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BACKGROUND 

Charter History and Current Information 

Caliber: Beta Academy (“CBA”) is a start-up, direct-funded charter school that began serving students in 
2014. Located in San Pablo, California, within the boundaries of West Contra Costa Unified School 
District, CBA was originally authorized by the Contra Costa County Board of Education (“CCCBOE”) on 
appeal after being denied by the District. CBA has been in continuous operation since opening and was 
reauthorized by the CCCBOE in 2018. The current and second CBA charter term was initially for a five-
year period but was extended for three additional years due to post-pandemic legislative action (AB 130 
and SB 114) and will conclude on June 30th, 2027. 

CBA serves approximately 970 students from grade TK to grade 8 and employs a team of approximately 
100 adults.  The charter is governed and operated by a Charter Management Organization called Caliber 
Public Schools (“CPS”) with one other charter school in their network.  The CPS non-profit Board is 
currently comprised of six trustees with diverse backgrounds.  CBA operates as a “lower campus” (grades 
TK-4) and an “upper campus” (grades 5-8) in contiguous buildings of an owned facility purchased and 
renovated during the last charter term.  The CBA mission is “is to achieve educational equity by shifting 
the experiences, expectations and outcomes for students in historically underserved communities.” 

The CBA Petitioners submitted a complete charter renewal petition to the Contra Costa County Office of 
Education (“CCCOE”) on July 20th, 2026.  Pursuant to the petition review timeline requirements 
stipulated in Education Code, the following schedule has been implemented by Staff: 

• CBA Charter Renewal Petition Submitted – July 20, 2026

• CCCBOE Public Hearing – September 16, 2026

• CCCOE Staff Report Publication – September 29, 2026

• CCCBOE Decision Meeting – October 14, 2026

Legal Standards 

The CCCOE implements a rigorous and objective vetting process reflective of the California Education 
Code when conducting the review of a charter petition for renewal.  The CCCOE is also guided by criteria 
developed by the California State Board of Education (“SBE”) and codified in Title 5 of the California Code 
of Regulations (“CCR”).  The CCCOE considers whether granting a petition is consistent with sound 
educational practice, and whether evidence exists to support any of the acceptable grounds upon which 
a charter petition may be denied under Education Code. 

Education Code Section 47601 (all references herein are to the California Education Code, unless 
otherwise indicated) states that it is the intent of the Charter Schools Act to provide opportunities for 
teachers, parents, pupils, and community members to establish and maintain schools that operate 
independently from the existing school district structure in order to: 

1) Improve pupil learning;
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2) Increase learning opportunities for all pupils, with special emphasis on expanded learning 
experiences for pupils who are identified as academically low achieving; 

3) Encourage the use of different and innovative teaching methods; 
4) Create new professional opportunities for teachers, including the opportunity to be responsible 

for the learning program at the schoolsite; 
5) Provide parents and pupils with expanded choices in the types of educational opportunities that 

are available within the public school system; 
6) Hold the schools established under this part accountable for meeting measurable pupil 

outcomes, and provide the schools with a method to change from rule-based to performance-
based accountability systems; and 

7) Provide vigorous competition within the public school system to stimulate continual 
improvements in all public schools. 

 
Therefore, pursuant to Education Code 47605(c), a petition for the renewal of a charter school shall not 
be denied unless written factual findings are made, specific to the particular petition, setting forth facts 
to support one or more of the following findings: 
 

1) The charter school presents an unsound educational program for the pupils to be enrolled in the 
charter school 

2) The petitioners are demonstrably unlikely to successfully implement the program set forth in the 
petition 

3) The petition does not contain the number of signatures required by Section 47605(a) [Not 
applicable to renewals] 

4) The petition does not contain an affirmation of each of the conditions described in subdivision 
Section 47605(e) 

5) The petition does not contain reasonably comprehensive descriptions of all fifteen (15) elements 
specified in Section 47605(c)(5)  

6) The petition does not contain a declaration of whether or not the charter school shall be 
deemed the exclusive public employer of the employees of the charter school 

7) The charter school is demonstrably unlikely to serve the interests of the entire community in 
which the school is proposing to locate [Not applicable to renewals] 

8) The school district is not positioned to absorb the fiscal impact of the proposed charter school 
[Not applicable to renewals] 
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CHARTER ANALYSIS 
 

Charter Term Performance 
 
Does the petition provide sufficient evidence of schoolwide and subgroup performance to satisfy the 
renewal criteria in Education Code Section 47607.2? 
 
California Education Code Section 47607.2 provides the performance criteria applicable to renewal 
petitions. The criteria are divided into performance categories established by the California Department 
of Education (“CDE”).  As interpreted by the CDE, the Charter Schools Act requires categorizing charter 
school performance into one of the following categories: 
 

1) High: A charter school in this category is eligible for a five, six, or seven-year renewal term. 
2) Middle: A charter school in this category may be renewed for a five-year term. 
3) Low: A charter school in this category may be renewed for a two-year term only if it meets the 

conditions under Education Code Section 47607.2(a)(4). 
 
According to the data provided by CDE and the Petition, CBA qualifies for the “middle performing” 
category.  Pursuant to Education Code Section 47607.2, renewal petition review for such schools requires 
consideration of “the schoolwide performance and performance of all subgroups[…] on the state 
indicators included in the evaluation rubrics” in addition to “the performance of the charter school on 
the local indicators included in the evaluation rubrics.” The chartering authority is also required to 
“provide greater weight to performance on measurements of academic performance.”  “Measurements 
of academic performance” are defined as “indicators included in the evaluation rubrics adopted 
pursuant to Education Code Section 52064.5 that are based on statewide assessments in the California 
Assessment of Student Performance and Progress system, or any successor system, the English Language 
Proficiency Assessments for California, or any successor system, and the college and career readiness 
indicator.” 
 
In addition to these indicators, reviewing a renewal petition also requires clear and convincing evidence, 
using “data derived from nationally recognized, valid, peer-reviewed, and reliable sources that are 
externally produced” (what the State Board of Education has deemed “verified data”) showing either: 
 

1) The school achieved measurable increases in academic achievement, as defined by at least one 
year’s progress for each year in school. 

2) Strong postsecondary outcomes, as defined by college enrollment, persistence, and completion 
rates equal to similar peers. 

 
In addition to the grounds for denial described in Education Code Section 47605, a renewal petition may 
be denied only with written factual findings with specific facts detailing that: 
 

1) The school failed to meet or make sufficient progress toward meeting standards that provide a 
benefit to the pupils of the school; 

2) Closure is in the best interest of pupils; and 
3) That the decision provided greater weight to performance on measurements of academic 

performance. 
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The table below provides a summary of CBA 2023, 2024, and 2025 California School Dashboard 
Performance on the academic indicators compared to that of the State of California.  
 
Data provided includes both schoolwide performance and all numerically significant student groups.  
Local educational agencies and schools traditionally receive one of five color-coded performance levels 
on the state indicators which represents a measurement of both status and change. From highest to 
lowest, the five performance levels are: Blue, Green, Yellow, Orange, and Red.  Performance levels are 
reported for all students and any student group that has at least 30 students in both the current and 
prior year (i.e. “numerically significant”).  An exception is for foster and homeless youth as well as Long-
Term English Learners at the local educational agency level where performance levels are reported if 
there are at least 15 students in those student groups.  Data is reported without a performance level if 
there are between 11 and 29 students and data is omitted entirely if there are less than 11 students.  
The Science Indicator will have status, change, and be reported with colors on the 2025 Dashboard for 
the first time.  The College/Career Indicator is not included as it is only applicable for high schools.  Any 
cells below that show “---” are meant to indicate that data is not available due to one or more of the 
above factors. 
 

 2023 ELA 2024 ELA 2025 ELA 

CBA -38.4 -29.8 --27.8 

State -13.6 -13.2 -8.1  

CBA (AS) -30.2 (<30 students) -5.5 +7.7 

State (AS) +61.8 +60.7 +61.9 

CBA (AA) -41.5 -50.7 -60.9 

State (AA) -59.6 -58.9 -51.3 

CBA (HI) -41.8 -28.2 -27.0 

State (HI) -40.2 -39.3 -33.7 

CBA (SED) -46.5 -38.8 -36.0 

State (SED) -42.6 -40.9 -35.3 

CBA (SWD) -117.4 -113.9 -114.2 

State (SWD) -96.3 -95.6 -89.4 

CBA (EL) -74.1 -51.8 -48.1  

State (EL) -67.7 -67.6 -59.9 

 2023 Math 2024 Math 2025 Math 

CBA -69.2 -61.4 -58.5 

State -49.1 -47.6 -42.4  

CBA (AS) -47.9 (<30 students) -19.3 -24.9 

State (AS) +50.8 +49.5 +51.9 

CBA (AA) -95.6 -81.7 -86.7 

State (AA) -104.5 -102.2 -95.8 

CBA (HI) -69.2 -62.4 -59.6 

State (HI) -80.8 -79.2 -73.6 

CBA (SED) -77.0 -70.2 -63.4 

State (SED) -80.8 -78.2 -72.9  

CBA (SWD) -147.7 -144.4 -142.5 

State (SWD) -127.3 -124.3 -120.7 

CBA (EL) -92.2  -76.9 -77.0 

State (EL) -93.4 -93.4 -86.1  
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 2023 Science 2024 Science 2025 Science 

CBA --- 52.3 sp 56.3 sp 

State --- 51.1 sp 52.6 sp 

CBA (AS) --- 59.1 sp 59.7 sp 

State (AS) --- 66.7 sp 67.0 sp 

CBA (AA) --- 49.1 sp 50.0 sp 

State (AA) --- 41.5 sp 43.4 sp 

CBA (HI) --- 52.6 sp 57.3 sp 

State (HI) --- 45.4 sp 47.1 sp 

CBA (SED) --- 51.8 sp 54.4 sp 

State (SED) --- 45.6 sp 47.1 sp 

CBA (SWD) --- 30.5 sp 36.1 sp 

State (SWD) --- 36.8 sp 38.3 sp 

CBA (EL) --- 49.8 sp 52.2 sp 

State (EL) --- 39.0 sp 41.1 sp 

 2023 ELPI 2024 ELPI 2025 ELPI 

CBA 46.9% 44.5% 64.7% 

State 48.7% 45.7%  46.4% 
(AS) Asian, (AA) African American, (HI) Hispanic, (SED) Socioeconomically Disadvantaged, (SWD) Students with Disabilities, (EL) English Learners 

 
Student performance in ELA and Math is measured as a distance from standard (“DFS”) number; a 
negative number being below standard and a positive being above. The CBA schoolwide ELA 
performance has been below the State over the last three years.  While the most recent performance 
level is at orange (below the State at yellow), the three-year data set shows a positive trajectory with 
annual increases.  In math, schoolwide CBA performance shows a very similar picture; annual levels 
below the State but trending in a positive direction.  Like in ELA, the change from 2024 to 2025, while a 
nominal increase, was not substantial enough to maintain the same performance level, thus the orange 
designation.  When considering the numerically significant student groups at CBA, there is an 
inconsistent picture of performance.  In ELA, Hispanic and English Learner student groups outperformed 
the State on a DFS basis (earning them orange and yellow performance levels respectively in 2025), with 
all other student groups performing lower than the State as reflected in both DFS and performance level; 
the most concerning being African American students who saw a 19.4 point decline in performance 
between 2023 and 2025.  However in math, CBA outperformed the State, on a DFS basis, in a majority of 
student groups; the exception being Asian students and students with disabilities (the latter being the 
only student group to earn a performance level of red in both math and ELA in 2025).  Most student 
groups show an overall positive trend in performance on ELA and math over the span of the years of 
assessment, apart from African American students who are significantly dissimilar to the other student 
groups in this regard. 
 
Student Performance in science is measured in “Science Points” which translate the science assessment 
scales to a range from zero, as the lowest possible score, to 100 points as the highest possible score.  The 
2025 Dashboard marks the first year that the science indicator is included as an academic indicator for 
purposes of charter performance assessment.  CBA outperformed the State on a schoolwide basis and in 
the majority of student groups in both 2024 and 2025.  Additionally and importantly, CBA has 
demonstrated growth across the board between these two years. 
 
The English Learner Progress Indicator (“ELPI”) shows the annual percentage of English Learner students 
making progress towards English language proficiency or maintaining the highest level.  CBA and State 
performance were very similar in 2023 and 2024, CBA being slightly behind the State and earning orange 
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performance levels in both years.  In 2025, CBA had a large performance improvement, moving nearly 20 
percentage points above the State and earning a blue performance designation for this most recent year. 
 
In addition to the academic indicators on the CA School Dashboard, CBA has provided academic 
performance data for reading and math using two verified data sources: Curriculum Associates’ iReady 
Assessment for grades K through 8 in both reading and math as well as University of Oregon’s Dynamic 
Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (“DIBELS”) for grades TK-2, administered through mCLASS by 
Amplify.  In considering the iReady data, the State Board of Education has published guidance to assist in 
objective authorizer interpretation, citing that with iReady “the expectation is that the aggregation of 
students would have a median percent progress toward typical growth of 100 percent or greater to show 
that students have, on average, experienced a full year’s worth of typical growth.” CBA does share 
additional guidance from the assessment publisher that set “median progress to typical growth targets 
to identify schools as having met California charter school growth expectations” at lower levels, 
suggesting that this “is a more advanced approach to evaluating growth than in previous years due to 
the new inclusion of measurement error in the calculated growth expectations” (see corresponding 
appendix in CBA petition).  CBA presents data for all students K-8 as well as several numerically 
significant student groups.  The tables on pages 28 through 31 of the Petition point to convincing 
evidence that CBA students are making significant progress year over year (the tables provide both 
aggregate and disaggregated data for 2023, 2024, and 2025).  The singular student group who very 
narrowly missed the target cutpoint was K-5 students with disabilities on the math assessment in 2025. 
A similar picture of student progress is presented with the DIBELS data, exclusively administered to K-2 
Caliber students.  The table on page 32 of the Petition showcases a majority of students at Caliber 
making average or better annual progress based on this early literacy measurement.  As a reminder, it is 
important to evaluate median percent progress data while remembering that it represents schoolwide 
average growth.  This of course means that some share of students made less than one year of growth 
while others made more. 
 
Finally, it should be noted that the California Department of Education stipulates in posted guidance for 
analyzing verified data that participation rates are to be at least 95% to be eligible for inclusion. CBA has 
provided backup data to confirm that they have consistently been above 95% participation for the 
iReady assessments.  As for DIBELS, CBA narrowly missed their participation target for some student 
groups in the 2024 administration, but have been at or above 95% in the subsequent years. Staff 
performed significant analysis to verify that CBA reported numbers are accurate and illustrative of 
charter performance. 
 
See Appendix C for more detailed verified data information. 
 
Based on the information provided in the Petition and confirmed using the CDE’s Dashboard as well as a 
review of the verified data submitted by the Charter, Staff finds that CBA has provided sufficient 
evidence to satisfy the renewal criteria for a middle performing charter school and as such is eligible for 
a 5-year term. As noted in the introduction to this section, Education Code 47607.2(b)(2) specifically 
directs the chartering authority to provide “greater weight to performance on measurements of 
academic performance” when considering a charter renewal. Given CBA’s record of academic 
performance, Staff concludes that there is clear and convincing evidence that the school has achieved 
measurable increases in academic achievement for CBA students.  Furthermore, pursuant to Education 
Code 47607.2(b)(6), Staff does not find sufficient evidence to support a conclusion that “closure of the 
charter school is in the best interest of pupils.” 
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Does the charter have any substantial and concerning fiscal, governance, or access factors? 
 
CCCOE has no record of verified complaints from the CBA community with regard to discriminatory or 
exclusionary admissions or enrollment practices.  In addition, CCCOE has not issued CBA any Notices of 
Concern or Notices of Violation during the current charter term.  Finally, CBA has historically provided 
unmodified audit reports, with four of the six previous years being completely clean.  The 2021-2022 and 
2022-2023 audits did have findings related to independent study and after school programming 
compliance, however the fiscal impacts were nominal and the errors were easily remedied.  Therefore, 
Staff concludes there is no evidence to support a finding that the charter school is demonstrably unlikely 
to successfully implement the program set forth in the petition due to substantial fiscal or governance 
factors, or is not serving all pupils who wish to attend pursuant to Education Code Section 47607(e). 
 
 

Charter Petition Review 
 
Does the petition present an unsound educational program for the pupils to be enrolled in the charter 
school? 
 
Under Education Code Section 47605 and 5 CCR § 11967.5.1(b), a charter petition shall be considered 
unsound if it is either of the following: 
 

1) A program that involves activities the county determines will present the likelihood of physical, 
educational, or psychological harm to the affected students. 

2) A program the county determines will not likely be of educational benefit to the pupils who 
attend.  

 
The CBA Petition describes their implemented educational program in detail.  CCCOE staff has assessed 
the curricular choices and instructional strategies of the charter and finds them to be based in sound 
educational practice with evidence to suggest that students are receiving a meaningful benefit.  Over the 
course of the previous charter term, Staff has conducted multiple site visits (1-3 times each year) to the 
CBA campus during which they met with leadership and other CBA community members, observed 
instruction in classrooms, and inspected the facility.  There is no evidence that suggests CBA’s program 
would present a likelihood of physical, educational, or psychological harm to students.  
 
Based on the information provided, Staff finds that the Petition is consistent with a sound educational 
program. 
 
Are the petitioners demonstrably unlikely to successfully implement their program? 
 
Per Education Code Section 47605 and 5 CCR § 11967.5.1(c), SBE takes the following factors into 
consideration in determining whether petitioners are “demonstrably unlikely to successfully implement 
the program set forth in the petition:” 
 

1) If the petitioners have a history of involvement in charter schools or other educational agencies, 
the history is one that is regarded as unsuccessful, e.g., the petitioners have been associated 
with a charter school of which the charter has been revoked or a private school that has ceased 
operation for reasons within the petitioners’ control. 
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2) The petitioners are unfamiliar with the content of the petition or the requirements of law that 
would apply to the proposed charter school.  

3) The petitioners have presented an unrealistic financial and operational plan for the proposed 
charter school. 

4) The petitioners personally lack the necessary background in the following areas critical to the 
charter school’s success, and the petitioners do not have a plan to secure the services of 
individuals who have the necessary background in curriculum, instruction, assessment, and 
finance and business management. 
 

CPS has been managing the charter schools in their CMO for twelve years and CBA has been in continual 
and successful operation since its founding. The proposed CBA renewal petition is comprehensive in 
demonstrating CBA’s level of stability and capacity; which includes a holistic budget, financial plan with 
required reporting schedule, a detailed Local Control and Accountability Plan, and other necessary 
reports, records, and systems.  
 
Therefore, staff concludes there is insufficient evidence to deny the petition based upon a finding that 
the Petitioners are demonstrably unlikely to successfully implement their program. 
 
Does the charter petition include all required affirmations? 
 
For purposes of Education Code Section 47605, a charter petition may be denied if it does not contain an 
affirmation of each of the conditions described in Section 47605(e). The SBE regulations at 5 CCR § 
11967.5.1(e) provide that each affirmation should be clear and unequivocal.  
 
CBA has included all required affirmations in its “Affirmations and Declaration” section beginning on 
Page 2.  
 
Admission preferences and associated affirmations are provided in Element H of the Petition and 
conform to legal requirements. The proposed CBA admission preferences are as follows: 
 

1) Siblings of students admitted to or attending a Caliber school 
2) Children of Caliber teachers, staff, Caliber board members 
3) Children who are residents of the District and eligible to receive free or reduced-price meals 

(“FRPM”) (as determined by federal guidelines) 
4) Residents of the District 
5) Students who are currently enrolled in or who reside in the elementary school attendance area 

of the local public elementary school where the Charter School is located 
6) All other applicants 

 
Education Code Section 47605(e)(2)(b)(i) stipulates that the authorizing Board must approve all charter 
enrollment preferences at a public meeting and that the preferences cannot result in limiting enrollment 
access for pupils with disabilities, academically low-achieving pupils, English learners, neglected or 
delinquent pupils, homeless pupils, or pupils who are economically disadvantaged. Staff sees no 
evidence to suggest that the CBA enrollment preferences would result in any such limitations. 
Consideration of each of the enumerated preferences shall be deemed a part of the public hearing for 
the CBA renewal and incorporated into the final decision on the Petition. 
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Does the charter petition include reasonably comprehensive descriptions of the 15 Elements identified 
in Education Code Section 47605(c)(5)? 
 
Under Education Code Section 47605(c)(5), the Board may deny a petition if it fails to contain reasonably 
comprehensive descriptions of any of the fifteen different elements specified in the statute as listed 
below:  
 

A. Description of Vision, Mission and Educational Program 
B. Measurable Student Outcomes 
C. Student Progress Measurement 
D. Governance Structure  
E. Employee Qualifications 
F. Health and Safety Procedures 
G. Racial and Ethnic Balance  
H. Admissions Policies and Procedures, If Applicable  
I. Annual Independent Financial Audits* 
J. Suspension and Expulsion Procedures 
K. Staff Retirement System 
L. Public School Attendance Alternatives 
M. Post-employment Rights of Employees  
N. Dispute Resolution Procedures 
O. Closure Procedures 

 
*AB 126, signed into law on July 7, 2026, eliminated Element I – Annual Independent Financial Audits – 
from the requirements of a complete charter petition.  Given the proximity of the CBA charter 
completion and submission to the updated guidance in this new legislation, the petitioners chose to 
leave in the formerly required element.  The inclusion of this element is acceptable and does not conflict 
with the law’s audit requirements for charter schools, which have been updated and codified in 
subdivision (m) of Education Code 47605. 
 
Education Code further elaborates on the specific information that must be included in each of the 
required elements as well as additionally required supplemental criteria to be deemed complete and 
compliant.  CCCOE Staff uses the FCMAT (Fiscal Crisis and Management Assistance Team) Charter 
Petition Evaluation Matrix to facilitate the review and analysis of submitted petitions.  In order for 
petition content to meet the evaluation standard, the document must demonstrate solid preparation 
and grasp of key issues that indicate a reasonably comprehensive description, while also providing many 
characteristics of concise, specific, and accurate information.  
 
Upon receipt of the CBA Charter Petition, the CCCOE convened a Petition Review Team and commenced 
with the review process to determine if the Petitioners met the requirements set forth in Education Code 
and any other applicable law.  The CCCOE Petition Review Team consists of experts from various 
departments to ensure the review is informed and objective. 
 
As indicated in the completed and attached FCMAT Charter Petition Evaluation Matrix (see Appendix A), 
Staff has concluded that the Petition contains all legally required content with appropriate detail, 
context, and explanation.  Any errata identified were of inconsequential scope, clerical error, or clarified 
through questions to the Petitioners (see Appendix B and C). 
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Does the charter petition declare that CBA will be the exclusive public school employer? 
 
Pursuant to Education Code Section 47605(c)(6), a petition may be denied if it fails to contain a 
declaration of whether or not the charter school will be the exclusive public school employer for the 
purposes of the Education Employment Relations Act.  
 
Under its Affirmations and Declaration section, on Page 2, CBA affirms that it will be deemed the 
exclusive public school employer of the employees of the Charter School for the purposes of the 
Education Employment Relations Act.  
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STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

Findings of Fact 
 
The grounds for petition denial as enumerated in the Charter School’s Act are exclusive (United Teachers 
of Los Angeles v. Los Angeles Unified School District (2012) 54 Cal. 4th 504, 524.). Therefore, unless 
sufficient evidence exists to support one of these findings, a charter petition should be approved.  
 
Based on the information provided by CBA, Staff concludes there is insufficient evidence to support a 
finding for denial based on any of the enumerated grounds in Education Code. 
 

Additional Comments 
 
Other CA School Dashboard Indicators 
 
While Education Code guides the chartering authority to focus on measurements of academic 
performance for purposes of renewal, it is still important to review the additional indicators on the CA 
School Dashboard. For CBA this would be the Chronic Absenteeism Rate and the Suspension Rate. 
 

 2023 Chronic Abs. 2024 Chronic Abs. 2025 Chronic Abs. 

CBA 35.6% 22.1% 14.5% 

State 24.3% 18.6% 17.1% 

 2023 Suspension 2024 Suspension 2025 Suspension 

CBA 0.9% 2.1% 1.3% 

State 3.5% 3.2% 2.9% 

 
CBA has seen marked improvement when measuring Chronic Absenteeism on a schoolwide basis over 
the last three years.  While, like nearly all LEA’s, they experienced higher levels of absenteeism post-
pandemic, their numbers have trended downward at a significant rate, finding them lower than the State 
in 2025.  Overall their performance level colors match the State with yellow. 
 
CBA’s schoolwide suspension rate has historically been lower than the State.  While their rate ticked up 
in 2024, earning them orange for the year based on the negative change, it was still a relatively low 
percentage and quickly rebounded in 2025 earning them a green for the most recent year. 
 
Finally, all local indicators were reported as “standard met” for all Dashboard years during the charter 
term. 
 
Changes to CBA Petition 
 
The CBA Petition contains appropriate and necessary updates as required by law and to reflect the 
current CBA program. Staff does not believe any of the noted changes to be material to the Petition. 
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Recommended Board Action 
 
Staff finds that the Caliber: Beta Academy Charter Renewal Petition ultimately meets all applicable 
legal requirements and thereby recommends that the Board approve the Petition. 
 
If the Board chooses to approve the Petition, it should do so with the condition that CBA enters into a 
Memorandum of Understanding with the Contra Costa County Board of Education.  
 
If the Board chooses to deny the Petition, then the Board must also make written findings supporting its 
decision which are specific to the Petition, and which are grounded in one of the permissible reasons for 
denial discussed above in this Staff Report. 
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Contra Costa County Office of Education
77 Santa Barbara Road, Pleasant Hill, CA 94523 • (925) 942-3388

Lynn Mackey, Superintendent of Schools 

learn • lead • achieve / www.cocoschools.org

 

 
 
 
August 27, 2026 
 
TO: Terrence Johnson, Lead Petitioner, Caliber: Beta Academy 
  
FR:  Neil McChesney, CCCOE Coordinator of Charter School Oversight 
 
CC: Lynn Mackey, CCC Superintendent of Schools 
 
RE:  CBA 2026 Charter Renewal – Questions from CCCOE Review Team 
 

 
On July 20th, 2026 the Contra Costa County Office of Education (“CCCOE”) received a complete 
charter renewal appeal package for Caliber: Beta Academy (“CBA”).  The CCCOE immediately 
convened a charter petition review team and commenced with the review process.  The review 
team has compiled herein a list of questions and/or requests for additional information that have 
arisen thus far in said review. 
 
CBA is requested to provide detailed responses.  Feel free to attach additional documentation 
and/or supporting evidence as needed and applicable.  You are also encouraged to reach out if you 
have questions or concerns.  Note that all page references below are page numbers in the PDF that 
was submitted. 
 
Please submit your completed response directly to Neil McChesney, Coordinator of Charter 
School Oversight via email (nmcchesney@cccoe.k12.ca.us) no later than Monday, September 
7th. 
 
 
Verified Data and Student Academic Performance 
 

1. Please confirm and/or clarify the following errors noted in student performance data 
reported in the CBA petition: 
 
a. Pg. 18, Figure 4-14: Filipino student group for CBA has too small of an n size to have the 

color blue 
b. Pg. 19, Figure 4-15: African American student group doesn't show green on the CA 

Dashboard, it's assigned yellow 
c. Pg. 25, Figure 4-22: The percentages for each of the three years don’t match what is 

listed in Data Quest 
d. Pg. 25-27, Figure 4-23 through 4.27, without data points labeled with value, it is difficult 

to check accuracy 
e. Pg. 33, Figure 4-39: Caliber Beta Enrollment since Opening- should this be Fig 4-38? 
f. Pg. 35, Figure 4-40: Comparison School Median data seems to be incorrect (possible the 

median calculation included Caliber Beta data) 
g. Pg. 35-36- Figure 4-41: appears to be missing or the numbering has a gap 
h. Pg. 36, Figure 4-42: Comparison School Median data seems to be incorrect (calculation 

methodology unclear) 
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2. Please provide additional information for the verified academic data summarized in your 
petition as follows: 

a. Curriculum Associates’ iReady Assessment data reports with Typical Growth 
Measure for individual students for each assessment cited in the renewal charter 
petition and such that numerically significant student group performance can be 
disaggregated 

b. University of Oregon’s Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (“DIBELS”) 
administered through mCLASS by Amplify with Zones of Growth for individual 
students for each assessment cited in the renewal charter petition and such that 
numerically significant student group performance can be disaggregated 

c. Evidence that the charter administered the DIBELS assessment to, and included the 

results of, at least 95 percent of pupils for whom the assessments are appropriate 

for each year assessed over the previous charter term  

 
 
English Learners 
 

3. Regarding pg. 87, first paragraph, first sentence “For students whose disability—not 
language proficiency—hinders meeting reclassification criteria, Beta offers an 
individualized pathway via the IEP process, where a collaborative team (including the ELD 
Coordinator and parents) reviews data and assesses if English Learner services are still 
required.” and second paragraph under Dual-Identified English Learners and Students with 
Disabilities section: please confirm that the process for reclassification for students with IEP 
complies with current state regulations as listed on the CDE webpage, specifically the state 
standardized criterion 1. (Note: the way the process is described in this section leads to 
potential questions; however, the way reclassification for EL/SWD students is described on 
pg. 92 does not surface any concerns.)  
 

4. Regarding pg. 87, first sentence in ELPAC Initial and Summative Assessment section: “... (or 
60 calendar days if enrolled within the first 30 days of the academic year) ...”: please 
confirm that the process and time frame for Initial ELPAC assessment is aligned with the 
current state regulations as listed on the CDE webpage. 

 
5. In class schedules provided (pg. 210-220), ELD is not present on the schedules of any grade 

levels. Please clarify when designated ELD is provided. 
 

Financials 
 

6. The Charter’s 2024-25 audit reflects a ($398,971) cash balance as well as an $8,010,010 
Intercompany Receivable in the Caliber Beta column.  In order to properly assess the 
financial position of CBA, can you please confirm that the Cash/Cash 
Equivalents/Certificates of Deposit lines reflected in the CMO column are readily liquid and 
available for Caliber Beta’s cash needs. 
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Responses to CCCOE Questions Dated August 27, 2026 

 

Verified Data and Student Academic Performance 

1. Please confirm and/or clarify the following errors noted in student performance data 

reported in the CBA petition: 

a. Pg. 18, Figure 4-14: Filipino student group for CBA has too small of an n size to have the 

color blue 

 

It did not receive a color and it should be reported as 0%*. See the updated table below. 

 
Figure 4-14: Caliber Beta 2025 Suspension Rate Student Group Performance Compared to 
the State 
 

Caliber Beta District State  

Beta 
Suspension 
Rate Higher 

or Lower 
than District?  

Beta 
Suspension 
Rate Higher 

or Lower 
than State?  

Schoolwide 1.3% 4.5% 2.9% Lower Lower 

African American 1.8% 10.3% 7.7% Lower Lower 

Asian 0% 1.5% 1% Lower Lower 

Filipino 0%* 1.2% 1.1% Lower Lower 

Hispanic 1.2% 4.8% 3% Lower Lower 

White 7.1%* 2% 2.4% Lower Higher 

Two or More Races 0%* 3% 2.8% Lower Lower 

English Learners 1% 5.3% 3.2% Lower Lower 

Long-Term English 
Learners 

5%* 10.9% 7% Lower Lower 

Socioeconomically 
Disadvantaged 

1.2% 5.5% 3.6% Lower Lower 

Students with 
Disabilities 

4.9% 7% 5% Lower Lower 

Source: California Dashboard 
*The student group had more than 10 eligible students so data is reported on the Dashboard, but it did not 
have 30 or more eligible students two years in a row, which is needed to produce a color. 
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b. Pg. 19, Figure 4-15: African American student group doesn't show green on the CA 

Dashboard, it's assigned yellow  

 

Please see the updated table below with the correct colors. 

 

Figure 4-15: Caliber Beta 2025 Science Student Group Performance Compared to the State 
 

Caliber Beta District State 

Caliber: Beta 
Above or 

Below 
District 

Caliber: Beta 
Above or 

Below State 

Schoolwide 56.3 42.1 52.6 Above Above 

African American 50 34.8 43.4 Above Above 

Hispanic 57.3 36.6 47.1 Above Above 

English Learners 52.2 32.5 41.1 Above Above 

Socioeconomically 
Disadvantaged 

54.4 38 47.1 
Above Above 

Students with 
Disabilities 

36.1* 27.2 38.3 
Above 

Below 

Source: California Dashboard 
*Not enough students in the student group to produce a color 
 

c. Pg. 25, Figure 4-22: The percentages for each of the three years don’t match what is listed 

in Data Quest 

 

The graph was missing the label for 5th grade. Below is the graph updated with the correct 

label. We have also included an additional graph for 8th grade as well. 

 

Figure 4-22: Beta Science proficiency, 2023-2025 CAST, as compared to District and State 

averages 
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d. Pg. 25-27, Figure 4-23 through 4.27, without data points labeled with value, it is difficult 

to check accuracy  
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Below are updated figures with data labels. 

 

Figure 4-23: CAASPP proficiency for Hispanic or Latino students as compared to District 

and State averages, 2023-2025  
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Figure 4-24: CAASPP proficiency for Black and African American students as compared to 

District and State averages, 2023-2025 
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Figure 4-25: CAASPP proficiency for Students with Disabilities as compared to District and State 

averages, 2023-2025 
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Figure 4-26: CAASPP proficiency for Socioeconomically Disadvantaged Students as 

compared to District and State averages, 2023-2025 
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Figure 4-27: CAASPP proficiency for Ever-English Learners as compared to District and 

State averages, 2023-2025 

 

 
 

 

 

e. Pg. 33, Figure 4-39: Caliber Beta Enrollment since Opening- should this be Fig 4-38? 
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It should be relabeled to be Fig 4-38. 

 

Figure 4-38: Caliber: Beta Enrollment since opening 

Year 14-
15 

15-
16 

16-
17 

17-
18 

18-
19 

19-
20 

20-
21 

21-
22 

22-
23 

23-
24 

24-
25 

25-
26 

Enrollment 294 608 755 793 802 859 920 886 913 950 971 959 

Source: CDE DataQuest 
 

 

f. Pg. 35, Figure 4-40: Comparison School Median data seems to be incorrect (possible the 

median calculation included Caliber Beta data) 

 

I can confirm that the median calculation included Caliber Beta data. The updated table is 

below. 

 

Figure 4-40: Comparisons of 2023-24 Performance among Comparison Schools  

School ELA DFS Math DFS ELPI Chronic 
Absenteei

sm* 

Suspensio
n* 

Science 

Caliber Beta Academy -61.4 -29.8 44.5 22.1 2.1 52.3 

Bayview Elementary -119.9 -105.9 36.0 44.0 3.0 32.7 

Collins Elementary -42.2 -34.8 47.5 25.2 0.0 35.3 

Coronado Elementary -124.6 -131.5 32.2 38.8 9.5 32 

Dover Elementary -110.9 -93.9 57.9 31.7 2.3 36.2 

Grant Elementary -144.1 -134.1 35.0 42.3 3.4 32.9 

Lake Elementary -109.9 -105.9 48.1 35.2 3.9 38.9 

Martin Luther King, Jr. 

Elementary -131.3 -107.3 34.6 40.7 8.6 30.8 

Michelle Obama 

Elementary -74.0 -59.5 49.4 29.7 1.0 40.3 

Montalvin Manor 

Elementary -68.3 -47.8 44.3 26.5 1.7 45.5 

Murphy Elementary -62.4 -72.6 27.4 35.4 2.6 45.1 
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Peres Elementary -126.4 -115.0 39.4 35.6 6.7 30.9 

Shannon Elementary -31.6 -23.9 51.0 31.9 0.3 51.8 

Stege Elementary -230.7 -233.8 21.0 52.5 6.8 20.9 

Tara Hills Elementary -102.6 -86.7 48.7 30.8 1.3 36.5 

Betty Reid Soskin Middle -134.8 -81.9 48.7 28.6 12.1 40.8 

Fred T. Korematsu Middle -58.8 -8.1 59.7 13.4 8.5 50.2 

Helms Middle -162.7 -133.9 42.7 27.8 8.1 34.8 

Lovonya DeJean Middle -173.1 -128.4 29.1 35.8 14.7 28.6 

Pinole Middle -116.7 -70.1 61.8 30.8 22.3 39 

Comparison School Median -116.7 -93.9 44.3 31.9 3.9 36.2 

Beta DIfference from 

Median +55 +64.1 +0.2 -9.8 -1.8 +16.1 

Beta Above or Below 

Comparison School Median 
Above Above Above Below Below Above 

 

 

 

g. Pg. 35-36- Figure 4-41: appears to be missing or the numbering has a gap  

h. Pg. 36, Figure 4-42: Comparison School Median data seems to be incorrect (calculation 

methodology unclear) 

 

The figure has a numbering gap and should be 4-41. The median calculation has been 

updated to be consistent with the updated figure 4-40. The updated table is below. 

 

Figure 4-41: Comparisons of 24-25 Performance  

School ELA DFS Math DFS ELPI Chronic 
Absenteeis

m* 

Suspensio
n* 

Science 

Caliber Beta 

Academy -58.5 -27.8 64.7 14.5 1.3 56.3 

Bayview 

Elementary -130.5 -107.6 24.7 48.0 4.1 41.3 

Collins -44.3 -28.9 64.7 29.9 0.0 46.1 
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Elementary 

Coronado 

Elementary -120.0 -123.5 51.8 33.6 3.7 30.4 

Dover Elementary -107.6 -89.4 40.9 28.0 0.6 33.3 

Grant Elementary -155.0 -146.9 26.0 44.0 2.0 30.9 

Lake Elementary -95.5 -89.1 39.1 31.5 5.6 34.9 

Martin Luther 

King, Jr. 

Elementary -132.3 -117.0 36.2 40.3 5.4 30.1 

Michelle Obama 

Elementary -64.9 -82.3 32.4 29.9 4.4 39.5 

Montalvin Manor 

Elementary -60.6 -40.6 47.8 26.7 2.2 44.1 

Murphy 

Elementary -45.5 -52.5 53.3 37.7 4.5 41.4 

Peres Elementary -134.9 -122.6 32.9 37.9 6.2 32.1 

Shannon 

Elementary -49.7 -39.8 21.8 27.1 1.3 43.0 

Stege Elementary -134.7 -122.9 42.3 57.7 5.6 31.7 

Tara Hills 

Elementary -96.0 -71.7 45.5 36.4 0.3 38.1 

Betty Reid Soskin 

Middle -134.0 -92.2 37.3 23.8 10.0 39.3 

Fred T. 

Korematsu 

Middle -47.8 -9.4 50.7 19.6 6.3 55.0 

Helms Middle -151.2 -134.8 34.5 25.3 14.1 38.6 

Lovonya DeJean 

Middle -181.6 -135.0 21.3 35.4 7.8 29.9 

Pinole Middle -94.4 -45.6 46.2 31.3 17.6 39.1 

Comparison 

School Median -107.6 -89.4 39.1 31.5 4.5 38.6 

Beta Difference 

from Median +49.1 +61.6 +25.6 -17.0 -3.2 +17.7 

Beta Above or 

Below 
Above Above Above Below Below Above 
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Comparison 

School Median 

*Chronic Absenteeism and Suspension are reverse-coded metrics, meaning that a lower number is the 

preferable outcome 

 

 

2. Please provide additional information for the verified academic data summarized 

in your petition as follows:  

a. Curriculum Associates’ iReady Assessment data reports with Typical Growth Measure for 

individual students for each assessment cited in the renewal charter petition and such that 

numerically significant student group performance can be disaggregated  

 

We will securely share the raw data files from iReady, the demographic data files from 

CALPADS, and the scripts we used to process the raw data. 

 

b. University of Oregon’s Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (“DIBELS”) 

administered through mCLASS by Amplify with Zones of Growth for individual students for 

each assessment cited in the renewal charter petition and such that numerically significant 

student group performance can be disaggregated  

 

We will securely share the raw data files from DIBELS, the demographic data files from 

CALPADS, and the procedures we used to process the raw data. 

 

c. Evidence that the charter administered the DIBELS assessment to, and included the 

results of, at least 95 percent of pupils for whom the assessments are appropriate for each 

year assessed over the previous charter term 

 

Completion tables are updated and attached. 

 

In SY24, the participation goal was missed in three subgroups (Black/African Am, Two or 

More, and Students with Disabilities) by no more than two students. Since then, assessment 

procedures have been improved to ensure compliance and all subgroups met the 95% 

completion goal in both SY25 and SY26.  

 

Additionally, Filipino students are excluded from the completion summary due to group 

size below reportable threshold, however, they were included in the results table. Similarly, 
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the Ethnicity/Race subgroup of Two or More is excluded from SY25 and SY26 completion 

calculations due to group size but again, are included in the results table.  

DIBELS Completion Summary 

8.1_StudentProfileList 24 

 Participation Met Goal? 

Overall 

All Students 282/295 (96%) Met Goal (95%+) 

By Ethnicity/Race 

Asian 24/25 (96%) Met Goal (95%+) 

Black/African Am 44/47 (94%) Below Goal (95%) 

Hispanic 179/187 (96%) Met Goal (95%+) 

Two or More 15/16 (94%) Below Goal (95%) 

White 12/12 (100%) Met Goal (95%+) 

By English Learner + RFEP 

Y 95/100 (95%) Met Goal (95%+) 

By Students with Disabilities 

Y 32/35 (91%) Below Goal (95%) 

By Socio-Economically Disadvantaged 

Y 220/231 (95%) Met Goal (95%+) 

By Grade 

1 95/98 (97%) Met Goal (95%+) 

2 89/98 (91%) Below Goal (95%) 

KN 98/99 (99%) Met Goal (95%+) 
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8.1_StudentProfileList(EOY1) 25 

 Participation Met Goal? 

Overall 

All Students 297/299 (99%) Met Goal (95%+) 

By Ethnicity/Race 

Asian 39/39 (100%) Met Goal (95%+) 

Black/African Am 39/39 (100%) Met Goal (95%+) 

Hispanic 189/191 (99%) Met Goal (95%+) 

White 15/15 (100%) Met Goal (95%+) 

By English Learner + RFEP 

Y 126/127 (99%) Met Goal (95%+) 

By Students with Disabilities 

Y 43/43 (100%) Met Goal (95%+) 

By Socio-Economically Disadvantaged 

Y 232/233 (100%) Met Goal (95%+) 

By Grade 

1 104/105 (99%) Met Goal (95%+) 

2 94/94 (100%) Met Goal (95%+) 

KN 99/100 (99%) Met Goal (95%+) 

 

 

  

Page 75 of 80



 

8.1_StudentProfileList(EOY1) 26 

 Participation Met Goal? 

Overall 

All Students 284/287 (99%) Met Goal (95%+) 

By Ethnicity/Race 

Asian 39/39 (100%) Met Goal (95%+) 

Black/African Am 43/43 (100%) Met Goal (95%+) 

Hispanic 182/185 (98%) Met Goal (95%+) 

By Grade 

1 90/93 (97%) Met Goal (95%+) 

2 95/95 (100%) Met Goal (95%+) 

KN 99/99 (100%) Met Goal (95%+) 

By Students with Disabilities 

Y 35/37 (95%) Met Goal (95%+) 

By English Learner + RFEP 

Y 98/101 (97%) Met Goal (95%+) 

By Socio-Economically Disadvantaged 

Y 217/220 (99%) Met Goal (95%+) 
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English Learners  

3. Regarding pg. 87, first paragraph, first sentence “For students whose disability—not 

language proficiency—hinders meeting reclassification criteria, Beta offers an 

individualized pathway via the IEP process, where a collaborative team (including the ELD 

Coordinator and parents) reviews data and assesses if English Learner services are still 

required.” and second paragraph under Dual-Identified English Learners and Students with 

Disabilities section: please confirm that the process for reclassification for students with 

IEP complies with current state regulations as listed on the CDE webpage, specifically the 

state standardized criterion 1. (Note: the way the process is described in this section leads 

to potential questions; however, the way reclassification for EL/SWD students is described 

on pg. 92 does not surface any concerns.) 

 

Confirmed. The process described on page 92 is the accurate representation of Caliber’s 

current process. Caliber’s reclassification process for students who are dually identified as 

English learners and students with disabilities follows current CDE requirements, including 

California’s standardized Criterion 1. Students taking the Summative ELPAC must achieve 

Overall Performance Level 4, and eligible students taking the Summative Alternate ELPAC 

must achieve Overall Performance Level 3. Students must also meet the other required 

reclassification criteria in accordance with Caliber’s reclassification process and current 

state requirements. 

 

We appreciate the clarification regarding the language on page 87. That language reflects 

concepts contained in prior guidance regarding reclassification of dually identified 

students and was intended to describe the collaborative role of ELD and special education 

staff in distinguishing language acquisition needs from disability-related needs. We 

recognize that, as written, it could incorrectly imply that the IEP team may establish an 

alternative pathway for meeting Criterion 1. Under Caliber’s current process, the IEP team 

does not modify the State’s standardized Criterion 1, and reclassification decisions for 

dually identified students are made in accordance with current CDE guidance and all four 

required reclassification criteria. 
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4. Regarding pg. 87, first sentence in ELPAC Initial and Summative Assessment section: “... 

(or 60 calendar days if enrolled within the first 30 days of the academic year) ...”: please 

confirm that the process and time frame for Initial ELPAC assessment is aligned with the 

current state regulations as listed on the CDE webpage.  

 

Confirmed. Caliber's Initial ELPAC identification and assessment process is aligned with 

current California Department of Education requirements. Eligible students whose Home 

Language Survey indicates a primary language other than English and who have not 

previously been identified through California's English language proficiency assessment 

process are administered the Initial ELPAC within 30 calendar days of initial enrollment in 

a California public school. Consistent with current state guidance, eligible newly enrolling 

students may also be assessed up to 60 calendar days prior to their first day of enrollment, 

but not before July 1 of the applicable school year.  

 

5. In class schedules provided (pg. 210-220), ELD is not present on the schedules of any 

grade levels. Please clarify when designated ELD is provided.  

 

Grade-level schedules depict the general education instructional day; identified 

English Learners additionally receive protected Designated ELD according to the ELD 

master schedule, with instructional groupings and frequency determined by grade 

level, English-language proficiency, and demonstrated student need. Integrated ELD 

is provided throughout core content instruction.  

 

Sample US ELD Schedule 
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Level 1 → Push-in support 

Level 2 → Designated proficiency group 

Level 3 → Designated proficiency group 

Newcomers → Additional targeted instruction/support  

 

Sample LS ELD Schedule 
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Financials  

6. The Charter’s 2024-25 audit reflects a ($398,971) cash balance as well as an $8,010,010 

Intercompany Receivable in the Caliber Beta column.  In order to properly assess the 

financial position of CBA, can you please confirm that the Cash/Cash 

Equivalents/Certificates of Deposit lines reflected in the CMO column are readily liquid and 

available for Caliber Beta’s cash needs.  

 

Yes, we confirm that the Cash/Cash Equivalents/Certificates of Deposit lines reflected in 

the CMO column are readily liquid and available for Caliber Beta’s cash needs. 
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