
 

 

ATTACHMENT A 
Criteria for Identification of Focus Districts & Focus Charter Schools  

 
The Department identified Focus Schools based on the following factors, as defined in the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) waiver guidance: 

 
 Schools with the lowest achievement of subgroups in terms of proficiency on the statewide 

assessments that are part of the state’s differentiated recognition, accountability and support 
system and are not making progress as defined by New York’s progress filters.  

 High schools with the lowest Graduation Rate for subgroups that are not making progress as 
defined by New York’s progress filters. 

 
The Department identified Focus Schools using a two-stage process.  NYSED first identified Focus 
Districts and Focus Charter Schools with the lowest achieving subgroups for Performance Index (PI) 
and Graduation Rate that were not demonstrating progress.  NYSED then identified the lowest 
performing Title I schools statewide within the identified Focus Districts. Non-Title I schools within 
the Focus Districts and Charter Schools that met the Focus District cut points were also identified as 
Focus Schools.  
 
The methodology used to identify the Focus Districts, Focus Charter Schools and Focus Schools is 
described below: 
 
A. District Identification Based on PI 
  

1. For each district, the average 2014-15 Performance Index (PI) of ELA and mathematics for 
each accountable subgroup is determined for the elementary-middle grade level and for the 
secondary grade level separately.  

 
Example:  

 District A had an elementary-middle Hispanic subgroup ELA PI of 80 and 
mathematics PI of 90. The average elementary-middle level Hispanic subgroup PI for 
District A will be (80+90)/2 is 85.  

 District A had a secondary level White subgroup ELA PI of 120 and mathematics PI 
of 100. The average secondary level White subgroup PI for District A will be 
(120+100)/2 is 110. 

    
2. The subgroup’s combined 2013-14 and 2014-15 ELA and mathematics Mean Student 

Growth Percentile (MGP) is determined.  If the MGP is above the state average then for the 
elementary-middle level the subgroup is removed from those for which the district can be 
identified as a Focus District. 

 
Example: 

 District B is accountable for Black, Hispanic and Economically Disadvantaged (ED) 
subgroups. The combined 2013-14 and 2014-15 ELA and mathematics MGP for 
Black students is 48.50, for Hispanic students it is 49.34, and for ED students it is 
50.91. The state average MGP is 49.22, 51.10, and 50.89 respectively.  



 

 

 The ED subgroup’s MGP is above the state average; therefore at the elementary-
middle level the subgroup’s PI will be removed for those for which the District can be 
identified.  District B can now be identified only for the Black and Hispanic subgroups 
for PI at the elementary-middle level. 

  
3. If the subgroup’s 2010 4-year or 2009 5-year cohort Graduation Rate is above the state 

average, then for the elementary-middle and secondary levels the subgroup’s PI is removed 
from those for which the district can be identified as a Focus District.  

 
Example:  

 District C’s 2010 4-year Graduation Rate for Black students is 69, for Asian students 
is 72 and for White students is 67.  The state average is 67, 85, and 89, respectively.  
The Black subgroup’s Graduation Rate is above the state average and therefore at the 
elementary-middle and secondary levels the subgroup’s PI will be removed for the 
subgroups for which the district can be identified.  District C can now be identified 
only for the White and Asian subgroups, if the PI’s for these subgroups are below the 
cut points for preliminary identification. 

 
4. If the subgroup made a 10 percent gap reduction in average ELA and mathematics PI from 

2013-14, then the subgroup was removed from consideration for identification for that grade 
level. 

 
5. If the subgroup made a 10 point gain in average ELA and mathematics PI from 2013-14, 

then the subgroup was removed from consideration for identification for that grade level. 
 

6. If the subgroup made the 2013-14 and 2014-15 Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) both for 
ELA and mathematics, then the subgroup was removed from consideration for identification 
for that grade level. 

 
 Example:  

 District D had been preliminarily identified for the performance of the ED subgroup 
for the secondary level.  The district made AYP (both ELA and mathematics) for the 
ED subgroup at the secondary level for 2013-14 and 2014-15; therefore the district 
was not identified for the ED subgroup for the secondary level. 

 
7. For the elementary-middle and for the secondary levels the lowest performing racial/ethnic 

subgroup (American Indian, Asian, Black, Hispanic, White, and multi-racial) will be used in 
the computation of the PI cut point for the preliminary identification of racial/ethnic 
subgroups. 

 
Example:  

 District E had elementary-middle 2014-15 combined ELA and mathematics Asian PI 
of 50, Black PI of 70, Hispanic PI of 80, and White PI of 60. The elementary-middle 
level race/ethnicity PI for District A will be 50 (minimum PI amongst all the 
racial/ethnic subgroups) for the purposes of establishing the PI cut point for 
preliminary identification of racial/ethnic subgroups.  

     



 

 

8. For the elementary-middle and secondary levels separately, the number of districts that have 
accountability subgroups with PI for the Students with Disabilities (SWD), limited English 
proficient (LEP), ED, and a race/ethnicity subgroup were determined.  The counts are based 
on the total number of accountable subgroups statewide – without removing any subgroup 
for reasons stated in steps 2 to 6. Then six percent of the counts for elementary-middle and 
secondary level accountable subgroups, and five percent of the counts for Graduation Rate 
accountability subgroups were determined.  

 
Example:  

 There are a total of 604 districts with an accountable SWD subgroup for the 
elementary-middle level in the state. Six percent of 604 is 36.2.  The count of low-
achieving districts that will be identified for elementary-middle level PI for the SWD 
subgroup is 36.  

 
9. For the SWD subgroup the elementary-middle PI is sorted in descending order.  Districts 

that have met one of the progress filters outlined in steps 2 to 6 are removed.  From the 
bottom the required 36 districts are counted. The PI associated with the 36th district from the 
bottom is the cut point for the SWD subgroup. 

 
Example:  

 The Department selects the bottom 36 districts for the SWD subgroup (based on 604 
districts that are accountable for students with disabilities at this grade level) after 
removing those that have met one or more of the “progress filters” in steps 2 to 6.  
These 36 districts are identified for their SWD subgroup.  If more than one district has 
the same PI (rounded to the nearest decimal point) that has been established as the cut 
point, then all districts at the cut point are identified such that the number of identified 
districts shall be 36 or more.  

   
10. Step 9 is repeated for the LEP, ED and race/ethnicity subgroups for the elementary-middle 

and secondary levels separately.  The districts with PI in this list will not include any district 
that has met one of the progress filters for the respective subgroups in the respective grade 
levels outlined in steps 2 to 6.   

 
11. If any of the subgroups American Indian, Asian, Black, Hispanic, White, or multi-racial has 

a PI equal to or less than the cut point for race/ethnicity subgroup (see Step 7), then that 
subgroup is identified.  This is done separately for the elementary-middle and secondary 
levels. 

 
Example:  

 Statewide there are 703 districts with an accountable race/ethnicity subgroup for the 
elementary-middle level.  Six percent of 703 is 42.2. The race/ethnicity PI is sorted in 
descending order and the bottom 42 districts are selected. The race/ethnicity minimum 
PI for the district with the highest PI in the selection is the cut point for the 
racial/ethnic subgroups.  

 Any district that has a race or ethnicity subgroup at the elementary-middle level with a 
PI at or below that cut point will be identified for that subgroup.  

 



 

 

B. District identification based on Graduation Rate  
 

1. All the districts with their 2010 4-year Graduation Rate for each accountable subgroup are 
listed. The subgroup(s) where the Graduation Rate is above the state average is removed for 
identification as a Focus District for Graduation Rate. 

 
Example:  

 District F had a 2010 4-year SWD Graduation Rate of 55, Hispanic Graduation Rate 
of 67 and LEP Graduation Rate of 38. The state average is 54, 66, and 45, 
respectively.  

 The SWD and Hispanic Graduation Rates are above the state average and therefore 
the subgroups will be removed from those for which the district can be considered for 
identification. The district can still be considered for identification for the LEP 
subgroup.  

 
2. If the subgroup’s 2010 4-year or 2009 5-year Graduation Rate is above the state average, 

then the subgroup is removed from those for which the district can be identified for 
Graduation Rate. 

 
Example:  

 District G is accountable for the Black, LEP and ED subgroups.  
 The Black subgroup’s 2009 5-year Graduation Rate is above the state average and 

therefore the subgroup is removed from those for which the district can be considered 
for identification for Graduation Rate. The district may now be identified only for the 
LEP and ED subgroups for Graduation Rate.  

 
3. If the subgroup’s gain in Graduation Rate from the 2008 4-year graduation rate cohort to 

2010 4-year graduation rate cohort is 10 percent or more, then the subgroup will be removed 
from those for which the district can be identified for Graduation Rate. 

 
Example:  

 District H is accountable only for the Black subgroup. The subgroup’s 2008 4-year 
Graduation Rate was 40 percent and the 2010 4-year Graduation Rate is 55 percent.  

 The subgroup made a 15 percent gain and the district is now not identifiable for any 
subgroups for Graduation Rate.  

 
4. If the subgroup’s gain in Graduation Rate from the 2009 4-year graduation rate cohort to 

2010 4- year graduation rate cohort is 10 percent or more, then the subgroup will be 
removed from those for which the district can be identified for Graduation Rate. 

 
5. If the subgroup’s gain in Graduation Rate from the 2008 5-year graduation rate cohort to 

2009 5- year graduation rate cohort is 10 percent or more, then the subgroup will be 
removed from those for which the district can be identified for Graduation Rate. 

 



 

 

6. If the subgroup makes a 10 percent or more gap reduction from the 2009 4-year graduation 
rate cohort to 2010 4- year graduation rate cohort, then the subgroup will be removed from 
those for which the district can be identified for Graduation Rate. 

 
7. Districts that have made the 2013-14 and 2014-15 AYP for the preliminarily identified 

subgroup(s) in Graduation Rate will not be considered for identification as a Focus District 
for Graduation Rate for those subgroup(s). 

  
Example:  

 District I is accountable for the Asian, LEP and ED subgroups for Graduation Rate.  
 The LEP subgroup made AYP in 2013-14 and 2014-15; therefore the district will not 

be considered for identification for the LEP subgroup.  The district can now be 
identified only for the Asian and ED subgroups for Graduation Rate.  

 
8. For each district, the minimum 2010 4-year Graduation Rate for the race/ethnicity subgroup 

is determined using the process described in Step 7 under the section “District Identification 
Based on PI.” 

 
9. The number of districts that have accountability subgroups with the 2010 4-year Graduation 

Rate for the Students with Disabilities (SWD), limited English proficient (LEP), ED, and a 
race/ethnicity subgroup are determined.  Then five percent of the counts of districts are 
determined for each subgroup.  The counts are based on the total number of accountable 
subgroups statewide – without removing any subgroup for reasons stated in steps 2 to 7 
above.  

 
Example:  

 There are a total of 242 districts with an accountable SWD subgroup for Graduation 
Rate in the state. Five percent of 242 is 12. This is the count of low achieving districts 
that are required to be identified for the SWD subgroup for Graduation Rate. If more 
than one district has the same Graduation Rate that has been established as the cut 
point, then all districts at the cut point are identified such that the number of identified 
districts shall be 12 or more. 

 
10. After applying the progress filters listed in steps 2 to 7, the SWD subgroup Graduation Rate 

is sorted in descending order. From the bottom the required 12 districts are selected. 
 

11. Repeat step 8 for the LEP, ED and race/ethnicity subgroups. 
 

12. If any of the subgroups American Indian, Asian, Black, Hispanic, White, or multi-racial has 
a Graduation Rate equal to or less than the cut point for race/ethnicity subgroup, then that 
subgroup will be identified. 

 
Example:  

 Statewide there are 652 districts with an accountable race/ethnicity subgroup with 
Graduation Rate. Five percent of 652 is 32.6.  The race/ethnicity Graduation Rate is 
sorted in descending order and the bottom 33 districts are selected.  The race/ethnicity 



 

 

minimum Graduation Rate for the district with the highest Graduation Rate in the 
selection is the cut point for the racial/ethnic subgroups.  

 Any district that has a race or ethnicity subgroup with a Graduation Rate at or below 
the cut point will be identified for that subgroup.  

 
13. Districts are identified as Focus Districts if any subgroup is identified either through the PI 

or Graduation Rate methodology. 
 

14. Special Act Districts are identified only if they have Priority Schools. 
 

15. Districts with Priority Schools automatically become Focus Districts. 
 
 
C. Focus Charter Identification 
 

1. Charter schools that had an accountable subgroup(s) with average 2014-15 PI of ELA and 
mathematics or 2010 4-year Graduation Rate at or below the cut points established for 
Focus Districts and were not removed because of the “progress filters” were identified as 
Focus Schools. 

 


