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'FOREWORD
461 I.

11,

"The City closed the school .and walked away." That'a what 'Father

P
.

Gillespie,of Our Lady .42f SolaceI-Church in Coney Island says about the

abandoned hulk of a school that dominates his neighbeithood. And he

should know.. The -gestments stolen from'his church were.found on the
/-

roof of P.S..,80. ManST'of.the children coming to hiS parochial school

9 are former-public school students 'whose parents are aftaid to send

their children on the buses or wa1king past the bOarded up builAngs

to go to the'public.school'in the' other end.f the district. To get

to cmr-Lady Of Solacethey_mUst walk in *the. middle of the 'gutter-

'
because the sidewalks where shopkeepers usecrto.sweep are covered

with garbage or encrUsted.with ice.

4 More than the children have been affected: Neighbors are afraid
A

the constant fires in the:school:Will spread tjo their homes. Lou

Powaner, a 6olumnist foritlie community newapaper, the Brooklyn

Graihic re0Orts, "They shOot and sell dope inside.- The gangs use it

to st4sh, and to iihack 4p.." Summersquatters hook into the city's

,

overhead electricity. A bodega pizza pirlor, two luncheonettes, a
.

.

stationery, store and an.ide cream parlor are gone.

,
I. k

The.irony of F.S. 80 that such devastation was avoidible.

)

The building stood vacant ror Xmo years before it was sealed. By the

tiMe a neighborhood associlation exiiressed interest in wsing the'space,'

it was too badlyfdamaged tlo renovate.

The 'story of P.S. 80lis hot the inevitable result of the 'decision

to close.schools. Good p anning and coordinated efforts by the city,

the Board of Education a'n4i the community can break the link betweed4



-

closed schools and neighborhood aecay. However, while the imPending

plan to close 40.schools is still:unde consideration; the lesson1 of

4
P.S. 80 must not be loA The Educ ional Priorities Panel has issued

1 \.this report in the hopes o4encouragin us ?O learn from past
v4 \

. .

.

4
experiences such As P.S.-80 and to change the procedures thdt led ço

such 4 debaCle.

4

-- Helen C. Heller
Coordinator

'41.

.

2
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.
agree that this 'new use of the .1;uilding is 4n asset.

SUMMARY

The Mayor's budget.proposa.s the closing of forty public schools

with the next six months. If the City Planning Commission's Id

recommendationd are iniplemented, one in every five schools in the City

will be closed by the eqd of the decade. What happefts to a community

when a school is closed?

The purpose of this.report is to study the transition from school

. to surplus property and the consequences for.the immedia e neighborhood.

It is not to evaluate whether school closings is beneficial or detrimental

to educational qu*ality. We looked at six of the fifty-three schools

which were closed ieNew York City.between 1975 and 1'980. Three ridings

have been used continuously _since the school was closed; three are

vacant, vandalized and bdined. The contrast between neighborhoods

where schools
t

'ió4ghborboods

are used and where they remain.,vacant is dramatic. The

surrounding the three vacant buildings'have decayed and

crimehb. increased. In comparisonaround the three buildings which

are used, neighborhoods appear to be stable, and community leaders
4

4

t ,
While the Mayor and the Chancellor state that no school buildings

*if

will NI closed until an alterna'te use ,has been developed for the

--bul,lding4 our case- itudieA demonstrate that this goal_cannot be achiev6d.

without careful planning and changes in the current disposition process,

and certainly not within six months that the Mayor has allotted.

Our findings reveal three major problems in developing alternative

usestfor surplus schools:
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Lack of coordination among,agencies inhibits and delays disposing

of surplus schools because of conflicting city agency goallit poor

communication among Community Planning Boards and school boards

and betwee9(the Ci6, the Board of Education and 1.xose-boards, and the

absence of centralized infIlirmation on possible uses, funding sources,

and constraints.

o Strategies for protecting empty schools ior to reuse die

ineffective because of unclear responsibility for securing buildings,

4,
poor short-trm security measures, and inadequate funding to guard and.

seal empty buildings.

o There is an absence of strategic and long-term planning for

"marketing" surplus schools and,school space.

Because no single agency is responsible for planning and managing

the disposition of surplus school buildings, the .lag between closing a

S.

school and developing reuse ranges from months to years. As time

lat t%- passes, buildings.deteriorate and their marketability decreases.

Costs to the'city rise. ExpenditUres inerease, both directly for securing

vacant buildingn, and indirectly for police and fire services as well

as the loss of potential tax'revenues from the neighborhood.

To resolve these problems, the E4ucational Priorities Panel makes

the following recommendations:

* ° The Division of Real Property (DRP) within the Department of

General Seryices should be givenll clear mandate to assume responsibilitiy

for maring surplus school balcangs.
A-

.

° Increased coordination betweenCommunity Planning Boards and

CommUnity School BOards to for use of vacant schools should be
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developed through assignment of community school board members to
*)

Community Planning Board Youth planning, and land use committees.

* DRP should require six monthq to a year notice before a building

ja vacated to allow for planning for reuse.
IF

o DRP's role as 'real estate manager should be expanded to include

broader technical awiskance to'clients that demonstrate ability to

provide successful reuse.

° DRP should develop handbooks explaining Uniform Land Use Review
o-

Procedures (ULURP), regulations and requirements and possible funding

sources. These books should be available in EngliSh and Spanish.

O The Board of Education should transfer buildings to DRP as soon

as they are vacant. It should remove all-supplies and equipment when

the building is vacated. The-building should'be "broom clean."

1*. Adequate funding fox guard service and sealup for empty school

buildings should,be provided to DRP. Additional funding should be

supplied from Community Development monies and the capital budget:

* Buildings declared unsafe should be demolished.

o DRP should develop criteria for reuse based on costs to the City

as well as appropriate use of the building within the community. 'Among

such criteria should be evaluation of one-timeirevenues, annual revenue

from rental, impact on the community and viability of thelient.

O Existing conitraints inhibiting reuse such as zoni...ikg restrictions

and legislation pohibiting rental.to profit-making org
A

should be examined and amended.-where necessary.

.° The disposition process for vacant public buildings should be

.f
zations

tightened and strengthened byestablishing these suggested criteria

enforcing timetables, and developing specific stratetees for reuse.
4
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TheiBudget_Context

WHEN 'A SCHOOL'IS,CLOSED...

'./
. .

pter,L: -Introduction
-

,

When Mayorloch announced his two yeeir fiscai'plem for New York'Citir V
', . I.- ,

,

.

.

,

in,JanUary, 1940, there vls.in outdry from the.educational community:

.4 i

." Iricldded among his propved cutbacks was, a prop6sil:to close forty schools
,

.

s ,by Sepfe*ber, int:). The "hit" list prepared by the Ciiy Budgei Office

inc1ud0 schools in.21-of'the: Gity's 32'distrIcts. .Me4bs oC Community.

School Boards thrOughout the,city expressed ouerage and disAay'in-
,

anticipation Othe effeCt on their neighborhoods. Commenting On the

propoial, theSuperintendent of District .7 in the Bronx saiO, "..,once

the school goes, the community seems to go." A member-of a.Manhattan

'School Board echoed the superintentdent's sentiments% "We are looking

schools, S.twhat.happens to 'a 'community When a.school
7

York Times, "Budget Planners Andounce.School Closings", Janua

1980). ,

Whit does happen to a coMmunity when-a school close's? i is,a

4

question which school districts throughout the cOuntryi including those'

4 .

lessfinancially strapped than New YOrk City's, have b'een forced to

confront. Do families move away because there are no neighborhood schools,

A
leaving behind empty housing? Do,small shops which depend on business

from the.school close:their Aoors?. Does the vacant school building, --

.

,

attract vandalism and arson? If closing a school produces such consequences,

mtat can be .done to forestall them, other than to maintain half empty

sChools at great expense?

44-

V
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Since 1975, 53 schools. in New York City have been closea. If the

Mayor's proposal to Close- 40 additional schools succeeds, a,..total of103,
.1

cr almoit 10% of the City's 980 school buildings will have been closed.by.

1981.Moreover, if the City .Planni g Coamission's recommendations are
ep. 4

implemented, 200 schools will belosed (hiring the next ten years.

(Capital Needsind Prioritiesi 1979, City Planning 'Commi_ssion, p. 48)

\-
The current koposals to close schools attempt to address two sig.-

nificant problems which the City is facing: enrollment decline and the

need to reduce expenditures while maintaining services. Howeve-i,.there

is coniiderable disagreement about the nature and.exteni of both problems,

that is, the degree of enrollment decline and the piossible.savings which

can be achieved by closing schools.

It is evident ihat school enrollment in New York City is declining.

From 1970 to 1577, enrollment in elementary and intermediate schools

decreased by 16.4 from 847,600 to 708,900. But it is difficult to

accuratq5 project the degree and distribution of such decline.

1979,.foi: example, the City Planning Commission estimated that the-

syitemWould lose 124,400 pupils*by 1982 and an additional 538,000 pupils

by 1990. These projectionlx;were based on anticipated birth rate? for

1977. Actual births in 1977 were few6t than the Commission had preilicted,
P

compelling-it to revise-its estimates.

The Board of Education has experienced similar-'4ifficulties. In

679, the Board's estimates fell 5,500 short of actual enrollments.

4
The reason for the ertor is not clearly understood. Sadie observers

believe that the enrollment increase ii the resillt of a growing number

of undocumented Aliens in thetschools,.while others credit the rise to

changing population movement and to influx of new immigrants. In either
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event it is evident that existing methods for predicting enrollments ape

inadequate./

Similarly, building a budget on-projected savings that_will result

rom school closings is risky. Potential savings from closing schools

are,estimated variously at $7.2 million in 1981 for closing 40 schoola

to $231 million for closing ZOO scipols by 1990 ("The City of New York

Financial Plan, Fiscal Years 1980-19.84",,Capital Needs and Priorities,

ibid.). The estimates.for possible expenditure reductions axe b..0ed on

a variety of calculations. Some reflect the sayings accrued ,by elimination

of positions, maintenance and operating costs, othera-include,the additional

costs of providing temporary secur,i.ty,for the buildings until other.uses

are found.

Another uncertainty'is the amount of time.it takes to close a school

.

bUilding. Closing 40 schools in the proposed time frameig six months,

represents a formidable, alMost impossible, taik under current conditions:.

The proceSs involves actors and agencies at both the community and city

wicte level: community school.boards, superintendents and principals, the

Chancellor's office, the Board of Education's Bureau of Educational Faci-

lities Planning and the Building Review Committee. jEach group has different

responsibilities and plays different roles in selecting which rhools

should be closed, as well as where students and staff will be transferred.

According to its own reports, the Board of Education recently has

closed, is in the final steps of closing, or has found.another use ,for

0
18 buildings, but it is difficult to determine exactly how long the*

process took from beginning to end. It is evident, however, that in no

ciae was it less than a year for buildings in use as schools at the

time. Others were leased space or were already empty. At any rate, it

15
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does.not seer& possi"ble to close double that number of schools in the
-

.next six, months. And, As our caA studies will demonstrate, if'the

.attempt is 'made withOut adequate planning, the.effects on neighbothoods
!

will be devastaang.!.

OpiniOns'also dilfer-on- the educitional berifits or detrimeats'of

closing.aèhools. Many paientspaintain-the.quality Of edueation is

enhanced by the proximity of, the school to the child's home and community:

Further, they say that the process of Ch.anging schoolA is disruptive,

possibly traumatic, for children. Others urge that consolidatihg schools

can providedifinite advantages through.economies of scale, sual as.heat.

and maintenanc,, efficiencies, less administrative duplication, greater

variety of services, better facilities and more support services.

Despite'digagreement over the degree of enrollm4nt decline, the

number of schools which should or can be .closed, or the savings which can

be anticipated,from.6losing schools, the fact remains that decreasing
. , .

school ejlrollmnt in New York City has resulted in a large number of

. *
schools which are underutilized. New York City canipt afford to .maintain,

repair and staff schools which are not used to capacity.

Furpos4

The transition from school to surplus property and the consequences

1

for tHe immediate neighborhood is the focus of this study. We do not-

attempt to evaluate whether or not school closings is a desirable policy

in terms of.its educational impact. In looking at Schools that had been

closed, we concentrated on their neighborhoods; we did not visitithe schools

to which the children had been transferred. Our initial objective was

to analyze the economic and social impact on the,neighborhood of closing

1 6
-

4
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a school. \However, two'faators compelled us to shift our focus: the

first; prelimi4r 5? analysis-of existing data on the 53 elosea schools;

; the aecond(visits Op the 53 buildings.

As the accompanying table.and map indicate (pages 42-44), schools have ,

imen closed'in every.borough tt thi City. No-thirds of the closed .

schools are located in Manhattan and Brooklyn, and almost a. quarter in

the Bronx. Harlem, thesLower East Side, Ocean-Hill Brownsville, and the

South Bront have borne the brunt of school closings. Only 7 districts

in'all were apared.

4 appeared that it would be difficult to isolate the economic and

sotial impact of school:clodings in these "neighborhoods, where the Process
.

0

of decline might have begun before the schoOl was Closed. A large number
4

'of sthools were,located in transitional neighborhoods where the population.

was .deelining, and housing atock deteriorating. Moreover, school profile

dita from the Bureau Of Educational 6iatistica. indicated that many closed
11#

schools were in poverty neighborhoods. Many schools had been eligible

for Title I funding and, in a l:rge number of cases, over 50Z of the

student body was eiigible.for.free lunches.

Site visits confirmed this' assumption. Many schools,.severely

vandalizedAand.burned, seemed to=be a center,froM which v.acant housing

aneihuttered stores radiated. However, it would have been.difficult to

prove that the neighborhood had deteriorated because one building,

admittedly a' focal point, had been closed. Moreover, although studies

have suggested that there is.a strong association between deterioraiion

of local property and deterioration of large public buildings, establish-
.

ing auch a causal:relationship in cases where.schools had been closed for

five years would haveUreaented irrepoonsible research (Educational
,

4

17
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'Facilities Laboratorieb, a divisiOn of the caaemi for Edu
1 i

. i

Developmer4, 7Surplus School Space in.New 'ork -City: The Problp04 t e
J

.

.e

411

.

.Opportunity,,''...Tanuary, 1980. -

.

. i's

-

. 3ut the-site visits rrovided ds wit tile now focus,of this studq. in
A ,

thiase neighborhoods witerdE vacairathool. had been rented or sold to other

ationai

organizations, decline appeared to'. have been arrested. Where'school,

b ildings rere vacat, deéay Was,apparent. appearittl to be signifi-'

cant, in terts of impact on the neighborhood, therefore, was not the

closing bf the school, but ;he'use of the 'building.

.

Thus, we set out to explore three principal issues related to the

impact of s'ehool closings on neighborhooasl

- the physical sOcio-ecimomic, and psychological impact

on neighborhoods and their residents of vacant schools compared

.those for which an alternate use-has beeril developed;

- problems ih the process of closing schools;

- problems of developing alteinate uses for vacant school...buildings.

Methodology

Frlem the 53-schools cl fled since 1%75, we selected six schools i.Thich

(represento4.4edgraphica1aan socio-economic diversity as well as varied

uses an4 neighborhood impa . .Two schools were loéated in Manhattan, two

in Brooklyn, one in the B onx, and one in Queens. Of the Aix schools, three

are vacant, two are uSed by private organizatiotis,.and one by the Board

9f EdUcation. Data on inicators of neighborhood-change-in each of the

six cdmmunities were collected fromicity and local sources. These included

housing data from; the Management Information System for Land Use (MISLAND
4

file) maintained by the ftepartment of City Planning, crime data from

the POlice Department records .and interViews, and fire &Lea from records



and interviews.

7

,
.

In additio n, dat a on the transition from school,to

surplus iroperty wa-s coIlected,from, i'ecords of the Division of Real

Property in the Departnien't of GeneralYServices, statistics frordthe Board

of'Education and Community School District-records.

. To suppleMent these data bources, ipterviews were conducted with key,

,participants in botti community and city agencies.. At the'codmuniiyevel,

interviews were conducted with Community .School Board members, Community

Planning Board members, Distriaiiaaagers,'Superintendents and community

residents. _KO-individuals intervied at the city level included policy-

makers at the Division of Real Property, the Board of Education, and the

Office of Managpment and Budgetf. This re'sea'rch resulte'd in the profiles

of our six schools.

>-

.11

4
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Cha ter*II: School Profiles

The sfk schools elected foi analysisfhere include P.S. 186, Manhat2
. /

tan; P.S..107,' Manahttan; P.S. 37 Bronx; P S. 122, Brooklyn; P.S. 80,

Brooklyn;-and P.S. 179, Queenti. With the xcepeion of P.S. 1?.9,'each,

'of the schools wis more than 60 yeats old coal heated and operating at

less than 75% of capacity. Two schOols - 186 and 122,- were closed

Acause repAcement schools had been built; the remainder were closed

because of declining enrollments aj4 increasing costs. In three cases,-

107, 37 and 179 - thcre was strong comMunity opposition to closing the
*IL

school: parents fought the school closing with demonstrations and.

Protests.

Three of the buildings - 1-07, 122Land 179 - have been used continu-
,

ously since the schoal was closed:' ire has*been rented by a community

grou0, one by a private schobl,_the third by the Boardof Edutation.

Three buildi .37, 80 and'186 -.kare vacant, vandalized, stripped and
.

tburned, despite attempt to seal them:
.

/ ,

The contrast between the neighborhoods.where schools are used and 4
a WI /

% ,
where they remain vacant is dramatic. The neighborhoods surrounding 37,

411.

.80 an4 186 have deteriorate4 the number of vacant and unoccupied

buildings has increased And police report a grealpr incidence of crime.,
. .

Community leaders [blame dedline in Ihe neighborhood bp the vacant build-

ings. In coMparison, the neighborhoods adjacent to 107, 122 and 179

apPear to have remained stable, or improved, and community leaders.feel

that the new use of the buildings is.an asset..

.7
te

20
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Our case studies reveal severalf.problems common to the school closing

rlocess before 1977. Lack of,coordination between"city agencies

ecifically the Department of Real Property (DRP) within the Department

ot General Services (DGS) and-the -Board of E4ucation - contributed signifi-
.

cantly-to decay of vacant buildings. Confusion over responsibility for

protecting or sealing buildings created a delay in the completion of these

tasks. The longer the delay continued, the less marketable the buildings

becamb as they fell victim.to repeated yandalism and arson fire. Croups
r.

which had initially shown interest in use of the buildings became discou-

raged ai potential costs for renovaiion and rehabilitation increased.

The vandalized hulks had a damaging impact.on the neighborhood - emotional-

ly, socially ana physically.

Our studies alio indicate that buildings witich were rented, leased

6-r used by the City seemed to contribute to the.stability of the

%

neighborhood. It is important to note, howeverthat alternate uSe in
.

. 01
..

.
these cases was not thih.esiult of successful marketing or planning by the

.

.

. $ .

%
City, but rather aggressive action by the community-group of privEite4

frganization. In the past, the City Played)a paSsive, rea-ctive role in

deyeloping reuse, and, other than performing routine bureaucratic tasks, .

tdia not positively contribute to the process. Since 1977, the process

has_changed, but, unfortunately, the underlying problems of closing schools

%
and planning fof reuse remain unsolved.

P.S. 186, Manhattan *

P.S. 186, built An 1902, is'located on 145th Street in Community,
.

School District 46 in the Ha'Slilton Height& ara of Manhattan. A Title I

eligible school, it was operating at 73% of capacity when it was closed,in

June, 1975. The school, heated by coal, had annual operating costs of

21
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$159:50.

- 10-,

4

1:

As with many turn-of-the-century buid'ings., P.S. 186 had steep;

*
poorly lit staircases, some halls ending in cul de sacs, and no equipment

tp cOok hot lunches. Lunches prepared by. the Bureau of School Lunches.
04

were heated dt the school for tjhe childred.

Zhe decision to close P.S.. 186 was made in Jan' 1973'whe9)the .

Comedunity School'Board adopted ii.r uiiolp surrend the building upon
..,,ox 1 .

.:
. , .

completion of P.S. 153 on 146th-Sti*t. Thus, whenythe'building was .

-

!

--' "form,liy dui-rendered:by the Boktbf Educat-ion
-

in-June, 1975, there was ,14tt e oPpotion'in ce community. The pupils
,

were transferred'to the new sohool in September,-and the keys to P.S. 186

Ole 4akd of Estimate

Passed.to the Divisibn of

gstate at the.end of thd

Reali,prlperty (DRP),.the* the Department of 1!eal

month.'
#

The records ate silent on the status of P.S. 186 until April, 1976

f 1

when the Division of Real.Property. established aimInimim sale price of
-;

-.$80,000 for the.juilding. i

.

'During the-,Seven.Month period between closing and DRP's valuation of

the building, one member of the community notes.ia security guard was

assigned to pFotect the building. .Nevertheleas, the building deteriorated.

Pipes were stolen from the bathrooms, fires were started1 and the building,

which has 'Since received Landmarks Conservency status, began tO decay.

Community hopes foruse of the building mere strong despite the

apparent decline of the-Structure. The Community School Board, hoping to

use'the land for I.S. '232, requested the Board of Education to retain

the site: Area 145, Inc.,.a not-for-profit organization sponsored by

.4the Convent Avenue Baptist Church,,began to develop a proposal to use

P.S. 186 as a community Center. In prepara ion for tOre permanent occu-
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pancy it obtainedra Wmonth, month-to-month lease from DRP in August,
s

1976. 6

During the'following year, and a half, according to central records at

the Department of General Services, control over P.S. 186 was the Subject

of controversy between the DRP and the Bbard of-Education. In late Janu-

ary; 1978, despite Board of Education protests that the Community Board

'wanted the site, the Board'of Estimate.adopted a resolution to lease the

building. That March, DRP formally accepted the surrender of the land

and the building. Within three weeks, the Board of Education protested

again, arguing that the Community School Board had released the building,

not the site. In April, DRY informed the Board of Education that surren-

.

derIng a building without a site conflicted withagency policy. The file

closes there.

The records do not state that the building mas ever sealed, although

they include a request for sealing from Area 145. Nevertheless,.-a member 4

of the School Board noted that the building's tidseal was broken in the

fall of 1979. Commanity leaders interviewed said that building had been

vandalized and is oftenIsssed by drug abusers.

According to precinct officers, the area surrounding P.S. 186 1.3 a

high crime area. However, existing activitiee and the fact that 145th

Street is a major subway and bus stop may contribute strongly to the,

crime problem. Moreover, available data indicates that the number of

vacant buildings near the school increased after the school was closed.

DesOite the condition of,the building, Area 145 and the Community

School Board have hopes for 186. Area 145 would still like to use the

building as4a community center and has sought Community Developmene(CD)

funding. The School Board is investigating funding for a multi-service



center combining a mini-middle school and'a senior citizns center.

'Community members agree that P.S. 186, vacant and vandalized, has had

41a damaging effect on the quality of life in the neighborhood. According

to them; the building has attracted crime and aAgin; it has contributed

to ehe "creeping devastation". an 146th Street between BOadway and Amster-
.

dam. As one member of the community noted," the building is a symbol'of

abandonment and creates depression in the neighborhbod."

Because it is a haard, boeh the CammunieySchool"Board and the

Community Planning Board hal:7e requested that P.S. 186 be Sealed. PermAgent

. sealini is scheduled for May, 1980..

ee P.S. 107, Manhattan,
44.

Located _at 105th and Lexington Avenue, P.S. 107 in Community School

District 7 was'94 years old When it was closed in June, 1975. The year

befoie it closed, P.S. 107 had 5914dueuts on the registeli., 69.7% of the

'stated capacity of the school. The school mas.eligible for Title I funding;

86Z of the pupils wereeligible tor free lunch. The school shared a coal-

fired boiler with an adjacent school, P.S. 172, and had been scheduled for

painting. ,As with P,S. 186, the building did not have adequate facilities

to prepare hot lupches for the children. Annual operating costs were

.approximately $45,413.

P.S. 107 was a victim of declining enrollments and increasing costs.

In response to the Board.af Education's request to close a school in the-
_

District, the CSB selected P.S. 107 because of its age and its antiqUated

heating system.

The community reacted strongly. According-to the school board member,

parents protested loudly at the School Board's hearing. There were

24
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a

demonstratiesns outside the school bialding. The Sup, ntendent reports,

that everyone opposed, the Community School Board's rrcision.
Despite the

Board's attempts to assuage the community with doc ,ntation of cost sal:r=

ings and assuranees that teachers i4rould be mo;ed the children, the

community remained antagonistic.

The climate was not improved when it beco

Economic Neighborhood Development (MEND) plann

There were accusations that the decision to c
1

motivated by pressure from MEND.'

surrendered the keys to the Board of Estiml

)MEND moved into the bvilding a week a

.
efficient turqover merited a letter of prajcse

16

/apparent that Massive

to rent the building.

se 107 was politically

r the Board of Education

on June, 1975. This

from the Changellor's

office. Bernard Gifford, the Deputy Chancellor, formally thanked the

Commissioner of DRP for relieving the Board of Education of the responsibilf.

it}, of maintaining 107,and noted that.the ransfer saved-ale Board $20,000

annually in custodial costs.

There was a 4,1641 contrast between e community's opposition to

closing P.S. 107 as a school and its resp

building. Community members acknowledge.

e to MEND's occupancy of the

t 107 did not deteriorate

because-MEND moved into thebuilding as ),,tickly as it did. 4*

Many community leaders interviewed :el that the rental of

./.

stabilized the neighboxhood. This is Oir!irmed by housing data

indicated that the number of vacant bu

'11'4

was closed in 1975 and then,decreased fPnrthermore, the number of buildings

P.S. 107

which

ings increased until the school

7.

in tax arrears increased 11% between:lr74 and 1978) 2% less'than that for
,

Manhattan as a whole. Police aficei report the incidence of crime near

25
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107,ismoderate com*ed with the remainder of Ole precinct. Iluis can be

at.irrbutOdinApirt to the presence of11a communit4 centerin the school,

and the adequate lighting provided by a nearby housin evelopment.

The positrve.teaturei of reuse are particularly akarent.to.community

members Who haVe watchdd. P.'S. 16$, a heighbOrhood school On 105tStreet,Th

-decay. .According to the superintendent, P.S. 16$ "went" once there was no

longer anyone oft,the premises. Within two weeks', the plumbing had beea
4 -

stolen, fires 44re set, and Oie building became a shell. Police reports

corroborate this perception. In comparison to' the blocks around.P.S. 107

which remained relatively

crime and began to affedt

sftble, the P.S. 168 blodk on 105th Street attracted

the residential buildings on 104th Street.

P.S. 107 represents a good example of how immediate reuse of a school

can benefit a neighborhood. It irso demonstrates how..a determined community

group used the political and bureaucratic process to its advantage. Members

of the community noted that MEND ha&contacted its Councilman, Borough

President and Congressmej to pot a "hold" on the building se soon as the

Community School Board vo i e 107. Thus, in November, 1976 when

DRP appraised the building in preparatioa for sale of the property, tt

noted that the building wavoccupied by MEND on a temporary basis. Although

the building was formally sUrrendered to the gOard of Estimate in March,

1977, MEND cont.!..nued to rent it until September, 1977, 15 months after its
11.0

initial occupancy. At that time, DRP informed MEND that 107 would be

processed for long-term lease, restricted to communiiy services, and would

. be subject to ULURP. Today, the building is occupied by the East Harlem

Community Improvement Association, MEND's successor.
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P.S. 122, Brooklyn.,

P.S. 122 at 215 Heyward Street, Brooklyn, is a'ted, fireproof building

erected in 1900. By 1975, enrollment at the pre-kindergarten to 4th grade

school was only 631. The 1975 annual operating cost was $84,667.

When the school was vacated in June, 1975, the pupils were transferred

to a section of 1.S.. 71, a new school located several hundred yards away.

Because the student body was transferred.intact to the new building, there

was-little opposition from the community. (During the summer it was vacant,

P.S. 122 suffered only minor vandalism.)

The United Talmudical-Aeademy, "Torah V'Yerah" of

mOhth-to-month lease in Oct. 1975 and moved in a month

Brooklyn, signed a

later. At putIlic

auction, on June 2, 1976, United Talmudical Academy successfully bid for a

lOng-term lease at $4,000 per year.

Representatives .of the School Board, Community Board and the Yeshiva

,are satisfied with the new teaants. The Community School District Superin-

tendent recounts that the building was to be closed as a fire hazaTd and

A

had problems with the boiler .as well, which was replaced by the Yeshiva.

Closing the building that hoUsed P.S: 122 is not viewed as a detriment to

the community because the large Hasidic co
4

y,needed a school. The

transfer of.the gublic school intact tn.a,new building meant minimal

ruption for the students and the neighborhood.. (Community ccincern centers

on P.S. 36, another closed school btillding in-the area for which no use

was found. P.S. 36 was-left vacant, has.been vandalized,and attracted

crime to the empty building.)

The overall trend in tax arrears for,the area around P.S. 122 from..

197471978 showed an increase 0.6%. This was far lower than the borough-

41.

wide increase oi in. Of the 6 areas 'studied, the area around P.S. 122

27
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was the only one in which the number of reoccupied buildings exceeded or

equalled the number of demolished buildings.

Crime, which consists largely of purse-snatching, is minor. A police

officer indicated that the industrial development near the school also

contributes to the low incidence of serious crime.

a

P.S. 80, Brooklyn)"

P.S. 80 stretches block-wide between W. 17th\and W. 19th Street in the

Coney ISrand settion.of BrooklYn. Built in 1905, with an addition in'1908,

the school had a capacity of 1,166 pupils. In 1975, the Title I school

was 54..5X utilized with a register of 627. During its last year of uera-

tion, the.coal heated building coste Board of Education $119,894. P.S.

80 was repainted and waterproofed two -5iears.before it was closed, and several
t.

rooms were retiled.

The District 21 ComMunity School Board never voted to c.kose the school

and appealed the Chancellor's decision to close the builaling. When it lost

its appeal, the district moved quickly. Within two weeks, it cleaned out

supplies, school records dating baCk to 1005, brats doorknobs, brass plaques

and other school property.

The P.S. 80 students were assigned.to attend schools,inthe northern

part of district 21. Ae that time, the district was involved in"litigation

(Jiminez v. CSD 21), charging segregation in the district elementary

schools'. Previously, Mark Twain J.H.S. had been made a magnet school fbr

the gifted and talented in response to judicial findings of illegal segre-
'1.

gation 1.n the middle school. (Hart V. CSb 21)

In September, 1976, when schools reopened, the community demonstrated

against the busing of P.S. 80 students to the morthern end of the district.

.28
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This resulied in a rapid rezoning of the schools. Parents were given

the bpportunitk to bus their children to the north or send their children

to neighboring schoils. The childfen who remained in Coney.Island were

zoned to P.S. 288 or P.S. 329. Of the 627 students registered at P.S.

80, 278 opted forkC'oney Island, 246 travelled north. The remaining 103

enrolled in either the nearby parochial school or moved.

The empty hulk of */1'..'S. 80 has caused frustration and.concern

to the neighborhood.- The building was vacant for two years before it was

sealed. Sealing was not successful: cinder blocks were knocked out before

the concrete'dried.

Vandalism began quickly. Windows were broken, copper piping was stolen,

fires were set. Two years after the closing, at the request of Astella

Corp, a neighborh improvement organization, architects from Pratt Insti-

tute evaluated the.building's possible use asa multi-service center for

the coMWunity. They determined that renovation and rehabilitation costs

were far beyond th:e,casiacity of a neighbofhood organization. Before any

use could be developed., tlie structure needed major rebuilding.

Neighbors tell of summer squatters tapping into the overhead electric

lines to t)rovide light in the building for the fencing operations, drug

dealings and other activities. Fires have damaged.the walls, ceiling and

roof.. Removal Of plumbing let water flood the baseient.
4

The closed schoolfficted the immediate neighborhood in other ways.

0 Commercial stores which depended on eel-19(31 children, their-parents and

school staff have gradually gone out of business. The closing of a statio-

nery store, two luncheonettes and an ice cream ,parlor can be traced to the

closing pf the school.

The neighborhood is affected by these closed stores surrounding the

4.

a
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empty school. Without maintenance by steirekeepers'and custodians, garhage

piles up, no sidewalk is swept. In winter, snow and ice build up on the

sidewalks là front of the stores and around the school. The blight in the

immediate area has combined with the vandalism and deterioration of the

school.

Between 1974 and 1978, the 154% increase in the number of demolished

buildings in the school area was much higher than that the 64% increase

for the borough of Brooklyn. The trend in tax arrears however, was similar

to the rest of the borough -- school area'15%, Brooklyn 17%.

The Division of Real Property put P.S. 80 on the'auction bl9ck with a

minimum sale price of $40,000 in August, 1977. The buyer subsequently de-

faulted. P.S. 80.is scheduled for permanent seal-up in May 1980.

Alice Paul, director of,Astella Corp, says "Leaving a pchool vacant is

not a neutral factor, but a negative one."

P.S. 37, The Bronx

P.S. 37, on East 145th Street in the Bonx was built in 1905 and

mOdernized in 1958. It is located,in CSD #7 where enrollment was halved

between 1970 and 1980. In 1974-75 the school population was 780 students.

By October 1975, enrollment had dropped to 551 childreli and the building

was used at 48% of capacity. Operating costs for the coal-heated school

were $123,525 in 1975.

The Community School Board closed P.S. 37 along with three other

schools in ehe district.. The CSB transferred pupils from P.S. 37 to P.S.

27 and planned to accoutimpdate the combined population in a school slated

-

for.future costuction. When residents mobilized to protest the sChool
-

.clOsings, the School Board documented its decision oh eik basis of

p.

30
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.cost savings-and argued that a°-.7 School wa's planned. After the new

school was eliminated from,the capital

CSB members and called them traitors.

.City had betrayed them.

budget, the cOmmunity condemned the

The Board members felt that the

Two organizations, the Souai Bronx Community Corp aad United Bronx

Parentsi-were interested in P.S. 37. Before either organiiation could Use

the building, the Board of Education had to surrender it to pall, who could

lease it to a commility group. Within a week of its January, 1976 closing,

the building was vandalized. It was severely damaged withiq a month.

By July 1976, Dept. of ReL. Property files show:

"An inspection of the property revealed that all 15 entrances and

hundreds of- windows are broken. The steel doors have been ripped off the

hinges and are scattered throughout the area. We have received requests

A

from the Police and Fire Depts. requesting that we secure this building. I

request that the bureau of maintenance inspect and make recommendations as

to how we can comply with the.request of these dgpartments. Our normal

securing procedure would just be a waste I mone5i and accomplish nothing."

Six months later the record shows another memo requesting that the

building be-secured. A Community School oard member stated, "While the

building is a school, the parents.watchl the community cares. When the

building is taken #iway, the people no longer care And the neighborhOod no

longer watches."

Community residents claim that arsonists' targets shifted from the vacant

school to surrounding housing, making the ar a unliveable. Fire department

reports indicate that while the building-had been leavily vandalized, much

Slamage was specifically caused by fire. Immediately following the school

clositig in January 1976, iseries of fires were reported ranging,from small

4:4
3
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fires Which took twenty minutes to extinguish to those taking well'over an

hour to put out. 'Sometimes several fires a day. were reported; Causes

include "suspicious origin," "unkaown," "malicious mischief" and "incen-

diary." From 1974 to 1978 the 209% inreade in demolished buildings around

P.S.. 37 is a far greater increase than the 158tincrease for the borough

as a whole.

P.S. 37 was put up for auction twice. There were 119 bidders for the

school at Lther auction. The building, vandalized and firegutte4 is

scheduled for demolition.

P.S. 179, Queens

A

P.S. 179, in Fresh Meadows, Queens, built in 1955 was theroungest

among the six schools studied. The District 26 Community SchoolAoard had

decided to close one of their underutilized schools prior to the fiscal
s

crisis. P.S. 179 was selected. With a capacity of 459 in' 1975 and a

utilization rate of 69.5% it was symptomatie of a district wAth declining

enrollment. The district register had fallen from 21,000 in 1969, to
11,

12,000 by 1979.

Cominunity residentil fought to keep P.S. 179 open. Tenants feared the

elementary school closing,would encourage some families whO lived in an

adjacent garden complex to-leave and prevent others with children from

moving in. Both parents and teacheif at 179 were pleased with the ungraded

primary program,. The excellence of this program prompted their suggestions

for ways to keep the school 'open and still benefit the area. These included

7pairing" of neighborhOOd schools'in a K-3, 4-6 arrangement which would have

.also been economically.sound because the building was still:scheduled for

use as a district office. ' .
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Nonetheless, .the Community School Board voted to close the school.

Some community residents feel that removing the elembntary school from P.&

179 influenced some families tO move that June.

The district office had occupied the first floor of P.S 179 with all

but kindergarten classrooms on the second floor. The children were

transferred to PS. 177 and P.S. 26 *both of which had ample space. Lifeline
?

Schofl, for severely disturbed children, negotiated for space in 1.79.

Residents were concerned that a private organization would have no oblige-

tion to open the school to the community and rejected the arrangement.

Instead, classes from overcrowded P.S. 19 in District 24 were bused in .

to 179 for two years. When these.students were transferred to yet another

school, the School for Language and Hearing Impaired Children (SLHIC) a

special education program, moved. ,
into.the unused aecond floor classrooms.

Rooms on the main floor were made available to community groups durihg
4

the day, afterAchOol and on those evenings the district office remained '

open. The community has greater access now than it did whet P.S. 179 was

used as a school. Five grouPs 0PUS.7 Organization of'People Undaunted

.by Stroke, the Community Planning Board, the Fresh Meadows Tenants Organi-

zation, the Scouts and the Mothers,Club use the school.*

With enrollmentssin the district continuing to decline, P.S. 179 will 161

be aosed effective June 1980. The district office Will move po I.S. 74

and SLHIC to P.S. 41.

Under the provisions of th City Charter, Community Planning Boardp do

not become involved in clbsecY schools until the Board of Education and the

Community School Board surrender the building.

the building vacant, Community Planning Board

However, to avold leaving

# 8 began tq review proposed

$
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uses for 179 in March 1980, in the hopes of'approving a tenant for July

1st occupancy. Four private schools, including Truro College, have applied

to move into P.S. 179. The Community Eoard is trying to select a tenant

that will not compete with'the public schools for neighborhood students.

Conclusions

Our case studies indicate that closing a school does not of itself

negatively affect a neighborhood. This is not.to deny that the closing

process can be a wrenching experience for a community. It can cause

disruption, anxiety and a sense of loss.

In most cases,lowever, the decision to crose a particular school is

based on sound, logical reasoning. The majority of schools closed in the

past were old and expensive to operate, with average annual operating Costs

of $114,000.. Community SChool Boards, acting in the best 4.nterests of the

.community, attempted to make the transition as painless possible: chil-

.dren were,transferred to other schools within the neighborhood, sometimes

only a few blocks away from their old sChools.

Our case studies reveal that the disposition of the vacant building

has a sfgnificant impact on the status of the neighborhood. In those

cases where alternate uses were developed for empty school buildings, the

neighborhood retained its character and its style; where buildings were

vacant, crime and decay appeared to spread, and the fabric of the neighbor-
. .

hood was torn.

That developing altirnate uses for each closed school ts an important

goal for the City has formally been acknowledged by both the Chancellor and

the Mayor. In August 1979, the Chancellor stated that, to every possible

extent, no school would be closed until an alternate use was available for

the building. (The Chancellor's Office, Board'of Education, :Recommendations

2
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for School Consplidatio ", August 31, 1979). In MarO 1980, the Mayor made a

1

similar commitmerit to the EducationalPriorities Panel.

In light of our findings, these goals are laudable. However, as our

findings also indicate, achieving them will be difficult. Some of the

obstacles that must.be overcome are inherent in the structure of New York

City's 4overnment; others are endemic to a City bureaucracy as large and

complex as New York's. BaSed on our case studies, we have identified the

following prob1Los in finding alternate uses for closed schools:

1) Lack of coordination among agencies at the city and community leVel;

2) Ineffective strategies for ptotecting school buildings prior to re-

use;

3) Absence of strategic and loni-term planning for marketing surplus

schools.

Ifie next three chaPters will discuss these problems and' make

recommendations for .their solutions..

-7'
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Chapter III: Lack of Coordination Among City Agencies at the Board of

ETucation, Community Planning Boards, and Community School Boards

The lack of coordination about,agencies inhibits and delays disposing

of surplus schools for three reasons:

a. There are conflicts among the missions and responsibilities of city

agencies;'

b. There is poor communicationiamong Community Planning Boards4and

Community School Boards, City agencies and the Board of Education;.

c. There is an absence of centralized information about school reuse.

a) Conflicting roles and missions of city agencies impede disposition

of vacant schools.

Six agencies vxticipate in the process of closing or developing

alternate uses for schools. These imclude the City Planning Commisson,

the Department of City Planning, the-Department of General Services.

Housing, Preservation and Developmerit Agency, the Office of Economic Devel-
.

opment, and the Board of Education.. Each of these agencies, and the divi-

sions within their jurisdictions, has distinct missions, goals, and objec-

tives.
4,4

The lack of coordination among them results in confusion, delay

and conflict over responsibility for maintaining and marketing surplus

school buildings.

The City Planning Commission
.0

NAt

The City Planning Commission is responsible for the City's physical

development. The Commission evaluates the City's capital program .annually.

Ii also certifies all local land use applications and recommends appropriate

land use to the Board of Estimate.
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The Delartment of City Planning

The Department of City Planning serves as staff to he City Planning

.

'Commission. it aavises the Mayor on planning matters, conduCts community

planning studies which fociis on physical and socio-economic trends and

develops plans for Community Development (CD) funding. In addition, it

develops and monitorl neighborhood strategy area-(NSA) plans, and is the

lead agency for-preparing the Community Development application. The

.Department is also responsible for reviewing all land use applications

submitted to the City Planning Commission under the Uniform Land Use Review

Procedure (ULURP).

The Department of Genetal Services (DGS)
u

The Department of General Services performs basic support functions

for City government, inclUding management of City leased property. Within

DGS is the Division of.Real PTope4rty (DRP) which manages surplus City,

commercial and industrial properties. DRP is responsible for generating

revenue fot the City through sale or lease of unoccupied commercial'or

public space, as Well as managing such property until it is sold or leased.

Department of Housing, Preseryation and Development (HPD)

The Department of Housing Preservation and Development (HPD)pi

responsible for rehabilitation, renovation, and code enforcemenCin

City-owned housing. In addition, it is responsible for managemekeand

disposition of in rem housing '"r housing which the City has acquired '

through tax default. To improve existing housing stoock, HPD assistsbrgani-

zations And developers in obtaining funds from a variety of federal,

state and local programs. HPD is also responsible for demolition 'of unsafe

buildings.

3 7
ir*
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Office of Economic Development (OED)

The Office of Ecgnomic Development is responsible for developing and

Coordinating Programs .to expand industrial and commercial development in

the City. It assists firms in obtaining information arid financing for

.,locating in New York City. It also manages major development supported by

federal Urban Development Action grants (UDAGs) as well as commercial

revitalization programs supported by Community Development funds. In

addition to these activities, OED providei information on public incentive

and funding programs to firms interested in locating in New York City.

Office of Management and Budget (OMB)

The Mayor's budget at:m is the Office of Management and Budget, which

develops the City's budget and mon4tors expenditures and revenues. AS

part of budget recommendations, it may suggeat school closings but cannot

authorize them.

,The Board Of Education

The Board of Education is respon ible for its own expenditures

within ytty guidelines. It operates 980 school buildings. In the Board's

Division of School Buildings is The Bureau of Facilities Planning, Whose

goal is maximum utilization of school buildfngs. It conducts an annual

/'

survey to determine specific room usage in each school. The Board hal

established The Building Review Committee (BRC), charged with developing

.criteria for evaluating the efficiency and effectiveness of building

utilization and making recommendations to the ChanCellor or which schools

-shouitt be closed. The Committee includes members from the Division of

School Buildings, Division of Special EduCation, Division of Htgh Schools;

the Office of CommunitfSchool District affairs, Community School Board

3

eler
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representativis from each boroua and representatives of the Lommmunity

Superintendents. The advisory committee includes members from OMB, the

Depasment of City Planning, Department of General Services, Community

Planning Boards, and the.labor unions (UFT, CSA, DC-37). It helps to identify

potential alternative uses for school buildings.

Community School Boards 1

The nine elected representatives on each of the 32 Community School

Boatds allocate the budget for the districts' elementary and junior high

schools. Each year the Central Board of Education deVises an allocation

formula largely based on the number of students attending school in the

districts: When enrollment falls, so does the allocation.

The preceding deecriptions indicate that responsibilities for the

critical tasks of plehning for school closi'ngs, securing vacant buildings,

and linking clients/ ith potintfal resources are fragmented and uncoordinated.

Two agencies -- the64epartment of CIE)? Planning and the Board of Ethication -

plannins which precedes closing a school. Both agencies

projecting population trends, and distrit;ntioh Of the

- participate in

are responsible

population which

agencies collect

projections of

undermine effort

Another 14o

of Education.

budget lies wit

li determine future school enrollment. Because both

d analyze demographic data, there are often opposing

lation growth or shifts. Such disagreements can

to plan for school closings.
4.4

lem results from ihe conflict between OMB and the Board

we noted earliet, responsibility fpr balanCing the Citys smo

OMB, but the Board of Education retains decision-making .

power for the education system. OMg can recommend savings through.closing

schools; the Bhard alone can mandate school closings. However, since the

Board of Education is responsible for selecting schools to be closed,

A
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'planning for reuse cannot begin until it makes the final decision on which

schools will be closed.

The lack of coordination among agencies is more acute in the disposition

of vacant schools. DRP is charged with marketing surplus propeicty such as

schoc:ils. However, three other agencies also work with firms and organizations

which need property for commercial, residential or community use. HPD
0

coordinates funding for housing developments, City Planning for Community

,Development, and OED fot=. commercial and industrial use.

This fragmentation of responsibility among city agenciies fosters delay

in the disposition of vacant schools. Eacia agency is concerned with achieving

its own goals within a specific time frame. Because no single agency is

responsible for managing the disposition of surplus school buildings, the ,"
lag between closing a school and developing reuse can range from cionths to

years. Moreover, no agency can act until the Board of Educatioh surrenders

the building' to DRP. As time passes, buildings det,eriorate and their

marketability decreases. Costs tothe City rise: expenditures

increase both directly for resealing vacant buildings and indirecly for

police and fire services. Revenues which might be obtained from rental or

sale of the vacant school are lost, as are tax revenues when the surrounding

neighborhood deteriorates.

tation of the building or

Recommendation 1:

Opportunities for creating jobs thrbugh rehabili-

development of new industries are passed over.

The Division of Real Property (DRP) within the Department of General

Services should be given a clear mandate to assume responsibility as the

lead agency for marketing surplus school buildings, because of its capability

to market City property.

Alb

gib

NO
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It should be given-the authority to coordinate efforts to link clients with,

_school buildings, -and to coordinate City agency attempts to develop financing

packages for potential clients% DRP shuld make timely and.Appropriate

disposition of vacant schools a*high priority..

b) Poor coimunication between Community Planning Boards and school boards,

City'agencies and Board of Education results in inadequate planning for

school teuse.

The absence of consensus on standards for closing schools creates-

confusion over which schools should And will he closed and.inhibits tiMily

planning for teuse. Because there is conflict in the selection process,

eneciies which might be channeled to developing plans for reuse are spent

on defending past decisions and protecting home turf,

The criteria used by OMB tc; identify schools that could be-closed

differ from those used by the Boaid of Education. Consistent with its

role, OMB's primary concerns are,cost savings. Thus, its criteria.focus'

on those buildings which are most expensive to operate, and unlikely cAndi-

dates for reuse. The criteria it uses include the following:

-- the age of the'school and probable useful life after 50 years

without modernization.

a _building utilization rates lower than 80Z;

-- enrollments of kindirgarten and special education classes;

.-- neighboring schools within one mile for relocation of sudents;

-7- capacity of nearby schools;

001 tes; sares

The Chancellor's office is concerned with maintaining quality education

a* well as achieving saviAgs through closing. Thus; test scores,are a

higher priority for the Board than for OMB: it has adopted a policy that
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schools with the highest test scores within a dkstrict will not be closed.

Moreover, while the Chancellor uses the same utilization formula as OMB,

it considers additional factors. The formula is based on a ratio of enrol-
. Mk

lment to capacityl% defined as regular classrooms capable of holding 29

'children.exclusive ot kindergarten, pre ndergarten and special education.

Title I schoolk are allocated rooms for unded programs depending on 4111'61,-

lment. One'of the weaknesses of this formula is that it assumes an average

class size of 29 children, and does not reflect actual classroom.use in

particular schools.

The Building Review bommittee bases its recommendation to close a school

on a broad range of criteria. In addition to the utilization rate .-4d

classroom use which have,been determined by.the Bureau of Facilities Planning,

the Building,Review Committee considers:

-- the history of enrollment

- - availability of convenient space in other school buildings

type and age of building,

- maintenance doSts and/or anticipated capital outlays

ability. to maintain racial and ethnic balance

.effect on Board policies concerning integration, zoning, pupil
ft,

transportation, excessing staff, promotional policies and special

education

- - buildings scheduledifor replacement

-- buildings housing primarily adminstrative offices and other.than

regular classes

--- availability of alternate use for the structure

-- net savings anticipated from the closing

-- availability of other uses within the Board for the buildihg

4P
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-- programs within the schools

Because there are two sets of criteria for selecting schools for

closings, the final decision to close a school is sometimes reached after a

prolonged, bitter piCocess. Community School Board plans for closing schools

are submitted to the Building Review Committee for approval. However, the

CSB has the right to appeal the committee's decision to the Deputy Chancellor,

and if its appeal is overruled, to State Commissioner of Education. The

appeal process can be lengthy.

4 Disagreement over4criteria for closing schools greates resistance

and therefore delay for several reasons. First, it is difficult f,or local.

boards to anticipate which schools will be approved by the BRC. Second,

Community School Boards may oppose BBC's deciiion.because they do not

believe it is appropriate for their district. Third, the district does

not perceive any financial benefits An closing schools because all savings

accrue to the City. Fourth, CSB's tend to focus on selecting schools to be

.
closed rather than working with commUnity groups to develop possibili-

Amp*

ties for reuse. Together, these factors result in situations where the

building'limps along until it is vacant and no use is planned.

The problem created by delay over selectidtiof which schools are,to be

41(

closed is compounded lor the fact that disposition of City property.is subject'

to the Uniform Land Use Review procedure (ULURP) mandated.by the 1975 City

Charter revision. The 1975 Charter revisions empowered 59 Community Planning

Boards which,.among other responsibilities, review and'vote upon all prop9sed

v.

land use in their communities. These boards, consisting of no more than

50 members appointedkby the Borough President, thus play an important role

in determining how a school can be used.
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ULURP has several steps. If all deadlines are met, the entire process

takes about six months and includes a complex series of procedures which

include approval and cert1fication of proposed kise by the Community Planning.

Board, the City Planning Commission, the Board of Estimate, and in cases

which involve zoning variances, the Board of Standards and Appeals.

, ULURP begins when DR2 submits an application for sale or lease of a

building to the Department of City Planning,., Since the ULURP process

*cannot technically begin until a school is stendered to DRP, Community

Planning Boards do not necesSarily take an active role in planning for the

use of a school until it is vacant. Although Community Planning Board

members may be aware that school closings are anticipated-for their commu-

nity, they cannot formally evaluate proposed uses until a decision .is made

by-the Community' School Board..

Lack ef communication between the Community Planning Board and the

Community School Board thus may result4tn critical delay for planning for

the building. Communication is Complicated by the fact that CPB's may

encompass up to four CSB's. Alternately, a CSB often has up to four

. CPB's within the distritt. CPB information on land use mapter plane or

needs of community groups which might affect the choide of schools to.be

closed may not.be available to the Community S6hool Board which makes the

decision. At tfie me time, the Community School Board may not inform the

4NCOmmunity Planninf Bo rd of its decision until after the Chancellor has

formally dedignated the schools to be closed.

The critical nature of this problem has been addressed by the Mayor's

, Task Force on School Losings creat-0 in February 1980. It recommends that

six months prior notice be provide to DRP before students are transferred

from a school so that ULURP can b n. In addition, to avoid leaving a

14
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buil ing vacant, the Task Force recommends that students should remain ia

;the sc ool until ULURP.is complete.

Recommendation 2:

Increased coordination between Community Planning Boards and Community

0- School Boards to paan for Ilse of vacant schools should be developed through
4

4I

assignment of Community School Board members to Community Planning Board

Youth Planning, Education and Land Use committees. At the same time,

Community Planning Board memberS should be consulted during the school

closing process for their advice and recommendations on options for reuse

of buildings proposed for closing.

Recommendatibn 3:

DRP;should_reguire a six months to a year notice before a building is

vacated to allow, paanning for reuse.

c) There is an absence'of centralized information for orpnizations,

firms and communit rou s on ossible uses furidin. sources and constraints.

. The Lack of formal coordination among city agencies responsible for

initiating and implementing development in the City makes it diffid;ilt to

obtain information vital for tifely disposition of vacant schools. Tichni-.

cal assistance on possible uses and funding paickages is available from

tlFee agencAes: HPD for housing, CU for industrial or commercial use, and .

City Planning fot development. No single agency can provide adequate

information on the varieties of funding for which a developer or organization

may be eligible, nor is there a formal mechanism for ensuring that an

Organization has obtained the information it needs.

Moreover, important information on'restrictions of possible use is not

available in one central agency. Code restrictilens are within the purview )

of the Building Department; zoning, the City Planning Commission and,the

4,

4 5

Nit

4
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Board of Standards and Appeals. And, although ULURP is described in the

Cif), Charter,'City publications explaining the process in plain English (or
-?

Spanish) are out of print.

The .absence of a centralized source pf information on land use in the

City may be remedied in the near future. To facilitate its marketing of

surplus property, the Division of Real Property is preparing a catalogue of

70 buildings. in its inventory. The catalogue, which will Ile distributed to

20,000 organizations or firms Ahroughout the world, includes photogrnhs

and spectfications of 20 schools as well as descriptions of ULURP and

available funding packages..

Recommendation 4:

DRP's role as real estate manager should be expanded to include broader

technical assistance to "clients" that demonstrate abi/ity to provide

successful reuse. Stich assistance should routinely'include adVice in thie

ttURP process, relevant funding sources and refenral to appropria,e, City

agencies.

Recommend-ation 5:

In addition to its catalogue, DRP should develop handbooks explaining

ULURP, regulations and requitements for alternate use, and possible funding
1

sources shittuld be developed and distributed to potential users..*-These

I.

books should be available in English and Spanish.

J
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Chapter IV: Ineffective Strategied for Protecting

'Empty Schools Prior to Reuse.

Existing strategies for protecting vacant school buildings are

ineffective for three reasons: responsibility for securing vacant buildings

is unclear; short term measures do not work; there is insufficient funding

to seal and protect buildings.

a. Responsibilit for securing and maintenance of school buildings is

unclear.

Responiibility for securing and maintaining surplus school buildings

is divided betwe n the Board of Education and DRP. Until DRP receives the

.
keys to a surrend red building, it will not initiate guard service or seal-

ing. As our case studies show, the time lag between closing a school and

securing it is a critical factor in achieving an alternate use for the

building. Vacant buildings can be vandalized over t and damaged almost

beyond repair.in a week.

Since tBoard of Education provides janitorial service rather than

guards., it is important for the surrender of the building to take place as

soon as the school has been closed. The potential use of a ,school diminishes

as damage increases. Thus, it is Important for the Board to pass the

responsibilitly for maintaining the vacant school building to DRP as soon

as the building is vacated.

Re46mmendation 6:

The Board of Education should transfer building's to DRP as soon as

they ire vacant. The Board of Education should remove all supplies and

equipment when the building is vacated. The building should be "broom

cleans'when it is transferred

. Co
4 7
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. bit Existing short term_security measures are ineffective

The Axtent to which DRP maintalns or secures a builaing 'depends on the

condition of the building when it is surrendered to DiF. If the building

is in good condition, DRP will provide guard service and fencing until a

contract is awarded for seal-up. The Comptroller sets the price for guard

service which averaged $5 in hour in 1979.

Buildings in good condition for which a city agencyvor private developer

.have expressed on interest are generally accorded.priority for sealing with

eithet tin, cinder block or two-by-fours and plywood. Less desirable ,- 2

buildings, olOose which,have suffered minor damage are sealed if funding .

is available. Since.DRP's responsibility is primarily custodial, it merely

provides essential services to the building and does not undertake major

repairs. Thus, if major damage occurs before the building is seA1ed,A6

cannot justify extensive work to restore it.

DRP manages an extensive portfolio of buildings including hospitals

and major public structures as well as schools. Since there is priority

ranking for surplus buildings, many buildings low In the list remain open

and unprotected for several months. Because full-time guard service is

lkxpensive,,DRP supplied partial coverage and relies on routine police

patrols for protection. Thus, buildings become victims of vandalisioand

arson. Costs to the city rise because of the need for resealing and pliobable

demolition..

c. Funding to protect vacant-buildings is inadequate'

.In 1979, DRP received $100,000 each for guard service s"nd fencing, and

$400,000 for sealup from Comskunity'Development monies. At an average,cost

of $40,000 for sealUp, the City could seal approximately 100 of the 2,000

buildings in its real estate portfolio in 1979. Because the capital budget
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\ Y,

does not include money for sealing, ninesof every ten,buildings must'be

protected with guard service tr fencing. However, at $5 an hour, the city

i
Y

can .y afforh to provide two men twenty fi3iir hour coverage for two
fk,

) .

.3.1;Uildings a year.

v .
0000,ncluilding has deteriorated beyond,repair, it can be demolished

1 ' at 4 cost of)01.00,000. Demolition is the option of last resort, however.
A,.

)
dp....,

....
)

4 I

. 1 .

More funding is needed to insure that such buildings, especially schools

..c vhich once played a vital role in the city, do not become abandoned relics,
, 4

'
ultimately destined for demolition.

1
Recommendatlon 7:

'ert-

Adequate funding for watchmen sevrice, and sealup to ensure that the

building retains potentlaffor use with minimal costs for repairs should be'

provided to DRP. Additional funding should be supplied from Community

Development monies. The City Planning Commission should recommend that

monie's for sealup and demolition be included in the capital budget.

Recommendation 8:

Buildings declared unsafe should be demolished.

4

4.



1/4

SW

11'

- 38 -

Chapter V: Absence of Strategic and Long-term Planning
,

For Marketing Surplus -Supplies

Our case studies illustrate a variety of uses for public schools.

Within the past year, DRP has succeeded in selling or leasing schools for

artists space, housing, and vocational pfaining center. Other communities

have used vacant schools as museums, ho sing and community centers. Moreover,

as EFL's-recent Study, Surplus Schools - School SPace in New York City,

details, there are options for using underutilized school space to-avoid

closing schools when enrollm nt deolines. These include the mult.i-use

. program which involves rental of surplus school space to not-for-profit

organizations, and the extended use program which encourages rental of space

to local community groups after school hours.

These diverse approaches for using surplus school space indicate that

abandonment and decay of vacant school buildings need not be the inevitable

consequence of declining enrollment. However, finding alterntte uses for

surplus stiace within existing schools requires rational planning by both

community groups and city agencies.

Such planning must involve consideration of costs and benefits of

existing options. For example, underutilized school space could be used

'for Board of Education programs Such 'as special education programs, Community

ol Board offices, or to replace existing leased space. Other City agencies

suih as the Human Resources Administraiori could use the surplus space for

their programs-and services. -Multi-uSe of school buildings could provide

needed space forCommunity Planning Board offices, local development

c4rporattns or community Schools can be rented or sold to private

developers, not-for-profit agencies, either singly or as a consortiuml

511
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However, there are some serious obstacles to implementing these

options. As the EFL report discusses,in dei,ail, multi-use has not been

used extensively because the City's rental fees for school space are

often out of reach of community groups, and profit-making organizations

are prohibited from renting school_space by the State Education Law.

Moreover, the fact that community groups must schedule their programs to

coincide witht the Board of Education's calendar creates disruption in

service delivery. At the same time, community school boards are very

selective about the potential use of surplus space. Resistance against

certain types of programs such as those involving delinquents runs high;

CSB's have even opposed Board of Education use of drop-out programs.

Other difficulties arise in consideration of lease versus sale of a

vacant school. Community groups often cannot afford to rent or buy_a vacant

#

schProl, although they may need the space and can offer benefits to the

neighborhood. In contrast, private developers who may be able to pay the

rent or purchase the building, may not want to locate in neighborhoods

where buildings are vacant. Moreover, their proposed use may conflict with

the community's goals for the building.

The City's need for revenue also represents a significant factor in

disposing of surPlusschools. It must decide between one-shot revenues

from sale, or annual revenue from rental.

It also has a legitimate concern with the viability of the organizations

which express their interest in the building -- their financial stability as well

as their growth prospects.

It is apparent that developing uses for excess school space or surplus

school bulpings involves a complex decision-makingsprocess. Each option

5 1
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musCbe evaluated in teiMs of community land use plans and the needs of

4
community groups as well as financial gains or losses to the City. Although

several of the uses cited have been developed, success, has been achieved

on a case by case basis rather than as part of a coherent process. To

esolve the 1)roblems.of increasing surplus space, the City must develop

rational plans for closing schools and marketing surplus buildings.

Recommendation 9:

DRP should' develop &riteria for reuse based on c s to the City as

well as appropriate use of the building within the co unity. URP'should

consider the criteria proposed by the City Council President in her memo to

ihe Board of Estimate suggesting changes in current city procedures for4

reuse of vacant institutional buildings. Among others, these criteria

include evaluation of one shot revenue, annual revenue, impact of proposed

uie on the community, sand viabilty of the client. (President of the Council,

4:-City New York, "Memo to Members of the Board of Estimate," April 1B,

1980);
1

Recommendation 10:

Existing constraints inhibiting reuse such as building codes, zoning

restrictions, and state laws prohibiting multi-use by profit-making

organizations should be examined and reformed, where necessary.

Recommendation 11:

The disposition process for vacant public buildings shuld be tightened

and strengthened by establishing these suggested criteria, enforcing

timetables and developing specific strategies such as using requests for

proposals (RFPs) for marketing surplus schools.
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Conclusion

The combination of declining enrollments and fiscal constrainliprobably

0
means that the process of closing schools will continue to be viewed as a

means to achieve more efficient school operations. However, if this processd.

is not well-plannek and coordinated, and does not provide for alternative

use of the empty building, its effects on neighborhoods can be devastating.

In fatt, in the long run, neglecting to make adequate provision for the

building probably will be more costly to the City. Attempting to close 40

schools in six months, 3.6 the Mayor has proposed, is a sure course to

neighborhood decay. The results.of such ill-planned efforts in the past

that have caused the announcement of a-school closing to arouse so much

trepidation in the hearts of community residents.

The barriers to Productive use of vacant schools lie in city,and Board

of Education procedures to closel schools and dispose of the buildings.

' Developing a mechanism for communication and coordination between the Board

of Education, Community School Boards, Community Planning Boaras and city

agencies ought to precede any further attempt to close schools. Only then

can the pursuit of alternate uses and their timely occupation of schools

buildings proceed. 'And only then can we hope to break the link between

closed schools and neighborhoods.

"4"..
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ELEMENTARY, MIDDLE AND JUNIOR HI611 SCHOOLS
CLOSED BY BOROUGH, 1975-1979

-

# Schools
Closed

% of Total
Schools Closed

# of
Schools

# of

Total Schoo s

Manhatta 17 33 125 15

Bronx 12 22 169 21

Brooklyn 17 33 275 . 34

Staten Island 2 3 48 6

Queena 5 9 196 24

53 100 % 813 100 %

SCHOOLS CLOSED Jr( DISTRICT BY:BOROUGH, 7:975-1980

Manhattan Brlaklyn Queens

' CSD ,ie 1 4 CSD- # 13 2 CSD i 24 .1

CSD # 2 2 CSD # 14 2 CSD # 25 1

CSD # 4 3 CSD # 15 1 CSD # 26 1

CSD # 5 7 CSD 4 16 2 CSD # 28 2

CS1D i 6 1 CSD # 19 2

N CSD # 20 1 5

1.7 CSD # 21 1
/

/
Bronx (

4
CSD #.22
CSD # 23

1

3

Staten Island

--. CSD # 32 2 CSD # 31 2

CSD # 7 4

CSD # 8 2 17 2

. CSD. # 11 2

Cgs 4 12 4

12

Source: Unpublished data, Office of the City Council President, 1980.

44.



SCHOOL USE BY'BOROUGH, FEBRUARY 19179

,

,..

4

Vacant Rental

Manhattan 8 .
9

Y

Bronx 5 3

Brooklyn , 7 3

Queens 1 -

RiChmond 1

22 15

* Information for one school missing.

,11

Other Total

17

4 12 tr
6 16*

4 5

1 2

15 52

SCHOOL USE BY AGE
,

New Middle Aged Old Total

Vacant l 2 0 22
-#

Rental
...- - 15 15

-

Sold or
Demolished 1 2 12 15'

2 4 46 52

New: 1961 - present

Middle-aged: beween 1931 - 1960

Old: before 1930

Pa

.Source: Unpublished data, tlie Office of the City Council President, 1980.

,d)

PENCENT OF SCHOOLS CLOSED BY AGE

Closed Schools Z Closed

46' AO %

All Schools

Old. 419

,
Middle-aged. 299

New .
254

-

.

Total 992

\ 4 1
i

2 1

52 5 %

0
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aLOSED,SOIOOLS RIR 4ROLLMENT PROJECTIONS

1982 ENROLLMENT PROJECTION
Below 15,000
15,000 - 20,000

MS 20,000 - 25,000
MUM Above 25,000
SCHOOL CLOSED
SINCE 1975

SOURCE: CAPITAL NEE1D 1.1. AND.PRIORITIES FOR THE CITY OF NEW YORK, CITY PLANNING

MIMMISSION, 1979
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ApOendix I: Methodology for Real Estate and Crime Data

REAL ESTATE DATA: METHODOLOGY

Information on real estate status and trends was derived from a

computerized data file system designed and maintained by Management Infor-

mation/Services, N.Y.C. Dept. of Planning. Two packaged reports were

used to generate information concerning status of vacant buildings and

trends in tax arrears.

Numbered tax blocks were used to define a small area,surrounding each

schoOl.' This area generally corresponds to the attendance or "feeder" zone

for the school. AreaS ranged in size from 9 to 15 tax blocks for each school

area. Data was collected by tax block and alai) summed for the predefined

set of blocks surrounding the school.

The time span for each data set included years'between 1975 and 1978
ft

incluaively. The report on Tax arrearage contained data only for 1974)

4
1976 and 1978. The report on vacant building status had all years.

The report of Tax arrearage showed the number of buildings in tax

arrears per year, per tax block and for the total area. In addition, the

data was broken out into those buildings 3-5 quarters in arrears, 6-12 and

12 and over.

The report on the status of vacant buildings itemized each vacant

building in the defined area according to the circumstances of vacancy,

i.e. vacant demol,ished, vacant above ground, vacant new structure. The

report also specifies reoccupied buildings.

Caveats

. Trends appear in the Tax Arrerage data are complicated by the initiation

and implementition of a new city rule stating that buildings in arrears for

more than five rters n he eaken over the by city. Previously the

5 7
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limit was 12 quarters. The new rule has had considera:ble impact which

varies by area depending on whether or not the buildings are worth keeping.

Due to this distorting effect, a sum for all'buildings in tax arrears was

used Tather than a break.out by number of quarters in arrears.

An additional caveat to the tax arrear reports in that the report does

not distinguish between building owners grossly in-tax arrears and those

with minimal unpaid bills.

For several of the school areas, the percent increase in tax arrears

over time was considerably.lower than the borough wide total. In these

cases, it is important to look at the percent increase in demolished and

vacant bUildings,over time compared to the percent increase for the borough

as a whole. A higher number of demolished buildings,could contribute to the

lower number of buildings in tax arrears due to the elimination of buildings

in tax arrears.

Both computer reports -- tax arrears and vacant building status,

suffered from a certain amount of missings data, i.e the computer could

not access information on specific tax blocks. In cases where the percent

of missing data 17PsigliTficant, conclusions are discounted accordingly.

Crime Data Methodology

Arthough the closing of a school cannot be said to cause long term

. increases in crime in an area, the existence of a vacant building can easily

contribute to existing crime and Ilarrassment. Indicators of such a

contribution to crime might include 2 factors: crime for the area surrounding
46.

the school and crime within the school building itself.

Collecting longitudinal data on crime in small local areas is particu-

larly difficult for several reasons. Consistent and accurate longitudinal

data is available only at the precinct level which is too large an area to
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be useful in local analysis. Some precincts have begun to keep crime

statistics by sector but this method is too recent to apply to trends

starting in 1974.

In terms of crime within the5school building, there is a tendency to

downplay crimes and vandalism occurring in vacant buildings. Crimes

occurring in vacant buildings are reported less frequently. A certain

crime may be considered less of an offense than the same act committed in

an occupied building. In adition, the school boardDivision of Mainte-
r-

aance and operations does not keep a record on vandalism in.schools once

the school is closed.

Data was ccillected by visiting each precinct office and discussing with

several officers the records they might have and their impressions of the

area idmediately surrounding the school with respect to current types of -

crime, changes in crime since 1974, and the level of crime in the area in

comparison with the rest of the precinct.
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