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[bookmark: _Toc59197359][bookmark: _Toc206078289]CHARTER RENEWAL TOOLKIT
[bookmark: _Toc206078290]Review Process
A. [bookmark: _Toc206078291]Preparation
[bookmark: _Toc206078292]Building Relationships and Planning
To achieve optimal outcomes in the renewal process, it is helpful to proactively foster strong relationships with charter school leaders to share best practices, policy insights, and the local authorizing agency’s context, including board and review staff schedules, so as to avoid conflicts with holidays, vacations, or heavy workflow periods. Collaboratively establish a submission window and delivery details, allowing sufficient time for review and potential appeals before the charter expiration. After discussions, send a summary email documenting agreements, convert it to a PDF, and store it in a designated authorizing oversight folder with subfolders labeled by school year (e.g., 2023-24, 2024-25, 2025-26 Renewal) for easy access in future years.
User Tip: Organize the folder with subfolders labeled by school year (e.g., 2023-2024, 2024-2025, 2025-2026 Renewal) to locate renewal documents in future years.
While these kinds of pre-submission meetings are not legally required, they can benefit all educational partners by ensuring that reviewers and the authorizing board receive comprehensive and accurate information for high-stakes decisions.
[bookmark: _Toc206078293]Pre-Submission Meetings
Meeting with the Charter School Lead Petitioner
Pre-submission meetings, led by the authorizing board’s designated contact, may include additional staff members (e.g., a fiscal representative if the primary contact is from education programs, or vice versa). These meetings are beneficial for clarifying expectations, addressing questions, and minimizing surprises during board meetings, thereby fostering smooth reviews.
Assembling and Meeting with a Qualified Review Team
Charter petition reviews require diverse expertise, as it is very difficult for a single individual to be proficient in all aspects of charter law or operations. Regardless of the authorizing entity’s size, ideally an authorizer distributes review responsibilities among qualified staff. Avoid relying on a single reviewer approach, to ensure thorough evaluations and accurate information sharing. Collaborate with the Superintendent or designee to assign staff members with relevant qualifications. Support staff may assist with tasks like data collection, provided confidentiality is maintained, but should not lead reviews. External team members can augment staff capacity. 
User Tip: Start by identifying your area(s) of expertise, then designate a review committee to address an unmet need. The primary contact, or a Cabinet member, etc., should fill the role of committee Chair. At times, staff capacity may necessitate sourcing expertise outside your organization to address an unmet need.
For organizations without a dedicated charter department, pre-submission meetings with the review committee are crucial for setting expectations, establishing confidentiality protocols, reviewing mandated timelines, and addressing charter school questions and the initial review process. For dedicated charter authorizing and oversight teams, these meetings might be used to refine timelines and workflows, and to identify potential challenges, promoting efficient collaboration.
Ensure the authorizing board’s legal position by designing and conducting petition reviews that adhere to relevant California Education Code requirements and established policies and procedures, fostering confidence in the organization’s internal processes, and supporting informed decision-making. Obtain legal counsel and other expertise where needed to ensure this. Renewals are high-stakes decisions.
User Tip: When building a team among authorizing agency staff members with other primary duties, start building team capacity early to understand that the team’s contributions are made on behalf of the authorizing board and, as such, all conversations should remain confidential.
B. [bookmark: _Toc206078294]Submission
[bookmark: _Toc206078295]Legal Requirements
There are no legal requirements for petition submission, except that a signed Certification of Completion must be submitted with the petition and the petition must have been updated to include reasonably comprehensive description of required petition elements, updated as necessary and reflecting any new legal requirements imposed since the petition’s last update. It is best practice that the petition be delivered directly to an authorizing board’s public meeting, to the Superintendent of the authorizing district or county office, or to the district’s or county office’s designated charter contact. Since a submission may occur in various ways (time, location, and person), it is essential to maintain frequent contact between school leaders and authorizing organization staff to ensure the petition is delivered expeditiously to the appropriate party. 
Once the petition is delivered with a signed Certification of Completion, the mandated timeline for a board decision begins, regardless of which staff member of the authorizing agency received it. For additional details, refer to the section on Renewal Process.
At this time, calculate very carefully the dates of the first public hearing within 60 days of submission, the determination hearing within 90 days of submission, and the required posting of the Staff Report 15 days before the determination. It is not uncommon for the review team to have far fewer than 75 days (90 days minus the requirement to publish 15 days before) to complete the review. The date the petition is submitted, and the scheduled authorizing board meeting dates, greatly impact this timeline. 
User Tip: Use a free date calculator such as the one linked here to determine the statutory timeline. Double- and even triple-check the timeline to try to ensure the authorizing board is not forced to hold a special meeting to conduct charter business. 
[bookmark: _Toc206078296]Early Submission
A charter school sometimes will choose to submit its renewal petition early, either in anticipation of the release of the California Dashboard results for that year or of changes among authorizing board members, or to allow enough time to file an appeal. The appeal process is always backward-mapped from a quarterly State Board of Education date to ensure sufficient time to request inclusion on the agenda, in case needed. While each of these scenarios should be anticipated, the California Department of Education’s (CDE) Charter Schools Division does not accept a charter renewal for a term that exceeds that allowed by the Education Code (e.g., if a charter is allowed a five-year term upon approval, the term submitted to the Charter Schools Division may not exceed five years, even if the school had submitted its petition early relative to the expiration of its prior charter term).   
The CDE’s webpage on Charter School Renewals states that, “…To ensure the availability of sufficient data, charter renewals may be heard beginning in fiscal year 2024–25 and/or at the conclusion of the year immediately preceding the final year of the charter school’s term. The CDE recommends the process begin with sufficient time for appeals, if needed, before the charter term has expired.”
C. [bookmark: _Toc206078297]Addressing Material Revisions
Per California Education Code (EC) Section 47607(a)(3), material revisions to a charter petition require approval by the chartering authority. Review the renewal petition for changes that may constitute a material revision, as defined by California Education Code and board policy. Material revisions and renewal determination should be separate considerations on the board’s agenda. Even if a proposed material revision is denied (e.g., expanding a TK-8 school to grades 9-12), the charter school continues to operate as previously authorized. It is recommended that an authorizer place a material revision request on the agenda before the renewal determination to avoid implying automatic approval of proposed material revisions through renewal approval.
Redlined Word documents and/or an Executive Summary outlining updates to each Element of the petition are often requested so that the authorizing agency can identify changes that may be material in nature. 
Authorizing agencies are not required to formally define what constitutes a material revision in policy. However, having a clear internal definition at the board or LEA level, and working proactively with charter school leaders to communicate implementation of concepts that arguably are material in nature (e.g., expanding a classroom-based program to include non-classroom-based instruction), can prevent potential misunderstandings and conflict down the road. 
D. [bookmark: _Toc206078298]Review and First Public Hearing
[bookmark: _Toc206078299]Balance Legal Requirements with Local Procedures
The authorizing agency conducts a review as part of the charter renewal process, evaluating the updated petition, the charter school's performance data, and student enrollment patterns over the current charter term. Based on this review, a staff report is prepared, documenting the findings and recommendations for the authorizing board to consider when deciding whether to grant renewal and, if so, under what conditions.
[bookmark: _Toc206078300]Organize the First Public Hearing
Early in this phase of the process, work with the superintendent’s office to determine the date of the first public hearing, in alignment with the statutory timeline. The hearing can occur before or on the 60th day, but not after. This date is largely influenced by when a charter school submits a petition compared to the board’s established public meeting schedule. 
User Tip: Be careful not to place the authorizing board in a position that requires a special meeting to conduct charter renewal business. 
Understand your role in the public posting and hearing process based on the local context. For example, it is not uncommon for staff in some organizations to introduce the public hearing agenda item and the school leader before returning the item to the board to open and conduct the public hearing. However, some authorizing boards may prefer to address the agenda item differently. Likewise, collaborate with the superintendent’s office to ensure you have access to the necessary templates and internal submission deadlines for posting the public hearing and staff report, including the findings of fact documents, within the statutory timeframes. 
E. [bookmark: _Toc206078301]Conducting the Review
[bookmark: _Toc206078302]Petition Review
While a renewal review should focus on the key criteria outlined in EC Sections 47607 and 47607.2, the established review team should be assigned also to examine relevant elements of the renewal petition submission under EC Section 47605 to ensure compliance with all legal requirements. If an authorizing agency has thoroughly evaluated each element of a Charter either at initial approval or during a previous renewal and is confident that the Charter meets basic legal requirements, it may not be necessary to conduct a comprehensive reevaluation of each element, but rather focus on whether reasonably comprehensive descriptions of any new legal requirements introduced since the last approval have been incorporated into the new petition, whether such proposed changes are material or non-material, and whether the petition accurately reflects the current educational program.  
Since EC Section 47607 states that, “renewals and material revisions of charters are governed by the standards and criteria described in EC Section 47605 (EC Section 47605.6 for countywide benefit charters),” it is common practice for authorizing agencies to use one of several existing new petition review tools developed by CCAP, the California Charter Authorizer’s Support Network (CARSNet), or the Fiscal Crisis & Management Assistance Team (FCMAT) to review a renewal petition. The Renewal “Grab and Go” Tools that are part of this Renewal Toolkit include a Charter Petition Evaluation Rubric that is part of CCAP’s Initial Petition Review Toolkit but that also can be helpful for a renewal petition. The caveat to using these checklists is that the Education Code calls for renewal petition information “including, but not limited to, a reasonably comprehensive description of any new requirement of charter schools enacted into law after the charter was originally granted or last renewed.” There is no formal statewide protocol for annually updating petition review tools to ensure full legal compliance, leaving a critical area for the authorizing agency to gather information diligently from other sources, such as CCAP, the CDE’s Charter Authorizer Support Initiative (CASI), charter school support organizations like the Charter Schools Development Center (CSDC) and the California Charter Schools Association (CCSA), and, above all, legal counsel.
The following table is modified from one provided in CCAP’s Initial Charter Petition Toolkit – Overview of Initial Petition Review, to eliminate steps that do not apply to renewals and material revisions. 

Petition Review Process Steps with Roles and Responsibilities 
	
	Petition Review Step 
	District/County Office 
	Petitioner 
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	 Step 0 
Update Policies and Procedures 
	· Maintain Board policies, regulations, and procedures (website is best practice) 
· Schedule a petition process orientation meeting with the lead petitioner 
· Provide petition submission requests and a ‘resource’ checklist to the petitioner 
	Be knowledgeable of the petition review process, including best practices and legal requirements for successful petitions 
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	 Step 1
 Letter of Intent 
Not applicable to renewals
	· Review any received letter of intent and plan for the petition review 
	Submit a letter of intent, as best practice 
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	Step 2
Petition Development and Submission 
	· Receive and process the submission 
	Develop and submit a petition, preferably using the template and instructions provided by the authorizer
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	Step 3
Initial Review 
	· Confirm submission includes a Signed Certification of Completion
· Look for initial evidence of completeness with the required Elements and the budget 
· Countywide must meet EC Section 47605.6 criteria
	Provide any requested  information / supplemental documentation
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	Step 4
Petition Review 
	· Conduct a review of the charter petition with the review team.
	Provide any requested information/documentation
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	Step 5
Capacity Interview 
Not always relevant to renewals
	· Conduct a capacity interview only as needed arises from significant staffing or board changes/material revisions. 
	· Assemble appropriate team members for the interview 
· Participate in a capacity interview, as requested 
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	Step 6
Public Hearing 1 
	· Provide the petitioner and district(s) with guidelines for the public hearing.  
· Hold the public hearing to consider the level of support for the petition by teachers employed by the district, other employees of the district, and parents, as directed by EC Sections 47605(b) and 47605.6(b). 
	· Participate in the public hearing 
· Reach out to teachers, employees, and parents to participate in the public hearing 
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	Step 7
Staff Report with Findings of Fact 
	· Develop a staff report providing the Board of Education with findings of fact 
· Prepare final Board presentation
· Include supporting documents 
· Provide the petitioner with public hearing guidelines, ensuring equal time/procedure 
· Publish staff report with findings at least 15 days before the second public hearing 
	· Provide any written response in preparation for the Board meeting 
· Prepare equal time and presentation for the final public hearing, as desired 
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	Step 8: Public Hearing 2: Board Action 
	· Present findings and any recommendations to the Board* 
	Attend Board meeting and make a presentation within guidelines, as desired 


*If requested by the petitioner following a denial, provide a transcript of the public hearing within 10 days. Be sure to plan for the production of a transcript when preparing for the hearing.
[bookmark: _Toc206078303]School Performance Review
The authorizing agency review team assesses schoolwide and student group performance, analyzing evidence required by the Education Code and any additional eligible data provided by the school. During this phase of the review process, the reviewer of Petition Elements 1-3 will also analyze the school’s performance throughout the current term, in accordance with the requirements outlined in EC Sections 47607 and 47607.2, including the school’s placement in High, Low, or Middle renewals tiers.
User Tip: The authorizing agency can gather state and local data collection annually throughout the charter term as part of the charter oversight process. The Data Prep Guidance document included in this Toolkit is already aligned with the Annual Report Toolkit located on CCAP’s online Resource Library.  
As discussed in the Data Prep Guidance section of this Toolkit, charter schools will be reviewed based on one of the following:
1. High Tier-Qualified Performance Review
For high-performing charter schools, there is a presumption that the school will be renewed. The reviewer considers state and local California School Dashboard indicators, including schoolwide and student group outcomes for the two consecutive academic years immediately preceding the renewal decision. A charter school that qualifies for the high tier may only be required to update the petition to include a reasonably comprehensive description of any new requirement for charter schools enacted into law after the charter was originally granted or last renewed, and as necessary to reflect the current program offered by the school.
Even if a school has been qualified as high-tier for renewal, the authorizing agency may have legitimate concerns that have developed during the current term and may wish to highlight them in the staff report. The staff report may also include recommendations for oversight procedures to address, monitor progress, and report back to the board on the concerns during the subsequent charter term. Additionally, based on the local context and analysis, the review team might recommend a renewal term of 5, 6, or 7 years.
User Tip: The authorizing agency generally may not deny renewal for a term when the charter school qualifies for a high-tier; however, this does not preclude a school from being denied renewal under EC Section 47607(e), if the authorizing agency determines the school is unlikely to successfully implement its program due to significant financial or governance issues, or if it fails to serve all students who wish to attend, as documented under EC Section 47607(d). See Fiscal and Governance Factors later in this section for additional details. 
A charter school also may be revoked pursuant to EC Section 47607(f)-(o).
2. Low Tier-Qualified Performance Review
For low-tier schools, the Education Code presumes non-renewal unless specific conditions are met for a two-year renewal. The review evaluates state and local California School Dashboard indicators, verifiable data, and must find clear and convincing evidence of measurable academic improvements or strong postsecondary outcomes. 
Based on local context and analysis, the staff report may support approval if the school addresses the causes of low performance, has a governing board-adopted plan, and demonstrates progress toward improvement. A specific plan for progress monitoring the implementation of the improvement plan throughout the subsequent years’ oversight may be recommended if approval is considered.
User Tip: The authorizing agency should consider early intervention strategies when annual data collection suggests that a school may be on the way to being classified as low-performing in the renewal year. Consider tailoring the annual oversight process to the school’s specific needs. Doing so serves a two-fold purpose: 1. It will provide additional context for the board’s consideration at the renewal determination hearing; and 2. It will provide transparency regarding the renewal process and what the school can expect, before presentation are made to the authorizing board.
3. Middle Tier-Qualified Performance Review
Schools that do not meet the criteria for high or low tier are automatically placed in the middle tier for renewal and may be renewed only for a five-year term. When evaluating a charter school’s renewal, the chartering authority must assess the school’s overall performance and that of all pupil subgroups on state and local indicators as outlined in the evaluation rubrics under EC Section 52064.5. Greater emphasis must placed on academic performance metrics. Additionally, the authorizer must consider clear and convincing evidence of either: 
· Measurable academic progress, defined as at least one year’s advancement per school year; or
· Strong postsecondary outcomes, such as college enrollment, persistence, and completion rates comparable to similar peers. 
These outcomes must be supported by documentation, as described in the Data Prep Guidance document. The mandate that the authorizer consider verified data expired on January 1, 2026. However, authorizers still are free to consider verified data, which can be important to develop a well-rounded picture of a school’s performance, especially in grades for which other assessment tools are minimal. In addition, as of this writing, legislation has been proposed that would reestablish the now sunsetted mandate. Check for related legislative and legal updates.
User Tip: Schools typically include a narrative explanation of the data collected throughout the current charter term as part of the validation for renewal. EC Section 47607.2(b) requires authorizing agencies to consider the schoolwide performance and performance of all subgroups of pupils served by the charter school on the state indicators included in the evaluation rubrics adopted pursuant to EC Section 52064.5 and the performance of the charter school on the local indicators included in the evaluation rubrics adopted pursuant to EC Section 52064.5. 
Schools are not required to submit this evidence, and it is not required as part of the technical review, although it may be cross-referenced in the final staff report. 
The chartering authority may deny a charter renewal pursuant to EC Section 47607.2(b)(6) only upon making written findings, and setting forth specific facts to support the findings, that:
· The charter school has failed to meet or make sufficient progress toward meeting standards that provide a benefit to the pupils of the school;
· Closure of the charter school is in the best interest of pupils; and, if applicable,
· The decision provided greater weight to performance on measurements of academic performance. 
It may also highlight concerns and recommend a Growth Plan if approval is considered.
4. Dashboard Alternative School Status (DASS) Review
For Dashboard Alternative School Status (DASS) charter schools, the chartering authority evaluates renewal by assessing performance on state and local indicators from the evaluation rubrics under EC Section 52064.5(c) and alternative metrics mutually agreed upon with the school during the first year of its term, with notification of these metrics provided within 30 days of the meeting. 
The renewal petition may only be denied if the board makes written findings, supported with specific facts, to support the conclusion that the closure of the charter school is in the best interest of the pupils. Alternatively, the authorizer may also highlight areas of concern and propose a specific plan for progress monitoring the implementation of an improvement plan throughout the subsequent years’ oversight, if approval is considered. Based on local context, the staff report may include a recommendation for a 5-year renewal. 
[bookmark: _Toc206078304]Student Enrollment Patterns Review
The authorizing agency may review student enrollment patterns for all schools, regardless of type, to ensure compliance with legal obligations. The data review may include examining charter school complaints made pursuant to EC Section 47605(e)(4) or EC Section 47605.6(e)(4) for countywide benefit charters, and enrollment data provided by the CDE upon request or other available state data documents enrollment and withdrawal patterns (EC Section 47607(d)(3)). 
Written findings of fact would include specific evidence supporting denial if the school is not serving all pupils who wish to attend.
[bookmark: _Toc206078305]Fiscal and Governance Factors
Fiscal and governance oversight is part of the authorizing agency’s routine responsibilities and does not require special review during the renewal process. However, if ongoing fiscal or governance issues severely hinder the school’s ability to implement its program and corrective plans are unsuccessful, findings of fact supporting denial may be adopted. Before denial, however, the authorizing agency must provide at least 30 days’ notice of the alleged violation and give the school a reasonable opportunity to address the issue, including the opportunity to submit a corrective action plan.
In this situation, the authorizing board may deny renewal only by making either of the following findings:
· The corrective action proposed by the charter school has been unsuccessful; or
· The violations are sufficiently severe and pervasive as to render a corrective action plan unviable.
F. [bookmark: _Toc206078306]Findings of Fact Requirement
[bookmark: _Toc206078307]Public Posting Requirements
The governing board of the authorizer must publish all staff recommendations, including the recommended findings of fact, at least 15 days before the public hearing at which the governing board will either grant or deny the charter. The Staff Report should include documented evidence to support any findings for denial. Findings of fact are not legally required to support approval, although the authorizer still could adopt them. 
Conditional approvals are not described in the Education Code. Whether or not a board supports an approval contingent upon meeting certain requirements by an established deadline is a local authorizing board decision. It is recommended that authorizing agencies seek legal counsel regarding the wording of any such conditions or contingencies.
Review the Findings of Fact part of this Toolkit for additional support and sample language.
G. [bookmark: _Toc206078308]Determination
Once the Staff Report is published, communicate important information to the charter school, including any Board expectations for public comment. Work collaboratively with the Superintendent’s Office to determine allowable process timeframes pursuant to EC Section 47605(b), which states that petitioners shall have equivalent time and procedures to present evidence and testimony in response to the staff's recommendations and findings. The Board should be advised of the legal requirements for the proceedings, including the requirement for equivalent time, as the Board might otherwise naturally direct more of its questioning and conversation to its own staff.
Once the board decides to approve or deny the petition, the authorizing agency must notify the CDE Charter Schools Division of the decision following the Notification of a Renewal procedure outlined on the website. 
H. [bookmark: _Toc206078309]Renewal Process Including Appeals
See an outline of the full renewal process, including appeal information, on the next page. 


The Charter Renewal Process
	TIMELINE FOR BOARD ACTION ON NEW AND APPEAL PETITIONS

	60 Days
	Public Hearing 1- Determines the level of support for the proposed charter

	90 Days
	Public Hearing 2- Board action with equal time & procedure for petitioner

	30 Day Extension
	30-day extension, if mutually agreed upon and in writing

	15 Days Before Action
	Publish findings in compliance with the Brown Act to allow for a response




Petition Approved by District/COE
No further action
District/COE is the authorizer

Petition Denied by District
Charter school may appeal to COE







APPEAL TO COE WITHIN 30 DAYS OF DISTRICT DENIAL – EC SECTION 47605(K)(1)

If material terms changed*: COE shall remand to the District Board
30 days for the District to approve/deny
If approved, the District authorizes
If denied again, school may appeal to COE
schol

If no material terms changed*: follow the timeline above
If approved, the COE authorizes
If denied, school may appeal to SBE













*Material Terms mean signatures, affirmations, disclosures, documents, and required element descriptions. It does not include minor administrative updates to the petition or related documents due to changes in circumstances based on the passage of time related to fiscal affairs, facilities arrangements, or state law, or to reflect the COE as the chartering authority. (EC Section 47605(k)(1)(A)(iii).)

APPEAL TO STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION WITHIN 30 DAYS OF COE DENIAL – EC SECTION 47605(K)(2)
If no material terms changes, the Advisory Commission on Charter Schools (ACCS) must hold a public hearing to review the appeal.
ACCS will recommend whether the State Board of Education should hear the appeal.
SBE may:
1) Summarily deny; or
2) Hear appeal and either affirm, or reverse only upon a finding of abuse of discretion
30 days to appeal the County Board decision
Requires the submission of findings and a documentary record, plus
written submission with citations supporting abuse of discretion
Written opposition within 30 days of appeal, with citations to record showing no abuse of discretion in denying the petition
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