
Cohort 1 Student
Characteristics2,‡

CSP Grantees
Campus N = 17
(Student N = 6,839)

Statewide
Campus N = 9,054
(Student N = 5,518,432)

53.3%

62.0%

65.0%

63.1%

Identified as at-risk

Identified as economically

22.7% 29.4%

Statewide
Campus N = 6,852

(Student N = 2,294,734)

CSP Grantees
Campus N = 13

(Student N = 3,358)

Cohort 1 Percent Identi�G�Jed as 
Low Performing: Reading1,‡,§

25.8% 36.8%

Statewide
Campus N = 6,852

(Student N = 2,206,483)

CSP Grantees

(Student N = 3,381)

Cohort 1 Percent Identi�G�Jed as 
Low Performing: Mathematics 1,‡,§

The Texas Education Agency (TEA) received $100 million in the Charter School Program (CSP) State 
Entity Grant from the United States Department of Education. From these funds, TEA awards grants of 
up to $900,000 to Local Education Agencies as �nancial assistance for the planning, program design, 

and initial implementation of charter schools that support the growth of high-quality charter schools in 
Texas, especially those focused on improving academic outcomes for students identi�ed as educationally 
disadvantaged. The information in this datasheet provides an update on the �rst cohort of grantees in  
the second year of the grant period.*

* Cohort 1 grantees were part of 2021–23 CSP Grant (Subchapter D) and 2021–23 CSP Grant (Subchapter C and D).

† Based on a fall 2022–23 enrollment snapshot.

‡  Percentages displayed for CSP campuses are an average percentage across campuses. This approach was adopted to uphold the integrity of 
school-level treatment within the analysis. Averaging student demographics across campuses allows for a more nuanced understanding of the 
overall student body composition within each school, thereby ensuring that variations across individual campuses are appropriately re�ected.

§  De�ned as the percent of students whose performance on the STAAR  exam was classi�ed as “Did Not Meet Grade Level” for the given subject in 
the previous school year (2021–22).

6,839 Total
Enrollment





73.3%

71.4%

71.4%

Create differentiated roles and
responsibilities for campus

�M�R�W�X�V�Y�G�X�M�S�R�E�P���P�I�E�H�I�V�W�ß���R���!�������

Implement focused planning and
decision-making pr

associated with opening a new
�G�L�E�V�X�I�V���W�G�L�S�S�P���G�E�Q�T�Y�W�ß���R���!�������

Implement processes for regular
monitoring of implementation and
outcomes, including the near-term
and long-term growth of students

���R���!�����

Cohort 1 Top Organizational 
Processes Implemented, 2022–23

73.3%

66.7%

66.7%

Develop a school vision focused on
a safe environment (n = 15)

Develop a school vision focused on
high expectations for students and

teachers (n =15)

Develop a culture of shared success
(n = 15)

Cohort 1 Top Visions and Beliefs 
Implemented, 2022–23 

80.0%

80.0%

66.7%

Paying for instructional materials
(n =15)

Covering the cost of school
�X�I�G�L�R�S�P�S�K�]���T�Y�V�G�L�E�W�I�W�ß���R���!�������

Creating community awareness for

Cohort 1 Top Use of

66.7%

66.7%

60.0%

HQIM are used by our teachers
on a daily basis (n =15)

HQIM are aligned to formative
assessments to inform instruction

(n = 15)

HQIM are aligned to instructional
planning calendars (n = 15)

Cohort 1 Top High-Quality Instructional
Materials and Practices, 2022–23#

80.0%

80.0%

66.7%

Paying for instructional materials

�X�I�G�L�R�S�P�S�K�]���T�Y�V�G�L�E�W�I�W�ß���R���!�������

Creating community awareness for

Cohort 1 Top Use of

66.7%

60.0%

HQIM are used by our teachers
on a daily basis (n =15)

HQIM are aligned to formative

HQIM are aligned to instructional
planning calendars (n = 15)

Cohort 1 Top High-Quality Instructional
Materials and Practices, 2022–23#

66.7%

Paying for instructional materials

�X�I�G�L�R�S�P�S�K�]���T�Y�V�G�L�E�W�I�W�ß���R���!�������

Creating community awareness for



Strategic Recruitment, Retainment, and Support of Staff

The information below is a continued presentation of the results from surveys of principals from CSP 
grantee campuses. The following graphs show the percentage of principals who indicated they engaged 
in the given practices in the 2022–23 school year. The questions included response options on a 4-point 



Community, Family, and Students

The information below is a continued presentation of the results from surveys of principals at CSP 
grantee campuses. The following graphs show the percentage of principals who indicated they 
engaged in the given practices in the 2022–23 school year. The items in the graph included response 

options on a 4-point scale ranging from “not at all” to “to a great extent.” 

100.0%

93.3%

86.7%

86.7%

Communicate to families in your
community about why your school
may be a good fit for their children

(n = 15)

Communicate the mission and
educational philosophy in place at

your school (n = 15)

Create a social media presence that
allowed for the creation of a virtual
community for the school (n = 15)

Establish a well-organized website to
allow parents to learn more about

your school (n = 15)

Cohort 1 Top Student Recruitment
Strategies, 2022–23

Percentage of CSP Cohort 1 Principals Who Indicated That 
They E�G�Gectively Implemented Each Aspect of Positive, 

Respectful Relationships with Students, Families, and the 
Community “To a Great Extent,” 2022–23

53.3%

53.3%

46.7%

Develop a culture of respect among students
(e.g., anti-bullying culture) (n = 15)

Establishment of explicit behavioral expectations
for students (n = 15)

Establishment of meaningful relationships between
families and the school (n = 15)

100.0%

10>.0%

93.3%

Engage with parents at school open
�L�S�Y�W�I���I�Z�I�R�X�W�ß���R���!�������

Communicate with parents regarding
�W�X�Y�H�I�R�X���T�I�V�J�S�V�Q�E�R�G�I�ß�����R���!�������

Parent attendance at campus events
���I���K�������N�S�F���J�E�M�V�W��ß���R���!�������

Engagement Strategies, 2022–23



Cohort 1 STAAR-Science Performance (2023)1

Masters Grade Level Meets Grade Level Approaches Grade Level Did Not Meet Grade Level

10.2% 15.1%
3.5%

16.2%

20.3%
19.2%

15.8%

28.6%

32.6% 29.8%

23.4%

27.3%

36.9% 35.9%

57.3%

27.8%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

CSP Grantee Campuses
Campus N = 9

(Student N = 417)

Statewide
Campus N = 4,483

(Student N = 378,742)

CSP Grantee Campuses
Campus N =  2

(Student N = 593)

Statewide

Campus N = 2,372

(Student N = 407,847)

Grade 5 Grade 8

Cohort 1 STAAR-RLA Performance (2023)1

Masters Grade Level Meets Grade Level Approaches Grade Level Did Not Meet Grade Level

CSP Grantee Campuses
Campus N = 12

(Student N = 1,450)

Statewide
Campus N = 5,046

(Student N = 1,094,270)

CSP Grantee Campuses
Campus N =  8

(Student N = 2,417)

Statewide
Campus N = 3,227

(Student N = 1,202,264)

Grades 3–5 Grades 6–8

22.8% 23.2%
16.8%

24.9%

25.1% 27.9%

21.9%

27.9%

26.5%
27.2%

24.6%

25.1%

25.6% 21.7%

36.7%

22.1%

0%

20%

60%

80%

100%
Cohort 1 STAAR-Mathematics Performance (2023)1

Meets Grade Level Approaches Grade Level Did Not Meet Grade Level

CSP Grantee Campuses
Campus N = 12

(Student N = 1,446)

Statewide
Campus N = 5,046

(Student N = 1,122,657)

CSP Grantee Campuses
Campus N =  8

(Student N = 2,313)

Statewide
Campus N = 3,227

(Student N = 1,080,574)

Grades 3–5 Grades 6–

16.7% 20.4%
9.6% 13.8%

21.5%
26.3%

18.3%

28.0%

27.1%

30.8%

29.9%

33.8%
26.2%

41.3%
30.2%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Outcomes**

**   Percentages displayed for CSP campuses are an average percentage across campuses. This approach was adopted to uphold the integrity of 
school-level treatment within the analysis. Averaging student demographics across campuses allows for a more nuanced understanding of the 
overall student body composition within each school, thereby ensuring that variations across individual campuses are appropriately re�ected.

††  Masters, Meets, and Approaches Grade Level are all passing scores. Did Not Meet Grade Level means not passing. Data from STAAR end-of-



The two charts directly below show the average attendance and disciplinary action rates in 2022–23 
for students from CSP grantee campuses, broken down by grade band.‡‡ Each chart also displays the 
respective statewide average across all students. 

Cohort 1 Attendance Rate
(2022–2023)11



De�nitions and Abbreviations
CSP = Charter School Program

KG = Kindergarten

RLA = Reading Language Arts

STAAR = State of Texas Assessments of 
Academic Readiness

SY = School Year

TEA = Texas Education Agency
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