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VIA EMAIL: mmccarvi@mail.nysed.gov 
Ms. Megan McCarville 
New York State Education Department 
89 Washington Ave, Room 5N Mezzanine 
Albany, NY 12234 
 
Dear Ms. McCarville, 

 Thank you for providing us an opportunity to comment on the proposed revised 
methodology for calculating Enrollment and Retention Targets for charter schools.  We 
appreciate the time and effort many have put into refining the process of developing 
targets and we respect the difficulty of the task New York’s charter school authorizers 
face when implementing this legislative requirement.  As you know, the charter sector is 
committed to serving high-need, at-risk children.  Many have a core mission to serve the 
most disadvantaged student populations and are purposefully designed to meet their 
needs.   

 Unfortunately, our review of the new methodology has left us deeply concerned 
that the calculations and resulting targets are not adequately meeting the goal defined in 
statute.  Over the last week NECSN staff tested the calculator in order to determine 
what would happen if both charter schools and district schools were evaluated against 
these metrics using the preliminary 2014-15 enrollment data.   

To our surprise, we found that in many charter-heavy districts, the vast majority 
of traditional district schools were not able to meet the targets, calling into question the 
very foundation of the methodological approach.  The calculations are only going to be 
viewed as valid and appropriate if the majority of traditional district schools can meet 
them.   

 Below please find an explanation of our approach to testing the calculations, as 
well as general feedback, for your consideration.  

 
 



	  

	  2	  

DISTRICT SCHOOLS ARE NOT ABLE TO MEET THE ENROLLMENT TARGETS  

 NECSN’S approach was to examine how both charter schools and traditional 
schools would fare if the new methodology was used in a hypothetical renewal analysis.  
Using preliminary 2014-15 enrollment data, the calculator was used to generate a target 
for every public school in Buffalo, Rochester, Albany, CSD 5 and CSD 16.  We then 
examined whether those targets would be met, again using preliminary 2014-15 data.  
Surprisingly, in these charter-heavy districts, very few traditional schools can meet all 
three targets, and in many cases cannot even meet one or two of the targets.   

 The table below outlines exactly what happened in each scenario.   

Buffalo 

  
Met 0 

Targets 
Met 1 

Targets 
Met 2 

Targets 
Met 3 

Targets 
# Met ED 

Target 
# Met ELL 

Target 
# Met SWD 

Target 

District     1   0 1 1 
    100%   0% 100% 100% 

Traditional 
Schools 

19 29 8 0 4 16 25 
34% 52% 14% 0% 7% 29% 45% 

        Rochester 

  
Met 0 

Targets 
Met 1 

Targets 
Met 2 

Targets 
Met 3 

Targets 
# Met ED 

Target 
# Met ELL 

Target 
# Met SWD 

Target 

District       1 1 1 1 
      100% 100% 100% 100% 

Traditional 
Schools 

6 25 17 5 38 15 21 
11% 47% 32% 9% 72% 28% 40% 

        Albany 

  
Met 0 

Targets 
Met 1 

Targets 
Met 2 

Targets 
Met 3 

Targets 
# Met ED 

Target 
# Met ELL 

Target 
# Met SWD 

Target 

District     1   0 1 1 
    100%   0% 100% 100% 

Traditional 
Schools 

6 5 4 0 4 6 3 
40% 33% 27% 0% 27% 40% 20% 

        NYC CSD 5 

  
Met 0 

Targets 
Met 1 

Targets 
Met 2 

Targets 
Met 3 

Targets 
# Met ED 

Target 
# Met ELL 

Target 
# Met SWD 

Target 

District     1   1 0 1 
    100%   100% 0% 100% 

Traditional 
Schools 

6 14 10 2 9 5 26 
19% 44% 31% 6% 28% 16% 81% 

        NYC CSD 16 

  
Met 0 

Targets 
Met 1 

Targets 
Met 2 

Targets 
Met 3 

Targets 
# Met ED 

Target 
# Met ELL 

Target 
# Met SWD 

Target 

District     1   1 0 1 
    100%   100% 0% 100% 

Traditional 
Schools 

4 21 4 0 4 1 24 
14% 72% 14% 0% 14% 3% 83% 

The 2014-15 grades served and total enrollment for each traditional school and district were entered into the calculator to create the three 
enrollment targets. Each target was subtracted from the comparable 2014-15 preliminary demographics to determine if the target was met. 
Targets and preliminary demographics were rounded to the nearest 10th.  
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Please note that at the district level, only one of the five districts examined would 
actually meet all three of these targets, indicating that the composition of these districts 
is not accurately captured by the methodology.  For Buffalo, Albany and CSD 16, zero 
individual district schools met all three targets.    

Other things also stand out as particularly problematic.  In Buffalo, Rochester and 
CSD 5 fewer than one-third of traditional schools are able to meet the ELL enrollment 
target.  In CSD 16 only one district school met the ELL target.  This is not altogether 
surprising knowing that in some communities ELL populations are clustered, but it does 
reflect that the calculator methodology hasn’t appropriately captured what schools 
should be able to achieve in terms of ELL enrollment.  If the district schools themselves 
cannot even come close, how can charter schools be fairly evaluated using this 
method?  A similar concern arises with the SWD metric in Buffalo, Rochester, and 
Albany.  Less than half of the total schools in the district who are able to meet the target 
as designed and presented in this calculator.  Is the metric valid if it doesn’t produce a 
target that a simple majority of district schools can reach? 

 When looking at individual schools other concerns also surface.  Consider 
Albany, where one large high school supports the vast majority of the district’s 9-12 
students.  Again using the 2014-15 data, not a single enrollment metric was met by 
Albany High School, which serves more than 2,400 of the 8,400 student district.  If this 
large school serving almost all 9-12 children isn’t able to yield results that meet the 
target, it again very seriously calls into question whether the methodology is adequate. 

 The Buffalo data for economically disadvantaged students continues to be 
confounding.  The aggregate enrollment at the district level using 2014-15 data shows 
that the entire district actually would miss its target by double-digits as calculated by this 
method.  In fact, the target created by the calculator would require the district to have 
nearly 83 percent ED students.  The preliminary data shows that the district has an 
actual enrollment rate for ED students in the low 70s.  Only four individual district 
schools out of the entire district would meet the ED target generated by this calculator.   

While Buffalo is the most dramatic example of problems with the ED calculations, 
it is off in other places as well.  In CSD 5 for example, fewer than a third of all district 
schools can meet the ED target as generated by this calculator.   

THE GOAL OF THE STATUTE ISN’T BEING MET 

 Again, we respectfully understand the difficulty the charter authorizers face when 
developing target methodology.  Our over-arching concern is that the methodology does 
not reflect reality.   

 Using a ratio approach to create an average proportion only works to meet the 
goals of the Charter Schools Act if it reflects enrollment at a clear majority of schools 
within that district.  Otherwise it simply creates a situation where a difficult to understand 
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mathematical equation creates targets that no schools – charter or district – actually can 
meet.  As a reminder, the language states: 

“When developing such targets, the board of regents and the board of trustees of 
the state university of New York shall ensure (1) that such enrollment targets 
are comparable to the enrollment figures of such categories of students 
attending the public schools within the school district, or in a city school 
district in a city having a population of one million or more inhabitants, the 
community school district, in which the charter school is located; and (2) 
that such retention targets are comparable to the rate of retention of such 
categories of students attending the public schools within the school district, or in 
a city school district in a city having a population of one million or more 
inhabitants, the community school district, in which the proposed charter school 
would be located.” 

  The current calculator fails to produce targets that are reflective of the 
enrollment figures of students attending the public schools in the districts or 
CSDs we tested.  Therefore we suggest the goal of the legislation is not yet being 
met.  This is our main concern with the current methodology as presented for this 
round of public comment. 

 A secondary, but no less serious concern, is that the use of metrics that appear 
to be so difficult for the district schools themselves to meet seems to set charter schools 
up for failure.  How can charters, which operate using open enrollment lotteries and 
often have few seats to fill from year to year, expect to meet the targets when the district 
schools themselves are unable to do so?   

 To be clear, we do not believe that the SED or any charter authorizer wants 
charter schools to fail here, and we are not suggesting that this has been designed 
intentionally to produce failure.  On the contrary we know ample thought, time and effort 
has been spent attempting to develop a system that is fair.  It just does not appear that 
this particular method is accomplishing that goal.    

TECHNICAL PROBLEMS AND POSITIVE DESIGN FEATURES 

 NECSN staff encountered two technical problems of note.  First, when opening 
the file a message comes up that the file could not open because some content was 
unreadable.  It did present a repair option and after choosing the repair route the file did 
open.  Second, we had trouble getting the “check your targets” tab to work, even when 
the district was chosen and the enrollment span and grades selected in the “find your 
targets” tab. 

 For the technical methodology, we understand the rationale behind using three 
years of enrollment data to develop targets, but suggest that by the time 2016-17 and 
2017-18 is here, the data will be quite old since it goes back to 2011.  Enrollment 
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patterns can change in significant ways in a short time.  We urge you to consider 
updating the data more frequently. 

 In terms of the user inter-face and the design of the new calculator, NECSN staff 
did find it easier to use.  We anticipate that schools will find this design easier to work 
with.  Of particular note is the fact that data cells now show schools exactly how many 
students represent a specific percentage goal, and the creation of the “check your 
targets” tab to see if the school trajectory is on target to meet the metric at renewal.    

 For district retention targets, it was unclear to us whether the mobility of students 
between district schools was considered, or if a student’s departure from the district was 
the trigger for considering a student no longer retained.  The technical explanations in 
the calculator workbook should be updated to include these types of data rules.   

CONCLUSIONS 

Again, with complete respect for the enormity of the task, it is of significant 
concern that the targets produced by this calculator appear to be dramatically 
unattainable for both district and charter schools.   NECSN simply cannot support the 
use of targets that do not reflect the enrollments at the traditional schools in the districts 
where charters are located.  We firmly believe these concerns should be considered 
and alleviated before finalizing the new methodology for trust and buy-in from charter 
schools. 

Other suggestions include smoothing out user technical challenges and providing 
more detailed information in the methodological explanation tab.  

 

        Respectfully, 

       

   

Kyle Rosenkrans  

 

 

 

  


