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Good afternoon, Chairman Jackson and members of the Committee on
Education. | am Eric Nadelstern, the Chief Schools Officer of the New York City
Department of Education. I'm joined by Deputy Chancelior Chris Cerf; Michael
Duffy, Executive Director of the Charter School Office; and John White, Chief
Executive for the Office of Portfolioc Development. Thank you for inviting us to
discuss charter schools.

| am in my 38™ year with New York Public Schools. ! have served as a teacher;
an assistant principal; the principal of a high school that | founded (International
High School at LaGuardia Community College); Deputy Superintendent; Senior
Instructional Superintendent; Chief Academic Officer of New Schools; Chief
Executive Officer of Empowerment Schools; and now Chief Schools Officer.
More to the point of today’s hearing, | was the first principal in New York City to
convert a public school to a charter school shortly after Governor Pataki signed
the charter legislation law in December 1998,

At the time, | wrote:

I will not begin the fall semester as an employee of the New York City
Board of Education for the first time in three decades ... We will exist
outside the orbit of the Board of Ed, free from the influence of the school
district’s rules and regulations ... As a principal, | will not need central
office approval to attend a conference or schedule a school trip as | have
in the past. Working with the faculty, parents, and the students
themselves, we will now make the important instructional decisions that
affect what teachers and students do in the classroom. We will decide who
should work at the school, how to develop and evaluate them, and how to
expend our resources in support of teachers’ efforts to promote student
fearning. In other words, | have been given license to exercise my
professional judgment for the first time in 30 years.

The International Charter High School thrived for two years as a charter school.
We continued to admit recently arrived immigrant youngsters who all failed a test
of English language mastery as a prerequisite for participating in our State-
approved lottery. Those students came from 60 different countries, speaking 40
languages other than English. Ninety percent of them graduated from our high
school in four years, and 95 percent of our graduates went on to college.
Students were achieving, and being principal of a charter school was the best job
| had ever had.

And then the world changed: a new chancellor was appointed (to date | have
worked for 13) and overnight, Board of Education support for charter schools in
New York City vanished. My school’'s budget was cut by a third, threatening to
decimate services to my students. | was forced to petition the chancellor for
reentry into the school system, and he reiuctantly welcomed us back as if we
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were errant children. Once again we were subjected to the myriad of daily
distractions generated by a bureaucratic and unaccountable school system.

Charter schools are public schools. Their autonomy serves to unleash the talent
and commitment resident within their school communities. By providing these
principals and teachers with ownership of their professional efforts, they are
motivated to do everything necessary to ensure that their students do not fail to
succeed. The result has been consistentiy high levels of student achievement.

These core principles of charter schools, namely rigorous accountability and
strong school-based empowerment, are the same core principles we are
implementing with respect to-our public schools—but there are still lots of rules
that tie our schools’ hands. Success should be measured by outcomes and
schools should be held accountable but we should not try to micro-manage
schools, which is often what the laws and contracts do.

When | visit schools, as | do regularly each week, | ask myself three questions:

* Would | want to teach at this school?
* Would | wish to serve as principal? and most importantly
* Would | send my own children to that school?

As | testify before you today, | can say without equivocation that were | at the
beginning of my career, | would teach at a charter school, aspire to serve as
principal of a charter school, and desire to send my own children to charter
schools.

| will now turn the testimony over to Deputy Chancellor Cerf to provide additional
context for today's discussion.



Today, 78 charter public schools serve 24,000 students and their families in our
City. By this fall, the number of charter schools will have grown to 99, up from 17
when the Mayor took office in 2002. Charter schools serve the entire City. This
fall, we will have 27 in Manhattan; 27 in the Bronx; 38 in Brookiyn; 6 in Queens;
and 1 — for the first time — in Staten Island.

This growth parallels a national phenomenon. The first charter school law was
passed in 1991 in Minnesota. Despite fierce and determined resistance in every
state from political forces that feared any effective competition with the status
quo, today 40 states and the District of Columbia authorize Charter schools, and
their numbers have grown exponentially. Today 4500 charter schools serve1.3
million children nationwide, a number that has increased by over 10 percent
annually.

Local authorities and state officials have put up roadblocks at every turn (often by
perpetuating remarkably inaccurate myths, such as that charters are “private” or
“cream’” disproportionately affluent students). The partisan nature of debate,
however, changed dramatically when President Clinton, following the
recommendation of the Democratic Leadership Council, strongly endorsed
charter schools and asked Congress to appropriate several hundred million
dollars to support them.

President Obama has now taken that support to a new level, making charter
schools a central feature of his education platform. As he stated in his first major
speech on education as President:

These are public schools founded by parents, teachers, and civic or
community organizations with broad leeway to innovate — schools |
supported as a state legislator and a United States senator. But right now,
there are many caps on how many charter schools are allowed in some
states, no matter how well they're preparing our students. That isn'f good
for our children, our economy, or our country. Of course, any expansion of
charter schools must not result in the spread of mediocrity, but in the
advancement of excellence. And that will require states adopting both a
rigorous selection and review process fo ensure that a charter school's
autonomy is coupled with greater accountability — as well as a strategy,
like the one in Chicago, fo close charter schools that are not working.
Provided this greater accountability, | call on states to reform their charter
rules, and lift caps on the number of allowable charter schools, wherever
such caps are in place.

President Obama’s statement touches on two themes. First, as Mr. Nadelstern
noted, charter schools have served as innovators, teaching us that through
autonomy coupled with strong accountability we can uniock the potential of
educators to push the bounds of what is possible, especially for our most
challenged students.



But perhaps even more crucial is this: we cannot and should not ignore the
desires of parents who want high-quality options for their children. We have a
duty to improve every single school, and we are working hard to do just that. We
believe that providing such options — whether charters or the more than 350 new
schools we have created since 2002 - is an effective strategy for improving all
schools through the power of competition. But, as we pursue the critical goal of
improving every school in the system, we should also do our best to respect
families’ preferences for the schools they want for their children right now. There
is a good deal of focus in the current climate, as there should be, on empowering
parents. To tell parents that they should wait for the schools around them to
improve is akin to telling them that their considered preference for their own child
will not be respected. This is the antithesis of empowering parents.

While 78 schools and 24,000 children sends a powerful message about what
parents want, even more powerful is the reality that there are 30,000 names on
New York City charter school waitlists. That is more students than attend all
schools in Community School Districts 5 and 6 combined. With 39,200 applicants
to charter schools this year for 8,500 seats, that sad number is bound to grow,

It is no wonder that the most recent Quinnipiac poll on the question of whether
New Yorkers wanted more charter schools, taken this February, turned out an
answer nothing short of definitive. A full 67 percent of New Yorkers said that they
want more charter schools; only 26 percent answered in the negative. Among
parents, the pro-charter stance is even more pronounced, with 72 percent
endorsing more charter schools.

State legislators in New York heard the parents’ message loud and clear two
years ago when they raised the cap that had limited charter schools’ growth,
increasing New York’s limit by 100 schools. We are on our way. By fall of 2009,
nearly 100 charter schools will serve our City’s students, and with these new
charter schools joining the hundreds of other new schoois we have opened we
are heeding President Obama’s admonition and providing parents with the
greatest degree of choice of any city in America.

WHAT IS A CHARTER SCHOOL?

Charter schools are public schools in every sense of the word: they are created
and monitored by public authorities; they are publicly funded; they are open to all
in the sense that they are tuition free and have no admissions requirements; they
receive Progress Report grades from the City and take the same mandated State
exams as all other schools; the teachers and employees are free to organize
unions; and they are subject to the same federal rules governing Title |, IDEA,
and discrimination as other public schools. Unlike traditional public schools,
however, each charter school has its own board of trustees (which by law must



be non-profit} and is responsible for meeting the standards set out in its charter
with the State of New York. Charter schools meeting the terms of their charters
are sustained, while other charter schools not meeting these terms will be
sanctioned or closed.

Some of the City’s charter schools are operated by established school managers
such as the Knowledge is Power Program (KIPP), Uncommon Schools, and the
Achievement First Schools. Others are affiliated with the United Federation of
Teachers, which has started three charter schools in New York City. Some, such
as Green Dot in the Bronx and St. Hope in Manhattan, are replications of
successful schools in other parts of the country. Some address specific high-
need student populations, such as Mott Haven Academy, which recruits students
from our foster care system, and many are the product of community or
advocacy groups such as the Harlem Children’s Zone or One Hundred Hispanic
Women.

By overwhelming margins, charter schools serve children whom too often, for too
many years, the system did not serve well. Sixty-two percent of charter school
students are African-American compared to 32 percent citywide. Thirty percent
are Latino, compared to 39 percent in traditional public schools. Seventy percent
of all public charter school students are eligible for the federal free and reduced
lunch program compared to 62 percent citywide. Moreover, the percentage of
childrén with special needs in charters is much closer to citywide percentages
than is commonly represented (the real number is 10 percent vs. 13 percent).
Even that modest difference is largely attributable to the fact that charters serve a
higher proportion of students in kindergarten through first grade, grades in which
special education percentages are lower. The suggestion advanced by charter
school opponents that children with special needs are “counseled out” not only
conflicts with national studies on the question, but also would violate clear DOE
policy. (If anyone has specific evidence of such an instance, we want to know
about it immediately.) Finally, the average academic starting point of charter
school students is far below the City average.

This year alone more than 39,000 applicants will participate in New York City
charter school admissions processes. If past trends hold, about 30,000 of those
applicants will qualify for free and reduced lunch. Each of these students will be
exercising an option that only the most privileged children in our City have
thought of as a right: the right to choose, rather than to be assigned to school.

ACHIEVEMENT

Last year, 84.9 percent of charter school students met or exceeded grade-level
standards in math. That rate is higher than the rate at schools across the City
and across the State; 70.5 percent of public school students in districts with
charter schools met or exceeded standards in math. That figure was 74.3 percent
for students citywide, and 80.7 percent of students statewide.



In English Language Arts, 67.1 percent of charter school students met or
exceeded grade-level standards. By comparison, 53.6 percent of other public
school students in districts with charter schools, 57.6 percent of students
citywide, and 68.5 percent of students statewide met or exceeded standards.

In three New York City charter public schools, every single student met or
exceeded grade-level standards in math: Girls Preparatory Charter School on the
Lower East Side of Manhattan, Harlem Children’s Zone Promise Academy I, and
Excellence Charter School of Bedford-Stuyvesant, in Brooklyn.

Importantly, the City’s Progress Reports measure schools in comparison not just
to the City or State overall, but to specific subsets of schools with comparable
student needs. All charter schools with appropriate grade configurations receive
Progress Reports, like their DOE peers. High-poverty schools are measured
against high-poverty schools. Schools with large groups of students with IEPs
are likewise compared to similar schools. And charter schools received
consistently higher marks on Progress Reports, especially at the middle-school
level, where 69 percent of charter middle schools received a grade of “A,”
compared to 30 percent of middle schools citywide.

RESOURCES AND FACILITIES

Two of the most persistent myths about charter schools are that they “drain”
money from “public schools” and that they are overfunded relative to them. To
begin with, Charter schools are public schools, so the first statement is incorrect
by definition. In any event, by any economic measure, public charter schools
receive less money per pupil than traditional public schools. While this is true for
operating budgets in their own right, the problem is compounded by the
unfortunate fact that charters receive no funds whatever to meet their facilities
needs—one of the “poison pills” that remains in the law. As a result, charters
need either to fund their facilities out of their operating budgets or find an
alternative solution.

Over a third of charter schools, serving more than 5,000 students, exist in their
own facilities, a fact rarely mentioned among discussions of citywide school
capacity. (In fact, of the 35 charter schools that exist within the district lines of the
members of the Committee on Education, 18 are in DOE space and 17 are in
private space.) Charter schools have added significant facilities capacity to our
system, through projects they themselves have financed, sometimes with
philanthropic support.

While we encourage independent initiatives of this nature, they are clearly
insufficient to give charters at least some chance at a level playing field.
Accordingly, where appropriate and in the best interests of children, we
frequently locate charter schools in Department of Education facilities.



Sharing space is not always easy. Nonetheless, charters aside, it is also an
extremely common feature of our school system: half of the schools in our City
share space, and it requires hard work each and every day.

The policy of having charter schools and district schools share common buildings
is often framed as a problem that always leads to conflict or constitutes “pitting
parents against parents.” The argument ignores the fact that the equitable
allocation of resources in world of limited resources, by definition, requires some
competition, some sharing, and an outcome where no one gets “the whole pie.”
This argument also ignores the many instances in which charter schools and
district schools develop real and meaningful collaborative relationships precisely
because they are sharing a building.

~ Both Rebekah Mitchell, the principal of a K-8 school in PS 50, and Julie Fisher,
the school leader of the Autism Charter School, are here today. Rebekah and
Julie share space and can attest to the inspiring cooperation between their
schools.

As for the siting process itself, here too it is necessary to address yet another
myth that persists in the face of overwhelming facts to the contrary: that sitings
occur without community input and engagement.

As you know, charter school leadership groups propose a school to one of three
“authorizers,” noting one Community School District as their intended location.
The New York City Department of Education is notified at that time that an
application has been received, and the DOE notifies the appropriate CEC, which
holds the State-mandated, public application hearing.

If the proposal, which includes the record of the public hearing, is approved by
the authorizer and receives a favorable vote from the Board of Regents, it is
eligible for location in the Community School District of record. Charter applicant
teams, now approved, submit facilities plans to their authorizers, noting plans for
potential private space and, if applicable, intentions to request public space.

Based on in-person site visits, the Department of Education’s Division of
Planning and Infrastructure simultaneously assesses capacity across the City,
especially in facilities whose number of instructional spaces significantly exceeds
the number of student groupings or sections.

The DOE notifies principals and SLTs of the result of its survey and thus of a
facility’s eligibility to receive a new school in the year to come. At the same time,
the DOE assesses school recruitment efforts and, if there is an appropriate
placement given the convergence of recruitment and facilities information, issues
a statement to parents, the school communities, the CEC, Community Boards,
and local CBOs of the intent to hold a public hearing regarding a proposed



charter school siting, as required by law. Since January of 2008, the Department
has conducted 150 public hearings on issues related to charter public schools.

The Chancellor and his team use input received at these hearings as one among
many elements —charter school applicant information among them—necessary
to make a final determination.

We agree with the view that we can do better at notifying and informing all
affected parents about siting issues and look forward to a coliaborative
discussion with the Committee on ways to improve the process. There have
been two instances this year, for example, when we benefited from your input
and scheduled second hearings because the timing between notice of a hearlng
and the hearing itself was insufficient.

Providing timely information and an opportunity for spirited debate is for the
good, as is a process that yields improved solutions shaped by that debate. As
this public process unfolds, however,

we also must do our best to hear both the loud voices of opponents and the
masses who have chosen to speak through a school application—almost 40,000
for this year's slots alone—rather than at a microphone. Community engagement
requires due respect for those voices as well.

We believe that we struck the appropriate balance in three schools that have
been in the public eye in recent weeks:; PS 150, 241 and 194. In each instance,
we proposed to gradually close down three failing traditional elementary schools
and to replace them with charter schools that would give priority admission to
students in that failing zone. These were zoned schools parents themselves had
fled.

The teachers union and others filed a lawsuit that would likely have dragged on
well into the summer protesting replacement of the zoned school. The legal
questions are complex, and we decided that rather than allow the suit to be a
distraction for parents, we would keep the schools open, maintain the priority
admission we had given families to both the charter school and to surrounding
DOE schools, and allow parents rather than courts to decide who should go to
school where.

What has happened? In each instance, parents are overwhelmingly choosing the
charter alternative for their children—just as they have been overwhelming
choosing out of zone options for their children for years. For those who are not,
however, the traditional alternative remains open to them.

CONCLUSION



Perhaps the biggest myth of all is that policy makers and elected officials must
choose between charters and traditional public schools or between improving
existing schools and offering parents other options. In our view, that is a false
choice. Charter schools are one important offering for parents—indeed one that
is demanded by parents. But they will always exist within a larger system. We are
and always will be steadfastly committed to improving every one of our traditional
public schools. We also believe, however, that one clear path to doing so is by
giving parents quality alternatives and allowing the forces of competition to drive
positive change. Finally, while we work hard to improve all of our schools, we are
not so naive as to believe that all schools are in fact improved or that there will be
not always be same that defy improvement despite our collective best efforts. We
do not believe it is either fair to parents or defensible to our most needy students
to ask them to wait patiently while we deprive them of present solutions that give
them the best shot a successful life. As a group, New York City's charter schools
are doing just that.
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Good afternoon, Chair Jackson and members of the City Council Committee on
Education. My name is Dennis Walcott, and | am Deputy Mayor for Education and
Community Development. | am joined here today by Eric Nadelstern, Chief
Schools Officer, Deputy Chancellor Chris Cerf, John White, Chief Executive for
the Office of Portfolio Development, and Michael Duffy, Executive Director of the
Charter School Office, all of the Department of Education (DOE).

It is my pleasure to join you today, as | have so often in the past, to discuss a vital
component of the education reforms that the Bloomberg administration has
implemented during the past seven years. Over the years, | have appeared before
you to discuss everything from budgets to parental engagement, capital planning
to pedagogical approach. Today, we are here to discuss the role of charter
schools in our school system. I will provide some brief introductory remarks
before turning it over to Mr. Nadelstern and Mr. Cerf, who will provide the bulk of
the testimony. We will then be happy to answer whatever questions you may

have.

As you know, when our administration took office in 2002, we created the
Children First reforms to take New York City’s educational system in a different
direction. After decades of stagnant scores and paralytic inefficiency, we began
implementing a number of initiatives designed to do one thing: improve the
educational outcomes of children. OQur approach brought about sweeping
changes throughout the system, including: the ending of social promotion; the
downsizing of the central bureaucracy with hundreds of millions of dollars

redirected to the classroom; the recruitment and placement of highly-qualified



teachers in the neediest schools; the granting of autonomy to principals to do
what they believe is best for their schools; the provision of school letter grades to
allow parents to know how well or poorly their child’s school is doing; the
distribution of resources throughout the City via a Fair Student Funding formula;
and many others.

A signature element of these reforms has been the creation of new and different
educational options for students and families. As a life-long New Yorker who
attended public schools growing up, | had limited options for schooling. Most of
us went to the schools that were prescribed by the system, going from one
“feeder” school to another, regardiess of how good — or not — those schools were
because that's what members of our community had done before us. Our
administration wanted to change that. We wanted to make sure that parents,
particﬁlarly those who for too long had had no choice, would now have the option
of actually choosing the kind of educatiémal experience that was the best fit for
their child. That quest led us to create, so far, more than 350 new schools — or
options — for parents: themed schools; single-sex schools; small schools;
differently configured schools like K-8 or 6-12; career and technical education

schools; and yes, charter schools.

Everyone in this chamber is familiar with our Mayor’s penchant for data and
accountability in driving policy decisions. Given the results that charter schools
often produce, it is no mystery, then, why New York has become the most
“charter-friendly” city in the country. Last year, nearly 85% of charter school
students in the City met or exceeded grade-level standards on standardized math
exams, More than two-thirds met or exceeded standards in reading. These are
numbers that we can all cheer, but the exciting news is that all public schools,
both charter and non-charter, are improving. Let me give you just one example,

of particular significance to me.



As you may remember, in March 1997, District 5 was put into receivership due to
fiscal and other mismanagement, and | was appointed its trustee. | saw first hand
the dysfunction so often endemic of the old system. Teaching and learning was
the last thing happening in District 5 schools, and our students’ test scores sadly
bore that out. In 2002, 12.4% of 8" graders were proficient in math — 12.4%!
That’s a shocking statistic. Today, while still needing improvement, that number
has almost quadrupled to 46.4%. In reading, the 8" grade proficiency rate has
almost doubled, from 16.5% to 29.6%. Fourth grade reading and math scores are
also up dramatically, with reading at 45.6% and 66.9% of 4™ graders now math-
proficient. | am extraordinarily gratified that this district with which I have such a
personal connection has shown such improvement and continues to go in the
right direction. Students at the district’'s charter schools reflect this trend.
Fourth grade reading proficiency at these schools is at 45.7%, 4" grade math
proficiency at 67%; 8" grade reading and math proficiency at 42.6% and 96.5%,
respectively. The fact that the students in both traditional public and charter
schools in this district are mirroring each others’ successes is icing on the cake,
further proof that holding all schools accountable and letting families choose

from a variety of quality options produce positive results for everyone.

In 2002, when our administration took office, there were only 17 charter schools
_in our City. Today, there are 78 — with at least 20 more coming online in the fall -
enroiling 24,000 students. 30,000 more are on a waiting list. With this type of
demand and given the evidence of their success, it would be irresponsible for
this administration not to do everything within its power to ensure that charter
schools expand and thrive. Just as it would be unconscionable for us not to
provide that type of support to all of the City’'s 1,500 schools as they strive to
provide our students with the best education possible.

Thank you again for this opportunity to discuss such a critical facet of our

educational reforms. | look forward to your questions. Eric...
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Chairman Jackson and Committee Members:

Local 372 is opposed to the Mayor’s plan to expand the number of
charter schools, because we believe that charter schools are inherently
divisive to the population of New York City. The addition of charter
schools establishes two distinct school systems. One is a system of public
schools, usually in lower income neighborhoods, which are stripped of
vital support services for which they have the greater need. The other,
consists of small academies with catchy theme names, and Charter

Schools, which siphon off an ever-increasing amount of the DOE budget.

Let’s face it. Charter schools were a fall back plan, when public outcry
defeated school vouchers. New Yorkers would not accept using taxpayer
funds to give parents vouchers to support private and religious schools. That’s
when the fall back plan kicked in. Now the state and city are using taxpayer
funds to support what they are calling charter schools, which are actually pri-
vate schools run by both non-profit organizations and entrepreneurs. They

even go so far as to tell everyone that they are really public schools.

Local 372 contends that the effect of charter schools is no different from
that of school vouchers. School vouchers lead to greater segregation of pupils
by socioeconomic status and race (Source: Henry M. Levin, “Educational

Vouchers: Effcctiveness, Choice, and Costs,” Journal of Policy Analysis and
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Management, Vol. 17, No. 3, 1998) and are therefore, in contradiction to the
spirit of the unanimous opinion delivered by United States Supreme Court
Justice Earl Warren in Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka Kansas, in

which he stated, “separate education facilities are inherently unequal...”

Charter schools siphon off the higher performing students from their
neighborhood schools and prevent our public schools from being aca-

demically and racially diverse.

Here’s how the plan actually works. First look around the country to
find those education corporations or non-profits with the most alluring
and widespread publicity—usually self-generated. Invite them to open
small boutique schools with smaller class sizes, in small rental spaces
or, possibly within existing at-risk public schools. Give the little boutique
schools catchy names or themes. Then lure those parents, who have the means
and time to investigate their new schools choice options, to enroll their

children. Usually the top performing students are the first to go.

Make sure that the boutique school maintains its attraction to the
parents who chose it. Keep them involved and make sure they are
ready to praise their little school to reporters and education officials.

Keep those statistics showing superior performance readily available.
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Don’t bank on the Mayor’s data.
Meanwhile, back at the neighborhood public schools, things are not so
attractive. The test scores, attendance and drop-out rates look far worse

than they did before charter schools come on the horizon.

The Mayor’s so-called proof of the success of his charter schools is
really a comparison of apples and oranges, because the top students
have been taken out of the mix in the neighborhood public schools. It
is not honest to compare the achievements of students in small schools with
small class sizes to students in overcrowded, underserviced neighborhood

public schools populated with the children left behind.

Parents of neighborhood school children, your constituents, become
increasingly bewildered and frustrated, because they have been relegated to
the bargain basement of the school system, while others enjoy the boutique,
often housed within the same building. Local 372 reminds our Council
Members that you caﬁnot support charter schools without cannibalising your

neighborhood public schools.

Charter schools differ greatly in structure and student population and are
exempted from state standards in teacher qualifications curriculum require-

ments.
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Therefore, there can be no definitive data here in New York City or nation-

wide as to the academic superiority of these charter schools over properly

funded and staffed public schools.

The Mayor boasts charter schools are tops in parent satisfaction polls.
Charter school parents are very happy with smaller schools with smaller
class sizes and children dressed in nice crisp uniforms. Neighborhood public
school parents of the children left behind don’t even have the basic right to
representation by a community school board. The Mayor took that away as

his first initiative with sole governance of the schools.

There’s no business like school business.
Many New Yorkers seem to approve of the Mayor running the DOE as if it
were a major corporation. His charter schools are run like little subsidiaries
and are expected to turn a profit. But who is profiting from these charter

schools?

A New York Daily News report on February 27, 2009 calls former
New York City Council Education Chair Eva Moskowitz, who founded
a small chain of charter schools, “a passionate and abrasive champion

of the charter school movement.”
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Ms. Moskowitz’ sustained commitment to charter schools rewarded her
with a salary last year of $310,000 for running Harlem Success Academy
1, 2, 3 and 4, serving a total of 1,000 pupils from kindergarten to third
grade. Chancellor Joel Klein gets $250,000 to run 1,400 school sites and is
responsible to 1.1 million students.

(See attachment 1.)

Education officials just don’t get it.

In response to the state adding $405 million dollars in state aid to public
schools, while cutting aid to charter schools by $50 million dollars, the New
York Post reported that the new Secretary of Education Ame Duncan said,
“These are our kids, these are our schools. If we are serious about it, then let’s
treat them all the same...I’m not going to treat my son differently than I’m

going to treat my daughter.” (See attachment 2.)
Local 372 has a message for Secretary Duncan. He just doesn’t get it, or
he’s falling for the Mayor’s spin on charter schools. New York City’s 1.1

million school children are not being treated the same.

There are 21,578 school children receiving a boutique education, while the

others must make do in the bargain basement.
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Local 372 urges our City Council Members to revisit the principal of
Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka Kansas, whlch guided us in New York
City for so long. Please take its message to heart. We cannot take any steps
backward in the process of making our public schools places where all

children have equal access to quality education.
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Former City Council member Eva Moskowitz makin a bundle at nonprofit schools
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Former City Council member Evé Moskowitz makin’

a bundle at nonprofit schools
Friday, February 27th 20009.

Eva Moskowitz, the former City Council member who founded a small chain of nonprofit charter
schools, is a passionate and ahrasive champion of the charter school movement.

She's also making a bundle.

Moskowitz, who makes no secret of her desire to create 40 charter schools across the city and run
for mayor some day, raked in $371,000 in salaries in the 2006-2007 school year from organiza-
tions connected to her four schools. tax records show.

Those schaools, Harlem Success Academy 1, 2, 3 and 4, have an enrollment of about 1.000
pupils, from kindergarten to third grade.

The nonprofit organizations connected to the schools have yet to file more recent tax returns. but
Moskowitz said in an interview late Thursday she received $310,000 last year - the 2007-2008
year - $250,000 in salary and $60,000 in a bonus.

That means Moskowitz, who is responsible for four schools, makes more than Chancellor Joe! Klein.
whao gets $250,000 to run 1.400 schools.

In 2006-2007, she even surpassed John Ryan, the former chancellor of the State University of
New York, who earned 5340,000 to manage some 70 campuses with nearly 300,000 students.

Needless to say, she left your run-of-the-mill public school principal, with an average annual salary
of $124,000, in the dust.

Tax records show in her first year of operation Moskowitz made $85,000 as executive director of
Harlem Success Academy, the group that receives DOE money to operate the charter schools.

At the same time, she received $186,000 as chief executive officer of the Success Charter Net-
work, a separate nonprofit that provides “management services” to her schools.

Finally, she received $100,000 as an “independent contractor” for Friends of Gotham Charter
School, which provides support finances for Harlem Success.

http ://wwrw.nydailynews.com/nylocal/education/2009/02/26/2009-02-26_former city_council_member e...3/6/2009
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All three organizations share an address and list as officers Joel Greenblall and John Petry, the
millionaire hedge fund managers who bankrolled the Success Charter Network.

Moskowitz said her unusually high pay for 2006-2007, included compensation for months of
planning work from the previous year.

“Yes, | earn a good living,” Moskowitz said. “| also have an enormous responsibility to try and
design 40 schools that are immensely successful. If your child walks into my school, | treat them
like'my child.”

Charter schools are free to use the money they raise from outside sources any way they see fit -
even if that means huge salaries for the chief executive.

Given that Moskowitz routinely complains that the Department of Education has failed to provide a
fair share of funding for her students, it’s fair to ask why she’s paying herself so much for educat-
ing so few. Charters get about 90 % of what it costs to teach each child and raise funds for
additional money.

Parents from Moskowitz's schools vehemently defend the Harlem Success Academy and say their
kids are making phenomenal progress. That could very well be true, but the DOE has not posted
independent test results for any of the Moskowitz schools.

Her critics, who include educators, parents, the teachers’ union and Harlem political leaders, say
she is a relentless selfprumoter.

They say she is not shy about packing public meetings with a parent group she has organized, and
then demanding that other public schools give up their space to make way for her programs.

“We had one meeting in East Harlem last year where she bused in her [students’] parents, and the
situation get ugly and tense as they kept demanding space in our school,” said one East Harlem
community leader.

This week, more than 500 parents from the Harlem Success Academy were bused to a hearing at
Public School 241 in West Harlem, a school the DOE wants to phase out and turn over to Moskowitz.

“We're unwilling to accept failure,” Moskowitz said. “PS 241 has failed for years on end, and it needs
to change.”

Parents who send their children to 241, along with the local Community Education Council. say the
DOE is violating the law by eliminating a zoned public school and replacing it with a charter.

jgonzalez@nydailynews.com
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O'S ED. CZAR ZINGS IT TO CHEAPO CHARTER
POLS

By YOAV GONEN Education Reporter

[ YAprif 3, 2009 -

President Obama's education chief siammed New York state lawmakers
yesterday for shortchanging charter-school kids in the state's budget.

In a meeting with The Post editorial board, Secretary of Education Arne
Duncan was surprised that Albany had added $405 million in state aid to
public-school districts whife hitting charter schools with what amounted to a
$50 million cut,

"That doesn't make sense," Duncan said, after shaking his head for a minute.
"These are our kids, these are our schools. If we're serious about it, then let's
treat them all the same.”

Lawmakers are freezing charter-school funding for the coming fiscal year,
which critics say guts nearly $1,000 per city charter student.

SAVEM
Duncan suggested the funding inequity was creating unnecessary divisions
W ITH between traditional public schools and privately managed charters — even
0 PT I though they serve the same public-schoo! kids.

RI Pl "I have two children,” he said. "I'm not going to treat my son differently than
T I'm going to treat my daughter.”

P LA As he's done in recent days, Duncan continued touting the benefits of mayoral
control of urban school districts — saying he'd like to see it expanded to cities
like Los Angeles and Detroit.

When he made the same pitch earlier in the day at the National Action
Network's meeting in Midtown, it was met with an audible chorus of boos --
making it the only portion of his speech that wasn't well-received.

"It doesn't mean you don't have other voices,” he said. "Mayoral control
doesn’t mean you dor't listen fo other folks."

One of the voices Duncan said he benefited from as schools superintendent
in Chicago was that of an independent research group that analyzed school
. “ policies and programs using school-disirict data.

He said such an independent organization — something that's been in the works in New York City for
nearly two years — provided pivotal "checks and balances” on mayoral control.

"I made a lot of policy changes based upon the feedback they were giving me,” he said.

http://www.nypost.com/php/pfriendly/print.php?url=http://www.nypost.com/seven/04032009/news/poli
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Good afternoon, Chairman Jackson and distinguished members of the New York City Council
Committee on Education. My name is Noah Franklin and I am the Director of Governmental
Affairs for the Council of School Supervisors and Administrators (CSA). I am here speaking on
behalf of Emest Logan, CSA President. I want to thank you for the strong leadership you have
shown by holding this oversight hearing on the important issue of the expansion of charter
schools in New York City.

CSA represents over 6,100 Principals, Assistant Principals, Supervisors, Education
Administrators, Day Care Directors and Assistant Directors in New York City. In particular,
CSA represents union members in the following charter schools: Wildcat Academy Annex in the
Bronx; Beginning With Children in Brooklyn; Kipp Academy Charter School, John Lindsay
Wildcat Academy, the Renaissance Charter School, and Future Leaders Institute in Manhattan.
These publicly funded charter schools serve a population of over 2,000 students.




Children are always our top priority. In every classroom across New York City, we believe we
must make sure that every child is treated fairly, and provided all possible opportunities to grow
and excel. This concept of fairess is essential in public education, and must be at the center of
the discussion of charter schools and their possible expansion. Correspondingly, the
expectations placed on charter schools must be fair and equivalent to those placed on traditional
public schools. Let's not forget that charter schools in New York City are public schools. After
all, charter schools serve students who do not pay to attend and they are funded with public
money.

Since the NY State Legislature passed a law authorizing the creation of charter schools in 1998,
seventy-eight charter schools have been created in New York City. During the past decade,
several New York City charter schools have made notable contributions to education, including
providing a longer school day and year; encouraging the use of innovative teaching methods,
curriculumn and activities; creating new opportunities for teachers and school administrators
while allowing entrepreneurs to bring their talents to public education; and providing parents and
students with a greater choice of options within the public school system.

In regard to the topic of today’s hearing, we strongly believe that there are several important
issues of fairess that need to be addressed before the number of charter schools is expanded in
New York City. These issues include increasing funding for existing charter schools; creating
more diversity in charter school locations; encouraging greater charter school involvement in the
community; and ensuring equal evaluation and accountability for charter schools.

At the top of list of issues, fairness in state funding must be considered. Presently, charter
schools in NYC are facing a severe financial challenge, due to the fact that their public funding
has not kept pace with their growing operating costs. In the recent New York State budget
agreement between the Governor, the Assembly, and the State Senate, charter school funding for
next school year was frozen at the level of two years ago. In contrast, traditional public schools
received the same amount as last year, This funding inequity is creating unnecessary divisions
between traditional public schools and charters even though both types of schools serve the same
public school students. While funding levels have not increased in two years for charter schools,
these schools have seen increases in fixed costs, such as labor, utilities, and materials, due to
employee contracts and the standard rise in inflation. If this situation is not corrected, Principals
will have to lay off teachers, thus increasing class size; cancel academic programs and services;
and put off purchasing essential learning materials. We must ensure that existing charter schools
in New York City are funded appropriately.

When considering fairness in terms of expanding charter schools, we must also look at where
these new schools will be placed across the city. If charter schools truly provide a quality
educational alternative to traditional public schools, then they should be distributed more evenly
across different neighborhoods of the city, and not clustered in certain communities. Today, the
vast majority of charter schools in New York City are located in Harlem and the South Bronx.
More diversity in the location of charter schools is critical for two reasons. First, if some students
have the opportunity to attend a charter school, then we should strive to give all students that
opportunity. Second, a high concentration of charter schools in one particular community can




undermine the perception of the traditional public schools in that area. The concentration of
charter schools in certain neighborhoods suggests that the local schools are not performing at a
high level, when they may in fact be more successful than the charter schools. We should look at
locations of current charters, and create a plan for dispersing new charters more evenly
throughout our city.

For charter schools to create the optimum learning environment, there must be fairness in how
their surrounding communities are involved as partners in the schools. Historically, charter
schools have been isolated from the communities that they serve. In contrast, traditional public
schools are often a community resource. In recent years, the isolation has begun to break down
as charter school administrators realize that in order to succeed in educating children, they need
to build strong relationships with the parents of their students and they need to be connected to
the communities in which their students live. In particular, charter schools should welcome
community groups to use their facilities, even if group members have no children of their own
enrolled at the school. We should encourage, or even require existing charter schools to
explicitly make community involvement one of their objectives. They must function like every
other public school that accepts public school students and receives public money.

There must also be fairness in the way in which charter schools are evaluated and held
accountable for success. In the current system, traditional public schools are evaluated by
Progress Reports and Quality Reviews that are standard across the city. Charter schools differ
from public school in that they are held accountable according to the school-specific student
performance goals that they have set for themselves in their charters. However, we cannot
accurately compare the two types of schools, since charter schools are not evaluated in the same
way as traditional public schools. Charter schools, which are funded by public money, are
accountable to No Child Left Behind and other standards. To that end, we should ensure that
charter schools are evaluated by the same standards as traditional public schools.

Although charter schools are not allowed to discriminate against students in their selection and
acceptance process, they can encourage parents to have their child leave and attend a traditional
public school. We have heard reports of charter schools that intentionally advise parents of ESL
or special education students that the local zoned school would have better resources for their
child. In this way, charters are able to remove students who may not perform as well on certain
kinds of standardized tests. We must fully investigate the practices and procedures that charter
schools use to “counsel” parents and students out of the school.

In conclusion, charter schools are a relatively new addition the to the New York City education
system. Therefore, it is not surprising that there are still critical issues that need to be addressed
in the funding, geographic distribution, and evaluation of charter schools. As a result, it would
be irresponsible to hastily and rapidly expand the number of charter schools in New York City
without addressing the challenges inherent in existing charter schools. To that end, we urge the
City Council to carefully evaluate and address the fundamental issues facing existing charter
schools today before supporting their further expansion in the city. In this time of economical
difficulty, we must ensure that every dollar of public money that we spend on charter schools
and traditional public schools are truly working to improve the education of our children.




Dr. Annie B. Martin — Testimony before Education Committee, New York City
Council on Charter School Expansion — April 6, 2009

e Good afternoon Chairman Jackson and members of the New York City
Council Education Committee. My name is Dr. Annie B. Martin, and I am
President of the New York Branch of the NAACP.

e As aconcerned resident and activist in Harlem, I have fought hard for

quality schools in our area. Qur children and our entire Harlem community
need them desperately.

o The NAACP has labored and litigated to ensure that public education is
accessible, equal and open to all. We have dedicated our lives to these
issues, because we deeply believe that every school should exemplify
excellence, and every child deserves a quality education.

e I came out to speak with you this afternoon, because I believe that our
education department in its commendable efforts to set standards of
excellence and improve the quality of New York City schools in general,
and Harlem schools in particular, has lost its way.

¢ I have serious concerns about the DoE’s plan for charter school expansion in
Harlem. That’s not to say I'm against charter schools — I’m not. But, I'm
for open, transparent community discussion and true input from the parents
whose children’s future depends on these policies. '

e Understandably, I am very concerned that these decisions to put charters into

existing public schools, or to close public schools, are being done without
community input.

e More and more, I worry that the Harlem community, whose parents want
quality schools so badly, is being used as a pawn by the charter movement.

e Some parents and their children are selected for public education benefits

and parental engagement, while other parents and their children are
overlooked.

e Children are competing for placement in schools right in their
neighborhoods and parents are made to feel like standing up for their rights
equates with denouncing higher quality “school choice.” I never like to see
parents pitted against parents, but more and more, that’s what I’m seeing;



and sadly it is being quietly instigated by our city’s own education
department.

When that happens and the community isn’t consulted, we don’t get a
chance to ask about the collateral damage those moves make. How
neighborhood parents will deal with losing their zoned school, for
example... or questions like how will the changes affect the already-
overcrowded schools in the area? Or what types of services will English
Language Learners and students with special needs have, if they are not
selected in the charter school lottery admissions process?

Chairman Jackson, please help make the DoE follow state and city
guidelines on community and parental input into these critical decisions. Let
us not in the name of quality education, undermine the public trust and let
one type of public school operate in our communities without oversight,
while the other public schools are neglected. Thank you.
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Good afternoon, Chairman Jackson and members of this distinguished committee. My name is
Leo Casey, and I am Vice President of Academic High Schools for the United Federation of Teachers
(UFT). Thank you for this opportunity to testify before you on this important topic.

Twenty years ago, the late UFT and AFT President Al Shanker laid out a compelling vision for a
new and different type of public school. Freed from stultifying state and district bureaucracy and micro-
management, this public school would be an educational laboratory, an incubator of innovative
approaches to teaching and learning which would be shared with other public schools. The men and
women who worked in this school could be empowered as educational professionals to use their skills,
knowledge and experience to provide the highest quality education for their students. The school it;self
would have organic ties to the community it served. Shanker called this new type of public school a
“charter school.”

Today, we in the United Federation of Teachers remain deeply committed to this original
Shanker vision of a public “charter school.” And when it comes to this vision of charter schools, we
don’t simply talk the talk. We walk the walk: we have started two charter schools of our own in East
New York, and we have partnered with Green Dot to start a third charter school in the South Bronx. We
proudly represent educators in nine charter schools in New York City, and our national union, the
American Federation of Teachers, represents many more across the country.

The original Shanker conception of a public “charter school” was not ideological and political,
but educational. In recent years, however, political ideologues opposed to public education and to
teacher unions have sought to turn the charter school concept into its opposite, using it as a vehicle to
privatize public education and undermine teacher voice and professionalism, To this end, these political
ideologues divisively pit school against school, parent against parent, charter against district, using the
politics of conflict. That we will always oppose, as educators and as citizens. Our democracy depends
upon public schools, both district and charter, which unite us as Americans.

What is at issue here is not the existence of charter schools, but their character. Charter schools
must be “public schools” in the fullest meaning of the term, dedicated to education for the public good
and in our common purposes as American citizens. They must serve all and bring us together. They
must be a force for improving public education.

For the promise of charter schools to be fulfilled, we believe that they must rest on a foundation

of six pillars:

1. QUALITY: Charter schools must provide a high quality education and meet the same

educational standards, serving the same students, as district public schools.



2. INNOVATION: Charter schools should be places of educational experimentation, developing
and testing out new approaches to teaching and learning which can then be disseminated among
all public schools.

3. REAL CHOICE; Charter schools should supplement, not supplant, existing public schools. They.
‘should provide students and their families with more choices among quality public schools,
including a choice to attend a traditional neighborhood school. It is important here to maintain a
balance between neighborhood schools and charter schools, such as we have advocated for years.

4. EQUITY: Charter schools and other public schools must be treated equitably, provided with
equivalent resources and supports. No student should be educationally shortchanged because the
school he or she attends is not in political favor.

5. VOICE: Charter schools must welcome the participation of parents and teachers in important
educational decisions, and the right of chaﬁer school staff to organize and bargain collectively
must be recognized.

6. ACCOUNTABILITY: Charter schools must be accountable, in public and transparent ways, for
student performance, admissions and enrollment policies and how public funds are used, as

rigorously as district schools are held accountable.

We do not simply advocate these principles‘ for all charter schools; we live by them in the charter
schools we have sponsored and in our representation of teachers in other charter schools. The
educational records of our charter schools demonstrate that far from being an impediment to learning,
real parent and teacher involvement in school governance makes schools better. Our ability to provide
such features as a longer school day and intensive literacy and numeracy instruction for our students
without placing impossible time and work demands on educators demonstrates not only that schools can
make such innovations, but that they can accomplish that in sustainable ways which can be replicated on
scale. The school-based contract we have negotiated for Amber Charter School, and are now negotiating
at other charter schools where we represent the educational staff such as Green Dot, show that collective
bargaining can take place in a way that respects both the uniqueness of a charter school and the
professionalism of the educators who perform all of the essential work within it. Our record is a public

record.

What Path For New York City Charter Schools?
Recent developments with respect to New York City charter schools bave raised serious

concerns for many in the public education community. An increasingly obvious strategy is being
3



pursued to concentrate the placement of charter schools in just three New York City communities —
Harlem, the South Bronx and Central Brooklyn. Of the 18 charter schools which opened in New York
City in September 2008, 14 went into these three communities: 5 in Harlem, 5 in the South Bronx, and 4
in Central Brooklyn. Of the 79 charter schools now operating in New York City, nearly three-quarters
(or 58 schools) have been located in these three targeted communities: 21 in Harlem, 19 in Central
Brooklyn and 18 in the South Bronx. Today, in Harlem, 31 percent of all elementary and middie schools
are charter schools; in the South Bronx, 20 percent are charter schools; and in Central Brooklyn, 14
percent are charter schools.

This strategy has been undertaken in a coordinated fashion by a number of influential charter
school organizations, by conservative philanthropies that are playing an increasingly prominent role in
the private funding and development of charter schools and by the New York City Department of
Education. There are charter organization documents, such as Flooding the Zone, which discuss this
strategy in considerable detail.! The Walton Family Foundation, established by the founder of Wal-Mart,
has funding guidelines designed to promote it: Walton will only suppert New York City charter schools
located in Harlem®. And the New York City Department of Education has placed the vast majority of the
58 charter schools located in these communities within district school buildings and buildings built with
DoE capital funds.

This strategy breaks radically with the original concept of charter schools, in which they
complemented and enhanced district schools in a more expansive and diverse system of public schools.
The new concept is to create “charter districts” in which district schools are replaced with charter
schools, a policy which actually reduces real choice for families.

In the pursuit of this strategy, the Department of Education recently announced an unprecedented
scheme to turn over entirely to charter schools the buildings of three district schools — PS 194 and PS
241 in Harlem and PS 150 in Central Brooklyn — it had originally slated to phase out starting in
September 2009. Two of these three schools — PS 150 and PS 194 — were in good standing with the New
York State Education Department and had met their annual yearly progress benchmarks under No Child
Left Behind through the 2007-08 school year; the third — PS 241 — went from a B on its Department of
Education school progress report last year to a D this year.

In taking these steps, the Department of Education would have unilaterally eliminated the
attendance zones for the three elementary schools, leaving the families living in them without a

guaranteed seat in a neighborhood public school. State education law delegates to the Community

! http://www tilsonfunds.com/Personal/Flooding TheZone.pdf
2 hip:/fwww_waltonfamilyfoundation.org/forgrantseekers/instructions.asp




Educétion Council (CEC) the power to rezone the Community School District, but the Department had
not sought the approval of the CECs. People's voices should have been heard, but they weren't because
the CECs were bypassed. When we talk about the need for checks and balances, this is a perfect
example.

Parents from those three schools and members of the CECs for the districts in which they are
located were joined by the New York Civil Liberties Union, Public Advocate Betsy Gotbaum and the
UFT in filing a lawsuit against the DoE for eliminating the attendahce zones in violation of state law.
1.ate Thursday, the Department of Education announced that it would rescind its plans to close the three
schools, although the details of their plan are not yet clear.

What has been particularly distressing about the Department of Education’s approach to these
three schools was the historic and continuing failure to provide them with the supports and resources
necessary for their success. For example, PS 194 has historically had high class sizes and has gone
through a series of unsuccessful principals in recent years. Rather than eliminating all district schools
from these neighborhoods, the DoE should be fulfilling its prime responsibility to provide families with
a real choice of a quality district school and a charter school. If the DoE knows that schools are
struggling, its job is to improve the quality of education in them. Strong, successful neighborhood
schools are a necessary foundation of vibrant communities.

All three schools that had been slated for closure by the DoE share some important
characteristics. They serve a much higher proportion of students living in poverty than their districts and
the city as a whole. PS 150 has 97 percent of its students eligible for free lunch. They have large
numbers of English Language Leamners. In PS 241, nearly 1 in 5 students fall into this category. They
have a predominantly African American student body, on average 78 percent of the total.

Compare this profile with the characteristics of charter schools from the charter organizations
that had been slated to take over these buildings. They serve thirty percent fewer students living in
poverty. They serve no English Language Learners. And this is reflective of charter schools affiliated
with the large charter organizations across the city: of the 56 charter schools for which there is data, only
three have as many English Language Learners as the city average; the majority of those schools — 36 in
total — report no English Language Learners. Comparative Special Education data is currently
unavailable, but anecdotal accounts indicate that similar patterns exist. It is only the union charter
schools and the small “mom and pop” charter schools that educate their fair share of New York City
with the greatest needs. And yet all charter schools are funded by a formula which assumes they have

enrolled the citywide average of English Language Learners and other special needs students.



If the DoE had been successful in eliminating the attendance zones of these three schools, what
would have happened to those children with great needs? If it continues to pursue its strategy of
replacing district schools with charter schools, what will happen to the students living in poverty, the
English Language Learners, the students with special needs in Harlem, the South Bronx and the Central
Brooklyn?

We are now seriously concerned about a new situation in Harlem. In order to pursue its charter
strategy, the DoE has taken away needed space from PS 811, a well-functioning and much-needed
District 75 Special Education school that serves 100 Harlem youth with the greatest needs.

In order to accommodate the various special needs presented by their student populations,
District 75 programs such as PS 811 require sites with special facilities and equipment. PS 811 is terrific
program for pre-kindergarten to third-grade students with severe and multiple disabilities such as autism.
Their students are emotionally disturbed and need behavior intervention. As you can imagine, stability
and continuity of services are very important to these types of programs. The school also enjoys a high
level of parental engagement, with three quarters of the parents attending the most recent Parent—
Teacher night. |

PS 811 already shares space with two other schools — the Harlem Success Academy and the
Harlem Gems. It has been losing space each year, children are being served in hallways, and its layout
within the building is already fractured between different floors and different sides of the building. They
cannot afford to lose any more rooms. The Harlem Success Academy wants to add another grade of
about 150 students and will need 5 or 6 additional classrooms in this building for the 2009-2010 school
year. Uprooting these special needs kids and dispersing them to other sites would not be in their best
interest, and we strongly oppose DoE plans to do so. It is time to dramatically rethink the DoE’s current
practice of zero-sum game charter school siting in Harlem, Central Brooklyn and the South Bronx which
pits school against school and student against student.

Chairman Jackson, you and your colleagues on this committee have been stalwart champions for
eliminating school overcrowding and lowering class sizes in all New York City public schools. You
have been eloquent on how inadequate the DoE’s five year capital plan is in meeting these important
goals. In this respect, it adds insult to injury that the DoE is committing $200 million of those limited
funds to build brand new buildings for charter schools in the some of the areas of the city that have the
least need for new seats.

I alluded to these issues in the hearings on the DOE’s five year capital plan held by this
committee on March 18™. At that time, I pointed out that a new elementary charter school building has

just been built in the Community School District which is second from the bottom in the city in terms of
6



its need for new seats. A new high school currently under construction is slated for a CSD that is 27® out
of 32 in terms of its need for news seat. Not one of the ten new charter school buildings being built
under the DoE’s proposed five year capital plan is going into one of the CSDs with the greatest need for
new seats, as measured by the DOE’s own latest Enrollment—Capacity-Utilization Report (the ‘Blue
Book’). Instead, all of the new buildings being constructed for charter schools are going into areas of
New York City which will advance the strategy of creating districts where district schools are replaced
by charter schools.

New York City certainly needs new public school facilities. But with such great need across the
city and limited capital funds to meet it, how can we justify locating new public schools where the need

is the least?

Put The Public Back Into “Public Charter School”

New York State education law is clear and unambiguous: charter schools are intended to be
public schools, just as Al Shanker envisioned twenty years ago. The law funds charter schools with
public money; it requires that they admit students from their districts in open lotteries; it demands that
they meet the same learning standards and administer the same state tests as other public schools; and it
insists that they conduct their affairs in an open and transparent manner.

But the public character of charter schools has increasingly been put into question by those who
would remake them into vehicles for the privatization of public schools and the dismantling of public
education. Again, the politics of conflict are being put into play by these special interests.

Given these trends we question whether public funding for charter schools managed and
supported by private entities is moving in the direction of privatized use for private agendas. For
example, unlike in the public system, there is no transparency of the salaries of the CEOs and principals
of charter schools. In addition, school construction planning and costs via DOE’s School Construction
Authority (SCA) are detailed for district schools and hidden in aggregate form for charter schools. With
three-quarters of construction costs for new charter school buildings funded by public funds without
concomitant cost accountability to the public, SCA/DOE only answers to itself and the mayor, while
engineered by private cbncerns.

We question the marketing techniques and the admissions and enrollment policies that promote
universality in words and result in non-existent English Language Learner student populations, in low
Special Education enrollments and below the norm poverty indices in the neighborhoods where the

charter schools are located.



Chairman Jackson and distinguished members of this committee, this strategy of creating entire
districts in which charter schools would supplant district schools, this policy of the DoE abandoning its
responsibility to provide quality neighborhood public schools across the entire city, would remake the
very constitution of public education in New York City and in other places. Yet when has it been raised
for public discussion? Where has it been proposed on editorial pages? When has it been brought before
the Panel for Educational Policy? When has the Chancellor or members of his administration brought it
to this Committee, or to the appropriate committees of the State Legislature? It has been a policy made
and executed behind closed doors, without any public oversight or review. If ever there was a
demonstration of the need for checks and balances in the governance of New York City public schools,
this strategy and policy is it.

The UFT wants all New York City public school children to have every opportunity to learn in
creative and nurturing environments with expectations for high academic achievements and exemplary
character. We support adding charter schools to the mix of public education, as a means of improving
and supplementing public district schools. The expansion of charter schools must follow state education
law, and be guided by the pillars of quality, innovation, real choice, equity, voice, and accountability.
And it must be combined with, not come at the expense of, the reinvigoration and improvement of

neighborhood public schools. It’s time to put the public back into “public charter school.”



Eva Moskowitz Testimony
City Council Education Committee Hearing
April 6,2009

Good afternoon Chairman Jackson and Members of the Education Committee,

Thank you for inviting me to testify. It is an honor to be back in the Chamber in which I served
for 7 years.

I remember, Councilmember Jackson, that when I brought my newborn daughter Hannah to the
hearings you were kind enough to hold her while I was asking tough questions of the Department
of Education.

Hannah will be entering public school this fall. This reflects my family’s deep commitment to
public education in our City. Two of my children already attend public school in New York City.
I attended our city’s public school. My parents attended them. My grandmother both attended and
taught in NYC public schools.

It has been more than three years since I served on this Committee. I want to tell you about my
own personal experiences with education since I left. I founded the Harlem Success Academies.
We now have four schools in Harlem that serve one thousand students,

But more importantly, [ have also had a chance to see the incredible work that other innovative
educators are doing in Harlem —Geoff Canada with the Promise Academy, Dave Levin with the
KIPP Schools, and Deborah Kenny of the Harlem Village Academies among others. They are
showing that minority students can accomplish at very high levels if they are given a high quality
education. The 23 public charter schools in Harlem are transforming public education there.

What is happening is that parents are being given control over their children’s education. For the
first time, Harlem parents have meaningful choices. And parents are choosing high performing
public charter schools over failed zoned schools.

Now, however, there is a backlash taking place. The system is having an immune response. It is
fighting against innovation and parent choice because the spread of charter schools is causing
parents to flee failed zone schools. There is a union-political-educational complex that is trying to
halt progress and put the interests of adults above the interests of children.

Chancellor Klein decided to shut down two schools that are failing students and that were already
shrinking rapidly due to competition from public charter schools. These schools deserved to be
shut down. At PS241, only 10% of eighth graders passed the reading test in 2008. At PS194, only
37% of the fifth graders passed the reading test in 2008. These zoned schools are destroying the
lives of children. You heard me right. They are destroying the lives of children.

Now, Chancellor Klein has backed off from the plan to shut down these failed schools. This
happened because United Federation of Teachers brought a suit to prevent these failed Harlem
zoned schools from being shut down. There was a rally which many politicians and union
representatives attended to oppose shutting down these schools with dismal academic results. And
I don’t understand that.



Councilmember Jackson, you and I both live in Harlem. We don’t send our children to schools
like this, Let’s be honest, no one on this Committee does or would send their child to a school
where only 10% of the students read on grade level. None of the elected officials in Harlem send
their children to failed zone schools. One way or another, we always find something better for our
own children. It may be a private school or a parochial school or a gifted and talented program but
we always find a way.

It is wrong to keep open failed schools to which we wouldn’t send our own children. Why do
these schools stay open? Frankly, it’s low expectations for kids of color. These schools would be
shut down in a moment if they were on the Upper East Side or Upper West Side. They would
never be tolerated.

In the last two weeks, we have seen a new demonstration of the union-political-educational
complex’s power and influence. First, Albany recently raised zone school funding while cutting
charter school funding, even though charters are already underfunded. Second, the Council is
considering a resolution that would make it harder to place charter schools in public schools
buildings. Both are anti-competitive practices.

We all know where this is coming from. The Teachers Union. The union doesn’t want to
compete on the quality of the education its members provide. That’s what’s happening. The
union doesn’t want us moving into these school buildings because it doesn’t want parents having a
choice between the education that its members are offering at failed schools and the education
offered at successful charter schools. The union wants to shut down the competition rather than
compete on the merits of what it offers.

But we can’t afford the status quo any longer. We can’t permit children’s lives to be destroyed by
failed schools. I’ve brought with me data from zoned schools in Harlem. Now, I think we can all
agree that if a school fails to teach at least half of its students to read at grade level, it is a failed
school. There are 37 zone schools in Central Harlem. 14 of these schools contain gifted and
talented programs or have selective admissions. If you look at the remaining 23 zone schools,
there only four that have more than half of their students reading at or above grade. So 19 out of
23 zone schools in central Harlem are failed schools.

Why should we be fighting against closing these failed schools? This is what [ don’t understand.
I get that charter schools are important and worth your attention. But where is the hearing about
how we can shut down these 19 failed schools in Central Harlem? Why is there so much concern
about the spread of public charter schools? Remember, parents voluntarily send their kids to
charter schools and nearly all of these schools are performing at a much higher level than zone
schools.

President Obama says we need more public charter schools. But from our local government, it's
the opposite. It's "let's slow down this change. Let's slow down parent choice." That's wrong.
Because every year we wait to offer parents the choices they deserve is a year in which children's
futures are destroyed. We cannot wait. We have waited for too long. We have to say no to the
union-political-educational complex that is fighting against parent choice.



2008 District 5 New York State ELA Scores

School Name

All Tested Students 3rd

Special Ed Students 3rd

Grade ELA % Levels 3+4

Grade ELA % Levels 344

PS 30: Hernandez Hughes School* 48.8% 45.5%
PS 46: Arthur Tappan School 38.4% 9.1%
PS 92: Mary Bethune School 40.4% 9.1%
PS 123: Mahalia Jackson School 37.3% 36.4%
PS 125:Ralph Bunche School* 38.8% 13.0%
PS 129: John H. Finley School* 36.5% 13.6%
PS 133! Fred R, Moore School 38.9% 8.3%
PS 154: Harriet Tubman School* 47.1% 31.6%
PS 161: Pedro Albizu Campos School 50.8% 16.0%
PS 175: Henry H, Garnet School 37.8% 20.0%
PS 194: Countee Culien School 43.2% 0.0%
PS 197: John B. Russwurm School 58.5% 22.7%
PS 200: James M. Smith School 34.8% 0.0%
PS 318: Thurgood Marshall Academy 67.5% n/a
*Includes gifted and talented program

District 5 Average 44.2% 17.3%
Non-GT, Non-Selective Zone Average 44.8% 13.5%

School Name

All Tested Students 8th

Special Ed Students 8th

Grade ELA % Levels 3+4

Grade ELA % Levels 3+4

PS 172: Adam Clayton Powell Ir, 6.7% 0.0%
PS 195: Roberto Clemente 23.9% 2.0%
PS 286: Renaissance Leadership 13.3% 0.0%
PS 302: KAPPA V** 54.6% 23.1%
PS 317: KAPPA II** 282% 4 0.0%
PS 344: Academy of Collaborative Ed. 14.6% 0.0%
PS 469: Choir Academy of Harlem** 34.7% n/a
PS 499: Frederick Douglass Academy** 52.7% 0.0%
PS 670: Thurgood Marshall Academy 47.2% n/a
**Non gifted and talented, selective admissions

District 5 Average 30.7% 3.6%
Non-GT, Non-Selective Zone Average 21.1% 0.5%

Source: NYC DOE Results of the 2006-2008 NY State ELA Test Grades 3,4,5,6,7 and 8 - District 05




2008 Harlem District 3 New York State ELA Scores

School Name

All Tested Students 3rd

Special Ed Students 3rd

Grade ELA % Levels 3+4

Grade ELA % Levels 3+4

P.S. 76 A. Philip Randolph 30.9% 0.0%
P.S. 145 The Bloomingdale School* 50.0% '6.7%
P.S. 149 Sojourner Truth 35.9% 0.0%
P.S. 165 Robert E. Simon* 42.7% 13.3%
P.S, 180 Hugo Newman 61.0% 37.5%
P.S. 208 Alain L. Locke* 44.5% 17.7%
P.S. 241 Family Academy 37.9% n/a
P.S. 242 Gwendolyn Powell Brown 39.1% n/a
*Includes gifted and talented program

Harlem District 3 Average 42.8% 12.5%
Non-GT, Non-Selective Zone Average 41.0% 12.5%

School Name

All Tested Students 8th

Special Ed Students 8th

Grade ELA % Levels 3+4

Grade ELA % Levels 3+4

PS 54: Booker T. Washington* 61.1% 7.4%
PS 149; Sojourner Truth 18.6% 5.9%
PS 241: Family Academy 10.2% 0.0%
PS 246; Crossroads 29.6% 0.0%
PS 415: Wadleigh Performing Arts** 14.8% 0.0%
PS 860: Frederick Douglas Academy II** 47.9% 9.1%
*Includes gifted and talented program

**Nan gifted and talented, selective admissions

Harlem District 3 Average 30.4% 3.7%
Non-GT, Non-Selective Zone Average 19.5% 2.0%

Note: Harlem District 3 Scores exclude schools in Upper West Side section of District 3.

Source: NYC DOE Results of the 2006-2008 NY State ELA Test Grades 3,4,5,6,7 and 8 - District 03
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As the Assemblymember representing neighborhoods in L.ower Manhattan that urgently need
new school construction to help reduce overcrowding, I testify today to express my serious
concerns regarding the Department of Education’s (DOE) charter school expansion in New York
City. I realize that frustration with the challenges faced in our current system may be the impetus
for the formation of additional charter schools. Unfortunately, the DOE’s focus on creating
additional charter schools has come at the expense of the rest of the school system.

It is somewhat mystifying that there continues to be focus on the creation of charter schools
while the abilities of communities to secure additional school space to reduce overcrowding does
not get the same degree of attention or support from either the Chancellor or the Mayor. In fact,
charter schools are being placed within existing schools and exacerbating overcrowded
conditions and creating unnecessary competition for scarce resources.

So much time has been spent creating an alternative system that the there continues to be a
deficit for children, even for those who have been attending school under the current
Administration’s control. It has been reported in the Daily News that there are school districts in
the City in which more than half the third-graders are not reading at grade level while praising
the availability of school choice. The creation of additional charter schools does nothing to
advance the learning of these children who are in schools that are not working.

The Administration views the concept of “choice” as the panacea for a system that continues to
fail many children. However, creating more schools does not mean that schools are better.
Ultimately the Administration is creating a system-within-a-system that only benefits a small
percentage of students within the public school system.

Over the years, improvements have been made in many City agencies without needing to create
parallel systems-within-systems. Crime in the city has decreased tremendously, and although the
NYPD may have new policies in place, there never has been a push to create another police
system within this existing one. Yet when it comes to our education system this is exactly what is
occurring.

Our education system faces severe problems. Even with a change in school governance seven
years ago, the achievement gap continues to persist. Overburdening our already crowded public
schools with charter schools is not best for the majority of students in the City.

¥ DISTRICT OFFICE: 853 Broadway, Suite 2120, New York, New York 10003-4703 « 212-674-5153, FAX 212-674-5530
LI ALBANY OFFICE: Room 717, Legislative Office Building, Albany, New York 12248 « 518-455-4841, FAX 518-455-4649
: glickd @ assembly.state.ny.us



Instead of focusing on creatmg more charter schools, it would behoove the Administrationto .
create smaller class sizes, improve teacher trainings, and provide more resources for schools that
‘are already servicing the community, rather than inventing new schools under the guise of
“choice. -Real reform means 1mprov1ng the system that exists and teaches the majority of
students, not creating a new mini-system that only provides for a small segment of the

populatlon



Testimony of James D. Merriman
Chief Executive Officer, NYC Charter School Center

Hearing on Charter Schools
Education Committee, New York City Council
April 6, 2009

Good Afternoon,

My name is James Merriman. I am the chief executive officer of the New York City
Charter School Center, an organization that provides support services and advocacy on
behalf of charter schools in New York City. I want to thank the Chairman, the other
members of this committee and its able staff for the opportunity to testify today.

The Center was founded in 2004 as a public-private partnership between the charter
supportive philanthropic community and the New York City Department of Education.
Chancellor Klein sits on my board as does another representative of the Department. The
board consists of nine members—and while we are in partnership with the District we are

also separate from it.

Our mission, simply put, is to increase the number and quality of charter schools in New
York City—for the sake of the education that charter schools provide to the 30,000
chiidren who will be in them in September 2009—and for the sake of the public school
system which has been spurred to reform, innovation and improvement because these
charter schools exist.

I have been involved with charter schools professionally since very soon after the law
creating charter schools passed in 1998. I have served as general counsel, vice president
and then executive director of the Charter Schools Institute at the State University of New
York, one of the two state-wide authorizing bodies that the 1998 charter law created.
Under my direction, SUNY-CSI established a national reputation as an innovative
authorizer of charter schools and, perhaps more importantly, an authorizer who made no
bones about quality being a charter school’s job number one.

From SUNY I went to work for national foundation where I assisted the foundation in its
extremely generous giving to charter schools and charter support organizations across the
country. I did this work while based in Ohio, a state which, in contrast to New York, has
established a poor record of charter school achievement and charter school governance.

For personal reasons, I needed to return to New York and took my present position at the
Center. I think it fair to say I know something about charter schools and chartering.

The specific purpose of this hearing, if I am not mistaken, is to consider a resolution that
would call on the New York State Legislature to amend the State Education Law to allow



for a formal siting process for charter schools, either by mandate of state law or by
allowing this chamber to establish such a procedure. As the proposed resolution itself
makes clear, however, such legislation is unnecessary and superfluous.

The New York State law authorizing charters provides specifically that the charter entity,
otherwise known as an authorizer, shall hold a public hearing before a charter school is
sited in a public school building. Moreover, notice must be provided to parents and
guardians of students then enrolled in the school building. This is the process. Asitis
specifically and explicitly laid out in New York State’s Education Law, it is a formal one.

My guess, however, is that by formal, the authors of this resolution mean a process that
will restrict or inhibit the siting of charter schools in public school space, taking it from
the hands of the Department of Education and placing it elsewhere. In my opinion, this
would be a mistake and harmful to children in communities where parent choice 18
clearly needed—and even more importantly, clearly wanted. It is also antithetical to an
emerging consensus that a keystone to education reform and progress is support for
charter schools and options for parents.

As many are aware, President Obama has made clear his unambiguous support for charter
schools that have shown they are closing the achievement gap. He and the Secretary of
Education have gone out of their way to voice their belief that charter schools are a
critical part of a comprehensive education reform program and more importantly a
national recovery strategy.

As we know from our experience in New York, done right, charter schools raise
academic achievement and spur innovation within the district. Indeed, it is likely that the
federal government will condition some or all of the remaining stimulus education aid on
states” having choice friendly policies that give parents more, not fewer, educational
options. The present resolution before you today will not be helpful to New York State
in competing for $5.2 billion in Race to the Top funds—funds that our state and city
could desperately use. For this reason alone, this proposed resolution should be

abandoned.

Equally important, process and a supposed lack of it, are not the issue in education in this
city or any other. The issue is, front, left, right and center, the educational achievement
of our children—and too often the lack thereof. Parents, in the main, are not concerned
about process. They do not have time for process, formal and informal. What they do
have time for is to get their children into the very best schools they can. It is as simple as
that. They look to our government to facilitate their efforts, not to slow them down.

To see this, one need not look further than the 40,000 applications that charter schools
have received—a number likely to move to over 50,000 before this month is out for only
8,500 available charter seats. Make no mistake: the resolution you are contemplating
will inevitably make those parents’ lives harder and their goal more unattainable. I
would respectfully ask that you keep those parents in mind as your debate proceeds.



I would also ask that you keep in mind that the sole reason that the Chancellor has made
space available for public charter schools in public school buildings is because of their
record of achievement—and too often the record of lack of achievement by the district’s
own schools. Schools in which two in three or four in five elementary school students
are not proficient with basic reading skills can and should be replaced with better schools.
Not just charter schools, but public schools of any kind.

Of course, we understand that charter schools, which by law may not provide an
admission preference to children who are zoned for a particular area, may cause concern
among some who worry that the charter will not provide a seat for every child who lives
in the neighborhood. This is a legitimate concern. There is an answer, one that would not
reduce parents’ options but increase them.

Instead of pursing this resolution, I would suggest that we work together to amend the
Charter School Act to create an admission option for new and existing charter schools
that would allow them to give preference to students who live within a zone—rather than
as is currently the case, restricting their options to giving a preference for students within
a community school district. I would welcome your partnership in lobbying our state
legislature for this innovation at the same time as we seek facility aid to allow charter
schools to afford to build, lease and purchase great public school buildings to fulfill the
demand of the tens of thousands of parents unsatisfied with the school that their children

are zoned to attend.

There is in our city and across this nation, an increasing hope that we can educate every
child regardless of their zip code, regardless of their family income. This is the prize that
this nation has been moving towards, though for too long, too slowly. The present
proposed resolution will not help us in this difficult quest; rather it will impede us. It is
not helpful; it serves no useful purpose; it should not be enacted.



Central Harlem Zoned Schools - Failing Our Kids
DISTRICT 3 (2007-08)

Percentage of students that |

) the ELA exam:

of 8th

In 4 out of 5 zoned elementary schools* more than haif of the 3rd graders failed the ELA exam

In 3 out of 3 zoned intermediate schools* more than half of the 8th graders failed the ELA exam

Note: Statistics for Harlem District 3 schools exclude the Upper West Side. Harlem is defined as North of 96th Street.
Source: NYC DOE Results of the 2006-2008 NY State ELA Test Grades 3,4,5,6,7 and 8 - District 03

ISTRICT 5 (

Percentage of students that

the ELA exam:

In 5 out of 5 zoned intermediate schools* more than half of the 8th graders failed the ELA exam

Source: NYC DOE Results of the 2006-2008 NY State ELA Test Grades 3,4,5,6,7 and 8 - District 05



Total # Elementary | Total Elementary | Total # Elementary Elementary and
School and Middle Schools | and Middle School | and Middle School Middle School %
District Seats Enrollment Empty Seats Unused Seats

1 12,742 8,653 4,089 32.1%

2 25,114 21,470 PRC T Y 14.5%

3 18,739 13,877 4,862 25.9%

4 17,093 10,954 6,139 35.9%

5 16,434 11,429 5,005 30.5%

6 27,212 21,376 o mmmeE 21.4%

7 20,534 13,362 j 7,172 34.9%

8 27,822 21,890f 21.3%

9 33,078 20.2%

10 6.6%

11 13.6%

12 26.0%

13 41.3%

14 36.7%

15 21.2%

16 48.2%

17 34.1%

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29 4,889 17.9%

30 3,896 11.9%

31 5,720 12.3%
* There are 13,978 total available seats in Harlem, which includes schools in Districts 3,4,5, but excludes
schools in sections of Upper West Side in District 3, where there are a {otal of 2,028 available seats.
Source: Enrolllment, Capacity, Utilization Report - Organizational Edition, 2007 ~ 200|8 School Year

http://schools.nyc.gov/Offices/SCA/Reports/CapPlan/ECUReport0708Borough.htm




There are many different ways we can compare the financing of public
charter schools vs. zone schools. Enclosed are seven different ways you can
look atit. In each case, public charters are shortchanged.

NYC Department of Education

52 Chambers Street
New York, NY 10007 pate  8/1/2008
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Per Pupil Funding Comparison
Harlem Success Academy vs. Co-located Zone Schools

COverall
2003-2004|2004-2005]2005-2006] 2006-2007] HSA % Noownmocm HSA % Nwmm 2009} HSA %

PS149 $13,829| $16,1401 $19,426] 4$18,507| 57.16% $20,377 56.01%]) : $21,057 61.23% mmm%w
PS123 $13,089] $13,809i $16,233 $18,155) 58.27% $19:989 57.09%| $20,657 62.42%

P5101 $17,809] $17,488] $18,292f :$19,009] G55.65% $20,929 54.53%]| 421,628 59.62%

PS0O07 $12,298] $14,082] $15,582 $17,118] 61.80% $18,847 60.55%]| 419,477 66.20%

pPs241 $9,2041 $13,011] 417,096 $18,760] 56.39% $20,655 55.25%| ::$21,345 60.41%

P5194 $14,109] $16,860] $21,447 $19,886] 53.20% $21,895 52.12%F - $22,626 56.99%

HSA $10,579 $11,412 $12,894

General Education
2003-200412004-2005(2005-20061 2006-2007| HSA % |2007-2008] HSA % Noom 2009] HSA %

P5149 $11,796] $13,920| $16,034] $14973| 70.65%] $16,486 66.86%| "~ '$17,036 73.04%
PSiz23 $11,356| $12.446| $16,2331 $14,888| 71.06%| $16,392 67.25%1 :'3$16,939 73.46%
PS101 $14,391| $14 4461 $14,978] $15,640] 67.64%| $17,220 64.01%} .. $17,795 69.92%
PS007 $11,076| $12 8211 $13935] -$15244] 69.40%| $16,784 65.68%1 /417,345 71.74%
PS241 $8,393 $11,803] $14,914| $16,056] 65.89%| $17,678 62.35%)] ~ 318,268 68.11%
PS194 $12,870] $15,486] $19,523| $16,599] 63.73%| $18,276 60.31%] " $18,886 65.88%
HSA $10,579 $11,023 $12,443

Special Education
2003-200412004-2005] 2005-2006] 2006-2007] HSA % [2007-2008] HSA % [2008-2009| HSA %

PS149 $41,719] $40,471| $48,003] $42,248 $46,516] 41.27%]|  $48,069] 45.70%
PS123 $31,253|  $30,838| $42,090]  $50,949 $56,096]  34.23%| - $57,969|  37.89%
PS101 $47 871 $41,531| $39,767] $39,374 "$43,352]  44.29%]|  $44,799]  49.03%
PS007 $32,813| $34,634]  $36,421|  $38,293 $42,161|  45.54%] . $43,570]  50.42%
PS241 $21,250] $31,425] 441,828 $41.477 $45.667]  42.04%)]  $47,192]  46.55%
PS194 $30,181|  $40,423]  $53,790| $49,085 $54,044]  35.53%] $55,849] 39.33%
HSA $19,199 $21,966

*Public school figures through 2006-2007 are from the Division of Budget Operations & Review.
**pPyblic school & overall DOE general & special ed figures after 2006-2007 are estimated to grow at the rate of overall DOE based on the IBO.
*¥¥HSA overall figures are estimated based on general education & special education enroliments.

Harlem Success Academy Charter School receives, on average, 61% of the per-pupil funding that the co-located zone
schools receive. This amounts to anywhere from $6,583 to $9,732 less per student.



Per Pupil Funding Comparison with In-Kind Funds
Harlem Success Academy vs. Co-located Zone Schools

Overall
2003-2004 | 2004-2005 | 2005-2006 | 2006-2007 | HSA % Noouluoam HSA % Nocm-mocm HSA %

PS149 $13,829 $16,140 $19,426 $18,507]1 77.93% $20,377 77.48%]| 76.46%
PS123 $13,089 $13,809 $16,233 $18,155 um.»mo\o 199891 78.98%) 77.94%
PS101 $17,809 $17,488 $18,292 $19,008] 75.88%]| -+ '$20.929F 75.43%]| 74.44%
PS007 $12 298 $14,082 $15,582 $17,118] 84.26%| . -$18:847: 83.77%| 82.66%
PS241 49,204 $13,011 $£17,096 $18,760] 76.88%| $20.655 76.44%| ¢ 1$21,345| 75.43%
PS194 £14,109 $16,860 421 447 $19,886] 72.53%| ~ $21.895 72.11%|  1$22,626| 71.16%
HSA $13,292 $14,530 $16,100

General Education
2003-2004 | 2004-2005 | 2005-2006 | 2006-2007 | HSA % moo.w 2008 | HSA % Noom-moow HSA %

P5145 $11,796 $13,920 $16,034 $14,973] 96.33%| 1.$16,486] 92.25%| 90.78%
PS123 $11,356 $12,446 $16,233 $14,888] 96.88%| “$16:392] 92.78%|° 91.30%
PS101 $14 391 £$14,446 $14.978 $15,640| 92.22%| -$17,220{  88.32%|" 86.91%
PS007 %$11,076 $12,821 £13,935 $15,244] 94.62%| 5-$16;784 - 90.61% 89.16%
P5241 $8,393 $11,803 514,914 $16,056] 89.83%| - $17;678| 86.03%| - ¢ 84.65%
PS194 $12,870 £15 486 $19,523 $16,599| 86.89% $18276] 83.22%]| ° '$18,886] 81.89%

HSA $13,292 $13,963 $15,465

Special Education
2003-2004 | 2004-2005 | 2005-2006 | 2006-2007 HSA % | 2007-2008 1 HSA % Noom 2009 | HSA %

P5149 $41,719 $40,471 $48,003 $42,248 »:$46:516] 58.85%;1¢ 60.03%
PS123 $31,253 £30,838 $42,990 $50,5949 - $56:096]  48.80%!: 49.78%
P5101 $47,871 $41,531 $39,767 $39,374 i 4433571 63.15%;¢ 64.41%
PS007 $32,813 $34,634 £36,421 $38,293 C6a2161]  64.93%) $43570] 66.23%
PS5241 $21,250 $31,425 $41.828 $41,477 1 $45.667]  59.94%] 7 547,192 61.15%
P5194 $30,181 $40,423 $53,790 $49,085 3540441 50.65% $55,849| 51.67%
HSA $25,882 $28,857

*Public school figures through 2006-2007 are from the Division of Budget Operations & Review.

**public school & overall DOE general & special ed figures after 2006-2007 are estimated to grow at the rate of overall
DOE according to the IBO.

*EHSA overall figures are estimated based on general education & special education enroliments.

Even when you factor in the per-pupil costs allocated for services shared by Harlem Success Academy and the zone schools
(e.g. maintenance and referral & evaluations), the public charter school is still underfunded by up to $6,526 per pupil. In
fact, these services are not sufficiently provided, so Harlem Success Academy pays its own money for similar services -

essentially paying double. When taking this into account, we should receive a $853 per-pupil rebate for the 2008-2009
school year, making our overall per-pupil cost $15,247.




BUILDING THE CHARTER SCHOOLHOUSE:
Meeting the Facility Financing Challenges of Charter Schools

Since the nation’s first charter school law was enacted in 1991, charter schools have
grown to become an increasingly important part of the fabric of public education in America.
Currently, 40 states plus the District of Columbia have charter school laws in place, and more
than 4,000 public charter schools serve over 1.2 million school children nationwide.! Charter
schools are playing an increasing role in offering educational choice to parents, and continue to
stimulate innovation within a once-stagnant public education system. In fact, public charter
schools are even now viewed as a vital component of states” efforts to meet mandates of the
federal No Child Left Behind Act, including that school districts prov1de options for children to
transfer out of failing traditional public schools. - e

In New York and across the nation, however, most
charter schools lack adequate access to private capital
financing markets because they receive insufficient per
pupil funding to pay for facilities. Although both state-
based and federal capital assistance programs have grown,
most charter schools lack adequate access to public and
private sources of capital sufficient to create school
facilities. As a result, many charter schools cannot open or expand as planned simply for lack of
a school building. A 2002 report issued by the State University of New York’s Charter Schools
Institute noted, “Nationally and here in New York, school operators identify access to facilities
and facilities funding as one of the primary obstacles to opening a successful public charter
school.”* Unfortunately, this problem has become alarmingly worse as more charter schools
have since opened in New York.

Accentuating this facilities burden is the fact that most charter schools’ educational
programs are targeted to inner-city students and are located in urban areas, where real estate
costs often are sky-high. In New York State, for example, more than two-thirds of the approved
charter schools are located in New York City, one of the most expensive real estate markets in
the country, with private leasing costs commonly exceeding $30 per square foot. Charter schools
there and across the state are spending from 9 to 25 percent of their operating budgets for space
needs.?

Without the ability to easily finance adequate charter school facilities, New York faces
the possibility of stagnation within this public education reform sector. Failure to solve this
growing problem will unfairly perpetuate funding inequities between traditional district schools
and public charter schools and will result in the denial of quality educational options to tens of
thousands of schoolchildren.

The solution is to provide per-pupil aid for facilities directly from the state.

! Center for Education Reform, online at www. edreform.org.
% Charter Schools in New York: A New Choice in Public Education, The First Three Years: 1999-2002 (March 2002).
3 Data from NYC DOE compilation of charter schools in private space; and statewide inquiry by NY Charter Schools Assoc.



FUNDING INEQUITIES LIMIT CHARTER FACILTIES OPTIONS

Several factors combine to present significant facilities challenges to charter schools. In
New York, as in most states, charter schools are not provided buildings as-of-right. Instead, they
are required to secure their own space but do not receive public money specific for facilities.
Primarily from the lack of facilities aid, charter schools receive substantially less public funding
than traditional districts, typically receiving only a portion of the per-pupil aid districts receive
which is calculated based on a school district’s operating expenditures. In New York, the per-
pupil funding gap is large, with charters receiving approximately one-third less per-pupil than
traditional district schools. Charter schools also face private capital financing challenges, in part
because the public funding they do receive cannot be used as collateral for financing deals.

Unlike traditional districts that receive a healthy infusion of building aid from the state
for capital projects, charter schools cannot access these building funds. For traditional public
districts, “building aid is available for expenses incurred in construction of new buildings,
additions, alterations or modernization of district-owned buildings, for purchase of existing
structures for school purposes, and for lease and installment purchase payments under certain
circumstances.” The actual amount of aid received for projects is based on a calculation of
approved allowable expenses plus the current year building aid ratio. None of these funds are
available for public charter schools. Instead, charter schools are left to fend for themselves when
it comes to purchasing, leasing, renovating, or constructing a facility, the only public schools in
the state forced to carry such a burden.

In addition to being shut out of the process for building aid that other public schools use,
charter schools receive substantially less basic funding than other public schools. On average,
charter schools operate with 30 to nearly 40 percent less per pupil funding than traditional
districts. Even the head of both the American Federation of Teachers and the UFT in New York
City, Randi Weingarten, herself a charter school operator, has acknowledged that charter schools
do not get adequate funding.” When this already inadequate funding must be used to support
facilities needs in addition to general operating expenses, an enormous budget burden emerges.

The table below lists the per pupil revenue, excluding federal funds, for certain school
district schools compared to charter schools in those respective districts for school year 2006-07
(the latest available from the State Education Department). This data shows that the percentage
of funding for charter school students is only 60 to 70 percent of the amount district per pupil
funding — even when factoring an additional estimate of $1,000.00 per charter student for in-kind
district support for transportation, nursing, textbooks, and library and software aid.

istrict harter

Albany $15,695 $10.176
Buffalo 15,267 9,499
New York City 16,300 10,196
Rochester 14,991 9,598

Note: Calculations based on data contained in the State Education Department’s Analysis of School Finances in
New York State School Districts 2006-07(Jan. 2009).

4 2007-08 State Aid Handbook available at: http:/stateaid.nysed.gov/handbookds/hndbk(7.htm
* “The charter challenge,” New York Sun Editorial, New York Sun, September 24, 2003.
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In order to build a sound budget, charter schools in New York are instructed to set aside
an estimated 15 to 20 percent of per pupil revenues for facilities costs.® Additionally, researchers
at New York University’s Institute for Education and Social Policy have determined that while
charter schools spend an average of 20 to 25 percent of instructional revenue on facilities,
financiers prefer that schools commit only 12 to 15 percent of per-pupil revenue to debt service.’
Operators have a difficult time finding space that is affordable within this range to prevent
diverting money away from the academic and staffing programs necessary to run a successful
school. In many cases the high cost of real estate in urban centers compounds the problem.

Consider New York City, for example, one of the most expensive real estate markets in
the country and, for the 2008-09 school year, home to 78 of New York’s charter schools. While
= a majority of these schools are housed in Department of

Education-provided spaces, all except the five charter schools
that converted from district schools should be considered
temporary or “incubation” locations. This is because these
arrangements are not secured with permanent leases and are
subject to administrative changes. Also, in many cases, the

- - chari"er tenant will outgrow the space due to planned enrollment
increases in thelr approved charters

The average annual rent for office space in downtown Brooklyn exceeded $30 per square
foot in 2008, accordlng to Cushman & Wakefield, one of New York’s leading commercial real
estate firms.” Factor in the expenses involved with building out or retro-fitting a space to legally
accommodate a school, and the square footage price escalates. The New York City School
Construction Authority, for example, just entered into a lease for 50,000 square feet of space at
Fordham Piace in the Bronx for a district academy, at a cost of $39 per square foot.!?

Importantly, by spending often outrageous sums of operating money on building needs,
charter schools lose a great deal of flexibility and discretion when it comes to making personnel
decisions, purchasing curricula and supplemental materials, and providing other aspects of the
academic program. This lack of resources also hinders schools’ ability to make quick and
innovative improvements in their educational programs. Charter schools are the only public
schools in the state forced to choose between necessities such as learning specialists or classroom
supplies, and facilities payments.

Charter schools are operating at a huge financial disadvantage that must be addressed if
this reform sector is expected to thrive. The cost of real estate, compounded by the current
economic crunch, will hinder the ability of successful charter management organizations to scale
and prevent independent charter operators from launching in the future. Many of the schools
already open have been heavily backed by philanthropists or a nonprofit partner, occupy sub-
optimal starter space, share quarters, reside in temporary modular units, or have a facility
provided by the for-profit management company hired to run the school. These conditions are

% “New York City Charter Schools Facilities Planning Primer,” Real Estate Consultant, Florence Aduy, for the New York City
Center for Charter School Excellence, Spring 2008,
T“NYU Study Finds Charter Schools’ Expenditures on Facilities ] eopardize Resources for Classroom Instruction,” Research
News, The Office of Public Affairs, November 7, 2003. Available at; www.nyu.edu/public.affairs/releases/detail/378
8 Discussions with NYC DOE officials on charters housed in “permanent” versus “temporary” space noted that a majority of the
charter schools are occupying district space on a temporary basis due to planned enrollment growth requiring alternative space.
? “Office Tenants Flee Manhattan Rents for Brooklyn,” New York Times, November 5, 2008,
19«School opts to tower over Bronx,” Crain’s New York Business, January 20, 2009.
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highly volatile and could easily change. The next NYC Chancellor, for instance, might not be as
generous in providing space to charter schools as Chancellor Joel Klein has been.

In this unstable economy, philanthropists are showing indications of funding fatigue,
while nonprofit partnering groups are having to cut back as well. Private funding can never and
should never be seen as a substitute for full and fair public funding of all public schools, district
and charter alike. According to Ted Mitchell, Chief Executive Officer at the New Schools
Venture Fund, a national nonprofit venture philanthropy firm that supports educational
entrepreneurs: “Private philanthropy is a limited resource that, when it works well, seeds
innovation that is later supported broadly through public revenues, but private funders are not
willing to cover the tab for school construction across the nation, nor should they be.”!!

PRIVATE CAPITAL FINANCING CHALLENGES FOR CHARTER SCHOOLS

Faced with strained budgets and no state assistance in sight, many charter school
operators have tried to access the private financing markets in order to purchase or lease a
building. However, New York charter schools face serious capital financing challenges in
private markets primarily because of their unique credit risks. These risks include, but are not
limited to, the following conditions:

Short Operating History

The facility financing crisis hits charter schools the instant they come into being.
Authority to open often is granted to charter schools for the upcoming school year. This short
time frame — typically less than a year, and always less than two — means that charter schools
quickly need a building sufficient to house its incoming students. In most instances, however,
newly authorized schools have a nonexistent revenue stream, as they have just been given the
legal ability to operate.

Charter schools without access to public capital financing streams, huge pools of private
philanthropy, or donated buildings rarely find suitable school facilities for the first operating
year, and often end up moving locations one or more times shortly after their first few classes of
students begin attending.

Even for charter schools that are already operating, financing prospects are not much
more promising. Most state charter laws did not exist until the late 1990s,'? making charter
schools still a relatively new reform. The inability of schools to post long-term, successful
records of pupil enrollment, track enough years of student achievement data, maintain long-term
fiscal balance, and prove a history of operational management — all due to the newness of state
charter laws — each increase the credit risk to potential lenders. These risk factors are
accentuated in New York (the 35™ state in the nation to adopt a charter school law, in 1998),
where three-fourths of all charter schools have been operating for five years or fewer.”

" Interview with Mr. Miichell, January 21, 2009
12 Pyata on years in which states adopted charter school laws from the National Association of Charter School Authorizers, online
at www.qualitycharters.org.
B New York Charter Schools Association, at www.NYCSA org,
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High Accountability Standards

Unlike traditional public schools, thousands of which have operated for years with
chronic academic failure and virtually no financial accountability, public charter schools are held
to strict standards of academic progress and financial disclosure. New York’s charter schools
law allows for the revocation of a school’s charter at any time for inadequate student
achievement, fiscal mismanagement, or any other substantive reason.'* Additionally, charter
schools all face “sunset” clauses and are required to undergo rigorous review and renewal
procedures similar to a strict accreditation process. In New York, both new and renewed
charters are issued for a maximum of five years. In the eyes of private lenders, this policy
eliminates any guarantee of long-term operations.

The high level of accountability is a fundamental characteristic of charter schools and one
that embodies the spirit of the charter movement. Yet the possibility of charter revocation every
five years, at the longest, limits access to traditional private capital financing markets. Private
lenders see the relatively short authorized life-span of charter schools as a serious problem,
particularly because they have no mechanisms in place to protect against the potential academic
failure of schools.

Limited Revenue Streams

Congruent with their lack of operating histories, charter schools often cannot offer proven
revenue streams sufficient to justify a private lender entering into a long-term, multi-million-
dollar venture. The major cash-flow stream for most charter schools is the public per-pupil
operating aid received from the state through local school districts. Because many charter
schools start small, typically phasing-in new grade levels each year until full student enrollment
is reached (favoring academic success over early financial security), this revenue stream is
constrained to the point that it jeopardizes, if not prohibits, any chance at securing capital
financing through private lenders. In New York, this risk is accentuated: per-pupil aid allocated
to public charter schools averages one-third less than the per-pupil public expenditure of
traditional public schools; and, even this revenue is prohibited from being pledged as collateral
for any capital finance loans [NY Ed. Law §2853(3)(b)].

No Authorization to Levy Taxes

Unlike traditional public schools, charter schools in New York are not “political
subdivisions” and therefore do not have the ability to levy taxes as a means to raise funds to pay
for capital projects, to back debt issuances, or to pay off loans. Traditional school districts
always have the option of raising taxes to provide any amount of needed revenue; charter schools
do not, making them comparatively unattractive risks to private long-term financing markets.

Lack of Collateral

Most charter schools, particularly those that are newly authorized, neither own property
substantial enough to use as collateral nor have financial resources sufficient to offer as security
to support a private capital financing agreement. This lack of collateral hinders charter schools’
access to private financing markets and impedes their ability to successfully negotiate favorable
terms. Private lenders also realize that school buildings, if constructed, do not have particularly
marketable alternative uses, resulting in even greater unattractiveness of making a financing deal.

¥ NY Ed. Law § 2855(1).



Less Philanthropic Assistance

Charter schools are less likely today to be backed by donors generous enough to alleviate
their revenue and collateral problems and philanthropists are no longer willing to invest millions
in just one development. “Philanthropic funding was always intended to stimulate innovation in
K-12 public education, not serve as an endless revenue stream or replacement of public dollars,
which are critical to sustaining equal access to high-quality education for all students,” said Eli
Broad, founder of The Eli and Edythe Broad Foundation, which has provided more then $90
million to support successful charter schools across the country.15

THE SOLUTION FOR NEW YORK

The best option for New York is to adopt a statewide policy that enables public charter
schools to access or develop needed school facilities. New York should begin offering per-pupil
subsidies for building costs, including construction, renovation, leasehold improvements, and
lease payments. Direct per-pupil aid is a basic, swift, and highly effective way to help level the
funding playing field while giving charter schools much needed financial assistance to meet the
facilities challenge.

An effective approach is to provide facilities aid directly to charter schools, paid by the
state, in an amount equal to 15 percent of the total per-pupil aid receivable by the charter school.
Funding at this level would narrow the funding gap between charters and school districts, and
have a financial impact on the state of between $50 and $60 million annually — a small fraction
of the $21 billion spent each year on school aid to districts. The state financial impact could be
mitigated by phasing in the aid over a defined period.

13 Interview with Broad Foundation, January 14, 2009,



Wihy Per-Pupil Facilities Aid

Under the current financing structure charter schools operate at a huge disadvantage
because they receive substantially less public funding per student compared to other public
schools. These public schools should not be forced to pay for space out of operating and
instructional costs. Instead, New York should offer direct per-pupil aid solely for facilities costs,
an effective approach used by several states.

A per pupil aid stream for facility needs would reduce (or eliminate) the funding inequity
faced by charter school students, enhance the ability of charter schools to get suitable space,
especially to offer greater programming opportunities, and provide more equal educational
opportunities particularly for students at-risk of academic failure which populate charter schools
in greater proportion than the typically urban districts where they locate.

Florida, for example, provides annual per-pupil capital funding to charter schools, which
in 2005 equaled $929 per pupil for elementary students, $1,066 per pupil for middle school, and
$1,410 per pupil for high school.'® Minnesota provides per-pupil lease aid to charter schools,
applicable toward rental payments for facilities. Minnesota’s lease aid is limited annually to the
lower of 90 percent of lease payments or $1,200 per pupil ($1,500 per pupil for leases in place
prior to 2003). For the 2007 fiscal year, the program received more than $28 million in state
financing, and appropriations so far have gone to 126 different charter schools in the state. In
Washington D.C., an area with expensive real estate, the per-pupil facilities aid is based on a
five-year average of funds available to the schools and thus changes over time. In fiscal year
2008 the per-pupil amount was $3,109.

Facility funding programs financed on a per pupil basis provide a consistent, long-term
support, and uphold the philosophy that public charter schools deserve public funding. At
present, nine states and the District of Columbia have some sort of per-pupil facilities aid, as
shown on the following table:

Arizona $1445-1687 (08)
California $750 (08)
Colorado $116 (08)
Dist. of Columbia $3109 (08)
Florida $624-5919
Massachusetts $393 (09)
Minnesota $1,200
New Mexico $700 (08)
Pennsylvania $160-270 (06)
Utah 351427 (09)

'8 Because the legislative appropriation has remained flat for the past few years while the number of students has increased, the
per-pupil facilities allocation for each charter school has been growing smaller, For 2007-08 per pupil numbers were $624 for
elementary, $702 for middle school, and $919 for high school. (Florida Department of Education, email correspondence October
17, 2008.)
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In addition to making headway toward fixing the inequality in school funding between
charter schools and traditional schools, the per-pupil financing option has other benefits. In
situations where school districts share space at low- or no-cost, the per-pupil funding could be
passed directly to the district as a form of rent payment. School districts with available space can
become suppliers of charter space by turning deadweight fixed costs into a district revenue
source. In places such as New York City, a district that already houses many charter schools, the
state~-provided per-pupil facilities aid to charter schools would be an added revenue stream,

Loan funds, loan guarantees, and bond financing, while innovative market solutions that
might work well under very specific circumstances for a select few charter schools, do not
address the core issue of lack of charter funding and affordability of adequate facilities.
Consequently, they do not offer the solution New York charter schools need.

Using a simple per-pupil funding approach also allows access to relief faster than any of
the other possible strategies. In these tight budget times immediate assistance is needed to help
charter schools maintain their quality and continue to push much needed reforms while also
serving students with greater educational needs. Charter schools have been successful by raising
student achievement and driving innovation and change in other areas. Allowing them to control
their own fate, including the fate of their facilities, will only encourage creativity and expansion
for more students to access this public school option.

Allowing charter schools control of the funds also allows building projects to be handled
by private developers, free of laws applicable to school districts that raise the cost and timeline
of construction. Unlike school districts, developers of charter schools have been able to provide
facilities in a more cost-effective way compared to city and state agencies.

17

¥ Note that prevailing wage mandates have been applied to charter schools by the state Department of Labor, leading to higher
construction and rehabilitation costs on facilities. This unfunded mandate was upheld by state Supreme Court and is currently on
appeal in the state Appellate Division, Third Department.
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PER-PUPIL AID IS THE BEST DIRECTION FOR NEW YORK

Without the ability to finance adequate charter school facilities, New York faces
stagnation within the public education reform sector. Failure to solve this growing problem also
will unfairly perpetuate capital funding inequities between traditional district schools and public

charter schools, and will result in the denial of quality educational options to tens of thousands of
inner-city schoolchildren.

A new revenue stream, in the amount of 15 percent of the approved operating expense
per-pupil, is the most promising financing option. The state financial impact would is estimated
between $55 and $60 million, or 0.3 percent of the $21 billion cost of state aid to district schools.
With facilities help the charter school sector will be more secure and able to continue focusing
on educational improvement and innovation.

In the ten years since charter schools were authorized in New York State, they have
fulfilled their statutory objectives by raising student achievement and providing additional
choices in the public school system for families, teachers and administrators alike. Charter
school success in New York has come despite tremendous financial and political challenges. As
such, charter schools are long past the “experiment” stage in New York, and, as public schools,
deserve to be on equal footing with district public schools so their students can be afforded the
suitable facilities they deserve.



APPENDIX: OTHER SOLUTIONS

Despite the limitations in the private market, other options do exist to assist charter
schools with facilities financing and begin to fix the inequity currently entrenched in the charter
and public school funding systems. Unfortunately, these options usually only succeed under the
best of circumstances, and are insufficient in providing adequate, long-term space to charter
schools.

Public Grants and Space Sharing

State-funded grants are a simple capital financing option available to charter schools.
This funding most often take the form of one-time grants, such as those provided by the New
York State Stimulus Fund.

In New York, the state’s Charter School Stimulus Fund issues one-time grants that range
from $50,000 to $350,000 for schools to apply toward start-up or facilities costs. While the
facilities grants can be applied toward purchase, renovation or construction expenses, the awards
offer only nominal relief from the many costs associated with real estate development work. In
addition, these grants are competitive rather than guaranteed and depend on annual
appropriations in the state budget. This funding program has remained very limited, with under
$4 million annually available to charter schools since its inception; that is, it has not increased in
the last decade, even as New York now has more than 140 schools in operation or approved to
open.

In another example, Connecticut provides one-time $500,000 grants to charter schools
that have had their charters renewed, typically five years after the school opens. The grant can
be used for building projects as well as improvements and the repayment of facilities debt. Both
New York and Connecticut programs have a limited impact on easing the long-term problem of
supporting facilities costs with operating funds, however, as they only defray a lirnited portion of
facilities costs.

Space sharing is also an option. In New York City, for example — where 101 charter
schools have been approved — the Department of Education, under Chancellor Joel Klein, has
taken an active role both in helping fund facility options for several charter schools (through a
capital allocation) and arranging shared space in existing city public school buildings. As
generous as the Bloomberg administration has been to charter schools in New York City, the fact
remains that district space is running out and the shared space arrangement is not ideal, and
subject to a rapid pull-back at the whim of the new Schools Chancellor.

In other districts, hostility harbored by traditional school administrators toward charter
schools eliminates the option of sharing building space. In some communities in upstate or on
Long Island, the host district fights actively against the establishment of charter schools. In
Albany, for example, the school board voted to explore the potential for taking land a charter
school was planning to use through eminent domain.'® In other areas district opposition is less
active, but resistance remains as most traditional administrators fail to embrace the opportunity
school choice provides students, making cooperative relationships quite rare.

18 «“(Games charter opponents play,” Joe Williams, Education Next, Winter 2007,
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Tax-Exempt Bond Financing

State government entities have the ability to issue tax-exempt bonds for capital financing
projects. To assist charter schools, several states have enacted policies that allow government
bonding agencies to act as a conduit for charter school capital financing projects. This tax-
exempt “conduit” bond financing often results in only modestly lower interest rates to chatter
schools. Additionally, state bonding agencies involved in the financing can offer professional
expertise and technical assistance to the schools throughout the financing process, advising
schools on details and facilitating relationships between the charter schools seeking financing
and various private lenders. In some states, all or a portion of these bonds have the added
security of a “moral obligation” clause, whereby the state will assume any outstanding debt in
the event of a default. Such clauses decrease risk to lenders, and thus increase the prospects for
charter schools to receive funding.

It has been proposed that charter schools in New York should be able to access tax-
exempt bonds through the Dormitory Authority of New York State or utilize New York City
Industrial Development Agency (IDA). Access to bond financing, however, does not solve the
problem of the inequality in the way charter schools are funded, and does not ease the burden of
paying for a building. While lower capital construction costs are helpful, schools still struggle
with the basic challenge of insufficient funding to repay debt or assume debt.

The Dormitory Authority has previously only funded more credit-worthy tenants, such as
hospitals and universities, further clouding the potential of this approach. However, in order for
such projects to be approved, public authorities must approve the transactions, and it is common
for political posturing and drama to develop. Even with the option such as IDA bonds, there is
no indication this approach has been effective or more than sporadically used by charters since it
fails to solve the underlying problem of affordability from an absence of a facility funding
stream. In fact, the New York City IDA has yet to be accessed by a charter school.

Loan Funds ond Loan Guarantees

State-managed revolving loan funds can offer low-interest loans to charter schools
seeking capital financing. An allocation of public revenue (e.g., appropriations or bond
proceeds) is deposited into a loan fund created by the state, and capital loans are made to
qualified charter schools using a portion of the money in the fund. Interest earned by the state
from these loans is deposited directly back into the fund and used to capitalize new loans to
charter schools.

Loan guarantee programs typically cover a percentage of the total debt for the project, so
although a lender would lose some of its initial investment capital in the event of a default, the
lender still will recover a portion of the funds. Because the school, the state, and the lender all
are stakeholders in loan guarantee projects, there is a strong financial incentive for all parties to
work together toward the success of the charter school. In a typical loan guarantee program, the
state holds capital in a reserve fund sufficient to back expected loans. Because few charter
schools that successfully navigate the financing process would be expected to default, however,
the state reserve fund might hold only $1 dollar for every $20, $40, or more, of the loan that is
guaranteed.
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A loan fund, guarantee, or other credit enhancement program ultimately leaves charter
schools in a position of having to re-pay debt service, in a relatively short timeframe, with only
operating and instructional revenue to use. Again, this solution is of limited use or effectiveness
since it does not address the core problem, which is a lack of funds being made available for
already under-funded public schools to obtain facilities.

School Building Aid

Another option is to allow charter schools access to state building aid, either in the same
way as districts or through a unique funding arrangement. In 2006, for example, then-Gov.
George Pataki proposed revisions to the state’s original Charter Schools Act that would have
provided facilities aid to charter schools for the first time. This proposal would have state
building aid cover 49 percent of the “allowable” cost of charter school construction projects,
which is typically less than the full cost. The proposal was significant not only because it would
have provided charter schools in New York with capital facilities aid, but it also acknowledged
the capital aid inequity existing between traditional district schools and charter schools. The
state legislature failed to act on the proposal.

The building aid approach, however, also has limitations for it to be effective for charter
schools. Reimbursement levels and allowable costs have restricted the funding levels, and
building projects would have had to be approved by the State Education Department (SED) — a
time-consuming, bureaucratic process. Further, the administrative and consultant cost for the
expertise needed to navigate the complex system of formulas, building regulations, and
approvals to receiving building aid is prohibitive for charters. Most districts have a staff member
or consultants able to devote long hours to the process of working with SED to determine the
aidabilty of proposed projects, including learning how to bundle projects together to leverage the
most aid possible. Charter schools simply do not have the luxury in their already tight budgets to
pledge extra time and staff to the complicated process. Instead the state could simply
underwrite a portion of the total cost of charter school construction projects through a simplified
form of the typical building aid offered to traditional school districts, in a similar vein to the
Pataki proposal covering 49 percent of allowable costs, but without the extra burdensome
provisions,

Conclusion

In conclusion, some charter schools have been able to overcome the extraordinary
funding disadvantages to secure facilities, including several in New York City, which has the
highest cost real estate in New York. Overcoming challenges has come with at a steep price, is
not replicable on a larger scale, heavily reliant on philanthropy, and brings educational risks.
Funding charter school facility costs through a state-financed revenue stream on a per pupil basis
remains the most effective, timely and practical means to provide adequate facilities to help
ensure the quality education children deserve.
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I am concerned about the obvious efforts by the DOE to populate our Harlem public
school buildings with charter schools, without any regard for the input or approval of the parents
or administrations of those schools (to say nothing of the zoning implications that have arisen
which need approval of the CDEC). At our Presidents' Council meetings this year, we
consistently have parents from our Harlem schools speaking out about the fact that their schools
are the only ones in the District that are absorbing charter schools into their buildings. I don't
blame them for thinking this is unfair. Additionally, charter schools have the unfair advantage of
mass mailings using addresses provided to them by a DOE vendor. How can zoned
neighborhood public schools compete? When you get on a city bus, you see ads for charter
school fairs. When hearings are held to get community feedback, droves of charter school
parents are bused in wearing hats and shirts and carrying banners- The organization and funding
devoted to promoting these schools is something that our public schools cannot begin to compete
with. The playing field is not level in many areas- funding, advertising, class size and standards.

People keep saying that charter schools are public schools. Yes, but if that is so, why
isn't the DOE working to create more of their own schools using the best practices of charter
schools? Is it because the charters do all the work and the DOE doesn't have to do anything but
periodically assess them and renew or revoke their charter?

What is becoming clear to me is that the DOE does not seem to be prepared or willing to
save existing public schools- They would rather let them fail and replace them with charters.
Maybe the DOE has become so filled with policy wonks and business people that they are
incapable of figuring out how to give the support our struggling schools need. Iknow that in the
case of P8 241, which was a successful school until the DOE meddled with its curriculum, they
are letting it fail- Yes, they are keeping it open for another vear but they announced this on the
Friday before the Monday deadline for families to decide on a school choice. In other words,
most if not all parents zoned for PS 241 had already registered their child at another public
school because they thought PS 241 was being phased out. The DOE will use this as a reason to
ciose it next year. They will say, "Well, we gave them another chance to improve their rolls and
they didn't do it. Parents don’t want to put their children here."

50 that to me 1s the true legacy of Mayoral control- Survival of the [ittest, or the savviest.
Our Harlem schools that are fighting the encroachment of charter schools do not have the
political power or connections to win this battle. And so the DOE rushes to put the charters in,
some that don't even have any data yet to prove that they are succeeding. For all of the new
hoops that our public schools have to jump through to stay afloat, the charter schools appear to
get a pass. So I say shame on the DOE and shame on the Mayor for failing these students and
these communities. Bijou Miller, Co-President of District 3 Presidents’ Council



April 6, 2009

Gary Altman

Legislative Counsel

Office of the Speaker of the City Council
City Hall

New York, NY 10007

RE: Education Committee Oversight — Charter School Expansion

Dear Mr, Aliman:

Thank you for your correspondence dated March 24" inviting me to testify at the
Education Committee oversight hearing of April 6™ on charter school expansion in New
York City.

I am unabie to attend this hearing, but wish to present for the Committee’s review
arecently completed study by the Charter Schools Association entitled Building the
Charter Schoolhouse: Meeting the Facility Financing Challenges of Charter Schools.
This study documents the funding inequities and other facility challenges faced by charter
schools, particularly in New York City. I have enclosed 20 copies of this document in
accordance with your instructions.

The New York Charter Schools Association supports charter school expansion to
help meet the educational needs particularly of students at risk of academic failure whose
needs are not adequately met in a district school setting. We also support equitable
funding of charter schools to make up for the absence of facilities funding. Charter
schools receive formula funding based on their students’ district operating spending per
pupil, plus in-kind support for transportation, special education and other services.

We appreciate the support of the Bloomberg Administration and City Council for
helping charter schools secure available district space. However, for many charter
schools, these space-sharing arrangements may not be ideal and face uncertainty year-to-
year. As we discuss in the study, the ideal solution to this issue is for charter schools to
receive state facilities funding on a formula basis to enable them to obtain their own
facilities independently. In the alternative, this funding stream could be passed onto the
City School District as a lease payment for district space, thereby provided an added
revenue source for the City.




A state facility funding solution has a two-fold benefit that we hope the City
Council will embrace as a “win-win” solution for district and charter public schools. We
hope the Council will join us in urging the state legislature to adopt such a proposal as

soon as practicable.

I would be pleased to respond to any questions you may have and would be glad
to discuss this issue further at your earliest convenience. I can be reached at (518) 694-

3110.

Thank you for this opportunity to submit this facilities study for the Committee
hearing.

Sincer,
Bill PHillips
President

Enclosures:
* NYCSA facilities study Building the Charter Schoolhouse
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BUILDING THE CHARTER SCHOOLHOUSE:
Meeting the Facility Financing Challenges of Charter Schools

Executive Summary

In New York and across the nation most charter schools lack adequate access to private
capital financing markets because they receive insufficient funding to pay for facilities and lack
adequate access to public and private sources of capital sufficient to create school facilities.

Accentuating this facilities burden is the fact that most charter schools’ educational
programs are targeted to inner-city students and are located in urban areas, where real estate
costs often are sky-high. More than two-thirds of the approved charter schools in the state are
located in New York City, one of the most expensive real estate markets in the country, with
private leasing costs commonly exceeding $30 per square foot. Charter schools there and across
the state are spending from 9 to 25 percent of their operating budgets for space needs.

Lack of Facility Funding

Several factors combine to present significant facilities challenges to charter schools. In
New York, as in most states, charter schools are not provided buildings as-of-right. Instead, they
are required to secure their own space but do not receive public money specific for facilities.
Primarily from the lack of facilities aid, charter schools receive substantially less public funding
than traditional districts, about one-third less than the per-pupil aid districts receive since charter
funding is calculated based on a school district’s operating expenditures

Charter schools are left to fend for themselves when it comes to purchasing, leasing,
renovating, or constructing a facility-the only public schools in the state forced to carry such a
burden. Philanthropic funding cannot adequately close this gap, nor should it be viewed as a
substitute for full and fair public funding of all public schools, district and charter alike.

Faced with strained budgets and no state assistance in sight, many charter school
operators have tried to access the private financing markets in order to purchase or lease a
building. However, New York charter schools face serious capital financing challenges in
private markets primarily because of their unique credit risks. These risks include, but are not
limited to, a short operating history, high accountability standards, limited revenue streams,
inability to levy taxes, and lack of collateral.

Providing a Per-Pupil Funding Stream

The solution is to provide per-pupil aid for facilities directly from the state, which is an
effective approach used by several states. A per-pupil aid stream for facility needs would reduce
(or eliminate) the funding inequity faced by charter school students, enhance the ability of
charter schools to get suitable space, and provide more equal educational opportunities
particularly for students at-risk of academic failure who populate charter schools in greater
proportion than the typically urban districts where they locate.



Loan funds, loan guarantees, and bond financing, while innovative market solutions that
might work well under very specific circumstances for a select few charter schools, do not
address the core issue of lack of charter funding and affordability of adequate facilities.
Consequently, they do not offer the solution New York charter schools need.

A new revenue stream, in the amount of 15 percent of the approved operating expense
per pupil, is the most promising financing option. The state financial impact would be
approximately $55 to $60 million, or just 0.3 percent of the $21 billion cost of state aid to district
schools. With facilities help the charter school sector will be more secure and able to continue
focusing on educational improvement and innovation.

An Equitable Solution

In the ten years since charter schools were authorized in New York State, they have
fulfilled their statutory objectives by raising student achievement and providing additional
choices in the public school system for families, teachers and administrators alike. Charter
school success in New York has come despite tremendous financial and political challenges. As
such, charter schools are long past the “experiment” stage in New York and, as public schools,
deserve to be on equal footing with district schools so their students can be afforded suitable
facilities.

Funding charter facilities costs through state-financed revenue stream on a per pupil basis

remains the most effective, timely and practical means to provide adequate facilities to help
ensure the quality education children deserve.
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April 6, 2009

ORAL STATEMENT FOR OVERSIGHT HEARING CHARTER SCHOOL
EXPANSION IN NEW YORK CITY

I, CARLTON RICHARDSON CEC MEMBER DISTRICT 18 SUBMIT THE
FOLLOWING STATEMENT:

I WOULD LIKE TO SAY FIRST, GREETINGS TO ALL HONORABLE MEMBERS
OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF NEW YORK CITY AND ALL OTHER
DISTINGUISHED GUEST. I WOULD LIKE TO TALK YOU ABOUT
COMMUNICATION TODAY. COMMUNICATION IS A VERY IMPORTANT
CONCEPT IN ALL OUR LIVES. THERE WOULD BE CHAOS IN THIS WORLD IF
THERE WAS NO COMMUNICATION. AS A CEC MEMBER, I CAN NOT DO MY
JOB IF THERE IS NO COMMUNICATION. TO MY KNOWLEDGE, ALL DOE’S
DECISIONS CAME FROM THE CHANCELLOR’S OFFICE WITH NO
COMMUNICATION FROM THE CEC. YES, I HAVE NO AUTHORITY IN THE
DECISION MAKING PROCESS FOR THE PARENTS I REPRESENT.

THE DOE IS CREATING CHARTER SCHOOLS ALL THROUGH NEW YORK
CITY AND NOT INVOLVING THE MEMBER OF THE CEC’S OR PARENTS
LIVING IN THESE DISTRICTS. THE PARENTS DO NOT TAKE THE CEC
SERIOUSLY, BECAUSE THEY KNOW WE HAVE NO AUTHORITY IN THE DOE.
I HAVE A DOE ID, BUT THE PRINCIPALS, PARENT COORINATORS, AND
PTA’S DO NOT TAKE THE CEC SERIOUS. THEY ALREADY KNOW THE CEC

ARE MORE LIKE PUPPETS THAN ELECTED PARENT LEADERS. THE REASON
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CEC DIST 18 MEMBER CARLTON RICHARDSON STATEMENT 6 APR 2009
WHY I AM BRINGING THIS INFORMATION TO LIGHT IS BECAUSE  HAVE
LOST ALL TRUST IN THE DOE. ALL DECISIONS FROM THE DOE WHETHER IT
IS GOOD OR BAD HAS NO PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT. 1 CAN NOT DO MY
JOB AS A CEC MEMBER. THESE SO CALL FAILING SCHOOLS DO NOT HAVE
A CHANCE TO SUCCEED. WHEN THE DOE’S MIND IS MADE UP FOR A
CHARTER SCHOOL TO REPLACE THAT SO CALL FAILING SCHOOL, THERE
IS NOTHING ANYONE CAN DO TO CHANGE IT. HERE IS WERE
COMMUNICATION COMES IN. CHARTER SCHOOLS ARE A GOOD IDEA
WHEN EVERYONE IS AT THE DECISION MAKING TABLE. WHO SHOULD BE
AT THIS DECISION MAKING TABLE? HERE ARE THE PEOPLE I THINK
SHOULD BE THERE: THE DOE, PRINCIPALS, TEACHERS, PARENTS, AND
STUDENTS. THIS MAKES SENSE. WHY IS THE DOE MAKING DECISIONS
WITHOUT THE INPUT OF THE CEC, TEACHERS, OR THE PARENTS THAT LIVE
IN THE DISTRICT IN QUESTION? I CAN NOT ANSWER THAT ONE, BUT CAN
YOU PLEASE ASK. THE DOE. CHARTER AND PUBLIC SCHOOLS CAN NOT
WORK WITHOUT THE COOPERATION OF THE TEACHERS, PARENTS, AND
STUDENTS. THE DOE MUST HUMBLE THEMSELVES AND GIVE BACK THE
AUTHORITY TO THE CEC SO WE CAN TRULY BE THE LEADERS OF THE
PARENTS THAT WE WERE ELECTED TO DO. THE CEC’S ARE RIGHT NOW

A RUBBER STAMP AND PUPPETS FOR THE DOE. THANK YOU FOR

LISTENING TO ME. MAY GOD BLESS AND KEEP YOU ALL. THANK YOU.
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Reénaissance

35-59 81* Street, Jackson Heights, NY 11372
www.renaissancecharter.org * 718-803-0060 « 718-803-3785 (fax) Charter S ChOOl
Esteemed City Council Members,

My name is Nicholas Tishuk and I am the Director of Programs and Accountability at the Renaissance Charter
School. Our small school has served the Jackson Heights community in Queens for fificen years and currently serves
530 students grades K-12.

We are a school that works: we have happy kids, a dedicated and respected staff, and an involved parent body. We
have received “A” ratings on our most recent K-8 and High School progress reports from the Department of
Education and have K-8 and Regents scores that outperform similar schools and the City averages. We are, in the
very best sense, a community school serving the needs of families in Jackson Heights, District 30 and Queens. As a
conversion school, we are one of the oldest charter schools in New York City.

Our message is clear, charter schools are public schools and our 530 students and their families deserve to be treated
with respect. The recently passed budget from Albany has been called a “freeze”, but we had already received a
preliminary allocation from the Department of Education and this “freeze” has slashed our expected budget by over
$500,000 for the 2009-2010 school year. This catastrophic budget cut has forced us to come together as a community.
Iinvite all City Council Members to visit our student developed website, linked below, which documents the rallies
and march that our students participated in to let elected officials know how these cuts affect our small school in
(Jueens.

Councilmen Dilan’s New York City Resolution 1889 is a step backward. By making access to facilities and space
more difficult, the City Council will be making a grave mistake. Iam an absolute believer and advocate for public
education in New York City and, whether foes like them or not, charter schools are public schools, full of public
school children. To cut the funding for these children, as Albany has done, or to restrict their access to buildiags, as
Resolution 1889 proposes, is an injustice against the civil rights of our students to a have great education.

Thank you for your time.

14-4:/&15 hehy,—

Nicholas Tishuk

The Renaissance Charter School
(718} 803-0060 x206

Teachl 1372 ail.com

Student Generated Website: http://charterschoolbudgetfight, wikispaces.com/

Broadecast of our raily and march in Jackson Heights on New York 1:
http://www.nvl.com/content/top_stories/96610/ -holds-pretest-over-school-fundin

-freeze/Default.aspx

Photos by student Lisette Lopez:
http://picasaweb.google.com/teachl 1372/RenaissanceCharterRallvAndMarchAgainstCharterCuts#

Photos by student Deisy Flores: http://picasaweb.google.com/teach11372/RenaissanceCharterRallyAndMarchlli#

Videos by teacher Ramil Buenaventura:

PART 1: Pre-Rally (3:57mins) - Planning and Preparation http://www.voutube.com/watch? v=fDrWNHhTxZY
PART 2: Rally (4:37mins) - Rally around the neighborhood htip:/fwww, voutube.com/watch? v=cGByh9-alAl
PART 3: Post-Rally ( mins) - Press Interviews, Students speak http://www.youtube.conywatch? v=9PTybCN9L6g

“Developing Leaders for the Renaissance of New York”



Good afternoon Council;

My name is Zakiyah Ansari I reside in East Flatbush, Brooklyn and I am the
mother of 8 children, 4 currently attend schools in Districts 13, 19, 22, and 23 in
Brooklyn. I’'m here today as a parent leader representing the NYC Coalition for
Educational Justice, a City wide parent led collaborative working to make real
reforms in the education of all children. CEJ parents are responsible for creating
the Lead Teacher Program that has gone citywide, bringing 444 million dollars for
science labs to schools with middle grades by 2010 and bringing the middle school
initiative to our schools, in addition to negotiating resources for it. While CEJ has
not taken an official position on charter schools, many of our parents do have
children in both charter and traditional public schools.

CEJ’s message is that All schools have to be great schools. Chancellor have you
given up on public schools because that is clearly the message that has been
portrayed in the media as well as from you? Mayor Bloomberg at the rally in
Harlem last month boasted about how 30,000 students are on waiting lists for
charter schools and used that as a rally cry for lifting the cap and building more
charters. Instead, shouldn’t we be asking about what that means for the majority of
public schools under his watch? What is being offered to parents who have no
alternative but to send their children to traditional public schools? Who is looking
out for the education of traditional public schools?

Charter schools maybe a part of the answer but ONLY a part. Right now, I
believe, only 3% of students are in charter schools and even if those 30,000 on the
waiting list all had charter schools to go to, it would only be 5 or 6% of all NYC
students.

There is NO way there will ever be enough quality charters for all children who
need them.

CEJ is not disputing the data that many regular public schools are failing, we have
been documenting that for years. Where we disagree is in the thinking that charter
schools are the solution to the whole situation. They can be part of the solution but
they are not the answer. Could the answer be in the extended learning time or
maybe the rigorous curriculum, perhaps it’s the music, art and hands on learning
that charter schools as well as successful public schools do to keep children
engaged? We know that all of these things together work to engage and educate
children. Chancellor are you creating a plan to ensure that these things are



happening in All public schools? Don’t we want great schools for all children? If
you do you’re not saying it loud enough.

As most people know, CEJ has been working collaboratively with the DOE
specifically around middle schools and as a result, have brought resources and
support to some of the most struggling schools in the City. This is a small example
of focusing on traditional public schools that need help. It is not okay to give up
on our schools like the chancellor suggested last week. It is not okay to blame all
of the problems on the teachers union or on any one person or entity. We need all
stakeholders to come together and figure out, once and for all, how to clean up this
mess for ALL children. CEJ parents want to know if more than 90% of children in
NYC are not attending charter schools. What is being done for them?



Richard Berlin — Harlem RBI/DREAM Charter School

Satisfaction with DREAM Charter's extended-day, extended year school model is high.
It is best represented by the families who have taken work off today to short notice to
stand and speak. It is also symbolized by the fact that every family with a child enrolled
in DREAM this year has chosen to return their child to DREAM next year.

At the heart of Harlem RBI's decision to open DREAM Charter School is the decision fo
provide a better educational opportunity than currently exists for the families of East
Harlem RBI. At the heart of our families’ decision to enroll and keep their children in
DREAM is the desire to choose the best school possible for their children. If you look at
the dire rates of academic achievement in East Harlem over the last 20 years, this hope

for something better should not come as a surprise.

Harlem RBI's DREAM Charter School has a lot going for it: strong educational
leadership; the backing of a trusted community based organization; and the deep and
growing commitment of families looking for a better chance for their kids. In my more
naive moments, | guess | would expect that a school like this would be welcomed with
open arms by everyone who has a stake in public education. Of course this has not

been the case.

In the last week | have seen DREAM - and other public charter schools like it — lose
nearly 10% of its projected funding for next school year. (This despite the fact that
charter schools currently get something in the ballpark of 70% of what their public
school counterparts get.) | have heard that Federal stimulus money for capital projects
will not be available to public charter schools in New York City. And today | am learning
about the possibility of yet another level of public review for schools that already
undergo enormous public scrutiny from the moment they are conceived, let alone once

they are in operation.

I understand well the history of public charter schools in New York City and eisewhere,
and | know that charters are often a controversial and politically complex issue. But

schools like DREAM are not an “issue.” They are real places that parents trust and



Richard Berlin — Harlem RBI/DREAM Charter School

Good afternoon. My name is Rich Berlin and | am the executive director of an East
Harlem non-profit youth organization called Harlem RBI and the Chairman of the
affiliated DREAM Charter School. | would like to thank Councit Member Jackson and
the committee for holding this hearing today.

Harlem RBI is a community based youth development organization that serves over 700
low-income families and children year-round with comprehensive out of school time
services. The vast majority of our youth attend public schools in East Harlem and
Harlem RBI intentionally works both in and with public schools throughout East Harlem

to ensure that our children grow up healthy, happy and strong.

Having been involved with Harlem RBI since 1993 and executive director since 1997, |
have had a front row seat to the changes and challenges that the New York City school
system has faced over the last 15 years. And while Harlem RBI| has numerous
successful and positive partnerships with individual public schools, the organization and
the families we serve have been continually frustrated by the public school's

consistently low levels of student success and academic achievement.

it was this frustration that motivated Harlem RBI to plan, fund and found DREAM
Charter School, which opened this past September in East Harlem with 100
kindergarten and first grade students. DREAM is incubating in a public school building
that is at 50% capacity — meaning parents who live in the densely populated area
around the school building are choosing not to send their children there. The placement
of DREAM in the building was supported by the local Community Education Council,

which wrote an explicit resolution in favor of housing the school in this building.

Despite never having run a school before, the combination of Harlem RBI's record of
service in the community and the presence of an experienced educational leader
serving as principal led to over 300 families to sign up for our first school lottery almost
exactly one year ago. Our second enrollment lottery, which will be held tomorrow night,

has nearly twice the number of families signed up.



Richard Berlin — Harlem RBI/DREAM Charter School

where children thrive. They are making a measureable impact in the lives of families

who have all but lose hope in an educational system that has failed them for decades.
The parents and leaders who are here today have taken brave action and spoken loudly
for what children deserve. These actions and these voices deserve your support:

financial, political, and in any other form it can come.

Thank You.



Joshua Klaris — DREAM Charter School

Good afternoon. My name is Josh Klaris and | am the founding principal of an East
Harlem public charter school called DREAM Charter School which works in affiliation
with a non-profit youth organization called Harlem RBI. | would like to thank Council
Member Jackson and the committee for holding this hearing today.

Harlem RBI is a community based youth development organization that serves over 700
low-income families and children year-round with comprehensive out of school time
services. The vast majority of Harlem RBI's youth attend public schools in East Harlem
and Harlem RBI intentionally works both in and with public schools throughout East
Harlem to ensure that children grow up healthy, happy and strong.

| started with Harlem RBI as a volunteer in the summer of 1994 and have been a New
York City public school teacher and leader since 1993. As a teacher at P.S. 124 in
Chinatown, an assistant principal of PS 65 in the South Bronx and PS 158 in
Manhattan, and the principal of PS 183 on Manhattan’s Upper East Side, the Director of
Harlem RBI's summer academic and enrichment program REAL Kids, and now the
founding principal of DREAM, | have had a front row seat to the changes and
challenges that the New York City school system has faced through those 15 years.
And while Harlem RBI and | have numerous successful and been witness to some
extraordinary work in individual public schools, the organization and the families we
serve have been continually frustrated by the district public school's consistently low

levels of student success and academic achievement.

It was this frustration that motivated Harlem RB! to plan, fund and found DREAM
Charter School, which opened this past September in East Harlem with 100
kindergarten and first grade students. DREAM is incubating in a public school building
that is at 50% capacity — meaning parents who live in the densely populated area
around the school building are choosing not to send their children there. The placement
of DREAM in the building was supported by the local Community Education Council,

which wrote an explicit resolution in favor of housing the school in this building.



Joshua Klaris — DREAM Charter School

We are aware that the combination of Harlem RB!'s record of service in the community
and my presence as an experienced educational leader serving as principal led to over
300 families to sign up for our first school lottery almost exactly one year ago. Our
second enrollment lottery, which will be held tomorrow night, has nearly twice the

number of families signed up.

Satisfaction with DREAM Charter’'s extended-day, extended year school model is high.
It is best represented by the families who have taken work off today to short notice to
stand and speak. It is aiso symbolized by the fact that every family with a child enrolled
in DREAM this year has chosen to return their child to DREAM next year.

At the heart of Harlem RBI's decision to open DREAM Charter School is the decision to
join the scarce high quality educational opportunities than currently exist for the families
of East Harlem. At the heart of our families’ decision to enroll and keep their children in
DREAM is the desire to choose the best school possible for their children. If you look at
the dire rates of academic achievement in East Harlem over the last 20 years, this hope

for something better should not come as a surprise.

Harlem RBI's DREAM Charter School has a lot going for it: strong educational
leadership; the backing of a trusted community based organization; and the deep and
growing commitment of families looking for a better chance for their kids. In my more
naive moments, | guess | would expect that a school like this would be welcomed with
open arms by everyone who has a stake in public education. Of course this has not

been the case.

In the last week | have seen DREAM — and other public charter schools like it — lose
nearly 10% of its projected funding for next school year. (This despite the fact that
charter schools currently get something in the ballpark of 70% of what their public
school counterparts get.) | have heard that Federal stimulus money for capital projects
will not be available to public charter schools in New York City. And today | am learning

about the possibility of yet another level of public review for schools that already



Joshua Klaris — DREAM Charter School

undergo enormous public scrutiny from the moment they are conceived, let alone once

they are in operation.

I understand well the history of public charter schools in New York City and elsewhere,
and | know that charters are often a controversial and politically complex issue. But
schools like DREAM are not an “issue.” They are real places that parents trust and
where children thrive. They are making a measureable impact in the lives of families

who have all but lose hope in an educational system that has failed them for decades.
The parents and leaders who are here today have taken brave action and spoken loudly
for what children deserve. These actions and these voices deserve your support:

financial, political, and in any other form it can come.

Thank You.



Jo-Ann Barrett/DREAM Charter School

Good afterncon. My name is Jo-Ann Barrett and my nephew, Sean, is a 1st grade
student at DREAM Charter School. |, along with my parents, have raised Sean since he

was a one year old.

I would like to thank Council Member Jackson and the committee for holding this

hearing today.

Finding the school that's the right fit for your child is difficult, and we are fortunate to
have found DREAM for Sean. He is flourishing there, and particularly loves his math
classes. We have been very pleased with the school.

| know we have not been in the New York school system for very long, but | wanted to
come here today to share my story, because | know that there are lots of families out

there looking for a school that's a good fit for their child.

'Public Charter School’s like DREAM allow families like mine to have the opportunity to
find the school that's best for their child. For me, the most important reasons for public
charter schools to exist are opportunity and choice. From what | see, charter schools
push the system to be flexible enough to try new things and continue to set the highest
standards of student achievement so that every family has the chance to find a school

they love.

| won't spend time here talking about the school Sean attended last year as a
kindergarten student. Let it be said, however, it was not a school that any of us loved.
DREAM is. And when | think about a world where Sean would have been stuck in his

old school, it scares me. | think it is Sean’s right to have a better choice.

| also think it is my right to know that the buck stops somewhere when it comes to
ensuring Sean’s education, and | love how accountable and responsive DREAM is to

my and others parents concerns and challenges.
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| urge this committee — and all members of the City Council -- to not just support public
charter schools, but also to work hard to promote them. These schools need more
money, more political support, and more respect for the families who choose to send
their children to them.

Great schools like DREAM Charter School need to exist so families like ours always

have a great choice for our children.

Thank You.
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My name is Julie Fisher and | am the Executive Director of the New York Center
for Autism Charter School. We opened our doors in 2005 and currently serve 28
students, all of who are diagnosed with autism. Our students range from
moderately involved to more severely challenged — reflecting the wide range of
the autism spectrum. I'm here this afternoon with Rebekah Mitchell, principa! of
PS/IS 50, the host school in which the NYCA Charter School is housed.

Ms. Mitchell has been nothing but gracious and cooperative with respect to the
logistical issues that are inevitable when two entities share space.

But beyond that, we have, over the course of our four years together, developed
some truly innovative and creative programming that has proven mutually
beneficial to both NYCA Charter School students as well as PS 50 students.

One such collaboration is in the area of inclusion. Some of our students who are
on the less involved end of the autism spectrum are able to benefit from inclusion
opportunities in less restrictive classrooms — even regular education classrooms,
in some cases — for varying amounts of time. When we feel one of our students
might be ready to benefit from such an experience, Ms. Mitchell has worked with
us to identify an appropriate classroom and a teacher who would be open to and
comfortable with our students and staff. We have, to date, had eight students
participate in PS 50 classrooms — some for just minutes as a means of
desensitizing them to being in larger groups of kids, and some for almost half of
their day. In fact, inclusion experiences in PS 50 classrooms helped two of our
students graduate from our program and move to less restrictive special
education settings.

Another collaboration involves our Peer Mentoring program. This is a program
developed and spearheaded by the Assistant Director of the NYCA Charter
School, Moira Cray. This program involves taking PS 50 7" and 8" grade
students (typically 4 per session) and offering them a 10-week course on autism



that helps them understand the nature of the disorder and how one effectively
teaches and interacts with an individual with autism.

These IS 50 students abbreviate their lunch and recess 3 or more days per week
in order to participate in this program. They get to observe in our classrooms,
they themselves identify a skill or skills that they would like to teach one of our
students, and they actually work on that skill directly with the student with whom
they've been paired. The NYCA Charter School students participating in this
program are often our more impaired students — not those who would necessarily
be able to benefit from a traditional inclusion experience.

At the end of their 10 weeks, the IS 50 students prepare a presentation about

~ what they've learned and present it to their class, at which point we've gotten
large numbers of additional IS 50 students interested in participating in future
sessions.

The direct benefit to our students is clear — right now we have peer mentors
working on teaching NYCA Charter School students how to play board games,
s how to play basketball, and how to engage in simple conversations.

What we didn’t expect was the benefit to our whole school population, through
greater awareness and acceptance.

And even more than that, benefit to the larger autism community — these young
IS 50 students are spreading awareness and sensitivity in ways we, as adults,
simply couldn't.

| think the IS 50 students have benefited as well, in that they can take pride in
learning a new skill, developing a goal and accomplishing it. And | think it may
even inspire some to consider special education as a career path — in fact we
have one student who graduated from IS 50 last year and is now in high school, -
who will be working for us as a paid assistant during the summer.

These collaborations have become hallmarks of our respective programs, and

would not have been possible if we were not able to share space in the way that
we are.

Ju Fisher
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Thank you, Chairperson Jackson. My name is Steven Wilson, and I’'m the founder
of the Brooklyn Ascend and Brownsville Ascend Charter Schools and a senior fellow at
Education Sector, a non-partisan, non-profit organization dedicated to urban education
policy.

As with charter schools throughout the city, the waiting lists at our schools testify
to the community’s demand for the new schools. More than 1,100 students await a seat at
our first school, which opened in September, and 923 students are entolled in tonight’s
lottery for our second. For every one student we enroll at random, 8 others must be turned
away.

Parents choose our schools because they share our single-minded purpose: to send
their child to college. The educational system we use, developed by SABIS, has a record
in under-served communities of reliably preparing every child for college. For the last
seven years, every graduate of the SABIS school in Springfield, Massachusetts, has gone
to college. The school’s eleventh graders, the highest grade tested by the state, perform
on average 30 percentage points higher than Springfield district students on the state’s
MCAS test. That’s extraordinary. We expect no less of our own schools.

Despite the demand for charters by parents, when the history of school reform in

our time is written, most city governments will be remembered for their hostility to

charter schools—the relentless obstacles they placed in the path of the new schools, their
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callous disregard for the urgent call by parents for schools that work, and at times, their
unabashed favoring of adult interests over schoolchildren’s.

But New York City, along among big cities, courageously welcomed the new
schools. It was the first to take advantage of its power to charter new schools, seeing
them not as a threat but as an unprecedented tool for reform. [t was the first to ensure that
charter schools—charter public schools—have access to public space alongside
traditional district schools.

That bold leadership has paid off. Today, the city boasts a portfolio of game-
changing schools that are redefining what is possible in urban education, with today’s
resources. Schools like KIPP Infinity in Harlem, where 99% of sixth-graders are
proficient on the state’s math test, and 84% are proficient in English. Schools like Girl’s
Prep, where 100% of third-graders are proficient in Math, and 80% in English.

That is not cherry picking. The charter school sector in this city is dramatically
outperforming district schools, with average proficiency levels 10 points higher in both
Math and English Language Arts, even though the schools are mainly located in the
city’s poorest communities. And New York is host to new networks of charter schools
like KIPP, Achievement First, and Uncommon Schools that are working to close the
achievement gap routinely, not years from now, not in some ever-receding future, but
right now.

I believe we, policymakers and the public, often confuse our commitment to the
ideal of public education with our allegiance to a particular institutional arrangement. The
harsh fact is that our current educational institutions don’t work very well and haven’t for

a long time. Each year, they fail hundreds of thousands of students. If another structure—
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charter public schools—shows promise, we should embrace it as a renewal of our
national commitment to public education.

So I urge you to stay the course-—to help write the next chapter in school reform
in this city. Don’t erect new barriers, masquerading as fair process, to the establishment
and siting of the new schools. Rather, I urge you to do everything in your power to create
more seats in gap-closing charter schools in your districts.

Thank you for allowing me the opportunity to testify.
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Tmitiated by Julius Tajiddin, Harlem Resident.

A Local Law to amend the Administrative Code of the City of New York, in relation to
Schiool lands; leasing of, granting any such permit, license or authorization to Charter
School or other private organization for educational purposes.

Amends Title 4 by adding a new section § 4-110 (a).

He it enacted by the Council as ollows:
¥

Section 1, Backeround and Declaration of Lesislative Intent,

The Council finds that, based on a finding by the Department of
Education School Construction Authority Commiitee of the New York City Council,
studies by authorities in education and historical precedent the New York City
Department of Education has unfairly closed or phased out public schools and/or placed
charter schools in such school buildings, thereby replacing ihe standard public school
with a charter school. The DOE has also nlaced charter schosts inside of standard public
schools while keeping the standard public schools opened; however, the classroom size
in the standard public schools more often than not increases, making such classroom
overcrowded; the charter school tends to need more space in such school bulding,
whereas, as a result of this kind of situation, the charter school more often than not
succeeds In getiing such school space and such standard public school is forced to cut
programs due to lack of space or not having enough equipment or supplies to iﬁééi the
needs of the entire class. This kind of situation threatens the very operation of a

successtul standard public school and such school’s very existence.



While the DOE under the current Education Law has the appearance of
justification to close down a school or make a school share its space on its side, due to an
allegation that such school is failing or such school space is not being fully utilized,
oftentimes, if not all the time, the DOE has decided such standard public school’s fate
solely within an internal department process. The parent/student is just informed that the
school will be closed, phasing out or shared with another school. And usually such
information is given to the parents at the end of the school year.

In particular, standard public schools in Harlem have been unusually
targeted with such practice. Parents in these neighborhoods have expressed that such
practice in their school zones eliminate their neighborhood school zones without them
having a fair opportunity to voice their concerns or the right to petitioﬁ the government
for a redress of grievances. Parents and Harlem community advocates have alleged that
charter schools coming into Harlem are being used as a tool for gentrification. If is a fact
that charter schools operate under a dual system, the Education Laws of New York
system and the Charter School Act system, which the latter allows a charter school to
select its enrollment.

Although the DOE has granted an opportunity for “sounding board”
forums for parents and community who find themselves in such situations, such forums
pit parent against parent, one belonging to the standard public school, the other wanting
the charter school. Ultimately these parents and children simply want a decent

education.



However, what’s missing from this procedural process is an honest fact
finding mission. Such forum doesn’t allow the facts to come out to render a fair decision
on the merits of a particular case. Additionally, the forum only addresses whether the
charter school should or shouldn’t come into the school property and not whether the
standard public school should or shouldn’t have been closed or slated to phase out in the
first place. Then there is the question of whether the DOE can deliver
true fairness in the matier.  Although it appears that the DOE can be neutral in deciding
which school should get the school building, it can’t be honesily stated that the DOE can
be fair in deciding whether it should or shouldn’t close or phase out a standard public
school when being challenged by a parent in a true constitutional due process context.

Ancther important factor in this equation not properly addressed which
adds to this hodgepodge is who shouid decide the fate of city property? Public school
property is still city property. Although our city’s education laws are state legislated does
that give the DOE under the authority of its CEO the power io decide the fate of the
actual school building?

A look at Article 52-A, § 2590-h, sub-paragraph 31., of our staie

Education Law answers such question in the negative.

§ 2590-h, Powers and duties of chancellor.

31. Intervene in any district or school which is persistently failing to achieve educational
results and standards approved by the city board or established by the state board of
regents, or has failled to improve ils educational results and student achievement in
accordance with such standards or state or city board requirerments, or in any school or
district in which there exists, in the chancellor's judgment, a state of uncontrolled or
unaddressed violence, The chancellor may, in addition to exercising any other powers
authorized by this article, require such school principal, or district as the case may be, to
prepare a corrective action plan, with a timetable for implementation of steps acceptable



to the chancellor to reach improvement goals consistent with city board standards and
educational results. The chancellor may require the school or district to alter or improve
the corrective action plan, or may directly modify the plan. The chancellor shall monitor
implementation of the plan, and, if the school or district fails to implement it, may
supersede any inconsistent decision of the school principal, community district education
council or community superintendent; assume joint or direct control of the operation of
the school or district to implement the corrective action plan; or take any other action
authorized by this article.  Any action of the chancellor to supercede an inconsistent
decision of the school principal, community district education council or community
superintendent, or to assume joint or direct control of the operation of the school or
district pursuant to this subdivision may be appealed to the city board in accordance with
section twenty-five hundred ninety-g of this article.

What is absent from the language of the statute is the chancellor’s
authority to decide the fate of the school building itself or how the school building shall
be managed if not managed 100% by the DOE or its CEQ. Charter schools are not 100%
funded by public dollars nor are they operated under the DOE within the structure of
Article 52A.

There are two authorities that state who ultimately decides the fate and
use of a building if it is not being fully used as a standard public school. They are Article
4, § 4-110 of The New York City Administrative Code and the Supreme Court. Article

4, § 4-110 reads as follows:

School lands; sale of, at auction. The board of estimate is authorized, upon the
application of the board of education duly authorized and certified, to sell at public
auction at such times and on such terms as they may deem most advantageous for the
public interest, any land or lands and the buildings thereon, owned by the city, occupied
or reserved for school purposes, and no longer required therefor. No property, however,
shall be disposed of for a less sum than the same may be appraised by the board of
estimate, or a majority of them, at a meeting to be held and on an appraisement made
within two months prior to the date of the sale. At least thirty days notice of such sale,
including a description of the property to be sold, shall be published in the City Record.

Board of Estimate of City of New York v. Morris, 489 U.S. 688, is the

Supreme Court case. In Board of Estimate, supra, the Supreme Court outline’s the Board



of Estimate’s duties, which include, but are not limited to: The Board of Estimate
exclusively determining the use, development and improvement of property owned by the
City. granting leases of City property and enters into leases of property for City uze; and
holding public hearings on any matter of City policy within its responsibilities whenever
called upon to do so by the Mayor or in its discretion for the public interest. Board of
Fstimate, supra, also pointed out that the mayor, also being 2 member of the Board of
Estimate, could noi vote on matiers that are directly associated with him, eg., the
mayor's budget. But currently, since schools are under mayoral controi_the maver wonid
be barred from participating in matiers dealing with the DOE.

The Council recognizes the current threat of the destabilization of the
public school system. The Council also recognizes the imporiance of neighborhoods, the
unminent erosion of their cultural heritage, as communities gradually convert into
casualties of gentrification.  The Council recognizes that buildings originally designated
for public school use carmot siip and slide into another use under the guise of “public
school” but that are really controlled by the private sector. The fact that there are two
different laws regulating the two school sysiems demonstrate that there is a difference
between the two systems. Moreover, allowing charier schools to flourish inside of school
buildings that were originally intended o meet the needs of all children between the ages
of 6-21 who can’t afford private education but who don’t necessarily allow children
living within such school’s zone admission runs counter to our state’s constitutional
purpose for an unfetiered free education. Thus, the Council hereby declares

that it is imperative that steps be taken to fairly decide who utilizes a city property

intended for public school purposes. Such decision should lie with the Board of

§



Estimate.

Section 2. School Lands; leasing of, etc.

This Bill provides for a new section § 4-110 (a) entitled, School lands; leasing of,
granting any such permit, license or authorization to Charter School or other
private organization for educational purposes, to be added to the New York City
Administrative Code. The section will read as follows:
Upon the application of an aggrieved parent or other such person having a genuine
interest in a city owned property designated for a public school purpose, The Board of
Estimate shall hold a hearing or authorize the commissioner of citywide administrative
services, upon such terms and conditions as the commissioner may determine, consistent
with federal due process guidelines, to hold a hearing prior to the leasing, granting or
licensing to any charter school organization, private or having public school status, of any
public school property controlled by The New York City Department of Education.
§ 4-110 (a)

1. Designation
The City Council having determined, pursuant to Article 52A of the Education Laws and
Article 4§ 4-110 of the New York City Administrative Code, that the state legislative
intent for the operation of schools and who should occupy a city owned property
designated for a public school purpose are inherently different and under different
jurisdictions, the latter being at the discretion of the city. However, whereas the state can
control the operation policies of the public school system the use of city property must be
determined by the will of the city residents through their elected officials. The Board of
Estimate has on its board elected officials who are each responsible in their elected

capacity for protecting cultural assets/heritage, health, prosperity, safety and welfare of

the people all which can fall under the education umbrella. The Board of Estimate is



also situaied to handle a hearing forum to protect parents/school children’s educational
property and liberty interests under federal requirements of due process. Ultimately it is
the people who should decide if a school property should be used for a charter school in
the same way that the people are invoived in the process when the city gives a city
property away. Thereby there is a need for Section 4-110(a).

2. Statement of Relinguishing City Property for A Standard Public School Lse

In addition to all other requirements of law, if the DOE intends to not use a city property
for a standard public school purpose buf rather a charter or private schoo! purpose it must
mdicate such inient in writing on such application o the Board of Estimate for a perinit
or license to do so. The Board of Estimate shall grant or decline an application on the
merits after a hearing on the matier,

§ 3. This legislation shall take effect immediately upon its enactment inio

law,



PROPOSAL for a Department of Education, Schoel Construction Authority
Committee of the New York City Council RESOLUTION

Whereas, under the New York State Constitution, Article IX, "the Legislature shall
provide for the maintenance and support of a system of free common schools, wherein ail
of the children of this state may be educated;" and

Whereas, such gift is articulated in our New York State Education law, § 3202. Public
schools free to resident pupils; tuition from nonresident pupils.

1. A person over five and under twenty-one years of age who has not received a high
school diploma is entitled to attend the public schools maintained in the district in which
such person resides without the payment of tuition; and

Whereas, pursuant to New York State Educ. §§3201, et seq., a child must attend school
between the ages of 6 and 16 and attend a public school if s/he cannot afford a private
school or meet the qualifications to be home schooled; and

Whereas, Although New York State may not be constitutionally obligated to establish
and maintain a public school system, it has nevertheless done so and has required its
children under such circumstances to attend. Therefore such young people do not "shed
their constitutional rights" at the schoolhouse door; and

Whereas, the Department of Education, School Construction Authority Committee of the
New York City Council has deemed such free education given to our children between
the ages of 5-21 as a property interest; and

Whereas, the Department of Education, School Construction Authority Committee of the
New York City Council has deemed a child's moving about on such school property or a
child's right to attend a particular public school after he/she has registered with such
school as a liberty interest; and

Whereas, under the federal and state due process clauses in their respective constitutions,
"No one shall be deprived of life, liberty or property without due process of law;" and

Whereas, the Department of Education, School Construction Authority Committee of the
New York City Council’s view on education in conjunction with the stated laws 1s
supported by the United States Supreme Court, in particular, Goss v. Lopez, 419 U.S. 565
(1975),

Holding
that public schools who have chosen to establish and maintain a public school system and

require their children to attend must obey the Due Process Clause. "The Fourteenth
Amendment, as now applied to the States, protects the citizen against the State itself and
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PROPOSAL for a Depariment of Education, Scheol Construction Authority
Commitiee of the New York City Council RESOLUTION

all of its creatures -- Boards of Education not excepted.” The authority possessed by the
Stale to prescribe and enforce standards of conduct in its schools although concededly
very broad, must be exercised consistently with constitutional safeguards.

Holding

the right to attend public school is a property right because it is something valuable that
the state provides all students.

Although holding

when a school suspends a student, it takes away [a student’s] property right for a certain
number of days. Suspension also harms a student's reputation, which is a part of liberty
and freedom. Because suspension takes away both a property right and liberty, schools
may not suspend students without "due process of law."

the Department of Education, School Construction Authority Commitiee of the

New York City Council deems any removal from the school premises as a taking away of
not only a student's property interests (because the likelihood of recreating the same
property structure at another school outside of the previous school zone is difficult, if not
without & myriad of problems due (o the relocation itself) buta liberty right and sees that
the Phasing out of a school can be looked at negatively therefore harming a student's
reputation, which is part of liberty and freedom, as well as the actual phasing out of 2
school tself would slter the liberty interests a student has in his/her day fo day walking
about on school property.

Holding

"Parties whose rights are to be affected are entitled to be heard: and in order that they
may enjoy that right they must first be notified."

Whereas, the Department of Education, School Construction Authority Committee of the
New York City Council finds that the Department of Bducation did net give the pareits
of children attending P.5. 194 a fair opportunity to be heard to challenge the DOE's
decision to phase their school out nor a fair or adeguate notice for snch hearing: and

Whereas, such phasing out would [conveniently] give the Harlem Success Academy [a
charter school] or any other charter school an opportunity to occupy the school building,
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PROPOSAL for a Department of Education, School Construction Authority
Committee of the New York City Council RESOLUTION

will relocate the current P.S. 194 students to other schools away from their current
neighborhood school zone or will send them to a school [zone] not of their choice after
they had registered with P.S. 194; and

Whereas, under a reasonable worse case scenario the foregoing would alter these
children's education and liberty interests - or any child’s education and liberty interests
under similar circumstances - as they currently know it not in their best interests; now,

Therefore, be it Resolved, that the Department of Education, School Construction
Authority Committee of the New York City Council disapproves of the way that the
Department of Education handled the hearing process regarding P.S. 194 or such other
school under similar circumstances; and be it

Resolved, that the Department of Education School Construction Authority Committee
of the New York City Council encourages the New York City Council to pass legislation
that creates a specific forum that supports public school students having proper hearings,
duly notifying such parents of the time and location for such hearings, whereas such
parents can properly challenge the closing of their schools and have an opportunity to
remain as students of such schools.

End



o Address:

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak onInt. No. __ Res. No.
[J infaver [J in opposition

b <([0[09

{(PLEASE PRINT)
s

Name: SO/“ Q
Address:

I represent: L[OV/] M\W ) (4[.*/\0{;/ Tt’c’/i/ SE//Z /\’\-/(7

THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

Iintend to appear and speak onInt. No. ___ Res. No.
O in favor [] in opposition

Date:
(PLEASE PRINT)

Name: (/'Jr_ Lo il ["_}5’ Z../J/ ?ASZD‘)/\

Address:
I represent: C #’f . D 2

" THE COUNCIL
" THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

Iintend to appear and speak on Int. No. ________ Res. No.
(1 infaver [J in opposition
Date: </‘ (01 D '-”-,
+PLEASE PRINT) )
Name: KJ? V(\‘ Dd 0. {m
Address:

I represent: Sbmﬂ Ub La UQM{ () 1o f)n,/ﬁ \{/Ur) ( /
Address: (\ m/ *f;ﬂ{ S(,l’ M

. Pleuse complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘




i Address: 7 /y\./P

LTI S v e e v e i e o e e e e d e S S,

" THE COUNCIL,
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speakonInt. No. _____ Res. No.
in favor  [J in opposition

Date: é// & é’?

// (PLEASE PRINT)
Name: k,/ [ bt ppecs
Address: %‘% e Lepa, = 3% fZ loo%s?

I represent: C]\/ - ‘%‘ / M

wMg_gg_g. <:>a‘ e

T T e e —— TR = e s I T e -

"THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I'intend to appear and speak onInt. No. " Res. No.
L] infaver [ in opposition

Date; d[ Lp( OOI
(PLEASE PRINT)

Name: Zﬂ;—v’ LQM \]M &L{(\' 0 {P (L/)

Address:

I represent: O\f 22 f\'[%/ /Lr’) (]Aﬂ[

" THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. ________ Res. No.
(0 infavor [] in opposition

Date: < {/ (o
(PLEASE PRINT)

Name: __Molig . 0\/ YU

Address:
I represent: QW\} Cr ﬂg// ](‘-ﬁ/f ) [/\ﬁ ;’/{14/
 Address: < m/

’- Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘



[ R—

- Tintend to appear and speak onInt. No. ______ Res. No.

— R g

THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

(J infavor [J in opposition

Date:

" (PLEASE. PRINT)
Name: H(Ib\~ Lriun (m\ﬂ«C\,&m

Address:
I represent: /)ﬂ/%(f{\'ia,{/ ' f //fﬂﬂ) //Q;/\/:M
Address: — ‘5\( /") w\_—{p

——r e ——_— e e

THE COUNCIL »
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

- Appearance Card- H: _
I intend to appeai'mand._;peak onInt. No. _" ____ Res. No. _ .
. T J-infaver [J in opposition / ’ ,
o “Date: ‘_ l { ({/ Kp! :
(PLEA f PRINT ' .
Name: ‘UM[ Q [ M - . -
Address: 7 - _
I represent: 20111307 61 e L{ e :L/)

THE COUNCIL |
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

. Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speakonInt. No. ____ Res. No.
‘ [J infaver [ in opposition

pue: 11 0109

(PLEAS; PRINT)

erme : _S-O/VT\['} S ,\-! M
Address:

I represent: o L/ C (\ ! W_l'er/’ §L97 ’\"“‘ﬂj (] ﬁﬂx@ 4

Address:

’ Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘




e e e e e e e = S i g | e g g o e 4 e

e s ety gl ooy B ey i s s

e et

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

.- Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. ___ Res. No.

[} in favor [J in opposition </ / U) ’ Oq

Date:

[obe, ;\‘Tbi“ff; il

Name:

Address:

reprasent: _ YU State  Phayrter  Sihenls

W:-Aﬂgm“&—-— o {" 550 (NJ\"Ml W\ o

THE COUNCIL,
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and spe;k on Int, No. _._[....._.. Res. No.
O in faver [ in opposition»-
{[[ 09

- \! M‘kf ( (PLEASE PE(N) 0{/ {W

Address: (

I represent: F}- H\)[?*Q L‘Q‘OL_d/L’L )1)/\.{, 9 .

D e LR T a2 w.-.w_..A_* i e i i L bt

Y (P Yy ﬁﬁ!’_"’f__ —

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

" Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. __ Res. No.
[l in favor [] in opposition
L~ =07
Date: _{

Name:

Q ?L 71/ /gEASE INT)
Addreas:

I represent: ﬁs‘gem ‘é /7/”6/'?'64;/\ 6/’2—&

Addreses:

’ Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms




T S T T T R it ST T S e ey e - SO ——

L

- Address: 800 @AIES z4 ve gﬂoo&z:/n/

B et T VNV SOV SO

THE COUNCIL ,
'THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I inter_n& to appear and speak on Int. No. Res. No.

(0 in favor [ in opposition
Date: L/t / 6{/ &9
(PLEASE PRINT)

Name: 6‘7 EOF F /4' E
Addrens: _FE1 QUINCY 5’7‘ RBroox LN
1 represent: L ’4 C/ M A () #A/'QT’Q S CHOOL

THE COUNCIL -
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

Res—~No.

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No.
O in favor [J in opposition

Date:
(PLEASE PRINT)

Name: @/m Vade/SIEry
Address: (" Nt Xiamls OHIT
)OE

1 represent:

Address A At A AN
~ THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK
Appearance Card
I intend to appear and speak onInt. No. . Res. No.
[0 in favor [] in opposition
Date:
Name: (\hy,.‘s'fv MSE "
Addees: puM ( ///mwz/mf

I represent:

Address:

’ Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘ .




T e e e TR T e - o R e R, L e e ey

" THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card -

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. —  _Res. No.
L] infaver (7 in opposition

Date:
(PLEr T)
Name: M { C/{A
Address:
I represent: m
o Addgew;

" THE COUNCIT,
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

B e T oy TEIRT T m

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. —— Res. No.
(d infavor [ in opposition

Date:
(PLEASE PR
Name: Dl/l
Address:
I represent: \DOE
_ Address: _

e Eet e i}

"THE COUNCIL,
THE CITY OF NEW mm(

Appearance Card

I'intend to appear and speak on Int. No. ______ Res. No.
[] infaver [J in opposition

Darer 1 fo] ij 9 g

(PLEASE PRINT)

Name: M MR A @ C}_J(;M
Address: : - j

I represent: é—k i}fj(d\f’ e 7 C m”/ \EQ’V/ ! SM VEQ‘Q‘ -
Address: B}

’ Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms




.. Address: 2

e e g e e e © et e e m et

THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak onInt. No. ___ Res. No.
O in favor [J in opposition
d{| 09
Date:

. (PLEASE PRINT)
Name: \JP\-% Ly LA

T r T _
Address: 1 LA |

r; ' A,
I represent: A LD

B e % P ———

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

 Address: le\\fW‘\S bvﬁdvf{ P h044=€,</ (\\ q\/\ goy),\,\p

I intend to appear and speak onInt. No. _____ Res. No.
{J infavor [ in opposition

Date: 4 { (0 / OD’

(PLEASE PRINT)
Name: Cf\ﬁ‘eﬂ \Uﬂ E’, \ ()\r\ )Ci \ -
Address: 50 C{BUL\D RS ?*er; W

7 \ f‘,.\
\\ . 1"\ )n : ‘Lr‘ﬂ.- —’r }'\ L
5

I represent:

- = = —— TR
JR L " ’if“ SRV GO S N S
.

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Imt. No. _______« _ Res. No.
O infaver [} in opposition

Date;
s

(PLEASE PRINT) .
Name: j'i/] [ 'C/\ C, /.W\J ]

Address: N&i) \/OFJL (JM (7'\@(\0

I represent: P&Sﬁf'ﬂa —% —FM kJ\(- J) M ’QJ)Q
Address: \!‘(\ ol }L é‘i“—’\"{ O

’ Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘

AVAY

—




o T e, e e e :
R L P e s b e e o

“THE COUNCIL
Q&O " THE ITY OF NEW YORK .

Appearance Card

I'intend to appear and speak on Int. No. ____ Res. No.
[0 infavor [ in opposition

e Date:

(PLEASE PRINT)
Name: _ Qu& /7 G\, 18 Q'j-k‘ mfb
Addro: _ A A€\ CEN '% pecic, o

I represent: _\J (’f\‘)W\J -Legq\w\ A0 GMCJ?M

L V,A.JJ-«: o e e

.- L R o e it it i '.‘ —‘,_I -

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

.- 7
Appearance Card ) i
Iintend to appear and speak on Int. No. ________ Res. No.
3 infavor [ in opposition Nether
Date:
(PLEASE PRINT) i

Name: qul\tlﬁtf/) An sar
Address:

I represent: N\L C COQU({_ !MCFO/ :E'QlUCijM( JIUS%’@

. ,'Aﬂ:'.:m

e
5

B L PR

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I'intend to appear and speak on Int. No. ——— Res. No.
J in faver /E{in opposition
Date: ﬂ?r L% 6! Z‘OO?
(PLEASE PRINT)
Nome: __ Stevem. v Lo~

Address: | Man 5+ ’—gy‘d‘f}l‘-\\-}‘-\ 4 N“'f
I represent: Y"?’c/ok\ b Dseenld C"\ﬂ V‘,}’v Jc I"hS di 3
Address: 205 2..“ ko \wa b Fa‘ [ l‘_‘ub"ﬂ\.\/ E/u O‘K,\ I~

’ Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘




_Address:

e -

. Address: >"’ /W‘”"”' /”/ﬁ 3/ T f"“/

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. ____ Res. No.
O in favor jﬁ in opposition

Date:
(PLEASE PRINT) -

Name: Q) O L 63/\0 A{Q o -
address: b Chuwel.  fyroe Q;f*&:a\klw\f\fl!\

1 represent: m C [‘\\ S B S

T

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. _____ Res. No.
{1 in favor [] in opposition

Date; #/&/O ‘/,{}/}(?
Name: %M/?/ //f?sE ma

Address: ’7/%/// ‘977%#”/{ ¢ W/“"/
I represent: / S-q%“i%z’/ M /}f ﬂ'/% f;éﬁ;( € M/G(/

T T I e ——————

+ e n SR TP LI

~ THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. ____ Res. No.
."ln favor [ in opposition

1'}":" Che fer Date: (7‘ {? Oq

i (PLEASE PRINT)
lomecco  Jac ¥san

Name:

Address: /‘J}A’/ f /K)G}S)f N\} l\\\\/ /@OO‘(TI

I represent: \ M‘ !l{_,ﬁ’\ g‘)!’ ff{ A(—«’ _/Qf LC j}u&(
Address:

’ Pleuse complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘




T e s S it

THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. Res. No

O infavor [J] in opposition _ .-
Date: O L. 06 02
(PLEASE PRINT)
Name: Cf"obf/g\n Cioanrnnnd

. Address: 26\A/ ?J'Z%f ﬂ_:f’ljx /;Q l()(.)?j

‘Irepresent .. KA’ C()u MARC
_,Addrm f~( \/\/ / & f{ A Apt /. 1Ly

***** THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. Res. No.

O in favor N in opposition

Date:
LEASE PRINT)

Name: N\\@Mﬂ @ ,AH
Address: IV %mwuw &3

I represent: 6' Hﬁ Q‘?"\@Xr’ﬁmm\ @‘IW'\{/( %M\
. Adress;__ HJO 5 H{)H&J@Dﬂ \Q\m :5\?;

“THE, COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No.
O in favor Efm opposi

tio {
Date: Afﬂ,‘ / / / %?
/  (PLEASE PRINT)

Name: 19/7%6 h/l /Z/Zﬁ@

nideen: 33 (1 BESE Apt BN joon f
I represent: .D/J}‘f'”/(?// = /MS/C?’MS CMM
address: LSE LS 954@’6% AMZMM / Oras

’ Pleuse complete this card and return to the Qergeam-at Arms ‘

Res. No.




R

THE COUNCIL
- THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

intend to appear and speak on Int. No. ___ Res. No.

[0 infavor [] in opposition
4lifo9

Date; r j

VoS (PLEAS PRINT) )
Name; \jdﬁ t/'_) lﬁ \ i Cﬁ 1‘/)
Address: P b BC} Y {OY 3

! I represent: {P’f" S'p"l o ) & ['3- @L*[ 10 [;(, BC (? ol S
. Address :

T R BT ..v-wp‘*‘—"’-‘"""

THE COUNCIL -
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

. Appearance Card

Iintend to appear and speak on Int. No..______ Res. No.
[ in favor [J in opposition

Date: k'f / é) ’/ @) qr

"o | f
(PLEASE PRINT)

Name: j_ \)‘Q/V\ V\\- ﬁ‘@‘ wlﬂf\ 6\» o

Address: 6\9\9 L/ J\l'\/\\ %*- —7(

I represent: C %, C 3 i S‘{'\(\ - __'S
Address: __ L\/ 0‘ 3 fa\ .L‘ :}._.

"‘"'——"-‘sﬁ-r'rr

FTE T LTI N e e e L e

“THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak onInt. No._____ Res. No.
[J in favor [J in opposition

Date: __\ -5 -0
(PLEASE PRINT)
Name: _—ulie Fithver  »>8 Yelnolan  tres\er
Address: _92% £ 100" <& (BN 9518 €N

I represent: Nou> \I\'ar‘\& Conher —(-;:— Fc\)\gm C\(\&\U‘ 4(‘\\30\
Address:. Dva_ Ay aeaa

’ Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms L ‘ :

——— - L s e .



[ — -....—_m,_—.-.....,,-—..v.._...--u-...,- e M g
T - — o —— .

T mm b L e e e

.\ THE couna,
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

T A ppearance Card

I intend to appear and speakonInt. No. ____ Res. No.
] infavor [ in opposxtlon

) ", Date: _@(7/ ¢ /t’?ff

(PLEASE pn,mr)
Name: 218 77Lf’ )“’ £y l#ﬁ&d-f I/(Q-&
Address: \‘\ "‘5:( 1Ad /qa', " gbk? &7"

I represent: W?U 1A% J"?‘N Ry F"’Q—D“r““ Iv‘ﬁﬂ:’ /4@{\'\5{(%
| ] V_Addreaa: j! r\"ﬁ XCW/?M }V k‘fd.

—— e T

A s .

“THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance IC ard

I'intend to appear and speak.on Int. No. ___ Res. No.
0l infavor [ in opposition

N Y L.
_ i PLEASE INT)

Name: \}\LO (ﬂ\‘\ 3 (N ﬂ
Address:

I represent: (GV\P\(\\ #’F jc,\‘\Ud _Smﬂ»([‘uig‘f{) Q
Address: B«J\mw\tﬁm\f’mrs Kmm v’s

© THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak onInt. No. ___________ Res. No.
O infavor [J in opposition

Date: 4’ / 6 / 66?
(PLEASE PRINT)
Name; EE-! — ?{::bW\\\E

Address: QS & KENT j\\lg FJE)HE;
I represent: H CH)E\}EM%NT r\:}.E%T E;’hj\[)j_/;"A\Ib&
Address: _ S22 dbera

’ Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘




I intend to appear and speak onInt. No. ____ Res. No.

Name:

R s T —— e et = s e

[ —— T e St e mrme e L

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

[J infavor [J in opposition

Date:
EASE anr ™

,/ 25161 BSTES fedwIneE” ‘

Address:

VY77 tles /mwﬁfw

I represent: /\4{ :@/’1 AL ,VW :L;/ }’% |

e, -Addresss.

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. _____ Res. No.

Name:

B U S VA S s

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

[ infavor [J in opposition

b 41 0[]

(PLEASE PRINT)

Ertc &~ Zeslé’u EQO/(«){M

Address:

I represent: _ ACAO QU et &3 Bg b lrarte

,,Addreas

JC/MG’ /\J(’/HW(

S R

I intend to appear and,spealk onInt. No.___ " Res. No.

Name:

A T : - - N

- THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

(] in favor [ in opposition

Date:
{ PLEAS E lj INT)

AN BSOS .

. Addreas:

I' repreaent.:- F IZ {) 3\‘\’@

Address:

'

Evs

%5 kg ATZ BN Nl

75_Mosgon] er” N N'\f? f@o};}w

Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘




B el et e — —ae

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK |

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. _____ Res. No.
O infavor [J in opposm

Date: I“’O;Z/O?

(PLEASE PRINT)

Name: 925’\}0? FFL’S
Addreu /29 6’9/0&47 ﬁ’/‘féf Wf/dw?

{eoronem: VIt Fresictons”, Lol 372, 5037

THE CITY OF NEW YORK
Appearance Card
I intend to appear E)s];le::vz: IntDNt:nm Res. No.

e A= 0r=CS]
— e spaf

Address: 2200 5 0 /ﬁ«‘\ux: e o)
I represent: \T\CLQ\ 9\[\\ <\}QF o5 k(JQ&'Q-N\L

~ THE COUNCIL.
"THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. ____ Res. No.
p{:fﬂvor [J in opposition
Date: Vé Voq

(PLEASE PRINT)
Name: 5\(\&\'« U alu<oiN

Address: Q%rsuﬂp [\\‘(Q, \OO%’?
I represent: _\ . ' VQ\

Address:

t
<

." Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘




P T T T T B T T T T A oV SUTRAMITOT s e s s e

" THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

Res. No.

I intend to appear and speak on.Int. No.

[ in faver - in opposition

e ) GMP -

Address: 5‘3 ( ' “’O ‘lw& <
“The

. I represent:

o Address: ey

THE COUNCIL
. THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. Res. No.

Drin favor [J im opposition // f
. Date:

APLEASE PRINT) / /
Name; /g /4))’7 (// ﬁ’ﬁ

. Address: -?444 //Z%(_ﬁ 'ﬂ:// A/‘//JZ)Z(
1 represent: /if‘/f )//th P f:// f/’/)l@%

| Adfl_,“?“,’_ O»)J-l L /Jj /&7/ }'/

[ S——

[ L X SN S O S

- "THE COUNCIL
_’[‘HE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. Res. No.

1] infavor [J in opposition
Date: / é/ 0 9

(PLEASE PRINT)
Name: %QM*JTE ‘!’Y\ \/f} f\“&,’) A c\h )"
address: - O 0K SYZ AP0 L/orv/c, Yl b

I represent: \'l( % } 2 -

Address:

. Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms - ‘




PP e i s e i v e T T e S e a1 e e

A L S S S — PR

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

Iintend to appear and speak onInt. No. ______ Res. No.
O in favor [ in opposition

Date: L’/ / Lo /

: (PLEASE PRINT)
Name: (72 ErICVI€ve FHS ey

Mdre: 529 W/ /35T L) (003 ]
I represent: H V‘/?/}f ! SL{(’( N HZJEL’,/P;"}'}(_J' ;Z.
,____Address __i% L 1/ t/ /5""""—‘ ' J

IR T e R r'—'-"w m B e e e = —

" THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

-I'intend to appear and speakonInt. No. . Res. No.
(] in favor [J in opposition

Date: p
/PLEASE pnmr)f\ %
Name: K B P
Address:
/
I represent: /}LA /LM \__,EC' cess '7%7(’};4 aéﬁ’fﬁf
.. Address: ___ '

e "F-?"—*ﬂ-‘—wm“ o T 1

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I'intend to appear and speak on Int. No. ___ Res. No. _L[P_

0 infavor [Y in opposition
pue: _ [ ([0

[
_(PLEASE PRINT)
Name: T\lw 1/1"' AN ;rﬁA‘/

Address: 2”# \‘/QI c %\\H: M—% B%c‘vl/ u/\; l‘!l\/k—lf/

1 represent: ‘ I:Cr o (5)—0’\/’ Ci F/ b‘{‘," ) Cc_ OL.\
Address: ?\S,BC‘ R‘i*’\— S\_M* \*\r\’/}‘ﬁ‘\ 'Hﬂn"\'/\l\'\ ‘

_ D,
’ Please complete this c&’rd and return to the Sergean:-at Arms \( ‘

R Y




e i L T T S T M T R

Q e THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak onInt. No. __ Res. No.
{J infavor [J in opposition
Date:
(PLEASE_ERINT)
Name: '«-\\ eni hD@ ft:.f‘ NG ;\

Addreass: C (—.— — h ‘ h‘_\Y ”-))
I represent: M q \

| \\":/I ~THE COUNCIL
‘\\\w THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. _______ Res. No.
- O infaver [J in opposition

Date:
(PLEASE PRINT)

veme: PO Cr 400
Address: [lf ‘@réfdﬁf}\‘}“ mg@ D j?

I represent: ‘i'" oL f{ S;Q/( \ﬁ/

- A.ddreag_,

\\  THE COUNCIL
\\\o THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak onInt. No. ____ Res. No.
[0 infavor [J in opposition™

Datge :

Address: (M(’ﬂ“}’ <S /,‘S”C)
I represent: M ‘-'f (_P LP

" Address:

’ Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘




%\ THE COUNCIL
QU\ THE CITY OF NEW YORK

A ppearance Card

T intend to appear and speak on Int. No. . Res. No.
[1 infavor [ in opposition

.Date:
PLEASE PRINT)

Neame: M T CNA E

>
Address: PM‘&"‘\" O:{F F:S‘ f »:_(— [ﬁ)
I represent: M f\ S,Q/(//

P Addresa _ o
- .z‘ T .- LT i s TR S "-V‘V = ~ PA 7- il*?ﬁb-gsf', X 7‘

o ... THE COUNCIL
) o\ CTHE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak onInt. No. . Res. No.
(J in favor [J in opposition

Date:

@ (PLEASE PRINT)
Name: Ofb ? OU(\QJ—% —
Address: pafc",r\“‘f‘ ?&q &s O

I represez;t-
S
| - gﬁAddx;ess

TR T TR S e e e T T e e e g E e

" THE COUNCIL
Q\\F THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

T intend to appear and speak onInt. No. ______ Res. No.
O infavor [J in epposition

Date:
Name: Aran e %FLEASE/CI% N
Address: HF‘-’(\'J(X al !'“‘1""2’ C\‘CJV\ V\ '(‘\‘ CP

I represent: 1\\ H.A F

Address:

’ Please compl.ete‘this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘




Q&é\(’ THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I mtend to appear and speakonInt. No. ______ Res. No. :
] infavor [ in opposition

Date:

e _fichelle BT

AAddreu k,) F_T (7_/ (f-\ff ()J/“o =) , LW

1 represent: l) \:’T

Addreaa SQ—— %TGQO}\L@& L.h

\O\ C THE COUNCIL |
\Q “~ THE CIT{ OF NEW YORK

&
Appearance Card

I intend to appear andlspeak onInt. No. £ Res. No.
O in faver [J in-opposition

Dateé:

(PLEASE PRINT)
- Nume: leo Casey, .

Address: \1C.€ VK‘E’&A&TIL ﬂ Hi%hd A

N .I represent: UF’/]
Address: @ BVD&,& u) C\-";-‘L-

e = . ___ _r

THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

.

.I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. _____ ___ Res. No.
_ [dinfavor [J in opposmon J
CiHeRsesa Date: /é /O’Ofi

(PLEASE PRINT)

Name: @é v Véﬂ’ "\}C\\ Li‘a‘f'f“-'\i‘l.«] O

Address: @r’G B b&'f g é7 {\) \/ [\\ \)

Irepresem &ﬂ-@ﬂ,/\j{ L

Address: 2 L} NC\“ U@ éf -

. Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-ut-Arms




THE COUNCIL |
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak onInt. No. ___ Res. No.

) |:J infavor [J in opposmo
J—"G?‘Lﬁ- VA 4, Date; &/K‘;} i

(PLEASE PRINT)
Name: K‘KM‘ L K‘\L\QC M“k\ ;’A e VLY G

Address: ﬁ R@u&iﬁ o 5’% gé? J f" MY tovRe
1 represent: %@f 2\5{ é) -

:2’““ NC‘vag <’h-

 Address; & s e
THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK
Appearance Card
I intend to appear and speak onInt. No. _____ Res. No.
O in faver [J in opposition
Hﬁ'ﬂ‘}’{/":’ L Date: {/é—/ﬂﬁ"
- / (PI.EASE PRINT)

Name: }"“': 3 @VLQJ‘ AQ{’ if't‘UQ

Address: »A/LCEN‘*{ lﬁwﬂac , AN Y
1 represent: Gf‘corz ‘ﬁqj

Address: P\}{U “\)S gT / %sz}"' A o

" THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. ______ Res. No,
[J infavor [ in opposmo}l

W W;i’lNQ e Date: A} g /O C1
g (PLEASE_PRINT)
Name. _(:_‘l;n, \e‘rtwﬁ RERANS
Address: L"Z;tg i Né’ﬂ") éi o {:O'Oé Zﬁ" V(\)

Gl e
1 represent: EPQ%‘{L‘ S
AR AT o ARV

Address: <

’ Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘




e s o e e e g 1 S . b TR = PRSP S

e e i

T THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. __.___ Res. No.
{0 infavor [ in opposition

H@'ﬂ W\/é’ Date: /e/oq
e (PLEASE PRINT)
Name: \u’-‘n 0—( NATT CoTo
Address: 2 - “ /\)g\!\“ﬁ <._

I represent: @ g - ' ‘g O

A L
THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK
| Appearance Card
I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. ____ Res. No.

[0 infavor [J in opposmon ]

th‘n nd, Date: éfﬁzfé‘éf C’i
(PLEASE PRINT)

- Name: g\‘}ﬁ;‘f‘“g‘@o MT" 2 (A

Address rC 4 i‘t‘f'ﬁi‘t &, S (g}i" {'\J—;Mk' (N e

I represent; @’f CQ{Z v
| Address: _ M"Z } J\k‘ VNS E’: }-/

"‘"’/'r" ‘“""'" iy B g T TR T T

[ A NG . cam e

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. _____ Res. No,
(] infavor [J in opposition

Date: i‘/ é’/ ©
(PLEASE PRINT)
Name: %P’.)jé’)ké) {_LIPS d [ vx,.w’{,\_, “‘ %
Address: L] )[)?“Zlﬁkd:ﬁﬂ\wﬁﬁ?; K féﬁfff}p}l rn D1 l,ﬁﬂd‘ki‘w}r'
I represent: &?@ﬁfﬁﬂ .*’ {ri, e T f\Jf 1A}
Address: “‘i) Wuﬂ" A‘L 7‘?‘%&% or {-{'V f\j

. Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘

1
3
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THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

o A re———L

I intend to appear and speak onInt. No. __ Res. No.
(1 in favor [J in opposition

Date: q!{éég
, ) (PLEASE PRINT)
Name: ’i//ﬂ/i”w'fﬂw—A M&-’\IE(,W/M { ﬂmflm
Address: fh?; ""‘3’37%—9 ) Sg/ /"'ﬁ”" 'f‘ f) ILL‘(—'!

I represent: 12‘“-‘”"‘*’4 fbrii,aui" fi..—- ., L 37

' ,,,,Ad;;m__“ — ?‘J’Mm ".)C ;::,,? -
i THE COUNCIL

~ THE CITY OF NEW YORK

/\\’Qm Appearance Card

intend to appear and speak onInt. No. ___ Res. No.
O infaver (] in opposition

Date;
FLEASE PRINT)
Name: dZ/l?ée_/ / 202 £ &’1_/7

Address: /
I represent: :/fl e R ({-—PAA/'{JL‘ A~ Ay ! / D P
Address: ( i qgr p L&, r\}S jS—D

T Ao
Dl e et o o e At 1 m ettt e TEL e e

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card
I intend to appear and konInt. No. __ Res. No.
ppear speak on Int. No — es\o_?_»_
[ infavor [ in opposition e

1 ;z&,- :
Date 4wy ALY
PR h

J (PLEASE P NT)’
Name: \JO /'AJU\A/ ﬂ/f I M

Address: e it - """‘r\
I represen; ﬁ,fj‘\ J‘b W
Address:

. : Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘

e o — -




- rmT et g e b = i e A < e

. i S m T R S TR

THE COUNCIL |
Bl -+ _THE CITY OF NEW YORK

”V
Appearance Card
Iintend to appear and speak onInt. No. ____ Res. No.
[J in faver [ in opposition
Date:
I /{ (PLEASE PRINT)
Name: —{ Zs4f / %M;M[‘%—Tm.._/
Address:
—
I represent; F = C l ‘_?
Addresa: . . T e e T e T

THE COUNCIL |
~THE (ITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

P

mtend to appear and speak on Int. No. ___ Res. No.-
O in favor [J in opposition

Date:
(PLEASE PRINT)

Name: mgﬂ"\/f? A7' Ul [/4

Address:
4
1 represent: (/% / /

. Addtess

TR T T S T e T e

\)\V{/  THE COUNCIL
Qv THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. ______ Res. No.
) infavor [J] in opposition

Date:
(PLEASE PRI 7)
—
Name: jé“é’(/ﬂ/{;f&{\& f J’?
Address:
[ ¢ .
1 represent: ’/ / ‘E;——
Addrees:

’ Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘

T

J




Rl

v h THE CITY OF NEW YORK

\J\ xi N Appearance Card
Iinténd to appear and speak on Int. No. ______ Res. No.
) in faver [ in opposition
Date:
gf, (PLEASE PRINT)
Name: ﬂ Vﬁ’? 8 ? (9 i S ﬂ@'ﬁﬁ/\/i/\

Address: 2 (7 jﬁ-ﬂ- ly . \,}f j

I represent: (- ‘VI &' ‘\"‘F}"’

 THE COUNCIL
af bl‘ﬁE CITY OF NEW YORK

; Address: :) ﬁ_ AV / —]’7_71’\

\ Appearance Card

\

I'intend to appear and speak on Int. No. __ Res. No.
[0 infavor [J inm opposition

Date:

. {(PLEASE PRINT)
Name: m/sz L/ /A I'ing. v/ /M

Address:

I represent: Jﬁ}‘f e /:;5@-;/ ne 4 / m_ / 7

R Addz_,_l'e“ — R : ,
~ THE COUNCIL -
THE CITY OF NEW YORK
Appearance Card
I intend to appear and speak on Int. No, Res. No.
3 in faver ‘ @/i/n opposition
Date:
{PLEASE PRINT)
Name, _los<ph 14 G 1V

Address: i ?WMLmA/m )3/.;5-1{

I represent: /JV‘;’K&/ ,f/zf 7/1//”/‘(; /\//Vay/ﬁ

Address:

. _ Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms




- .»*.—f,_“ e e - -

"THE COUNCIL
"THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. ________ Res. No.
O in faver [J in opposition

Date: ‘ /{/@/ L)q

— {PLEASE PRINT)
Name: ,)b% /) Ié*i NI

Address: '&]g i\g 7J / L[ e I
1 represent: O/'i 4 l-’ YW N S( M L /‘Y .
. Address: ( i’ﬂif N (0 [hayFers Se b f

[T — JURDVORER ST UV PURSYEL. B b P e

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speakonInt. No. ___ Res. No.
[ in favor [ in opposition

Date: [//C"O/U q

(PLEASE PRINT)

Neme: __C /17 dembts ) o o\

Address:
I represent: _£IC AU 0 N0/ YA Q, S /-
. Addrem__ (— ’\jl’(ﬂad vr \zM e 52/% ,[’)
THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK |
Appearance Card
I intend to appear and speak onInt. No. ____ Res. No.

[0 infavor [J in opposition

Date:
{PLEASE PRINT)

Name, Sul2 Eisher & leopeCilal pdi4cherd

Address:

I represent: | '\JL/ QU‘F’! jm W@r qm /x,[)

Addrese:

’ Pleuse complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘
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THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. Res. No.
O in favor [ in opposition / Q q

Date:

(PLEASE PRINT)

Name: - jdsm {W !g

Addrem:
I represent: 1:) ﬁ €A ;L/, CIW{_‘P/ \YC/M V\'(
Addrese;: . \ —

e
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int, No, Res. No.
O infavor [] in opposmon

Date; @/ O C)/

(PLEASE PRINT)

Neme: _MUAr o pJOI MO L Lo,

Address: ‘
I represent: -Z d Or V,] ’( /q' Qéldﬂ/bw dﬂ ( ?{ O A U-’/j (
Address: (VMW/'/‘”(/]/ q( /7 v ()

P, A0ares e = —

T COUNCIL “
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. Res. No.

O infavor [ in opposition
Date: 4/(‘(9/ O(/_i
(PLEASE PRINT)

Name: S()'H,\ A \}O{/ﬂﬂ'\-} ﬂ

Address:
I represent: JM\OUW f/wo,lp CM/W
Address: SJ( ,-M VJ

’ Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘
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THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. _____ Res. No.
O infavor [J in opposition

Date:
(PLEASE PRINT)

Name. Em Wm/«ﬁwx#? [forthes C//Y lovhea]
Addron: 3H L0 i ak St /?/Iu/!/bfou/

I represent: MLL@@MA/Q@@#

¢ Address:
» Please complete this card and return to the sergeam-a: -Arms 4
THE COUNC[L
THE CITY OF NEW YORK
Appearance Card
I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. ________ Res. No.

O in favor @'\m opposition

Date:
(PLEASE PRINT)

Name: (qLAJqu "7;, .

e ,,3 s

Address: =~ /T f!ﬁ/x . AN Sy

1 represent: O ([’ Zf [
§ G

. . 7
Address: 7 oo

. Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘




