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Executive Summary  
 

A total of 20 state charter schools operated in Georgia during the 2015-16 school year, 
though one ceased operations at the end of the school year.  Five of the schools, DuBois Integrity 
Academy, Foothills Education Charter High School, Georgia School for Innovation and the Classics, 
International Charter School of Atlanta and Scintilla Charter Academy, began operations in 2015-
16.  One of the schools, Utopian Academy for the Arts, began operations in the 2014-15 school 
year and two of the schools, Georgia Cyber Academy and the Odyssey School, appeared as a single 
ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ DŜƻǊƎƛŀ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ 9ŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƛǾŜ ǊŜŎƻǊŘǎ for the 2013-14 
school year.  Thus, this report documents the performance of 19 state charter schools in 2015-16, 
the performance of 14 of those schools in 2014-15 and the performance of 11 schools of the 
currently operating schools in 2013-14.  Key findings are: 

 State charter schools are diverse and many provide learning environments that differ 
from those of traditional public schools.  State charter schools vary along multiple dimensions, 
including grade levels, student demographics, instructional mode (face-to-face or virtual), 
curricular focus and geographic area served.  Six of the nineteen currently operating schools serve 
a combination of elementary (K-5) and middle grades (6-8), three serve only elementary grades, 
two serve only middle school students, and three only serve students in grades 9-12, another 
three serve elementary, middle and at least some high school grades, the remaining two serve 
both middle and high grades.  Three of the nineteen are single-gender schools, African-American 
enrollment at five schools is 90 percent or more, and the majority of students at two schools live 
in families receiving SNAP or TANF benefits, or are classified as homeless, in foster care or 
migrants.  One school has over 18 percent of its students classified as gifted, while eight schools 
report 0.5 percent or fewer gifted students.  Three of the nineteen schools provide fully online 
course offerings, ǘǿƻ ƻŦŦŜǊ άōƭŜƴŘŜŘέ ƛƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ the remaining 14 provide face-to-face 
instruction exclusively.  The three fully online virtual schools and four of the άōǊƛŎƪ-and-ƳƻǊǘŀǊέ 
schools allow students from throughout the state to attend, four schools offer enrollment to 
students in multiple school districts, and the remaining eight accept students from a single school 
district only. 

The majority of state charter schools serving elementary grades perform as well as the 
average elementary school in their district(s).  The contribution to student achievement 
averaged across all four Milestones-tested subjects is not statistically different from the average 
of all elementary schools in the relevant district or districts for five of eight non-statewide state 
charters serving elementary grades, where district comparisons are possible.  The cross-subject 
average performance is below that of the average school in the relevant district for the other 
three non-statewide state charters which enrolled elementary school students. 

The performance of half of state charter schools serving middle grades is equal to or 
better than the average of all middle schools in the relevant district(s).  Of the ten state charter 
schools serving middle grades that are not statewide schools, two perform better than the 
average of middle schools in its district (based on cross-subject averages of the estimated 
contribution to student achievement).  Five perform worse than the average school in their 
district, and the other three schoolsΩ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ is indistinguishable from the average school in 
the district. 

For a majority of subjects at the high school level, most state charters perform at a level 
that is indistinguishable from the average school in their district.  Of the three state charter 
schools with a significant number of EOC test takers in at least one subject and that do not have 
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a statewide attendance zone (CCAT, Fulton Leadership and Pataula), the performance of one is 
indistinguishable from the district average in the single tested subject, one is indistinguishable 
from the district average in four of five subjects, and the other is indistinguishable from the district 
average in four of seven subjects.  

Of the 12 state charter schools serving elementary grades, 11 perform equal to or worse 
than the average public elementary school in the state with a similar student population.  The 
estimated contribution to student achievement (controlling for individual-level prior achievement 
and demographics as well as school-level student demographics) in grades 4 and 5 across all four 
Milestones-tested subjects (math, ELA, science and social studies) was statistically below the state 
average for seven of the twelve state charter schools serving elementary grades.  Performance 
for four of the others was not statistically different from the state average, and only one of the 
twelve scored statistically above the state average.  This cross-subject average masks significant 
variation across subjects, however.  For example, in both ELA and science, the majority of state 
charter schools serving grades 4 and 5 were at least on par with the state average.  

All state charter schools serving middle grades perform equal to or worse than the 
average public middle school in the state with a similar student population.  The estimated 
contribution to student achievement (controlling for individual-level prior achievement and 
demographics as well as school-level student demographics) in grades 6-8 averaged across all four 
Milestones-tested subjects is statistically below the state average for eight of the 13 state charter 
schools that enroll students in one or more of grades 6-8.   The cross-subject average performance 
of the other five state charters is indistinguishable from the state average.  Performance of state 
charters serving middle grades is stronger in ELA and science, where the majority of state charters 
serving middle-grades students perform at least as well as the state average. In ELA, five of the 13 
state charters performed better than the state average, and only two were below the state 
ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜΦ  Lƴ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜΣ ƻƴŜ ǎŎƘƻƻƭΩǎ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ǿŀǎ ŀōƻǾŜ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ, and the performance 
of six were indistinguishable from the state average.  In contrast, performance of state charters 
serving middle school students was relatively weak in math, where 10 of 13 schools were 
statistically below the state average. 

The performance of state charter schools serving high school grades is uneven when 
compared to the average public high school in the state.  Variation across subjects must be 
interpreted with caution, however, since some state charters have just begun to expand their 
range of grade offerings into high school and, thus, the sample of schools varies across subject 
areas.  In 9th Grade Literature, three of eight state charters are performing above the state 
average, and the performance of the other five is not statistically different from the state average.  
For the eight schools with test scores for American Literature, the contribution to student 
achievement for six schools is not statistically different from the state average, while performance 
of the other two exceeds the state average.  For Algebra 1, only four state charter schools have a 
sufficient number of students taking the exam to provide a reliable performance measure.  Of 
those four, three performed below the state average, and the performance of the other one 
school was not statistically different than the state average.  For Analytic Geometry, three of six 
schools perform at a level indistinguishable from the state average, two perform below the state 
average and one is above the state average.  In Biology, two of six schools perform below the 
state average and performance of the other four schools is indistinguishable from the state 
average. In Coordinate Algebra, performance of all three schools is not statistically different from 
the state average.  In Economics, three of five schools have estimated contributions to student 
achievement below the state average, and performance of the other two is indistinguishable from 
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the state average. The performance of the lone school with a sizable number of students taking 
the Geometry EOC exam was indistinguishable from the state average.  In Physical Science, three 
of six schools fall statistically below the state average, and performance of the other three is not 
statistically different from the state average.  Performance is also generally low in U.S. History, 
with five of seven schools performing below the state average and two whose performance is 
indistinguishable from the state average. 
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I. Introduction and Background  
 

There were 20 state charter schools operating in Georgia during the 2015-16 school year, 
though one has subsequently ceased to operate.  Although the current State Charter Schools 
Commission has only been in operation since 2013, a number of the state charter schools began 
operation well before 2013.  Some were originally formed as state chartered special schools or 
were initially chartered by the original Georgia Charter Schools Commission, which was declared 
unconstitutional by the Georgia Supreme Court.1  Table 1 summarizes information about the 19 
schools that operated during the 2015-16 school year and were still in operation in 2016/17, 
including when the school opened, whether it is affiliated with an education management 
organization (EMO), grades served, curricular model, school calendar, delivery model (virtual vs. 
physical classrooms), attendance zone, and any special enrollment requirements (parental 
participation requirements or gender restrictions).  The 19 schools are quite diverse in their 
structure, mission and service area.  For example, three of the 19 state charter schools are virtual 
schools, and many of the state charter schools target traditionally underserved populations.  
Three of the schools are single-gender schools.  Less than half of state charter schools (8 of 19) 
serve students in a single county, the others either serve students from multiple school districts 
or the entire state. 

 The state charter schools also vary considerably in the populations of students they 
serve, as illustrated in Table 2.  Five of the 19 schools serve almost exclusively African-American 
students.  In contrast, five have student populations in which fewer than 25 percent of students 
are black or Hispanic.  There is considerable diversity in proportions of Limited English Proficiency 
(LEP) students, students eligible for Free/Reduced-Price Lunch (FRL), Direct Certification Students, 
Students with Disabilities (SWD) and gifted students as well.2    

 

                                                 
1Details on the history of charter schools in general and more specifically state chartered schools, are 
contained in Georgia Department of Education (2012).  
2The school-level FRL percentage is computed from individual-level data.  If an individual student 
attended a school that participates in provision 2 of the Special Assistance Alternatives (SAS) or the 
/ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ 9ƭƛƎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ tǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴ ό/9tύΣ ŀǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ DŜƻǊƎƛŀ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ 9ŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ {ŎƘƻƻƭ 
Nutrition Program, then the student is classified as FRL, no matter what his original individual designation.  
Direct Certification represents students who either live in a family unit receiving SNAP benefits, live in a 
family unit receiving TANF benefits, are identified as homeless, are in foster care or are migrant.  Since the 
income thresholds for SNAP and TANF benefits are lower than for free/reduced-price lunch, the direct 
certification percentage is generally lower than the FRL percentage in most schools.  There are a three 
SCSC schools where this is not the case, suggesting the school either does not participate in the nutrition 
program or did not report FRL eligibility at the student level.  
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Table 1:  General Characteristics of State Charter Schools 
 

School Name 
Calendar 

Year 
Opened 

EMO 
Affiliation 

Grades Curriculum Focus 
School 
Year 

Single-
Gender 
School 

Virtual/ 
Online 
School 

Serves 
Multiple 
Counties 

Parental 
Involvement 
Requirement 

Enrollment 
Restrictions 

Atlanta Heights 2010 
National 
Heritage 

Academies 
K-8 None Normal No No No Not Specified 

Atlanta Public 
Schools Zone 

Charter 
Conservatory for 
Liberal Arts and 

Technology (CCAT) 

2002 No 6-12 
Multi-age classrooms 
- students grouped 

by skill level 

Year-
round 

No No No 
1 hour of 

service per 
week 

Bulloch County 
Public Schools 

Zone 

Cherokee Charter 
Academy 

2011 
Charter 

Schools USA 
K-8 None Normal No No No Not Specified 

Cherokee County 
Public Schools 

Zone 

Coweta Charter 
Academy 

2010 
Charter 

Schools USA 
K-8 None Normal No No No 

20 hours per 
year 

Coweta County 
Public Schools 

Zone 

DuBois Integrity 
Academy 

2015 

Du Bois 
Consortium 
of Charter 
Schools 

K-5 
STEM and Blended 

Learning focus  
Normal  No No No 

30 hours per 
year, must 

sign a parent 
volunteer 
agreement 

Clayton County 
Schools Zone  

Foothills Education 
Charter High School 

2015 No 9-12 

Course formats 
include textbook and 

web-based 
instruction 

Normal No No Yes Not Specified 
Students residing 

in State of GA 

Fulton Leadership 
Academy 

2010 No 6-11 

STEM with focus on 
aviation and 
aeronautics - 

partnership with Civil 
Air Patrol 

Normal 
Boys 
Only 

No No Not Specified 
Fulton County 
Public Schools 

Zone 
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School Name 
Calendar 

Year 
Opened 

EMO 
Affiliation 

Grades Curriculum Focus 
School 
Year 

Single-
Gender 
School 

Virtual/ 
Online 
School 

Serves 
Multiple 
Counties 

Parental 
Involvement 
Requirement 

Enrollment 
Restrictions 

Georgia Connections 
Academy 

2011 No K-12 Online Curriculum Normal No Yes Online Not Specified 
Students residing 

in State of GA 

Georgia Cyber 
Academy 

2009 K-12 K-12 Online Curriculum Normal No Yes Online Not Specified 
Students residing 

in State of GA 

Georgia School for 
Innovation and the 

Classics 
2015 No K-6 

Classical education 
centered on the 

three phases of the 
classical Trivium with 
use of the Socratic 

method throughout 
the classroom 
experience. 

Normal No No Yes Not Specified 
Students residing 

in State of GA 

Grad Achievement 
(formerly Provost 

Academy) 
2012 No 9-12 Online Curriculum Normal No Yes Online Not Specified 

Students residing 
in State of GA 

International Charter 
School of Atlanta 

2015  No K-4 

Dual-language 
immersion 

curriculum offering 
Spanish, Mandarin, 
German and French.  

Normal No No Yes Not Specified 
Students residing 

in State of GA 

Ivy Preparatory 
Academy at 
Gwinnett 

2008 No 6-8 

Curriculum is entirely 
College Preparatory. 
Saturday Academy is 

available to 
struggling students. 

Extended 
Day/ 

Week/ 
Year 

Girls 
Only 

No Yes Not Specified 

Students residing 
in Gwinnett, 

Fulton, or DeKalb 
County School 

districts 

Ivy Preparatory 
Academy at 
Kirkwood 

2011 No K-8 

Curriculum is entirely 
College Preparatory. 
Saturday Academy is 

available to 
struggling students. 

Extended 
Day/ 

Week/ 
Year 

Girls-
Only 

No Yes Not Specified 

Students residing 
in DeKalb or 

Atlanta Public 
Schools Zone 
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School Name 
Calendar 

Year 
Opened 

EMO 
Affiliation 

Grades Curriculum Focus 
School 
Year 

Single-
Gender 
School 

Virtual/ 
Online 
School 

Serves 
Multiple 
Counties 

Parental 
Involvement 
Requirement 

Enrollment 
Restrictions 

Mountain Education 
Charter School 

2007 No 9-12 

Self-paced, 
individualized, 

evening high school 
for students strug-

gling at other schools  

Year-
round 

No No Yes No 
Students residing 

in State of GA 

Odyssey School 2004 No K-8 

Multi-age classrooms 
- students grouped 

by skill 
level/Looping: 

students remain with 
teacher two years 

Normal No No No 
18 hours per 

academic 
year 

Coweta County 
Public Schools 

Zone 

Pataula Charter 
Academy 

2010 No K-11 

Expeditionary 
Learning: project 

based lectures and 
curriculum 

delivery/Looping: 
students remain with 
teacher for two years 

Normal No No Yes Not Specified 

Students residing 
in Baker, 

Calhoun, Clay, 
Early, or 

Randolph Public 
School districts 

Scintilla Charter 
Academy 

2015 No K-4 

Curriculum utilizes 
Project-Based Learn-

ing and Services 
Learning, collab-
orative teaching, 

looping and 
extended school-day.  

Extended 
Day 

No No Yes 
Encourage 20 

hours per 
year 

Students residing 
in Lowndes 
County or 

Valdosta City 
School districts 

Utopian Academy for 
the Arts 

2014 No 6-8 

Expeditionary 
Learning Curriculum. 

Single-gender in-
structional approach, 

and classes in the 
dramatic, media, and 

culinary arts.  

Extended 
Day/ 

Week/ 
Year 

No No No 

Attendance 
of a New 
Parent 

Orientation 
Meeting & 

sign an 
agreement 

Clayton County 
Public Schools 

Zone 

Sources:  Georgia Department of Education (2010), Georgia Department of Education (2011), Georgia Department of Education (2016b), Georgia Department of 
Education (2016d), individual-level data from GAωAWARDS and state charter school websites. 
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Table 2:  Students Served by State Charter Schools 
 

School Name Pct. Female Pct. White Pct. Black Pct. Hispanic Pct. FRL 
Pct. Direct 

Cert Pct. LEP Pct. SWD Pct. Gifted 

Atlanta Heights 49.9  0.3  96.5  3.1  95.0  69.0  2.5  10.5  0.0  

CCAT 43.2  74.2  21.9  1.9  56.8  20.0  0.0  14.2  18.1  

Cherokee 50.3  67.4  16.1  11.9  20.4  11.0  1.8  11.6  8.0  

Coweta 50.4  80.0  7.5  6.4  18.5  10.0  0.9  9.6  12.7  

Dubois 49.7  0.3  98.3  0.9  81.5  53.0  0.0  5.4  0.0  

Foothills 45.3  57.5  30.6  8.4  0.0  36.0  1.5  17.9  1.8  

Fulton Leadership 0.0  0.0  98.9  0.8  87.9  34.0  0.0  14.7  10.8  

GA Connections 54.9  51.9  33.1  7.1  43.3  25.0  0.4  11.3  4.1  

GA Cyber 51.7  51.6  33.8  6.7  65.3  35.0  0.2  12.9  9.8  

GA Innovation 48.4  69.5  19.6  4.2  0.0  24.0  0.0  8.4  4.4  

Grad Achievement 48.6  22.7  65.6  8.8  0.0  35.0  0.8  13.0  0.0  

International 48.9  41.3  32.5  11.1  10.8  5.0  0.0  5.3  0.0  

Ivy Prep. - Gwinnett 100.0  0.9  74.9  18.1  26.5  21.0  0.0  7.0  0.0  

Ivy Prep. - Kirkwood 100.0  0.5  98.2  0.8  51.0  42.0  0.0  4.9  0.5  

Mountain Ed. 45.5  86.8  3.4  8.7  100.0  29.0  2.6  16.1  0.0  

Odyssey 41.4  53.8  23.1  13.2  25.5  19.0  3.5  18.3  12.4  

Pataula 48.3  76.6  15.6  5.1  59.7  30.0  2.5  10.5  5.7  

Scintilla 49.5  46.0  44.7  2.5  58.0  34.0  0.8  12.6  4.0  

Utopian 54.2  0.5  94.4  1.9  78.7  43.0  0.0  7.9  0.0  

Note:  For the purposes of this table, students who attended more than one school were attributed to the school where they attended the longest period of time 
during the school year.   
Source:  Individual-ƭŜǾŜƭ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘ Řŀǘŀ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ D!ω!²!w5{ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ŀƴŘ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ-level data on direct certification and school-wide subsidized lunch programs from 
ǘƘŜ DƻǾŜǊƴƻǊΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜ ƻŦ {ǘǳŘŜƴǘ !ŎƘƛŜǾŜƳŜƴǘΦ 
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III . Results ɀ All State Charters  
 

A. Proficiency Targets 

Percentages of students reaching proficiency benchmarks on the Milestones EOG and 
EOC exams are presented in the individual school summaries.  They are the same as those 
reported publicly by the GaDOE.3 Statewide and district averages are also provided for reference.4  
It is important to emphasize that proficiency percentages reflect the ability and motivation of 
students, family resources and the quality of education received in prior years.  As such, they 
provide a picture of the current achievement level of students, not necessarily the impact a 
ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘΩǎ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ Ƙŀǎ ƘŀŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜƳŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎ ȅŜŀǊΦ 

When considering the proficiency percentages, a few patterns emerge at the elementary 
and middle school levels (grades 3-5 and 6-8).  First, there is considerable variation across subjects 
and across grades, even within a school.  Second, six state charter schools (Atlanta Heights, 
DuBois, Foothills, Georgia Cyber, Grad Achievement and Ivy Prep ς Kirkwood) stand out as having 
large proportions of struggling students.  All have 50 percent or more of their students in the 
ά.ŜƎƛƴƴƛƴƎ [ŜŀǊƴŜǊέ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ across multiple grades and subjects on EOG exams or across 
multiple subjects on EOC tests.   

²ƘƛƭŜ ǇǊƻŦƛŎƛŜƴŎȅ ǘŀǊƎŜǘǎ ŀǊŜ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ǘƻ ǎƘƻǿ ŀ ǎŎƘƻƻƭΩǎ ŀōǎƻƭǳǘŜ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜΣ 
ŜȄŀƳƛƴƛƴƎ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ŀ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ȅŜŀǊ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ŀ ǎǘǊƻƴƎŜǊ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƘƻƻƭΩǎ 
impact on student learning. The next section provides an overview of the value-added and student 
ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ŀ ƳƻǊŜ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜ ǇƛŎǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ŀ ǎŎƘƻƻƭΩǎ ƛƳǇŀŎǘΦ 

 

B. Value-Added and Student Growth Model Estimates 

By construction, the average school (weighted by numbers of students) at a given grade 
grouping (elementary, middle or high school) in Georgia has a school effect of zero in the value-
added model (controlling for individual and school-level student characteristics).  The 
performance of each school in a given grade grouping is measured relative to this weighted 
averŀƎŜΦ  ¢ƘǳǎΣ ŀ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜŘ ǾŀƭǳŜ ŦƻǊ ŀƴ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǊȅ ǎŎƘƻƻƭΩǎ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ 
students attending that school experience greater growth in achievement than do students with 
the same observable characteristics at schools serving similar student populations.  Negative 
ǾŀƭǳŜǎ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ƳŜŀƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƘƻƻƭΩǎ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ŦŜƭƭ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ȅŜŀǊΦ LƴǎǘŜŀŘΣ ŀ 
ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŜ ƎŀǇ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǎŎƘƻƻƭΩǎ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘ 
achievement and the contribution of the average school serving a similar student population 
(measured in standard deviation units).  For example, a value of -лΦмл ƳŜŀƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀ ǎŎƘƻƻƭΩǎ effect 
on student achievement is 0.10 standard deviations below that of the average of all schools in the 
state, where ŜŀŎƘ ǎŎƘƻƻƭΩǎ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘΩǎ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭƭƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ 
both individual-level student characteristics and prior test scores as well as school-level 
characteristicsΦ  Lƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ǿŀȅΣ ŀ ǾŀƭǳŜ ƻŦ лΦмл ƳŜŀƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀ ǎŎƘƻƻƭΩǎ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ƛs 0.10 standard 

                                                 
3Georgia Department of Education (2016c).  Minor differences in underlying data sometimes result in 
slight discrepancies when compared ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŦƛŎƛŜƴŎȅ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ ǇǳōƭƛǎƘŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ DƻǾŜǊƴƻǊΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜ ƻŦ 
{ǘǳŘŜƴǘ !ŎƘƛŜǾŜƳŜƴǘΩǎ wŜǇƻǊǘ /ŀǊŘ. 
4 Cross-school comparisons of proportions of students meeting proficiency targets are provided in the 
Technical Appendix. 
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deviations above the average of all schools in the state, where each school is being compared to 
schools serving observationally similar student bodies.  To put this in perspective, reducing class 
size in elementary grades by seven students is associated with a 0.10 to 0.20 standard deviation 
increase in student achievement (Whitehurst & Chingos (2011)) and the difference in the 
effectiveness of a rookie teacher and one with three years of experience is about 0.07 standard 
deviations (Dee & Wyckoff (2015)). 

The value-added effects for schools are statistical estimates and carry some degree of 
uncertainty.  Along with the estimated effects, the value-added model generates a measure of 
ǘƘŜ ǳƴŎŜǊǘŀƛƴǘȅ ƻŦ ŜŀŎƘ ǎŎƘƻƻƭΩǎ ŜŦŦŜŎǘΣ ǘƘŜ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜŘ ǎǘŀƴdard error.  The estimated standard 
ŜǊǊƻǊǎ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƻ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ ŎƻƴŦƛŘŜƴŎŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŀƭǎ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ŜŀŎƘ ǎŎƘƻƻƭΩǎ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜŘ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻƴ 
student achievement.  With a confidence interval of approximately plus-or-minus two standard 
errors, one can be 95 percent confident that the true school effect lies in that range.  Thus, for 
ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ ƛŦ ŀ ǎŎƘƻƻƭΩǎ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜŘ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ƛǎ лΦр0 and the standard error is 0.10, one can be 95 percent 
confident that the true effect lies in the range of 0.30 to 0.70.  This information can then be used 
ǘƻ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜ Ƙƻǿ ŎƻƴŦƛŘŜƴǘ ǿŜ ŀǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ ŀ ƎƛǾŜƴ ǎŎƘƻƻƭΩǎ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ƛǎ ŀōƻǾŜΣ ōŜƭƻǿΣ ƻǊ Ŝǉǳŀƭ 
to the average school.  The standard errors and confidence intervals will generally be smaller the 
larger the number of students per school.  The estimated school effect on achievement will vary 
with the performance of individual students.  In a small school, random events like a student 
ƘŀǾƛƴƎ ŀ ǇƻƻǊ ƴƛƎƘǘΩǎ ǎƭŜŜǇ ƻǊ ƎŜǘǘƛƴƎ άƭǳŎƪȅέ ƛƴ her guesses on an exam will have a larger impact 
ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƘƻƻƭΩǎ ƻǾŜrall effect, creating more uncertainty in the true school effect; whereas in a 
large school, such random events will tend to cancel out.  Thus, for example, the Georgia Cyber 
Academy, which has the largest enrollment of any state charter school, correspondingly tends to 
have the smallest confidence interval.  

Student growth percentiles measure where a student is in the distribution of current 
achievement relative to students with the same prior-year test score (or history of test scores).  
Thus, by definition, a score of 50 for a student indicates that about half of students with the same 
test score last year did better this year and about half did worse.  School-level averages of student 
growth percentiles are reported below.  The statewide school-level mean of SGPs is approximately 
equal to the statewide student median of 50, which provides a benchmark for comparing scores 
across schools.5  Unlike the value-added model, the student growth percentiles produced from 
DŜƻǊƎƛŀΩǎ student growth model do not include standard errors or confidence intervals at this 
time.6  Without this information, one cannot quantify the likelihood that two schools with 

                                                 
5 For 2013-14 the GaDOE computed stǳŘŜƴǘ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘƛƭŜǎ ƛƴ ǘǿƻ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ǿŀȅǎΦ  Lƴ ǘƘŜ άŎƻƘƻǊǘ 
{Dtέ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘΣ ǎǘŀǘƛǎǘƛŎŀƭ ƳƻŘŜƭǎ ŀǊŜ ǳǇŘŀǘŜŘ ŀƴƴǳŀƭƭȅ ǎƻ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƳŜŘƛŀƴ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜǎ ŀ {Dt ƻŦ рл 
each year.  This means that the baseline is reset each year and (as with value-added measures), it is not 
possible to measure a general increase in student achievement gains across all students.  In attempt to 
ŎŀǇǘǳǊŜ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƛƳŜ ƛƴ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜƴŜǎǎ ǘƘŜ Dŀ5h9 ŀƭǎƻ ŎƻƳǇǳǘŜŘ ŀ άōŀǎŜƭƛƴŜ-
ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜŘ {DtΦέ  !ǎ ǘƘŜ ƴŀƳŜ ƛƳǇƭƛŜǎΣ ǘhe baseline-referenced SGP uses the same model each year 
which was developed using a baseline cohort of students.  This results in SGPs relative to the baseline 
cohort and therefore allows for the possibility of universal improvement in performance over time.  
However, as a consequence, the median baseline-referenced SGP does not necessarily equal 50.  In 2013-
14 cohort-referenced SGPs were used for EOCTs in math, but baseline-referenced SGPs were used for the 
CRCTs and all non-math EOCTs.  Due to the adoption of the new Milestones exams, in 2014-15 only 
cohort-referenced SGPs were computed.  See McCaffrey, Castellano and Lockwood (2014).    
6 It is possible to compute standard errors for student growth percentiles, but there is no single accepted 
methodology for doing so and most state accountability systems that utilize student growth percentiles, 
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different mean or median SGPs are in fact no different.  Put differently, absent a measure of 
precision, we could judge one school as superior to another when in fact they are likely no 
different.  

For both the value-added and student growth models, separate estimates are presented 
for different grade groupings and for different subjects.  In addition, an estimated effect on 
average performance across all subjects in each grade grouping is produced.  Thus, for example, 
a charter serving grades K-8 receives two value-added scores in math, one for its impact on math 
achievement of students in elementary grades (grades 4 and 5) and another for its impact on 
students in middle grades (grades 6-8). 

 
C. Summary of Findings 

A total of 20 figures are presented, four for each of the subjects tested in elementary 
school, four more for the same subjects in middle school, ten high school courses for which EOCs 
are administered, and all-subject averages for elementary and middle school.  Based on value-
added, half or more of state charters perform at a level that is not statistically different from the 
average of schools with similar student populations in Georgia in 11 of the 18 specific grade 
group/subject combinations:  Elementary ELA, Elementary Science, Middle School ELA, Middle 
School Science, 9th Grade Literature, American Literature, Analytic Geometry, Biology, Coordinate 
Algebra, Geometry, and Physical Science.  In seven areas, the majority of state charters perform 
statistically worse than schools serving similar student populations in Georgia:  Elementary Math, 
Elementary Social Studies, Middle School Math, Middle School Social Studies, Algebra 1, 
Economics and U.S. History.  For both the elementary and middle school cross-subject averages, 
the majority of state charter schools serving grades 4 and 5 perform worse than the state average.  
The variation in effectiveness across subject areas could be due to a variety of factors, including 
teacher quality and instructional methods, which may vary across schools.   

The comparisons with state averages provide an overall picture of state charter school 
performance.  More relevant are comparisons between individual state charter schools and 
other schools (both traditional public schools and local charters) in the geographic areas they 
serve.  Following the 20 figures that combine results for all state charters, Section IV presents 
ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ǎǳƳƳŀǊƛŜǎ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ƎǊŀǇƘǎ ŎƻƳǇŀǊƛƴƎ ŜŀŎƘ ǎŎƘƻƻƭΩǎ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎ ƛƴ 
the district it serves (where applicable).  

                                                 
ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ DŜƻǊƎƛŀΩǎΣ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘ ŜǊǊƻǊǎ ŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ ǘƛƳŜΦ For a discussion of standard errors in the 
student growth model see Doran, Swanlund and Lemke (2012) and American Institutes for Research 
(2012).   
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Figure 1:  Value-added Schools Effects (School FE) and Mean Student Growth 
Percentiles for Schools Serving Grades 4 and 5 ς Average Across All Subjects 
[Statewide] 
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Figure 2:  Value-added Schools Effects (School FE) and Mean Student Growth 
Percentiles for Schools Serving Grades 4 and 5 ς English Language Arts [Statewide] 
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Figure 3:  Value-added Schools Effects (School FE) and Mean Student Growth 
Percentiles for Schools Serving Grades 4 and 5 ς Math [Statewide] 
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Figure 4:  Value-added Schools Effects (School FE) and Mean Student Growth 
Percentiles for Schools Serving Grades 4 and 5 ς Science [Statewide] 
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Figure 5:  Value-added Schools Effects (School FE) and Mean Student Growth 
Percentiles for Schools Serving Grades 4 and 5 ς Social Studies [Statewide] 

 
 

 


































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































