment  and  hiring  practices over 
time.  Mean Classroom  Organization  scores for teachers at  start-up  grantee  campuses  in  their second  
(5.87) or third  (6.05)  year of serving  students tended to  be in  line with  or higher than  mean scores for  
teachers at  high-performing  charter schools (5.87).  The relatively  high  classroom  observation  scores 
observed at  start-up  grantee  campuses over the 2017  to  2019  period  may also  be related to  the 
principal’s emphasis on   maintaining   positive teacher-student  relationships,  as well  as the emphasis 
placed on  the use  of highly  engaging  hands-on  activities using  a variety  of different  modalities and  
maximizing  learning  time.  These  practices can  improve student  engagement  and  reduce behavioral  
incidents through  the use of activities that  interest  students and  pacing  that  keeps students busy,  which  
result  in  higher Classroom  Organization  observation  scores.  

There was not a consistent pattern between mean Instructional Support scores and the number of years 
the charter school start-up grantee campuses were in operation. Interestingly, the mean Instructional 
Support score of 3.65 for teachers at campuses in their first year of operations was high when compared 
to 3.33 and 3.51 for teachers at campuses in their second and third years of operation, respectively. 
However, the mean Instructional Support score for teachers at high-performing charter schools was 
higher than those of all start-up grantee campus teachers. This may be related to the fact that high-
performing charter schools have been in operation for a longer period of time than start-up grantee 
campuses and have had more time to develop proven strategies and activities to enhance learning 
outcomes, to deepen analysis and inquiry, and to improve the quality of feedback and questioning 
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through teacher-student and peer interactions that correspond to higher scores in the Instructional 
Support domain (see Figure 2.1 for more details). The average Instructional Support domain scores 
observed at start-up grantee campuses are well within the medium range for this CLASS component, 
which historically has substantially lower scores than other domains. Based on principal survey data, the 
quality of instruction at these new charter school campuses is largely supported by reviewing student 
data with teachers, providing feedback to teachers after formal and informal observations, providing 
coaching support, and facilitating PLCs. These practices in place at start-up grantee campuses are 
consistent with methods that could positively impact Instructional Support observation scores. 

During  interviews with  charter school  start-up  grantee  campus principals,  they  were asked  to  describe 
the quality  of instruction  at  their schools.  During  these  interviews,  the topic  of  continuous  improvement  
in  instructional  practices was often  discussed.  School  leaders talked  about  how they  wanted to  see  
“students engaged  in  all  hands-on  activities or  as much  as possible,” “interaction  in  the classroom,”   and   
“kids talking  and  kids learning  from  each  other.”   The following  comment  by  a principal  at  a school  in  
their second  year of operations is  illustrative of these  discussions:  

͞Yes,  I  think  [the  quality  of  instruction has\  varied.  I  think  every  year we  get a  little  bit  better,  we  get 
a  little  bit  clearer on what our  non-negotiables  are. /  Like  how to  /  teach project-based learning  

well,  and  how to facilitate  experiences,  and how to make  them  student-generated instead of  adult-
generated.  That's  a  hard thing  to do.͟   

–Year 2  Principal  

There was also not a consistent pattern between mean Student Engagement scores and the number of 
years the charter school start-up grantee campus was in operation. The mean Student Engagement 
score for teachers at campuses in their first year of operations was 5.31, compared to 4.94 for teachers 
at campuses in their second year, and 5.40 for teachers at campuses in their third year of operations. 
Teachers at campuses in their first and third years of serving students did post higher Student 
Engagement scores than their counterparts at high-performing charter schools (5.15). (See Figure 2.1.) 

Closing the Achievement Gap for Educationally Disadvantaged Students 

Educationally disadvantaged students are defined in this evaluation as those students identified as being 
at risk of dropping out of school. These students often require additional assistance and focus at any 
campus. This section focuses on strategies for closing the achievement gap for these students at start-up 
grantee campuses in their first, second, or third year of serving students. 

The two highest-rated methods for closing the achievement gap for educationally disadvantaged 
students were small-group instruction in class, which allows teachers to use class time to provide 
targeted instruction and assistance, and strong teacher-student relationships and connections. Between 
41% and 52% of charter school start-up grantee campus principals ranked small-group instruction in 
class as one of the top two most impactful strategies for closing the achievement gap for educationally 
disadvantaged students. Likewise, 40% to 48% of principals ranked strong teacher-student relationships 
as one of the two most impactful approaches to closing the achievement gap for educationally-
disadvantaged students. Other approaches, such as differentiated in-class instruction, individualized 
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instruction in class, and targeted pull-out instruction by an interventionist were also consistently ranked 
as one the top five most impactful practices. (See Table 2.11.) 

Table 2.11 Most Impactful Approaches in Closing the Achievement Gaps for Educationally 
Disadvantaged Students: Percentage of Principals Rating Item as First or Second Most Impactful, by 
Year of Serving Students 

Year 1, Cohorts 1–4 
(n=29) 

Year 2, Cohorts 1–3 
(n=27) 

Year 3, Cohorts 1 and 2 
(n=15) 

1. Strong teacher-student
relationships and 
connections 

48% 
1. Small-group instruction
in class 

52% 
1. Small-group instruction
in class 

47% 

2. Small-group instruction
in class 

41% 
2. Strong teacher-student
relationships and 
connections 

41% 
2. Strong teacher-student
relationships and 
connections 

40% 

3. Collaboration between
teachers 

21% 
3. Differentiated in-class
instruction 

33% 
3. In-school instructional
or tutoring labs 

27% 

4. Differentiated in-class
instruction 

21% 
4. Individualized
instruction in class 

22% 
4. Differentiated in-class
instruction 

20% 

5. Individualized
instruction in class 

21% 
5. Targeted pull-out
instruction by 
interventionist 

15% 
5. Targeted pull-out
instruction by 
interventionist 

20% 

Source. Charter School Start-Up Grantee Campus Principal Survey, Gibson Consulting Group, 2018, 2019, and 2020. Note. Year 1 
analyses include responses from Cohort 1 and 2 principals (fall 2017), Cohort 3 principals (fall 2018), and Cohort 4 principals (fall 
2019). Year 2 analyses include responses from Cohort 1 and 2 principals (fall 2018), and Cohort 3 principals (fall 2019). Year 3 
analyses include responses from Cohort 1 and 2 principals (fall 2019). 

These survey results were further confirmed through interviews with principals where differentiated 
instruction and the use of strategic group strategies were the two most commonly discussed approaches 
for closing the achievement gaps for struggling students. A principal at a campus in their first year of 
serving students described their approach as follows: 

͞Our child-centered and  child-driven individualized and  personalized educational  planning  is  the  
way  that we  will  close  that [achievement]  gap.  We  are  using  data  not only  formal  data,  but 

anecdotal  data,  observation,  all  of  that to really  determine  what's  stopping  the  child from  being  
able  to reach the  levels  of  academic,  social,  and  emotional  competency  that will  allow them  to 

interact fully  in the  environment.͟   

–Year 1  Principal 

Closing the Achievement Gap for Low-Performing Students 

Students identified as lowest-performing are defined in this evaluation as those students at the bottom 
10% in reading and mathematics performance. This section explores how charter schools work with low-
performing students and identifies practices in place at start-up grantee campuses related to closing the 
achievement gaps for this group of students. 
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As Table 2.12 shows, small-group instruction (39% to 67%) and differentiated in-class instruction (21% to 
35%) were most commonly ranked by principals as the first or second most impactful method for closing 
the achievement gap for the lowest-performing students enrolled at their start-up grantee campuses. As 
campuses matured from their first year (39%) to their second year (54%), to their third year (67%) of 
serving students, the percentage of school leaders ranking small-group instruction as one of two most 
impactful for reducing the achievement gap for low-performing students increased markedly, along with 
differentiated in-class instruction. Another instructional strategy consistently ranked among the five 
most impactful included targeted pull-out instruction by interventionist (21% to 27%). 

Table 2.12 Most Impactful Instructional Practices in Closing the Achievement Gap for Low-Performing: 
Percentage of Principals Rating Item as First or Second Most Impactful, by Year of Serving Students 

Year 1, Cohorts 1–4 
(n=28) 

Year 2, Cohorts 1–3 
(n=26) 

Year 3, Cohorts 1 and 2 
(n=15) 

1. Small-group instruction in
class 

39% 
1. Small-group instruction
in class 

54% 
1. Small-group instruction
in class 

67% 

2. Differentiated in-class
instruction 

21% 
2. Differentiated in-class
instruction 

35% 
2. Differentiated in-class
instruction 

27% 

3. Targeted pull-out
instruction by 
interventionist 

21% 
3. Targeted pull-out
instruction by 
interventionist 

23% 
3. Targeted pull-out
instruction by 
interventionist 

27% 

4. Individualized instruction
in class 

18% 
4. Individualized instruction
in class 

23% 
4. Flexible grouping
strategies in class 

20% 

5. In-school instructional or
tutoring labs 

18% 
5. Before or after school
tutoring or enrichment 
programs 

15% 
5. Collaboration between
teachers 

20% 

Source. Charter School Start-Up Grantee Campus Principal Survey, Gibson Consulting Group, 2018, 2019, and 2020. Note. Year 1 
analyses include responses from Cohorts 1 and 2 principals (spring 2018), Cohort 3 (spring 2019), and Cohort 4 principals (spring 
2020). 

Practices Related to Maintaining a Positive School Climate 

There are many factors that contribute to the development and maintenance of a positive campus 
environment. This section examines perceptions of climate, staff morale, and teaching conditions at 
charter school start-up grantee campuses. It also captures information critical to maintaining a positive 
school climate and effective methods for maintaining positive interactions between students and 
teachers, including disciplinary procedures. 

Perceptions of Campus Climate and Staff Morale at their Schools 

Principal  survey  respondents at  charter school  start-up  grantee  campuses were asked  to  rate their level  
of agreement  about  a series of statements related to  campus climate and  staff morale.21  As Figure 2.2  
illustrates, for many  campus climate and  culture items,  principals at  new  charter schools in  their first  
year of serving  students were less likely  to  strongly  agree than  their principal  counterparts  at  start-up  
grantee  campuses in  their second  year of operations.  The percent  of  principals in  strong  agreement  with  
the various campus climate and  culture statements also  tended to  drop  for principals at  start-up  grantee  

21  A 4-point  scale  was  used where 1  =  strongly disagree,  2  =  disagree,  3  =  agree,  and 4  = strongly agree.  
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campuses in their third year of operations. For example, 38% of principals at campus in their first year, 
50% of campuses in their second year, and 47% of principals at campuses in their third year of serving 
students strongly agreed that teachers trust each other at their school, and 41% of principals at campus 
in their first year, 50% of campuses in their second year, and 40% of principals at campuses in their third 
year of serving students strongly agreed that teachers trust their principal. Similar trends were observed 
when principals provided their perspectives on the extent to which there is a culture of professionalism 
and staff morale is high at their new charter school campus. 

The highest rated item was a high value placed on teamwork and collaboration at their school, where 
55% of principals at campus in their first year, 73% of campuses in their second year, and 60% of 
principals at campuses in their third year of serving students strongly agreed with the statement. The 
item related to having an inclusive work environment remained stable across principals at first year 
(48%), second year (48%), and third year (46%) campuses. (Figure 2.2) 

Figure 2.2 Campus Staff and Morale: Percentage of Principals in Strong Agreement with Statements, 
by Year of Serving Students 
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Source. Charter School Grantee Start-Up Campus Principal Survey, Gibson Consulting Group, 2018, 2019, and 2020. Note. Year 1 
analyses include responses from Cohort 1 and 2 principals (fall 2017), Cohort 3 principals (fall 2018), and Cohort 4 principals (fall 
2019). Year 2 analyses include responses from Cohort 1 and 2 principals (fall 2018), and Cohort 3 principals (fall 2019). Year 3 
analyses include responses from Cohort 1 and 2 principals (fall 2019). Results are based on 29 responses from principals at 
charter school start-up grantee campuses in their first year of serving students, 26 responses from principals at start-up grantee 
campuses in their second year of serving students, and 15 responses from principals at start-up grantee campuses in their third 
year of serving students. 

Principals at charter school start-up grantee campuses were also asked to rank the most important 
indicators of a positive school climate. As Table 2.13 shows, regardless of the year of operations for the 
campus, the genuine care for students and the academic growth of students were consistently ranked in 
the top 5 by principals. Principals at start-up grantee campuses in their first or second year of operation 
were more inclined to emphasize the importance of campus staff sharing a common set of beliefs about 
schooling and learning; while principals in their second or third year of serving students tended to rate 
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developing a culture of shared success as one of the five most important indicators of a positive school 
climate. 

Table 2.13 Most Important Indicators of Positive School Climate: Percentage of Principals Rating Item 
as First or Second Most Important, by Year of Serving Students 

Year 1, Cohorts 1–4 
(n=29) 

Year 2, Cohorts 1–3 
(n=26) 

Year 3, Cohorts 1 and 2 
(n=15) 

1. Genuine care for
students 

41% 
1. Academic growth of
students 

46% 
1. Genuine care for
students 

27% 

2. Culture of respect
between students and 
teachers 

35% 
2. Campus staff share a
common set of beliefs 
about schooling/learning 

42% 
2. Development of a
family atmosphere 

27% 

3. Academic growth of
students 

24% 
3. Opportunities for
teachers to collaborate 

23% 
3. Academic growth of
students 

27% 

4. Campus staff share a
common set of beliefs 
about schooling/learning 

20% 
4. Genuine care for
students 

19% 
4. Culture of respect
between students and 
teachers 

20% 

5. Development of a family
atmosphere 

17% 
5. Culture of shared
success 

15% 
5. Culture of shared
success 

20% 

Source. Charter School Start-Up Grantee Campus Principal Survey, Gibson Consulting Group, 2018, 2019, and 2020. Note. Year 1 
analyses include responses from Cohort 1 and 2 principals (fall 2017), Cohort 3 principals (fall 2018), and Cohort 4 principals (fall 
2019). Year 2 analyses include responses from Cohort 1 and 2 principals (fall 2018), and Cohort 3 principals (fall 2019). Year 3 
analyses include responses from Cohort 1 and 2 principals (fall 2019). 

Principals  interviewed  were  asked  how they  would  characterize the school  climate  and  staff morale at  
their campus. Teachers were asked  to  explore the same questions during  focus groups.  The majority  of 
principals and  teachers agreed that  their campus had  a  generally  positive climate.  Between 60% and  
80%  of principals felt  this way  depending  on  the year of  operation,  and  between 70%  and  85%  of  
teachers  felt  the same,  depending  on  the year of operation.  Principals regularly  referred to  creating  an  
environment   where “The children   don't   want   to   take a   sick day   because they   want   to   come to   school”  
and  that  school  staff  “genuinely   miss   our   children   when   they're not   here,   and   the parents feel   that.”   One 
principal  shared  the following  sentiment  that  was echoed by  others:  “We consider  ourselves a  family  /  
and   we're all   there to   help   each   other.”   

Despite the generally positive campus climate comments from teachers participating in focus groups, 
teachers at start-up grantee campuses in their third year of serving students were more likely to 
describe a negative campus climate (20% of focus groups) than teachers at first or second year 
campuses. However, the majority of focus group discussions related to school climate was focused on 
“supportive administration” who provided an environment that allowed teachers to “flourish and 
thrive,” where “everyone is valued” and “your voice is heard without lip service.” A teacher from a 
campus in its third year of serving students shared the following perspective on the climate of their 
campus: 
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͞I  always  say  that [everyone  is\  very  supportive.  Just from  parents  to being  so involved and  
supportive  and just wishing  the  best for their child and  wanting  the  best.  Administrators,  very  

detail-oriented with the  data  and  the  support along  the  way.  If  you're  struggling  with something,  
there  is  always  either a  mentee  or  a  mentor that you can talk  to in your  department or  just a  co-

worker.  The  climate  is  just really  supportive  and then with the  students,  it's  a  lot of  one  on one.  You 
get to grow  with these  students.͟  

–Year 3  Teacher  

Teaching Conditions 

When asked about teaching conditions, principals at charter school start-up grantee campuses were 
more inclined than teachers at their schools to focus on the positive aspects of the school (e.g., 
camaraderie, collaborative environment, reasonable class sizes, teacher supports), while still recognizing 
some challenges related to the teaching conditions at a new charter school campus (e.g., chaotic and 
stressful environment, heavy workloads, high expectations for teachers and students). As Table 2.14 
shows, the majority (70% to 75%) of principals at schools in their first, second, and third year of serving 
students shared positive beliefs about teaching conditions at their campuses. This compared to 55% of 
teacher focus groups at campuses in their first year of operation, 45% of teacher focus groups at 
campuses in their second year of operations, and 40% of teacher focus groups at campuses in their third 
year of operations. Thus, from the teacher perspective, teaching conditions tended to be more 
challenging as start-up grantee campuses matured from their first to their third year of serving students. 
(See Table 2.15.) 

Table 2.14 Principal Interviews: Principals’ Perceptions of Teaching Conditions at Their Own Campuses, 
by Year of Serving Students 

Year 1, Cohorts 1–4 
(n=20) 

Year 2, Cohorts 1–3 
(n=20) 

Year 3, Cohorts 1 and 2 
(n=10) 

Positive (camaraderie 
among teachers, 
resources, teacher 
supports) 

70% 
Positive (collaborative 
environment, resources) 

75% 
Positive (resources, class 
size, teacher supports) 

70% 

Challenging (chaotic 
environment, stressful) 

30% 

Challenging (stressful, 
heavy workload, high 
expectation of 
instructional practices, 
student behavior, student 
population) 

35% 

Challenging (heavy 
workload, high 
expectations of 
instructional practices, 
lack of resources, high 
expectations of student 
results, hard place to 
teach, chaotic 
environment) 

50% 

Source. Charter School Start-Up Grantee Campus Principal Interviews, Gibson Consulting Group and Safal Partners, 2017, 2018, 
and 2019. Note. Year 1 analyses include responses from Cohort 1 and 2 principals (fall 2017), Cohort 3 (fall 2018), and Cohort 4 
principals (fall 2019). Year 2 analyses include responses from Cohort 1 and 2 principals (fall 2018), and Cohort 3 (fall 2019). Year 
3 analyses include responses from Cohort 1 and 2 principals (fall 2019). 
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Table 2.15 Teacher Focus Groups: Teachers’ Perceptions of Teaching Conditions, by Year of Serving 
Students 

Year 1, Cohorts 1–4 
(n=20) 

Year 2, Cohorts 1–3 
(n=20) 

Year 3, Cohorts 1 and 2 
(n=10) 

Challenging (heavy 
workload, lack of resources, 
stressful) 

60% 

Challenging (heavy 
workload, lack of 
resources, stressful, 
understaffed, high 
expectations of 
instructional practices) 

70% 

Challenging (heavy 
workload, high 
expectations, stressful, 
lack of resources, chaotic 
environment, lack of 
teacher supports, 
understaffed) 

100% 

Positive (have necessary 
materials and resources, 
teacher supports) 

55% 

Positive (have necessary 
materials and resources, 
teacher supports, 
manageable workload) 

45% 

Positive (have necessary 
materials and resources, 
teacher supports, 
collaboration, manageable 
workload) 

40% 

Source. Charter School Start-Up Grantee Campus Teacher Focus Groups, Gibson Consulting Group and Safal Partners, 2017, 
2018, and 2019. Note. Year 1 analyses include responses from Cohort 1 and 2 principals (fall 2017), Cohort 3 (fall 2018), and 
Cohort 4 principals (2019). Year 2 analyses include responses from Cohort 1 and 2 principals (fall 2018), and Cohort 3 (fall 2019). 
Year 3 analyses include responses from Cohort 1 and 2 principals (fall 2019). 

Principals commented that  “Thanks  to  the grant,  teachers have the resources that  they  need;” 
“resource-wise,  I  feel  that  teachers have everything  they p ossibly n eed;” and   “teaching  conditions are 
pretty g ood  compared  to  some of the charter  schools I  started  out  with.”   However,   principals also  
acknowledged the tremendous workloads of teachers and  the stress that  creates.  One principal  at  a  
school  in  its third  year of operations elaborated on  the  challenging  teaching  conditions at  their campus,  
including  extra duties for teachers which  are required to  meet  high  expectations from  parents:  

͞The  teaching  load here,  to be  honest,  is  too much,  too much work  to do.  That's  the  one  thing  that 
is  a  big  challenge  for the  teachers.  That's  why  while  [we  are]  hiring  the  people,  that's  the  third  step 
that we  talk  about it,  is  our  expectations  because  I  have  to do that.  If  I  don't hold that expectation 
high,  I  won't have  those  parents  because  the  parents,  they  know that we  do a  bunch of  extra  stuff.  

Of  course,  to be  able  to do a  bunch of  those  extra  things,  you have  to work  harder.͟   

–Year 3  Principal 

A  total  of 60% of teacher  focus  groups at  campuses in  their first  year of operations,  70% of teacher focus 
groups at  campuses in  their second  year of operations,  and  100% of teacher focus  groups at  campuses 
in  their third  year of serving  students involved one or more teachers who  described their working  
conditions as challenging.  When  compared  to  how  principals responded,  there is a clear discrepancy  
between how teachers and  principals feel.  Thirty  percent  of principals in  their first  year,  35% in  their 
second  year,  and  50% in  their third  year of serving  students perceived their teachers’   work conditions to  
be challenging.  (See Tables 2.14  and  2.15.) Teachers expressed  concerns that  they  are being  stretched 
too   thin   with   “having  to  do  interventions for  tested  subjects on  top  of their  already h eavy w orkload  
which  cuts into  their  planning  period,” “being  assigned  leadership  positions in  addition  to  teaching  
duties,”   and   having   to   “teach  a  new curriculum/”   One teacher at   a school   in   their third   year of   serving  
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students talked  about  the heavy  workload  and  the stress associated with  it:  “Then  they h ave those 
additional  stressors  /   that's the way  I  feel  with  the work that  we're getting  because it's a  lot.  It's a  lot  of 
work,  where I  feel  like we take it  home.  I  try n ot  to  take  it  home,  but  I'm  taking  it  home.”   !nother 
teacher from  a charter school  start-up  grantee  campus  in  their second  year of  operations called the 
workload  unrealistic,  and  as much  as they  love working  with  the kids,  they  won’t   be returning  to  their 
school.  

͞I  think  our  workload is  not realistic.  I  think  it͛s  always  causing  teachers  either a  lot of  stress  and  
anxiety.  Actually,  I  know that that is  the  case, /  it's  like  having  to always  choose  what you have  to 

sacrifice  in order to accomplish something  else.  Which I  think  is  really  unfortunate  because  it either 
means  sacrificing  some  part of  your  work  and  instruction or  preparation or,  and  more  often,  
unfortunately,  some  part of  your  personal  life  to the  point. /  I  don't plan to teach next year 

because  it's  to the  point that [the  workload is  too heavy]. /  I  don't think  I  can do another year like  
this  year.͟  

–Year 2  Teacher  

Approaches to Developing and Maintaining a Positive School Climate and Improving Student Behavior 

As Table 2.16 shows, over half of the principals ranked development of strong teacher-student 
relationships as the first or second most impactful approach for maintaining positive interactions 
between teachers and students and among students, regardless of whether a charter school start-up 
grantee is in their first (57%), second (52%), or third (53%) year of serving students. Setting clear 
behavioral expectations was ranked by principals as the second most impactful approach, followed by 
effective student engagement in the classroom. 
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Table 2.16 Most Impactful Approaches in Maintaining Positive Student-to-Teacher and Student-to-
Student Interactions: Percentage of Principals Rating Item as First or Second Most Impactful, by Year 
of Serving Students 

Year 1, Cohorts 1–4 
(n=28) 

Year 2, Cohorts 1–3 
(n=27) 

Year 3, Cohorts 1 and 2 
(n=15) 

1. Development of strong
teacher-student 
relationships 

57% 
1. Development of strong
teacher-student 
relationships 

52% 
1. Development of strong
teacher-student 
relationships 

53% 

2. Clear behavioral
expectations 

39% 
2. Clear behavioral
expectations 

48% 
2. Clear behavioral
expectations 

40% 

3. Effective student
engagement in the 
classroom 

32% 
3. Effective student
engagement in the 
classroom 

41% 
3. Effective student
engagement in the 
classroom 

20% 

4. Effective
communications with 
parents 

21% 
4. Proactive steps to curb
misbehavior in the 
classroom 

30% 
4. Effective
communications with 
parents 

20% 

5. Proactive steps to curb
misbehavior in the 
classroom 

21% 
5. Effective
communications with 
parents 

19% 
5. Proactive steps to curb
misbehavior in the 
classroom 

20% 

Source. Charter School Campus Principal Survey, Gibson Consulting Group, 2018, 2019, and 2020. Note. Year 1 analyses include 
responses from Cohort 1 and 2 principals (fall 2017), Cohort 3 principals (fall 2018), and Cohort 4 principals (fall 2019). Year 2 
analyses include responses from Cohort 1 and 2 principals (fall 2018), and Cohort 3 principals (fall 2019). Year 3 analyses include 
responses from Cohort 1 and 2 principals (fall 2019). 

During  interviews  with  principals,  the evaluation  team  asked  principals to  discuss approaches used to  
reduce student  behavioral  issues.  During  these  interviews,  school  leaders discussed developing  
relationships with  students,  having  consistent  parent  communications around  behavioral  expectations,  
utilizing  restorative discipline  practices,  and  using  positive reinforcement  as some of the most  effective 
ways to  reduce student  behavioral  issues.22  A  principal  at  a school  in  their third  year of serving  students 
felt  that  “Our  number  one thing  here is that  we all  have a  relationship  with  our  kids and  the better  the 
relationship,  the less  likely t hey a re to  have any d iscipline issues”- while another principal   at   a brand   new  
charter school  in  its  first  year of operation  talked  about  parent  communications being  key  to  
understanding  student  behavior;  “talking   with   parents   and   understanding   from   their   perspective what  
the child  needed  [helped  behavioral  issues].  The other  thing  that's been  really h elpful  for  us in  our  
communication  with   parents is them   telling   us what's working   at   home.”  

One school  leader referenced  restorative discipline practices  as an  effective method  to  reduce 
behavioral  issues,  saying  that  “allowing  kids the opportunity t o  understand  your  why a lso  makes  a  really  
big  difference”   in   improving   student   behavior at   their campus/   Another principal  described how they  
operationalize restorative discipline  practices at  their school  to  improve student  behavior:  “Our   advisory  
period  is built  around  compass  circles. ...  This is just  like a  circle time,  restorative [discipline]  practices 
time for  each  cohort  to  sit  and  talk and  talk about  issues that  we face at  the school,  talk about  issues 
that  they've faced  in  their  lives and  ask  and  answer  questions with  one or  more  staff members present.  
That's been  a  super  effective culture-building  piece   for   us.”  

22  Restorative  discipline is  a relational  approach to  building  school  climate and  addressing  student  behavior.  The 
approach  fosters  belonging  over  exclusion,  social  engagement over  control,  and  meaningful  accountability  over  
punishment.  
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Summary of Key Findings 

The most impactful, important, and effective start-up, organizational, and instructional practices noted 
by principals through survey and interview responses, and confirmed by teachers during focus group 
sessions, include the following: 

Charter S chool  Start-Up  Planning   

   Principals at  charter start-up  grantee  campuses shared that  determining  school  needs,  practices,  

and  developing  processes related to  hiring,  onboarding,  and  training  new  staff were among  the 

most  important  when getting  a school  up  and  running.  School  leaders at  charter school  start-up  

grantee  campuses  in  their first  year of operations were more inclined to  discuss stakeholder 

communications as a key  start-up  activity,  while principals at  campuses in  their second  and  third  

years were more inclined to  elaborate on  the importance of hiring  and  getting  staff and  teachers 

up  to  speed.  

 		  As charter school  campuses matured  from  the first  to  the third  year  of  operation,  principals 

tended to  focus more intensely  on  improving  the quality  of instructional  practices through  the 

development  of effective support  systems for teachers.  

 

 		  According  to  principals at  charter start-up  grantee  campuses,  CMOs and  their school  districts 

served in  a mentor role providing  support  and  feedback for principals.  As campuses matured  

from  the first  to  the third  year of serving  students,  CMOs and  districts tended to  provide greater 

operational  support  for new  schools (e.g.,  purchasing  educational  materials,  providing  

curriculum  or curricular support,  developing  materials and  structure for teacher trainings and  

student  orientations,  supporting  transportation  needs, providing  student  recruitment  

assistance,  working  with  external  vendors for various services,  coordinating  food  services,  and  

providing  guidance related to  grant  expenditures and  school  operational  policies).  

 	 	 School  leaders reported several  challenges related to  starting  a new  school,  including  enrolling  

student,  staffing  their schools,  overcoming  financial  issues,  securing  adequate facilities and  

supplies,  and  managing  difficulties with  communicating  school  goals to  stakeholders (e.g.,  

parents and  students).  Principals at  campuses in  their second  and  third  year of serving  students 

were more inclined to  discuss how the challenges associated with  attracting  talented educators  

can  be challenging  and  how it  is difficult  to  hire when  grade levels are experiencing  enrollment  

challenges and  the number of teachers needed is not  clear.  

Organizational  Practices  

   Regardless of whether a charter school  start-up  grantee campus was in  their first,  second,  or  

third  year,  using  student  data to  inform  instruction,  hiring  exemplary teachers to  support  other 

teachers,  maximizing  instructional  time,  and  using  classroom  observations to  regularly  monitor 

instructional  quality  were  consistently  ranked  by  principals as  being  among  the five most  

important   practices related to   executing   the campus’s mission/   However,   concentrating   on   
maximizing  instructional  time rose in  importance as charter schools matured from  their first  to  

third  years of operation.  
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 	 	 During  interviews,  principals at  charter  school  start-up  grantee  campuses stressed  the 

importance of effective and  consistent  communications with  teachers,  students,  and  parents  as 

an  important  organizational  practice.  Principals at  campuses in  their first  and  second  years of 

operation  also  noted the importance of  establishing  clear roles and  responsibilities for teachers 

and  staff.  

 		  Principals rated having  regular individualized teacher-parent  communications and  a system  for  

parents to  monitor  student  attendance,  grades,  and  progress emerged as two most  commonly  

noted effective methods for encouraging   parent   involvement   in   their student’s education/   

 		  Regular individualized communications between teachers and  parents was deemed the most  

effective communication  method  to  engage parents by  principals at  campuses during  their first  

and  second  year of  serving  students;  while parent-teacher conferences were rated as the most  

effective method   for getting   parents involved in   their child’s education/   

Instructional  Practices  

 		  Regardless of whether a campus was in  their first,  second  or third  year of  operations,  

establishing  positive relationships between students and  teachers,  maximizing  learning  time,  

and  the use of  formative data in  assessments to  guide instruction  were rated by  principals as 

one of the  top  five most  frequently  observed and  most  impactful  instructional  practices.  The use 

of hands-on  activities in  class with  a variety  of different  modalities also  emerged as an  impactful  

practice from  the perspective of charter  school  start-up  grantee  campus principals.  

 		  At  campuses in  their first,  second,  and  third  year of operations, principals rated the review  of 

student  performance data with  teachers  as the most  impactful  teacher support  for improving  

instruction.  As campuses matured from  their first  to  their third  year of operation,  providing  

feedback to  teachers based on  formally  scheduled observations was more likely  to  be rated as 

one of the  most  impactful  teacher supports.  

 	 	 Teachers at  start-up  grantee  campuses in  their second  and  third  years of operation  were more 

likely  to  note the  frequency  and  importance  of communications and  collaboration  with  other 

teachers and  the use of instructional  rounds where they  visit  the classrooms of other teachers 

as important  supports.  

 	 	 For three of the four  CLASS  observational  domains  —   Emotional  Support,  Instructional  Support,  

and  Student  Engagement  —   the  mean CLASS  scores tended to  dip  in  the second  year of serving  

students before rising  back to  year 1  levels in  the third  year of operation.  On  the other hand,  

CLASS  observation  scores for the Classroom  Organization  domain  showed  gradual  

improvements as  charter school  start-up  grantees  moved from  their first  to  second  to  third  year 

of serving  students.  

 	  When  compared  to  CLASS  results at  high-performing  charter school  campuses in  Texas, P ublic  

Charter School  Start-Up  Grant  recipients received higher CLASS  observation  scores for the 
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Emotional  Support  and  Student  Engagement  domains than  high-performing  charter schools,  but  

lower Instructional  Support  domain  scores.  The mean Classroom  Organization  scores for charter 

school  start-up  grantees  were lower than  high-performing  charter schools in  their first  year of 

operation,  comparable in  their second  year of operation,  and  higher in  their third  year of  

operation.  

 	 	 Principals felt  that  a variety  of in-class interventions (e.g.,  small  groups,  differentiated,  and  

individualized instruction),  along  with  strong  teacher-student  connections and  out-of-class,  in-

school  interventions (e.g.,  tutoring  labs and  targeted pull-out  instruction  by  interventionists),  

were  the most  effective approaches to  closing  the achievement  gap  for educationally  

disadvantaged students at  risk of dropping  out  of school.   

		   Small  group  instruction  in  class was rated by  principals as the most  effective methods for closing  

the achievement  gap  for persistently  low-performing  students,  and  the  proportion  of principals 

rating  this as the first  or second  most  impactful  approach  grew  substantially  as start-up  grantee  

campuses  mature from  the first  to  the  third  year of serving  students.  

Campus Climate and Staff Morale 

   Across most  of the campus climate measures,  such  as  teachers trusting  each  other,  teachers 

trusting  their principal,  a culture of  professionalism,  value placed on  teamwork and  

collaboration,  and  staff  morale level,  there was a marked spike  in  agreement  among  school  

leaders between the first  and  second  year of  operation  that  these  factors were present, 

followed  by  a drop  in  their  third  year of serving  students.  Across all  years,  the highest-rated item  

was having  a high  value placed on  teamwork and  collaboration.  

 		  Principals felt  that  a  demonstration  of genuine care for  students and  academic  growth  were the 

two most  important  factors  associated with  creating  a positive school  climate.  

 	 	 While principals and  teachers tended to  be in  general  agreement  about  whether a positive 

climate  existed  at  their campuses,  teachers at  campuses in  their  third  year of operation  were 

more inclined to  express that  the climate was poor or negative.   

 		  Regardless of how long  their campus had  been  serving  students,  the majority  of principals felt  

that  working  conditions at  their  charter  school  start-up  grantee  campuses were positive,  with  an  

increased  proportion  of principals at  campuses in  their third  year of serving  students recognizing  

challenges related to  heavy  workloads,  high  expectations,  and  stress on  teachers. M eanwhile,  

smaller percentages of teachers described the working  conditions as positive compared  to  

principals.  As schools moved  from  the first  to  the  third  year of operations,  increasing  

percentages of teachers characterized  working  conditions as challenging  due to  unrealistic  

workloads,  high  expectations,  and  lack of  teacher  supports,  which  resulted  in  high  stress levels 

for teachers.   

 	  Principals at  campuses in  their first,  second,  and  third  years of serving  students felt  that  the 

development  of strong  teacher-student  relationships,  the establishment  of  clear behavioral  
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expectations,  and  effective student  engagement  in  the classroom  were  the most  impactful  

approaches  to  maintaining  a positive classroom  environment.  

 	 	 Teachers and  principals also  discussed the development  of  relationships with  students,  parent  

communications consistency  in  behavioral  expectations,  restorative discipline  practices,  parent  

communications,  and  positive reinforcement  as some of the most  effective ways to  reduce 

student  behavioral  issues.  

36 



 
 

 

    
 

    
        
            

        
          

   
 

  
       

         
       

 

      
     

         
         

      
     

         
     

 

 
 
 

                                                             

 Chapter 3 — Charter School Start-Up Grantee Outcomes 

This chapter presents findings from a series of statistical analyses that examine the relationship between 
student enrollment at campuses funded through the Texas Public Charter School Start-Up Grant 
Program and academic outcomes, for both the 2017–18 and 2018–19 school years. This chapter also 
includes results related to how enrollment at charter school start-up grantees may have differentially 
impacted various student groups. Data from Cohort 1, 2, and 3 start-up grantees were included in this 
series of statistical analyses. 

Data and Methods 
The evaluation team used a quasi-experimental design with matched comparison groups to estimate the 
effect of enrollment in a charter school start-up grantee campus during the 2017–18 and 2018–19 
school years on the following student outcomes: 

   STAAR-Reading;   

   STAAR-Mathematics;   

   Algebra  I  EOC ex am;  and   

   English I  EOC ex am.  

Students who attended charter school start-up grantee campuses during either the 2017–18 or 2018–19 
school years were matched using propensity score matching (see Appendix B for details) with 
comparable students at traditional public school campuses in order to identify a group of students 
enrolled in traditional public school campuses who share similar prior test scores and other student and 
school characteristics. Statistical models were then developed that controlled for differences in student 
characteristics and prior academic achievement between students enrolled at the two different types of 
campuses. These statistical models were used to estimate the effect of enrollment at a start-up grantee 
campus on various student academic outcomes. 

The statistical  model  for estimating  effects of enrollment  compares the  average outcomes on  the 
STAAR-Mathematics, STAAR-Reading, Algebra  I  EOC,  and  English I  EOC ex ams  for students attending  
charter school  start-up  grantee  campuses to  the matched comparison  students using  a regression  
approach   that   accounts   for students’   baseline characteristics/   The regression   approach   combines grade 
levels and  groups campuses by  the grade range they  serve.  Because the analysis is quasi-experimental,  
these  control  variables play the important  role of accounting  for any  initial  differences between the 
charter school  start-up  grantee  students and  comparison  group  students  before the  former group  
entered a charter school  start-up  grantee  campus.  Students attending  a charter school  start-up  grantee  
campus are included in  the analysis for the time period  for which  they  were enrolled.23  

23  In  a prior  report  on outcomes  (Davila  et al.  2020),  an  alternative  approach was  employed.  In that report,  any  
student who  ever  enrolled in  a grantee  charter  was  kept in  the charter  analysis  group regardless  of  whether  the  
student remained  in a  charter  school  campus  or  transferred  to  another  school.  Both methods we re  examined for  
this  analysis  with  only  the  results  of  one  presented  here  as  the results  are  almost identical  between  the  two  
methods.  See  Appendix  A  for  more  details.  
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The evaluation also examined whether campus effects differed across the following seven student 
groups: 

1. Females (versus males) 

2. Race/ethnicity 

3. Students receiving special education (SPED) services 

4. Students classified as economically disadvantaged 

5. Students classified as English language learners (ELs) 

6. Students classified as at risk of dropping out 

7. Students who are low-performing and educationally-disadvantaged 

Methods for Descriptive Analyses 

In addition to the analyses examining student outcomes using the matched comparison methodology, 
the evaluation also included descriptive analyses to examine differences between students enrolled in 
charter school start-up grantee campuses and students in traditional public schools in feeder districts. 
The first set of descriptive analyses looks at the average STAAR-Mathematics and STAAR-Reading scores 
separately for elementary and middle school campuses, comparing average scores for students enrolled 
at start-up grantee campuses, matched students enrolled at traditional public school campuses, and all 
students enrolled at traditional public campuses in feeder districts. These average scores are presented 
both in scale scores and in standard deviation units. The main average scores presented are the scores 
used as the outcome measure for the analysis in that year, either 2017–18 or 2018–19. Also presented 
are the average baseline scores, which are the average of the most recent test scores available for each 
student prior to their entering the charter school start-up grantee campus. See Appendix B for more 
details. 

The second set of descriptive analyses examine data on indicators of school readiness for kindergarten 
students and early reading indicators for early elementary students. Because these indicators occur 
prior to Grade 3, the grade level when STAAR testing begins, no baseline test score data is available for 
these students, so a regression-based impact analysis is not feasible. Instead, these descriptive analyses 
present, for the 2017–18 and 2018–19 school years, the campus average values of these indicators for 
each charter school start-up grantee elementary campus. Also presented is the average value for these 
indicators for elementary schools in feeder districts, to provide context for interpreting the average 
values. This descriptive analysis presents simple average values for these indicators and should not be 
interpreted as an impact analysis. See Appendix B for more details. 

Findings 

Relationship between Student Enrollment in a Charter School Start-Up Grantee Campus and Outcomes 

The evaluation estimated the effects of enrollment in a charter school start-up grantee campus on the 
following student outcomes: STAAR-Reading, STAAR-Mathematics, Algebra I EOC exams, and English I 
EOC exams. To facilitate combining data across grades and years, test scores were standardized across 
each subject, grade, and year, using information from the entire statewide Texas student population. 
Results presented in these standardized units can be described, relative to the standard deviation of the 
overall test score distribution, as standard deviation units. More detailed information on this process 
and outcomes are found in Appendix F. 
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Results for Students Enrolled at Charter School Start-Up Grantee Elementary Campuses 

Before examining  results from  the statistical  model,  it  is helpful  to  look at  the descriptive average 
STAAR-Mathematics and  STAAR-Reading  scores for elementary school  students.  Table 3.1  shows those 
scores for three groups  of students:  (1)  students  enrolled at  start-up  grantee  elementary campuses,  (2) 
matched students  enrolled at  traditional  public  elementary campuses  from  feeder districts,  and  (3) all  
students enrolled at  traditional  public  elementary campuses in  feeder districts.24  These  average STAAR  
scores are presented for both  the 2017–18  and  2018–19  school  years,  and  in  both  scale scores and  
standard  deviation  units,  to  allow for easier comparison.  

Students enrolled at  charter school  start-up  grantee  elementary campuses (column  1,  Table 3.1) have 
average STAAR-Mathematics and  STAAR-Reading  scores  below the state average,  both  at  baseline and  
in  the analysis year,  for both  2017–18  and  2018–19.25  This is shown by  the negative average scores in  
standard  deviation  units,  as a  score at  the statewide average would  be 0.00  in  standard  deviation  units.  
Similarly,  comparing  column  1  with  column  3,  students enrolled at  start-up  grantee  elementary 
campuses have average STAAR-Mathematics and  STAAR-Reading  scores below the average for students 
in  feeder districts in  both  years,  both  at  baseline and  in  the analysis year.  

24  Feeder  district  is  defined  by where the students at tending  the charter  school  would have attended  had  they  
remained  in traditional  public  schools.  For  this  evaluation,  campus  feeders  were  defined if  at  least five students  
enrolled  in  the  charter  school  start-up  grantee campus.  Matched students w ere  selected  from  feeder  districts.   
25  The baseline year  is  defined  as  the  most recent year  for  which the student  has  test score  data  prior  to  entering  
the charter  school  start-up  grantee campus.  See  Appendix  A  for  more  details.  
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Table  3.1  Average  STAAR1-Mathematics and  STAAR-Reading  Scores for  Cohort 1, 2, and  3  Elementary  
School  Students, 2017–18  and  2018–19  

Test scores Students enrolled 
at charter school 
start-up grantee 

elementary 
campuses 

Matched students 
enrolled at 

traditional public 
elementary 
campuses 

Students enrolled 
at traditional 

public elementary 
campuses in 

feeder district 

2017–18 analysis 

STAAR-Mathematics Scale Score 1596 1595 1605 
STAAR-Mathematics score in standard 
deviation units 

-0.10 -0.11 -0.01 

STAAR-Reading Scale Score 1545 1544 1549 

STAAR-Reading score in standard 
deviation units 

-0.07 -0.08 -0.01 

Baseline STAAR-Mathematics Scale Score 1595 1596 1507 

Baseline STAAR-Mathematics score in 
standard deviation units 

-0.18 -0.18 -0.02 

Baseline STAAR-Reading Scale Score 1469 1469 1472 

Baseline STAAR-Reading score in 
standard deviation units 

-0.11 -0.11 -0.01 

2018–19 analysis 

STAAR-Mathematics Scale Score 1589 1590 1618 

STAAR-Mathematics score in standard 
deviation units 

-0.18 -0.17 0.00 

STAAR-Reading Scale Score 1538 1538 1552 

STAAR-Reading score in standard 
deviation units 

-0.09 -0.09 0.00 

Baseline STAAR-Mathematics Scale Score 1511 1511 1522 

Baseline STAAR-Mathematics score in 
standard deviation units 

-0.13 -0.13 -0.01 

Baseline STAAR-Reading Scale Score 1467 1467 1473 

Baseline STAAR-Reading score in 
standard deviation units 

-0.09 -0.09 -0.01 

Source.  Public  Education Information  Management  System  data,  STAAR-Mathematics  for  Grades  3–8,  Texas  Education Agency,  
2017–18  and  2018–19.  Note.  Test  scores  were standardized  by  subject,  grade,  and year,  based  on  statewide means  and  
standard deviations,  with the  statewide average  defined  as  zero.  Baseline  test  scores  are from  the most  recent  year  for  which  
the  student  has  test  score data  prior  to entering the  charter  school  start-up grantee  campus.  Sample includes  a  total  of  includes  
3,625  students  attending  Charter  School  Start-up Grantee  campuses,  3,625  matched comparison  students,  and  349,108  
students  enrolled at  traditional  public  campuses  in feeder  districts.  
1  State of  Texas  Assessments  of  Academic  Readiness  (STAAR)  

Average baseline STAAR-Mathematics and STAAR-Reading scores are identical for students enrolled at 
charter school start-up grantee elementary campuses (column 1, Table 3.1) and for matched students 
enrolled at traditional elementary campuses (column 2, Table 3.1). The similarities in scores attributable 
to the matching process which itself includes baseline test scores as a matching variable, so the two 
groups are expected to end up with almost identical average baseline scores. 

Because these two groups are matched to be identical at baseline, one simple method of comparing 
performance between the two groups is to compare average STAAR scores in the analysis year, since 
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both students in both groups began at the same test score levels on average. Comparing the STAAR-
Mathematics and STAAR-Reading scores from the analysis year shows that average scores are almost 
the same between the two groups, indicating that it is unlikely there is any meaningful or significant 
difference in performance between the students from grantee campuses and their matched 
comparisons from traditional campuses on STAAR-Mathematics and STAAR-Reading outcomes. 

This pattern of  there being  generally  no  significant  differences between average STAAR-Mathematics 
and  STAAR-Reading  scores for students enrolled at  charter school  start-up  grantee  elementary 
campuses and  matched students enrolled at  traditional  elementary campuses is confirmed by  the 
analysis done using  the statistical  model.  Figure 3.1  shows the 2017–18  and  2018–19  STAAR-
Mathematics results for Cohort  1  elementary schools.  After controlling  for student  and  school  
characteristics,  no  start-up  grantee  campuses had  either statistically  higher or lower STAAR-
Mathematics scores,  compared  with  matched students enrolled in  traditional  public  schools.26  The 
overall  average effect  across the four  Cohort  1  start-up  grantee  elementary  campuses in  STAAR-
Mathematics was positive in  2017–18  (0.05  standard  deviation  units) and  zero  in  2018–19,  which  is  not  
statistically  different  from  zero  in  either year.  

26  Throughout this   report,   the   term   “significantly”   indicates   something   that   is   statistically   significant   at   the 5% 
level,  meaning  that there  is  less  than a  5%  chance  that the difference is  due to  chance  alone.  

41 



 
 

 

 

 

        
          

     
        

           
           

    

 
Figure  3.1  STAAR1-Mathematics Outcomes  for  Cohort 1  Charter  School  Start-Up  Grantee  Elementary  
Campuses Compared  to  Matched  Traditional  Public Schools, 2017–18  and  2018–19   
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* Indicates  statistically  significant  where p < 0.05.  No scores  shown  on  this  figure  are  statistically  significant.    
Source.  Public  Education Information  Management  System  data,  STAAR-Mathematics  for  Grades  3-8,  Texas  Education Agency,   
2017–18  and  2018–19.  Note.  Reported  effects  are  statistically  adjusted  for  student  and school  characteristics.  Test  scores  were  
standardized  by  subject,  grade,  and  year,  based  on statewide  means  and standard  deviations.  Sample  size  includes  1,961   
students  attending  Charter  School  Start-up Grantee  campuses  and  1,961  matched comparison  students.  See  Appendix  F  for  full   
results  and  details.   
1  State of  Texas  Assessments  of  Academic  Readiness  (STAAR)  

Figure 3.2 shows the 2017–18 and 2018–19 STAAR-Reading results for Cohort 1 elementary schools. 
After controlling for student and school characteristics, no charter school start-up grantee campuses had 
significantly higher or lower STAAR-Reading scores compared to matched students enrolled in 
traditional public schools. The overall average effect across the four Cohort 1 elementary start-up 
grantee campuses was positive in 2017–18 (0.03 standard deviation units) and in 2018–19 (0.05 
standard deviation units) and which is not statistically different from zero in either year. 
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Figure  3.2  STAAR1-Reading  Outcomes for  Cohort 1  Charter  School  Start-Up  Grantee  Elementary  
Campuses  Compared  to  Matched  Traditional  Public Schools, 2017–18  and  2018–19  
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* Indicates  statistically  significant  where p < 0.05.  No scores  shown  on  this  figure  are  statistically  significant.    
Source.  Public  Education Information  Management  System  data,  STAAR-Reading  for  Grades  3-8,  Texas  Education Agency,  2017–  
18  and  2018–19.  Note.  Reported effects  are statistically  adjusted  for  student  and  school  characteristics.  Test  scores  were   
standardized  by  subject,  grade,  and  year,  based  on statewide  means  and standard  deviations.  Sample  size  includes  1,993   
students  attending  Charter  School  Start-up Grantee  campuses  and  1,993  matched comparison  students.  See  Appendix  F  for  full   
results  and  details.   
1  State of  Texas  Assessments  of  Academic  Readiness  (STAAR)  

Figure 3.3 shows the 2017–18 and 2018–19 STAAR-Mathematics results for Cohort 2 elementary 
schools. After controlling for student and school characteristics, one campus, Campus E, had significantly 
higher STAAR-Mathematics scores in both years, compared to matched students enrolled in traditional 
public schools. On average, students enrolled in this campus scored 0.45 standard deviation units higher 
on the STAAR-Mathematics test than the comparison group STAAR in 2017–18 and 0.26 standard 
deviation units in 2018–19. Another campus, Campus F, had statistically higher STAAR-Mathematics 
scores in 2017–18, with students enrolled in this campus scoring on average 0.23 standard deviation 
units higher on the STAAR-Mathematics test than the comparison group STAAR in 2017–18. 

One charter school start-up grantee campus, Campus J, had significantly lower STAAR-Mathematics 
scores in both years, compared with matched students enrolled in traditional public schools. On 
average, students enrolled in this campus scored 0.37 standard deviation units lower on the STAAR-
Mathematics test than the comparison group STAAR in 2017–18 and 0.41 standard deviation units in 
2018–19. The overall average effect across the six Cohort 2 start-up grantee elementary campuses in 
STAAR-Mathematics was positive in 2017–18 (0.02 standard deviation units) and negative in 2018–19 
(-0.03 standard deviation units), which is not statistically different from zero in either year. 
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One way  to  think about  the magnitude of an  effect  in  standard  deviation  units is to  calculate how far 
that  effect  would  move a student  in  terms of their percentile rank on  the STAAR-Mathematics test  score 
distribution.  Elementary students attending  charter  school  start-up  grantee  campuses were on  average 
performing  at  the 38th  percentile on  STAAR-Mathematics,  prior to  entering  the start-up grantee  
campus,  meaning  that  38  percent  of students in  the state scored equal  to  or lower than  them  in  that  
subject,  grade,  and  year.  A  positive effect  of 0.45  standard  deviation  units for Campus E  in  2017–18  is 
approximately  equivalent  to  the  difference between a student  scoring  at  the 38th  percentile and  a 
student  scoring  at  the 56th  percentile.27  Similarly,  a negative effect  of 0.41  standard  deviation  units for  
Campus J  in  2018–19  is approximately  equivalent  to  the difference between a student  scoring  at  the 
38th  percentile and  a student  scoring  at  the 24th  percentile.  

27  These calculations as sume a  normal  test  score distribution  and are generally very  close to  those  generated using  
the actual  test score  distribution for  all  students i n Texas.  
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Figure  3.3  STAAR1-Mathematics Outcomes for  Cohort 2  Charter  School  Start-Up  Grantee  Elementary  
Campuses  Compared  to  Matched  Traditional  Public Schools, 2017–18  and  2018–19  
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* Indicates  statistically  significant  where p < 0.05.      
Source.  Public  Education Information  Management  System  data,  STAAR-Mathematics  for  Grades  3-8,  Texas  Education Agency,     
2017–18  and  2018–19.  Note.  Reported  effects  are  statistically  adjusted  for  student  and school  characteristics.  Test  scores  were   
standardized  by  subject,  grade,  and  year,  based  on statewide  means  and standard  deviations.  Sample  size  includes  1,322     
students  attending  Charter  School  Start-up Grantee  campuses  and  1,322  matched comparison  students.  See  Appendix  F  for  full     
results  and  details.     
1  State of  Texas  Assessments  of  Academic  Readiness  (STAAR)  

Figure 3.4 shows the 2017–18 and 2018–19 STAAR-Reading results for Cohort 2 elementary schools. 
After controlling for student and school characteristics, one campus, Campus F, had significantly higher 
STAAR-Reading scores in 2017–18, compared with matched students enrolled in traditional public 
schools. On average, students enrolled in this campus scored 0.28 standard deviation units higher on the 
STAAR-Reading test than the comparison group in 2017–18, approximately equivalent to the difference 
between a student scoring at the 40th percentile and a student scoring at the 52nd percentile. 

No other Cohort 2 elementary campuses had significantly higher or lower Reading scores in either year, 
compared with matched students enrolled in traditional public schools. The overall average effect across 
the six Cohort 2 charter school start-up grantee elementary campuses was positive in 2017–18 (0.04 
standard deviation units) and in 2018–19 (0.01 standard deviation units), which is not statistically 
different from zero in either year. 

45 



 
 

 

 

 

      
          

      
         

           
           

            
     

 
      

        
       

       

      

 
Figure  3.4  STAAR1-Reading  Outcomes for  Cohort 2  Charter  School  Start-Up  Grantee  Elementary  
Campuses  Compared  to  Matched  Traditional  Public Schools,  2017–18  and  2018–19  
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* Indicates  statistically  significant  where p < 0.05.    
Source.  Public  Education Information  Management  System  data,  STAAR-Reading  for  Grades  3-8,  Texas  Education Agency,  2017–  
18  and  2018–19.  Note.  Reported effects  are statistically  adjusted  for  student  and  school  characteristics.  Test  scores  were   
standardized  by  subject,  grade,  and  year,  based  on statewide  means  and standard  deviations.  Sample  size  includes  1,341   
students  attending  Charter  School  Start-up Grantee  campuses  and  1,341  matched comparison  students.  See  Appendix  F  for  full   
results  and  details.   
1  State of  Texas  Assessments  of  Academic  Readiness  (STAAR)  

Figure 3.5 shows the 2018–19 STAAR-Mathematics and STAAR-Reading results for Cohort 3 elementary 
schools. After controlling for student and school characteristics, one campus, Campus Z, had significantly 
lower STAAR-Mathematics and STAAR-Reading scores, compared with matched students enrolled in 
traditional public schools. On average, students enrolled in this campus 0.29 standard deviation units 
lower on the STAAR-Mathematics test than the comparison group, which is approximately equivalent to 
the difference between a student scoring at the 38th percentile and a student scoring at the 28th 
percentile. Enrollment in Campus Z was also associated with a decrease in scores on the STAAR-Reading 
test of 0.23 standard deviation units. 

No Cohort 3 elementary campuses had significantly higher STAAR-Mathematics or STAAR-Reading 
scores, compared with matched students enrolled in traditional public schools. The overall average 
effect across the two Cohort 3 start-up grantee elementary campuses was significantly negative for 
STAAR-Mathematics (-0.23 standard deviation units), approximately equivalent to the difference 
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between a student scoring at the 38th percentile and a student scoring at the 30th percentile. The 
overall average effect for STAAR-Reading was -0.08 standard deviation units, which is not statistically 
different from zero. 

Figure  3.5  STAAR1-Mathematics and  Reading  Outcomes for  Cohort 3  Charter  School  Start-Up  Grantee  
Elementary  Campuses  Compared  to  Matched  Traditional  Public Schools,  2018–19   
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* Indicates  statistically  significant  where p < 0.05.      
Source.  Public  Education Information  Management  System  data,  STAAR-Mathematics  for  Grades  3–8,  STAAR-Reading for     
Grades  3–8,  Texas  Education Agency,  2018–19.  Note.  Reported  effects  are  statistically  adjusted  for  student  and  school     
characteristics.  Test  scores  were  standardized  by  subject,  grade,  and year,  based on statewide  means  and standard  deviations.     
Sample size includes  291  students  attending  Charter  School  Start-up Grantee campuses  and  291  matched comparison  students.     
See  Appendix  F  for  full  results  and  details.     
1  State of  Texas  Assessments  of  Academic  Readiness  (STAAR)  

For charter school start-up grantee elementary schools, while some campuses show significantly 
positive or negative effects, the overall average effects are generally not significantly different from 
zero, except for the negative average effect for Cohort 3 STAAR-Mathematics. Campus performance is 
highly correlated over time within subjects, with correlations ranging from 0.75 to 0.96 (where 0 is 
completely uncorrelated and 1 is perfectly correlated). Campus performance is also positively correlated 
across subjects within years—highly for Cohort 1 (0.89 for STAAR-Mathematics and 0.93 for STAAR-
Reading), less highly for Cohort 2 (0.45 for STAAR-Mathematics, 0.10 for STAAR-Reading). These 
consistently positive correlations indicate that campuses that perform well in one year tend to perform 
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well in the following year in the same subject, and that campuses that perform well in one subject tend 
to also perform well in the other subject. 

Results for Students Enrolled at Charter School Start-up Grantee Middle School Campuses 

As with the elementary school analysis, it is helpful before examining the statistical model results for 
middle schools to first look at the descriptive average STAAR-Mathematics and STAAR-Reading scores 
for middle school students. Table 3.2 shows those scores for three groups of students: (1) students 
enrolled at charter school start-up grantee middle school campuses, (2) matched students enrolled at 
traditional public middle school campuses, and (3) all students enrolled at traditional public middle 
school campuses in feeder districts. 

Students enrolled at start-up grantee middle school campuses (column 1, Table 3.2) have average 
STAAR-Mathematics and STAAR-Reading below the state average, both at baseline and in the analysis 
year, for both 2017–18 and 2018–19. This is shown by the negative average scores in standard deviation 
units, as a score at the statewide average would be 0.00 in standard deviation units. Similarly, 
comparing column 1 with column 3, students enrolled at charter school start-up grantee middle school 
campuses have average STAAR-Mathematics and STAAR-Reading below the average for students in 
feeder districts in both years, both at baseline and in the analysis year. 
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Table  3.2  Average  STAAR1-Mathematics and  STAAR-Reading  Scores for  Cohort 1, 2, and  3  Middle  
School  Students, 2017–18  and  2018–19  

Test scores Students enrolled 
at charter school 
start-up grantee 

middle school 
campuses 

Matched students 
enrolled at 

traditional public 
middle school 

campuses 

Students enrolled 
at traditional 
public middle 

school campuses 
in feeder district 

2017–18 analysis 

STAAR-Mathematics Scale Score 1674 1673 1681 

STAAR-Mathematics score in standard 
deviation units 

-0.02 -0.02 -0.01 

STAAR-Reading Scale Score 1657 1655 1677 

STAAR-Reading score in standard 
deviation units 

-0.06 -0.07 -0.01 

Baseline STAAR-Mathematics Scale Score 1602 1602 1623 

Baseline STAAR-Mathematics score in 
standard deviation units 

-0.14 -0.14 -0.02 

Baseline STAAR-Reading Scale Score 1562 1562 1575 
Baseline STAAR-Reading score in 
standard deviation units 

-0.09 -0.09 -0.02 

2018–19 analysis 

STAAR-Mathematics Scale Score 1673 1674 1687 

STAAR-Mathematics score in standard 
deviation units 

-0.05 -0.04 0.00 

STAAR-Reading Scale Score 1662 1663 1672 

STAAR-Reading score in standard 
deviation units 

-0.06 -0.06 -0.02 

Baseline STAAR-Mathematics Scale Score 1622 1622 1632 

Baseline STAAR-Mathematics score in 
standard deviation units 

-0.08 -0.08 -0.02 

Baseline STAAR-Reading Scale Score 1560 1560 1565 

Baseline STAAR-Reading score in 
standard deviation units 

-0.05 -0.05 -0.02 

Source:  Public Education  Information Management  System  data,  STAAR-Mathematics  for  Grades  3-8,  Texas  Education Agency,  
2017–18  and  2018–19.  Note.  Test  scores  were standardized  by  subject,  grade,  and year,  based  on  statewide means  and  
standard deviations,  with the  statewide average  defined  as  zero.  Baseline  test  scores  are from  the most  recent  year  for  which  
the  student  has  test  score data  prior  to entering the  charter  school  start-up grantee  campus.  Sample includes  a  total  of  includes  
3,146  students  attending  Charter  School  Start-up Grantee  campuses,  3,146  matched comparison  students,  and  415,691  
students  enrolled at  traditional  public  campuses  in feeder  districts.  
1  State of  Texas  Assessments  of  Academic  Readiness  (STAAR)  

Average baseline STAAR-Mathematics and STAAR-Reading scores are identical for students enrolled at 
charter school start-up grantee middle school campuses (column 1; Table 3.3) and for matched students 
enrolled at traditional middle school campuses (column 2; Table 3.3), due to matching on baseline test 
scores, so differences in average performance between the two groups can be simply assessed by 
comparing average STAAR scores in the analysis year since both students in both groups began at the 
same test score levels on average. Comparing those analysis years, STAAR-Mathematics and STAAR-
Reading scores shows that average scores are almost the same between the two groups, indicating that 
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it is unlikely there is any meaningful or significant difference in performance between the two groups on 
STAAR-Mathematics and STAAR-Reading outcomes. 

As with elementary schools, this pattern of there being generally no significant differences between 
average STAAR-Mathematics and STAAR-Reading scores for students enrolled at charter school start-up 
grantee middle school campuses and matched students enrolled at traditional middle school campuses 
is confirmed by the analysis using the statistical model. Figure 3.6 shows the 2017–18 and 2018–19 
STAAR-Mathematics results for Cohort 1 middle schools. After controlling for student and school 
characteristics, one campus, Campus K, had significantly higher STAAR-Mathematics scores in both 
years, compared with matched students enrolled in traditional public schools. On average, students 
enrolled in this campus scored 0.37 standard deviation units higher on the Mathematics test than the 
comparison group in 2017–18 and 0.38 standard deviation units in 2018–19, approximately equivalent 
to the difference between a student scoring at the 39th percentile and a student scoring at the 54th 
percentile. 

Two charter school start-up grantee campuses had significantly lower STAAR-Mathematics scores in 
2017–18, and three had significantly lower scores in 2018–19, compared with matched students 
enrolled in traditional public schools. On average, students enrolled in Campus N scored 0.33 standard 
deviation units lower on the STAAR-Mathematics test than the comparison group in 2017–18 and 0.25 
standard deviation units in 2018–19. On average, students enrolled in Campus O scored 0.35 standard 
deviation units lower on the STAAR-Mathematics test than the comparison group in 2017–18, 
approximately equivalent to the difference between a student scoring at the 39th percentile and a 
student scoring at the 26th percentile, and a decrease in scores of 0.28 standard deviation units in 
2018–19. On average, students enrolled in Campus M scored 0.20 standard deviation units lower on the 
STAAR-Mathematics test than the comparison group in 2018–19. 

The overall average effect across the five Cohort 1 middle school charter school start-up grantees in 
STAAR-Mathematics was negative in 2017–18 (-0.08 standard deviation units) and in 2018–19 (-0.05 
standard deviation units), neither of which are statistically different from zero. 
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Figure  3.6  STAAR1-Mathematics Outcomes for  Cohort 1  Charter  School  Start-Up  Grantee  Middle  School  
Campuses  Compared  to  Matched  Traditional  Public Schools,  2017–18  and  2018–19  
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* Indicates  statistically  significant  where p < 0.05.      
Source.  Public  Education Information  Management  System  data,  STAAR-Mathematics  for  Grades  3-8,  Texas  Education Agency,     
2017–18  and  2018–19.  Note.  Reported  effects  are  statistically  adjusted  for  student  and school  characteristics.  Test  scores  were   
standardized  by  subject,  grade,  and  year,  based  on statewide  means  and standard  deviations.  Sample  size  includes  1,296     
students  attending  Charter  School  Start-up Grantee  campuses  and  1,296  matched comparison  students.  See  Appendix  F  for  full     
results  and  details.     
1  State of  Texas  Assessments  of  Academic  Readiness  (STAAR)  

Figure 3.7 shows the 2017–18 and 2018–19 STAAR-Reading results for Cohort 1 middle schools. After 
controlling for student and school characteristics, one campus, Campus L, had significantly higher 
STAAR-Reading scores in both years, compared with matched students enrolled in traditional public 
schools. On average, students enrolled in this campus scored 0.29 standard deviation units higher on the 
STAAR-Reading test than the comparison group in 2017–18, approximately equivalent to the difference 
between a student scoring at the 41st percentile and a student scoring at the 53rd percentile, and 0.27 
standard deviation units in 2018–19. 

One charter school start-up grantee campus had significantly lower STAAR-Reading scores in 2017–18 
and 2018–19 compared to matched students enrolled in traditional public schools. On average, students 
enrolled in Campus O scored 0.25 standard deviation units lower on the STAAR-Reading test than the 
comparison group STAAR in 2017–18, which is approximately equivalent to the difference between a 
student scoring at the 41st percentile and a student scoring at the 32nd percentile, and 0.21 standard 
deviation units in 2018–19. The overall average effect across the five Cohort 1 middle school start-up 
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grantee campuses in STAAR-Reading was zero in 2017–18 and 0.03 standard deviation units in 2018–19, 
which is not statistically different from zero. 

Figure  3.7  STAAR1-Reading  Outcomes for  Cohort 1  Charter  School  Start-Up  Grantee  Middle  School  
Campuses  Compared  to  Matched  Traditional  Public Schools,  2017–18  and  2018–19  
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* Indicates  statistically  significant  where p < 0.05.      
Source. Public  Education Information  Management  System  data,  STAAR-Reading  for  Grades  3-8,  Texas  Education Agency,  2017–    
18  and  2018–19.  Note.  Reported effects  are statistically  adjusted  for  student  and  school  characteristics.  Test  scores  were     
standardized  by  subject,  grade,  and  year,  based  on statewide  means  and standard  deviations.  Sample  size  includes  1,324     
students  attending  Charter  School  Start-up Grantee  campuses  and  1,324  matched comparison  students.  See  Appendix  F  for  full     
results  and  details.     
1  State of  Texas  Assessments  of  Academic  Readiness  (STAAR)  

Figure 3.8 shows the 2017–18 and 2018–19 STAAR-Mathematics results for Cohort 2 middle schools. 
After controlling for student and school characteristics, two campuses had significantly higher STAAR-
Mathematics scores in both years, compared with matched students enrolled in traditional public 
schools. On average, students enrolled in Campus P scored 0.26 standard deviation units higher on the 
STAAR-Mathematics test than the comparison group in 2017–18, approximately equivalent to the 
difference between a student scoring at the 39th percentile and a student scoring at the 49th percentile, 
and 0.24 standard deviation units in 2018–19. On average, students enrolled in Campus Q scored 0.24 
standard deviation units higher on the STAAR-Reading test than the comparison group STAAR in 2017– 
18 and 0.16 standard deviation units in 2018–19. 
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One charter school start-up grantee campus, Campus S, had significantly lower STAAR-Mathematics 
scores in 2018–19, compared with matched students enrolled in traditional public schools, with students 
enrolled in that campus scoring on average 0.22 standard deviation units lower on the STAAR-
Mathematics test than the comparison group in 2018–19, approximately equivalent to the difference 
between a student scoring at the 39th percentile and a student scoring at the 31st percentile. The 
overall average effect across the four Cohort 2 middle school start-up grantee campuses in STAAR-
Mathematics was positive in 2017–18 (0.09 standard deviation units) and in 2018–19 (0.04 standard 
deviation units), and not statistically different from zero in either year. 

Figure  3.8  STAAR1-Mathematics Outcomes for  Cohort 2  Charter  School  Start-Up  Grantee  Middle  School  
Campuses  Compared  to  Matched  Traditional  Public Schools,  2017–18  and  2018–19  
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* Indicates  statistically  significant  where p < 0.05.      
Source.  Public  Education Information  Management  System  data,  STAAR-Mathematics  for  Grades  3-8,  Texas  Education Agency,     
2017–18  and  2018–19.  Note.  Reported  effects  are  statistically  adjusted  for  student  and school  characteristics.  Test  scores  were   
standardized  by  subject,  grade,  and  year,  based  on statewide  means  and standard  deviations.  Sample  size  includes  1,436     
students  attending  Charter  School  Start-up Grantee  campuses  and  1,436  matched comparison  students.  See  Appendix  F  for  full     
results  and  details.     
1  State of  Texas  Assessments  of  Academic  Readiness  (STAAR)  

Figure 3.9 shows the 2017–18 and 2018–19 STAAR-Reading results for Cohort 2 middle schools. After 
controlling for student and school characteristics, two campuses had significantly higher STAAR-Reading 
scores in both years, compared with matched students enrolled in traditional public schools. On 
average, students enrolled in Campus P scored 0.39 standard deviation units higher on the STAAR-
Reading test than the comparison group in 2017–18, approximately equivalent to the difference 
between a student scoring at the 41st percentile and a student scoring at the 56th percentile, and 0.23 
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standard deviation units in 2018–19. On average, students enrolled in Campus Q scored 0.21 standard 
deviation units higher on the STAAR-Reading test than the comparison group in 2017–18 and 0.17 
standard deviation units in 2018–19. 

No campuses had significantly lower STAAR-Reading scores in either year, compared with matched 
students enrolled in traditional public schools. The overall average effect across the four Cohort 2 
charter school start-up grantee middle school campuses in STAAR-Reading was significantly positive in 
2017–18 (0.16 standard deviation units), approximately equivalent to the difference between a student 
scoring at the 41st percentile and a student scoring at the 47th percentile, and positive in 2018–19 (0.07 
standard deviation units) and not statistically different from zero. 

Figure  3.9  STAAR1-Reading  Outcomes for  Cohort 2  Charter  School  Start-Up  Grantee  Middle  School  
Campuses  Compared  to  Matched  Traditional  Public Schools,  2017–18  and  2018–19  
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* Indicates  statistically  significant  where p < 0.05.      
Source.  Public  Education Information  Management  System  data,  STAAR-Reading  for  Grades  3-8,  Texas  Education Agency,  2017–    
18  and  2018–19.  Note. Reported effects  are statistically  adjusted  for  student  and  school  characteristics.  Test  scores  were     
standardized  by  subject,  grade,  and  year,  based  on statewide  means  and standard  deviations.  Sample  size  includes  1,458     
students  attending  Charter  School  Start-up Grantee  campuses  and  1,458  matched comparison  students.  See  Appendix  F  for  full     
results  and  details.     
1  State of  Texas  Assessments  of  Academic  Readiness  (STAAR)  
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Figure 3.10  shows the 2018–19  STAAR-Mathematics and  STAAR-Reading  results for Cohort  3  middle 
schools.28  After controlling  for student  and  school  characteristics,  two  campuses,  had  significantly  lower 
STAAR-Mathematics scores,  and  one  significantly  lower STAAR-Reading  Scores,  compared  with  matched 
students enrolled in  traditional  public  schools.  Students enrolled in  Campus AC o n  average scored 0.32  
standard  deviation  units lower on  the STAAR-Mathematics test  than  the comparison  group  ,  and  on  the  
STAAR-Reading  test  0.27  standard  deviation  units.  Students enrolled in  Campus AB on  average scored 
0.31  standard  deviation  units lower on  the STAAR-Mathematics test  than  the comparison  group  STAAR.  

No Cohort 3 middle school campuses had significantly higher STAAR-Mathematics or STAAR-Reading 
scores, compared with matched students enrolled in traditional public schools. The overall average 
effect across the two Cohort 3 start-up grantee middle school campuses was significantly negative for 
STAAR-Mathematics (-0.23 standard deviation units), approximately equivalent to the difference 
between a student scoring at the 39th percentile and a student scoring at the 30th percentile, and 
negative for STAAR-Reading (-0.10 standard deviation units) and not statistically different from zero. 

28  Cohort  3  schools  were  not  in  operation  in the 2017–18  school  year,  therefore  only outcomes  for  the  2018–19 
school  year  are available  for  this  cohort.  
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Figure  3.10  STAAR1-Mathematics and  Reading  Outcomes for  Cohort 3  Charter  School  Start-Up  Grantee  
Middle  School  Campuses  Compared  to  Matched  Traditional  Public Schools,  2018–19  
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* Indicates  statistically  significant  where p < 0.05.    
Source.  Public  Education Information  Management  System  data,  STAAR-Mathematics  for  Grades  3-8,  STAAR-Reading  for  Grades   
3-8,  Texas  Education  Agency,  2018–19.  Note. Reported effects  are statistically  adjusted  for  student  and school  characteristics.   
Test  scores  were  standardized  by  subject,  grade,  and year,  based  on statewide means  and  standard deviations.  Sample size  
includes  364  students  attending Charter  School  Start-up  Grantee  campuses  and 364  matched comparison  students.  See   
Appendix  F  for  full  results  and  details.   
1  State of  Texas  Assessments  of  Academic  Readiness  (STAAR)  

Generally, for start-up grantee middle schools, while some campuses show significantly positive or 
negative effects, the overall average effects are generally not significantly different from zero, except for 
the positive average effect for Cohort 2 STAAR-Mathematics and the negative average effect for Cohort 
3 STAAR-Mathematics. Campus performance is very highly correlated over time within subjects for 
Cohorts 1 and 2, with correlations ranging from 0.97 to 0.99, and positively correlated across subjects 
within years, less highly so for 2017–18 (0.71 for STAAR-Mathematics and 0.58 for STAAR-Reading), 
more highly for 2018–19 (0.91 for STAAR-Mathematics, 0.98 for STAAR-Reading). These highly positive 
correlations indicate that, for Cohorts 1 and 2, campuses that perform well in one year tend to perform 
well in the following year in the same subject, and that campuses that perform well in one subject tend 
to also perform well in the other subject. 
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Results for Students Enrolled at Charter School Start-Up Grantee High School Campuses 

Figure 3.11 shows the 2017–18 and 2018–19 Algebra I EOC exam results for Cohort 1, 2, and 3 high 
schools. After controlling for student and school characteristics, no charter school start-up grantee 
campuses had significantly higher or lower Algebra I EOC exam scores compared with matched students 
enrolled in traditional public schools. The overall average effect across the two Cohort 2 campuses was 
positive in 2017–18 (0.05 standard deviation units) and in 2018–19 (0.07 standard deviation units), but 
not statistically different from zero in either year. 

Figure 3.11 Algebra I EOC Exam Outcomes for Cohort 1, 2, and 3 Charter School Start-Up Grantee High 
School Campuses Compared to Matched Traditional Public Schools, 2017–18 and 2018–2019 
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* Indicates  statistically  significant  where p < 0.05.  No scores  shown  on  this  figure  are  statistically  significant.     
Source.  Public  Education Information  Management  System  EOC  data,  Texas  Education  Agency,  2017–18  and 2018–19.  Note.   
Reported effects  are statistically  adjusted for  student  and  school  characteristics.  Test  scores  were  standardized by  subject,     
grade,  and year,  based  on  statewide means  and  standard deviations.  Sample  includes  students  taking Algebra  I  in  grades  9–12.     
Sample size includes  368  students  attending  Charter  School  Start-up Grantee campuses  and  368  matched comparison  students.     
See  Appendix  F  for  full  results  and  details.     

Figure 3.12 shows the 2017–18 and 2018–19 English I EOC exam results for Cohort 1, 2, and 3 high 
schools. After controlling for student and school characteristics, two charter school start-up grantee 
campuses had significantly higher English I EOC exam scores in 2017–18, and one had significantly higher 
scores in 2018–19, compared to matched students enrolled in traditional public schools. On average, 
students enrolled in Campus U scored 0.35 standard deviation units higher on the English I EOC exam 
than the comparison group in 2017–18, approximately equivalent to the difference between a student 
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scoring at the 36th percentile and a student scoring at the 50th percentile, and 0.24 standard deviation 
units in 2018–19. On average, students enrolled in Campus V scored 0.18 standard deviation units 
higher on the English I EOC exam than the comparison group in 2017–18. The overall average effect 
across the two Cohort 2 campuses was significantly positive in 2017–18 (0.26 standard deviation units), 
approximately equivalent to the difference between a student scoring at the 36th percentile and a 
student scoring at the 46th percentile. In 2018–19, the overall average effect across the four high school 
campuses was 0.10 standard deviation units, which is not statistically different from zero. 

Figure 3.12 English I EOC Exam Outcomes for Cohort 1, 2, and 3 Charter School Start-Up Grantee High 
School Campuses Compared to Matched Traditional Public Schools, 2017–18 and 2018–19 
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* Indicates  statistically  significant  where p < 0.05.      
Source.  Public  Education Information  Management  System  EOC  data,  Texas  Education  Agency,  2017–18  and 2018–19.  Note.  
Reported effects  are statistically  adjusted for  student  and  school  characteristics.  Test  scores  were  standardized by  subject,     
grade,  and year,  based  on  statewide means  and  standard deviations.  Sample  size  includes  505  students  attending  Charter     
School  Start-up  Grantee campuses  and  505  matched  comparison  students.  See Appendix  F  for  full  results  and details.     

Descriptive Analysis of Elementary Student Data 

In addition to the STAAR-test score outcomes for elementary school grades, the evaluation also analyzed 
data on school readiness for kindergarten students and early reading indicators for early elementary 
students. Because no baseline data is available for students on these outcomes, a regression-based 
impact analysis was not feasible. However, descriptive analyses of outcomes for the charter school start
up grantee campuses that serve these grade ranges were possible. Note that these represent simple 
differences in average outcomes across campuses and should not be interpreted as impacts. These 
descriptive results for school readiness for kindergarteners are shown in Figure 3.13 below. 
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Figure  3.13  School  Readiness  of K indergarteners for  Charter  School  Start-Up  Grantee  Elementary  
Campuses  Compared  to  Matched  Traditional  Public Schools,  2017–18  and  2018–19  
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Source.  Public  Education Information  Management  System  and Early  Childhood  Database  System  databases,  Texas  Education  

Agency,  2017–18  and  2018–19.  Note.  The School  Readiness  Indicator  indicates  whether  a  student  assessed  by  a  reading 

instrument   on the   commissioner’s   list   or   approved by   district   committee   under   TE�   28/006,   has   been   determined to be   
prepared  for  school.  This  measure applies  only  to Grades  KG. Analyses  include a  total  of  771  students  enrolled  in  campuses  

which  received funding through  the Texas  Public  Charter  School  Start-Up  Grant  program  and  402,783  students  in feeder  

districts.   

Of the ten charter school start-up grantee campuses with students in kindergarten, six of the campuses 
have a lower percentage of kindergarteners identified as school-ready in 2017–18, and five in 2018–19, 
compared to students enrolled in comparison feeder districts. See Appendix F for more details. 

Figure 3.14 shows descriptive results for early reading indicator data. Of the ten charter school start-up 
grantee campuses with students in early elementary grades, eight of the campuses have a higher 
percentage of eligible students identified as eligible for accelerated reading instruction in 2017–18, and 
five in 2018–19, compared to students enrolled in feeder districts. 
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Figure 3.14 Early Reading Indicators for Charter School Start-Up Grantee Elementary Campuses 
Compared to Matched Traditional Public Schools, 2017–18 and 2018–19 

47% 

41% 42% 

26% 

38% 

50% 

59% 

47% 

39% 

28% 

37% 

48% 

13% 

41% 

23% 

8% 

47% 48% 

67% 

20% 

29% 

36% 

0% 

10% 

20% 

30% 

40% 

50% 

60% 

70% 

80% 

90% 

100% 

P
e

rc
e

n
t 

o
f 

st
u

d
e

n
ts

 

2017-18 2018-19 

Source. Public Education Information Management System databases, Texas Education Agency, 2017–18 and 2018–19. Note. 

The Early Reading Indicator indicates whether a student is eligible for accelerated reading instruction as indicated by the 

administered reading instrument on the commissioner’s list or approved by district committee under TE� 28/006/ This measure 

applies only to Grades KG, 01, and 02. Analyses include a total of 2,307 students enrolled in campuses which received funding 

through the Texas Public Charter School Start-Up Grant program and 834,819 students at comparable traditional public school 

campuses. 

Charter School Enrollment Effects Across Student Groups 

In addition to the performance of the overall student population enrolled in charter school start-up 
grantee campuses, it is also important to see how students in different student groups perform at those 
campuses, compared to a matched comparison sample of students from that same student group 
enrolled in traditional public schools. To examine performance for students in these different student 
groups, the same statistical model as the overall sample was used, except the evaluation team allowed 
for the effect to vary by student group. This adjustment yields results that give an estimate of how well 
students in each particular student group are performing at each start-up grantee campus, after 
controlling for differences in student groups. 

The evaluation examined whether campus impacts differed across the following seven student groups: 
1. Females (versus males)

2. Race/ethnicity

3. Students receiving SPED services
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4. Students classified as economically disadvantaged 

5. Students classified as ELs 

6. Students classified as at-risk 

7. Students who are low-performing and educationally-disadvantaged 

Tables with results for the student group models are presented in Appendix F. The results show that, in 
most cases, the STAAR results for each student group are very similar to the overall results, with 
estimated effects for specific student groups generally very similar to the overall effects. For both 
elementary and middle schools, the overall average effect across all campuses is not significantly 
different from zero for any student group for either STAAR-Mathematics or STAAR-Reading in either 
year, and results are highly correlated across subjects and years. 

Across the different student groups and grade ranges, there are a few cases where the results are not as 
similar for a particular outcome compared to the overall group. These cases are caused by instances 
where one or more campuses have substantially different estimated effects for a particular outcome 
and student group than the overall estimated effect for those campuses. This amount of variation by 
student group is expected and indicates that the overall results for the campus are not in large part 
driven by particular student groups. 

One way to compare the student group results with the overall results is to examine how correlated 
each set of student group results is with the overall results for that subject, year, and grade range. For 
elementary schools in 2017–18, the student group results are very highly correlated with the overall 
results, with correlations greater than 0.9 for every student group for both subjects. In 2018–19, the 
student group results are somewhat less highly correlated with the overall results for most student 
groups, with correlations generally in the 0.6 to 0.8 range. The least correlated results are STAAR-
Reading scores for students receiving SPED services, which are only 44% correlated to overall student 
results. This means that the STAAR-test performance of students receiving SPED services at a campus is 
less strongly associated with the results of the overall student body at that campus than for other 
student groups. For middle schools, the student group results are also very highly correlated with the 
overall results, with correlations higher than 0.85 for every student group in both subjects and years 
except for STAAR-Reading for SPED students (0.68 correlation) in 2017–18. 

Reading and mathematics performance for different student groups are also correlated across subjects 
and over time, indicating that campuses that are performing well for a student group in one subject 
tend to also perform well for that student group in the other subject, and that campuses that are 
performing well for a student group in one year tend to also perform well for that student group in the 
following year. See Appendix F for more details. 

Comparing Estimated Student Group Effects to Achievement Gaps 

The evaluation also compared the average student group results by grade range to the achievement 
gaps in feeder districts to see how they compare in size. This approach compares the student group 
results for African American and Hispanic students to the average achievement gap between white and 
African American/Hispanic students (the race/ethnicity gap), and the student group results for 
economically disadvantaged students to the gap between economically disadvantaged and not 
economically disadvantaged students (the economic disadvantage gap). Note that in all cases these 
average student group results are not significantly different from zero. 
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Because the average effects for these student groups are generally small, they are also a relatively small 
percentage of the size of the achievement gap in feeder districts. The average student group effects vary 
from 3% to 15% of the race/ethnicity gap for African American students, and from 5% to 12% of the 
race/ethnicity gap for Hispanic students. The biggest of these overall average effects is -0.08 standard 
deviation units for African American middle school students in STAAR-Mathematics in 2018–19, equal to 
15% of the race/ethnicity gap. The average student group effects for economically disadvantaged 
students range from 2% to 14% of the economic disadvantage gap. The biggest of these overall average 
effects is 0.07 standard deviation units for middle school STAAR-Reading in 2018–19, equal to 14% of 
the economic disadvantage gap. See Appendix F for detailed results. 

Summary of Key Findings 

The key findings from the statistical comparison of performance for students enrolled in a charter school 
start-up grantee campus and a matched comparison sample of students enrolled in traditional public 
schools are listed below. 

Relationship Between Student Enrollment in a Charter School Start-up Grantee Campus and Outcomes 

		   Overall,  across all  outcomes  and  grade ranges,  a few  campuses across the three cohorts  have 

significant  positive or negative effects,  after controlling  for selected student  background  

variables,  and  comparing  to  a  matched sample of students in  traditional  public  schools  in  the 

feeder  district.  However,  the general  pattern is that  the overall  average effects  for each  cohort  

and  year  are small  and  not  significantly  different  from  zero,  especially  for Cohorts 1  and  2.  

 		  For STAAR-Mathematics,  after controlling  for differences in  student  groups,  there were some 

significant  differences in  outcomes for students enrolled in  charter school  start-up  grantee  

elementary campuses.  Two start-up  grantee  campuses had  performances that  were significantly  

positive (both  in  Cohort  2),  and  two significantly  negative (one in  Cohort  2  and  1  in  Cohort  3) in  

either 2017–18  or 2018–19,  compared  to  a matched sample of students enrolled in  traditional  

public  schools.  

 		  For STAAR-Reading,  after controlling  for differences in  student  groups,  there were a few  

significant  differences in  outcomes for students enrolled in  charter school  start-up  grantee  

elementary campuses.  One start-up  grantee  campus had  a performance that  was significantly  

positive (Cohort  2) and  one significantly  negative (Cohort  3) in  either 2017–18  or 2018–19,  

compared  to  a  matched sample of students enrolled in  traditional  public  schools.  

 	 	 For STAAR-Mathematics,  after controlling  for differences in  student  groups,  there were some 

significant  differences in  outcomes for students enrolled in  charter school  start-up  grantee  

middle school  campuses.  Three start-up  grantee  campuses had  performances that  were 

significantly  positive (one in  Cohort  1  and  two in  Cohort  2) and  six that  had  performances that  

were significantly  negative (three in  Cohort  1,  one in  Cohort  2,  and  two in  Cohort  3) in  either 

2017–18  or 2018–19,  compared  to  a  matched sample of students enrolled in  traditional  public  

schools.   

 		  For STAAR-Reading,  after controlling  for differences in  student  groups,  there were some 

significant  differences in  outcomes for students enrolled in  charter school  start-up  grantee  
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middle school  campuses.  Three start-up  grantee  campuses had  performances that  were 

significantly  positive (one in  Cohort  1  and  two in  Cohort  2) and  two significantly  negative (one in  

Cohort  1  and  one in  Cohort  3) in  either 2017–18  or  2018–19,  compared  to  a matched  sample of 

students enrolled in  traditional  public  schools.   

 	 	 For English I  and  Algebra  I  EOC ex ams for students enrolled in  the charter school  start-up  

grantee  high  school  campuses,  after controlling  for differences in  student  groups,  two start-up 

grantee  campuses had  significantly  positive English I  EOC ex am  scores in  either 2017–18  or  

2018–19,  compared  with  matched students enrolled in  traditional  public  schools.  The overall  

average effect  on  English I  was significantly  positive for Cohort  2. Both  the  individual  campus 

effects and  the  overall  average effects on  Algebra  I  were not  statistically  different  from  zero  for 

all  cohorts.  

 	 	 For charter school  start-up  grantee  elementary campuses,  six out  of  ten campuses had  a lower 

percentage of kindergarten  students  classified as school  ready  in  2017–18,  and  five out  of ten in  

2018–19,  compared  to  students in  feeder districts.  Eight  out  of ten start-up  grantee  elementary 

campuses had  a higher percentage of  students identified as  eligible for accelerated reading  

instruction  in  2017–18,  and  five out  of ten  in  2018–19,  compared  to  students  enrolled in  feeder 

districts.  

Charter School Enrollment Effects Across  Student Groups  

 When comparing the overall performance of charter school start-up grantee campuses to the 

performance of those campuses for different student groups, in every case the average results 

for particular student groups are not statistically different from zero or from the overall 

estimated effects for all students. 

Comparing  Estimated  Effects to  Achievement Gaps  

   Comparing  the student  group  results for African  American  and  Hispanic  students  to  the average 

achievement  gap  between white and  African  American/Hispanic  students (the race/ethnicity  

gap),  the overall  average effects for these  student  groups are generally  small,  and  they  are also  

a relatively  small  percentage of the size of the achievement  gap  in  feeder districts.  The biggest  

of the overall  average effects is -0.08  standard  deviation  units for African  American  middle 

school  students  in  STAAR-Mathematics in  2018–19,  equal  to  15% of the race/ethnicity  gap.  

 		  Comparing  the student  group  results for economically  disadvantaged students to  the gap  

between economically  disadvantaged and  not  economically  disadvantaged students (the 

economic  disadvantage gap),  the biggest  of the overall  average effects is 0.07  standard  

deviation  units for middle school  STAAR-Reading  in  2018–19,  equal  to  14% of the economic  

disadvantage gap.  
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 Chapter 4 — Student Recruitment and Retention Practices at Charter 

School Start-Up Grantee Campuses 

The purpose of this chapter is to examine methods by which Public Charter School Program Start-Up 
Grant recipients attract, recruit, admit, enroll, serve, and retain students. Similar to the analyses 
described in Chapter 2 of this report, the analysis of start-up grantee campus principal survey data, 
principal interview data, and teacher focus group data from 2017–18, 2018–19, and 2019–20 were used 
to describe the approaches used by start-up grantee campuses to attract, recruit, admit, enroll, serve, 
and retain students. The evaluation team also analyzed extant data to create tables related to the 
characteristics of students enrolled at start-up grantee campuses, as well as enrollment and attrition 
patterns for students. 

Student Recruitment and Hiring Strategies 
In Chapter 2 of this report, student recruitment was cited by school leaders at charter school start-up 
grantee campuses as one of the most challenging aspects of getting a new charter school up and 
running. As Table 4.1 illustrates, principals at campuses funded through the Charter School Program 
Start-Up Grant were asked in annual surveys to rank the most effective recruitment methods for 
attracting students to enroll at their charter school. The majority of principals in their first (55%), second 
(96%) and third (74%) years of serving students through the grant rated word of mouth from parents of 
currently enrolled students as the first or second most effective student recruitment method. 

Table 4.1 Effective Recruitment Methods for Attracting Students to Enroll: Percentage of Principals 
Rating Item as First or Second Most Effective, by Year of Serving Students 

Year 1, Cohorts 1–4 
(n=29) 

Year 2, Cohorts 1 -31–3 
(n=27) 

Year 3, Cohorts 1 and 2 
(n=15) 

1. Word of mouth from
parents of currently 
enrolled students 

55% 1. Word of mouth from
parents of currently 
enrolled students 

96% 1. Word of mouth from
parents of currently 
enrolled students 

74% 

2. Social media (Facebook,
Twitter, LinkedIn, etc.) 

41% 2. Social media (Facebook,
Twitter, LinkedIn, etc.) 

33% 
2. Open houses where
information about the 
campus is presented 

33% 

3. Open houses where
information about the 
campus is presented 

24% 3. Flyers about the campus
in area neighborhoods 

19% 3. Flyers about the campus
in area neighborhoods 

33% 

4. Principal presentations
at local events (e.g., Rotary 
Club) 

21% 
4. Published information
about campus in 
community newsletters 

14% 
4. Social media (Facebook,
Twitter, LinkedIn, etc.) 27% 

5. Flyers about the campus
in area neighborhoods 

17% 
5. Open houses where
information about the 
campus is presented 

11% 
5. Other

13% 

Source. Charter School Start-Up Grantee Campus Principal Survey, Gibson Consulting Group, 2018, 2019, and 2020. Note. Year 1 
analyses include responses from Cohort 1 and 2 principals (spring 2018), Cohort 3 principals (spring 2019), and Cohort 4 
principals (spring 2020). Year 2 analyses include responses from Cohort 1 and 2 principals (spring 2019), and Cohort 3 (spring 
2020). Year 3 analyses include responses from Cohort 1 and 2 principals (spring 2020). 
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Interviews with principals confirmed the effectiveness of word-of-mouth advertising. During an onsite 
interview, a principal from a campus in its second year of operation shared that “Our best way that we 
have gotten kids into our building and enrolled in our school is just the word of mouth of the parents that 
are happy with us and have been here.” Another principal at a first-year campus expressed regret about 
spending grant money on advertising because “all of our 30-something new students that we got this 
year were on word of mouth.” Because schools moving into their second and third years of operation 
have growing student enrollments, it is logical that this word-of-mouth advertising would become more 
important for more mature schools which are building a reputation for quality education. A principal in 
their third year of operations expressed the following perspective on student recruitment: 

͞The  most effective  way  [to recruit\  is  word-of-mouth.  One  of  the  questions  /  that they  put in while  
they͛re  doing the   registration,  ͚How did you hear about  us?͛  Most of  the  time,  I  would say  more  

than 80%,  I  saw  those  results  that they  heard  from  a  friend,  from  a  family  friend,  from  a  neighbor.͟   

–Year 3  Principal  

Social media advertising through Facebook, Twitter, LinkedIn, and other platforms was also ranked as 
one of the top two most effective student recruitment methods by 41% of principals at campuses in 
their first year of operation, 33% of principals at campuses in their second year of operation, and 27% of 
principals at campuses in their third year of operation under the grant. The distribution of flyers about 
the campus in area neighborhoods (17% to 33%) and open houses where information about the campus 
is presented (11% to 33%) were also among the student recruitment methods most frequently ranked 
by principals as one of two most effective student recruitment methods. (Table 4.1). During interviews, 
principals of charter school start-up grantee campuses reinforced the importance and effectiveness of 
neighborhood fliers and open houses to share information about their new charter school campus. 

When  asked  about  their target  population  for student  recruitment,  principals most  commonly  indicated 
that  their campuses  are either open-enrollment  with  no  specific  target  populations or  that  their campus  
targeted  populations based on  a geographic  boundary.29  As a principal  from  a charter school  start-up  
grantee   campus in   their second   year of serving   students shared,   “We are a  neighborhood  school  first.  /   
The first  target  population  is to  secure as many n eighborhood  kids as we can,  to  make sure that  we are a  
school  that  people want  to  go  to.” When  specific  student  groups were mentioned in  interviews,  the 
recruitment  of economically  disadvantaged students,  students interested in  a particular field  or career 
path  (e.g.,  STEM  academy),  and  students who  are struggling  in  traditional  public  school  environments  
often came up  as  part  of  the discussion.30  A  principal  at  a charter school  campus in  their first  year of 
serving  students discussed their approach  to  serving  students who  are struggling  in  the traditional  public  
school  system:  

29  Open-enrollment/no  target response represents 2 5%  to  40% of  principals,  and  based  on  geographic  boundary  
represents 1 0%  to  35%  of  principals  interviewed,  depending  on year  of  operations.  This  may vary  for  open-
enrollment  charter  schools  and  in-district  charter  schools  funded through  the  Charter  School  Program  Start-Up 
Grant.  
30  These types  of  responses  represented  10% to  15% of  the principals  interviewed,  depending  on  year  of  
operations.   
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͞Our target population is  the  child who is  not having  their needs  met in their current setting,  and  
that could be  a  bored,  gifted kid or  a  kid with dyslexia  that's  not getting  the  services  they  need.  It's  

any  child.  We've  said this  when we've  been collaborating  with [the]  school  district,  ͚We're  not trying  
to take  your  best because  you're  already  doing  a  good  job with those.  We  want the  ones  that you're  

not reaching.  That's  our mission in life.  Give  us  the  ones  that you're  not reaching  because  we  feel  
that we  have  a  program  that can reach almost every  kid.͛͟   

–Year 1  Principal  

Effective Student Retention Strategies 
Principals surveyed were asked to rank the most effective strategies for retaining students. Forty 
percent of principals at charter school start-up grantee campuses in their second and third years of 
serving students ranked building meaningful relationships between teachers and students and 
establishment of a safe and collaborative environment at their campuses as one of the top two most 
effective methods for retaining students at their schools. Having demonstrated academic growth of 
students was ranked as one of the top two most effective retention approaches by 32% of principals at 
campuses in their second year of serving students and by 27% of principals at campuses in their third 
year of serving students. Providing student-centered instruction and effective communications between 
teachers and parents were ranked as the fourth and fifth most effective approaches for retaining 
students at their campuses. (Table 4.2) 
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Table 4.2 Most Effective Approaches for Retaining Students: Percentage of Principals Rating Item as 
First or Second Most Important, by Year of Serving Students 

Year 2, Cohorts 1–3 
(n=25) 

Year 3, Cohorts 1 and 2 
(n=15) 

1. Building meaningful
relationships between 
teachers and students 

40% 1. Building meaningful
relationships between 
teachers and students 

40% 

2. Establishment of a safe
and collaborative 
environment at the campus 

40% 
2. Establishment of a safe and
collaborative environment at 
the campus 

40% 

3. Demonstrated academic
growth of students 

32% 
3. Demonstrated academic
growth of students 

27% 

4. Student-centered
instruction 

16% 
4. Student-centered
instruction 

27% 

5. Effective communications
between teachers and 
parents 

16% 
5. Effective communications
between the campus 
leadership and parents 

20% 

Source. Charter School Start-Up Grantee Campus Principal Survey, Gibson Consulting Group and Safal Partners, 2018, 2019, and 
2020. Note. Because of the nature of the question (i.e., Effective methods for retaining students), only 4 campus principals in 
their first year of serving students answered this question. Thus, Year 1 results are not reported in this table. Year 2 analyses 
include responses from Cohort 1 and 2 principals (spring 2019), and Cohort 3 (spring 2020). Year 3 analyses include responses 
from Cohort 1 and 2 principals (spring 2020). 

During site visits, principals and teachers were asked directly about effective methods for retaining 
students at their start-up grantee campuses. They were asked about their role in student retention and 
what factors they consider important to retaining students. 

Responses from  school  leaders regarding  student  retention  were somewhat  consistent  with  the survey  
results in   that   they   discussed the need   to   create   “a  sense of belonging”   which   can   be accomplished  
through  the establishment  of strong  teacher-student  relationships and  an  environment  that  is safe and  
collaborative.  A  principal  from  a school  in  their second  year of operations discussed how student  
retention   is directly   related to   “a   strong   sense of belonging”   and   “school   culture more than   anything  
else/”   Other major themes related to   student   retention   emerged from   principal   interviews,   including  
parent  communications (cited by  50% of principals at  Year 1  campuses,  35% of principals at  Year 2  
campuses,  and  40%  of teachers at  Year 3  campuses)  as perhaps the most  important  driver for retaining  
students at  their charter  schools.  A  principal  in  their first  year of serving  students talked  about  why 
parent  communication  is so  important:   

͞I  think  parent communication is  probably  the  biggest thing  [that ensures  retention] be cause  
oftentimes,  especially  because  our  model  is  so different,  we  have  to make  sure  that parents  have  a  

clear definition of  what success  looks  like  with their child in this  setting.  If  they  have  a  clear 
definition for  what it looks  like,  then they'll  be  able  to gauge  whether or  not,  ͚Okay.  Is  this  the  right 

fit or  not for  my  child?͛͟   

–Year 1  Principal 
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Providing  high-quality  instruction  was discussed by  30% of principals at  Year 1  campuses,  25% of 
principals at  Year 2  campuses,  and  40%  of teachers at  Year 3  campuses.  These  principals and  teachers 
saw high-quality  instruction  as a key  driver for retaining  students at  their campus.  To  illustrate this 
point,  a school  leader from  a campus in  its  third  year of operations indicated that  they  have  “set  /   
priorities this year  / around  reading  framework,  math  framework,  consistency  of the instruction  and  
then  data-driven  practices.”   While not   as frequently   discussed,   15% of principals in  their second  and  
25% of those in  their  third  year of serving  students also  discussed the provision  of extracurricular and  
enrichment  activities as an  important  step toward  retaining  students.  Twenty  percent  of principals at  
campuses in  their third  year of operations discussed  “building  student  and  family  investment  in  the 
school”   and   “focusing  on  school  culture”   as important   steps that   they   are working   on   to   improve student   
retention  rates.   

During teacher focus groups, teachers were also asked about their role in helping to improve student 
retention at their schools. As Table 4.3 shows, participants from over half of the focus groups conducted 
with teachers at campuses in all three years of serving students discussed how they contribute to 
student retention by developing relationships with their students. As an example of teacher sentiment 
that was echoed by many educators participating in focus groups, one teacher at a campus in their first 
year of operations shared that “I want to make sure that our kids know that we care about them, and 
that their families feel like they have a voice and that I care what they have to say ... because I do”- while 
another added the importance of “giving them a voice, listening to them and then taking their feedback 
and implementing it and changing things.” 

The second and third most commonly discussed ways in which teachers support student 
retention were parent communications (noted by one or more participants in 30% to 35% of 
teacher focus groups across years of operation) and the delivery of high-quality instruction 
(mentioned by one or more participants in 20% to 30% of teacher focus groups across years of 
operation). A teacher from a campus in its second year of operation discussed student academic 
progress in the following way: “I feel like that's the main [factor], when [students] see progress. 
When they come in and they see that they were at this level and then they've increased by the 
end of the year.” 

Promoting student and parent participation in school activities and clubs and creating a positive 
environment were also noted as important student retention activities by teacher focus groups at two 
of the 10 campuses in their third year of serving students (Table 4.3). 

68 



 
 

 

           
    

  –  
 

  –  
 

     
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

   
 

 

    
 

         

    
    

 
 

    
 

 

    
 

 
  

  
    

 
  

  
    

 

  
   

 
 

   
  
 

 
    

 
 

             
                     

                   
               

 

 

        

        

        
       

        
      

        
 

        
         

        
      

 

Table 4.3 Role in Student Retention: Percent of Teacher Focus Groups Noting Item as Important, by 
Year of Serving Students 

Year 1, Cohorts 1–4 
(n=20) 

Year 2, Cohorts 1–3 
(n=20) 

Year 3, Cohorts 1 and 2 
(n=10) 

1. Relationships with
students 

65% 
1. Relationships with
students 

50% 
1. Relationships with
students 

70% 

2. Providing high quality
instruction 

30% 2. Parent communication 35% 2. Parent communication 30% 

3. Parent communication 30% 
3. Providing high quality
instruction 

30% 
3. Providing high quality
instruction 

20% 

4. Creating a positive
environment 

10% 
4. Promoting student and
parent participation in 
school activities and clubs 

10% 
4. Promoting student and
parent participation in 
school activities and clubs 

20% 

5. Student growth
(including academics and 
social-emotional) 

5% 
5. Student growth (including
academics and social-
emotional) 

5% 
5. Creating a positive
environment 

20% 

Source. Charter School Start-Up Grantee Campus Teacher Focus Groups, Gibson Consulting Group and Safal Partners, 2017, 
2018, and 2019. Note. Year 1 analyses include responses from Cohort 1 and 2 teachers (fall 2017), Cohort 3 teachers (fall 2018), 
and Cohort 4 teachers (fall 2019). Year 2 analyses include responses from Cohort 1 and 2 teachers (fall 2018), and Cohort 3 
teachers (fall 2019). Year 3 analyses include responses from Cohort 1 and 2 teachers (fall 2019). 

When  asked  to  elaborate on  the most  important  factors in  retaining  students,  participants in  teacher 
focus groups hit  on  many  familiar methods discussed in  this chapter,  including  parent  communications,  
academic  progress,  student  happiness and  sense of belonging,  and  extracurricular activities such  as 
clubs,  dance,  and  sports.  Teachers discussed how important  it  was to  provide opportunities for students  
that  they  may not  ordinarily  have access to  and  that  “their  parents may n ot  be able to  afford”   and   to  
create “activities that  students  really en joy  [which  are]  affordable for  families.”   !   teacher at   a campus in  
its  first  year of operation  elaborated on  the importance of parent  communications for retaining  their 
students in   the following   way.   “I've heard  a  lot  too  about  communication  being  important  to  retention.  A  
lot  of parents have talked t o  me about  how they a ppreciate how much  communication  there's been  ...  
not  just  teacher  and  family,  but  school-wide.  I  think that  is beneficial,  ...  how well  they co mmunicate to  
their  families.  That's something  I've had  several  parents comment  to  me about.”  

Comparison of Student Characteristics and Mobility Patterns for Students Enrolled at Public Charter 

School Start-Up Grantee Campuses and Comparable Traditional Public-School Campuses 

To supplement findings from the annual survey of principals and qualitative data (i.e., principal 
interviews and teacher focus groups) collected through site visit information on approaches to student 
recruitment and retention, the evaluation used student-level data collected from TEA. The study 
conducted an analysis of student characteristics and mobility patterns at campuses that received 
funding through the Texas Public Charter School Program Start-Up Grant. 

The characteristics, retention, and mobility patterns of students enrolled at charter school start-up 
grantee campuses were compared to those of students enrolled in traditional public school campuses in 
feeder districts, which are defined by where the student attending the charter school would have 
attended had they remained in traditional public schools. 
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Student Characteristics 

To determine the patterns of student enrollment, retention, and attrition at campuses that received 
funding through the Public Charter School Start-Up Grant, and how these patterns compared to 
traditional public school campuses in feeder districts, the evaluation includes an analysis of student-level 
data collected by TEA through PEIMS. 

As Table 4.4 shows, students attending charter school start-up grantee campuses in 2017–18 and 2018–
19 were comparable but were somewhat more likely to be African American and less likely to be 
Hispanic than students attending traditional public schools in the feeder districts. Students attending 
charter school start-up grantee campuses also were slightly less likely to be female or receive SPED 
services, and slightly more likely to be identified as an EL student. Differences were also observed 
between the percentage of economically disadvantaged students (66% for charter school start-up 
grantee campuses versus 62% at traditional public school campuses in 2017–18, and 66% versus 63% in 
2018–19). Forty-seven percent of charter school start-up grantee campus students were at-risk 
students, compared to 61% at traditional public school campuses in 2017–18, and 48% of start-up 
grantee campus students were at-risk versus 60% of traditional campus students in 2018–19. 

Table  4.4  Comparison  of S tudent Characteristics  at Charter  School  Start-Up  Grantee  Campuses and  
Traditional  Public Charter  School  Campuses in  Feeder1  Districts, 2017–18  and  2018–19  

Student Characteristics Charter School 
Start-Up Grantee 

Students,  
2017–18 

Traditional 
Public School 

Students,  
2017–18 

Charter School 
Start-Up Grantee 

Students,  
2018–19 

Traditional 
Public School 

Students, 
2018–19 

African American 18% 15% 20% 15% 

Hispanic 52% 56% 53% 56% 

White 22% 20% 17% 20% 

Female 48% 49% 48% 49% 

Economically 
Disadvantaged 

66% 62% 66% 63% 

EL2 22% 22% 21% 23% 

Received SPED3 Services 8% 10% 9% 11% 

At-risk 47% 61% 48% 60% 
Source.  Public  Education Information  Management  System,  2017–18  and  2018–19.  Note.  Analyses  include  a  total  of  12,141  
(2017–18)  and 20,518  (2018–19)  students  attending campuses  which received  funding  through  the  Texas  Public  Charter  School  
Start-Up  Grant  program  and  2,497,301  (2017–18)  and 3,035,091  (2018–19)  students  at  traditional  public  school  campuses  in 
feeder  districts.  Feeder  district  is  defined  by  where the  students  attending  the  charter  school  would have  attended  had  they  
remained in traditional  public schools;  see Appendix  A  for  details.  
1  Feeder  district  is  defined  by  where the  students  attending  the charter  school  would  have  attended  had  they  remained  in  
traditional  public  schools.  For  this  evaluation,  campus  feeders  were defined  if  at  least  five students  enrolled  in  the charter 
school  start-up  grantee campus.  Matched  students  were selected  from f eeder  districts.  
2  English Learners  (EL)  
3  Special  Education (SPED)  

Student Mobility Patterns 

The evaluation first explored the number of students that transferred out of a charter school start-up 
grantee campus during the school year. Of the 28,572 students who were enrolled at the start of the 
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2017–18  or 2018–19  school  years  at  charter school  start-up  grantee  campuses,  2,421  (8%)  of  them  were 
not  enrolled at  the same campus at  the end  of  that  school  year.  Of these  2,421  students that  left  during  
either the 2017–18  or  2018–19  school  years, 413  transferred to  a different  charter school  campus (17%),  
and  1,528  transferred to  a  traditional  public  school  (63%).  For those who  transferred during  either 
school  year,  approximately  63% went  to  traditional  public  schools while 17% of those who  transferred 
enrolled at  a different  charter school  campus.  The remaining  480  students (20%)  left  the Texas public  
school  system.31  See Appendix A  for details of the methodology.   

The evaluation study compared the characteristics of those 2,421 students that transferred out of 
charter school start-up grantee campuses during the school year to those who remained enrolled at the 
same campus. The students who left during the year were less likely to be ELs, less likely to be 
economically disadvantaged, and on average had lower prior-year test scores in both STAAR-
Mathematics and STAAR-Reading tests. 

The evaluation also explored the number of students that returned to their start-up grantee campus the 
following year, identified by comparing end-of-school-year enrollment data to the subsequent year’s fall 
enrollment data. Approximately 77% of students enrolled at charter school start-up grantee campuses in 
2017–18 returned to that campus for the next school year, compared to 80% of traditional public school 
students. Of the 2,054 students (23%) that were not enrolled at the charter school start-up grantee 
campus in 2018–19, 57% left for a traditional public school and 27% attended a different charter school 
in 2018–19. The remaining 16% of students left the Texas public school system. 

For students enrolled in 2018–19, 74% of charter school start-up grantee students returned to the same 
campus in 2019–20, compared to 79% of traditional public school students. Of the 3,932 students (26%) 
that were not enrolled at the charter school start-up grantee campus in 2019–20, 59% left for a 
traditional public school, 24% attended a different charter school in 2019–20, and the remaining 17% of 
students left the Texas public school system. 

Table 4.5 shows the characteristics of students enrolled at charter school start-up grantee campuses in 
2017–18, both students who did not enroll in the charter school start-up grantee campus in the 
subsequent year (identified by comparing end-of-school-year enrollment data to fall enrollment data) 
and those who returned to enroll in the same campus in 2018–19. Comparing the first two columns, 
African American students were more likely to leave the grantee campus than Hispanic students. 
Students who did not enroll at the same campus in 2018–19 were less likely to be economically 
disadvantaged, or identified as an EL, compared to students who returned to enroll in the same campus 
in 2018–19. Comparing column 1 to column 3, 2017–18 charter school start-up grantee students who 
did not enroll at the same campus in 2018–19 were more likely to be white and less likely to be Hispanic, 
economically disadvantaged, identified as an EL, or to receive SPED services compared to traditional 
public school students who did not enroll in the same campus in 2018–19. 

31  These students  could  not be found  in  the  statewide PEIMS  data  at  the  end  of  the year,  indicating  that  they  left 
the Texas  public  school  system;  this  may be the case for  a for  a  variety  of  reasons,  such as  entering  private school,  
moving  out of  the state,  being  homeschooled,  and  others.  The reasons s tudents  left the system  are  not  collected  in  
PEIMS  for  Grades  6  and  below,  and a  more  detailed analysis  of  leaver  reasons f or  Grade 7–12  was  not  conducted 
for  this  analysis.  
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Table  4.5  Characteristics  of  Students  Enrolled  in  2017–18  at Charter  School  Start-Up  Grantee  
Campuses and  Traditional  Public Charter  School  Campuses in  Feeder1  Districts  Who  Did  Not Enroll  in  
the  Same  Campus in  2018–19  

Student Characteristics Charter School 
Start-Up 
Grantee 
Leaving 

Students 

Charter School 
Start-Up 
Grantee 

Continuing 
Students 

Traditional 
Public School 

Leaving 
Students 

Traditional 
Public School 

Continuing 
Students 

African American 19% 13% 21% 13% 

Hispanic 46% 56% 54% 57% 

White 23% 23% 17% 21% 

Female 50% 48% 48% 49% 

Economically 
Disadvantaged 

60% 64% 71% 61% 

ELs2 19% 24% 25% 24% 

Received SPED3 Services 7% 8% 12% 10% 

Number 2,054 6,704 384,350 1,509,729 
Source.  Public  Education Information  Management  System  databases,  Texas  Education  Agency,  2017–18  and  2018–19.  Note.  
Analyses  include a  total  of  8,758  students  attending campuses  in  2017–18  which  received funding through  the Texas  Public   
Charter  School  Start-Up  Grant  program  and 1,894,079  students  attending  traditional  public school  campuses  in feeder  districts   
in 2017–18.   
1  Feeder  district  is  defined  by  where the  students  attending  the charter  school  would have  attended  had  they  remained  in   
traditional  public  schools.  For  this  evaluation,  campus  feeders  were defined  if  at  least  five students  enrolled  in  the charter  
school  start-up  grantee campus.  Matched  students  were selected  from f eeder  districts.   
2  English Learners  (ELs)   
3  Special  Education (SPED)   

Similarly, Table 4.6 shows that 2018–19 charter school start-up grantee students who did not enroll at 
the same campus in 2019–20 were more likely to be African American and white, and less likely to be 
Hispanic, economically disadvantaged, or identified as an EL, compared to students who returned to 
enroll in the same campus in 2019–20. Compared to traditional public school students who did not 
enroll in the same campus in 2019–20, charter school start-up grantee students who did not enroll at 
the same campus in 2019–20 were more likely to be white and less likely to be Hispanic, economically 
disadvantaged, identified as an EL, or to receive SPED services. 
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Table  4.6  Characteristics of S tudents Enrolled  in  2018–19  at Charter  School  Start-Up  Grantee  
Campuses and  Traditional  Public Charter  School  Campuses in  Feeder1  Districts  Who  Did  Not Enroll  in  
the  Same  Campus in  2019-20  

Student Characteristics Charter School 
Start-Up 
Grantee 
Leaving 

Students 

Charter School 
Start-Up 
Grantee 

Continuing 
Students 

Traditional 
Public School 

Leaving 
Students 

Traditional 
Public School 

Continuing 
Students 

African American 24% 16% 22% 13% 

Hispanic 46% 57% 53% 56% 

White 20% 17% 17% 21% 

Female 48% 48% 48% 49% 

Economically 
Disadvantaged 

62% 65% 72% 61% 

ELs2 16% 24% 24% 24% 

Received SPED3 Services 9% 8% 13% 11% 

Number 3,932 11,351 434,067 1,862,760 
Source. Public  Education Information  Management  System  databases,  Texas  Education  Agency,  2018–19  and  2019–20.  Note.  
Analyses  include a  total  of  15,283  students  attending campuses  in  2018–19  which  received funding through  the Texas  Public   
Charter  School  Start-Up  Grant  program  and 2,296,827  students  attending  traditional  public school  campuses  in feeder  districts   
in 2018–19.   
1  Feeder  district  is  defined  by  where the  students  attending  the charter  school  would have  attended  had  they  remained  in   
traditional  public  schools.  For  this  evaluation,  campus  feeders  were defined  if  at  least  five students  enrolled  in  the charter   
school  start-up  grantee campus.  Matched  students  were selected  from f eeder  districts.   
2  English Learners  (EL)   
3  Special  Education (SPED)   

Summary of Key Findings 

The most impactful, important, or effective practices related to student recruitment and retention at 
charter school start-up grantee campuses, as identified by principals and teachers, include the following 
approaches: 

Student Recruitment 

 	 	 Word-of-mouth  advertising  from  parents of students  currently  enrolled at  the school  was

ranked  by  principals as the most  effective methods for  recruiting  students to  their new  charter

school  campus.  While this was rated as an  effective recruitment  method  by  all  principals,  it  was

ranked  as more effective by  school  leaders in  the second  and  third  years of  operation. 

	  The use of social  media to  advertise the new  charter school  was more prominent  at  schools in 

their first  and  second  years of  operation,  while open houses to  share information  about  the 

campuses  were ranked  as more effective by  principals at  campuses in  their third  year of serving 

students. 

 	 	 When  asked  about  their target  population  for student  recruitment,  principals most  commonly 

indicated they  are either open-enrollment  with  no  specific  target  populations or  that  their

target  populations are based on  a geographic  boundary.  For principals who  did  mention  specific 

student  populations for  recruitment,  the most  commonly  noted student  groups were
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economically  disadvantaged students,  students interested in  a particular field  or career path  

(e.g.,  STEM  academy),  and  students who  were  struggling  in  traditional  public  school  

environments.  

Student Retention  

 	 	 For principals at  charter school  start-up  grantee  campuses in  their second  or third  year of 

serving  students,  the building  of meaningful  relationships between teachers and  students,  the 

establishment  of  a safe and  collaborative environment,  the academic  growth  of students,  the 

delivery  of student-centered instruction,  and  effective communications between teachers and  

parents were ranked  as the five most  effective approaches for retaining  students from  one  year 

to  the next.   

 	 	 Teachers at  charter school  start-up  grantee  campuses also  discussed how they  play a role in  

student  retention  by  establishing  positive relationships  with  parents and  students and  by  

delivering  high-quality  instruction.  Student  happiness,  a sense of belonging,  and  the availability  

of extracurricular activities were also  cited by  teachers  as important  drivers for student  

retention.  

 	 	 For most  demographic  categories,  the make-up  of  students enrolled at  charter  school  start-up 

grantee  campuses and  matched traditional  public  schools are comparable,  with  the largest  

difference being  that  charter school  start-up  grantee  campuses  enroll  a smaller proportion  of 

students at-risk of dropping  out  of  school  compared  to  traditional  public  schools in  feeder 

districts.  

 		  The vast  majority  of students enrolled at  charter school  start-up  grantee  campuses in  2017–18 

(91%)  or 2018–19  (92%)  remained in  that  campus the entire school  year.  For those who  

transferred during  either school  year,  approximately  63% went  to  traditional  public  schools 

while 17% of those who  transferred enrolled at  a different  charter school  campus.  

 		  The majority  (74%) of students enrolled at  charter school  start-up  grantee  campuses  in  2018–19  

also  returned to  the same campus in  2019–20. Of  those that  transferred,  59%  left  for a 

traditional  public  school  and  24% attended a  different  charter school  during  the next  school  

year.  

 		  Students who  were enrolled in  a charter  school  start-up  grantee  campus in  2018–19  but  did  not  

enroll  in  the same campus in  2019–20 were more likely  to  be white and  African  American  and  

less likely  to  be Hispanic,  economically  disadvantaged,  or an  EL  when compared  to  students who  

continued in  that  school  in  2019–20.  
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Chapter 5 — Teacher Recruitment and Retention Practices at Charter 

School Start-Up Grantee Campuses 
The purpose of this chapter is to explore the manner in which Public Charter School Program Start-Up 
Grant recipients attract, recruit, and retain highly-qualified instructors. Similar to the analytic approach 
described in Chapter 2 and also used in Chapter 4 of this report, the analysis of principal survey data, 
CSP principal interview data, and CSP teacher focus group data from 2017–18, 2018–19, and 2019–20 
were used to describe the methods by which charter school start-up grantees attract, recruit, and retain 
highly-qualified instructors. The evaluation team also analyzed extant data from TEA to create tables 
related to teacher retention and mobility patterns for charter school start-up grantee campuses and 
matched comparison campuses. 

Teacher Recruitment and Retention Strategies 
Recruiting and retaining high-quality educators is important when developing a new charter school 
campus or expanding an existing campus due to an enrollment increase or an expansion of grades 
served. With this in mind, the evaluation examined a variety of issues related to recruiting and retaining 
high-quality educators at charter school start-up grantee campuses, including: 

   Methods for attracting  high-quality  educators;  

   Criteria for hiring  teachers;   

   Methods for retaining  high-quality  teachers;  and  

   Measures used to  decide on  whether or not  to  retain  teachers.  

Methods for Attracting and Recruiting High-Quality Teachers 

As Table 5.1 illustrates, the majority of start-up principal survey respondents in their first (59%), second 
(73%), and third (67%) year of serving students ranked word-of-mouth about the school as one of the 
two most effective ways to attract high-quality teachers to their campuses. During interviews conducted 
during annual site visits, principals discussed how this process is facilitated by “inviting people to just see 
our model and just to come and visit their school” so they can go out and spread the word to like-minded 
educators, and by “finding colleges and universities that are producing graduates where the institution 
and the student, the graduate, have a mission alignment that already connects to [our school].” A 
principal in their second year of serving students talked about how “there are a few other schools across 
the country, K–12 schools that have teachers that will hear about us through those small networks and 
then come to find that they really are compelled by what we're doing.” 

Using current teachers to recruit colleagues was more commonly ranked by principals in annual surveys 
as one of the two most effective methods for attracting talented teachers by principals at campuses in 
their second (42%) and third (67%) year of operation than by principals at campuses in their first year of 
serving students (31%). Job fairs and recruitment services were also consistently ranked among the two 
most effective teacher recruitment approaches by school leaders at charter school start-up grantee 
campuses. Principals at campuses in their first year of operations tended to rely more heavily on social 
media (35% ranking it as one of the two most effective recruitment methods) to attract quality teachers 
than their counterparts at charter schools in their second and third years of operation, neither of whom 
ranked social media in the top five recruitment methods. (See Table 5.1 for more details.) 
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Table 5.1 Effective Methods for Attracting High-Quality Teachers: Percentage of Principals Rating Item 
as First or Second Most Effective, by Year of Serving Students 

Year 1, Cohorts 1–4 
(n=29) 

Year 2, Cohorts 1–3 
(n=26) 

Year 3, Cohorts 1 and 2 
(n=15) 

1. Word of mouth about
the school 

59% 
1. Word of mouth about
the school 

73% 
1. Current teachers
recruiting colleagues 

67% 

2. Social media (e.g.,
Facebook, LinkedIn) 

35% 
2. Current teachers
recruiting colleagues 

42% 
2. Word of mouth about
the school 

67% 

3. Current teachers
recruiting colleagues 

31% 
3. Recruitment services
(e.g., Indeed, Zip 
Recruiter) 

27% 3. Job fairs 27% 

4. Job fairs 31% 4. Job fairs 19% 
4. Recruitment services
(e.g., Indeed, Zip 
Recruiter) 

20% 

5. Recruitment services
(e.g., Indeed, Zip 
Recruiter) 

21% 5. Online advertisements 19% 5. Online advertisements 13% 

Source. Charter School Start-Up Grantee Campus Principal Survey, Gibson Consulting Group, 2018, 2019, and 2020. Note. Year 1 
analyses include responses from Cohort 1 and 2 principals (fall 2017), Cohort 3 principals (fall 2018), and Cohort 4 principals (fall 
2019). Year 2 analyses include responses from Cohort 1 and 2 principals (fall 2018), and Cohort 3 principals (fall 2019). Year 3 
analyses include responses from Cohort 1 and 2 principals (fall 2019). 

During interviews with start-up principals, networking and word of mouth was most commonly 
discussed by school leaders at campuses in their first (35%), second (85%), and third (50%) year of 
serving students as the most effective way to recruit teachers. 

A  substantial  proportion  of principals in  their first  (25%),  second  (30%),  and  third  (40%)  year of  serving  
students through  the grant  program  shared their perspectives on  the importance of a careful  and  
effective hiring  or application  process. Job  fairs were also  among  the five most  commonly  noted 
effective teacher recruitment  approaches (discussed by  15% to  25% of  the principals interviewed).  
Principals at  more mature schools were more inclined to  cite these  two recruitment  methods as 
effective.  A  school  leader at  a campus in  their third  year of operations elaborated on  the importance  of 
having  a thoughtfully  crafted hiring  or application  process  which  hits on  the  educational  philosophy  of 
the teacher,   the pedagogical   skills of the teacher,   and   the teacher’s comfort   level   with   the expectations 
of the school:  

͞/the  three  steps  of  the  interview  [aid in effective  recruitment].  The  first interview,  we  ask  the  
questions  to understand/  their educational  philosophy.  !fter that,  we  see,  of  course,  number one,  
they  have  to be  highly  qualified and  certified/  we  call  them  for  a  second  time,  to see  their teaching  

style,  like  how well  they're  able  to teach,  how well  they're  able  to deliver the  instruction/In the  
third  part,  we  talk  about our  expectations͟    

-Year 1   Principal  
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Criteria for Hiring Teachers 

When hiring new teachers, it is important that school leaders establish criteria for teacher candidates. 
Making sure teachers shared a strong passion for teaching was consistently ranked by start-up grantee 
campus principals as one of the most important criteria considered, regardless of the maturity of the 
charter school. This hiring criterion was ranked as the first or second most important hiring criterion by 
38% of principals at campuses in their first year, 31% of principals at campuses in their second year, and 
33% of principals at campuses in their third year of serving students. Other criteria these principals felt 
were important included passion for teaching, strong demonstrated pedagogical skills, teacher fit with 
the educational philosophy of the school, content expertise, and teacher certification. When the 
maturity of the charter school was considered, some variation in the ranking of hiring criteria is 
observed. (See Table 5.2). 

Table 5.2 Most Important Criteria when Hiring New Teachers: Percentage of Principals Rating Item as 
First or Second Most Important, by Year of Serving Students 

Year 1, Cohorts 1–4 
(n=29) 

Year 2, Cohorts 1–3 
(n=26) 

Year 3, Cohorts 1 and 2 
(n=15) 

1. Passion for teaching 38% 
1. Teacher fit with the
mission of the charter 
school campus 

39% 
1. Strong demonstrated
pedagogical skills 

40% 

2. Teacher fit with the
mission of the charter 
school campus 

28% 
2. Teacher fit with the
educational philosophy of 
the school 

35% 
2. Teacher fit with the
mission of the charter 
school campus 

40% 

3. Strong demonstrated
pedagogical skills 

28% 3. Passion for teaching 31% 3. Passion for teaching 33% 

4. Teacher fit with
educational philosophy of 
the school 

24% 
4. Strong demonstrated
pedagogical skills 

23% 4. Teacher certification 27% 

5. Content expertise 17% 5. Teacher certification 23% 5. Content expertise 20% 
Source. Charter School Start-Up Grantee Campus Principal Survey, Gibson Consulting Group, 2018, 2019, and 2020. Note. Year 1 
analyses include responses from Cohort 1 and 2 principals (fall 2017), Cohort 3 principals (fall 2018), and Cohort 4 principals (fall 
2019). Year 2 analyses include responses from Cohort 1 and 2 principals (fall 2018), and Cohort 3 principals (fall 2019). Year 3 
analyses include responses from Cohort 1 and 2 principals (fall 2019). 

A principal at a campus in their first year of serving students shared how they prioritized their hiring 
criteria, with making sure the educational philosophy of the prospective teacher and the new charter 
school were in synch before exploring the teacher’s qualifications, credentials, and pedagogical skills. 

͞The  three  steps  of  the  interview  [aid in effective  recruitment].  In the  first interview,  we  ask  the  
questions  to understand  /  their educational  philosophy.  After that,  we  see,  of  course,  number one,  

they  have  to be  highly  qualified and  certified;  /  we  call  them  for  a  second  time,  to see  their 
teaching  style,  like  how well  they're  able  to teach,  how well  they're  able  to deliver the  instruction. /  

In the  third  part,  we  talk  about our  expectations͟   

-Year 1  Principal  
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Methods for Retaining Teachers 

The stress associated with working at a new charter school can be high for principals, teachers, and 
staff, so developing effective approaches for increasing teacher retention from year to year is important 
for consistency, development of lasting relationships with students and parents, and to the long-term 
success of charter school campuses. 

As Table 5.3 demonstrates, principals at campuses in their first (50%) and second (30%) years of 
operation were more likely than their counterparts at campuses in their third year of operation (20%) to 
rank the providing of regular feedback on instructional practices to teachers as the first or second most 
effective strategies for retaining high-quality teachers. Meanwhile, a larger proportion of principals at 
campuses in their third year of operation (47%) ranked providing dedicated planning time to teachers as 
the first or second most effective strategy for retaining high-quality teachers. However, it’s worth noting
that providing dedicated planning time was still rated as the second most effective approach by 36% of 
principals at first-year campuses and 30% of principals at second-year campuses, indicating that this 
approach is a high priority for all principals. Other effective retention methods ranked by principals in 
the top five include effective curriculum and supplemental materials, incentive pay, and smaller class 
sizes. 

Table 5.3 Effective Approaches for Retaining High-Quality Teachers: Percentage of Principals Rating 
Item as First or Second Most Important, by Year of Serving Students 

Year 1, Cohorts 1–4 
(n=14) 

Year 2, Cohorts 1–3 
(n=27) 

Year 3, Cohorts 1 and 2 
(n=15) 

1. Regular feedback on
instructional practices 

50% 
1. Regular feedback on
instructional practices 

30% 1. Dedicated planning time 47% 

2. Dedicated planning time 36% 2. Dedicated planning time 30% 
2. Incentive pay based on
student and/or school 
performance metrics 

33% 

3. Incentive pay based on
student and/or school 
performance metrics 

21% 
3. Effective curriculum and
supplemental materials 

26% 
3. Effective curriculum and
supplemental materials 

27% 

4. Smaller class sizes 21% 4. Smaller class sizes 22% 
4. Regular feedback on
instructional practices 

20% 

5. Effective curriculum and
supplemental materials 

14% 
5. Flexibility in lesson
planning 

22% 5. Structured PLCs 20% 

Source. Charter School Start-Up Grantee Campus Principal Survey, Gibson Consulting Group, 2018, 2019, and 2020. Note. Year 1 
analyses include responses from Cohort 1 and 2 principals (spring 2018), Cohort 3 principals (spring 2019), and Cohort 4 
principals (spring 2020). Year 2 analyses include responses from Cohort 1 and 2 principals (spring 2019), and Cohort 3 (spring 
2020). Year 3 analyses include responses from Cohort 1 and 2 principals (spring 2020). 

During interviews with charter school start-up grantee principals, discussions turned to the most 
effective methods for getting teachers to return to their campus from one year to the next. Regardless 
of the campus’ maturity, the vast majority of principals (70% to 80%) engaged in discussions about how 
the school culture, including “their relationship with school leadership”, “experience in the classroom”,
and “the level of support and the type of school culture they feel is around them as a whole” as the most 
important ingredients to realizing high teacher retention rates. Other retention methods noted during 
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interviews included teacher advancement strategies, higher compensation, and high-quality training and 
development opportunities. 

Criteria for Retaining Teachers 

Charter school  start-up  grantee  campus principals surveyed  were asked  to  weigh  the importance of 
various criteria when considering   whether or not   to   continue a teacher’s   employment   at   their campus/  
As Table 5.4  shows,  regardless of the maturity  of the charter school  campus,  instructional  effectiveness 
and  student  performance were ranked  by  principals as the two  most  heavily  weighted criteria when 
deciding  whether or not  to  retain  a teacher from  one school  year to  the next.  Approximately  69% of 
start-up  principal  respondents in  their first  year of serving  students,  82% of principals at  campuses in  
their second  year of serving  students,  and  73%  of principals in  their third  year of operations ranked  
instructional  effectiveness as the first  or second  most  important  consideration  to  teacher retention. 
Student  performance was ranked  as  the first  or  second  most  important  criteria for deciding  whether to  
retain  a teacher  by  48% to  56% of  principals surveyed.  Cultural  fit  with  the campus,  classroom  
management,  and  student  engagement  were also  considered to  be important  criteria,  with  student  
engagement  ranking  higher with  principals at  more mature campuses in  their third  year of serving  
students.   

Table 5.4 Most Heavily Weighted Criteria when Deciding Whether to Continue a Teacher’s 
Employment: Percentage of Principals Rating Item as First or Second Most Important, by Year of 
Serving Students 

Year 1, Cohorts 1–4 
(n=29) 

Year 2, Cohorts 1–3 
(n=27) 

Year 3, Cohorts 1 and 2 
(n=15) 

1. Instructional
effectiveness 

69% 
1. Instructional
effectiveness 

82% 
1. Instructional
effectiveness 

73% 

2. Student performance 48% 2. Student performance 56% 2. Student performance 47% 

3. Cultural fit with campus 24% 3. Classroom management 19% 3. Student engagement 27% 

4. Classroom management 24% 4. Cultural fit with campus 19% 4. Cultural fit with campus 20% 

5. Student engagement 17% 5. Student engagement 15% 5. Classroom management 13% 
Source. Charter School Start-Up Grantee Campus Principal Survey, Gibson Consulting Group and Safal Partners, 2018, 2019, and 
2020. 
Note. Year 1 analyses include responses from Cohort 1 and 2 principals (spring 2018), Cohort 3 principals (spring 2019), and 
Cohort 4 principals (spring 2020). Year 2 analyses include responses from Cohort 1 and 2 principals (spring 2019), and Cohort 3 
(spring 2020). Year 3 analyses include responses from Cohort 1 and 2 principals (spring 2020). 

Characteristics of Teachers at Public Charter Schools Start-Up Grantee Campuses and 

Teachers at Feeder Pattern Traditional Public Schools 
As Table 5.5 shows, teachers working at charter school start-up grantee campuses in 2017–18 and 
2018–19 were typically younger than teachers in comparison schools. Teachers working at charter 
school start-up grantee campuses possessed fewer years of teaching, were more likely to be first-year 
teachers, and had less tenure at their school. Teachers working at these charter school grantee 
campuses were also less likely to have provisional or probationary certification (18% vs. 24% in 2017–18 
and 14% vs. 19% in 2018–19), compared to teachers at schools in feeder districts, which are defined by 
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where the students attending  the  charter school  would  have attended had  they  remained in  traditional  
public  schools (see Appendix A  for details).32  

Table  5.5  Characteristics of T eachers at Charter  School  Start-Up  Grantee  Campuses Compared  to  
Teachers Working  at Feeder1  Districts  

Teacher Characteristic Charter School 
Start-Up 
Grantee 

Campuses, 
2017–18 

Feeder Districts, 
2017–18 

Charter School 
Start-Up Grantee 

Campuses,  
2018–19 

Feeder Districts, 
2018–19 

Average age of teachers 37.4 41.2 37.7 41.2 

Average number of years of 
teaching experience 

6.5 10.9 6.5 11.0 

Percentage of first-year 
teachers 

28% 12% 32% 11% 

Average number of years of 
tenure at campus 

2.5 7.3 2.5 7.3 

Percentage of teachers with 
provisional or probationary 
certifications 

18% 24% 14% 19% 

Percentage of teachers 
receiving certifications through 
alternative certification 
programs 

34% 38% 43% 39% 

Percent of teachers with 
masters or Ph.D. 

29% 31% 37% 32% 

Source.  State  Board of  Educator  Certification and  Public Education  Information  Management  System  databases,  Texas  
Education Agency,  2017–18  and  2018–19.   
Note.  Analyses  include  a  total  of  968  (2017–18)  and 1,355  (2018–19)  teachers  employed at  campuses  which received  funding  
through  the  Texas  Public Charter  School  Start-Up Grant  program a nd 254,015  (2017–18)  and  324,501  (2018–19)  teachers  at  
comparable traditional  public school  campuses.  Feeder  district  is  defined  by  where the  students  attending  the charter  school  
would  have attended had they  remained in  traditional  public schools;  see  Appendix  A for  details.  
1  Feeder  district  is  defined  by  where the  students  attending  the charter  school  would have  attended  had  they  remained  in  
traditional  public  schools.  For  this  evaluation,  campus  feeders  were defined  if  at  least  five students  enrolled  in  the charter  
school  start-up  grantee campus.  Matched  students  were selected  from f eeder  districts.  

Comparison of Teacher Retention and Mobility Patterns for Teachers at Public Charter 

School Start-Up Grantee Campuses and Comparable Traditional Public School Campuses 
The evaluation examined the retention of teachers by looking at patterns in teacher mobility and 
retention over a two-year period, from the 2017–18 school year to the beginning of the 2019–20 school 
year. This teacher retention rate over two years (between the 2017–18 and 2019–20 school years) at 
charter school start-up grantee campuses (57%) was substantially lower than the retention rate for 
teachers working at comparable traditional public school campuses (73%). See Appendix A for details of 
the methodology. 

32  Teachers  in open-enrollment  charter   schools   must hold a   bachelor’s   degree   but   are not   required   by   the   state to   
hold a  teaching  certificate  unless  they  are a  special  education or  bilingual  education/English  as  a  second  language 
teacher.  
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The evaluation also explored mobility patterns of teachers over the same two-year period, from the 
2017–18 school year to the beginning of the 2019–20 school year. This analysis looks at 2017–18 charter 
school start-up grantee campus teachers who were not in a teaching position at the same campus at the 
beginning of the 2019–20 school year. One hundred and twenty-six out of 294 teachers who taught at 
charter school start-up grantee campuses in 2017–18 were no longer in teaching positions at that school 
at the start of the 2019–20 school year. Of those 126 teachers: 

   14% transitioned to  different  roles at  their same school  (n=18);  

   19% left  to  teach  at  another charter school  (n=24);  

   21% left  to  teach  at  a traditional  public  school  (n=26);  and   

   46% were not  in  the 2019–20  teacher data  (n=58).   

Comparing characteristics of the 168 (of 294) 2017–18 teachers who remained to teach in their charter 
school start-up grantee campus in 2019–20 to the 126 teachers who were no longer teaching at that 
school in 2019–20, teachers who left were more likely to be white (81% vs 45%), and more likely to have 
been in their first year of teaching (58% vs 35%). It was also more likely for the teachers who left to have 
been in their first year at that school in 2017–18 (71% vs 61%), and more likely that they had taken an 
alternative certification route (50% vs 45%). 

Figure 5.1 illustrates differences in mobility patterns for teachers at charter school start-up grantee 
campuses and comparable traditional public school campuses. These comparisons are done separately 
by year, with Figure 5.1 showing differences in mobility between the 2017–18 and 2018–19 school 
years, and Figure 5.2 showing differences in mobility between 2018–19 and 2019–20. Teachers who left 
their teaching positions at their 2017–18 charter school start-up grantee campus were more likely to 
transition to a different role at their campus (14% vs. 7%). They were less likely to not be teaching in a 
Texas public school (26% vs. 29%) and to leave to teach at another charter or traditional public school 
(60% vs. 64%) when compared to teachers who left their teaching position at their 2017–18 traditional 
public school campus. 
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Figure 5.1 Comparison of Mobility Patterns between 2017–18 and 2018–19 for Teachers at Charter 
School Start-Up Grantee Campuses and Comparable Traditional Public School Campuses who Left their 
2017–18 Campus 
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Charter School Start-Up Grantee Campus Comparable Traditional Public Charter School Campuses 

Source. Public Education Information Management System databases, Texas Education Agency, 2017–18 and 2018–19.  
Note. Analyses include a total of 333 teachers employed in 2017–18 at campuses which received funding through the Texas  
Public Charter School Program Start-Up Grant program who were not teaching at that school in 2018–19 and 66,012 teachers at  
comparable traditional public school campuses.  

Figure 5.2 illustrates differences in mobility patterns for teachers at charter school start-up grantee 
campuses and comparable traditional public school campuses between the 2018–19 and 2019–20 
school years. Teachers who left their teaching positions at their 2018–19 charter school start-up grantee 
campus were more likely to transition to a different role at their campus (16% vs. 7%), and less likely to 
leave to teach at another charter or traditional public school (56% vs. 65%) when compared to teachers 
who left their teaching position at their 2018–19 traditional public school campus. 
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Figure 5.2 Comparison of Mobility Patterns between 2018–19 and 2019–20 for Teachers at Charter 
School Start-Up Grantee Campuses and Comparable Traditional Public School Campuses who 
Departed their 2018–19 Campus 
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Source. Public Education Information Management System databases, Texas Education Agency, 2018–19 and 2019–20.  
Note. Analyses include a total of 502 teachers employed in 2018–19 at campuses which received funding through the Texas  
Public Charter School Program Start-Up Grant program who were not teaching at that school in 2019–20 and 84,617 teachers at  
comparable traditional public school campuses.  

Summary of Key Findings 
The most impactful, important, or effective practices related to the recruitment and retention of high-
quality teachers at charter school start-up grantee campuses as identified by principals and teachers, 
include the following approaches: 

  Teacher Recruitment and Hiring 

   While principals shared a wide array of effective teacher recruitment  methods,  they  consistently 

rated word-of-mouth  advertising  about  the school  and  current  teachers recruiting  colleagues as

the most  effective teacher recruitment  strategies.  The  use of social  media to  recruit  teachers

was more prominent  among  first-year campuses,  and  the use of current  teachers  to  recruit 

colleagues became more prominent  as campuses matured from  the first  to  the  third  year of

operation. 

 	 	 Passion  for teaching,  teacher fit  with  the mission  of the campuses,  and  strong  demonstrated

pedagogical  skills were rated by  principals as the three most  important  considerations when

hiring  new  teachers. A s campuses matured from  the first  to  the third  year of serving  students, 

the need  for teachers with  strong  demonstrated pedagogical  skills rose in  importance as a hiring 

criterion. 

83 



 
 

 

 Teacher Retention 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   Through  annual  surveys,  principals at  charter school  start-up  grantee  campuses in  their first  and  

second  years of serving  students rated regular feedback to  teachers regarding  instructional  

practices and  dedicated  planning  time as the two most  effective approaches to  retaining  high-

quality  teachers. Fo r principals at  third-year charter schools,  dedicated planning  time was the 

top-ranked teacher retention  approach,  followed  by  incentive pay based on  student  and/or 

school  performance metrics.  

		   During  interviews,  principals and  teachers stressed  the  importance of school  culture as an  

important  consideration  for teachers when they  are deciding  whether or not  to  return  to  teach  

at  a campus for  another  year.  

 	 	 Regardless of the maturity  of the charter start-up  grantee  campus,  principals shared that  

instructional  effectiveness is by  far the most  important  consideration  when deciding  whether to  

retain  a teacher,  followed  by  student  performance,  student  engagement,  and  cultural  fit  with  

the campus.  

 		  Teachers at  charter school  start-up  grantee  campuses are typically  younger,  have fewer years of 

teaching  experience,  are more likely  to  be first-year teachers,  and  have less tenure at  their 

school  than  their counterparts at  traditional  public  school  campuses.  

 	 	 The two-year teacher retention  rate (between the 2017–18  and  2019–20  school  years) at  

charter school  start-up  grantee  campuses was 16  percentage points lower than  it  was for 

teachers working  at  comparable traditional  public  school  campuses (57% vs.  73%).  

 	 	 Teachers at  charter start-up  grantee  campuses  who  left  their 2017–18  and  2018–19  teaching  

positions were approximately  twice as likely  to  transition  to  a  different  role at  their campus 

when compared  to  teachers who  left  their teaching  position  at  a traditional  public  school  

campus,  which  implies that  new  charter schools may have more opportunities for advancement  

into  leadership  roles.   

 		  Teachers at  charter school  start-up  grantee  campuses who  left  their 2017–18  and  2018–19  

teaching  positions were less likely  than  their traditional  public  school  counterparts to  be 

teaching  in  another charter or traditional  public  school  in  Texas in  the subsequent  school  year.   
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Chapter 6 — Best or Promising Practices at High-Performing Charter 

School Campuses 

This chapter summarizes  promising  practices in  place at  high-performing  charter school  campuses. Using  
data from  the spring  2018  statewide survey  of charter school  campus principals from  high-performing  
and  other charter school  campuses,  as well  as  data collected through  site visits to  high-performing  
charter schools  in  spring  2018  (i.e.,  principal  interviews,  teacher focus groups,  and  classroom  
observations),  the evaluation  team  explored best  or promising  practices at  high-performing  charter 
school  campuses and  other charter school  campuses.  A  summary of best  or promising  practices related 
to  school  organization  and  management,  positive school  climate  maintenance,  instruction  and  teacher 
supports,  student  recruitment  and  retention,  and  teacher recruitment  and  retention  are  presented 
below.  For a fully  detailed summary of the methodology  used to  define,  measure  the impact  of,  and  
select  high-performing  campuses can  be found  in  Appendix A.  For more details on  the process for  
collecting  data and  assessing  practices,  as well  as a more expansive list  of best  or promising  practices,  
please  refer to  the Texas Public  Charter School  Start-Up  Grant  2016–17  and  2017–18  Evaluation  Report.  

Organizational Practices 

 	 	 Clarity  in  the educational  philosophy  and  mission  of the charter schools were rated by  principals 

at  high-performing  charter school  campuses as the most  important  practice to  executing  the 

campus’   mission,   and   high-performing  charter school  principals were more likely  to  rate this  as 

an  important  item  than  their counterparts at  other charter school  campuses.   

 	 	 The creation  of  a youth  culture at  the  campus,  which  can  impact  student  satisfaction  with  their 

educational  experience,  academic  performance,  and  student  retention  at  the school  was also  

identified as an  emerging  practice at  high-performing  charter schools.  

 	 	 Getting   parents connected to   the school   and   involved in   their child’s education   is an   important   
organizational  activity  for charter schools.  It  requires a great  deal o f intentionality,  focus,  

organization,  and  creativity.  School  leaders at  high-performing  charter schools placed more 

emphasis on  the use of open  houses and  regular school  day events for parents to  interact  with  

their children to  increase parent  engagement  than  principals at  other charter school  campuses.   

 	 	 Principals at  high-performing  charter schools were also  more likely  than  principals at  other 

charter schools to  encourage parents to  attend  parent  meetings,  conferences,  open houses,  and  

other campus events,  and  to  participate in  school  fundraising  events.  These  practices can  be 

considered promising   practices to   engage parents in   their child’s education   and   connect   them   to   
the charter school.  

Instructional Practices and Teacher Supports 

	 The establishment of positive relationships between the teacher and student was reported to be 

the most frequently observed instructional strategy by principals across all charter schools. 

However, maximized learning time, meaningful peer interactions, and the effective use of 

scaffolding were more frequently observed by principals at high-performing charter schools 

than principals at other charter school campuses. 
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	  Principals at  high-performing  charters were more likely  to  indicate that  reviewing  student  data 

with  teachers and  using  student  data to  gauge the performance of teachers were more 

impactful  strategies for improving  instructional  practices than  principals at  other charter  school  

campuses.   

 		  For both  principals at  high-performing  and  other charter schools,  establishing  strong  teacher-

student  relationships and  connections and  various forms of in-class and  out-of-class academic  

interventions (i.e.,  targeted pull-out  instruction  by  interventionists) are ranked  as some of the 

most  impactful  approaches to  closing  achievement  gaps for educationally  disadvantaged and  

low-performing  students.   

 	 	 The use of SPED  services,  differentiated and  individualized instruction  in  class,  and  

communications with   parents about   their child’s academic   performance were deemed by   
principals at  high-performing  charter schools to  be more critical  approaches for closing  

achievement  gaps for economically  disadvantaged and  low-performing  students.   

		   Instructional  practices observed at  high-performing  charter schools reflect  high-quality  teacher-

student  interactions related to  effective instructional  supports and  classroom  management  

approaches.  

Campus Climate and Staff Morale 

   Principals at  high-performing  charter schools were much  more inclined to  strongly  agree than  

their counterparts  at  other charter schools that  staff morale is high  at  their campus,  that  

teachers trust  their principal,  and  that  teachers trust  each  other. I n  addition,  a larger proportion  

of principals at  high-performing  charter school  campuses were in  strong  agreement  that  their 

campus has an  inclusive work environment,  that  a high  value is placed on  teamwork and  

collaboration,  and  that  there is a culture of  professionalism  at  their school.  

 		  Principals at  all  charter schools (high-performing  and  otherwise) consistently  chose the 

following  important  approaches to  maintaining  a positive school  climate:  campus staff sharing  a 

common  set  of beliefs about  schooling,  genuine care for students,  a culture of respect,  and  

academic  growth  of students.  However,  principals at  high-performing  charter schools placed 

more emphasis on  campus staff sharing  a common  set  of beliefs about  schooling  and  learning  

and  the social-emotional  growth  of students.  

 		  High-performing  charter schools differed from  other charter schools in  their classroom  

management  practices as well,  with  a larger percentage of principals at  high-performing  charter 

school  campuses ranking  the use of proactive steps to  curb  misbehavior and  strong  anti-bullying  

policies as the two most  impactful  approaches in  maintaining  positive student-to-student  and  

student-to-teacher interactions.  
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Student Recruitment and Retention 

		 For all charter school principals, word-of-mouth advertising from parents of students currently 

enrolled was ranked as the most effective recruitment tool. However, the use of open houses 

and the educational philosophy of the school were both more commonly ranked as effective 

practices by principals at high-performing charter schools than at other charter schools. 

 		 Building meaningful relationships between teachers and students and establishing a safe and 

collaborative school environment were among the two most effective methods for retaining 

students in both groups of charter school campuses. However, high-performing charter school 

campuses placed a greater emphasis on instructional strategies (e.g., student-centered 

instruction and the use of multiple instructional approaches to meet academic needs) as 

effective student retention strategies. 

Teacher Recruitment and Retention 

		 Principals at all charter schools (high-performing and otherwise) ranked the use of current 

teachers to recruit colleagues as the most important method for recruiting high-quality 

teachers, while high-performing charter school principals were more likely to rank online 

advertisements as one of the two most effective recruitment methods. 

 	 	 Similar to  start-up  grantee  campus  principals,  instructor effectiveness was ranked  as the first  or 

second  most  important  criteria when considering  teacher retention.  None of the high-

performing  charter school  principals considered incentive pay to  be one of  their top  two 

methods for recruiting  teachers. I mportantly,  principals at  high-performing  charter schools were 

more inclined to   consider a teacher’s   educational   fit   with   the school’s educational   philosophy   
and  mission  when hiring  new  educators at  their campuses.  

 		  For both  high-performing  and  other charter schools,  instructional  effectiveness,  classroom  

management,  student  engagement,  student  performance,  and  cultural  fit  with  the  campuses 

were deemed by  principals to  be most  important  when deciding  whether or not  to  retain  a  

teacher.  

 	 	 Principals across all  charter school  campuses consistently  ranked  smaller class sizes and  the 

providing  of  regular feedback to  the  teacher regarding  instructional  practices as the top  two 

most  effective approaches  for retaining  high-quality  teachers.  Principals at  high-performing  

charter schools placed more emphasis on  providing  teachers with  smaller class sizes and  

professional  learning  communities to  support  teacher retention  and  reduce the risk of burn  out.  

 	 	 Principals at  high-performing  charter schools did  not  rank teacher incentive pay as one of  the 

five most  effective tools for retaining  high-quality  teachers.  
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 Chapter 7 — Summary of Findings 
This chapter summarizes the findings from an investigation of the start-up, organizational, and 
instructional practices of Public Charter School Start-Up grantee campuses described in Chapter 2, 
analyses related to the performance of start-up charter school campuses described in Chapter 3, 
analyses of the student recruitment and retention strategies in place at start-up grantee campuses 
described in Chapter 4, and analyses of the teacher recruitment and retention practices in place at start
up grantee campuses described in Chapter 5. 

Practices at Charter School Start-Up Grantee Campuses 
An investigation of practices at the charter school start-up grantee campuses led to a number of key 
findings related to start-up planning, organizational practices, instructional practices, school climate, 
student recruitment and retention methods, and approaches to teacher recruitment, hiring, and 
retention. 

Charter School Start-Up Planning 

 	 	 Principals at  charter start-up  grantee  campuses  shared that  determining  school  needs,  practices,  

and  developing  processes related to  hiring,  onboarding,  and  training  new  staff were among  the 

most  important  when getting  a school  up  and  running.  School  leaders at  charter school  start-up  

grantee  campuses in  their first  year of operation  were more inclined to  discuss stakeholder 

communications as a key  start-up  activity,  while principals at  campuses in  their second  and  third  

years were more inclined to  elaborate on  the importance of hiring  and  getting  staff and  teachers 

up  to  speed.  

		   As charter school  campuses matured from  the first  to  the third  year of operation,  principals 

tended to  focus more intensely  on  improving  the quality  of instructional  practices through  the 

development  of effective support  systems for teachers.  

 	 	 According  to  principals at  charter start-up  grantee  campuses,  CMOs and  their school  districts 

served a mentor role providing  support  and  feedback for principals.   

		   School  leaders reported several  challenges related to  starting  a new  school,  including  enrolling  

students,  staffing  their schools,  managing  financial  issues,  securing  adequate facilities and  

supplies,  and  overcoming  difficulties with  communicating  school  goals to  stakeholders (e.g.,  

parents and  students).   

Organizational Practices 

 	 	 Regardless of whether a charter school  start-up  grantee campus was in  their first,  second,  or  

third  year  of serving  students,  using  student  data to  inform  instruction,  hiring  exemplary 

teachers to  support  other teachers,  maximizing  instructional  time,  and  using  classroom  

observations to  regularly  monitor instructional  quality  were consistently  ranked  by  principals as 

being  among   the five most   important   practices related to   executing   the   campus’s mission/    

 	 	 During  interviews,  principals at  charter school  start-up  grantee  campuses emphasized effective 

and  consistent  communications with  teachers,  students,  and  parents  as an  important  
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organizational  practice.  Principals at  campuses in  their first  and  second  years of  operation  also  

noted the importance of establishing  clear roles and  responsibilities for teachers and  staff.  

 	 	 Regular individualized communications between teachers and  parents was deemed the most  

effective communication  method  to  engage parents by  principals at  campuses during  their first  

and  second  year of  serving  students;  while parent-teacher conferences were rated as the most  

effective method  for getting  parents involved in   their child’s education/   

Instructional Practices 

		   Regardless of whether a campus was in  their first,  second,  or third  year of operations,  

establishing  positive relationships between students and  teachers,  maximizing  learning  time,  

and  using  formative data in  assessments to  guide instruction  were rated by  principals as three  of  

the top  five most  frequently  observed and  most  impactful  instructional  practices.   

 	 	 For principals at  year 1,  2,  and  3  start-up  grantee  campuses,  principals rated the  review  of 

student  performance data with  teachers  as the most  impactful  teacher support  for improving  

instruction.   

		   Teachers at  charter school  start-up  grantee  campuses in  their second  and  third  years of 

operation  were more likely  to  note the  frequency  and  importance of communications, 

collaboration  with  other teachers,  and  the use of  instructional  rounds where they  visit  the 

classrooms of other teachers as important  supports.  

 	 	 CLASS  observation  scores for the Classroom  Organization  domain  showed  gradual  

improvements as charter school  start-up  grantees moved from  their first  to  second  to  third  year 

of serving  students.  

		   When  compared  to  CLASS  results at  high-performing  charter school  campuses in  Texas, P ublic  

Charter School  Start-Up  Grant  recipients received  higher CLASS  observation  scores for the 

Emotional  Support  and  Student  Engagement  domains than  high-performing  charter schools,  but  

lower Instructional  Support  domain  scores.   

		   Principals felt  that  a variety  of in-class interventions,  strong  teacher-student  connections,  and  

out-of-class in-school  interventions were the most  effective approaches to  closing  the 

achievement  gap  for educationally  disadvantaged students at  risk of dropping  out  of  school.   

 		  Small  group  instruction  in  class was rated by  principals as the most  effective methods for closing  

the achievement  gap  for persistently  low-performing  students.  

Campus Climate and Staff Morale 

 Principals felt that a demonstration of genuine care for students and academic growth were the 

two most important factors associated with creating a positive school climate. 
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		   While principals and  teachers tended to  be in  general  agreement  about  whether a positive 

climate existed at  their campuses,  teachers at  campuses in  their third  year of operation  were 

more inclined to  express that  the climate was poor or negative.   

 		  Regardless of how long  their campus had  been  serving  students,  the majority  of principals felt  

that  working  conditions at  their charter  school  start-up  grantee  campuses were positive,  with  an  

increased  proportion  of principals at  campuses in  their third  year of serving  students recognizing  

challenges related to  heavy  workloads,  high  expectations,  and  stress on  teachers. M eanwhile,  

smaller percentages of teachers described the working  conditions as positive compared  to  

principals.  As schools moved from  the first  to  the third  year of operations,  increasing  

percentages of teachers characterized working  conditions as challenging  due to  unrealistic  

workloads,  high  expectations,  and  lack of  teacher  supports,  which  resulted in  high  stress levels 

for teachers.   

		   Principals at  campuses in  their first,  second,  and  third  years of serving  students felt  that  the 

development  of strong  teacher-student  relationships,  the establishment  of clear behavioral  

expectations,  and  effective student  engagement  in  the classroom  were the most  impactful  

approaches to  maintaining  a positive classroom  environment.  

 Student Recruitment 

   Word-of-mouth  advertising  from  parents of students  currently  enrolled at  the school  was 

ranked  by  principals as the most  effective methods for  recruiting  students to  their new  charter 

school  campus.   

 		  The use of social  media to  advertise the new  charter school  was more prominent  at  schools in  

their first  and  second  years of  operation,  while open houses to  share information  about  the  

campuses were ranked  as more effective by  principals at  campuses in  their third  year of serving  

students.  

		   When  asked  about  their target  population  for student  recruitment,  principals most  commonly  

indicated they  are either open-enrollment  with  no  specific  target  populations or that  their 

target  populations are based on  a  geographic  boundary.   

 Student Retention 

   For principals at  charter school  start-up  grantee  campuses in  their second  or third  year of 

serving  students,  the building  of meaningful  relationships between teachers and  students,  the 

establishment  of  a safe and  collaborative environment,  the academic  growth  of students,  the 

delivery  of student-centered instruction,  and  effective communications between teachers and  

parents were ranked  as the five most  effective approaches for retaining  students from  one  year 

to  the next.   

 		  Teachers at  charter school  start-up  grantee  campuses also  discussed how they  play a role in  

student  retention  by  establishing  positive relationships  with  parents and  students,  and  by  
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delivering  high-quality  instruction.  Student  happiness,  a sense of belonging,  and  the availability  

of extracurricular activities were also  cited by  teachers  as important  drivers for student  

retention.  

 		  For most  demographic  categories,  the make-up  of  students enrolled at  charter school  start-up 

grantee  campuses and  matched traditional  public  schools are comparable,  with  the of  the 

largest  difference being  that  charter  school  start-up  grantee  campuses enroll  a smaller 

proportion  of students at-risk of dropping  out  of school  compared  to  traditional  public  schools 

in  feeder districts.  

 	 	 The vast  majority  of students enrolled at  charter school  start-up  grantee  campuses in  2017–18 

(91%)  or 2018–19  (92%)  remained in  that  campus the entire school  year.  For those who  

transferred during  either school  year,  approximately  63% went  to  traditional  public  schools 

while 17% of those who  transferred enrolled at  a different  charter school  campus.   

 	 	 Students who  were enrolled in  a charter  school  start-up  grantee  campus in  2018–19  but  did  not  

enroll  in  the same campus in  2019–20  were more likely  to  be white and  African  American  and  

less likely  to  be Hispanic,  economically  disadvantaged,  or an  EL  when compared  to  students who  

continued in  that  school  in  2019–20.  

Teacher Recruitment and Hiring 

   While principals shared a wide array of effective teacher recruitment  methods,  they  consistently  

rated word-of-mouth  advertising  about  the school  and  current  teachers recruiting  colleagues as 

the most  effective teacher recruitment  strategies.   

 		  Passion  for teaching,  teacher fit  with  the mission  of the campuses,  and  strong  demonstrated 

pedagogical  skills were rated by  principals as the three most  important  considerations when 

hiring  new  teachers. A s campuses matured from  the first  to  the third  year of serving  students,  

the need  for teachers with  strong  demonstrated pedagogical  skills rose in  importance as a hiring  

criterion.  

Teacher Retention 

 		  Through  annual  surveys,  principals at  charter school  start-up  grantee  campuses in  their first  and  

second  years of serving  students rated regular feedback to  teachers regarding  instructional  

practices and  dedicated  planning  time as the two most  effective approaches to  retaining  high-

quality  teachers. Fo r principals at  third-year charter schools,  dedicated planning  time was the 

top-ranked  teacher retention  approach,  followed  by  incentive pay based on  student  and/or 

school  performance metrics.  

 		  During  interviews,  principals and  teachers also  stressed  the importance of  school  culture as an  

important  consideration  for teachers when they  are deciding  whether or not  to  return  to  teach  

at  a campus for  another  year.  
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 	 	 Regardless of the maturity  of the charter start-up  grantee  campus,  principals shared that  

instructional  effectiveness is by  far the most  important  consideration  when deciding  whether to  

retain  a teacher,  followed  by  student  performance,  student  engagement,  and  cultural  fit  with  

the campus.  

		   Teachers at  charter school  start-up  grantee  campuses are typically  younger,  have fewer years of 

teaching  experience,  are more likely  to  be first-year teachers,  and  have less tenure at  their 

school  than  their counterparts at  traditional  public  school  campuses.  

 		  The two-year  teacher retention  rate (between the 2017–18  and  2019–20  school  years) at  

charter school  start-up  grantee  campuses was 16  percentage points lower than  it  was for 

teachers working  at  comparable traditional  public  school  campuses (57% vs.  73%).  

Charter School Start-Up Grantee  Outcomes  
The evaluation  estimated effects of enrollment  in  a charter school  start-up  grantee  campus on  the  
following  student  outcomes:  STAAR-Reading,  STAAR-Mathematics,  Algebra I  EOC ex ams,  and  English I  
EOC ex ams.  

 	 	 Overall,  across all  outcomes and  grade ranges,  a few  campuses across the three cohorts  have 

significantly  positive or negative effects,  after controlling  for differences in  student  groups,  

compared  to  a  matched sample of students in  traditional  public  schools,  but  the general  pattern 

is that  the overall  average effects  for each  cohort  and  year  are small  and  generally  not  

significantly  different  from  zero,  especially  for Cohorts 1  and  2.  

 		  For STAAR-Mathematics outcomes for  students  enrolled in  charter school  start-up  grantee  

elementary campuses,  two campuses had  performances that  were significantly  positive and  two 

significantly  negative in  either 2017–18  or 2018–19, and  the overall  average effect  was 

significantly  negative for Cohort  3,  and  not  significantly  different  from  zero  for Cohorts 1  and  2.  

 		  For STAAR-Reading  outcomes for students enrolled in  charter school  start-up  grantee  

elementary school  campuses,  one campus had  a performance that  was significantly  positive and  

one significantly  negative in  either 2017–18  or 2018–19,  and  the overall  average effect  was not  

significantly  different  from  zero  for any  cohort.  

 		  For STAAR-Mathematics outcomes for  students  enrolled in  charter school  start-up  grantee  

middle school  campuses,  three campuses had  performances  that  were  significantly  positive and  

six significantly  negative in  either 2017–18  or 2018–19,  and  the overall  average effect  was 

significantly  negative for Cohort  3,  and  not  significantly  different  from  zero  for Cohorts 1  and  2.  

		   For STAAR-Reading  outcomes for students enrolled in  charter school  start-up  grantee  middle 

school  campuses,  three campuses had  performance that  was significantly  positive and  two 

significantly  negative in  either 2017–18  or 2018–19,  and  the overall  average effect  was 

significantly  positive for Cohort  2  in  2017–18,  and  not  significantly  different  from  zero  for 

Cohorts 1  and  3.  
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 		  For English I  and  Algebra  I  EOC ex ams for students enrolled in  the charter school  start-up  

grantee  high  school  campuses,  two campuses had  significantly  positive English I  EOC ex am  

scores in  either 2017–18  or 2018–19,  and  the overall  average effect  on  English I  was significantly  

positive for Cohort  2.  Both  the individual  campus effects and  the overall  average effects on  

Algebra  I  were not  statistically  different  from  zero  for all  cohorts.  
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Appendix A: Overview of Evaluation Approach and Data Collection 

Methods 
This appendix includes additional detail related to data collection and analysis approaches used in the 
evaluation of the Texas Public Charter School Program Start-Up Grant. 

Analysis of Best or Promising Practices at Campuses Funded Through the Public Charter 

School Program Start-Up Grant 
To assess what school leaders and teachers felt were the most promising practices related to start-up 
planning, organizational practices, instructional practices and supports, approaches to maintaining a 
positive school climate, student recruitment and retention, and teacher recruitment and retention in 
place at Public Charter School Program Start-Up Grantee campuses, the evaluation team utilized various 
data sources, including: 

   Annual  surveys of principals (conducted in  fall  2017,  fall  2018,  and  fall  2019);  

   Annual  site visits to  charter  school  start-up  grantee  campus,  which  included interviews with  

school  leaders,  teacher focus groups,  and  classroom  observations (conducted in  spring  2018,  

spring  2019,  and  spring  2020);  and   

   Collection  and  analysis of extant  data  from  TEA  related  to  student  and  teacher characteristics,  

student  mobility,  and  teacher retention.  

Annual Survey of Principals at Campuses Funded through the Public Charter School Program Start-Up 

Grant 

The evaluation developed a survey instrument which gathered information from charter school principals 

across the areas of interest: 1) Respondent background; 2) Organization-level practices; 3) Instructional 

practices; 4) Working with educationally disadvantaged students; 5) Working with low-performing 

students; 6) Student discipline; 7) Teacher recruitment and retention; 8) Student recruitment and 

retention; and 9) School climate. 

The charter school principal survey was programmed into Qualtrics, the online survey platform used by 

Gibson, and initial email invitations to participate in the data collection effort were delivered on February 

12, 2018. The survey remained open until April 2, 2018. Over this period, a total of 10 reminder emails 

were delivered to principals who had not yet completed their survey. 

In spring 2018, the online survey was administered to 26 principals at charter school start-up grantee 

campuses, and 14 completed surveys were received over the February 12 – April 2, 2018 period resulting 

in a response rate of 54%. In spring 2019, the online survey was administered to 37 principals at start-up 

grantee campuses, and 31 completed surveys were received over the April 18 – May 18, 2019 period for 

a response rate of 84%. In spring 2020, survey email invitations were delivered to principals at 50 charter 

school campuses, and 32 surveys were returned over the March 4 – April 6, 2020 period for a response 

rate of 64%. 

Survey responses were then pooled across years based on whether the principals were at a campus in 

their first year, second year, or third year of serving students. For campuses in their first year of serving 
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students  (Cohorts 1  and  2  in  2017–18,  Cohort  3  in  2018–19,  and  Cohort  4  in  2019–20),  30  of the 50  

possible start-up  grantee  campuses (60%)  are represented in  the survey  results presented in  Chapters 2,  

4,  and  5  of  this report.33  For  campuses in  their second  year of serving  students  (Cohorts 1  and  2  in  2018–  
19,  and  Cohort  3  in  2019–20),  30  of the 37  possible start-up  grantee  campuses (81%)  are represented  in  

the survey  results.  For campuses in  their third  year of  serving  students (Cohorts 1  and  2  in  2019–20),  17  

of the 26  possible start-up  grantee  campuses (65%)  are represented in  the survey  results.  

Annual Site Visits to Campuses Funded through the Public Charter School Program Start-Up Grant 

The purpose of fall 2017, 2018, and 2019 site visits to charter school start-up grantee campuses and spring 

2018 site visits to high-quality, high-performing charter school campuses was to collect information 

related to best or promising practices related to: 

   Organizational  practices  

   Instructional-level  practices  

   Serving  educationally  disadvantaged and  low-performing  students  

   Methods for reducing  student  behavioral  issues  

   Approaches for recruiting  and  retaining  students  

   Approaches for recruiting  and  retaining  teachers  

   Methods for establishing  a positive school  climate  

To accomplish these project objectives, the evaluation team developed interview protocols for campus 

principals and a focus group protocol for teachers. Interviews with campus principals, focus groups with 

teachers, and classroom observations were conducted while onsite at 10 charter school start-up grantee 

campuses in fall 2017, 20 start-up grantee campuses in fall 2018 (October 10 - November 27, 2018), and 

20 start-up grantee campuses in fall 2019 (October 10 – November 19, 2019). In each of these three years, 

a statewide sample of Texas Public Charter School Program Start-Up Grant recipients was selected by the 

evaluation team and approved by TEA staff. Geographic region, cohort (i.e., when the campus began 

serving students) and charter school type (i.e., open-enrollment, in-district charter) were taken into 

account when selecting centers for site visits. 

Over the October 17 – November 16, 2017 period, a total of 49 different teachers were observed and 

scored using the CLASS protocol, 48 teachers participated in one-hour focus group interviews, and each 

of the 10 campus principals participated in 75–90-minute interviews. Over the October 10 – November 

27, 2018 period, 77 different teachers were observed and scored using the CLASS protocol, 74 teachers 

participated in one-hour focus group interviews, and each of the 20 campus principals participated in 75– 
90-minute interviews. Lastly, between October 10 and November 16, 2017 period, 60 different teachers 

were observed and scored using the CLASS protocol, 60 teachers participated in one-hour focus group 

interviews, and each of the 20 campus principals participated in 75–90-minute interviews. 

33Only  13  of  the  14  charter  school  campuses  funded in Cohort  4  began  serving  students  during  the  2019–20  school  
year  resulting  in a  total  start-up grantee  population  of  50.  
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 As noted above, during the course of site visits, classrooms were observed and scored for a sample of 3– 
5 teachers at each charter school campus using the CLASS K–3 (for Grades K–3), CLASS Upper Elementary 

(for Grades 4–5), and CLASS Secondary (for Grades 6–12) protocols. All site visit team members who 

conducted observations were certified as reliable on one or more levels of the CLASS observation 

protocol, which was used to assess instructional quality across charter school campuses. 

Similar to the analysis for principal survey results, qualitative data collected during site visits were pooled 

according to the number of years in which the charter school start-up grantee campuses had been serving 

students. For campuses in their first year of serving students (Cohorts 1 and 2 in 2017–18, Cohort 3 in 

2018–19, and Cohort 4 in 2019–20), 20 of the 50 possible start-up grantee campuses (40%) are 

represented in the qualitative results presented in Chapters 2, 4, and 5 of this report. For campuses in 

their second year of serving students (Cohorts 1 and 2 in 2018–19, and Cohort 3 in 2019–20), 20 of the 37 

possible charter school start-up grantee campuses (81%) are represented in the qualitative results. For 

campuses in their third year of serving students (Cohorts 1 and 2 in 2019–20), 10 of the 26 possible start

up grantee campuses (38%) are represented in the qualitative results. In addition, 81 classrooms at 

campuses in their first year of serving students, 69 classrooms at campuses in their second year of serving 

students, and 33 classrooms in their third year of serving students were observed and scored using the 

CLASS Observation Protocol. 

Analysis of Best or Promising Practices at High-Performing Charter School Campuses 

Statewide Survey of Charter School Principals 

To learn about what principals at high-performing charter schools felt were the most impactful, 
effective, and important methods for various school functions (e.g., organizational practices, 
instructional practices, teacher recruitment and retention, student recruitment and retention, and 
maintaining school morale), the evaluation administered a survey to all charter school principals in 
Texas. This online survey, which was administered in spring 2018, allowed for the comparison of 
responses by principals at high-performing charter schools and principals at other charter schools. 

Identifying High-Performing Campuses from Student Impact 

TEA  designated 184  charter campuses as high-quality  in  2017.  Using  the initial  population  of 184  
campuses,  100  high-quality  charter campuses were selected for analysis using  stratified random  
sampling.  To  conduct  this analysis,  TEA  data  sources were used to  1)  conduct  propensity  score matching  
to  identify a comparison  group  for  each  high-quality  charter school  campus and  2) estimate impact  
models to  measure the extent  to  which  campuses improved student  outcomes.  34   
More specifically,  the evaluation  used de-identified,  longitudinally-linked  student  data from  TEA.  The 
variables included:  

   STAAR-Reading  and  STAAR-Mathematics scores in  Grades 3  through  8:  the primary outcome,  a  

key  matching  variable,  and  a baseline covariate;  

   STAAR  end-of-course (EOC) scores,  a primary outcome  for high  school  grades;   

34  Of  the  184  initial  campuses,  all  63  campuses  that  comprise  Charter  Schools  with four  or  fewer  campuses  are  
included.  For  the  nine  charter  LEAs  with  five or  more  campuses,  stratified random  sampling  was  used to  select  a 
sample  of  37  campuses,  stratifying  by  grade  range  and  geographic  location,  ensuring  a  representative  sample.  This  
yielded a  total  analysis  sample of  100  high-quality  charter  campuses.  
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   Early reading indicators and school readiness (for kindergarten) indicators, representing 

potential baseline covariates and matching variables for early elementary school grades; and 

   Demographic characteristics used for matching and as baseline covariates. 

The impact  model  the evaluation  used was a matched  comparison  group  quasi-experimental  design  
(QED) for  the  subsample of 100  high-quality  charter campuses.35  Moreover,  high-performing  campuses 
in  this model  were identified using  three-year impacts calculated with  TEA  data  for the 2013–2014  
school  year (to  capture baseline data) through  the 2016–2017  school  year.  

Finally, to make this analysis of state test scores comparable across grades and years, all raw test scores 
were converted to z-scores defined relative to the statewide distribution of scores in each grade, year, 
and subject. 

Students whose baseline test score(s) were missing were imputed for the treatment group, ensuring all 
students with at least one recorded baseline test score remained in the sample. 

Data Collection 

The purpose of the spring 2018 survey of charter school principals was to aid in the identification of best 

or promising practices in high-quality charter school campuses within the state. To accomplish these 

project objectives, the evaluation developed a survey instrument which gathered information from 

charter school principals across the areas of interest: 1) Respondent background; 2) Organization-level 

practices; 3) Instructional practices; 4) Working with educationally disadvantaged students; 5) Working 

with low-performing students; 6) Student discipline; 7) Teacher recruitment and retention; 8) Student 

recruitment and retention; and 9) School climate. The survey was developed in fall 2017 and was approved 

by the Texas Education Agency Data Governance Board during their January 2018 meeting. 

To improve the accuracy of principal emails required for the online survey, the evaluation downloaded 

the AskTED list of charter school campus principals and engaged in a systematic process of verifying 

principal contact information through the review of charter school websites and by making telephone 

inquiries to charter school campuses. This contact verification process took place in January and February 

2018. The charter school principal survey was then programmed into Qualtrics, the online survey platform 

used by Gibson, and initial email invitations to participate in the data collection effort were delivered on 

February 12, 2018. The survey remained open until April 2, 2018. Over this period, a total of 10 reminder 

emails were delivered to principals who had not yet completed their survey. 

Of the 765 charter school principals included on the original survey distribution list, a total of 693 surveys 

(91%) were successfully delivered. A total of 308 completed surveys were received, for an overall response 

rate of 44%. 

35  The methods us ed  for  the  matched-student  QED  are  based  extensively on the methods  developed and  
presented  in Tuttle,  et  al.,  2013.  
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A  comparison  of responses from  23  principals at  high-performing  charter school  campuses and  responses  

from   172   principals at   other charter school   campuses not   included on   TE!’s 2017   high-quality  charter 

school  list  are summarized  in  Chapter 4  of this report.36  

Charter School Site Visits: Charter School Start-up Grantee Campuses and High-performing Campuses 

Qualitative data collected through principal interviews, teacher focus groups, and classroom observations 

were used to supplement data collected through the statewide survey of principals. Based on an analysis 

of student performance data conducted by the evaluation, a statewide sample of 10 high-performing 

charter school campuses was selected by the evaluation and approved by TEA staff. Similar to the charter 

school start-up grantee campus analysis described in this appendix, geographic region, grade span served, 

and student performance on STAAR-Reading and STAAR-Mathematics were taken into account when 

selecting centers for spring 2018 site visits. 

Over the March 19 to April 26, 2017 period, a total of 39 different teachers were observed and scored 

using the CLASS protocol, 40 teachers participated in 60-minute focus group interviews, and each of the 

10 campus principals participated in 75–90-minute interviews. 

Analysis of Charter School Outcomes to Identify High-Quality Campuses 

The analytic approach described below for identifying high-quality campuses is very similar to that used 
for estimating effects for charter start-up grantee campuses. The overall matching and statistical 
modeling approach for identifying high-quality campuses is described in this appendix, and then 
Appendix B will describe the differences in the approach used for estimating effects for charter start-up 
grantee campuses. 

Matching Students from Feeder Schools 

The validity of the research design hinges on the extent to which propensity matching accounts for 
important differences between students who enter charter school campuses and students in 
comparison groups. 

This matching was done using a variant of the propensity score matching (PSM) approach employed in 
Tuttle et al., 2013 and Tuttle et al., 2015, relying on observed demographic characteristics and baseline 
achievement to select a well-matched comparison group for charter students at each high-quality 
charter school campus. 

The treatment group consisted of any student entering one of the 100 Texas charter school campuses 
during the 2014–15, 2015–16, or 2016–17 school years. The comparison group was selected by 
considering all students across districts identified as feeder districts to that charter school, defined by 
examining where the students attending those charter schools would have attended had they gone to a 
traditional public school. 

Overall, the analysis of high-quality charter schools included a sample of 100 schools, sampled from a 
group of 184 high-quality charter schools identified by TEA. The analysis calculated three-year impacts, 

36  A  total  of  98  survey  responses  from  new charter  schools  not part  of  the  charter  school  start-up  grant program  
(n=26),  designated as  high-quality  by  TEA  in 2017  (n=72)  are  not included  in  the  analyses  conducted for  this  
evaluation.  
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using data from 2013–14 through 2016–17. Three-year impacts allow for following students for up to 
three years at the school and estimating the combined impact of all three years at the school on their 
cumulative achievement growth. For students observed for less than three years, the model estimated 
the impacts for the period the students were at the school. 

To  make the analysis of state test  scores  comparable across grades and  years,  all  raw test  scores were 
converted to  scores in  standard  deviation  units (z-scores),  defined relative to  the statewide distribution  
of scores in  each  grade,  year,  and  subject.  In  other words,   first,   the difference between each   student’s   
raw score and  the mean score in  that  grade,  year,  and  subject  is calculated, t hen divided the difference 
by  the standard  deviation  of raw scores in  that  grade,  year,  and  subject.  Thus,  each  z-score reflects a 
student’s achievement   level   relative to   the average student   in   the relevant   cohort   (in   terms of   the 
number of standard  deviations above or below the mean).   

To avoid omitting students who are missing one or more baseline test scores, missing baseline data for 
students in the treatment group is imputed, ensuring all students with at least one recorded baseline 
test score remain in the sample. Missing outcome observations are not imputed, nor is data for students 
missing baseline test scores in both subjects. 

For charter school  campuses serving  middle and  high  school  grades,  the baseline test  scores used in  the 
PSM  are the STAAR-Mathematics and  Reading  scores from  the year prior to  charter entry:  Grade 8  
scores for students entering  a charter high  school  in  Grade 9  and  Grade 5  scores for students entering  a 
charter middle school  in  Grade 6.  However,  the earliest  grade for which  STAAR tests are  available is 
Grade 3;  therefore,  students  entering  a charter elementary school  in  Grade 3  or earlier did  not  have 
baseline ST!!R test   scores/   In   these   cases,   students   in   Grades 4   and   5   were included using   the students’   
Grade 3  STAAR scores as a baseline test  score for matching,  as this was the earliest  available score for 
these  students.  

The treatment group consists of any student entering one of the sample Texas charter school campuses 
during the 2014–15, 2015–16, or 2016–17 school years. The comparison group is selected by 
considering all students across districts identified as feeder districts to that charter school, where feeder 
districts are defined as those including at least one non-treatment campus identified as the campus of 
residence for at least five students in that charter school, in the same grade and year as potential 
comparison students, while retaining in the actual comparison group only those students whose 
characteristics and achievement during the baseline period match those of treatment group students. 

The propensity  score matching  was implemented by  first  estimating,  separately  for each  school,  and  
among  students in  traditional  public  schools in  the appropriate feeder districts for that  school  during  the 
baseline period,  a logistic  regression  model  predicting  whether a given student  enters a charter school  
campus in   the subsequent   year (the model’s dependent   variable)   based on   their baseline characteristics 
and   test   scores (the model’s independent   variables)/   The first   step for the matching   was to   estimate a 
propensity  score for each  student  in  the sample.  The propensity  score model  used baseline mathematics 
and  reading  test  scores (measured  in  the grade prior to  charter entry or earliest  grade,  as discussed 
above)  as predictors.  Other predictors include corresponding  missing  test  score indicators,  indicators  for 
sex,  race/ethnicity,  campus of  residence,  students  classified as economically  disadvantaged,  SPED,  EL,  
and  any  two-way  interactions of  these  covariates.  

With these propensity scores determined for each student, nearest-neighbor matching (without 
replacement) matched comparison group students to treatment group students, testing for equivalence 
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on baseline test scores, and the key demographic characteristics (race/ethnicity, SPED, EL, economically 
disadvantaged). 

The study  tested the balance of the  treatment  group  and  the matched  comparison  group  by  conducting  
a test  of  the significance of differences between the two groups in  their baseline test  scores and  other 
demographic  variables (race/ethnicity,  gender,  SPED  status,  FRL  status,  and  limited English proficiency  
status).  For the  matched comparison  group  sample associated with  each  treatment  school,  the study  
required the baseline test  scores of treatment  students and  comparison  students to  be balanced in  both  
STAAR-Mathematics and  STAAR-Reading;  the study  also  required there to  be no  more than  one 
significant  difference on  any  of the other  demographic  characteristics listed above.  The study  considers 
a covariate to  be  balanced when the means of  this covariate for the comparison  group  are not  
significantly  different  from  the treatment  group  at  the 5% level.  If the first  round  of matching  did  not  
identify a comparison  group  meeting  these  criteria,  the propensity  score estimation  model  for that  
school  was adjusted, a  new  set  of propensity-scores was re-estimated,  a new  matched comparison  
group  was obtained,  and  the balance between the treatment  group  and  the new  matched comparison  
group  was tested.  These  steps were iterated until  the matched comparison  group  achieved balance with  
the treatment   group   according   to   the study’s criteria/   

The combination  of propensity-score matching  and  regression  analysis accounts for differences in  
observed baseline characteristics and  achievement  scores between treatment  students  and  comparison  
students (in  other  words,  the differences associated with  initial  selection  into  charter schools).  But  it  
remains possible that  treatment  students and  comparison  students differ in  unobserved ways that  may 
affect  later test  scores.  However,  previous studies have suggested that  applying  a combination  of 
propensity-score matching  and  regression  analysis,  as done here,  can  succeed  in  replicating  
experimental  impact  estimates in  certain  contexts (Cook et  al.  2008;  Bifulco  2012;  Furgeson  et  al.  2012;  
Tuttle et  al.  2013;  Fortson  et  al.  2015). T his analytic  approach  for the propensity  score matching  model  
was implemented in   Mathematica’s analysis of impacts of KIPP   charter schools (Tuttle et   al/   2013   and   
2015). A s part  of  those reports,  a  variety  of sensitivity  tests were run  to  check  the robustness of the 
model  to  alternatives to  the main  specifications,  and  the impacts were not  sensitive to  any  of  the 
changes in  specification.  

Measuring the Impact of High-Performing Campuses 

Charter campus students were compared with their matched comparison group—students with similar 
baseline characteristics attending traditional public schools in feeder districts. This approach was used 
to estimate an impact model that regresses STAAR outcomes on a treatment indicator for whether or 
not a student attended a charter campus. 

This model estimates the impact of charter school campuses on student STAAR outcomes using average 
differences between student treatment and comparison groups, producing estimates of impact for each 
charter school campus. To improve the precision of these estimates, baseline student characteristics 
were adjusted for in the regression model. 

As with  the PSM  procedure,  the baseline test  score model  covariates are the STAAR-Mathematics and  
Reading  scores from  the year prior to  charter entry.  For students in  Grades 4  or 5  who  entered  the 
charter school   campus in   Grade 3   or prior,   the student’s Grade 3   ST!!R scores were used as baseline 
test  scores for  matching.  The baseline test  scores for  these  students occur  after they  enter the charter 
school  campus;  therefore,  the  estimated impact  for these  students omits the effect  the  charter campus 
had  on  their performance prior to  the baseline test.  
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The combination of PSM and Ordinary Least Square (OLS) regression is designed to address initial 
selection into charters—that is, differences between charter students and comparison students at the 
time when they enter the charter campus. However, selection bias is a potential problem in student 
departures from charter campuses before completion of all grades. If students who leave charter 
campuses early tend to be those who perform academically worse than their peers, the analysis, 
including only persisting students, would overstate charter campus impacts. 

To account for this attrition, early exits from charter school campuses are ignored. Any student who 
ever enrolled in a charter remains permanently in the charter treatment group regardless of whether 
the student remains in a charter school campus or transfers to another school. In other words, a student 
who is enrolled in a charter school in Grade 5 for the 2014–2015 school year but leaves the charter 
school campus after completing Grade 6 at the end of the 2015–2016 school year would remain in the 
treatment group for all the years in which he or she appears in the data (from 2014–2015 through 
2016–2017, inclusive). 

This approach resembles an intent-to-treat analysis conducted in an experimental context. By including 
all students observed attending a charter school campus, regardless of completing all grades, evaluators 
avoid overstating the effect of the charter school campus. 

In   fact,   this method   likely   produces a conservative estimate of charter campuses’   full   impact   on   students 
who  remain  in  the charter school  campus.  From  the perspective of parents,  students,  or policymakers,  
this method  appropriately  accounts for the fact  that  not  all  students entering  charter  school  campuses 
remain  in  these  schools.  
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Selecting the Highest-Performing Campuses 

Finally,  the estimated impacts for each  charter  campus  were used,  identifying  which  campuses have a 
positive,  negative,  or statistically  insignificant  impact  to  rank the initial  100  high-quality  schools provided 
by  TEA.37  This ranking   is simply   an   ordering   of a campus’s impact   estimate separated by   the grade levels 
served (e.g.,  elementary,  middle,  high,  and  K–12  schools).   

For instance, for middle school campuses, the estimated mathematics and reading impacts for each 
campus were averaged, then rank-ordered based on each campus’s average score. Similarly, for high 
schools, STAAR-English I and STAAR-Algebra I EOC impact estimates were averaged and then rank-
ordered based on this average impact. These campus impact estimates were used to identify campuses 
making the largest positive impact on student outcomes, becoming what this analysis refers to as high-
performing campuses. 

Elementary and K–12 campuses have a slightly more complicated impact estimate. For elementary and 
K–12 schools, there are two different models estimating impacts. The first model estimates impact for 
students only with baseline scores prior to entering the charter campus. Because these students 
generally transferred into the campuses at a later grade than most, this model is referred to as the 
transfer model. 

The second model includes all students with available baseline scores in the model, even if those 
baseline scores occurred after the student entered the charter school campus. This model captures the 
additional growth students made following those baseline scores and is therefore called the growth 
model. 

Most schools included in each model have positive impact estimates in both mathematics and reading. 
This is possible because these impact estimates are not relative to other schools in the model but 
instead based on comparisons with matched students at schools in feeder districts. Therefore, it is 
possible for most of the schools to show positive impacts. 

37  A  high-quality charter   school   campus   is   one that   has   a current accreditation status   of   “!ccredited/”   In   addition,   if   
evaluated under  the  standard  procedures  of  the state accountability rating  system,  a  high-quality charter  school  
campus  must  have  received  the  highest  or  second  highest  academic  accountability rating  for  three  of  the last five  
years,  with at  least 75%  of  the campuses  rated  under  the charter  school  campus al so  receiving  the highest or  
second highest rating  and  no  campus  having  an  academically unacceptable  rating  in  the  most recent ratings.  If  
evaluated under  the  alternative  education  accountability (AEA)  procedures,  a high-quality charter  school  campus  
must have received the highest or  second highest rating  for  the past  five of  five  years  and  all  campuses  must be 
rated  academically  acceptable.  Additionally,  at  least 30%  of  the students  in  the  following  groups  —   African  
American,  Hispanic,  white,  or  classified  as  SPED,  economically disadvantaged,  English language  learner,  or  at-risk  
—   must have met  the  state  student  passing  standard  in  the  most recent reporting  period for  the  charter  school  
campus.  No  campus  under  the high-quality charter  school  campus  label  may  be  identified  for  federal  interventions.  
The high-quality  charter  campus  may  also  not  be  under  any  sanctions by   the  agency  regarding  compliance.  In 
addition,  performance on  the  Charter  School  Performance Framework  will  be  included  in  the  determination which 
includes  an  evaluation of  academic,  financial,  and  operational  criteria.  Statistical  models  were  used to  assess  the  
performance  of  a sample of  100  high-quality  campuses.  Based on  standardized test scores  (i.e.,  STAAR-Reading,  
STAAR-Mathematics  for  Grades  3–8,  and EOC  exam  scores  for  Grades  9–12).  Campuses  ranked  in the top  half  of  
the 100  high-quality charter  school  campuses  were  categorized  as  high-performing  for  the purposes  of  this  
evaluation.  
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The overall performance for each campus was averaged across any impact average model it was 
included in, getting an overall average performance for each campus. Schools that fell in the top half of 
the overall average performance were classified as high-performing and became the subject of the 
analysis of high-performing campuses within this evaluation. One caveat to this high-performing analysis 
is that the list of these academically successful Texas charter campuses is likely not exhaustive. In short, 
there may be impactful high-performing charter campuses not included in the analysis group. 

Analysis of Teacher Characteristics and Retention Patterns 

In order to examine characteristics and retention patterns for teachers teaching at charter school start
up grantee campuses, the study first identified all teachers who taught at those schools in the 2017–18 
or 2018–19 school years. In identifying teachers for the sample, this document followed the TEA 
definition for a classroom teacher as an educator who is employed by a school district and who, not less 
than an average of four hours each day, teaches in an academic instructional setting or a career and 
technology instructional setting, excluding teacher's aides or full-time administrators. 

The study then compared characteristics of teachers teaching at charter school start-up grantee 
campuses to teachers teaching at campuses in the feeder districts for start-up grantee campuses, 
comparing average teacher characteristics such as advanced degree attainment, gender, race/ethnicity, 
age, experience teaching, tenure in the district, certification status, and route to certification. 
Additionally, in order to examine teacher mobility and retention, the study calculated both one-year and 
two-year mobility and retention. For two-year mobility and retention, the study started with teachers 
who taught in a charter school start-up grantee campus during the 2017–18 school year, and then linked 
the teacher data to where each teacher taught at the beginning of the 2019–20 school year. This allows 
for comparison of characteristics of teachers who left charter school start-up grantee campuses during 
this two-year period between 2017–18 and 2019–20 to those who remained, as well as an examination 
of where teachers who left both start-up grantee campuses and campuses in feeder districts. The study 
also calculated one-year mobility and retention, looking at where teachers who taught during the 2017– 
18 school year were at the beginning of the 2018–19 school year, and where teachers who taught during 
the 2018–19 school year were at the beginning of the 2019–20 school year. The analysis examined the 
percent of teachers from both charter school start-up grantee campuses and from campuses in feeder 
districts who transitioned to different roles in their same campus, left to teach at a different charter or 
traditional public campus, or left the teacher data altogether. 

Analysis of Student Characteristics and Mobility Rates 

In order to examine the characteristics of students who entered and exited charter school start-up 
grantee campuses, the study first restricted the sample to students attending start-up grantee campuses 
in 2017–18 or 2018–19 for at least two hours per day. It then compared the characteristics of students 
who remained at a start-up grantee campus for the entire school year to those who exited the campus 
during the school year (as measured by comparing the fall data to the student enrollment data for the 
final six weeks of the school year), examining the characteristics of the students and the type of campus 
they left to. The study conducted a similar comparison for students who entered a start-up grantee 
campus during the 2017–18 or 2018–19 school years. 

The study also examined the characteristics of students who were enrolled in a start-up grantee campus 
at the end of 2017–18 but did not attend that same campus it the beginning of the 2019–20 school year 
and compared student characteristics for those leaving students to characteristics of students who 
remained at the same start-up grantee campus at the start of the 2019–20 school year. Because some 

104 



 
 

 

         
          

       
       

  

students did not have the option of remaining at the same campus, either because they were in Grade 
12 and graduating, or because they were in the highest grade offered by their campus, those students 
are omitted from this comparison. The study also examined what type of campus the students who 
exited during the summer enrolled at to begin the 2019–20 school year. 
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Appendix B: Technical Appendix – Impact Analysis Methodology 

Estimating Impacts of Charter School Start-up Grantee Campuses on Student 

Achievement 
The analysis of impacts for charter school start-up grantee campuses uses a similar matched comparison 
group quasi-experimental design model as was used to estimate impacts for identifying high-quality 
charter campuses, as described in Appendix A. This model allows the impact estimates to vary across 
campuses, creating a separate impact estimate for each start-up grantee campus. In other words, this 
model estimates a statistical regression model including all campuses in a grade range, with separate 
impact estimates for each student outcome. 

One change from the analysis in Appendix A is that the model is no longer considering students as 
attending a treatment campus for all the time after they entered the campus. The model now considers 
students as in the treatment group only for the time during which they actually attend the charter 
school start-up grantee campus. This approach is sometimes referred to as an as-treated approach, as 
opposed to the intent-to-treat approach used in Appendix A. One benefit of the as-treated approach is 
that it is easier to understand, as most people are used to evaluating campus impacts based on their 
impacts on students while those students are enrolled at the campus. This approach may also be 
perceived as more fair by campuses, as they are only being held responsible for students while those 
students are enrolled at the campus. 

As a sensitivity test, all of the analytic models were run using both approaches, the intent-to-treat and 
the as-treated approach. The results were in all cases extremely similar across the two approaches, with 
correlations of at least 0.97 in all cases, and no cases where the overall average effects changed 
significance. 

The statistical model used multiple imputation for treatment students missing one baseline test score, 
but not missing the baseline test score for the other subject. This imputation process involved 
estimating a model with baseline test scores prior to charter entry using those students in our sample 
who have non-missing scores on these tests. For students with missing values for a given test, we used 
that student’s demographic characteristics and other non-missing test scores to generate a predicted 
value of the missing test score for that student. Baseline STAAR-Mathematics scores were imputed for 
124 students, and 129 students for baseline STAAR-Reading scores. 

To test whether our results are sensitive to this imputation strategy, campus effects were estimated for 
the statistical model only including students with complete baseline test score data without imputation. 
The results were almost identical using either approach, with a 0.98 correlation. 

Many  of the campuses in  the charter school  start-up  grantee  sample opened during  the period  of our 
analysis.  Therefore,  many  students entered the campuses in  grades above what  would  normally  be 
considered the campus’s lowest   grade offered/   For instance,   for a   typical   middle school   campus,   a larger 
number of middle school  students may have entered in  Grade 7  rather  than  Grade 6,  the first  grade 
offered by  the campus.   

For middle school students, baseline test scores from prior to campus entry were used for both 
matching and control variables. Similarly, for high school students, STAAR-Mathematics and Reading 
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performance from prior to campus entry were used as baseline test scores and controls. Likewise, for 
elementary campuses, if students entered in Grades 4 or 5, their prior STAAR-Mathematics and STAAR-
Reading scores were used, using these once again as both matching and control variables to measure 
impacts. Note also that, for the high school model, students in Grades 9 through 12 were included; 
students who took the Algebra I EOC exam in Grade 8 were not included in the analytic sample. 

The basic form of the statistical regression model is: 
𝑦𝑖𝑗𝑡  =∝  +𝛽  ∗  𝑇𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑡𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑗𝑡  +  𝛿  ∗  𝐶𝐴𝑀𝑃𝑈𝑆𝑖𝑗𝑡  +  𝛾  ∗  𝑋𝑖𝑡  +  𝜃  ∗  𝑍𝑖𝑡  +  𝘀𝑖𝑗𝑡   

where yijt  is the outcome of interest  for  student  i  in  campus j and  year t,  Treatmentijt  is an  indicator for 
the student  attending  treatment  campus j in  year t,  CAMPUSijt  is a binary variable indicating  that  the 
student  is either a treatment  or a matched comparison  student  for campus j  in  year t,  Xit  is a vector of  
covariates of student  i  in  year t,  including  baseline test  scores and  demographic  variables,  as listed 
below in  Table B.1,  Zit  is a vector of grade-by-year indicators,  ɛijt  is a random  error term  that  reflects the 
influence of unobserved factors on   the outcome,   and   α,   β,   δ,   γ   ,   and   θ   are parameters or vectors   of 
parameters to   be estimated/   The parameter βj  represents the estimated impact  of  the treatment  
(attending  the charter school  campus) for  campus j.   

To estimate separate impacts for each charter school campus, the model allows the impact to vary 
across sites. Separate models were run for 2017–18 effects, which included student outcome data for 
2016–17 and 2017–18, and for 2018–19 effects, which included student outcome data for 2016–17, 
2017–18, and 2018–19. Thus, the estimated campus effect is based on student performance over 
multiple years, for campuses that were open in multiple model years. 

To improve the precision of the estimates, adjustments are made for baseline student characteristics in 
the regression model. The characteristics include baseline reading and mathematics scores, race, 
ethnicity, gender, poverty status, and other characteristics. See Table B.1 for a full list of covariates. 
Sensitivity analyses were conducted to assess the sensitivity of the model to the inclusion of various 
baseline covariates, as well as to estimate models with no covariates. 

Table B.1: List of Covariates Included in OLS Model 

Included Covariate 

Mathematics  baseline  test  scores  

Reading  baseline  test  scores  

Gender  indicator  variable  

Set  of  race/ethnicity  indicator  variables  

Special  education  status  indicator  variable  

Free  or  reduced-price lunch status  indicator  variable  

English Language  Learner  status  indicator  variable  

Set  of  mathematics and  reading  imputation dummies  indicating whether  mathematics  and reading  baseline  test  scores  are 
imputed  

Indicator  variable  indicating  whether  student  repeated  grades  in the baseline  year  

Indicator  variables  for  student  grade   

Indicator  variables  for  the grade  and  year  of  charter  school  entry  
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The overall impact estimate is the simple average value of the site-specific estimates for the schools in 
the sample. To perform a robustness check of these estimates, the study computed estimates that 
weight the site-level impact estimates by the sample size in each site, accounting for the fact that 
impacts are more precisely estimated in sites with larger samples. 

Methodology for Descriptive Analyses 
The evaluation conducted descriptive analyses of the average STAAR-Mathematics and STAAR-Reading 
scores, separately for elementary and middle school campuses, comparing those average scores for 
students enrolled at charter school start-up grantee campuses, matched students enrolled at traditional 
public school campuses, and all students enrolled at traditional public campuses in feeder districts. 
These average scores are compared both in scale scores and in standard deviation units. The main 
average scores presented are the scores used as the outcome measure for the analysis in that year, 
either 2017–18 or 2018–19. 

Also presented are the average baseline scores, which are the average of the baseline test scores for 
each student. For students enrolled at charter school start-up grantee campuses, this baseline score is 
the most recent score available for that student prior to their entering the start-up grantee campus. For 
matched students enrolled at traditional public school campuses, this baseline score is the score from 
the same school year as their matched start-up grantee student’s baseline score/ For the average 
baseline score of all students enrolled at traditional public school campuses in feeder districts, the 
baseline score is defined as the score from two years prior to the outcome score, as that is the most 
common gap length for start-up grantee students. 

The evaluation also conducted descriptive analyses of indicators of school readiness for kindergarten 
students and early reading indicators for early elementary students. In order to use a regression-based 
approach to examine impacts, baseline test scores must be available for each student, to control for 
achievement levels prior to entering the start-up grantee campus. Because these indicators occur prior 
to grade 3, no baseline test score data is available for these students, so a regression-based impact 
analysis is not feasible. 

These descriptive analyses present, for the 2017–18 and 2018–19 school years, the campus average 
values of these indicators for each charter school start-up grantee elementary campus. Also presented is 
the average value for these indicators for elementary schools in feeder districts, to provide context for 
interpreting the average values. The early reading indicator variable takes on values of 1, 2, or 3 in the 
PEIMS data. Following the PEIMS Data Standards, we coded students as eligible for accelerated reading 
instruction if their early reading variable took on a value of 1, and not eligible if their early reading 
indicator took on a value of 2 or 3. 
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Appendix C: CLASS Observation Protocol 
Classroom observations were conducted at charter school start-up grantee campuses in fall 2017, fall 
2018, and fall 2019 and at high-performing charter school campuses in fall 2018. This appendix provides 
an overview of the Classroom Assessment Scoring System (CLASS), which measures effective teacher-
student interactions in Pre-K–12th grade, taking into account important developmental and contextual 
differences between students at different age levels. 

Classroom Assessment Scoring System 
CLASS  is an  observational  tool  that  provides a common  lens and  language focused on  what  matters—the 
classroom  interactions that  boost  student  learning.  It  has been  used extensively  for both  research  and  
professional  development  purposes.  Data from  CLASS  observations are used to   support   teachers’   unique 
professional  development  needs,  set  school-wide goals,  and  shape system-wide policy  at  the local,  
state,   and   national   levels/   �ased on   research   from   the University   of Virginia’s �urry School   of Education   
and  studied in  thousands  of classrooms nationwide,  the CLASS  Observation  Tool:  

 Focuses on effective teaching 
 Helps teachers recognize and understand the power of their interactions with students 
 Aligns with professional development (PD) tools 
 Works across age levels and subjects 

CLASS dimensions are based on developmental theory and research suggesting that interactions 
between students and adults are the primary mechanism of student development and learning (Hamre 
& Pianta, 2015). At the broadest level, for each of the three CLASS instruments being used for this 
evaluation (K–3, Upper Elementary – Grades 4–6, and Secondary) interactions between teachers and 
students can be grouped into the following domains: 

1.	 Emotional Support 
2.	 Classroom Organization 
3.	 Instructional Support 
4.	 Student Engagement (for CLASS Upper Elementary and Secondary only) 

This organizational structure has been validated in thousands of classrooms across the country. 

CLASS Dimensions 
Emotional Support Domain (CLASS Dimensions are the same for all 3 protocols) 

 	 	 Positive Climate: The emotional connection, respect, and enjoyment demonstrated between 
teachers and students and among students. 

 	 	 Negative Climate: The level of expressed negativity such as anger, hostility, or aggression 
exhibited by teachers and/or students in the classroom. 

 	 	 Teacher Sensitivity. Teachers’ awareness of and level of responsiveness to students’ academic 
and emotional concerns. 
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		 Regard for Student Perspectives. The degree to which teachers’ interactions with students and 
classroom activities place an emphasis on students’ interests, motivations, and points of view/ 

Classroom Organization Domain (CLASS Dimensions are the same for all 3 protocols) 

 	 	 Behavioral Management: How effectively teachers monitor, prevent, and redirect behavior. 

 		 Productivity: How well the classroom runs with respect to routines and the degree to which 
teachers organize activities and directions so that maximum time can be spent in learning 
activities. 

 	 	 Instructional Learning Formats: How teachers facilitate activities and provide interesting 
materials so that students are engaged and learning opportunities are maximized. 

Instructional Support Domain (Dimensions differ by protocol) 

 	 	 Concept Development (This Dimension is used for all 3 protocols): How teachers use 
instructional discussions and activities to promote students’ higher-order thinking skills in 
contrast to a focus on rote instruction. 

 	 	 Analysis & Problem Solving (This Dimension is only used in the CLASS Upper Elementary and 
Secondary Protocols): Assesses the degree to which the teacher facilitates the use of higher-
level thinking skills, such as analysis, problem-solving, reasoning, and creation through the 
application of knowledge and skills. 

 	 	 Quality of Feedback (This Dimension is used for all 3 protocols). How teachers extend students’ 
learning through their responses to students’ ideas, comments, and work/ 

 	 	 Language Modeling (This Dimension is used only in the CLASS K–3 protocol): The extent to 
which teachers facilitate and encourage students’ language through language-stimulation and 
language-facilitation techniques. 

 	 	 Instructional Dialogue (This Dimension is used only in the CLASS Upper Elementary protocol): 
Captures purposeful use of dialogue—structured, cumulative questioning and discussion which 
guide and prompt students’ understanding of content and language development/ 

Student Engagement Domain (This Domain is used only in the CLASS Upper Elementary and Secondary 
protocols) 

 	 	 This scale is intended to capture the degree to which all students in the class are focused and 
participating in the learning activity presented or facilitated by the teacher. The difference 
between passive engagement and active engagement is of note to the rating. 

The research team has chosen the CLASS protocol as the observation instrument for this study for a 
number of reasons, including: 
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 	 	 The CLASS tool provides a common lens for observers to provide consistent and reliable ratings 
across a wide range of classroom interactions directly related to student learning. 

		 CLASS dimensions are grounded in developmental theory and research. 

 	 	 CLASS observation tools are nationally recognized and supported by rigorous training for 
observers by Teachstone CLASS content experts certified through a Trainer-of-Trainer model. All 
CLASS observers must be certified as reliable through rigorous online testing before they can 
utilize the protocol in classrooms. 

 	 	 Each teacher will receive three class scores for each dimension based on 15–20-minute 
observation periods. Multiple scores will improve the reliability of the teacher-level scores. 

 		 The use of the CLASS instrument is a cost-effective approach for the Public Charter School Start-
Up Grant evaluation. 

How CLASS Data was Used in the Evaluation 
All observed classrooms received scores from 1 to 7 for each of the 10 CLASS dimensions. Each 
classroom received three scores, based on 15–20-minute observation periods for each dimension, which 
were compiled to create an average score per dimension. Dimension scores were aggregated to the 
domain level to create classroom scores for each related domain (e.g., Emotional Support, Classroom 
Organization, Instructional Support, and Student Engagement (for grades 4-12)). CLASS observation 
scores are based on detailed notes taken by researchers during the period of observation. (Pianta, La 
Paro & Hamre, 2015). 
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Appendix D: Principal Survey Instruments 
This appendix includes the principal survey administered to all charter school principals (including those 
funded through the Public Charter School Program Start-Up Grant) in spring 2018; and to principals at 
campuses funded through the Public Charter School Program Start-Up Grant administered in spring 
2019 and spring 2020. Only small, non-substantive changes (e.g., changes to years referenced in survey 
questions and related skip logic) were made to the spring 2019 and spring 2020 surveys to allow for 
comparability across years. 

Charter School Principal Survey 

Background Questions 
1.	 Please complete this survey for [INSERT CAMPUS NAME, COUNTY DISTRICT CAMPUS 

NUMBER (CDCN)]. 

Are you  currently  the principal for this charter school campus? 

- Yes 

- No (If no, terminate survey and go to Thank You landing page.) 

2.	 What is your highest level of educational attainment?  
- Associate  degree     
- �achelor’s degree     
- Master’s degree     
- PhD     
- EdD     
- Other (Please  describe)     

3.	 How many total years have you been a principal at this or any charter school campus? 

- OPEN-ENDED 

4.	 How many years have you been a principal at this charter school campus?  
- OPEN-ENDED  

5.	 Before you became a principal, how many total years of elementary or secondary teaching 

experience did you have? 

- OPEN-ENDED  

Organizational-Level Practices 
6. Grade levels served at this campus in 2017–18: (Select all that apply.)  
- Prekindergarten     
- Kindergarten     
- Grade 1     
- Grade 2     
- Grade 3     
- Grade 4     
- Grade 5     
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- Grade 6 

- Grade 7 

- Grade 8 

- Grade 9 

- Grade 10 

- Grade 11 

- Grade 12 

- Adult education 

7.	 Is there a formal parent organization at your campus in 2017–18? 

- Yes  

- No  

8.	 Of the following methods for getting parents involved in their children’s education, which 5 
were most effective during the 2017–18 school year? (Please rank from 1 to 5, where 1 is 

the most effective and 5 is the fifth most effective.) 

___ Parent  volunteer opportunities  

 Regular email  communications to  all  parents  

 Active Parent-Teacher Association  (PTA)  

 Regular school  day events for parents to  interact  with  their children  

 Parent-teacher conferences  

 After-school  events for parents to  interact  with  their children  

 _ Parent  contracts with  the  campus  

 Parent  involvement  in  assisting  children with  their homework  

 _ Parent  signatures on  weekly  agendas/assignments  

 System   for parents to   monitor their children’s attendance,   grades,   and   
assignments     

 Regular individualized teacher-parent  communications     
 __ Other (Please  specify.)     

___

___

___

___

___

__

___

__

___

___

_

9.	 Of the following organizational practices related to executing your charter campus’s 
mission, which 5 were most important during the 2017–18 school year? (Please rank from 1 

to 5, where 1 is the most important and 5 is the fifth most important.) 

Focused attention of administrators and teachers around the mission 

Clarity in the educational philosophy instilled in campus staff and teachers 

Effective interventions with staff to change existing attitudes and behaviors 

Fit of teachers with school mission and educational philosophies 

Concentration on maximizing instructional time 

Creation of a youth culture at your charter school campus 

Hiring exemplary teachers to support the practices of other teachers at  your charter 

school  campus  

___ 

___ 

___ 

Design of the campus building 

Use of data to inform instruction 

The use of technology at your charter school campus 

113 



 
 

 

 

  

 

___ 

___ 

 

 

 

         

      

    ________ 

              

          

        

           

 

 

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

            

           

 

       

	 

	 

	 

     

Regular monitoring of instructional  practices through  classroom  observations  

Other (Please specify.) 

10. Does your campus have a class size limit  for the 2017–18  school  year (i.e.,  maximum  

number of students in  the classroom),  excluding  electives such  as band,  PE,  etc.?   

___ Yes 

___ No 

11.	 (Display logic: only to respondents who choose yes for Q10.) If Yes, what is the maximum 

number of students that are allowed to be enrolled in a class at your campus during the 

2017–18 school year? 

12.	 (For Campuses Opening in 2016–17 and 2017–18 Only, the survey system will know which 

campuses will see this question) Of the following activities or new systems, which 5 

required the greatest amount of your time during the 2017–18 school year? (Please rank 

from 1 to 5, where 1 is the most time-intensive and 5 is the fifth most time-intensive.) 

Building-related issues (e.g.,  design,  construction,  finance)  

Communications with  parents  

Planning  activities  

Developing  and  monitoring  campus budget  and  expenditures  

Developing  support  systems for teachers to  ensure high-quality  instructional  

practices  

Determining  technology  needs  

Selecting  rigorous curriculum  

Addressing  student  behavioral  issues  

Ensuring  the development  of effective lesson  plans  

Hiring  high-quality  teachers  

Student  recruitment 

Other (Please  specify.)  

13.	 Up to this point in the 2017–18 school year, on average what percentage of time do you 

estimate that you spend on the following tasks? (Note: proportions of time must sum to 

100%) 

a.  Internal  administrative tasks (e.g.,  human  resource/personnel  issues,  regulations,  

reports,  campus budget,  etc.)  

b.  Curriculum  and  teaching-related tasks (e.g.,  teaching,  lesson  preparation,  classroom  

observations,  mentoring  teachers,  etc.)  

c.  Student  interactions,  including  discipline and  academic  guidance  

d.  Parent  interactions,  including  formal  and  informal  interactions  

e.  Other (Please  specify.)  

- % adding  up  to  100  

14. What are the key tenets of your charter school campus’s mission? 
--- OPEN  ENDED  RESPONSE   
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15. What organizational practices have you found to be most important in helping your campus 

run effectively?  
--- OPEN ENDED RESPONSE  

Instructional Practices 
16.	 Of the following instructional practices, which 5 did you observe most frequently at your 

charter school campus during 2017–18? (Please rank from 1 to 5 where 1 is most frequent 

and 5 is fifth most frequent.) 

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

Establishing positive relationships between the teacher and student 

Teacher support for student autonomy and leadership 

Maximizing learning time 

Use of  formative data in  student  assessments to  guide instruction  

Establishment of clear learning targets for each lesson plan 

Use of hands-on  activities in  class with  a variety  of modalities  

Meaningful peer interactions 

Active facilitation of higher-order thinking  by  students  

Cumulative content-driven exchanges between teacher and  students  

Allowing teachers flexibility in the use of curriculum and related lesson planning 

Effective scaffolding by teacher 

Effective use of technology  in  the classroom  

Other (Please specify.) 

17.	 Of the following instructional practices that you have observed from your teachers during 

the 2017–18 school year, which 5 were most impactful? (Please rank from 1 to 5, where 1 is 

the most impactful and 5 is the fifth most impactful.) 

____  

____  

____  

____  

____  

____  

____  

____  

____  

____  

____  

____  

____  

Establishing positive relationships between the teacher and student 

Teacher support for student autonomy and leadership 

Maximizing learning time 

Use of formative data in student assessments to guide instruction 

Establishment of clear learning targets for each lesson plan 

Use of hands-on  activities in  class with  a variety  of instructional  strategies  

Meaningful peer interactions 

Active teacher facilitation of higher-order thinking  by  students  

Cumulative content-driven exchanges between teacher and  students  across 

lessons and units  

Effective scaffolding by teacher 

Allowing teachers flexibility in the use of curriculum and related lesson planning 

Effective use of technology  in  the classroom  

Other (Please specify.) 

18.	 Of the following teacher supports, which 5 have you found to be most impactful in 

improving instructional practices at your charter school campus during the 2017–18 school 

year? (Please rank from 1 to 5 where 1 is most impactful and 5 is fifth most impactful.) 
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Providing feedback to teachers based on walk-throughs or informal  observations  

Providing feedback to teachers based on formal, scheduled observations 

Use of research-based rubrics (e.g.,  CLASS,  Danielson) to  give teachers useful  

feedback  

Use of instructional rounds where teachers have opportunities to observe other 

teachers in  the classroom  

Use of professional learning communities (PLCs) 

Co-teaching opportunities 

Coaching  support  

Providing dedicated planning time for teachers to collaborate 

Allowing teachers flexibility in the use of curriculum and related lesson planning 

Use of student achievement data to gauge the performance of teachers 

Review student  performance data  with  teachers  

Other (Please specify.) 

19.	 Please describe instructional practices and supports in place at your campus during the 

2017–18 school year that you feel are most important to maintaining the highest quality of 

instruction possible. 

--OPEN ENDED RESPONSE 

Working with Educationally Disadvantaged Students 
20.	 Of the following approaches, which 5 have you found to be most impactful in closing the 

achievement gaps for educationally disadvantaged students (identified as being at risk of 

dropping out of school) at your charter school campus during the 2017–18 school year? 

(Please rank from 1 to 5 where 1 is most impactful and 5 is the fifth most impactful.) 

Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports (PBIS) 

Social service supports  

Special education services 

Home visits by school counselors or teachers 

Strong teacher-student  relationships and  connections  

Small-group instruction in class 

Individualized instruction in class 

Differentiated in-class instruction  

Strategies to improve student attendance 

Targeted pull-out  instruction  by  interventionist  

In-school instructional or tutoring labs 

Out-of-school  learning  opportunities 

Online learning tools for math and/or ELA 

Collaboration between teachers 

Other (Please specify.) 

21.	 Describe the methods you have found to be most effective in closing achievement gaps for 

educationally disadvantaged students (identified as being at risk of dropping out of school) 

at your charter school campus during the 2017–18 school year. 
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OPEN ENDED RESPONSE 

Working with Low-Performing Students 
22.	 Of the following instructional practices, which 5 have you found to be most impactful in 

closing the achievement gap for low-performing students (identified as being in the bottom 

10% in math or reading) at your charter school campus during the 2017–18 school year? 

(Please rank from 1 to 5, where 1 is most impactful and 5 is the fifth most impactful.) 

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

Communications with  parents regarding  student  performance  

Small-group  instruction in class 

Individualized instruction in class 

Differentiated in-class instruction  

Flexible grouping strategies in class 

Strategies to improve student attendance 

Targeted pull-out  instruction  by  interventionist  

In-school instructional or tutoring labs 

Online learning tools for math and/or ELA 

Before or after school tutoring or enrichment programs 

Summer school or summer instructional sessions 

Collaboration between teachers  

A unique use of technology to address student needs 

Other (Please specify.) 

23.	 During the 2017–18 school year, please indicate if students are assigned or tracked into any 

of the following classes (e.g., below grade, on-grade, above grade) based upon their 

CURRENT LEVEL OF ACHIEVEMENT (e.g., test scores, prior grade-level performance) as 

opposed to by age alone. 

Reading/English Language Arts (Y/N)

Mathematics (Y/N)

Science (Y/N)

Social Studies (Y/N)

24.	 Describe one approach you have found particularly effective in closing achievement gaps for 

low-performing students at your charter school campus during the 2017–18 school year. 

Why do you believe it worked exceptionally well? 

OPEN ENDED RESPONSE 

Student Discipline 
25.	 Of the following approaches, which 5 have you found to be most impactful in maintaining 

positive student-to-teacher and student-to-student interactions at your charter school 

campus in 2017–18? (Please rank from 1 to 5 where 1 is most impactful and 5 is fifth most 

impactful.) 

PBIS  
Clear behavioral expectations  
Removal of disruptive students from the classroom  
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___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

Policy  of no  in-school  or out-of-school  suspensions  

Development of strong  teacher-student  relationships  

Use of contracts with parents regarding  expectations and  responsibilities  

Use of contracts with students regarding expectations and responsibilities 

Effective communications with parents 

Effective student engagement in the classroom 

Proactive steps to curb misbehavior in  the classroom  

Strong  anti-bullying policies 

Other (Please specify.) 

26.	 Did your campus encourage parents to sign a code of conduct, handbook, compact, or 

contract outlining campus expectations for the 2017–18 school year? 

- Yes (Go  to  Question  #27.)  

- No  (Skip  to  Question  #28.)  

27.	 [IF YES to Question #26] In which of the following areas are parents encouraged to agree to 

campus expectations? (Select all that apply.) 

a.  Attendance at  parent  meetings,  conferences,  and  open houses  

b.  Parent  attendance at  other  campus events  

c.  Child  school  attendance/punctuality  

d.  Participation  in  fundraising  activities  

e.  Participation   in   the school’s parent/teacher organization   
f.  Assistance and  supervision  in  completion  of homework  

g.  Support  of campus discipline procedures  

h.  Support  of campus uniform  policy  

i.  Other (Please  describe.)  

j.  

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

28.	 Did your campus encourage students to sign a code of conduct, handbook, compact, or 

contract outlining campus expectations for the 2017–18 school year? 

- Yes (Go  to  Question  #29.)  

- No  (Skip  to  Question  #30.)  

29.	 [IF YES to Question 28] In which of the following areas are students encouraged to agree to 

campus expectations? (Select all that apply.) 

a.	 Daily attendance and punctuality 

b.	 Responsible and acceptable personal behavior 

c.	 Following campus and classroom rules 

d.	 Uniform and grooming policies 

e.	 Preparation for class (having appropriate materials) 

f.	 Completion of homework 

g.	 Respecting the rights of others (students, staff, other adults) 

h.	 Other (Please describe.) 
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30.	 Prior to (or during) the 2017–18 school year, have staff on this campus trained in PBIS? 

___ 

___ 

Yes  

No  

Teacher Recruitment and Retention 
31.	 When did your campus administration begin recruiting teachers for the 2017–18 school 

year? 

- Dropdown with  month/year listed from  earlier than  May 2016,  May 2016  through  

August  2017.  

- I  did  not  need  to  recruit  teachers for the 2017–18  school  year.  

32.	 (!sk Only if Respondent DID NOT !nswer I didn’t need to recruit teachers for the 2017–18 

school year for Q31) When hiring new teachers for your charter school campus for the 

2017–18 school year, which of the following were most important to you? (Please rank from 

1 to 5 where 1 is most important and 5 is fifth most important.) 

Teacher fit with the mission of the charter school campus 

Teacher certification 

Prior experience working with the teacher 

Education level 

Number of years of teaching experience 

Passion for teaching 

Prior charter school teaching experience 

Prior school district teaching experience 

Content expertise 

Teacher fit with educational philosophy of the school 

Desire to work with  at-risk population  

Strong demonstrated pedagogical skills 

Ability of teacher to adapt unstructured curriculum into effective lesson plans 

Other (Please describe.) 

33.	 (!sk Only if Respondent DID NOT !nswer I didn’t need to recruit teachers for the 2017–18 

school year for Q31) Of the following teacher recruitment methods, which 5 have you found 

to be most effective in attracting high-quality teachers to your campus for the 2017–18 

school year? (Rank from 1 to 5, where 1 is most effective and 5 is the fifth most effective.) 

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

Current teachers recruiting colleagues 

Word of mouth about the school 

Online advertisements 

Job fairs 

Billboard advertisements 

Recruitment services (e.g., Indeed, Zip Recruiter) 

CMO or school district resources 

Social media (e.g., Facebook, LinkedIn) 

___ Other (Please describe.) 
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34.	 Of the following criteria, which 5 will carry the greatest weight when deciding whether to 

continue a teacher’s employment from 2017–18 to the next year? (Rank from 1 to 5, where 

1 carries the greatest weight and 5 carries the fifth-greatest weight.) 

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

Student performance

Student engagement

Classroom management

Parent satisfaction  with  teacher performance

Instructional effectiveness

Collaboration with other teachers

Attendance

Cultural fit with campus

Other (Please describe.)

35. Approximately what percentage of teachers were asked to return to your campus between 

2016–17  and  2017–18?

___

___

___

___

___

___

___

 25% or less

 Between 25% and 50%

 Between 50% and 75%

 Between 75% and 90%

 More than 90%, but less than 100%

 100% of teachers

2017–18  is the first  year of operation  for  this campus

36. Approximately what percentage  of teachers returned  to  your campus between 2016–17  and  

2017–18?   
___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

25% or less  
Between 26% to 50%  
Between 51% to 75%  
Between 76% to 90%  
More than 90%, but less than 100%  
100% of teachers  
Not Applicable—Our campus just  began  serving  students in  2017–18     

37.  For teachers who  were not  renewed  between 2016–17  and  2017–18,  how many  years,  on  

average,  did  they  work at  your campus?  

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

One year 

2 to 3 years 

4 to 5 years 

6 to 10 years 

More than 10 Years 

Not Applicable  —   Our campus just  began  serving  students in  2017–18,  so  all  

teachers are new  to  the campus  
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38.	 	  In  preparation  for the 2017–18  school  year,  which  of the following  did  your campus require 

of teacher applicants during  the hiring  process?  (Select  all  that  apply.)  

___ 
___ 
___ 
___ 
___ 
___ 
___ 
___ 
___ 
___ 

Written or online application 
Resume 
Proof of certification 
Reference list 
Interview with hiring principal 
Interview with hiring committee chair 
Demonstration/sample performance lesson with students 
Demonstration/sample performance lesson  with  adults  
Sample lesson plans/teaching portfolio 
Other (Please specify.)  Of the following  approaches,  which  5  have been  most  

effective to  successfully  retain  high-quality  teachers?  (Rank from  1  to  5,  where 1  is most  

effective and  5  is the fifth  most  effective).  

___ 
___ 
___ 
___ 
___ 
___ 
___ 
___ 
___ 
___ 
___ 

Classroom assistance (e.g., educational aides) 
Flexibility in lesson planning 
Technology in the classroom 
Effective curriculum and supplemental materials 
Smaller class sizes 
Nonperformance-based differentiated pay for teachers 
Incentive pay based on student and/or school performance metrics 
Dedicated planning time 
Structured PLCs 
Regular feedback on instructional practices 
Opportunities to participate in instructional rounds where teachers can  observe 

other  classrooms  
___ Other (Please describe.) 

39. If you recruited teachers for  the 2017–18  school  year,  what  methods were most  effective in  

recruiting  high-quality  educators to  your  campus?     
OPEN ENDED RESPONSE

40. If your campus was open in  2016–17,  what  methods were most  effective in  retaining  high-

quality  educators between the 2016–17  and  2017–18  school  years?     
OPEN ENDED RESPONSE  

Student Recruitment and Retention 
41.	 For the 2017–18 school year, of the following student recruitment methods, which 5 have 

you found to be most effective in attracting students to enroll at your campus? (Rank from 1 

to 5, where 1 is most effective and 5 is the fifth most effective.) 

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

Enrollment fairs 

Public facing advertisements (e.g.  billboards)  

Open houses where information about the campus is presented 

Published information about campus in community newsletters 

Word of mouth from parents of currently enrolled students 

Principal presentations at local  events (e.g.,  Rotary Club)  
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___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

Posted and/or distributed flyers about the campus in area neighborhoods

Social media (Facebook, Twitter, LinkedIn, etc.)

Charter school campus website  
Other (Please describe.)

42.	 What methods were most effective in recruiting students for the 2017–18 school year? 

--- OPEN ENDED RESPONSE 

43.	 (Only for campuses serving students in 2016–17 and 2017–18) Considering retention 

between the 2016–17 and 2017–18 school years, of the following approaches for retaining 

students at your campus, which 5 have you found to be most effective? (Rank from 1 to 5, 

where 1 is most effective and 5 is the fifth most effective.) 

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

___ 

Effective communications between the campus leadership and parents 

Effective communications between teachers and  parents  

Student-centered instruction 

Building meaningful relationships between teachers and students 

Demonstrated academic growth of students 

Rigorous curriculum 

Use of multiple instructional approaches to meet students’ academic needs 
Effective strategies to meeting students’ socio-emotional  needs  

Establishment of a safe and collaborative environment at the campus 

Location of the campus 

Technology available for students at the campus 

Extracurricular activities and  clubs available to  students  

Other (Please describe.) 

Other (Please describe.) 

Not Applicable  —   Our campus just  began  serving  students in  2017–18  

44. If your campus was open in  2016–17,  what  methods were most  effective in  retaining  

students between the  2016–17  and  2017–18  school  years?  

--- OPEN ENDED RESPONSE 

School Climate 
45.	 Indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements related to the 2017– 

18 school year? (Strongly Agree, Agree, Disagree, Strongly Disagree). 

a. Teachers at this campus trust each other. 

b. Teachers at this campus trust me as their principal. 

c. My campus has an inclusive working environment. 

d. There is a culture of professionalism at my campus. 

e. High value is placed on teamwork and collaboration at my campus. 

f. Staff morale is high at my campus. 

46. Consider the 2017–18 school year culture and climate at your campus. From the following 

list of indicators of positive school climate, which 5 are the most important for your 
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campus?  (Please  rank from  1  to  5,  where 1  is the most  important  aspect  to  maintain  a 

positive school  climate and  5  is the fifth  most  important.)  

Campus staff share a common set of beliefs about schooling/learning 

Mutual respect for colleagues’ ideas 
Culture of shared success 

Opportunities for teachers to collaborate 

Development of a family atmosphere 

Academic growth of students 

Socio-emotional growth of students 

Genuine care for students 

Adequate planning time to develop lesson plans 

Culture of respect between students and teachers 

Culture of respect among students (e.g., anti-bullying culture) 

Flexibility in lesson design and delivery 

Other (Please describe.) 

47. What effective approaches have you used at your campus to create a positive climate in  

2017–18?     
OPEN ENDED RESPONSE

Final Thoughts 
48. What are the three most important things that have made your charter school  campus 

effective in  2017–18?     
OPEN ENDED RESPONSE  
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Appendix E: Principal Interview and Teacher Focus Group Protocols 
This appendix includes principal interview protocols and teacher focus group protocols that were 
utilized during site visits to charter schools funded through the Public Charter School Program Start-Up 
Grant in fall 2017, 2018, and 2019, and during site visits to high-performing charter schools in spring 
2018. Only small, non-substantive changes were made to the interview and focus group protocols used 
in fall 2017, 2018 and 2019 to allow for comparability across years. 

Principal Interview Questions – Start-Up Charter Schools (Fall 2017, 2018, and 2019) 

Introductions and Organizational-level practices 
1.	 How long have you been in the field of education? Where were you before and how did you come 

to this charter school? 

2.	 What is the mission of your charter school? What steps do you take to ensure that your charter 

school stays on mission? 

3.	 Could you describe the composition of your campus leadership team? What is the primary role of 

the leadership team? 

4.	 What do you do to get parents involved in their child’s education at this charter school? 
5.	 What planning activities have you found to be most important in getting your charter school 

started? 

6.	 What organizational practices have you found to be most important in helping your school run 

efficiently? 

7.	 (If part of CMO or District) How does your charter management organization or school district 

help to support your start-up activities? Of these activities, what have you found to be most 

helpful? 

8.	 What challenges have you faced thus far in getting your charter school up and running 

9.	 (Ask if challenges are reported in Q8) How have you overcome those challenges? 

10.	 In what ways has TEA supported your charter school start-up activities? What has been helpful in 

terms of these supports? 

Instructional-level Practices 
11.	 (Campus in Years 2 or 3) After your first year of operation, how would you describe the quality 

of instruction at your school? What adjustments (if any) did you make regarding quality of 

instruction in your second year of serving students? 

12.	 (Campuses in Year 1) While you have just begun serving students this fall, how would you 

describe the quality of instruction at your school? What adjustments (if any) do you plan to 

make regarding teaching and learning at your school? 

13.	 What methods for providing the highest quality of instruction at your school are you finding to 

be most effective? 

14. Does your school follow a set curriculum? If yes, how did you decide on this curriculum? 

a.	 If yes, in what ways are teachers able to modify or make adaptations to any aspect of 

the curriculum? 

b.	 If yes, what do you find particularly effective about this curriculum? 
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15. Has your school established professional learning communities (PLCs)? 

a.	 If yes, is time set aside during the school day for teachers to participate in PLCs? 

b.	 If yes, how are PLCs benefitting your campus? 

c.	 If no, are you planning to establish PLCs at your school? 

16. Does your school use instructional rounds? 

a.	 If yes, how often do teachers participate in instructional rounds? 

b.	 If yes, how are instructional rounds a benefit to your campus? 

c.	 If no, are you planning to implement instructional rounds at your school? If so, when? 

17. Do your teachers have access to formal coaching support? 

18.	 (Campus in Year 2 or 3) To what extent do you tailor professional development (PD) to the 

individualized needs of the teacher? Please describe your process for making this happen. 

(Campus in Year 1) To what extent will you tailor professional development (PD) to the 

individualized needs of the teacher? Please describe your process for making this happen. 

Global Question Related to Student Challenges 
19. What are the biggest challenges that face students enrolled at your school? 

Educationally disadvantaged students 
20.	 What services does your charter school offer to support students who are educationally  

disadvantaged (i.e., considered at risk of dropping out of school)?  
21.	 (Campus in Year 2 or 3) What methods have you found to be most effective in closing the 

achievement gap for educationally disadvantaged students at this charter school? 

22.	 (Campus in Year 1) What methods do you anticipate having the greatest impact on closing the 

achievement gap for educationally disadvantaged students at this charter school? 

Lowest-performing students 
23.	 What data are used to determine which students are the lowest-performing and may need 

additional supports? 

24. In what ways does your school support the lowest-performing students? 

25. How do you monitor the progress of lowest-performing students? 

26.	 (Campus in Year 2 or 3) What methods have you found to be most effective in closing the 

achievement gap for low-performing students? 

27.	 (Campus in Year 1) What methods do you anticipate having the greatest impact on closing the 

achievement gap for low-performing students? 

Student discipline 
28. Does your charter school encourage students and/or parents to sign a contract with the school? 

a.	 What are the major tenets of these contracts? 

b.	 What occurs when a student or parent fails to meet the terms of the contract? 

29.	 (Campus in Year 2 or 3) What approaches have been most effective at reducing student  
behavioral issues at your school?  

30.	 (Campus in Year 1) What approaches do you anticipate will have the biggest impact on reducing 

student behavioral issues at your school? 
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Student recruitment/retention 
31.	 What is your target population for student recruitment? What methods of student recruitment 

have you found to be most effective? 

32.	 How do parents and/or students learn about your school? What methods do you use to 

disseminate information about your school? 

33.	 Are there any transportation services provided by your charter school available to the students? 

If yes, please explain how those services are provided? 

34.	 (Campus in Year 2 or 3) Have recruitment practices evolved from your first to second year of 

operations? If so how? 

35.	 (Campus in Year 2 or 3) What steps are you taking in your second year to ensure high rates of 

student retention? 

36.	 (Campus in Year 2 or 3) What barriers or challenges have you encountered with regard to 

student retention? 

37.	 (Campus in Year 1) What barriers or challenges have you encountered, or do you expect to 

encounter in your first year with respect to student retention? 

38.	 Is enrollment at this school at full capacity? Is there a waiting list, or are you still recruiting more 

students? 

a. [If there is a waiting list] How do you handle enrollment from the waiting list? Do you 

in place? employ a first come, first serve approach, or is there a lottery system 

(If there is a lottery system in place) 

b. Is there a sibling exemption in the lottery policy? 

c. Are there any other exemptions to the lottery policy? 

39.	 (Campus in Year 2 or 3) With regard to retaining your student population, what methods have 

you found to be most effective? 

40.	 (Campus in Year 1) What do you need to have in place to ensure high student retention rates at 

your school? 

Teacher recruitment/retention 

41. What methods do you use to recruit potential teachers? 

42.	 What methods have been most effective in recruiting highly-qualified educators to your charter 

school? 

43. What qualifications and skills do you look for when recruiting teachers? 

44.	 (Campus in Year 2 or 3) What criteria do you use to determine if a teacher is performing, at, 

above, or below the expected level? 

(Campus in Year 1) What criteria will you use to determine if a teacher is performing, at, above, 

or below the expected level? 

45.	 (Campus in Year 2 or 3) What steps are involved in bringing a teacher’s performance up to 
expectations? 

(Campus  in  Year  1)  What   steps will   be involved in   bringing   a teacher’s performance up   to   
expectations?  
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46.	 (Campus in Year 2 or 3) What rewards or bonuses, if any, are available to high-performing 

teachers and other staff? 

(Campus in Year 1) What rewards or bonuses, if any, will be available to high-performing 

teachers and other staff? 

47. What methods do you use to retain highly qualified teachers at your charter school? 

48.	 (Campus in Year 2 or 3) What methods have been most effective in retaining highly-qualified 

educators at your charter school? 

49.	 (Campus in Year 1) What methods do you anticipate having the biggest impact on teacher 

retention at your charter school? 

School climate 

50.	 How would you characterize the school climate and teaching conditions at your school? Why do 

you feel that way? 

51. What is your sense of the staff perception of school climate? 

52.	 What is your sense of the overall perception of teaching conditions at your school? (Interviewer 

note: adequate resources, planning time, curriculum) 

53. How would you describe staff morale? 

54. What factors do you think play a part in creating the current conditions? 

Closing Questions 
55.	 What specific things do you think will make your charter school successful this year, and in years 

to come? 

56.	 What guidance would you like from TEA or other high-performing charter schools to help you 

improve the quality of education for the students you serve? 
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Principal Interview Questions – High Performing Charter Schools (Spring 2018) 
Introductions and Organizational-level practices 

1.	 Please tell me a little about your background: 

a.	 How long have you been the principal at this charter school, and what attracted you to 

the position? 

b.	 Where did you work prior to becoming principal of this charter school? 

c.	 How long have you been in the field of education? 

2.	 What is the mission of your charter school? 

a. What steps do you take to ensure that your charter school stays on mission? 

3.	 What do you feel are the biggest challenges facing charter schools in Texas, and what has your 

school done to overcome these challenges? 

4.	 Could you describe the composition of your campus leadership team? 

a.	 What is the primary role of the leadership team? 

5.	 What do you do to get parents involved in their child’s education at this charter school? 
6.	 What organizational practices have you found to be most important in helping your school run 

efficiently? 

7.	 (If part of CMO or District) How does your charter management organization or school district 

help to support your school? 

a.	 Of these activities, what have you found to be most helpful? 

Instructional-level practices 
8.	 Since you have been in a leadership role at this charter school, how would you describe the 

quality of instruction at your school? 

a.	 What adjustments (if any) have you made regarding quality of instruction during your 

time as principal of this school? 

9.	 What methods for improving the quality of instruction at your school are you finding to be most 

effective? 

10. Does your school follow a set curriculum? 

a.	 If yes: How did you decide on this curriculum? 

b.	 If yes: In what ways are teachers able to modify or make adaptations to any aspect of 

the curriculum? 

c.	 If yes: What do you find particularly effective about this curriculum? 

11. Has your school established professional learning communities (PLCs)? 

a.	 If yes, is time set aside during the school day for teachers to participate in PLCs? 

b.	 If yes, how are PLCs benefitting your campus? 

c.	 If no, are you planning to establish PLCs at your school? If so, when? 

12. Does your school use instructional rounds? 

a.	 If yes, how often do teachers participate in instructional rounds? 

b.	 If yes, how are instructional rounds a benefit to your campus? 

c.	 If no, are you planning to implement instructional rounds at your school? If so, when? 

13. Do your teachers have access to formal coaching support? 
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14.	 To what extent do you tailor professional development (PD) to the individualized needs of the 

teacher? Please describe your process for making this happen. 

Global Question Related to Student Challenges 
15. What are the biggest challenges that face students enrolled at your school? 

Educationally disadvantaged students 
16.	 What services does your charter school offer to support students who are educationally 

disadvantaged (i.e., considered at risk of dropping out of school)? 

17.	 What methods have you found to be most effective in closing the achievement gap for 

educationally disadvantaged students at this charter school? 

Lowest-performing students 
18.	 What data are used to determine which students are the lowest performing and may need 

additional supports? 

19. In what ways does your school support the lowest performing students? 

20.	 What methods have you found to be most effective in closing the achievement gap for low-

performing students? 

21. How do you monitor progress of lowest performing students? 

Student discipline 
22. Does your charter school encourage students and/or parents to sign a contract with the school? 

a.	 What are the major tenets of these contracts? 

b.	 What occurs when a student or parent fails to meet the terms of the contract? 

23.	 What approaches have been most effective at reducing student behavioral issues at your 

school? 

Student recruitment/retention 
24. What is your target population for student recruitment? 

a.	 What methods of student recruitment have you found to be most effective? 

25. How do parents and/or students learn about your school? 

a.	 What methods do you use to disseminate information about your school? 

26. Have recruitment practices evolved during your tenure as principal at this school? 

27.	 Are there any transportation services provided by your charter school available to the students? 

If yes, please explain how those services are provided. 

28. What steps are you taking to ensure high rates of student retention? 

29.	 With regard to retaining your student population, what methods have you found to be most 

effective? 

30. What barriers or challenges have you encountered with regard to student retention? 

31.	 Is enrollment at this school at full capacity? Is there a waiting list, or are you still recruiting more 

students? 

a.  [If there is a waiting  list]:  How do  you  handle enrollment  from  the waiting  list?  Do  you  

employ  a first  come,  first  serve approach,  or is there a  lottery  system  in  place?  

b.  [If there is a lottery  system  in  place]:  Is there a sibling  exemption  in  the lottery  policy?  
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c.	 Are there any other exemptions to the lottery policy? 

Teacher recruitment/retention 
32. What methods do you use to recruit potential teachers? 

33.	 What methods have been most effective in recruiting highly-qualified educators to your charter 

school? 

34. What qualifications and skills do you look for when recruiting teachers? 

35.	 What criteria do you use to determine if a teacher is performing at, above, or below the expected 

level? 

36. What steps are involved in bringing a teacher’s performance up to expectations? 
37. What rewards or bonuses, if any, are available to high-performing teachers and other staff? 

38. What methods do you use to retain highly effective teachers at your charter school? 

39.	 What methods have been most effective in retaining highly effective educators at your charter 

school? 

40. What methods have had the biggest impact on teacher retention at your charter school? 

School climate 
41.	 How would you characterize the school climate and teaching conditions at your school? Why do 

you feel that way? 

42. What is your sense of the overall staff perception of school climate? 

43. What is your sense of the overall staff perception of teaching conditions at your school? 

44. How would you describe staff morale? 

45. What factors do you think play a part in creating the current conditions? 

Closing Questions 
46.	 Your school has been identified as a high performing charter school. What specific things do 

you think make your charter school successful? 

47.	 What advice would you give to new start-up charter schools related to best practices in the 

following areas: 

a. Start-up planning 

b. Operational effectiveness 

c. Instructional quality 

d. Student recruitment and retention 

e. Teacher recruitment and retention 

f. Closing the achievement gap for educationally disadvantaged and persistently low-

performing students? 
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Teacher Focus Group Questions – Start-Up Charter Schools 
Introductions and Organizational-level practices 

1.	 Let’s take a few minutes for introductions/ Please tell me. 
a.	 Your name 

b.	 What grades and subjects you teach this year. 

Note for interviewer: Remind participants to state their name before providing an answer (to provide 
clarity during transcription/analysis. If need be, reiterate elements of confidentiality statement) 

2.	 (Ask each teacher to answer this question; follow-up on any questions the teacher does not 

answer) Please describe what type of school you worked at before this (e.g., local ISD, another 

charter, working in industry, etc.), how you were recruited into your position at this school, and 

what interested you about this school or position? 

Note for interviewer: Remind participants that they are now free to jump in and add to the 
conversation in any way, or any time; this is now supposed to be more conversational/discussion-
based 

3.	 In what ways were you involved in the planning process for getting this school off the ground? 

4.	 What organizational practices have you found to be most important in getting this charter school 

off the ground? 

Instructional-level practices 
5.	 In what ways does the leadership at this school help support your lesson planning efforts? 

6.	 In what ways does the leadership at this school help you to be a more effective teacher? That is, 

what types of supports are offered to you to help improve your craft as a teacher? 

7.	 From an instructional perspective, what do you think is happening at this charter school that will 

make students academically successful? 

8.	 Please describe the ways you support each other as teachers in terms of improving instructional 

effectiveness at this school. Probes (if no responses by teachers, probes may include PLCs, 

instructional rounds, departmental meetings, grade-level meetings, etc.) 

9.	 [Campus in Year 2 or 3] How frequently do you attend professional development (PD) sessions? 

What  kind  of PD  sessions do  you  attend?  How helpful  are the PD  sessions you  attend?  

[Campus  in  Year  1] How frequently  will  you  attend  professional  development  (PD) sessions?  

What kind of PD sessions do you expect to attend? How helpful are the PD sessions you attend? 

10.	 [Campus in Year 2 or 3] Please describe how teacher performance is evaluated at this school? 

[Campus in Year 1] Please describe how teacher performance will be evaluated at this school? 

a.	 [Campus in Year 2 or 3] How often are teacher classroom observations conducted? How 

is feedback provided to teachers? 

[Campus in Year 1] How often will teacher classroom observations be conducted? How 

will feedback be provided to teachers? 

b.	 [Campus in Year 2 or 3] What are the consequences (if any) for teachers who are not 

meeting expectations? 

c.	 [Campus in Year 1] What will be the consequences (if any) for teachers who are not 

meeting expectations? 
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d.	 [Campus in Year 2 or 3] What steps are involved in bringing a teacher’s performance up 

to expectations? 

[Campus in Year 1] What steps will be involved in bringing a teacher’s performance up to 
expectations? 

Generic Question Related to Challenges with Student Population 
11. What are the biggest challenges that face students enrolled at your school? 

Educationally disadvantaged and low-performing students 
12.	 How do you tailor your instruction to support educationally disadvantaged (i.e., students who 

have been identified as being at risk of dropping out of school) or your lowest-performing 

students? 

13.	 What do you do differently for these low-performing students (i.e., students in the bottom 10% 

in reading and math) to improve their academic results? 

Student discipline 
14. Please describe your general approach to managing student behaviors in your classroom. 

15. Which classroom management approaches have been most effective? 

16. In what ways do school leaders support you with disciplinary issues? 

Student recruitment/retention 
17.	 What role, if any, do teachers at your charter school play in the student recruitment process? If 

you do play a role, what approaches to student recruitment have you found to be most 

effective? 

18.	 [Campus in Year 2 or 3] As a teacher, what things do you do to help promote student retention 

at your charter school? 

[Campus in Year 1] As a teacher, what things will you do to help promote student retention at 

your charter school? 

19.	 [Campus in Year 2 or 3] What factors do you think are most important in getting students to 

return to your school each year? 

[Campus in Year 1] What factors do you think will be most important in getting students to 

return to your school each year? 

School climate 
20. How would you characterize the climate of your school? Why do you feel that way? 

21. How would you characterize the teaching conditions at this school? Why do you feel that way? 

22.	 What factors influence your decision to remain at this school? What factors would cause you to 

consider leaving your position at this school? 

Closing Question(s) 
23.	 What advice would you like to receive, or do you wish you had received about best practices 

with regard to: 

a.	 Lesson planning? 

b.	 Instructional quality? 

c.	 Recruiting and retaining students? 
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Teacher Focus Group Questions – High-performing charter schools 
Introductions and Organizational-level practices 

1.	 Let’s take a few minutes for introductions. Please tell me: 

a.	 Your name 

b.	 What grades and subjects you teach this year 

c.	 How long you have been at this charter school 

2.	 (Ask each teacher to answer this question) Please describe what type of school you worked at 

before this (e.g., local ISD, another charter, working in industry, etc.), how you were recruited 

into your position at this school, and what interested you about this school or position? 

3.	 Your school has been identified as a high-performing charter school. What do you think your 

school is doing that separates it from other charter schools across the state? 

4.	 What organizational practices have you found to be most important to the success of this charter 

school? 

Instructional-level practices 
5.	 In what ways does the leadership at this school help support your lesson planning efforts? 

6.	 In what ways does the leadership at this school help you to be a more effective teacher? That is, 

what types of supports are offered to you to help improve your craft as a teacher? 

7.	 From an instructional perspective, what do you think is happening at this charter school that has 

or will make students academically successful? 

8.	 Please describe the ways you support each other as teachers in terms of improving instructional 

effectiveness at this school. Probes (if no responses by teachers, probes may include PLCs, 

instructional rounds, departmental meetings, grade-level meetings, etc.) 

9.	 How frequently do you attend professional development (PD) sessions? 

a.	 What kind of PD sessions do you attend? 

b.	 How helpful are the PD sessions you attend? 

10. Please describe how teacher performance is evaluated at this school. 

a.	 How often are teacher classroom observations conducted? How is feedback provided to 

teachers? 

b.	 What are the consequences (if any) for teachers who are not meeting expectations? 

c.	 What steps are involved in bringing a teacher’s performance up to expectations? 

Global Question Related to Student Challenges 
11. What are the biggest challenges that face students enrolled at your school? 

Educationally disadvantaged and low-performing students 
12.	 How do you tailor your instruction to support educationally disadvantaged (i.e., students who 

have been identified as being at risk of dropping out of school) or your lowest-performing 

students? 

13.	 What do you do differently for these low-performing students (i.e., students in the bottom 10% 

in reading and math) to improve their academic results? 

Student discipline 
14. Please describe your general approach to managing student behaviors in your classroom. 
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15. Which classroom management approaches have been most effective? 

16. In what ways do school leaders support you with disciplinary issues? 

Student recruitment/retention 
17. What role, if any, do teachers at your charter school play in the student recruitment process? 

a.	 If teachers play a role: What approaches to student recruitment have you found to be 

most effective? 

18. As a teacher, what things do you do to help promote student retention at your charter school? 

19.	 What factors do you think are most important in getting students to return to your school each 

year? 

School climate 
20. How would you characterize the climate of your school? Why do you feel that way? 

21. How would you characterize the teaching conditions at this school? Why do you feel that way? 

22. What factors influence your decision to remain at this school? 

a.	 What factors would cause you to consider leaving your position at this school? 

Closing Questions 
23.	 What advice would you give to new Start-Up Charter School instructors about best practices 

with regard to: 

a. Operational effectiveness 

b. Lesson planning 

c. Instructional quality 

d. Recruiting and retaining students 

e. Recruiting/retaining high-quality teachers? 
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Appendix F: Impact Analysis Tables 

Tables F.1 and F.2 show, for 2017–18 and 2018–19 respectively, the regression coefficients for the 
models estimated for the three different grade ranges, with the first three columns showing the results 
from the three mathematics regressions, and the last three columns for the reading regressions. 

Table F.1. Regression Coefficients for Impact Models of Charter School Start-up Grantee Campuses, 
2017–18 

Variable 

Elem 
Schools, 
STAAR1-

Mathematics 

Middle 
Schools, 
STAAR-

Mathematics 

K–12 
Schools, 
Algebra 

I EOC 

Elem 
Schools, 
STAAR-
Reading 

Middle Schools, 
STAAR-Reading 

K–12 
Schools, 
English I 

EOC 

Baseline mathematics z-
score 

.633* 
(.017) 

.629* 
(.016) 

.483* 
(.036) 

.209* 
(.015) 

.194* 
(.013) 

.206* 
(.026) 

Baseline reading z-score 
.180* 
(.016) 

.181* 
(.014) 

.081* 
(.032) 

.574* 
(.016) 

.577* 
(.016) 

.525* 
(.031) 

Female 
-.024 
(.020) 

.020 
(.018) 

.091* 
(.040) 

.051* 
(.019) 

.102* 
(.016) 

.245* 
(.038) 

Economically 
disadvantaged 

-.056* 
(.024) 

-.079* 
(.022) 

-.159* 
(.048) 

-.080* 
(.023) 

-.057* 
(.019) 

-.081* 
(.040) 

ELs2 

-.001 
(.026) 

-.001 
(.025) 

-.011 
(.059) 

-.113* 
(.024) 

-.146* 
(.021) 

-.138* 
(.051) 

SPED3 

-.127* 
(.039) 

-.096* 
(.030) 

-.116 
(.068) 

-.223* 
(.038) 

-.239* 
(.029) 

-.150* 
(.057) 

African American 
-.072 
(.037) 

-.111* 
(.032) 

.040 
(.066) 

-.017 
(.035) 

-.048 
(.029) 

-.146* 
(.064) 

Hispanic 
-.023 
(.034) 

-.050 
(.030) 

.087 
(.060) 

.013 
(.031) 

.034 
(.026) 

-.090 
(.060) 

Other race 
.158* 
(.045) 

.075 
(.039) 

.210 
(.109) 

.092* 
(.039) 

.048 
(.034) 

.101 
(.081) 

Number of observations 0.61 0.61 0.52 0.59 0.57 0.50 

Adjusted R-squared 3,426 3,790 496 3,428 4,162 580 

Notes.  Robust  standard  errors  in  parenthesis.  *  indicates  statistically  significant  where  p  < 0.05.  Test  scores  are standardized  
with  a  statewide  mean of  0  and a  standard  deviation  of  1.  They  are  presented  in  z-score units.  Baseline and outcome  tests  are  
from  statewide  assessments  collected  by  TEA.  No  baseline  differences  are significant  at  the  0.05  level,  two-tailed  test.  Reported 
coefficients  are  from  regressions  of  the relevant  outcome  variable  on a  treatment  indicator  and other  covariates  and  adjusting 
for   students’   baseline test   scores   in reading   and   mathematics   and   students’   demographic   characteristics/   !ll   regressions   use   
robust  standards  errors  and  the  student  is  the  unit  of  assignment  and unit  of  analysis.      
1  State of  Texas  Assessments  of  Academic  Readiness  (STAAR)     
2  English Learners  (EL)     
3  Special  Education (SPED)     
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Table F.2. Regression Coefficients for Impact Models of Charter School Start-up Grantee Campuses, 
2018–19 

Variable 

Elem 
Schools, 
STAAR1-

Math 

Middle 
Schools, 
STAAR-
Math 

K–12 
Schools, 
Algebra I 

EOC 

Elem 
Schools, 
STAAR-
Reading 

Middle 
Schools, 
STAAR-
Reading 

K–12 
Schools, 
English I 

EOC 

Baseline mathematics z-score 
.596* 
(.014) 

.607* 
(.011) 

.466* 
(.023) 

.216* 
(.013) 

.200* 
(.010) 

.242* 
(.016) 

Baseline reading z-score 
.204* 
(.013) 

.193* 
(.010) 

.130* 
(.022) 

.565* 
(.014) 

.570* 
(.012) 

.463* 
(.017) 

Female 
-.010 
(.016) 

-.008 
(.013) 

.123* 
(.027) 

.082* 
(.015) 

.105* 
(.013) 

.214* 
(.022) 

Economically disadvantaged 
-.087* 
(.019) 

-.068* 
(.016) 

-.018 
(.033) 

-.081* 
(.019) 

-.068* 
(.015) 

-.090* 
(.026) 

ELs2 

-.003 
(.021) 

-.030 
(.019) 

.043 
(.038) 

-.100* 
(.021) 

-.175* 
(.017) 

-.125* 
(.031) 

SPED3 

-.095* 
(.029) 

-.170* 
(.022) 

-.201* 
(.042) 

-.131* 
(.029) 

-.253* 
(.023) 

-.296* 
(.043) 

African American 
-.064* 
(.028) 

-.101* 
(.024) 

.028 
(.044) 

-.062* 
(.027) 

-.031 
(.022) 

-.117* 
(.038) 

Hispanic 
-.033 
(.025) 

-.037 
(.023) 

.094* 
(.041) 

-.004* 
(.024) 

.025 
(.021) 

-.083* 
(.038) 

Other race 
.193* 
(.036) 

.165* 
(.032) 

.226* 
(.071) 

.130* 
(.030) 

.037 
(.028) 

.045 
(.050) 

Number of observations 6,046 7,330 1,302 6,120 8,024 1,616 

Adjusted R-squared 0.59 0.60 0.55 0.60 0.58 0.51 

Notes.  Robust  standard  errors  in  parenthesis.  *  indicates  statistically  significant  where  p  < 0.05.  Test  scores  are standardized  
with  a  statewide  mean of  0  and a  standard  deviation  of  1.  They  are  presented  in  z-score units.  Baseline and outcome  tests  are  
from  statewide  assessments  collected  by  TEA.  No  baseline  differences  are significant  at  the  0.05  level,  two-tailed  test.  Reported 
coefficients  are  from  regressions  of  the relevant  outcome  variable  on a  treatment  indicator  and other  covariates  and  adjusting 
for  students’   baseline test   scores   in reading   and   mathematics  and   students’   demographic   characteristics/   !ll   regressions   use   
robust  standards  errors  and  the  student  is  the  unit  of  assignment  and unit  of  analysis.   
1  State of  Texas  Assessments  of  Academic  Readiness  (STAAR)  
2  English Learners  (EL)  
3  Special  Education (SPED)  

Tables F.3 and F.4 show, for 2017–18 and 2018–19 respectively, the mathematics and reading score 
outcomes for three different grade ranges. The first four rows show the elementary school results, for 
the four K–6 start-up grantee schools. The next six rows show the middle school results for the charter 
school start-up grantee schools starting in Grade 6. Both models use STAAR test scores as outcomes. The 
final row shows the results for the high school EOC model, for the one school with enough students to 
be included (the 6–10 school had too few students with EOC scores). 
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Table F.3. Results of Impact Analysis of Charter School Start-up Grantee Campuses, 2017–18 

School Name 
Grade 
range 

STAAR1-
Mathematics 

Impact 
estimate 

STAAR-
Reading 
impact 

estimate 

Number 
of 

treatment 
students 

Elementary school results, STAAR test outcomes 

CAMPUS A K–7 0.13 0.13 130 

CAMPUS B K–6 0.05 0.09 279 

CAMPUS C K–7 0.03 -0.04 209 

CAMPUS D K–7 -0.03 -0.06 178 

CAMPUS E PK–4 0.45* -0.02 72 

CAMPUS F K–5 0.23* 0.28* 171 

CAMPUS G PK–6 0.03 0.09 12 

CAMPUS H PK–6 -0.06 0.03 34 

CAMPUS I K–5 -0.15 -0.05 215 

CAMPUS J PK–11 -0.37* -0.07 57 

Middle school results, STAAR test outcomes 

CAMPUS K 6–12 0.37* 0.09 430 

CAMPUS L 6–9 0.04 0.29* 186 

CAMPUS M 6–8 -0.14 0.01 74 

CAMPUS N 6–8 -0.33* -0.15 117 

CAMPUS O 6–11 -0.35* -0.25* 64 

CAMPUS P 6–7 0.26* 0.39* 78 

CAMPUS Q 6–12 0.24* 0.21* 166 

CAMPUS R 6–12 0.01 0.03 207 

CAMPUS S 6–8 -0.14 -0.01 447 

K–12 school results, EOC2 test outcomes 

CAMPUS T 6–12 0.05 0.00 145 

CAMPUS U 6–12 0.35* 0.13 28 

CAMPUS V 6–12 0.18* -0.04 69 

Notes.  * indicates  statistically  significant  where  p  <  0.05.  Test  scores  are  standardized with  a  statewide  mean of  0  and a  
standard deviation of  1.  They  are presented  in  z-score  units.  Baseline  and outcome  tests  are  from s tatewide  assessments  
collected by  TEA.  No baseline  differences  are significant  at  the 0.05  level,  two-tailed test.  Reported  impacts  are  from  
regressions   of   the relevant   outcome   variable   on   a   treatment   indicator   and other   covariates   and   adjusting   for   students’   baseline  
test  scores  in reading and mathematics  and   students’   demographic   characteristics/   All  regressions  use robust  standards  errors  
and the  student  is  the  unit  of  assignment  and unit  of  analysis.  Data  shown in  this  table  include  imputed values  for  baseline 
variables  but  not  for  outcome  variables.   
1  State of  Texas  Assessments  of  Academic  Readiness  (STAAR)  
2  End-of-course  (EOC)  
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Table F.4. Results of Impact Analysis of Charter School Start-up Grantee Campuses, 2018–19 

School Name 
Grade 
range 

STAAR1-
Mathematics 

Impact 
estimate 

STAAR-
Reading 
impact 

estimate 

Number 
of 

treatment 
students 

Elementary school results, STAAR test outcomes 

CAMPUS A K–7 0.10 0.11 180 

CAMPUS B K–6 0.05 0.13 298 

CAMPUS C K–7 -0.06 0.02 295 

CAMPUS D K–7 -0.10 -0.08 214 

CAMPUS E PK–4 0.26* -0.08 92 

CAMPUS F K–5 0.11 0.12 217 

CAMPUS G PK–6 0.06 0.14 20 

CAMPUS H PK–6 -0.08 -0.06 70 

CAMPUS I K–5 -0.09 -0.08 242 

CAMPUS J PK–11 -0.41* 0.01 107 

CAMPUS Y PK–5 -0.16* 0.07 36 

CAMPUS Z K–8 -0.29* -0.23* 92 

Middle school results, STAAR test outcomes 

CAMPUS K 6–12 0.38* 0.08 569 

CAMPUS L 6–9 0.10 0.27* 347 

CAMPUS M 6–8 -0.20* 0.11 137 

CAMPUS N 6–8 -0.25* -0.09 151 

CAMPUS O 6–11 -0.28* -0.21 92 

CAMPUS P 6–7 0.24* 0.23* 200 

CAMPUS Q 6–12 0.16* 0.17* 253 

CAMPUS R 6–12 -0.02 -0.02 297 

CAMPUS S 6–8 -0.22* -0.09 686 

CAMPUS AA 5–7 -0.06 0.02 63 

CAMPUS AB 6–11 -0.31* -0.05 230 

CAMPUS AC 5–8 -0.32* -0.27* 117 

K–12 school results, EOC2 test outcomes 

CAMPUS T 6–12 0.06 0.03 268 

CAMPUS U 6–12 0.24* 0.03 92 

CAMPUS V 6–12 0.04 0.10 145 

CAMPUS W 6–11 -0.09 -0.08 63 
Notes. * indicates statistically significant where p < 0.05. Test scores are standardized with a statewide mean of 0 and a 
standard deviation of 1. They are presented in z-score units. Baseline and outcome tests are from statewide assessments 
collected by TEA. No baseline differences are significant at the 0.05 level, two-tailed test. Reported impacts are from 
regressions of the relevant outcome variable on a treatment indicator and other covariates and adjusting for students’ baseline 
test scores in reading and mathematics and students’ demographic characteristics/ !ll regressions use robust standards errors 
and the student is the unit of assignment and unit of analysis. Data shown in this table include imputed values for baseline 
variables but not for outcome variables. 
1 State of Texas Assessments of Academic Readiness (STAAR) 
2 End-of-course (EOC) 
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Tables F.5 and F.6 show, for 2017–18 and 2018–19 respectively, a descriptive look at data on early 
reading indicators and Kindergarten readiness indicators for charter school start-up grantee campuses 
with elementary grades. Because no baseline data is available for students on these outcomes, a 
regression-based impact analysis is not feasible. 

Table F.5. Kindergarten Readiness and Early Reading Indicators for Charter School Start-up Grantee 
Campuses, 2017–18 

School Name 
Kindergarten 

readiness 
Number of 
students 

Accelerated 
reading 

instruction 
eligibility 

Number 
of 

students 

Elementary charter school start-up grantee schools 

CAMPUS A 55% 22 47% 126 

CAMPUS B 57% 102 41% 332 

CAMPUS C 60% 65 42% 220 

CAMPUS D 0% 86 26% 255 

CAMPUS E 76% 71 38% 248 

CAMPUS F 38% 477 50% 202 

CAMPUS G 34% 58 59% 157 

CAMPUS H 56% 85 47% 277 

CAMPUS I 66% 101 39% 323 

CAMPUS J 74% 50 28% 184 

Elementary schools in feeder1 districts 

Overall feeder sample 63% 325,846 37% 719,381 
1 Feeder district is defined by where the students attending the charter school would have attended had they remained in 
traditional public schools. For this evaluation, campus feeders were defined if at least five students enrolled in the charter 
school start-up grantee campus. Matched students were selected from feeder districts. 
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Table F.6. Kindergarten Readiness and Early Reading Indicators for Charter School Start-up Grantee 
Campuses, 2018–19 

School Name 
Kindergarten 

readiness 
Number of 
students 

Accelerated 
reading 

instruction 
eligibility 

Number 
of 

students 

Elementary charter school start-up grantee schools 

CAMPUS A 48% 27 48% 110 

CAMPUS B 63% 105 13% 322 

CAMPUS C 63% 54 41% 234 

CAMPUS D 95% 76 23% 270 

CAMPUS E 77% 77 8% 218 

CAMPUS F 72% 351 47% 209 

CAMPUS G 54% 59 48% 184 

CAMPUS H 37% 59 67% 239 

CAMPUS I 68% 102 20% 325 

CAMPUS J 67% 61 29% 196 

Elementary schools in feeder1 districts 

Overall feeder sample 64% 402,783 36% 834,819 
1 Feeder district is defined by where the students attending the charter school would have attended had they remained in 
traditional public schools. For this evaluation, campus feeders were defined if at least five students enrolled in the charter 
school start-up grantee campus. Matched students were selected from feeder districts. 

In addition to estimating charter school campus impacts among all students, the study also examined 
whether impacts differ for different student groups. To estimate student group impacts, the treatment 
group indicator is interacted with an indicator of whether a student is a member of the relevant student 
group under consideration. The impact estimate for that student group is the sum of the estimated 
coefficient on the treatment variable and the estimated coefficient on the interaction term. 

Tables F.7 through F.14 show the results of the different student group analyses. For each student group 
and model, the first column shows the number of students in that student group, followed by the 
mathematics and reading impacts for that student group. In cases where there are fewer than 20 
students in a student group at a school, impacts for that student group at that school are set to missing. 

For elementary school STAAR-Mathematics results, the average student group effects are 0.04 standard 
deviation units for African American students and -0.06 standard deviation units for Hispanic students. 
This means that African American students at charter school start-up grantee elementary campuses 
performed slightly better on STAAR-Mathematics exams than African American students at matched 
comparison students, while Hispanic students at start-up grantee elementary campuses did slightly 
worse than their matched comparison counterparts, approximately equivalent to the difference 
between scoring at the 38th percentile compared to the 35th percentile. For elementary schools in 
2018–19, students in feeder school districts had a STAAR-Mathematics achievement gap of 0.52 
standard deviations between the average test scores of African American/Hispanic students and white 
students, so the average student group effects are 8% of the race/ethnicity gap for African American 
students and 12% for Hispanic students. 
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For elementary school STAAR-Reading results, the average student group effects are 0.07 standard 
deviation units for African American students and 0.03 standard deviation units for Hispanic students, so 
both student groups at charter school start-up grantee campuses did slightly better than students from 
the same student group in the matched comparison sample, with the larger effect being approximately 
equivalent to the difference between scoring at the 40th percentile compared to the 43rd percentile. 
For elementary schools in 2018–19, students in feeder school districts had a STAAR-Reading 
achievement gap of 0.60 standard deviations between the average test scores of African 
American/Hispanic students and white students, so the average student group effects are 12% of the 
race/ethnicity gap for African American students and 5% for Hispanic students. 

For middle school STAAR-Mathematics results, the average student group effects are -0.08 standard 
deviation units for African American students and -0.06 standard deviation units for Hispanic students. 
This means that both African American and Hispanic students at start-up middle school campuses 
performed slightly worse on STAAR-Mathematics exams than their peers in the same student group in 
the matched comparison sample, with the larger effect being approximately equivalent to the difference 
between scoring at the 39th percentile compared to the 35th percentile. For middle schools in 2018–19, 
students in feeder school districts had a STAAR-Mathematics achievement gap of 0.55 standard 
deviations between the average test scores of African/American/Hispanic students and white students, 
so the average student group effects are 15% of the race/ethnicity gap for African American students 
and 11% for Hispanic students. 

For middle school STAAR-Reading results, the average student group effects are 0.02 standard deviation 
units for African American students and 0.06 standard deviation units for Hispanic students. This means 
that both African American and Hispanic students at start-up middle school campuses performed slightly 
better on STAAR-Reading exams than their peers in the same student group in the matched comparison 
sample, with the larger effect being approximately equivalent to the difference between scoring at the 
41st percentile compared to start-up grantee campus students scoring at the 44th percentile. For middle 
schools in 2018–19, students in feeder school districts had a STAAR-Reading achievement gap of 0.62 
standard deviations between the average test scores of African American/Hispanic students and white 
students, so the average student group effects are 3% of the race/ethnicity gap for African American 
students and 10% for Hispanic students. 

The evaluation conducted a similar analysis of the student group results for economically disadvantaged 
students. For elementary schools, the average student group effects are a STAAR-Mathematics effect of 
-0.06 standard deviation units for economically disadvantaged students, and of 0.01 standard deviation 
units for STAAR-Reading. This means that economically disadvantaged students in charter school start
up grantee elementary schools did slightly worse on STAAR-Mathematics exams, approximately 
equivalent to the difference between scoring at the 38th percentile compared to the 35th percentile, 
and about the same on STAAR-Reading exams when compared to their peers in the same student group 
in the matched comparison sample. For elementary schools in 2018–19, students in feeder school 
districts had a STAAR-Mathematics achievement gap of 0.55 standard deviations and a STAAR-Reading 
achievement gap of 0.50 standard deviations between the average test scores of economically 
disadvantaged students and not economically disadvantaged students, so the average student group 
effects are 11% of the economic disadvantage gap for STAAR-Mathematics and 2% for STAAR-Reading. 
For middle schools, the average student group effects are a STAAR-Mathematics effect of -0.03 standard 
deviation units for economically disadvantaged students, and of 0.07 standard deviation units for 
STAAR-Reading. This means that economically disadvantaged students in charter school start-up grantee 
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middle schools did  slightly  worse on  STAAR-Mathematics exams and  slightly  better on  STAAR-Reading  
exams when compared  to  their peers in  the same student  group  in  the matched comparison  sample,  
with  the larger effect  being  approximately  equivalent  to  the difference between scoring  at  the 41st  
percentile compared  to  start-up  grantee  campus students scoring  at  the 45th  percentile.  For elementary 
schools in  2018–19,  students in  feeder school  districts had  a STAAR-Mathematics achievement  gap  of 
0.53  standard  deviations and  a  STAAR-Reading  achievement  gap  of 0.48  standard  deviations between 
the average test  scores of  economically  disadvantaged  students and  not  economically  disadvantaged 
students,  so  the average group  effects are 6% of the economic  disadvantage gap  for STAAR-
Mathematics and  14% for STAAR-Reading.  

Comparing student group results across subjects, we see that the student group results for STAAR-
Mathematics are correlated with those for STAAR-Reading. For elementary schools, these correlations 
range from 0.50 to 0.95 in 2017–18 and from 0.35 to 0.80 in 2018–19. Middle school results tended to 
be more positively correlated across subjects, with correlations ranging from 0.50 to 0.89 in 2017–18 
and 0.63 to 0.89 in 2018–19. These correlations are generally consistent with the correlations across 
subjects for the overall results, which range from 0.4 to 0.8, and indicate that campuses that are 
performing well for a student group in one subject tend to also perform well for that group in the other 
subject. 

Similarly, we can compare student group results between 2017–18 and 2018–19, examining how similar 
those results are over time. As a point of comparison, the overall results for each subject are highly 
correlated over time, with correlations greater than 0.90 for middle schools in both subjects and for 
elementary school STAAR-Mathematics, and a correlation of 0.76 for STAAR-Reading for elementary 
schools. For elementary schools, the student group results are highly correlated over time for both 
subjects, with correlations over time ranging from 0.76 to 0.95 for STAAR-Mathematics, and from 0.60 
to 0.89 for STAAR-Reading. Student group correlations are also very high for middle schools, with 
STAAR-Mathematics correlations ranging from 0.93 to 0.97, and from 0.63 to 0.96 for STAAR-Reading. 
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Table F.7. Results of Impact Analysis of At-Risk and Low-Performing Student Groups at Charter School 
Start-up Grantee Campuses, 2017–18 

School Name 

Number 
of at-
risk 

students 

Mathematics 
impact, at-

risk students 

Reading 
impact, 
at-risk 

students 

Number of 
low-

performing 
students 

Mathematics 
impact, low-
performing 

students 

Reading 
impact, 

low-
performing 

students 

Elementary school results, STAAR1 test outcomes 

CAMPUS A 91 0.11 0.11 118 0.20 0.15 

CAMPUS B 309 0.13 0.15 282 0.13 0.13 

CAMPUS C 145 -0.04 -0.04 194 -0.02 -0.07 

CAMPUS D 93 -0.05 -0.16 99 -0.09 -0.08 

CAMPUS E 30 0.39* -0.04 30 0.31* -0.13 

CAMPUS F 121 0.22* 0.24* 121 0.26* 0.38* 

CAMPUS G 10 - - 11 - -

CAMPUS H 31 -0.09 0.03 25 -0.09 0.05 

CAMPUS I 122 -0.24* -0.04 124 -0.13 -0.07 

CAMPUS J 27 -0.36* -0.10 27 -0.27* -0.08 

Middle school results, STAAR test outcomes 

CAMPUS K 313 0.34* 0.15 218 0.28* 0.13 

CAMPUS L 187 0.12 0.27* 146 0.09 0.22* 

CAMPUS M 44 -0.04 -0.04 56 -0.14 0.03 

CAMPUS N 85 -0.38* -0.19 111 -0.32* -0.20 

CAMPUS O 61 -0.29* -0.24* 65 -0.31* -0.23* 

CAMPUS P 53 0.28* 0.42* 53 0.23* 0.44* 

CAMPUS Q 112 0.18 0.24* 107 0.18 0.22* 

CAMPUS R 144 0.05 0.07 167 0.11 0.05 

CAMPUS S 275 -0.18 -0.04 286 -0.19 0.01 

Notes.  * indicates  statistically  significant  where  p  <  0.05.  Test  scores  are  standardized with  a  statewide  mean of  0  and a     
standard deviation of  1.  They  are presented  in  z-score  units.  Baseline  and outcome  tests  are  from s tatewide  assessments     
collected by  TEA.  No baseline  differences  are significant  at  the 0.05  level,  two-tailed test.  Reported  impacts  are  from     
regressions  of  the relevant  outcome  variable  on  a  treatment  indicator  and other   covariates   and   adjusting   for   students’   baseline     
test   scores   in reading and mathematics   and   students’   demographic   characteristics/   !ll   regressions   use robust   standards   errors     
and the  student  is  the  unit  of  assignment  and unit  of  analysis.  Data  shown in  this  table  include  imputed values  for  baseline   
variables  but  not  for  outcome  variables.  Blank  cells  are  cases  where impacts  are  set  to  missing  for  schools  with fewer  than  20   
students  in  the model  for  that  student  group.      
1 State of Texas Assessments of Academic Readiness (STAAR)  
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Table F.8. Results of Impact Analysis of African American and Hispanic Student Groups at Charter 
School Start-up Grantee Campuses, 2017–18 

School Name 

Number 
of 

African 
American 
students 

Mathematics 
impact, 
African 

American 
students 

Reading 
impact, 
African 

American 
students 

Number 
of 

Hispanic 
students 

Mathematics 
impact, 
Hispanic 
students 

Reading 
impact, 
Hispanic 
students 

Elementary school results, STAAR1 test outcomes 

CAMPUS A 114 0.18 0.20 63 -0.07 0.08 

CAMPUS B 10 - - 495 0.11 0.12 

CAMPUS C 116 0.05 -0.02 162 0.00 -0.04 

CAMPUS D 12 - - 50 -0.04 -0.06 

CAMPUS E 14 - - 10 - -

CAMPUS F 77 0.22* 0.31* 58 0.31* 0.33* 

CAMPUS G 4 - - 6 - -

CAMPUS H 0 - - 32 -0.10 0.08 

CAMPUS I 47 -0.09 -0.07 103 -0.17 -0.01 

CAMPUS J 1 - - 52 -0.43* -0.09 

Middle school results, STAAR test outcomes 

CAMPUS K 231 0.43* 0.26* 146 0.29* 0.13 

CAMPUS L 35 -0.16 0.23* 170 0.07 0.28* 

CAMPUS M 31 -0.16 -0.07 45 -0.28* 0.00 

CAMPUS N 113 -0.35* -0.19 27 -0.34* -0.10 

CAMPUS O 2 - - 21 -0.60* -0.50* 

CAMPUS P 5 - - 65 0.23* 0.38* 

CAMPUS Q 0 - - 198 0.26* 0.23* 

CAMPUS R 14 - - 174 0.00 0.05 

CAMPUS S 151 -0.15 -0.02 133 -0.09 0.09 

Notes.  * indicates  statistically  significant  where  p  <  0.05.  Test  scores  are  standardized with  a  statewide  mean of  0  and a  
standard deviation of  1.  They  are presented  in  z-score  units.  Baseline  and outcome  tests  are  from s tatewide  assessments  
collected by  TEA.  No baseline  differences  are significant  at  the 0.05  level,  two-tailed test.  Reported  impacts  are  from  
regressions   of   the relevant   outcome   variable   on   a   treatment   indicator   and other   covariates   and   adjusting   for   students’   baseline  
test   scores   in reading and math   and   students’   demographic   characteristics/   !ll   regressions   use robust   standards   errors  and the  
student  is  the  unit  of  assignment  and  unit  of  analysis.  Data  shown  in this  table  include  imputed values  for  baseline  variables  but  
not  for  outcome  variables.  Blank  cells  are  cases  where impacts  are set  to  missing  for  schools  with fewer  than  20  students  in  the 
model  for  that  student  group.   
1  State of Texas Assessments of Academic Readiness (STAAR) 
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Table F.9. Results of Impact Analysis of Female and Economically Disadvantaged Student Groups at 
Charter School Start-up Grantee Campuses, 2017–18 

School Name 

Number 
of 

female 
students 

Mathematics 
impact, 
female 

Reading 
impact, 
female 

Number of 
economically 

disadvantaged 
students 

Mathematics 
impact, 

economically 
disadvantaged 

students 

Reading 
impact, 

economically 
disadvantaged 

students 

Elementary school results, STAAR1 test outcomes 

CAMPUS A 101 0.16 0.17 155 0.15 0.17 

CAMPUS B 238 0.18 0.11 402 0.13 0.12 

CAMPUS C 188 0.10 0.03 230 0.07 0.00 

CAMPUS D 143 -0.10 -0.03 42 -0.04 -0.08 

CAMPUS E 38 0.61* 0.03 19 - -

CAMPUS F 73 0.19 0.34* 149 0.23* 0.25* 

CAMPUS G 8 - - 10 - -

CAMPUS H 10 - - 33 -0.09 0.01 

CAMPUS I 117 -0.28* -0.12 148 -0.16 -0.02 

CAMPUS J 26 -0.40* -0.11 31 -0.41* -0.09 

Middle school results, STAAR test outcomes 

CAMPUS K 353 0.34* 0.08 319 0.34* 0.18 

CAMPUS L 128 -0.02 0.22* 194 0.03 0.28* 

CAMPUS M 44 -0.10 0.06 47 -0.19 0.08 

CAMPUS N 72 -0.34* -0.15 106 -0.34* -0.18 

CAMPUS O 48 -0.32* -0.21* 59 -0.27* -0.17 

CAMPUS P 36 0.16 0.41* 64 0.24* 0.42* 

CAMPUS Q 91 0.20 0.14 183 0.24* 0.22* 

CAMPUS R 134 0.00 0.04 182 -0.01 0.01 

CAMPUS S 225 -0.12 -0.02 350 -0.14 0.03 

Notes.  * indicates  statistically  significant  where  p  <  0.05.  Test  scores  are  standardized with  a  statewide  mean of  0  and a  
standard deviation of  1.  They  are presented  in  z-score  units.  Baseline  and outcome  tests  are  from s tatewide  assessments  
collected by  TEA.  No baseline  differences  are significant  at  the 0.05  level,  two-tailed test.  Reported  impacts  are  from  
regressions  of  the relevant  outcome  variable  on  a  treatment  indicator  and other   covariates   and   adjusting   for   students’   baseline   
test   scores   in reading and mathematics    and students’   demographic characteristics/   !ll   regressions   use   robust   standards   errors 
and the  student  is  the  unit  of  assignment  and unit  of  analysis.  Data  shown in  this  table  include  imputed values  for  baseline 
variables  but  not  for  outcome  variables.  Blank  cells  are  cases  where impacts  are  set  to  missing  for  schools  with fewer  than  20 
students  in  the model  for  that  student  group.   
1  State of  Texas  Assessments  of  Academic  Readiness  (STAAR)  
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Table F.10. Results of Impact Analysis of EL1 and SPED2 Student Groups at Charter School Start-up 
Grantee Campuses, 2017–18 

School Name 
Number 

of EL 
Mathematics 

impact, EL 

Reading 
impact, 

EL 

Number of SPED 
students 

Mathematics 
impact, SPED 

students 

Reading 
impact, 

SPED 
students 

Elementary school results, STAAR3 test outcomes 

CAMPUS A 75 0.19 0.04 12 - -

CAMPUS B 177 0.06 0.00 43 0.07 0.20 

CAMPUS C 69 -0.08 -0.04 17 - -

CAMPUS D 5 - - 32 -0.11 -0.12 

CAMPUS E 17 - - 6 - -

CAMPUS F 34 0.36* 0.29* 14 - -

CAMPUS G 1 - - 1 - -

CAMPUS H 8 - - 1 - -

CAMPUS I 77 -0.34* -0.08 9 - -

CAMPUS J 8 - - 4 - -

Middle school results, STAAR test outcomes 

CAMPUS K 103 0.25* 0.10 37 0.13 0.05 

CAMPUS L 111 0.04 0.26* 29 0.22* 0.10 

CAMPUS M 12 - - 16 - -

CAMPUS N 9 - - 20 -0.33* -0.14 

CAMPUS O 2 - - 18 - -

CAMPUS P 7 - - 6 - -

CAMPUS Q 54 0.21* 0.10 11 - -

CAMPUS R 54 -0.05 0.07 25 0.13 0.04 

CAMPUS S 55 -0.26 -0.04 33 -0.14 0.13 

Notes.  * indicates  statistically  significant  where  p  <  0.05.  Test  scores  are  standardized with  a  statewide  mean of  0  and a  
standard deviation of  1.  They  are presented  in  z-score  units.  Baseline  and outcome  tests  are  from s tatewide  assessments  
collected by  TEA.  No  baseline  differences  are significant  at  the 0.05  level,  two-tailed test.  Reported  impacts  are  from e gressions  
of   the   relevant   outcome   variable   on   a   treatment   indicator   and   other   covariates   and adjusting   for   students’   baseline   test   scores  
in reading  and  mathematics    and students’   demographic characteristics/   !ll   regressions   use robust   standards   errors   and the   
student  is  the  unit  of  assignment  and  unit  of  analysis.  Data  shown  in this  table  include  imputed values  for  baseline  variables  but  
not  for  outcome  variables.  Blank  cells  are  cases  where impacts  are set  to  missing  for  schools  with fewer  than  20  students  in  the 
model  for  that  student  group.   
1  English Learners  (EL)  
2  Special  Education (SPED)  
3  State of  Texas  Assessments  of  Academic  Readiness  (STAAR)  
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Table F.11. Results of Impact Analysis of At-Risk and Low-Performing Student Groups at Charter 
School Start-up Grantee Campuses, 2018–19 

School Name 

Number 
of at-
risk 

students 

Mathematics 
impact, at-

risk students 

Reading 
impact, 
at-risk 

students 

Number of 
low-

performing 
students 

Mathematics 
impact, low-
performing 

students 

Reading 
impact, 

low-
performing 

students 

Elementary school results, STAAR1 test outcomes 

CAMPUS A 176 0.10 0.14 210 0.13 0.17 

CAMPUS B 450 0.26* 0.24* 434 0.25* 0.20 

CAMPUS C 252 -0.09 0.06 350 -0.07 -0.02 

CAMPUS D 167 -0.18 -0.15 175 -0.23 -0.11 

CAMPUS E 88 0.08 -0.17 70 -0.03 -0.23 

CAMPUS F 264 0.10 0.10 278 0.09 0.13 

CAMPUS G 29 -0.17 -0.07 27 -0.18 -0.02 

CAMPUS H 92 -0.09 -0.04 79 -0.12 0.00 

CAMPUS I 241 -0.11 -0.08 264 -0.09 -0.10 

CAMPUS J 86 -0.33* 0.04 84 -0.31* 0.00 

CAMPUS Y 23 -0.16 -0.05 20 -0.15 0.06 

CAMPUS Z 44 -0.32* -0.20 46 -0.40* -0.27* 

Middle school results, STAAR test outcomes 

CAMPUS K 480 0.41* 0.21* 320 0.33* 0.16 

CAMPUS L 442 0.17 0.28* 304 0.18 0.24* 

CAMPUS M 123 -0.16 0.11 127 -0.13 0.10 

CAMPUS N 184 -0.26* -0.10 201 -0.26* -0.11 

CAMPUS O 114 -0.26* -0.18 109 -0.27* -0.19 

CAMPUS P 169 0.18 0.15 176 0.26* 0.19 

CAMPUS Q 240 0.13 0.19 208 0.18 0.23* 

CAMPUS R 272 0.04 0.02 313 0.08 0.02 

CAMPUS S 598 -0.27 -0.14 579 -0.25* -0.09 

CAMPUS AA 57 0.02 0.06 41 -0.01 0.05 

CAMPUS AB 114 -0.25* -0.04 153 -0.19 -0.05 

CAMPUS AC 90 -0.26* -0.21* 93 -0.27* -0.22* 

Notes.  * indicates  statistically  significant  where  p  <  0.05.  Test  scores  are  standardized with  a  statewide  mean of  0  and a  
standard deviation of  1.  They  are presented  in  z-score  units.  Baseline  and outcome  tests  are  from s tatewide  assessments  
collected by  TEA.  No baseline  differences  are significant  at  the 0.05  level,  two-tailed test.  Reported  impacts  are  from  
regressions   of   the relevant   outcome   variable   on   a   treatment   indicator   and other   covariates   and   adjusting   for   students’   baseline  
test   scores   in reading and mathematics    and students’   demographic characteristics/   All  regressions  use  robust  standards  errors  
and the  student  is  the  unit  of  assignment  and unit  of  analysis.  Data  shown in  this  table  include  imputed values  for  baseline 
variables  but  not  for  outcome  variables.  Blank  cells  are  cases  where  impacts  are  set  to  missing for  schools  with  fewer  than 20  
students  in  the model  for  that  student  group.   
1  State of  Texas  Assessments  of  Academic  Readiness  (STAAR)  
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Table F.12. Results of Impact Analysis of African American and Hispanic Student Groups at Charter 
School Start-up Grantee Campuses, 2018–19 

School Name 

Number 
of 

African 
American 
students 

Mathematics 
impact, 
African 

American 
students 

Reading 
impact, 
African 

American 
students 

Number 
of 

Hispanic 
students 

Mathematics 
impact, 
Hispanic 
students 

Reading 
impact, 
Hispanic 
students 

Elementary school results, STAAR1 test outcomes 

CAMPUS A 201 0.12 0.20 120 -0.06 0.07 

CAMPUS B 15 - - 760 0.21* 0.20 

CAMPUS C 206 0.00 0.06 293 -0.06 0.01 

CAMPUS D 27 -0.38* -0.09 91 -0.21* -0.14 

CAMPUS E 34 0.10 -0.24* 25 0.26* 0.20 

CAMPUS F 182 0.13 0.16 124 0.09 0.12 

CAMPUS G 8 - - 19 - -

CAMPUS H 0 - - 98 -0.08 -0.03 

CAMPUS I 104 -0.01 0.04 222 -0.10 -0.06 

CAMPUS J 4 - - 141 -0.44* 0.01 

CAMPUS Y 3 - - 33 -0.11 0.09 

CAMPUS Z 10 - - 40 -0.34* -0.36* 

Middle school results, STAAR test outcomes 

CAMPUS K 357 0.46* 0.22* 214 0.32* 0.13 

CAMPUS L 79 0.07 0.22* 384 0.14 0.29* 

CAMPUS M 69 -0.19 0.08 100 -0.26* 0.06 

CAMPUS N 201 -0.26* -0.14 52 -0.23* 0.11 

CAMPUS O 2 - - 32 -0.56* -0.38* 

CAMPUS P 12 - - 239 0.22* 0.21* 

CAMPUS Q 0 - - 422 0.16 0.18 

CAMPUS R 29 0.10 0.00 331 -0.01 0.01 

CAMPUS S 348 -0.20 -0.13 277 -0.19 -0.02 

CAMPUS AA 17 - - 45 -0.05 0.00 

CAMPUS AB 104 -0.28* -0.02 66 -0.28* -0.03 

CAMPUS AC 112 -0.30* -0.26* 3 - -

Notes:  *  indicates  statistically  significant  where p <  0.05.  Test  scores  are  standardized with  a  statewide  mean of  0  and a  
standard deviation of  1.  They  are presented  in  z-score  units.  Baseline  and outcome  tests  are  from s tatewide  assessments  
collected by  TEA.  No  baseline  differences  are significant  at  the 0.05  level,  two-tailed test.  Reported  impacts  are  from  
regressions   of   the relevant   outcome   variable   on   a   treatment   indicator   and other   covariates   and   adjusting   for   students’   baseline  
test  scores  in reading and mathematics   and   students’   demographic   characteristics/   !ll   regressions   use robust   standards   errors   
and the  student  is  the  unit  of  assignment  and unit  of  analysis.  Data  shown in  this  table  include  imputed values  for  baseline 
variables  but  not  for  outcome  variables.  Blank  cells  are  cases  where  impacts  are  set  to  missing for  schools  with  fewer  than 20  
students  in  the model  for  that  student  group.   
1  State of  Texas  Assessments  of  Academic  Readiness  (STAAR)  
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Table F.13. Results of Impact Analysis of Female and Economically Disadvantaged Student Groups at 
Charter School Start-up Grantee Campuses, 2018–19 

School Name 

Number 
of 

female 
students 

Mathematics 
impact, 
female 

Reading 
impact, 
female 

Number of 
economically 

disadvantaged 
students 

Mathematics 
impact, 

economically 
disadvantaged 

students 

Reading 
impact, 

economically 
disadvantaged 

students 

Elementary school results, STAAR1 test outcomes 

CAMPUS A 182 0.14 0.16 287 0.11 0.17 

CAMPUS B 363 0.27* 0.18 614 0.23* 0.19 

CAMPUS C 322 0.01 0.03 421 -0.02 0.04 

CAMPUS D 249 -0.21* -0.08 68 -0.08 -0.06 

CAMPUS E 87 0.17 -0.08 46 -0.05 -0.19 

CAMPUS F 168 0.00 0.13 338 0.07 0.08 

CAMPUS G 20 -0.28* -0.19 28 -0.18 -0.17 

CAMPUS H 38 0.06 -0.02 100 -0.10 -0.05 

CAMPUS I 248 -0.12 -0.11 320 -0.08 -0.05 

CAMPUS J 80 -0.43* -0.02 91 -0.47* -0.15 

CAMPUS Y 13 36 -0.16 0.07 

CAMPUS Z 45 -0.33* -0.24* 41 -0.42* -0.26* 

Middle school results, STAAR test outcomes 

CAMPUS K 535 0.36* 0.08 500 0.38* 0.16 

CAMPUS L 275 0.09 0.30* 441 0.12 0.26* 

CAMPUS M 92 -0.18 0.05 117 -0.19 0.14 

CAMPUS N 130 -0.23* -0.04 204 -0.24* -0.07 

CAMPUS O 81 -0.28* -0.21* 106 -0.21* -0.14 

CAMPUS P 125 0.24* 0.25* 223 0.21* 0.17 

CAMPUS Q 197 0.12 0.16 392 0.15 0.17 

CAMPUS R 275 0.00 -0.01 369 -0.03 -0.04 

CAMPUS S 472 -0.20 -0.10 759 -0.22* -0.07 

CAMPUS AA 30 -0.03 -0.02 56 -0.02 0.03 

CAMPUS AB 79 -0.36* -0.03 154 -0.32* -0.02 

CAMPUS AC 73 -0.36* -0.31* 106 -0.34* -0.29* 

Notes. * indicates statistically significant where p < 0.05. Test scores are standardized with a statewide mean of 0 and a 
standard deviation of 1. They are presented in z-score units. Baseline and outcome tests are from statewide assessments 
collected by TEA. No baseline differences are significant at the 0.05 level, two-tailed test. Reported impacts are from 
regressions of the relevant outcome variable on a treatment indicator and other covariates and adjusting for students’ baseline 
test scores in reading and mathematics and students’ demographic characteristics/ !ll regressions use robust standards errors 
and the student is the unit of assignment and unit of analysis. Data shown in this table include imputed values for baseline 
variables but not for outcome variables. Blank cells are cases where impacts are set to missing for schools with fewer than 20 
students in the model for that student group. 
1 State of Texas Assessments of Academic Readiness (STAAR) 
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Table  F.14.  Results  of I mpact Analysis  of E L1  and  SPED2  Student Groups  at Charter  School  Start-up 
Grantee  Campuses, 2018–19  

School Name 
Number 

of EL 
Mathematics 

impact, EL 

Reading 
impact, 

EL 

Number of SPED 
students 

Mathematics 
impact, SPED 

students 

Reading 
impact, 

SPED 
students 

Elementary school results, STAAR3 test outcomes 

CAMPUS A 136 0.18 0.12 22 0.13 0.28* 

CAMPUS B 277 0.19 0.08 69 0.12 0.13 

CAMPUS C 126 -0.15 0.07 33 -0.16 -0.06 

CAMPUS D 12 - - 57 -0.30* -0.18 

CAMPUS E 35 -0.08 -0.23* 17 - -

CAMPUS F 73 0.15 0.12 32 0.09 -0.10 

CAMPUS G 3 - - 3 - -

CAMPUS H 25 -0.15 0.03 6 - -

CAMPUS I 162 -0.21* -0.12 21 -0.31* 0.08 

CAMPUS J 20 -0.57* -0.12 14 - -

CAMPUS Y 3 - - 1 - -

CAMPUS Z 13 - - 7 - -

Middle school results, STAAR test outcomes 

CAMPUS K 162 0.29* 0.12 55 0.22* 0.06 

CAMPUS L 253 0.12 0.27* 47 0.27* 0.18 

CAMPUS M 34 -0.19 -0.01 38 -0.15 0.13 

CAMPUS N 18 - - 34 -0.20 -0.12 

CAMPUS O 3 - - 31 -0.13 -0.08 

CAMPUS P 24 0.25* 0.25 29 0.10 0.13 

CAMPUS Q 127 0.09 0.14 26 0.21* 0.03 

CAMPUS R 115 0.01 0.06 45 0.10 0.03 

CAMPUS S 120 -0.4*0 -0.15 75 -0.14 -0.04 

CAMPUS AA 39 -0.03 0.02 3 - -

CAMPUS AB 10 - - 10 - -

CAMPUS AC 0 - - 10 - -

Notes.  * indicates  statistically  significant  where  p  <  0.05.  Test  scores  are  standardized with  a  statewide  mean of  0  and a     
standard deviation of  1.  They  are presented  in  z-score  units.  Baseline  and outcome  tests  are  from  statewide  assessments     
collected by  TEA.  No baseline  differences  are significant  at  the 0.05  level,  two-tailed test.  Reported  impacts  are  from e gressions     
of  the  relevant  outcome  variable  on  a  treatment  indicator  and  other  covariates  and adjusting  for  students’   baseline   test   scores     
in reading   and   mathematics    and students’   demographic characteristics/   !ll   regressions   use robust   standards   errors   and the     
student  is  the  unit  of  assignment  and  unit  of  analysis.  Data  shown  in this  table  include  imputed values  for  baseline  variables  but     
not  for  outcome  variables.  Blank  cells  are  cases  where impacts  are set  to  missing  for  schools  with fewer  than  20  students  in  the   
model  for  that  student  group.      
1  English Learners  (EL)     
2  Special  Education (SPED)     
3  State of  Texas  Assessments  of  Academic  Readiness  (STAAR)     
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