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

T 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
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 ir

the previous school year (2021-22).









Strategic Recruitment, Retainment, and Support of Staff

rantee campuses. The following graphs show the percentage of principals who indicated they engaged

T information below is a continued presentation of the results from surveys of principals from CSP
g
in the given practices in the 2022—-23 school year. The questions included response options on a 4-point



Community, Family, and Students

rantee 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.”

T information below is a continued presentation of the results from surveys of principals at CSP
g
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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



Outcomes’

Cohort 1 STAAR-Mathematics Performance (2023
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Cohort 1 STAAR-Science Performance (2022
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** Percentages displayed for CSP campuses are an average percentage across campuses. This approach was adopted to uphold the integrity
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.

t1 Masters, Meets, and Approaches Grade Level are all passing scores. Did Not Meet Grade Level means not passing. Data from STAAR enc




or students from CSP grantee campuses, broken down by grade Baia@ch chart also displays the

two charts directly below show the average attendance and disciplinary action rates in 2022—-23
f
respective statewide average across all students.

Cohort 1 Attendance Rate
(2022—-2023)"*



De nitions and Abbreviations

CSP = Charter School Program SY = School Year
KG = Kindergarten TEA = Texas Education Agency
RLA = Reading Language Arts

STAAR = State of Texas Assessments of
Academic Readiness
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