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INTRODUCTION
Throughout New York City, students from Pre-Kindergarten through 12th grade are learning
firsthand about “co-location,” the practice of two or more distinct schools existing in the same
building and sharing spaces. While some co-locations involve multiple public schools, this
paper will focus on co-locations with charter schools in public school buildings. All too often,
co-location in New York City has led to the denial of parity and equity for all of the City’s
public schools students.
This paper discusses best practices that are absolutely essential to prevent co-location
practices that are unfair and deny parity to all public schools students. These best practices
will improve the process of co-location in New York City.
The growth of co-location has driven the
rapid increase in new schools in the City.
The New York City Department of
Education (DOE) increased the number
of new schools significantly during the
administration of Mayor Michael R.
Bloomberg. In the six year period
between 1996 and 2002 – the latter
being the year Mayor Bloomberg first
took office – the DOE opened 314 new
schools, including 19 charter schools.
However, during the Mayor’s first two
terms from 2003 and 2009 – just one
year more – the DOE opened 452 new
schools, including 74 charter schools.1 In
the 2009-2010 school year, two-thirds of
the City’s 98 charter schools were colocated in public school buildings,
according to the New York City
Independent Budget Office.2 The city
currently supports 123 charter schools.3

A co-location is a change that will result in
more than one school inhabiting a single school
building or facility. Some co-locations are new,
meaning that a school that has historically
utilized an entire facility will now have to share
that space with another school. But some colocations can also involve reconfigurations or
extensions of existing shared facilities. Some
co-locations are referred to as re-sitings, which
describes an existing school that is being moved
from its current location into a building which
is already occupied by one or more schools.
Breaking Down Barriers,
a report by the New York City Public Advocate
and the Alliance for Quality Education

A report written jointly by the New York City Public Advocate and the Alliance for Quality
Education explains, “Since obtaining new space is often the biggest obstacle to starting a new
school, the Department (of Education) has enabled new schools to overcome this obstacle by
offering space in buildings where schools are being phased out or in existing neighborhood
school buildings.”4
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When the parents are informed and involved, when the leadership of the various schools —
especially the principals — communicate regularly and effectively, co-location can work. Colocation can be an opportunity for schools with declining enrollment time to address the
cause of the decline while continuing to serve their existing students, and can provide
academic options for parents looking for choices in schooling for their children.
However, many times co-locations do not work. This is especially true when the new school
moving in to an existing school’s building does so in a manner that does not foster
communication and mutual respect, or when the new school does not pay for its fair share of
resources. In some instances, the co-locations have been blatantly unfair and denied parity
to all students. Co-locations may occur despite opposition – sometimes quite fierce – from
the current school and community. Sometimes, too, the new school can cause disruptions
when, for example, it begins renovations before the existing school has had the opportunity
to consolidate its classrooms and offices — and, in some cases, while the current school’s
students are still finishing their academic year in the building.
When questions are raised but not answered, when school leadership does not communicate
well – or worse, refuses to communicate at all and just barrels in – problems ensue.
Motivated to better understand co-location, its challenges, and its impact on existing schools,
the New York Community Organizing Fund, Inc. (NYCOFI) initiated research into the issue.
This paper is the result of that work and, based on the research, NYCOFI has set forth below
best practices to maximize equity and fairness in the co-location process.

Carlie Steen, Esq.
Executive Director
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
This report is the result of extensive study of the practice of “co-location” in the New York
City public school systems.5 Co-location occurs when two or more schools are located in the
same building and share common spaces, such as auditoriums, gymnasiums, and cafeterias.
While co-location can involve two or more public schools, this paper generally focuses on the
co-locating of charter schools in district school buildings.
In New York City, co-location affects almost a thousand schools
that have either begun their existence sharing a building with
other schools, or existing schools that have been required to give
up space to accommodate an incoming school by the City’s
Department of Education (DOE). Co-locating schools isn’t new to
the City, but the number has exploded since Michael R.
Bloomberg became mayor in 2002. As of the spring of 2012 there
were 900 schools sharing space at a total of 380 campuses in the
City’s public school system – meaning a third of all DOE
buildings house more than one school organization.6, 7
An argument can be made – and indeed, vigorously has been
made – that the City should not engage in co-location at all.
However, City officials have rejected this argument. Therefore,
this paper does not join the debate about whether or not colocation should exist. Rather, recognizing that it is unlikely that
co-locations will be eliminated in the near- or mid-term, the
research included an examination of several co-located schools to
see how the process has worked – or not – in real situations. As a
result, NYCOFI sets forth, in this paper, best practices for making
co-locations workable and equitable. Based on this study,
NYCOFI recommends an immediate moratorium on approving
additional school co-locations within New York City until the best
practices listed here can be institutionalized.

New York Communities
Organizing Fund, Inc.
(NYCOFI) is a 501(c)(3)
community-based
organization established
in 2010 that seeks to
empower low- and
moderate-income New
Yorkers to help
themselves through
public education,
advocacy, research, and
direct services. NYCOFI
works to improve the
economic security and
well-being of low-income
and people of color
communities throughout
New York State.

Overview
The practice of co-location raises major concerns, including the use of existing space and
resources, the impact on future growth, and how the process itself is carried out. In order to
address them, the City’s protocols for approval of co-locations must be amended.
Making co-locations work requires communication, transparency, and mutual respect. The
DOE, working side-by-side with school leadership, parents, and community, can work to
make that happen.
Unfortunately, resolving the issues related to inequity – space, funding, and other resources
– is more complicated than communication problems. The difficulty of co-location increases
with schools that are already struggling to get what they need to succeed. If that individual
7| Charter Schools in Public School Buildings:
Best Practices for Co-Locations

school is then forced to share its limited resources with a school it considers to be “other” – a
school run by a private company – resentments can arise.
If the DOE insists on further expanding co-location, then it must at least do so in a way that
provides the greatest chance that the co-location will be successful and equitable for all
students, and not merely for those in the charter or other school coming in. Based on our
research and surveys, and with the goal of minimizing the negative effect of co-locations,
NYCOFI recommends that the DOE adopt these best practices, which are intended as
tangible recommendations and solutions for the DOE to adopt in order to increase the
possibility that a co-location will be successful for all the parties involved:

Space






Existing programs should not be disrupted, from cluster rooms for the arts to
computer and science labs.
Separate, private spaces for therapists to provide services for special need
students must remain intact.
The logistics of school placement in the co-located buildings should be
addressed with care. For example, charters should not be located in a way
that divides the other school(s) in the building.
All schools in the building should have the space necessary for their
administrative needs, and have adequate access to common areas, including
cafeterias, gymnasiums, and playgrounds.

Growth





The existing school should be able to retain the ability to expand for future
growth. For example, enrollment should not be limited for the existing
school.
The existing school needs to be able to retain the opportunity to develop and
create new school spaces to meet the needs of its students.
Schools with an existing waiting list should not be co-located, especially those
that have a waiting list for Pre-Kindergarten. Pre-K programs are in great
demand and are deeply needed in many communities; a co-location that
prevents neighborhood children from attending pre-K programs is not only
unfair, but is guaranteed to create insurmountable tension.

Resources




Students at the individual schools in a co-located building should have the
benefit of equitable resources and appropriate services, with all schools
serving comparable numbers of English Language Learners, special
education, and free lunch students.
Charter schools that receive private funding should be required to pay their
share of rent, maintenance, and utility costs. When this is not the case, the
City is functionally subsidizing a private venture at the expense of the
majority of the system’s public school students.
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Process






The DOE should work one-on-one with school leadership to more accurately
estimate the space needed for existing and potential schools.
The approval of a co-location by local Community Education Councils (CECs)
should be required.
A building council, representing each of the individual schools in the colocated building, should be created to adequately address both the initial and
ongoing issues related to the co-locations.
The co-location process should be decelerated. The DOE’s current timeline of
only six months simply does not allow enough time to genuinely hear and
have a meaningful response that addresses legitimate criticisms related to
proposed co-locations. This includes seriously considering and then
incorporating the critique and input from those associated with impacted
schools. The DOE needs to take and meaningfully consider community input,
not merely make a “show” of listening.

Methodology
Over a five-month period, NYCOFI carried out an extensive review of the City’s co-location
agenda that involves placing additional charter schools inside buildings that house preexisting public schools. We surveyed parents and educators; attended community meetings;
and reviewed hundreds of pages of reports, testimony, web pages, articles, and other
documents on the issue. We spoke with researchers and others interested in the issue, from
community activists to educational experts.
This study included two primary methods of collecting and analyzing data about co-location:
1. Educators, parents, and community members at 13 schools provided verbal and
written input through both informal presentations and conversations and prepared
documents, with an additional 49 parents at six currently co-located schools in the
City’s school system participating in interviews among those dropping off and picking
up students at the schools.
2. An analysis and survey of available academic research on the topic of co-location
available as of October 2012. Bibliography of sources consulted appears in the
appendix.
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Results
Equity and Parity
Inequity and a lack of parity are the main complaints in relation to co-locations. With newly
co-located schools proudly offering renovated classrooms, new computer equipment, and a
variety of afterschool programs, there is often a stark contrast between the charter schools
and neighborhood schools under the same roof.

Whether a co-location is
created when several schools
are opened within a facility at
once, or when a new school
moves into a building already
occupied by another school,
issues regarding space
utilization can be
controversial. Common spaces,
such as the auditorium,
gymnasium and cafeteria have
to be shared between the
schools. Other school spaces
that may be affected by colocations include cluster
rooms, libraries, labs, and
specialized spaces for special
education. If the co-location
makes the school space more
constricted within the facility,
libraries, labs and cluster
rooms may be converted into
classroom space. In addition,
classroom space may be
sacrificed to accommodate the
incoming school, which could
result in increased class sizes
in some cases.

Breaking Down Barriers

Space
Co-locations very often require existing
traditional schools to give up some of their
current space to the incoming co-locating school.
Classrooms – and sometimes entire grades – are
eliminated, with classes in existing schools
becoming overcrowded, while those students see
the incoming co-located schools with rooms
available specifically for enhancements, such as
karate, dance, and chess, that are remain empty
more often than they are utilized.

Process
Providing a mere six months between notice and
the opening of a co-located school does not allow
for ample time for meaningful input. Opening up
opportunities for this essential participation
might actually make co-locations smoother, and
prevent adversarial relationships between wellmeaning parents of both groups of students.

Communication
Communication is absolutely crucial. This
communication must occur between the DOE and
the schools, between the DOE and the parents,
and between the schools to be co-located. The
school leadership of the co-located schools needs
to meet regularly, and to have ways to track
space needs and issues in a transparent,
organized manner. Communication must also
occur within the school leadership, and with the
parents and community, who may feel a
particular affinity to the building.

In addition, parents of potential and existing
charter schools students need to be made aware
of the challenges with the process that have occurred in some previous co-locations, including
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the removal of rooms, other space, and fundamental resources from the public school.
Parents must be knowledgeable about both the organization behind the charter school and
the specific co-location itself.

Community Feedback and Involvement
Both parents and community members desire – and have a right – to be involved in the
decision-making process regarding significant school use changes. Moreover, without such
involvement, the co-location will not be successful or perceived as anything other than an
invasion of an outside group. Involvement of parents and community members is not only
just and fair; it is a practical and essential step.

Transparency and Mutual Respect
Transparency must exist regarding both the issues related to co-locating schools and the
process involved in deciding which and whether or not schools are to be co-located. This
transparency needs to be available to all parties involved, including the school leadership,
the students and parents, and the community experiencing the co-location.
Mutual respect must also be an integral part of the relationships involved with co-locations.
It is vital that the leadership of a new
school that is moving in to a
neighborhood and co-locating within
Overall, “some schools ‘are more equal’’ than
an existing traditional public school
others, says Leo Casey, Vice President with the
work to establish relationships with
United Federation of Teachers. “Worse, many
community institutions, individuals,
schools experience co-location . . . as a
and parents to ensure that these
destabilizing force, causing overcrowding and
relationships show respect for the
oversized classes, and sending them into a spiral
parties involved. Adults must model
this mutual respect for the students
of academic decline.”
at the involved schools to prevent
disharmony.
At a minimum, parental and community participation in decision-making regarding
potential co-locations, including involvement in shared space committees, needs to be a part
of the process. More generally, the process for obtaining parent and community feedback
needs to be improved. Additionally, co-locations require greater transparency concerning
access to information and opportunities for involvement.
Finally, the City’s DOE must itself incorporate this transparency and respect into the colocation process. It is essential for the DOE to understand that a myriad of community
members – not just parents, but also neighborhood residents – see their local school as a part
of their community. A private company moving in to the neighborhood to oversee a school —
a company without connections to the community — must invest time and effort to overcome
the belief that they are also not genuinely invested in the community. This has been a
commitment that some charter schools have seemed unwilling to make.
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Parents in particular need to be informed and involved – not only for their own child, but for
all the children in their community who are affected by changes in the schools. This includes
parents on both sides of the schools: those whose children attend their neighborhood school,
and those who are sending their children to the co-located charter school.

Conclusion
As previously stated, this paper does not address the underlying question of whether or not
New York City should be engaged in the practice of co-locations. However, if the City truly
intends to continue with co-location, further study is needed to consider the issues discussed
in this report.
The current problems with co-location remain so pervasive that NYCOFI recommends:
1. The City must perform a comprehensive review of the processes and protocols
currently in place in order to make the system of co-location workable in New York.
2. The New York City DOE needs to review and revise its procedures for measuring
space within schools.
3. A review of the effect that co-location has on access to pre-kindergarten and early
childhood education.
4. A moratorium on new co-locations until these steps and other necessary best
practices can be evaluated and implemented.

NYCOFI hopes this paper offers insight for those unfamiliar with the issue of co-location and
its effect upon schools and communities. NYCOFI intends for this paper to offer assistance
to those faced with the prospect of a co-located school: when deciding whether to send their
child to a school that is currently co-located or if confronting the prospect of their existing
school being co-located. If the best practices in this paper are followed by the parties
involved, the process will be smoother and the result will be more acceptable to all those
involved.
Public education professionals, parents, and community leaders know what public education
students need: parity of services that enable all students to learn and thrive, equitable
spaces and resources for all children to effectively provide those services. Everyone deserves
the opportunity for a great education.
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BACKGROUND AND METHODOLOGY: NYCOFI and the Study
New York Communities Organizing Fund, Inc. (NYCOFI) is a community-based nonprofit
organization that seeks to empower low- and moderate-income New Yorkers to help
themselves. NYCOFI seeks to improve the economic security and well-being of low-income
and people of color communities throughout New York State through a unified system of
research, policy analysis, and public education to inform debate and generate innovative
ideas while advancing sound public policy.
NYCOFI was founded in 2010 and is part of a family of organizations that includes New
York Communities for Change (NYCC), one of the premier community organizing
institutions in New York State.
NYCOFI’s values include:

Determination
NYCOFI fights to increase power for low-income families who have been historically
locked out of decision-making at the local, state, and national levels.

Commitment to Social and Economic Justice
NYCOFI embraces and works towards a vision of society where discrimination of all
kinds is eliminated.

Compassion
NYCOFI is motivated by a deep understanding of the distress and hardships that
exist in low and moderate income communities, including communities of color, and
develop programs based on needs uncovered through building close, personal
relationships with families in these communities

Integrity
All Board members and staff are bound by a code of conduct, which holds us to the
highest standards of honesty, transparency, consistency, and responsibility.

This study was conceived as the first of its kind for NYCOFI after the organization was
alerted to the intensified organizing taking place in the face of increased school closings and
co-locations in New York City.
Research for this study began in April 2012. Hundreds of documents were reviewed as part
of the research for this paper, including DOE regulations, Educational Impact Statements
(EIS), Amended EIS, Revised EIS, Public Comment Analysis, and Revised Public Comment
Analysis; news articles; legal complaints, memorandums, and judgments; public testimony;
New York City Council Hearings; research documents authored by entities ranging from the
City’s Independent Budget Office to the New York City Charter School Center; FOILed8
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emails; meeting minutes of various community groups; and research compiled, analyzed, and
presented by those in academia.
Educators, parents and community members at 13 schools in Harlem provided input, an
additional 49 parents at six currently co-located schools in the City’s schools were surveyed
individually, and information from hundreds of other parents and community members
helped to inform the work. Finally, personal observations were acquired both from parents
and students active in co-locating or co-located schools, and from personal walk-throughs of
co-located schools by staff from NYCC, NYCOFI’s sister organization.
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THE CHALLENGES OF CO-LOCATION
Communication and Cooperation
The New York City Department of Education (DOE) is required by law to publicly
communicate about proposed co-locations. Specifically, the DOE is prohibited from closing,
moving, or sharing public school space
“without a public process designed to
ensure accountability,”9 according to
“[C]o-locations in New York City public schools
Advocates for Children, an
now regularly pit student against student, parent
organization whose mission is to
against parent, and school against school.”
promote access to the best education
New York can provide for all
Leo Casey
students, especially students of color
Vice President, United Federation of Teachers
and students from low-income
backgrounds. Additionally, new
legislation in 2009 required that “the
DOE must disclose the impact that
any proposal will have on all affected communities, receive public comments, and then put
the proposal to a vote by the DOE’s Panel for
Educational Policy.” [emphasis added]
Despite this obligation, both parents and
school leadership and staff can feel at best
uninformed, and at worse ignored. Claims
have been made of lack of sufficient notice,
hearings being held on holidays or test days,
and meeting notices available only in
English.

“Our students have so few opportunities.
It seems unjust for them to give up some
of their resources to squeeze in another
school in the building.”
“We want our district schools to be
supported so that they are all good
schools, with the same things to offer as
the best charters and the best district
schools.”

Many challenges exist with co-locations, and
working together with cooperation and
mutual respect to make the best of the
situation is an essential component to
Parents of students at Wadleigh High
success. When two or more schools are
School, co-located with two charter
combined, this action affects all aspects of
schools
school operations, including coordinating
classroom usage, hallway traffic, cafeteria
and cleaning schedules, bathroom
utilization, gymnasium and outdoor area activities, and involves students, teachers, parents,
cooks, janitors, and administrators.

The Bigger Challenges
Still, when inequity exists and kids are squeezed into spaces that are too small to learn, even
communication and cooperation aren’t going to solve the larger, more systemic problems.
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The Key Missing Pieces: Equity and Parity
Equity is, simply put, fairness. In the context of education, when students experience
inequity, they also experience unfairness, partisanship, and injustice. Parity is about
equality; that is, providing equivalent services and resources.
Both equity and parity are lacking in some co-located schools – especially when a traditional
school is co-located with a charter
school.
Kadesha Glasgow, 17, a senior at the High
School for Public Service: Heroes of Tomorrow at
the old Wingate Campus said she was surprised
by how difficult it was for students in a shared
building to go from one floor to the next. She
said students told her that school safety agents
could issue summonses for trespassing if they
didn’t have the right hall pass.

Co-locations occur in a variety of
configurations. Some co-locations are
two or three traditional public schools
put together in one building. Often the
co-locations involve a traditional public
school with a District 75 (special
education) school. However, the
conflicts appear to arise more when a
charter school – publically funded, but
privately run – is involved.

Based on both input from parents and
school leadership, and NYCOFI’s observations, the co-locating schools often have new desks
and the latest technology, along with facility updates such as renovated bathrooms and
repainted classrooms, while the existing schools go without these improvements and
enhancements.
Inequities also result from the provision by the DOE of classrooms and office space to charter
schools at no cost. These are significant tax-payer subsidies that enable the charter schools
to use the private funds they receive to offer smaller classes and additional enrichments,
while the traditional schools are saddled with the disparity that results from dwindling
resources and increased traffic – which the funds from payment of maintenance, rent, and
utilities from co-located schools could help alleviate.
The New York City Independent Budget Office (IBO) says that during the 2009-2010 school
year, “charter schools located in public school buildings received an average of $649 more per
student than traditional public.” [emphasis added]10
The IBO calculates the increase in funding to charter schools in public school buildings based
on “the value of in-kind services they received due to their location.” Co-located charter
schools, the IBO states, “don’t have to budget for space costs and utilities, janitorial services,
or public safety agents.”11
Although this may not seem like a large amount of money per student, the total can be
substantial. For example, if one building has a charter school with two classes in each grade
from Kindergarten to Fifth, and each has 25 students per class, that one charter school is
getting more than $150,000 in additional funding to run its school than the traditional public
school in the same building – without factoring in the private funds they receive.
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An example from a DOE Environmental Impact Statement presenting a potential co-location
in Harlem estimated the following costs for the building in one year, prior to adding the
charter school:12
Labor (including materials and repair contracts):
$66,133
Custodial Operations (including materials and allocations):
$482,230
Utilities (Gas and Electric)
$465,861
---------------------------------TOTAL
$1,014,224

The building in this example already housed two public schools – P.S. 30 Hernandez/Hughes
and KAPPA II – and P.S. 138, a District 75 (special education) program. One of the schools,
at 54% capacity at the time of the review, was being phased out. With the additional colocation, the building was expected to be at full capacity. It is easy to see that a system
strapped for resources would be better served by recouping some portion of the expenses
attributable to the charter school.
The issue of so-called “matching funds” also poses challenges. Before any upgrades or
improvements costing more than $5,000 are performed by a charter on the building to which
it is co-locating, the DOE is required to approve the work, whether or not the charter school
is using public funds. When the DOE approves the work, an equal amount of the funds
expended must be made available by the DOE to the other co-located schools in the building.
In theory this sounds fair and just. In practice a number of challenges exist. One, the
upgrades on the non-charter schools must be done within three months, which does not allow
the traditional schools adequate time to access their needs, solicit and evaluate bids, and
schedule the work. Additionally, there is no guarantee regarding the amount of time it may
take the traditional schools to receive the funds. Also, this “match” must be divided among
all the schools in the building (for example, if there are three schools in the building along
with the charter school, the funding must be split three ways). Finally, many traditional
schools are already tremendously underfunded and in need of serious repair. So while the
charter school may use their funding for re-wiring the classrooms for computers and SMART
Boards, the traditional schools may choose to deal with more fundamental needs, such as
repairing bathrooms or replacing antiquated windows.
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Struggling with Co-Location
Staff at P.S./M.S. 149 on West 117th Street in District 3 have been struggling with the
effects of an expanding co-located school coming into their building. To record what
occurred, they wrote this:
Beginning in the 2010 school year, Harlem Success Academy (HSA) expanded to add on a
5th grade class, and the following year 6th. The DOE has said this would be temporary.
What resulted, however, was the pitting of student against student, and parent against
parent, by moving in additional HSA grades into the district school, and negatively
impacting on the P.S./M.S. 149 community.
In other words, instead of the school anticipating the recovering of much-needed educational
space when the HSA 5th and 6th grade leave, another HSA class is coming in.
It is important to understand that P.S/M.S. 149 has students coming from the neediest
families. The school provides essential stability to its students, and for many it is a vital
source of enrichment. The school’s art programs helps students develop academically. In
fact, the Shubert Foundation awarded the school a grant to help develop theater skills.
Yet, the school’s ability to work with students has been compromised by the fact that much
of the stage is being used for storage for HSA equipment, equipment that is not related to
student productions.
Additionally, P.S./M.S. 149 has an enormous population of students with special needs –
close to 20%. It is vital that these students received mandated services. However, because of
the loss of space, these services have been impacted.
Specifically, with the HSA expansion, the students at P.S./M.S. 149 have lost:
A fully equipped music room, instruments and a program;
A state-mandated SAVE room where students who are disrupting their classrooms
have a chance to work on their studies without disrupting other students;
A computer lab, capable of servicing an entire class at a time;
Individual rooms for occupational and physical therapy (a speech teacher is
servicing students in the library); and
The English Language Learners (ELL) classroom (student are sometimes are
serviced in the library or non-teaching spaces).
Additionally, hallways in the school are extremely overcrowded, and the middle school
students are prohibited from using the stairwell that exists directly across from their
classrooms — which is very problematic during fire drills, and is a safety hazard.
To add salt to the wound, a soccer field was put in the schoolyard without consultation of
the school leadership team.
Utilities (Gas and Electric):
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$465,861

Give Me Space!

“[There is] not enough room for our children. P.S. 30 is being pushed out
and not given a chance.”
NYCOFI Parent Survey response, May 2012

Throughout New York City, space is an issue on many levels. The most populous city in the
United States, New York supports more than eight million residents in an area
encompassing only 303 square miles.
This space issue spills over to the education arena, and has been of special concern to schools
struggling with an impending co-location. To the existing school it may appear that a new
charter school is receiving preferential treatment, while the traditional school can feel
punished as it loses classrooms, specialty rooms, and access to common areas such as gyms
and auditoriums, cafeterias, libraries, and playgrounds.

If New York City is ever to build a system of
truly great schools, we cannot allow some
schools to prosper by depriving other schools of
what they need to thrive.
The New York City Coalition for
Educational Justice

For example, when P.S. 188, The Island
School, in Manhattan, was required to
accept another school into its building,
it was forced to make considerable
concessions, including giving up
afterschool programs, adult ESL
classes, and its art room, and moving
their physical and occupational therapy
services “to inappropriate spaces.”13
Similarly, P.S. 30 Hernandez in East
Harlem “was forced to eliminate its
sixth grade and move its library and
computer rooms to smaller spaces in

order to make room for co-location.”14
“[B]y reducing classroom and enrichment space, as well as eliminating space for counseling,
tutoring, and professional development and failing to serve the highest-need students, many
of the proposed co-locations will have a much graver, more damaging impact on district
schools than the DOE’s Educational Impact Statements indicate,” says New York City’s
Coalition for Educational Justice. 15
The increase in the number of schools – albeit “smaller” schools – is the primary
contributing factor with these space issues, especially the rapid increase in charter schools.
There are currently 136 charter schools in New York City, according to the New York City
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Charter School Center,16 an organization whose purpose is to help charter schools get
started, support existing schools, and “build community support so that highly effective
schools can flourish.”
The ability to co-locate schools in existing school buildings is the main reason for the rapid
increase in the number of charter schools in New York. Referring to the decision by Mayor
Michael Bloomberg and past and current DOE Chancellors Joel Klein and Dennis Walcott,
the New York City Charter School Center said that, “[h]ad they not made space in district
school buildings available to charter schools, the sector would have faced NYC’s expensive
real estate market without public facility funding, and would be a fraction of its current size
and strength as a result.” [emphases added]17
The growth of charter schools may have started with the election of Mayor Bloomberg, but it
escalated when his second chancellor took office. “With the appointment of Chancellor Klein
in 2002, the expansion of charter schools became a top priority in New York City,” according
to an article by local university professors Sean P. Corcoran and Henry M. Levin. “Under the
Klein administration, the number of charter schools rose from 16 to 98 (2002 to 2009),” the
article continues.
“Enrollment in
charter schools
One symptom of an overcrowded school system is the encroachment of
grew rapidly, from
ordinary classroom activities into what would otherwise be specialized
1,800 to 2,000 to
space: libraries, laboratories, auditoriums and the like.
more than 29,600
in 2009. Under a
The Honorable Leland DeGrasse, CFE et al v. The State of New York
planned expansion
to 125 in 2011,
approximately 1 in
10 schools in New York City will be a charter school. However, because of the relatively small
size of these schools, charter enrollment will still amount to a very small share of citywide
enrollment—about 3-4%. In 2009, Mayor Bloomberg announced his intention to increase the
number of charter schools to 225, and charter enrollment to 100,000.” [emphasis added]18
According to the Charter School Center, free space will remain a necessity for charter
schools, with charter schools planning to continue to take additional space from existing
schools. Their report discussed “demand[ing] access to public facilities on par with their
district counterparts.”19
Concomitant with the expansion of co-located charter schools is the ongoing problems with
the calculations made to determine school capacity. It has unclear whether even the charter
school authorizing agencies understand how available space is calculated.
This miscalculation of space has impacted many co-located schools. For I.S. 302, Rafael
Cordero in Brooklyn, the “DOE has counted classrooms as vacant if they are unused for three
to four periods a day.” But these ‘unused’ periods provide space for small-group instruction,
teacher collaboration, and preparation, which are all essential strategies for I.S. 302 to
support low-performing students and continue its upward trend in achievement.”
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Determining available
space in school buildings
is a complicated process,
and involves what the
DOE calls Enrollment
Capacity Utilization
(ECU). According to the
Coalition for Fiscal Equity
(CFE), these ECU reports
“are crucial to school
planning, including colocations and new
construction.
Additionally, they inform
significant funding
allocations by elected
officials and government
entities.” However,
according to the CFE, the
reports are far from
perfect. The CFE writes,
“deep flaws in the ECU
Reports’ accuracy,
completeness and
consistency of reporting
undermine their integrity
and compromise their
essential transparency,
creating a pressing need
for careful scrutiny and
thorough review of the
ECU Reports in order to
provide broader access to
educational opportunity
and increased equity in
the city’s schools.”
[emphasis added]
To reach this conclusion,
the CFE analyzed 12
years of ECU reports.
Their analysis showed
“wild fluctuations in
school capacity, which do
not appear to accurately

Charter School Co-Location:
The Charter School Perspective
The following was taken from “The State of the New York City Charter School
Sector,” prepared by the New York City Charter School Center, 2010. The
NYC Charter School Center describes itself as an organization that helps new
charter schools get started, supports existing schools, and builds community
support so that highly effective schools can flourish.

“In New York State, charter schools receive a per-pupil share
of each dollar the local school district spends on school
operations. When it comes to school facilities, however,
charter schools have no reliable source of public funding.
“In New York City . . . [the] DOE houses a majority of the
city’s charter schools in district buildings, typically in shared
space with one or more other public schools. [ ] Reflecting the
view that all public school students are equally worth of
access to public schools space, NYC DOE does not charge an
occupancy fee to charter schools (just as it does not charge its
own schools). Charter schools must pay use fees, however,
when they operate with longer school days and/or schools
years in DOE facilities.
“[C]harter school co-locations only exist at the discretion of
the NYC Schools Chancellor and, in some instances, by
approval by the Panel for Education Policy. Co-located
charter schools do not even have lease agreements to rely on.
“The use of NYC DOE buildings has been, and continues to
be, a tremendous boon to the NYC charter school sector . . .
Without free space, the charter sector’s present size and
growth rate would have been unthinkable.
“[M]ultiple schools sharing a single building is an exercise in
communication and compromise. The process to seek colocation creates an enormous time and resource burden, and
its outcome can be uncertain. . . New co-locations require
regular attention and communication. Ultimately, of course,
most co-located schools work through any conflicts with
professionalism, and even find opportunities to collaborate
[emphasis added].”
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represent the changes that have occurred in actual
school buildings.”20
Not surprisingly, co-located schools grew
significantly during this 12 year period. “Buildingsharing and co-locations [have] proliferated,” the
CFE study says. “The number of separate
organizations in individual school buildings has
risen dramatically since 1997: [as of 2009] 20% of
all city high school buildings . . . shelter(ed) four or
more organizations; 65% house(d) more than one.
In the middle schools, the number of buildings with
four or more organizations doubled since 1997. By
2008-2009, 27% of middle school buildings
contained four or more organizations.”21
In many instances, traditional public schools are
anticipating and preparing for growth based on
changes in local demographics, or are interested in
cultivating their own expansion, both of which can
be threatened by co-location. However, if a school
has not applied for grade expansion in the current
or previous years, the DOE will use that inaction as
an argument against acknowledging the school’s
desire for growth, and in favor of the co-location.
Yet, at the same time, the DOE claims that “grade
reconfiguration applications are evaluated based on
the following factors: school quality, physical space,
demographic need, impact on enrollment, and
community input.”22
The desire for growth and additional enrichment
services are not the only things affected by the loss
of space: students need space that is conducive to
learning and appropriate to their age. According to
a study by the Campaign for Fiscal Equity (CFE),
“the condition, design and utilization of school
buildings affect educational opportunity, student
outcomes, and the health of the students and adults
who share school buildings.”23
Co-locations can lead to overcrowding – which
brings on additional concerns. “Schools that are
overcrowded cannot function as successfully as
schools that have adequate space for instruction
and programs,”24 said the Honorable Leland
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Wadleigh Secondary School
In the early 2000s, Wadleigh
Secondary School for the Performing
& Visual Arts, was “considered a
troubled high school,” according to
Insideschools.org. However, “largely
through the success of its unique arts
program and driven by several
passionate administrators,” the
school, based on West 114th Street in
Harlem, is in recovery and thriving.
With both a middle and high school,
the audition-based admission
program had attendance at 90
percent.
Already co-located with Fredrick
Douglass Academy II, in the summer
of 2012 Wadleigh was preparing to be
joined by a Success Academy Harlem
West (SAHW) charter school in the
fall. During the negotiations for the
co-location, Wadleigh was promised
29 classrooms, but received only 20.
The school lost rooms for small group
tutoring and administration, and
guidance counselors have been forced
to hold confidential conversations
with students behind partitions.
Upgrades for the incoming SAHW —
including painting doors and walls —
began while Wadleigh students were
attempting to prepare for their
Regents exam, and administrators
were given a short deadline for
packing up materials in rooms that
were to be taken over by the SAHW in
the fall, despite the fact that school
was in session and would be so for
another month. One of the school’s
staff members asked, “Why aren’t they
waiting?”

DeGrasse in a 2001 court case. From the evidence presented in the case, the judge found
that “overcrowding formulas ‘actually overstate schools’ capacity . . . because the formulas
adjust for overcrowding by adding to school’s capacity non-classroom space if such space is in
fact used for classrooms.’ This means a library can be split into classrooms and counted as
instructional space; a full-size room can be divided into two and counted as two specialeducation rooms, which require smaller spaces to serve fewer students; public spaces like
cafeterias and auditoriums can be ‘repurposed’ as instructional space, and can count as
viable teaching and learning areas in capacity assessments.”
A recent report by New York City Public Advocate Bill de Blasio reinforced what the judge
had found in the court case 11 years earlier: “In a recent survey of principals at schools
reported as underutilized, more than half replied that their schools are overcrowded. This
calls in to question the accuracy of the Department’s space utilization calculation formula.”25
De Blasio’s report charged that the
New York City’s DOE repeatedly
claimed the co-locations it was
“Not only are we concerned with the health and wellimplementing would provide “high
being of students, but we are concerned that the lack of
quality school options,” without any
adequate space limits the opportunities educators have
indication as to how these high
to provide their students with quality, well-rounded
quality options would occur.
education.”
Additionally, they claim the DOE’s
analysis did not appear to look
Ernest Logan
beyond grade-based classrooms.
President
According to de Blasio’s report, the
The Council of School Supervisors and Administrators
Educational Impact Statement26
“did not address how the proposed
changes would impact other
education variables, such as art and music space, afterschool programming, early education
programs, physical education space and other valuable school resources,” all of which are
beneficial to students, and some – including art, music, and physical education – required by
state law.27
Parents and community members surveyed by NYCOFI discussed numerous situations in
which the DOE declared space as available that was actually being utilized, and considered
areas such as stairwells and cafeterias classrooms in space allocation assessments. Colocated traditional schools are not necessarily always overcrowded. However, the schools
visited for this paper were – at the very least – struggling with being squeezed into spaces
that were not adequate for their needs. Meanwhile, the charter schools co-located in the
building had what appeared – at least to the traditional public school – as excess space.
Among other concerns, the co-located schools inspected for this study experienced severe
encroachment issue.
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Educational Impact Statements
Educational Impact Statements are required for “any proposed school closing or
significant change in school utilization, including the phase-out, grade
reconfiguration, re-siting, or co-location of schools, for any public school located
within the city district.
Such educational impact statement shall include the following information
regarding the proposed school closing or significant change in school utilization:
(i) the current and projected pupil enrollment of the affected school, the prospective
need for such school building, the ramifications of such school closing or significant
change in school utilization upon the community, initial costs and savings resulting
from such school closing or significant change in school utilization, the potential
disposability of any closed school;
(ii) the impacts of the proposed school closing or significant change in school
utilization to any affected students;
(iii) an outline of any proposed or potential use of the school building for other
educational programs or administrative services;
(iv) the effect of such school closing or significant change in school utilization on
personnel needs, the costs of instruction, administration, transportation, and other
support services;
(v) the type, age, and physical condition of such school building, maintenance, and
energy costs, recent or planned improvements to such school building, and such
building's special features;
(vi) the ability of other schools in the affected community district to accommodate
pupils following the school closure or significant change in school utilization; and
(vii) information regarding such school's academic performance including whether
such school has been identified as a school under registration review or has been
identified as a school requiring academic progress, a school in need of improvement,
or a school in corrective action or restructuring status.
New York State Education Law, Sec. 2590-h(2-a and b)
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The Process: The Need for Community Engagement
and Transparency
“Chancellor (Joel) Klein has often said his goal is to create a system of great schools,” the
New York City Coalition for Educational Justice (CEJ) said in its study of the impact of
charter school co-locations. The coalition, which works to end the inequities in the city’s
public school system, added that “this pledge is being violated by the callous and often
reckless co-location of charter schools and new small schools within existing school buildings,
without conducting a thorough analysis of the consequences. These actions are creating a
two-tier system in which charter schools
expand at the cost of existing schools that
continue to serve the lowest-income
“I have also a growing awareness that the
students, English language learners, and
proliferation of charter schools and their costudents in special education.”28

location – placement within an existing
public school – were actually undermining
rather than improving public schools.”

Pedro Noguera
Past member, SUNY Board of Trustees

This problem has persisted beyond
Chancellor Klein’s tenure. There remain
few opportunities for community input
into potential co-locations. The main
avenue is the public hearings that are
required to be held once a proposed colocation in announced

These hearings on co-locations have been well-attended. A hearing in early 2012 on a
proposed co-location in Brooklyn brought 400 attendees, with 40 people speaking, including
members of the New York City Council, New York State legislature, and United States
Congress, as well as teachers, principals, parents, and community members. A second
hearing brought 470 attendees with almost 60 speakers, and also prompted 26 emails and
phone calls (23 of which were opposed to the co-location), two petitions with more than 250
signatures opposed to the co-locations, and letters from 100 members of a neighborhood
coalition who were also opposed to the co-locations.
Still, the question is whether the concerns of these large and vocal oppositions are being
taken into account when the DOE considers the implications of the proposed co-location.
Take one example where, at the end of the report from the second hearings mentioned above
– where the majority of the speakers were opposed to the co-location – the report read:
In response to public feedback, the following changes to the proposal were
made: No changes have been made. [emphasis added]29

In situations surrounding most co-locations with charter schools, the new school is not only
entering and claiming some of the space that was previously a part of the traditional school,
but the new entering school also has plans to grow. That means the number of students in
the building will increase, but the space they have remains static.
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Other challenges arise in allowing for ample opportunity for community engagement. For
example, a charter school may submit an application to open a school in a specific district
and neighborhood – one in which they have already done outreach and raised interest in the
school. However, the DOE may deny them a school in that district, and approve a different
district – one in which residents are not aware of the charter school. This means the process
for approving a co-location may begin before the incoming school has had an opportunity to
reach out to the community.
Inherent in this process is the lack of transparency within the DOE as to how their colocation decisions are actually made. Aside from the steps required by law [See page 20],
much of what is decided appears to occur behind closed doors. For co-locations to succeed,
the DOE must open up the full process to all those involved – from the parents, school
leadership, and community members, to New York State’s authorizing agencies.
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The Struggles at P.S. 123
P.S. 123 had already struggled during its first co-location, with Success Academy
Harlem 2 (SAH2), that began in 2008. Three years later, Success Academy Harlem 5
(SAH5) entered the building, taking SAH2’s place (which had to move to another
location because of, ironically, lack of space), located on the third floor.
Because of this co-location, P.S. 123 has lost three rooms and several programs, and
is slated to lose three additional classrooms in September of 2012.
One of the key losses was a GED program that catered to adults 19 years old or
older, which provided the school with the opportunity to educate both children and
adult community members in the same facility.
The school also lost the use of their computer room and had the library divided into
cubicles, which limits student’s library time. The school lost its SAVE room (see
footnote #41), which are required by state law, and for P.S. 123 means disruptive
students simply remain in the class. In addition, students do not have enough time
to take their state exams. Students in the lower grades will have to either go outside
or sit in the auditorium while the older students are taking their exams.
Due to the limited space, only certain classes at P.S. 123 are permitted to use the
gym. As a result, the school does not have a structured physical education program.
There is not enough room for the students to have an art program. The school is
unable to achieve the 12:1:1 classroom ratio for students who have an Individualized
Education Program. Speech and occupational therapy are conducted in cubicles
instead separate rooms.
Additionally, students in Kindergarten through Second grade have lunch at 10:30
a.m. SAH5 has air conditioning in all their classrooms, but few of the air
conditioners in P.S. 123 work properly.
Parents assert that there were no public hearing prior to the co-location; instead,
staff and parents were simply told it was happening and which rooms they would
lose. P.S. 123 was promised by DOE representative Elizabeth Rose they would not
lose additional classrooms when the second co-location occurred; but SAH5 ask for
additional rooms, and received them.
The co-location is not just affecting P.S. 123 current students — it’s penalizing the
school’s future. The co-location is preventing P.S. 123 from responding to the needs
of its growing population: they had approximately 600 applicants for the September
2012 school year. However, because of the co-location, the school has seats available
for only 30 students.
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SPECIFIC SCHOOLS AND THEIR ISSUES
As a part of the examination of co-located schools, NYCOFI spoke with parents and
educators at a number of co-located schools, surveying parents at close to 15 schools, and
compiling information from hundreds of additional parents and community members to
inform the research.
An essential part of the research involved site visits to the schools themselves to observe
first-hand how the traditional public schools were being affected by the co-location. In part,
this was an attempt to step away the rhetoric and emotion that can be a part of a discussion
on co-location. To this end, two co-located buildings are profiled below: P.S. 241/STEM
Institute, co-located with Harlem Success Academy 4, and P.S. 30 Hernandez Hughes, colocated with Success Academy Harlem 2.
In both situations, the traditional public school struggled with issues of space, inequity, and
the safety and security of the students.

Two Profiles of Co-located Schools in Harlem 30
P.S. 241/STEM Institute and Harlem Success Academy 4
Mixed Signals

In 2011, P.S. 241 received a federal
magnet grant and was renamed the
Science, Technology, Engineering and
Math (STEM) Institute.
The students at STEM, located on 113th
Street in District 3, ranged from PreKindergarten (Pre-K) to 8th grade prior to
the co-location with Success Academy
Harlem 4 (SAH4) during the 2009-2010
school year. At that time, there were
more than 300 students enrolled at
STEM, which was already co-located with
Opportunity Charter School.

“Walk through Public School 241 and
you’ll find contrasting spaces; one
bathroom is gray and dingy, with
urinals that overflow. The other is
newly renovated and modern; adorned
with bright blue tiles. Differences such
as these illustrate the inequities of
public and charter school resources . . .
particularly when the two share space in
the same building.”

“Charter school tensions running high,”
Prior to the proposed co-location with
Casey Quinlan, New York Daily News
SAH4, the New York City Department of
July 16, 2012
Education had slated STEM to close.
This was peculiar since the same year the
school received an “A” on its Progress
Report, and was rated one of the top ten schools in the City because of its improvement.
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A lawsuit was filed that helped to keep the school open. Despite this, community members
claim letters were sent to parents, incorrectly informing the community that STEM was
closing, and encouraging parents to look elsewhere for their children’s schooling.
In the fall of 2011, parents say representatives from SAH4 attempted to recruit students by
engaging with parents who were dropping off and picking up their children outside of STEM.
Ironically, Success Academy has repeatedly claimed – and continues to maintain – that their
students are brought on via lottery, and that there are “thousands” of students on their
waiting lists. Despite these claims, parents claim that Success Academy continued to recruit
students from STEM during the school year.
These letters and actions, combined with the DOE move to truncate the school from a Pre-K
to 8th grade to a Kindergarten to 5th grade school, contributed to a more than 50% decline in
enrollment at STEM, to only 120 students after SAH4 co-located. The decision to eliminate
Pre-K has had an even greater detrimental effect on enrollment because Pre-K is an
important pipeline into the school.
Meanwhile, SAH4 claimed to have 300 students enrolled – a number many within the school
question, based on lunch orders and the class size. Additionally, over the past two years,
STEM has enrolled 13 students who dropped out or were counseled out of SAH4, half of
whom were special education students.

Unequal and Inequitable Space
Despite the fact that SAH4 has not yet reached full capacity, observers found significant
inequities in space between the school and STEM during a walk-through of the two schools.

Arts
STEM has one science lab compared to SAH4’s three
rooms.
STEM has no art
room —only an
art cart (Figure
1].

On the other
hand, SAH4’s art
room is state-ofthe-art [Figure 2].

Figure 1
Figure 2
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Speech and English Language Learners




STEM has a shared one-quarter of a classroom that had previously been for janitorial
use. It has been revamped for the use of both speech and ELL services. At times,
these classes are conducted at the same time, making it difficult for students to focus.
SAH4 has its own dedicated speech room, which is used fewer than five hours a week.

Congested Classrooms





STEM has a one-quarter classroom that serves 20 self-contained special-education
students, despite the fact that the classroom has capacity for only ten students [see
Figure 3].
Occupational and physical therapy for STEM students is provided in the library or
hallway.
SAH4 has its own Dance Room [see Figure 4].

Figure 4
Figure 3

SAH4’s Dance
Room

STEM’s Special Education Class

Attempting to Retain the Basics




The DOE School-Based Support Team (SBST), which is required to service the entire
building, including STEM and both charters, has the SBST room counted under
STEM’s room allocation.
STEM was forced to designate the library as a classroom for fear of losing it.
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The misallocation of rooms has cut down on the available space for teaching and
learning at STEM.

It can be difficult enough for students themselves to witness the inequities that exist
between their school and the co-located charter school. In addition, it may make sense to
expect students to remain on the floors assigned to their school. However, in the
situations and conditions we observed, it was clear that the students are not only seeing
the inequities; they are being required to endure them as well:







At one point, STEM’s Kindergarten through 2th grade classrooms were located in the
basement. Unfortunately, the basement provided only a janitorial toilet. Since
STEM students are not permitted to use the SAH4 bathrooms and are prohibited
from SAH4’s assigned floors, STEM students were required to walk from the
basement to the second floor, and then back down a different set of stairs to the firstfloor STEM bathroom, so as to not cross through SAH4 space.
Even STEM faculty are prohibited from using SAH4’s bathrooms.
In just the two years since STEM has been co-located with SAH4, STEM has been
required to move the Kindergarten, 1st, and 2nd grade classrooms, as well as its
administrative
offices, three
times.
Despite the fact
“In February we found out that the DOE was going to move
that SAH4 is
Harlem Success Academy into our schools. A lot of parents
based on the first
were skeptical. The main reason parents were . . .
floor, STEM’s
skeptical is because we (hadn’t) received any facts on how
Parent
this (would) affect our kids. The DOE never told us what
Coordinator and
rooms we would lose. They never told us what programs
Administrative
would be cut. They never explained how our special ed
offices have also
been stationed
classes would be affected. They never told us any facts on
there,
what would happen. How can parents not be skeptical
disconnecting the
when they are told nothing? The only thing we were told
office and staff
was that this would have ‘no impact’ on us. This is also the
from the rest of
one thing we know is not true.”
the school,
faculty, and
Monique Anderson
students.
Parent Association President, P.S. 30
Additionally, the
administrative
staff share one
small room, with the principal located in a closet-sized office. The school lacks the
space for parents to visit, or for the parent coordinator to hold meetings or
workshops. Of equal importance, it is difficult to comprehend how students can
utilize the office since they are forbidden from being on the first floor.
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SAH4 oversaw the complete renovation of the school playground and courtyard,
without the consultation of either STEM or Opportunity Charter School, the other
school in the building. During the construction period students had no space for
outside activities.

Safety





SAH4 has not participated in some fire drills, and even refused to evacuate when
there was a fire in the fall of 2010.
SAH4 does not require all of its visitors to sign in at the security desk. This has been
a cause of concern, especially during dismissal, when parents have routinely been
found wandering the school building.
SAH4 teachers have keys to the building and can enter and exit at all times; teachers
at the other two schools do not have keys to the building.

P.S. 30 Hernandez Hughes and Success Academy Harlem 2
P.S. 30 Hernandez Hughes originally offered Pre-K through 6th grade classes prior to its 2008
co-location with Success Academy Harlem 2 (SAH2). With enrollment close to 400 students,
P.S. 30 was already co-located with P.S. 138, a District 75 school.
When SAH2 moved into the building, P.S. 30 was forced to give up its 6th grade classes. This
resulted in a decrease in enrollment by almost half, to 250, of which one-third are in special
education. Additionally, P.S. 30 originally had three Pre-K classes, but was required to cut
their Pre-K offering down to two. SAH2, meanwhile, claimed enrollment of 600, but insiders
estimated it as being closer to 500.
After SAH2’s arrival, the playground at P.S. 30 underwent a complete renovation that was
overseen by SAH2 with little to no consultation with P.S. 30.
Similarly to the situation at STEM, observers noted that SAH2 petitioned parents outside of
the school in the fall to recruit P.S. 30 students, while Success Academy continued to claim
that thousands of potential students existed on its waiting lists. Parents at P.S. 30 have also
received recruitment mailings from Success Academy – with at least one list believed to have
been provided by the DOE – addressed to both the student and parent, showing the clear
targeting of the P.S. 30 students to enroll in SAH2.

Unequal and Inequitable Space: Twice the Students, Four Times the Space





SAH2 has four science labs.
P.S. 30 has one science lab. Their state-of-the-art science lab, renovated in 1990s after a
grant from Mayor David Dinkins, was lost to SAH2.
In only half of a classroom, P.S. 30 has seven service providers who furnish occupational
therapy, physical therapy, speech therapy, hearing services, and tutoring [Figure 7].
SAH2 has a speech room, two psychology rooms, an occupational therapy room, seven
administrative offices, and a generic conference room.
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Figure 7
P.S. 30 provides all its special education services in one half classroom.


In addition, SAH2 has its own karate room, chess room and block room [Figures 8
through 11].

Figure 9

Figure 8
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Spaciousness adorns SAH2’s classrooms

Figure 10

Safety







SAH2 does not require all visitors to sign in with the
security desk; many simply go directly to SAH2 on the
third floor, walking through P.S. 30’s hallways.
At dismissal, parents have routinely been found
wandering the school building into floors of the other
two co-located schools.
SAH2 has not participated in all of the building’s fire
drills
SAH2 teachers have keys to the building and can enter
and exit at all times.

Figure 11
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BEST PRACTICES

“I think that the [charter school] children think that they are better than our kids.”
Parent comment
NYCOFI survey, Spring 2012

Children are like sponges. They watch everything that happens around them, absorbing and
integrating it into their own behavior. If the adults around them aren’t able to communicate,
cooperate and be respectful, how can the students be expected to do so?
It’s true that co-locations can be contentious. But co-location is already a reality in New
York City, at least for the 900 schools currently co-located. Everyone involved with an
existing co-location needs to do what they can to make it work –and co-locations can work.
Much of what is needed in the co-location process is a willingness to communicate and be
open to solving challenges in a way that will be both satisfactory and fair to both sides.
“(W)hat is feasible at this moment is
for the DOE to work with the public
“(W)e believe most school administrators have
to better understand prior to
embraced co-locations as best as possible under
implementation why co-locations are
the specific circumstances. . . (A)lthough
necessary, how they can be
challenging, co-location can be successful when
successful, what changes may come
leadership teams from the shared campuses
and what that means for their
incorporate a collaborative approach to
student populations,”31 according to
managing activities within the building.”
the Council of School Supervisors
and Administrators. “Currently,
Council of School Supervisors and
when the DOE decides to introduce
Administrators
new schools to an existing building,
the DOE often seeks little
community input. Although the
DOE claims there is a process by which co-locations are decided upon in a cooperative
fashion, many in the community feel that the DOE simple announces co-locations and then
merely gives lip service to collaborative dialogue. Parents and advocates deserve full
disclosure when it comes to their public schools. If the DOE engaged the community in a
meaningful way prior to announcing such major changes, it would ease tension and actually
address issues of equity and access.” [emphasis added]32
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Communication
The DOE issues its own requirements for co-location. Among
them, the regulations indicate that when referring to students
who are impacted by the action, the definition must include
students attending all of the impacted school’s sites.
They also establish a “shared space committee” at the point
when a public school building is slated for co-location with
charter school. The committee is to be comprised of parent
and teacher representatives selected by the members of the
School Leadership Team.
Finally, the regulations require that the amount spent on any
capital improvements in excess of $5,000 spent in one school
must be allocated to other school
[For] any such capital improvements or facility
upgrades authorized by the Chancellor, matching
capital improvements or facility upgrades shall be
made in an amount equal to the expenditure of the
charter school for each co-located non-charter public
school within the public school building within three
months of such improvements or upgrades.

Communications is
crucial. This
communication must
occur between the
DOE and the schools,
between the DOE and
the parents, and
between the schools to
be co-located. The
school leadership of
the various co-located
schools must meet
regularly, and have
ways to track space
needs and issues.
Communication must
also occur with the
parents and
community who may
feel a particular
affinity to the building.

In addition, parents of
potential and existing
And further,
charter schools
Any charter school which proceeds with a capital
students need to be
improvement or facility upgrade that has not been
made aware of the
approved by the Chancellor or his/her designee shall
complicated process –
be responsible for funding improvements or upgrades
the successes and
to be made in an amount equal to the expenditure of
challenges – that has
the charter school for each non-charter public school
occurred with previous
within the public school building, within three months
co-locations, including
of the charter school’s improvements or upgrades.
the traditional school’s
loss of rooms, space
and resources. These
Significant Changes in School Utilization and Procedure for
the Management of School Buildings Housing More Than One School
parents and other
NYC Department of Education Regulation of the Chancellor
community members
October 7, 2010.
need to be aware of,
concerned about, and
stay on top of the
actions of both the organization behind the charter school and the co-location itself.
In order to obtain community input and feedback on specific existing co-locations, NYCOFI
surveyed parents and community activists at various Harlem-based co-located schools (see
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“Background and Methodology”). In one survey performed by NYCOFI, more than 50
parents at four schools in Harlem who were all currently experiencing, or had recently
experienced, co-location were interviewed. From these surveys, the concern about the lack of
communication was evident: It was clear that many parents do not feel informed.33
A report by the Public Advocate reinforced NYCOFI’s findings, calling for better
communication between schools. “Co-locating schools involves complex issues that would
benefit from policies designed to maximize positive relationships among co-locating schools
and minimize disruption to any of the affected schools or their students.”34
Just as communication is the key for co-located schools that share a building, it is also key to
ensuring that the parents of students in a school slated to be co-located perceive the changes
occurring in their school as acceptable. The effort toward communication needs to start
before the co-location begins. The effort needs to start when there is the possibility of a colocation. At a minimum, meaningful notification to school employees, parents, students, and
the community is essential.
Unfortunately, it is unclear whether the DOE is interested in two-way communication
during the co-location process. With only a six-month period of time between announcing a
co-location and the students arriving for school, it almost appears the New York City DOE
doesn’t want input from parents or the community. Of course, taking the time to solicit,
receive, and – most importantly – incorporate this input would slow down the process for colocating and would, in some cases, prevent the co-location for occurring completely.
But the opportunity at the very least for input and discussion might make the co-location
more palatable to the people who live and work in the community and know the schools, and
might save the DOE from what has become the inevitable community outrage and opposition
from a co-location imposed upon them.
In some situations, the parents of the different schools slated to be co-located are – for all
practical purposes – put in the position of adversaries, rather than given support and
encouragement to work together. The more these situations can be approached as collegial
rather than competitive, the better the results for all involved.
Unfortunately, to complicate matters further and based on conversations with community
activist, NYCOFI has found what appears to be a lack of communication between the DOE
and the charter authorizing agencies, which include the State University of New York
Charter Schools Institute. These agencies defer to the DOE on many of the facts, including
the amount of space available in a specific building, as well as how many students can exist
in that space.

Community Feedback and Involvement
In a survey performed by NYCOFI of parents currently or recently experiencing co-location,
parents were equally as provoked with the lack of opportunity for input on the potential colocation as they were about the lack of communication.
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“Perhaps the most polarizing issue in regards to school closures and co-locations is related to
parents’ and community members’ right to be involved in the decision-making process about
such major school utilization changes,”35 said the report by the Public Advocate and the
Alliance for Quality Education.
More than half the parents (50.9%) NYCOFI surveyed said they were not even notified of the
pending co-location. When they learned
of the co-location, 55%36 were not
supportive. Additionally, almost half37
Community feedback indicates that many viewed
said they were not given an opportunity
[the hearings] more as a procedural hoop than as
to express their opinion about the coan opportunity for meaningful engagement to
location.
revise and improve the proposals. The process
should be a real dialogue.
Similarly, more than half38 of the
parents surveyed said they had
Breaking Down Barriers
questions about the allotment of space,
yet an almost equal amount39 said those
questions were not addressed, and 40
percent said they were not satisfied with the explanation they did receive.
Of those parents who were originally supportive of co-location, 23%40 found that their views
changed during the process, while 57%41 of those who were not supportive remained so.
A survey by the New York City Public Advocate and the Alliance for Quality Education
(AQE) had stronger findings. In that survey, 70% of parents said “the process for engaging
parents in decisions to co-locate or re-site schools could be improved,” and recommended a
lengthening of the process.42 Moreover, those surveyed said “there was insufficient
information provided in the EIS (Educational Impact Statement) to understand the actual
impact of the proposed changes,” and “42% said they had not been informed about how the
proposed changes would affect particular programs.”
More than half of the parent (51.5%) in the Public Advocate/AQE survey “did not believe the
Department [of Education] had adequately addressed their questions about the planned colocation,” and “less than 20% felt their specific concerns or issues had been adequately
addresses and resolved.”43

Transparency and Mutual Respect
Transparency must exist around both the numerous internal and external issues related to
co-locating schools, and the process involved in deciding which – and whether or not – schools
are to be co-located. This transparency needs to be available to all the parties involved,
including the school leadership, the students and parents, and the community experiencing
the co-location.
In addition, mutual respect must be an integral part of the relationships involved with colocations. When a new school moves in to a neighborhood and co-locates with an existing
traditional public school, it is essential that the leadership of the new school work to
establish mutually-respectful relationships with community institutions, individuals, and
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parents. Adults must
model this mutual respect
for the students at the
involved schools to prevent
any disharmony.
At a minimum, parental
and community
participation in decisionmaking regarding
potential co-locations,
including involvement in
shared space committees,
needs to be a part of the
process. More generally,
the process for obtaining
parent and community
feedback needs to be
improved.

The office of New York City Public Advocate conducted a
parent survey of 873 parents at 34 schools affected by colocation:
[T]he report concludes that the Department’s parental
engagement process provided insufficient information and
left too many questions unanswered about how students
and the school community will be affected by these major
school decisions.
The report’s key finding is that the EIS – the official
document assessing the impact that a proposed change will
have on school services – does not provide adequate
information for members of the school community to
understand and comment about how students will be
affected by these decisions.”

Further, if not well-planned and coordinated, closures and
Finally, it is essential for
co-locations can disrupt students’ education and decrease
the DOE itself to
their access to school facilities such as classrooms,
incorporate transparency
gymnasiums and cafeterias.
and respect as a part of the
co-location process. The
The Department of Education’s (“Department”) decisions to
DOE must understand
close or co-locate schools frequently involve the loss of
that a number of people –
critical space and programs, which can have serious effects
not just parents, but also
on students’ education.”
neighborhood community
School-based hearings that were supposed to be held
members – look at their
jointly were operated using a top-down approach and
local school as a part of the
although parents expressed their opinions about the
community. A private
proposed changes the Department did not thoroughly
corporation moving in to a
consider, deliberate on, or provide meaningful feedback to
neighborhood to oversee a
parents. The Department treated these hearings as
school — a company
procedural hurdle to overcome to satisfy the letter of the
without connections to the
law, rather than an opportunity to engage in a productive
community — may need to
dialogue about the impacts of proposed school closures and
invest some time to
co-locations on students and what is in the best interests of
overcome the belief that
affected students
they are also not genuinely
invested in the community.
This has been a
commitment that some
charter schools have seemed unwilling to do.
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Requirements of a Building Utilization Plan
The New York City Department of Education employs requirements from its Building
Utilization Plan in estimating space needs for existing and potential schools. Among the
requirements are:
Before a charter school may be located or co-located in an existing public school building, in
a city school district, in a city having a population of one million or more inhabitants, the
chancellor shall identify which public school buildings may be subject to location or colocation, provide the rationale as to why such public school building is identified for
location or co-location and shall make all such information publicly available, including via
the city board's official internet website.
In addition, the chancellor shall provide widespread notice of such information including to
the community superintendent, community district education council and the school-based
management team. After a public school building has been selected for a proposed location or
co-location, the chancellor shall develop a building usage plan in accordance with this
paragraph.
The building usage plan shall be developed by the chancellor for each school that has been
definitively identified for a location or co-location. The building usage plan shall include,
but need not be limited to, the following information:
(A) the actual allocation and sharing of classroom and administrative space
between the charter and non-charter schools;
(B) a proposal for the collaborative usage of shared resources and spaces between the
charter school and the non-charter schools, including but not limited to, cafeterias, libraries,
gymnasiums and recreational spaces, including playgrounds which assures equitable access
to such facilities in a similar manner and at reasonable times to non-charter school students
as provided to charter school students;
(C) justification of the feasibility of the proposed allocations and schedules set forth
in clauses (A) and (B) of this subparagraph and how such proposed allocations and shared
usage would result in an equitable and comparable use of such public school building;
(D) building safety and security;
(E) communication strategies to be used by the co-located schools; and
(F) collaborative decision-making strategies to be used by the co-located schools including the
establishment of a share space committee pursuant to paragraph (a-four) of this subdivision.
New York State Education Law, Article 56, Sec. 2853 [3] [a-3] [1]
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CONCLUSION
“Our children are not pawns on a chess board to be moved around as DOE sees
fit. (W)hen space is being given to schools at the expense of other successful
programs in the same building, I think it’s time that we question the policies and
procedures that allowed it to happen.”
Jessica Santos, PTA President, P.S. 94 (Manhattan)

Making co-locations work requires communication, transparency, and mutual respect. The
DOE, working side-by-side with school leadership, parents, and community, can work
together to make this transpire.
Unfortunately, the issues related to inequity – space, funding, and deficient resources – are
more complicated. The difficulties related to co-location increase for schools that are already
struggling to obtain basic services and supplies they need to succeed and be a wellperforming school. When, on top of this challenge, they’re forced to share their limited
resources with a school they consider to be “other,” resentments can arise.
Based on our research and surveys, additional recommendations and solutions to help make
co-locations a more palatable action include:

Space






Existing programs should not be disrupted, from cluster rooms for the arts, to
computer and science labs.
Separate private spaces for therapists to provide services for special needs services
need to remain intact.
Emphasize the logistics of school placement in the co-located buildings, for example,
charters should not be located in a way that causes other co-located schools to be
broken up or divided in the building.
All schools in a co-located building should have the space necessary for their
administrative needs, and have adequate and sensible access to common areas,
including cafeterias, gymnasiums, and playgrounds.

Growth




Retain the ability to allow for potential future growth within the existing school. For
example, don’t limit enrollment or prevent school growth at existing schools that are
dealing with an incoming co-located school.
Enable the existing schools to retain the opportunity to develop and create new
school spaces to meet the needs of the students.
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Do not co-locate at
traditional schools that
have a waiting list,
especially for PreKindergarten.

Resources




Students at the individual
schools in a co-located
building should have the
benefit of equitable
resources and appropriate
services. This includes
ensuring that all the
schools in a co-located
building are serving
comparable numbers of
English Language
Learners, special
education, and free lunch
students.
Require schools that
receive private funding to
pay their share of rent,
maintenance, and utility
costs.

Process


Slow the process down.
Six months simply does
not allow enough time to
fully and genuinely hear
concerns or to provide a
meaningful response that
addresses legitimate
criticisms related to
proposed co-locations.
This includes legitimately
considering, and then
incorporating, the critique
and input from those
associated with impacted
schools.

Politics
Unfortunately, it’s important to acknowledge
another factor in challenges that co-located schools
face: the political agenda that, according to some,
has elected officials in both New York and
Washington, DC “far more interested in competition
between public and charter schools than they are in
collaboration.”
Pedro Noguera, who wrote these words, was a
trustee of the State University of New York and
chair of the committee that oversaw the
authorization of charter schools. He resigned in
January 2012 because of this political agenda.
“Ironically, by authorizing a charter we were
effectively freeing a school from the constraints
created by the State Education Department and the
city Department of Education, which more often
than not make the job of running a school more
difficult,” Mr. Noguera wrote. “I I have also had a
growing awareness that the proliferation of charter
schools and their co-location . . . were actually
undermining rather than improving the public
schools. Particularly in neighborhoods such as
central Harlem . . . where there is now a
concentration of charter schools, it was becoming
increasingly clear that we were contributing to the
problem.”
Mr. Noguera referenced Mayor Bloomberg’s policy of
closing failing schools, saying that “(i)n too many
cases, the new charter schools are not serving the
same children as the schools that have been shut
down. Instead, those children are being reassigned
to other schools that will soon be labeled failing once
again. Whether it is intended or not, in many cases
charter schools are contributing to a more
inequitable educational playing field.”
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The DOE needs to work one-on-one with school leadership to more accurately
estimate the space needed for existing and potential schools.
Require local Community Education Councils (CEC) to approve co-locations.
Require that a Building Council, representing each of the individual schools in the
building, be established for as long as the co-location exists to enable the co-located
schools to adequately address both the initial and ongoing issues related to the colocations. In addition, ensure that this Council is empowered to do what is necessary
to make the co-location successful.
Establish strong and clear communication between the DOE and the charter
authorizing agencies. In addition, the authority of the agencies to investigate
charges made by parents and communities concerned about the effect of the colocation needs to be strengthened.

Parents need to be informed and involved not only for their own child, but for all the children
in their community who are affected by changes in the schools. This includes parents on
both sides: those whose children attend the traditional public school, and those who are
sending their children to the co-located school.
Public education professionals, parents, and community leaders know what public education
students need: equitable spaces and resources for all children, equitable services that enable
all students to learn and thrive, and the space to effectively provide the services that are
necessary to the students who need them. Everyone deserves the opportunity for a great
education.
As seen from the examples in this document, some schools – already struggling with limited
resources, aging facilities, and out-dated equipment – are faced with the challenges of colocation, watching their space and student population decrease while being forced to make
room for a school with money to provide modern and innovative resources and bent on rapid
growth.
The charter schools – those that are most often the interlopers – are aware of the challenges
as well. “[M]ultiple schools sharing a single building is an exercise in communication and
compromise,” says the New York City Charter School Center. “The process to seek co-location
creates an enormous time and resource burden, and its outcome can be uncertain. . . New colocations require regular attention and communication. Ultimately, of course, most colocated schools work through any conflicts with professionalism, and even find opportunities
to collaborate.44
Co-location is not a one-time event. It doesn’t end after a building has been co-located and
the school has moved in. It’s an ongoing process to keep it working, and working well.
With all the emotion and struggle that can be a part of the process of co-location, it is
essential that the most important part of all this is not lost: the students. The students are
the reason for the classrooms, the building, and the educational system. All those involved
in the challenges that co-locations bring must keep the needs and best interests of the
students at the forefront of the discussion.
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SURVEY INSTRUMENTS
Parent Survey
May 2012
1. Name of School:______________________________________________________________
2. What year did the charter school begin co-locating with the public school?
___________________________________________________________________________
3. Were you notified of the pending co-location (please circle)?
YES
NO
a. If yes, how soon before the c-location began were you notified?
________________________________________________________________________
b. How were you notified? (Please circle all relevant answers)
FLYER

NEWSLETTER

PHONECALL

EMAIL OTHER (please explain)_______

c. From whom was the notification? (Please circle all relevant answers)
STUDENT

TEACHER

PRINCIPAL

OTHER PARENT

OTHER (please explain)______________________________________________
d. Please add any additional comments you have on the co-location notification
process:
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
4. What was the community response on learning a charter school was planned for co-location
in the public school?
EXTREMELY POSITIVE

POSITIVE

NEUTRAL

NEGATIVE

5. Were you supportive of the co-location?
YES
a. Did your views change during the process? YES
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NO
NO

EXTREMELY NEGATIVE

b. If so, how? If not, why?
___________________________________________________________________________

c. Were you able to express your opinion on the co-location to the school
administration?
YES
NO
6. Did you have any questions regarding space allotment?
a.

If yes, were they addressed?

YES

YES

NO

NO

i. By whom? TEACHER
PRINCIPAL
OTHER PARENT
OTHER
(PLEASE SPECIFY)________________________________________________
ii. Were you satisfied with the explanation provided to you?

YES

NO

b. Please add any additional comments you have on the process your school went
through during the co-location.
7. Please provide any additional thoughts or comments you have on the collocation process:

If you are willing to talk in more detail about the co-location, please provide your name and
contact information:
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
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Site Survey Questions
May 2012
1. Where is the entrance to the public school located?
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
a. To the charter
school?__________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
2. How many grades does the public school serve? ________________________________
a.

How many students total? ___________________________________________

3. How many grades does the charter school serve?________________________________
a. How many students total? ___________________________________________
4. How many classrooms does the public school utilize?_____________________________
a. The charter school?_________________________________________________
5. What is offered as outside space for the public school?___________________________
________________________________________________________________________
a. For the charter
school?__________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
6. What are the observational differences between the public school and the charter
school (e.g., facilities,
equipment)?___________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
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7. If there are additional schools co-located in the same building, how many are there and
what populations do they serve?_____________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
8. How are common spaces like the library, cafeteria, and auditorium shared?
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
a. Who determines the
schedule?________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
9. Who decides which rooms the community/public school will
lose?___________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
10. (If applicable) Why must the community school sacrifice space/rooms in order to
accommodate the charter school?
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
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