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California's charter schools are serious about ensuring that the movement creates significantly 
better learning opportunities for our students than are available within traditional district 
schools.  In enacting the Charter Schools Act, the Legislature intended charter schools to be 
used as a method for improving pupil learning, and intended to hold charter schools 
accountable for meeting measurable student outcomes.  To that end, the California Charter 
Schools Association is taking a lead role in assessing charter school quality and ensuring 
appropriate accountability within the movement by establishing clear and transparent 
academic performance expectations for charter schools. 

Taking the Lead to Improve Academic Accountability 

CCSA’s Member Council, which consists of charter school leaders from across California, 
unanimously adopted a framework that calls for improving academic performance criteria and 
refining enforcement mechanisms to eliminate deficiencies in current law that make it difficult 
to close underperforming schools.  Too many loopholes lead to uncertainty about how to apply 
the law and the measures are inconsistently applied.  Our accountability strategy aims to 
provide a clear, simple and fully transparent framework that provides all charter schools with 
tools to examine their individual performance, and also helps present an accurate picture of the 
performance continuum across the entire movement.  

For the past 18 months, CCSA has engaged in ground-breaking work to establish an 
accountability measure for public charter schools in California that improves upon the current 
system’s challenges, with measures that align well with the nuances of the charter movement 
and the student populations it serves, and that is actionable.  A year ago we introduced the 
Similar Students Measure (SSM), a model utilizing linear regression to estimate how a school 
performs over three years against its predicted performance, filtering out variables outside the 
school’s control for a clearer view of how well the school is adding value to the  gifts and 
challenges students bring to their charter experience.  However, as a stand-alone measure, the 
SSM is not well known, nor is it applied in the traditional accountability systems for all schools. 
Therefore, we must enhance the renewal path with metrics more familiar to the lingua franca 
of California’s accountability system.  

We have adopted a tiered metric based on API status, growth and SSM that can be easily 
articulated in legislation and aligns with SBE’s recently adopted Revocation Regulations in both 
approach and underlying process.  The metric harnesses the power of the SSM by allowing it to 
serve as a deeper, more nuanced lens for scrutiny while capitalizing on more easily understood 
and transparent measures of status and growth.  This approach also allows us to provide “early 
warning” to schools about their academic performance and to use the most recent data, as 



opposed to relying on the delayed data cycles of API Ranks.  CCSA has established this metric to 
guide decisions regarding our endorsement of a member school’s academic performance upon 
renewal in the current cycle – 2010/2011.  And we intend to seek broader adoption and 
application in the future - including potential legislation - as opportunities arise.  We have 
engaged hundreds of members through testing and refining our Report Cards, in conversations 
across the state during Regional Meetings in spring, summer and fall of 2010, and working 
closely with our Member Council to enact a system that makes sense for California.  

1. What exactly are CCSA’s Minimum Criteria for Renewal? In order to qualify for CCSA’s 
endorsement of the school’s academic performance at the time of renewal, schools four 
years and older must meet the following “Minimum Criteria for Renewal”:  

 API of at least 700, or 

 3-year API growth of at least 30 points, or  

 ‘Within’ or ‘Above Predicted’ on SSM at least two out of the past three years 

For purposes of the Minimum Criteria for Renewal, we exclude schools that qualify for the 
Alternative Schools Accountability Model (ASAM).1   However, we believe for schools that serve 
a majority of high risk students2 yet do not qualify for the ASAM designation would be more 
accurately assessed with an analysis of individual student growth, as both the API and SSM 
models do not address the high levels of mobility that these schools typically face.  

2. How are CCSA’s Minimum Criteria for Renewal better than what exists in current law? 
Current law (Ed Code Section 47607(b), provides for minimum renewal standards, such as 
meeting the API growth target in the prior year or in two of the last three years, or ranked in 
deciles 4 to 10, inclusive, on the API Statewide or Similar Schools Ranks in the prior year or in 
two of the last three years.  But because API rankings are released nearly a year after testing, 
this data does not provide a current picture of a school’s academic performance.  Furthermore, 
the volatility of these underlying metrics makes it impossible to serve early warning for at-risk 
schools.  Some of the benefits of CCSA’s Minimum Criteria for Renewal  include: 

 Using elements of both academic status and growth 

 Using multiple years of data to mitigate yearly fluctuations  

 Using the most recently available data on for renewal decisions 

 Allowing schools to demonstrate additional value through the SSM  

 Aligning better with other cutting edge accountability and performance 
management approaches, such as value-added measures and the use of status and 
growth measures – despite the limitations of California’s dated data system, which 
does not yet track individual student level data for reporting purposes. 

                                                           
1
 Alternative schools that are explicitly defined in the Education Code as serving high risk students are 

automatically eligible to participate in the ASAM.  Other schools that have at least 70 percent of the school’s total 
enrollment comprised of high-risk groups are eligible for ASAM.  For more information on the high risk groups and 
school types that fall in the ASAM categorization please see http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/ac/am/considerpart.asp.   
2
 “High risk” students include students classified as high risk under the ASAM program.  

http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/ac/am/considerpart.asp


CCSA’s Academic Accountability School Report Cards 

3.  How do I know how my school performs on these measures?  We have been testing 
and refining individual Academic Accountability Report Cards for approximately a year, with the 
engagement of our Member Council and more than 100 charter schools of all sizes, types and 
locations.  Our first edition of the Report Cards was issued in November 2010.  The Report 
Cards will give schools a detailed look at where they are in the performance continuum 
applying CCSA’s metrics.  Additionally, the Report Cards will help show schools how close or 
how far they are from performance benchmarks and will aid in offering ‘fair warning’ if a school 
is close to missing its targets upon renewal, or is identified in the revocation metrics the State 
Board of Education just approved. More on that later. 

4. Who will receive the Report Cards?  All active CCSA members will receive a Report 
Card, with the exception of schools designated as ASAM, or those that have tested fewer than 
20 students3.  We strongly encourage school leaders to share their results with their staff, 
parents and key stakeholders, and customize their Report Card as they see fit by adding 
relevant context about their school program or additional evidence of student learning.  We will 
issue revised Report Cards for schools that identify and fix data errors in their CDE-reported 
data in spring 2011.  CCSA will issue Report Cards every fall, following the release of API growth 
data. 

Renewal Endorsement 

5. How will the Minimum Criteria for Renewal impact advocacy for schools in renewal?  
If a school falls below CCSA’s thresholds for status (API) and growth (less than 700 on the API, 
and less than 30 points of cumulative growth on the past three years), we believe that 
authorizers should carry out a deep review of more nuanced measures (including SSM, 
individual student level longitudinal data or other value-added measures the school could 
generate) as part of their renewal decision-making process.  We will support all member 
schools going through renewal by helping them analyze and present their data, including 
Knowledge Briefs and Zoom Reports for schools on that platform, and sharing our analyses that 
help a charter demonstrate how they are adding value to the student population they serve 
through the Similar Students Measure and Matched Comparison Analysis.   

For a school that does not meet CCSA’s Minimum Criteria for Renewal, we will not publicly 
endorse their academic performance directly with their authorizer, unless the school is an 
alternative school eligible for the ASAM program or serves a majority of high risk students, for 
whom an analysis of individual student growth would be a more accurate gauge of school 
performance.  

6. Does that mean that my school will not be renewed or that CCSA will advocate against 
me?  Not at all.  CCSA simply won’t be able to proffer a public endorsement of the school’s 
academic performance and will encourage the school to offer more substantive value added 

                                                           
 



data analysis to demonstrate that they are significantly adding value to the students they serve, 
especially when compared against other charters matching their student profile.  As authorizers 
exercise their statutory obligation to consider whether to renew each school’s charter, CCSA 
will encourage authorizers to take a deeper look at each school’s performance to assess what 
unique facts in each school’s data picture might explain and justify the school’s performance. 
Additionally, authorizers are required by law to evaluate many factors in addition to a school’s 
academic performance before deciding whether a school’s charter is entitled to be renewed or 
may be revoked.  These factors include, but are not limited to, the school’s compliance with 
applicable laws and the school’s fiscal management.  Additionally, the SBE has authority to take 
appropriate action against a particular charter school if it fails to meet the requirements it set in 
regulations.  

7.  What is CCSA’s stance for schools that are facing renewal with less than five years of 
operation?  We believe that three years of data is necessary for a complete and fair review of 
academic performance.  Therefore if a school fails the metric but has not been open long 
enough to generate three years of testing data, we will support the school’s academic 
performance upon renewal.  This is particularly true for schools that were authorized for terms 
less than the full five years allowed by the Charter Schools Act (Ed Code Section 47607(a)(1).   

8.  How transparent or proactive does CCSA plan to be with our members’ results on this 
metric?  CCSA intends to be as fully transparent as possible–to our members, the general 
public, parents and authorizers—to help inform those public education stakeholders who must 
make difficult decisions.  After members receive their Report Cards each November, CCSA will 
post on our website (www.calcharters.org) and will release a comprehensive “Portrait of the 
Movement” early the following year.  Any person can access our website to review a school’s 
Report Card results.  We will urge people to view and understand the data, and respond to 
direct inquiries about whether an individual member school in renewal meets our Minimum 
Criteria for Renewal. 

9. How do we plan to work with authorizers?  We will seek opportunities to work with 
authorizers to apply these Minimum Criteria for Renewal within their charter school policies. 
We are already engaging in conversations with several districts about adapting or adopting our 
metrics within their renewal policies.  When opportunities arise, we will seek to encode these 
metrics in new legislation to ensure there is a consistent and rigorous set of standards across 
the state that are enforceable. 

Construction of the Status/Growth/SSM metric 

10. How did CCSA arrive at these measures?  The metric reflects our guiding principles for a 
fair definition of minimum academic performance.  We believe that any metric should (1) 
include aspects of status and growth, (2) use multiple years of data, and (3) use the most 
recently available data.  Furthermore, we believe the metric should be nested in the current 
system yet include provisions for assessing value added to the students’ education that is not 
captured in the API system.  The metric chosen for measure academic status is API score.  We 
chose API score as opposed to API ranks because (1) API scores are released in fall and thus 

http://www.calcharters.org/


capture the most recent testing period, while ranks reflect the prior year’s results; and (2) API 
ranks tend to be more volatile, and thus less appropriate for accountability.    

 We started by aligning an API cut-point with the 25th percentile (i.e. identifying 
schools in the bottom quarter of all schools statewide, ASAM excluded), which in 2009 
was an API score of 722.  However, 722 was a rather high bar, particularly for high 
schools, which as a group have lower API scores than elementary and middle schools.  
We determined that a cut-point of 700 was fairer, and also allowed the simplicity of 
being 100 points from the statewide goal of 800.  The 700 API threshold aligned with the 
18th percentile statewide in 2009.   

 The metric chosen for growth is 3-year cumulative growth in API.  We aligned the 
cut-point for growth with the median 3-year growth rate statewide in 2009.  The 
rationale is that a school in the bottom 18th percentile on API would have to be growing 
at a rate higher than most schools in order to “catch up” to high levels of performance.   

 The metric chosen for assessing additional school value-add is the Similar 
Students Measure (SSM).  If a school is below the API and growth thresholds, and was 
also “Below Predicted” on SSM for two of the past three years, then it would not meet 
our Minimum Criteria for Renewal.   

 

SBE Revocation Regulations  

11. What criteria are established in the Revocation Regulations, adopted by the State 
Board of Education in November 2010?  

The regulations set standards for the SBE to identify for potential revocation schools that have 
shown “substantial and sustained departure from measurably successful practices” (EC 
11968.5 (e)) and their district has failed to act.  A school is identified if it is five years and older, 
has an API Statewide Rank of 1 over the past two years and 3-year cumulative API growth under 
50 points.  ASAM schools are excluded. 

12. What is the timeline for the Revocation Regulations?  The SBE approved the 
regulations and may indeed issue notice to schools that they might be identified for a deeper 
review of their performance data as early as January or February of 2011; however, with all the 
changes anticipated as a result of the Fall election, it is unclear if the SBE and the newly elected 
Superintendent of Public Instruction will act before Fall 2011.  Each Report Card will evaluate 
whether the particular school meets the SBE’s criteria.  

13. What is CCSA’s position on the Revocation Regulations? CCSA supports the SBE’s 
efforts to address sustained charter school academic underperformance that hasn’t been 
adequately addressed by local authorizers.  We believe the regulations provide a reasonable 
first pass for identifying low performing schools.  While no system will always be perfect, the 
regulations reflect our principles for a fair definition of minimal performance and allow for a 
deeper assessment of school value-add, potentially including the SSM, as part of the revocation 



hearing.  Therefore, we believe this reflects a step in the right direction toward clear and 
enforceable minimal standards of performance. 

14. If my school does not meet the SBE’s criteria, does that mean it will be revoked? The 
regulations do not envision an immediate revocation if the criteria are not met.  Rather, the 
new regulations will trigger a process where a school might be called to present additional 
performance data that would determine how – in spite of the blunt metrics referenced - it is 
adding significant value to the educational experience of the students it enrolls.  It will be up to 
the school, once identified, to present appropriate data to show why the blunt metric mask 
otherwise high performance.  For example, individual student level longitudinal data, 
benchmark data, matched comparison analysis would provide a much stronger window than 
the school-wide information measured in the initial metrics.  The SBE would make a 
determination as to whether the school’s data is sufficient or not, whether corrective measures 
would be appropriate, or, in the final instance, call for revocation.  

15. Isn’t this move significant overreach of authority by the SBE? Doesn’t this encroach on 
a local district’s authorizing responsibility?  The purpose of the SBE regulation was precisely to 
address self-authorizing inconsistencies and to address districts with weak oversight or capacity 
to monitor performance.  The SBE has long possessed this authority in statute. Education Code 
Section 47604.5 which allows the SBE to take appropriate action, including, but not limited to, 
revocation, when the SBE finds, among other things, “substantial and sustained departure from 
measurably successful practices such that continued departure would jeopardize the 
educational development of the school’s pupils.”  The SBE’s action on November 9, 2010 
merely adopted regulations to implement this authority in Title 5 California Code of Regulations 
(“CCR”) Section 11968.5. 

  

For more information, please contact Myrna Castrejón at mcastrejon@calcharters.org or 
Samantha Olivieri at solivieri@calcharters.org.  
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