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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
NEW YORK CITY DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

ADMINISTRATION OF THE EARLY GRADE CLASS 
SIZE REDUCTION PROGRAM 
 

 
SCOPE OF AUDIT 

 
hapter 436 of the Laws of 1997 established the Early Grade Class Size 
Reduction Program (Program) in New York State through amendments to 

the State Education Law (Law).  The Program’s goal is to reduce class sizes in 
grades kindergarten through third grade to an average of not more than 20 
students per class by adding new classrooms and teachers (beyond the 1998-99 
base year levels) at specific districts and schools throughout the State.  The 
intent of the Program is to increase the ability of children to learn and to improve 
their performance on standardized tests.  
 
The New York City Department of Education (DoE) has received allocations of 
more than $88 million annually in Program funding.  The amount of funding is 
predicated mainly on the number of new early grade classes that a district 
actually creates and maintains.  Districts are precluded from using Program 
funding to substitute for local funding that was used previously for early grade 
classes (and teachers) that existed prior to the Program’s implementation.   The 
DoE was expected to add 1,586 classes to its base amount of 13,267 early grade 
classes during our audit period, for a total of 14,853 classes in kindergarten 
through third grade.   
 
Our audit addressed the following questions about the DoE’s administration of 
the Program, for the period July 1, 2002 through June 30, 2005: 
 

• Did the DoE meet its prescribed goal of 1,586 new early grade 
 classes? 

 
• Did the DoE allocate Program funding appropriately in relation to 
 school enrollment and capacity factors?  
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AUDIT OBSERVATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS 
 

oE has reduced the average class sizes in grades kindergarten through 
third; however the DoE has added considerably fewer new classes and 

teachers than expected.  We also believe that the DoE can better allocate 
Program funding in relation to school enrollment and capacity factors so that 
more children can be enrolled in classes of 20 students or less. 
 
Using the methods specified in the Law and in formal State Education 
Department (SED) guidance, the DoE should have provided students with 14,853 
early grade classes annually.  This includes the base amount of 13,267 early 
grade classes plus the Program increment of 1,586 classes.  However, we 
determined the DoE did not achieve the goal for new classes and teachers for 
the 2004-05 year when there were 13,287 early grade classes, 1,566 less than 
should have been provided that year.  The DoE also did not approach the target 
for the prior years.  The total number of new early grade classes peaked at 896 
in the 2000-01 year.  Moreover, over the last four school years from 2001-02 
through 2004-05, the total number of new early grade classes actually 
decreased, thereby increasing the amount of the shortfall.  As detailed in our 
report, DoE officials took exception to our finding and stated that DoE created 
more than the required 1,586 new classes.  However, we believe that the DoE’s 
calculations are not consistent with the Law, because DoE’s method substitutes 
Program funding for local funding that was used previously for early grade 
classes (and teachers) that existed prior to the Program’s implementation. 
 
For the 2004-05 year, we determined the DoE provided 13,287 early grade 
classes for 283,461 students (or an average of 21.3 students per class).  The 
average class sizes per grade level were: 20.9 students for kindergarten; 21.6 
students for first grade; 21.3 students for second grade; and 21.6 students for 
third grade.  About 59 percent of the total 13,287 early grade classes had more 
than 20 students.  If the DoE had added all of the prescribed new classes (for a 
total of 14,853 early grade classes), the average class size would have been 
reduced to 19.1 students in grades kindergarten through three. Although some 
classes would still have enrollments of more than 20 students, the majority of 
classes would likely have 20 students or less.  Moreover, to average 20 students 
per class (the Program’s prescribed goal), the DoE would have needed 887 
additional early grade classes than it actually provided during the 2004-05 year.  
This would have included increases of 132 kindergarten classes, 277 first grade 
classes, 213 second grade classes, and 265 third grade classes.  
 
Based on our visits to 54 selected elementary schools in New York City and our 
analysis of DoE building capacity data, we concluded that the lack of classroom 
space was an impediment to creating new early grade classes in some locations. 
We believe that DoE can do a better job of allocating Program resources where 
they are most needed, considering available space.  Based on our analysis of the 

D 
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city-wide enrollment data, we identified 110 instances in 98 schools where there 
was a need for additional classes in one grade, but instead, classes had been 
created in another grade. We also identified 82 schools, based on an analysis of 
2003-04 enrollment data that needed a total of 163 classes as called for by 
DoE’s system for allocating classes, had space to create additional classes and 
did not receive Program funds to create these classes.  And, we identified 130 
schools that received 237 more classes than were required to reach the goal of 
20 students or less per class.  Of the 82 schools needing classes, 11 schools 
were in Manhattan, 9 schools were in the Bronx, 45 schools were in Brooklyn, 10 
schools were in Queens and 7 schools were in Staten Island.  Thus, it appears 
that Program resources (and classes) were often not placed where they were 
most needed.  
 
We also determined that there are opportunities to reduce the number of large 
classes by adjusting schools’ service boundaries to even out utilization rates 
among the schools.  We noted examples where neighboring schools, within a 
few blocks, had an imbalance in their space utilization and enrollment, allowing 
for opportunities to reduce class sizes by changing boundary lines. 
 
Our report contains more detailed analyses of the status of Program 
implementation, as well as recommendations to help reduce early grade class 
sizes. 
 

COMMENTS OF DoE OFFICIALS 
 

oE officials disagreed with our determination as to the number of early grade 
classes that should have been created pursuant to the Law.  Specifically, 

DoE officials state that the DoE created 1,840 additional classes for the 2004-05 
year, based upon a comparison of the number early grade classes actually 
provided versus the number of classes needed to achieve an overall average of 
25 students per class.  DoE officials also indicated that Program resource 
allocations should not be based solely on quantitative analysis performed by 
central office officials.  Nonetheless, DoE officials indicated that they will consider 
the design and dissemination of additional reports of academic performance, 
enrollment, capacity and utilization factors to provide local educational leaders 
with data that will aid their holistic assessments of the relative needs for class 
size reduction funding.  

D 
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INTRODUCTION 

 
Background 

ccording to the State Education Department (SED), 
research indicates that class size reduction in the early 

elementary school grades (kindergarten through third grade) 
leads to higher achievement, particularly for minority and 
disadvantaged students. Students, teachers, and parents all 
report positive effects on the quality of classroom activity from 
class size reductions.  For example, small classroom settings 
allow teachers to provide more individual attention to students 
who need help.  Concerned about many school districts’ 
relatively poor performance on standardized State tests (such 
as the Fourth Grade Mathematics and English Language Arts 
examinations), the Legislature initiated the State’s Early Grade 
Class Size Reduction Program (Program) through enactment of 
Chapter 436 of the Laws of 1997.  This legislation amended 
Section 3602 of the State Education Law (Law). 
 
The Program’s goal is to reduce class sizes to an average of not 
more than 20 students per class, by adding new classrooms 
and teachers to grades kindergarten through three at specific 
districts and schools throughout the State. Using the criteria 
contained in Section 3602(37) of the Law, SED allocates 
Program funds to districts based on their extraordinary needs 
(concentrations of students with limited English proficiency and 
other at-risk students), their enrollments in early grade classes 
(primary determinants of the number of new classes to be 
created), and relative wealth ratio (economic need).  
 
In school year 2001-02, about 200 school districts statewide 
were determined to be eligible for Program funding. (The 
Program excludes classes limited to students with special 
needs, and school district participation in the Program is 
voluntary.)  The State Legislature intended to phase-in the 
Program over a three-year period, beginning with the 1999-2000 
school year.  Appropriations were to increase annually over the 
phase-in period to expand the number of districts eligible for the 
Program and to increase the funding that each participating 
district would receive for additional early grade classes.  The 
Law and the appropriations that supported the Program were 
not intended to cover the full costs of implementing the 
Program. 
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The Law prescribes a detailed mathematical methodology for 
SED to use to determine the number of classes and teachers 
that districts should add each year to reduce the average size of 
early grade classes to no more than 20 students. Districts are 
precluded from using Program funding to substitute for local 
funding that was used previously for early grade classes (and 
teachers) that existed prior to the Program’s implementation.  
This provision is commonly referred to as the Maintenance of 
Fiscal Effort requirement.   
 
Although total funding increased in the Program’s second year 
(2000-01) to $140 million, annual Statewide funding for the 
Program’s subsequent years has ranged from only $134 million 
to $137 million. As a result, most participating districts did not 
receive additional funds to create new classes and hire 
additional teachers beyond the levels established for the 2000-
01 school year. Moreover, participating districts may have 
experienced a decline in the percentage of costs covered by 
Program funding (if districts added the full amount of new 
classes and teachers as prescribed by SED) because teachers’ 
compensation has increased since the inception of the Program. 
For the 2000-01 through 2004-05 school years, the New York 
City Department of Education (DoE) received annual Program 
allocations of more than $88 million from SED.  According to the 
plans produced by the DoE for SED, the monies were to be 
used to help create and maintain 1,586 new early grade classes 
- above the 13,267 classes that existed for the 1998-99 school 
year (the base year for the Program).  As such, for each year of 
our audit, DoE should have provided 14,853 early grade 
classes, if it fully utilized available Program funding.  (It should 
also be noted that 10 percent of Program funding can be used 
for class size reduction in grades four and above.) 
 
In addition, the federal government has provided significant 
amounts of funding, currently through the No Child Left Behind 
initiative, which also can be used for early grade class size 
reduction efforts. For the 2004-05 school year, DoE allocated 
about $33.8 million of No Child Left Behind funding for early 
grade class size reduction. Although the State’s Program 
generally requires funding to be used for additional teachers in 
additional discrete early grade classes, the federal program 
allows newly hired teachers to be used in existing classes or as 
remedial instructors for small groups of children.  Thus, the 
DoE’s federally-funded early grade class size reduction initiative 
produces relatively few new discrete early grade classes.  
Further, the federal program allows the use of funds for 
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administrative and professional development costs, whereas the 
State Program does not.  In addition to State and federal 
funding for class size reduction, NYC included an additional $20 
million in its 2004-05 education budget mainly to hire 206 more 
teachers to create additional classes in kindergarten through 
third grade, allowing for even further reductions in class sizes.  
 

Audit Scope, Objectives and Methodology 
 

e audited the DoE’s administration of the Program for the 
period July 1, 2002 through June 30, 2005. The primary 

objectives of this performance audit were to determine whether 
the DoE met its prescribed goals for adding new classes and 
teachers, and whether the DoE allocated Program funding 
appropriately in relation to school enrollment and capacity 
factors. To accomplish our objectives, we interviewed officials of 
the DoE, and made site visits to selected regional offices, 
operations centers and elementary schools.  During our scope 
period, 560 of DoE’s 718 elementary schools had been 
allocated Program funded teaching positions.  We visited 54 of 
these schools, which, in addition to receiving Program funds, 
had been operating above or below capacity.  Many of the 
schools we visited have been identified as needing academic 
remediation (e.g., some schools are under registration review).  
For a complete listing of the 54 schools we visited, see Exhibit 
H.  
 
We also reviewed and analyzed pertinent records, data and 
supporting documentation, including DoE’s official records of 
actual kindergarten through third grade classes and the 
corresponding enrollments.  We tested the accuracy of 
enrollment and class count information during our site visits to 
54 of DoE’s 718 elementary schools. Our quantitative analysis 
of classes and class sizes included “bridge classes” (or classes 
that cover two or more grade levels) and “inclusion classes” (or 
regular education classes that include some special education 
students with relatively minor special needs) as well as the 
traditional single grade level regular education classes.  We also 
included information from our prior audit (Report 2002-S-33) 
covering the period July 1, 1999 through June 30, 2002 for 
analytical purposes. 
 
Our audit did not include a review of the federal funding 
provided under the No Child Left Behind Program for initiatives 
related to early grade class size reduction efforts at DoE.  We 
also excluded special education classes from our review 
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because localities receive special categorical aids for such 
classes which traditionally have had comparatively low ratios of 
students to teachers.   
 
We conducted our audit in accordance with generally accepted 
government auditing standards.  Such standards require that we 
plan and perform our audit to adequately assess those 
operations of DoE that are included within our audit scope.  
Further, these standards require that we understand DoE’s 
internal control structure and compliance with those laws, rules 
and regulations that are relevant to DoE’s operations included in 
our audit scope.  An audit includes examining, on a test basis, 
evidence supporting the transactions recorded in the accounting 
and operating records, and applying such other auditing 
procedures as we consider necessary in the circumstances.  An 
audit also includes assessing the estimates, judgments and 
decisions made by management.  We believe that our audit 
provides a reasonable basis for our findings, conclusions and 
recommendations.  
 
In addition to being the State Auditor, the Comptroller performs 
certain other constitutionally and statutorily mandated duties as 
the chief fiscal officer of New York State, several of which are 
performed by the Division of State Services.  These include 
operating the State’s accounting system; preparing the State’s 
financial statements; and approving State contracts, refunds, 
and other payments.  In addition, the Comptroller appoints 
members to certain boards, commissions and public authorities, 
some of whom have minority voting rights. These duties may be 
considered management functions for purposes of evaluating 
organizational independence under generally accepted 
government auditing standards. In our opinion, these 
management functions do not affect our ability to conduct 
independent audits of program performance. 
 

Response of DoE Officials to Audit 
 

e provided draft copies of this report to DoE officials for 
their review and formal comment.  We considered their 

comments in preparing this report and have included them as 
Appendix B.  Our rejoinders to the DoE’s comments are 
presented in Appendix C, State Comptroller’s Notes. 
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Within 90 days after final release of this report, we request the 
Chancellor of the New York City Department of Education to 
report to the State Comptroller, advising what steps were taken 
to implement the recommendations contained herein, and 
where recommendations were not implemented, the reasons 
why.
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STATUS OF NEW CLASSES ADDED 

 
e sought to answer the following questions in this part of 
our audit report.  

 
• Did DoE add the number of new classes prescribed 
 under the Program, and if not, what is the response of 
 DoE officials? 

 
• What was the average enrolled number of students 
 per class in each grade citywide? 

 
• What are the school capacity factors that impact 
 DoE’s ability to add new classes? 

 

Number of New Classes 
 

oE has reduced the average class sizes on a system wide 
basis in recent years in grades kindergarten though three. 

This was due in part to a significant decline in enrollments and 
the development of Program classes.  DoE’s early grade 
enrollments have declined by nearly 47,000 students since the 
1998-99 school year and the average class size has decreased 
from 24.9 students to 21.3 students.  As a result, considerable 
progress has been made towards the Program’s goal of an 
average of 20 students or less per class.  To reach the goal of 
an average of 20 students or less, DoE would need to add more 
than 800 classes based upon the 2004-05 enrollment figures. 
 
The Law provides that SED will compute the number of new 
Program classes to be added by a district to reduce the average 
class size to 20 or less based upon the district’s average class 
size in the 1993-94 school year and the school’s enrollment 
numbers in 1995.  The amount of the grant will be determined 
based upon the number of classes to be added, a phase-in 
factor and the district’s median salary for teachers with five or 
more years of experience.  Annually, SED formally notifies each 
district of the amount of its Program grant award and the 
expected number of new classes and teachers the district 
should add relative to its award.  In the case of DoE, the number 
of new classes to be added was computed to be 1,586  classes.  
(Thus, the annual Program grant of $88.8 million provided about 
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$56,000 per class.)  Using the methods specified in the Law and 
in formal SED guidance, DoE should have provided students 
with 14,853 early grade classes annually during our audit 
period.  This includes the base amount of 13,267 early grade 
classes plus the Program increment of 1,586 classes.   
 
For the school years 1999-00 through 2004-05, we determined 
the number of actual kindergarten through third grade classes 
and the corresponding enrollments using DoE’s official records.  
Based on the results of our review, we concluded that DoE has 
not approached the total number of early grade classes of 
14,853.  The following table shows how many classes were 
created as compared to the base year: 
 

 
 
In the 1999-2000 year, DoE had 836 new early grade classes 
above the base year amount.  The number of new early grade 
classes peaked at 896 for the 2000-01 year when DoE had a 
total of 14,163 early grade classes, and then it consistently 
declined in the subsequent years.  As shown in the table, over 
the last four school years from 2001-02 through 2004-05, the 
total number of new early grade classes actually decreased, 
thereby increasing the amount of the shortfall. By the 2004-05 
year, the total number of early grade classes had decreased to 
13,287 and as such, DoE had retained only 20 of the 836 new 
early grade classes that were originally created for the 1999-
2000 year.  This represented a decrease of 876 early grade 
classes from the 2000-01 year.   
 
DoE officials stated that a comparison of the total number of 
classes in the base year to the number of classes at the present 
time does not recognize that enrollments have declined 
significantly in the early grades and that funding must follow the 
students as they progress through the higher grades.  In a letter 
to a State Senator, a senior DoE official stated, “DoE calculates 
the number of classes that would be formed at a school using

 
 
School Year 

 
  Base Year 

Classes 

 
Number of Early 
Grade Classes 

     
 

Difference 
1999-00 13,267 14,103 836 
2000-01 13,267 14,163 896 
2001-02 13,267 14,148 881 
2002-03 13,267 13,918 651 
2003-04 13,267 13,574 307 
2004-05 13,267 13,287   20 
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the DoE base funding allocation and compares this number to 
the total number of K-3 classes actually formed.  Extending this 
calculation across the city, the difference is the number of 
additional classes funded by the EGCSR grant.”   
 
In this letter, DoE illustrated its methodology by using PS 115 in 
Manhattan as an example.  DoE advised that there were 94 
kindergarten students at PS 115 during the 2002-03 year.  
Pursuant to DoE’s standard funding allocation method, DoE 
would have funded four kindergarten classes at PS 115.  
However, DoE claimed that five kindergarten classes were 
provided, and therefore one new class was attributed to the 
Program. When DoE's methodology is applied citywide, the 
aggregate difference is the number of additional classes actually 
created beyond that needed to maintain 25 pupils per class.  
Thus, under DoE’s methodology, DoE is not required to add 
onto the base year level of 13,267 early grade classes.  
Moreover, under DoE’s methodology, DoE officials calculate 
that they have created more than the 1,586 classes required to 
meet their Program obligation.1  
 
DoE officials have also indicated that their Program allocation 
from the State is insufficient, on a cost per class (or teacher) 
basis, to fund 100 percent of the Program’s costs (i.e., the 
expected number of new positions as prescribed by SED). In 
the letter to the State Senator, the senior DoE official included a 
summary of funding allocations for the Program. As noted 
previously, Program funding has remained constant at about 
$88 million annually since the Program’s second year (2000-
01).  According to DoE’s data, the Program’s total annual costs 
grew by 23.9 percent from the 2000-01 year through the 2004-
05 year, from $128.8 million to $159.6 million.  Consequently, 
the State’s share of annual Program costs has fallen over the 
same period, from 69 percent to 55.7 percent.   The following 
table summarizes the data provided in the letter. 

                                            
1 The method used by DoE to calculate the number of classes that should have been 
funded under the Program (for a specific grade level within a particular school) is 
contained in what is commonly referred to as the Look Up Chart.  An excerpt from 
the Look-Up Chart is included on page 25 of this report.     
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School Year: 

 
2000-01 

 
2001-02 

 
2002-03 

 
2003-04 

 
2004-05 

Budgeted Cost of Classes (in 
millions) 

 State Program Funding  
Federal Contribution 
Tax Levy   
Total 

 
 

$  88.8 
$  19.0 
$  21.0 
$128.8 

 

 
 

$ 88.8 
$ 17.7 
$ 21.0 

$ 127.5 

 
 

$ 88.8 
$ 33.8 
$ 21.0 

$ 143.6 

 
 

$  88.8 
$  33.8 
$  23.8 
$146.4 

 
 

$  88.8 
$  33.8 
$  37.0 
$159.6 

State Program Funded 
Percentage 

 
69.0% 

 
69.7% 

 
62.0% 

 
60.7% 

 
55.7% 

 
According to DoE’s data, the DoE has supplemented State 
Program funding with federal and tax levy monies, and 
consequently, the total cost of the Program was $159.6 million 
for the 2004-05 year.   
 
We agree with DoE officials that the Law does not appear to be 
designed to handle significant declines in enrollment.  Rather, it 
appears to assume that enrollments will remain relatively 
constant.  Thus, DoE’s concerns must be recognized.  In 
addition, we acknowledge that Program funding has not 
increased in recent years.  However, we question if DoE’s 
methodology is consistent with the Law. The Law details the 
Program’s requirements which stipulate that Program funding 
should not be used to fund classes (including teachers’ salaries) 
that existed in the base year. We believe that DoE’s 
methodology often substitutes Program funding (for early grade 
classes and teachers) for base-level funding that would 
otherwise come from tax levy contributions. As a result, we 
conclude that this is inconsistent with the Program’s 
maintenance of effort requirement.  
 

Class Sizes 
he DoE has reduced the average early grade class sizes 
from 24.9 students per class in 1998-99 to 21.3 students per 

class in 2004-05.  Nonetheless, DoE has not reached the goal 
of 20 students per class (on average) throughout the system, 
despite a decrease in enrollment of nearly 47,000 early grade 
students since the 1999-2000 year and the infusion of 
significant sums of federal, State and NYC funding designated 
specifically for class size reduction.  For the 2004-05 year, we 
determined that DoE, as of October 29, 2004, provided 13,287 
early grade classes for 283,461 students (or an average of 21.3 
students per class). For the 2004-05 year, the average class 
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sizes per grade level (including bridge and inclusion classes) 
were 20.9 students for kindergarten; 21.6 students for first 
grade; 21.3 students for second grade; and 21.6 students for 
third grade.  (For detailed class size distribution analysis by 
grade, see Exhibits B through F.)  If DoE had added all 1,586 
classes (for a total of 14,853 early grade classes), the average 
class size would have been reduced to 19.1 students in grades 
kindergarten through three. Although some classes would still 
have enrollments of more than 20 students, the majority of 
classes would likely have 20 students or less.  
 
Moreover, to achieve the goal of an average of 20 students per 
class, DoE would have needed 887 more kindergarten through 
third grade classes than it actually provided for the 2004-05 
year.  This would have included increases of 132 kindergarten 
classes, 277 first grade classes, 213 second grade classes, and 
265 third grade classes throughout the system.  If the total 
number of early grade classes equaled 14,174, the overall 
average class size would be 20 students.  
 

School Capacity Factors 
 

n our prior audit report, we were told that space constraints 
limited districts’ ability to add new early grade classes. Based 

on our visits to the 54 selected elementary schools in NYC and 
our analysis of DoE building capacity data, we concluded that 
the lack of availability of classroom space was an impediment to 
creating new early grade classes at certain schools.  During our 
site visits, we observed instances where schools converted 
space formerly used for other purposes into classrooms. For 
example, at PS 81 in Queens, we observed that the school has 
a transportable classroom unit in the school yard, and built two 
classrooms from space formerly used as a gym. At PS 102 in 
Brooklyn, we observed that the school converted an open area 
on the first floor (where children used to play) into five 
classrooms. 
 
Moreover, based on information prepared by DoE officials, we 
question whether there was sufficient classroom space available 
to add 1,586 new classes to the 13,267 early grade classes that 
existed during the 1998-99 year.  We noted that schools in 15 of 
DoE’s 32 community school districts averaged 95 percent or 
more of target capacity utilization for the 2003-04 year, despite 
decreases in enrollment in early grade classes in previous 
years.  Ten community school districts averaged 100 percent or 
more of target capacity. (For a complete summary of districts’ 
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capacity utilization rates, see Exhibit G.) Consequently, DoE 
had limited ability to add classes at many districts and schools 
throughout the system.   
 
The DoE School Construction Authority compiles information 
and reports on the student capacity utilization of each public 
school. The capacity is determined by the number of 
classrooms multiplied by the maximum number of students that 
may be assigned to each classroom. Generally, classrooms 
designated for kindergarten through third grade have a standard 
capacity of 20 students.  Adjustments  are made to reflect the 
need for support rooms required for teaching classes in art, 
music, science, and computers, as well as for funded support 
services and other reasons.  When a school needs additional 
classrooms, rooms that were constructed for other uses (such 
as a gymnasium or a teacher’s lounge) are sometimes 
converted to classroom use and are also counted toward the 
school’s total capacity. 
 
 The resulting report of school capacity is referred to as the 
“Blue Book.”  Once the student capacity is determined, it is 
compared to the number of students assigned to the school. 
Thus, a school with more students than its listed classroom 
capacity would have a capacity utilization rate exceeding 100 
percent.  When a school enrolls fewer students than its capacity 
would normally allow, utilization is reported as less than 100 
percent.  
 
DoE has 927 elementary school buildings including temporary 
classroom units and mini-schools, in addition to main school 
buildings throughout the five boroughs.  Unlike a smaller district 
with a small geographic size and a more limited number of 
buildings, DoE is faced with a complex problem of matching 
building space with enrollment demands in a wide range of 
geographic locations.  Thus, it may not always be possible to 
create discrete new classes at all locations where they are 
needed. As discussed previously in our report, DoE is supposed 
to give priority to locations where classes are overcrowded and 
academic performance is poor.  The following table summarizes 
the number of buildings and the corresponding capacity 
utilization rates. 
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Capacity  

Utilization 
Range 

Number of  
Buildings in the 

Range 
(See Note Below) 

 
Percentage of 
Total Number 
of Buildings 

 
 

Cumulative 
Percentage 

    
     <50%   28  3.0    3.0 
  50-59%   30  3.2     6.2 

  60-69%   61  6.6   12.8 

  70-79%   91  9.8   22.6 

  80-89% 127 13.7   36.3 

  90-99% 130 14.0   50.3 

100-109% 162 17.5   67.8 

110-119% 115 12.4   80.2 

120-129%   94 10.1   90.3 

130-139%   47  5.1   95.4 

140-149%   21  2.3   97.7 

    >149%   21  2.3 100.0 

Totals 927 100  

    
   Note:   Amounts include temporary class rooms, mini-schools and annexes.  These 

927 buildings correspond to 718 schools. 
 
As the table indicates, there is a wide range in the capacity 
utilization rates among DoE’s elementary schools. More 
specifically, we note that 210 (22.7 percent) of DoE’s 
elementary school buildings have capacity utilization rates of 
less than 80 percent, and 183 (19.7 percent) school buildings 
have utilization rates of 120 percent or more.  Thus, about 42 
percent of DoE’s school buildings were significantly over- or 
under-utilized.   
 
For the 2003-04 school year (the latest year the “Blue Book” 
was available at the time of our  fieldwork), school utilization 
rates ranged from a low of 45 percent at PS 287 in Brooklyn to a 
high of 202 percent at PS 128 in Queens. Moreover, as 
expected, the schools with capacity utilization rates of less than 
80 percent generally had average early grade class sizes 
(ranging from 12.3 to 26.0) that were less than the average 
early grade class sizes (ranging from 16.3 to 30.3) of the 
schools whose utilization rates were 120 percent or more.  We 
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concluded that the schools at or exceeding their listed 
capacities would likely have difficulties adding classrooms and 
reducing class size because all of their potential classrooms 
were already being used for instruction.  However, as detailed in 
the next section of our report, we believe that sufficient capacity 
existed at certain locations to add classes, and consequently 
DoE can do a better job of matching Program resources with 
available space. 
 
Recommendations 
 
1.  Develop and implement procedures to provide reasonable 
 assurance that schools actually add the numbers of new 
 classes and teachers consistent with the target for early 
 grade classes prescribed by the SED. 
 

(DoE officials disagreed with this recommendation because 
they disagreed with our methodology for calculating the 
number of new classes created.) 
 

2. Formally review the student/teacher ratios for the individual 
 early grade levels (kindergarten through third grade) and 
 take steps, as necessary, to ensure that the ratios, by 
 grade level, are no greater than 20 to one. 
 

(DoE officials did not explicitly agree or disagree with the 
recommendations.  However, officials stated that have 
always embraced and continue to embrace the goal of 
reducing class sizes in Grades 3 to not more than 20 
students per class to the extent that available funding is 
sufficient to meet the goal.) 



 

 23 

 

PROGRAM IMPROVEMENT OPPORTUNITIES 
 

e sought to answer the following questions in this part of 
our audit report:  

 
• What was the range of class sizes achieved by DoE? 
 
• Did DoE allocate Program funding appropriately in 
 relation to school enrollment and capacity factors? 

 
The DoE allocated more than $88 million in State Program 
funding for the 2004-05 school year.  According to information 
provided by DoE officials, the funded positions were distributed 
to the regions, as follows:  
 

 
Note:  DoE indicated that 1.2 FTE teachers are required for each 
 early grade class. This is necessary to provide coverage 
 when  teachers are absent or out of the classroom for other 
 reasons. Thus, 1,847 teachers would be required to 
 cover the more than  1,500 classes that DoE officials 
 state they have added under the Program. 
 
DoE officials stated that Program funding is allocated to the 
Regions based primarily upon the prior year’s allocation with 
adjustments for projected enrollment changes and other factors.  
The Regions then sub-allocate Program monies (and positions) 
to the schools based on discussions among regional and school 
officials. Generally, the specific basis (quantitative and/or 

W 

Region 
Number 

Number  of 
Schools 

Number  of 
Positions 

1 47      170 
2 53      188 
3 71      183 
4 52      168 
5 58      224 
6 45      127 
7 68      196 
8 72      267 
9 63      217 
10 31      107 

TOTALS             560               1,847 
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qualitative analysis) for the regional determinations of allocation 
decisions was not formally documented.   
 
Moreover, DoE’s central office does not formally assess the 
regions’ sub-allocation of Program funding to the schools.  
Therefore, a school’s ability to obtain funding is generally 
determined by its prior year allocation, rather than by a formal 
analysis of school enrollment and capacity factors.   
 
We determined that a majority of DoE’s early grade classes had 
in excess of 20 students for the 2004-05 school year, and 
consequently, DoE has considerable need and opportunity to 
make Program improvements that will benefit the children.  The 
following graph illustrates the numbers of early grade classes by 
enrollment ranges. 
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 The graph shows that for the 2004-05 year, DoE had 7,784 
 early grade classes (about 59 percent of the total of 13,287 
 early grade classes) with more than 20 students.  Moreover, 
 there were 3,813 (about 29 percent of the total) early grade 
 classes with 24 or more students.  Exhibits B through F provide 
 detailed information regarding the ranges of class sizes. 

 
Our visits to 54 schools and our analysis of class enrollment 
data for the 2003-04 and 2004-05 school years disclosed that 
significant opportunities exist to improve the distribution of 
Program funds.  DoE officials told us that regional and district 
staff use the “Look-Up Chart” to allocate classes by correlating 
specific numbers of tax levy and Program classes with specific 
enrollment levels. For example, if a school has 128 students in 
first grade, using DoE’s standard allocation methodology of 25 
students to one class, the Look-Up Chart would show that the 
school should have five classes funded by tax levy money. 
Further, if the school is Program eligible, an additional class 
should be funded through the Program. A portion of the Look-
Up Chart follows. 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Number of 
Students 

Number of 
Classes @ 

25 Students

Number of 
Classes @ 

20 Students

Class 
Increment 

Added 
    

128 5 6 1 
129 5 6 1 
130 5 7 2 
131 5 7 2 
132 5 7 2 
133 5 7 2 
134 5 7 2 
135 5 7 2 
136 5 7 2 
137 5 7 2 
138 6 7 1 
139 6 7 1 
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We reviewed DoE’s allocations of Program and tax levy funding 
and visited 54 schools to determine how the Program funds 
were used. At the 54 schools we visited, all of the individuals 
paid for through Program funds were functioning as teachers. 
For each of the 54 schools, we determined the allocations of 
Program classes (and teachers) to those schools by grade level, 
and then we compared the allocations with the Look-Up Chart to 
determine if they matched. The 54 schools we visited had a total 
of 280 Program classes.  
 
However, we determined that the Look-Up Chart frequently was 
not followed by DoE.  In fact, at 30 of the 54 schools, we 
identified a total of 60 Program classes in excess of the 
amounts the Look-Up Chart prescribed.  Our analysis also 
revealed that DoE did not provide the number of tax levy 
classes prescribed by the Look-Up Chart in many instances. We 
determined that 26 schools provided a total of 55 fewer tax levy 
classes than the number prescribed by the chart. (Note: 38 of 
these 55 tax levy classes corresponded to 38 of the 60 Program 
classes which exceeded the Look-Up Chart amounts as noted 
previously.)  Consequently, we concluded that Program classes 
were often used as substitutes for tax levy classes, which is 
inconsistent with the Program’s maintenance of effort provision.  
 
For example, at PS 114 in the Bronx, seven 3rd grade classes 
should have been funded by tax levy money, in addition to the 
one Program class, for a total of eight 3rd grade classes. 
Although the actual number of 3rd grade classes was eight, five 
were charged to Program funds instead of one.  Consequently, 
DoE funded four fewer classes with tax levy funding than 
prescribed by the Look-Up Chart.  
 
In another example, at PS 81 in Brooklyn, three classes should 
have been funded by tax levy money, in addition to the one 
Program class, for a total of four 2nd grade classes.  Although 
the actual number of 2nd grade classes at PS 81 was four, two 
were charged to the Program. Consequently, DoE funded one 
less tax levy class and one more Program class than prescribed 
by the Look-Up Chart.  
 
As noted previously, the goal of the Program is to reduce the 
number of students in each class to an average of 20.  We 
analyzed the impact that Program classes had on the average 
class size at the 54 schools we visited and found that 23 
Program classes were created when the average class size was 
already below 20.  In one example, three classes (of which two 
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were Program-funded) were created in the 1st grade at PS 43 in 
Queens, bringing the total number of 1st grade classes to 8 and 
reducing the average number of students in each class to 16.5.  
However, with 132 students in the grade, it was only necessary 
to have seven classes to reduce the average class enrollment to 
less than 20 students.  This is also the case in the 1st grade at 
PS 223 in Queens. Two Program classes were created, bringing 
the total to six classes and dropping the average number of 
students in each class down to 15.7.  However, with 94 students 
in the grade, it was only necessary to have five classes to 
reduce the average to less than 20 students. 
 
Program classes were also not added at the specific grade 
levels where the Look-Up Chart showed that they were needed.  
For example, in the 3rd grade at PS 102 in Brooklyn, the school 
used Program funds for one class in excess of the number 
recommended in the Look-Up Chart, although there was no 
Program allocation for the 2nd grade that had an average class 
size of 23.7 students. Consequently, the 3rd grade class created 
through the Program might have been at the expense of a 2nd 
grade class that was needed.  In another example, at PS 43 in 
Queens, the school created one more kindergarten class than 
prescribed by the Look-Up Chart, although the 3rd grade (with 
an average class size of 22.3 students) was entitled to two new 
classes, but received none.  As a result, we conclude that an 
entire class was created in kindergarten at the expense of a 3rd 
grade class that was needed.  At the 54 schools, we identified a 
total of five instances wherein unnecessary Program classes 
were created at one grade level at the expense of a class 
needed at another grade.  
 
Furthermore, based on our review of 2003-04 data for the entire 
school system, we identified 110 instances in 98 schools where 
there was a need for additional classes in one grade, but 
instead, classes had been created in another grade.  For 
example, PS 110 in Manhattan had a 3rd grade enrollment of 50 
students and two classes of 25 students. According to the Look-
Up Chart, the school was entitled to add one additional class to 
reduce the class size.  In fact, the school received Program 
funding for one additional class, but used the funding to add a 
kindergarten class, where the class size was initially 20 students 
per class.  As a result, the class size in the kindergarten was 
reduced to 13.3 students per class, but stayed at 25 students 
per class in the 3rd grade.  
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We also analyzed system-wide information for the 2003-04 year 
to determine if funds were allocated to and classes were 
created at schools that had the capacity and programmatic need 
for classes. We compared building capacity data, student class 
size data and Look-Up Chart requirements to determine if some 
schools that needed Program classes, based upon reported 
class size, did not receive Program funds, even though they had 
the capacity to create additional classes.  Using the information 
on building capacity, we identified schools that had a reported 
enrollment of 85 percent or less of the building’s rated capacity.  
For each of these schools, we compared the reported number of 
actual classes by grade to the number of classes called for by 
the Look-Up Chart.  We then identified the schools with 
available space and the need for additional classes. Based on 
our analysis, we determined that DoE does not always consider 
capacity when allocating funding, and funding sometimes goes 
to schools that do not have the space to create new classes. 
 
Specifically, we identified 82 schools that needed a total of 163 
classes (as prescribed by the Look-Up Chart) and had space to 
create additional classes, but did not receive allocations for 
them. There were 11 such schools in Manhattan, 9 schools in 
the Bronx, 45 schools in Brooklyn, 10 schools in Queens and 7 
schools in Staten Island. Using the same data, we also 
identified 130 schools that received 237 more classes than were 
required to reach the goal of 20 students or less per class.  
Thus, it appears that Program resources (and classes) were 
often not placed where they were most needed. 
 
In response to our draft report, DoE officials stated that the 
Look-Up Chart does not dictate to local educational leaders the 
number of classes that should or must be created with Program 
funds.  Officials added that local education leaders may 
exercise discretion to allocate funds for fewer or more tax levy 
and/or Program classes than the Look-Up Chart suggests 
based on their holistic assessment of the competing needs of 
the schools under their purview.  For example, local officials 
might deviate from the Look-Up Chart because of significant 
variances in schools’ relative academic needs. Moreover, senior 
DoE officials made a determination to allocate Program funds to 
the Regions, for sub-allocation to the schools, based largely on 
the qualitative assessments by local education leaders who 
were most familiar with the schools. 
 
We acknowledge that central and local DoE officials should 
assess Program funding allocation matters from a holistic 
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perspective.  However, there was no documentation of the 
reasons (either qualitative or quantitative) for deviations from 
the Look-Up Chart.  Consequently, we continue to question the 
disparities in Program funding allocations that we identified.  
Specifically, we question whether comparative academic needs 
contributed greatly to the deviations from the Look-Up Chart that 
we identified.         
 
The Program requires DoE, when allocating funding, to consider 
the relative academic performances of the schools.  Therefore, 
we analyzed student performance data on standardized tests for 
the 82 schools that needed Program classes (but did not 
receive them) and for the 130 schools that received Program 
classes (but apparently did not need them).  Our review of data 
for the Fourth Grade Mathematics and the English Language 
Arts examinations disclosed that the proportions of students 
scoring in Zones 1 and 2 (the lowest performance ranges) for 
both groups of schools were very similar. Therefore, we 
question whether DoE had sufficient justification to allocate 
Program funding to the 130 schools that did not need classes 
(per the Look-Up Chart) when 82 other schools needed 
Program classes (per the Chart), but did not receive them.    
 
We further analyzed capacity utilization and Program allocation 
data to determine if Program positions were allocated to schools 
that were over capacity, and therefore, they did not have space 
readily available to add new classes. For the 2003-04 year, we 
identified 107 schools with capacity utilization rates ranging from 
103 percent to 173 percent of capacity utilization (at 20 students 
per class) that received a total of 284.1 full-time equivalent 
Program positions.  These schools had an overall capacity 
utilization rate of 122 percent. Although it would appear that 
these schools had limited capability to add new classes, DoE 
allocated 284 positions to them. PS 19 in Queens, for example, 
had 8.6 Program positions allocated to it, although the school’s 
capacity utilization rate was 119 percent.      
 
When classroom capacity was not available at schools, DoE 
sometimes used Program funding for “team teachers” - or 
teachers assigned to classes that already had a teacher 
assigned. The team teacher assists the other teacher by either 
leading instruction or assisting small groups or individual 
students. At one of the schools we visited, we noted four 
instances where Program-funded teachers were actually team 
teachers. For example, a Program-funded teacher and a tax 
levy teacher shared the same classroom in the second grade, 
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and both teachers had a roster of 13 students. The school 
considered this as two separate classes, although only one 
classroom was used. However, we conclude this arrangement is 
not consistent with the Program’s requirement for discrete new 
classes with teachers.  According to DoE officials, DoE used 
Program funding for 334 team teachers who were assigned 
(system-wide) to inclusion classes during the 2003-04 school 
year.  In addition, at another school, officials advised us that two 
teachers were charged to the Program even though they were 
on extended paid leaves of absence. Again, in this instance, 
DoE had not created new classes through the use of Program 
funds.  
 
We also determined that there may be opportunities to reduce 
the number of large classes by adjusting schools’ service 
boundaries to even out utilization rates among the schools. 
Public school students are generally assigned to the school in 
close proximity to their residence.  In more heavily populated 
areas, public schools may also be in close proximity to one 
another. A student’s assignment is based on school boundary 
lines (also referred to as “attendance zones”) determined by 
DoE officials. However, according to the available information 
provided to us, DoE officials have made limited adjustments to 
the attendance zone boundaries in recent years. Moreover, as 
noted previously, there was a wide range in capacity utilization 
among DoE’s 718 schools.  Consequently, we concluded that 
DoE officials should formally assess current attendance zone 
boundaries and adjust them as appropriate.  
 
As part of our audit, we looked at the capacity utilization rates of 
individual schools within close proximity of each other.  Our 
objective was to identify several pairs of schools, where one 
school was at 120 percent of capacity or more while a 
neighboring school was at 80 percent of capacity, thus 
indicating that a school’s service boundaries might need to be 
changed.  
 
Here are examples of what we identified: 
 
• PS 83 in Manhattan reported a 133 percent overall 
 space utilization rate and an average early grade 
 class size of 24.6 students while PS 102, located only 
 four blocks to the north, reported a building utilization rate 
 of 66 percent and an average early grade class size of 
 15.8 students.  
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• In Brooklyn, PS 97 reported overall usage at 124 
 percent of capacity and an average early grade class 
 size of 24.4 students.  However, just a few blocks 
 away, PS 128 reported only a 78 percent overall 
 capacity utilization and an average early grade class 
 size of 22.6 students.   
 
• In the Bronx, PS 236 had an average early grade 
 class size of 24.5 students with an overall classroom 
 utilization rate of 143 percent.  In comparison, PS 58, a 
 few blocks away, reported an average early grade 
 class size of 19.4 students with an overall capacity 
 utilization rate of 85 percent.  
  
DoE officials indicated that any revisions to school boundaries 
must be done in consultation with local communities and must 
have the approval of Community Education Councils. Officials 
further indicated that some parents might not want their children 
transferred from one school to another because of revisions to 
zoning boundaries.  Also, officials stated that quantitative 
analysis cannot be substituted for the qualitative judgments by 
local education leaders.  We acknowledge that a holistic 
approach (using both qualitative and quantitative factors) should 
be used to establish schools’ zoning boundaries.  However, 
senior DoE Central Office officials need to ensure that this 
matter is addressed timely and documented appropriately.  
 
Neither the Education Law nor the corresponding Commissioner 
of Education’s Regulations require districts to perform a formal 
analysis of classroom space availability in relation to their formal 
Program plans. Consequently, this was not done.  Although 
there is no Program requirement that such analyses be 
performed in order to receive Program funding, we conclude 
that such analyses could provide senior DoE officials with 
important information for planning how Program funds should be 
allocated to most effectively implement the Program. 
 
We conclude that DoE has opportunities to reduce the ranges of 
early grade class sizes throughout the regions and thereby 
maximize the educational benefits of the Program to the 
children.  This would involve DoE doing the types of analyses 
we performed during our audit, and ensuring that resources are 
allocated to where they are most needed.  DoE needs to use 
the Look-Up Chart as well as the “Blue Book” in making these 
funding allocations. 
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Recommendations 
 
3.  Develop formal procedures to ensure that Program funding 
 allocations are for additional classes as determined 
 through formal analysis of the enrollments of the early 
 grades within each Program eligible school. 
 
4. Develop formal processes to ensure that school building 
 capacities are appropriately factored into Program funding 
 allocation determinations. 
 

(DoE officials did not explicitly agree or disagree with the 
recommendations numbers 3 and 4.  However, officials 
stated that they will examine ways to support the decision 
making processes of local education leaders.  Specifically, 
they will consider the design and dissemination of 
additional reports of academic performance, enrollment, 
capacity and utilization factors to aid local leaders with their 
holistic assessments of needs for Program funding.) 

 
5. Do not charge the personal services costs for team 
 teachers and teachers on extended leave, who do not 
 contribute to the creation of discrete new early grade 
 classes, to the Program. 
 

(DoE officials agreed with the recommendation and 
indicated that they will enhance field training and central 
monitoring to ensure that such teachers are not charged to 
the Program.) 

 
6. Formally review school boundary lines to identify 
 opportunities to reduce class sizes in overcrowded schools 
 and more fully utilize schools with comparatively lower 
 capacity utilization rates. 
 

(DoE officials did not explicitly agree or disagree with the 
recommendation.  However, they stated that they do not 
believe any changes to their approach to attendance zone 
boundary lines is necessary at this time.) 
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EXHIBIT A 
 

 
New York City Department of Education 

Summary of Total Early Grade Classes and 
New Early Grade Classes Created 

For The School Years 1999-2000 Through 2004-2005 
 

  
School Year 1999-00 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05

Base Year Number 
of K-3 Classes 

   13,267  13,267   13,267   13,267   13,267   13,267

Target Number of New 
K-3 Classes To Be 
Created by  DoE (Per 
SED) 

      856    1,589  1,589 1,586  1,586  1,586 

Total Number of K-3 
Classes To Be Provided 
by  DoE 

   14,123   14,856  14,856   14,853   14,853   14,853

Total Number of K-3 
Classes Actually 
Provided by  DoE  

   14,103   14,163   14,148  13,918   13,574  13,287  

Total Number of New  
K-3  Classes Actually 
Added By  DoE 

      836       896       881  651   307         20 

Surplus (Shortage) of 
New K-3 Classes 
Actually Created by DoE 

      (20)    (693)     (708)      (935)     (1,279)   (1,566)

Percentage of  Surplus 
(Shortage) of New K-3 
Classes Actually 
Created 

  (2.3%)  (43.6%) (44.6%)  (59.0%)   (80.6%)   (98.7%)

 
 

  
 

 
 
 

 
 



 



35 

EXHIBIT B 
 

New York City Department of Education 
Distribution Analysis of Kindergarten Classes by Enrollment 

For the 2004-2005 School Year 
 
 

Classes Students Class 
 Size 

 
Individual 

 
Cumulative

 
Individual

 
Cumulative 

 

Cumulative 
Average 

10 11 11 110 110 10.00
11 10 21 110 220 10.48
12 12 33 144 364 11.03
13 32 65 416 780 12.00
14 66 131 924 1,704 13.01
15 83 214 1,245 2,949 13.78
16 130 344 2,080 5,029 14.62
17 160 504 2,720 7,749 15.38
18 245 749 4,410 12,159 16.23
19 272 1,021 5,168 17,327 16.97
20 366 1,387 7,320 24,647 17.77
21 353 1,740 7,413 32,060 18.43
22 334 2,074 7,348 39,408 19.00
23 274 2,348 6,302 45,710 19.47
24 240 2,588 5,760 51,470 19.89
25 287 2,875 7,175 58,645 20.40
26 86 2,961 2,236 60,881 20.56
27 60 3,021 1,620 62,501 20.69
28 46 3,067 1,288 63,789 20.80
29 14 3,081 406 64,195 20.84
30 5 3,086 150 64,345 20.85
31 0 3,086 0 64,345 20.85
32 0 3,086 0 64,345 20.85
33 0 3,086 0 64,345 20.85
34 0 3,086 0 64,345 20.85
35 0 3,086 0 64,345 20.85
36 1 3,087 36 64,381 20.86

37+ 0 3,087 0 64,381 20.86

Classes ≤ 20 Classes = 21-25 Classes ≥ 26 
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 
1,387 45 1,488 48 212 7 

 
 
 



 



37 

EXHIBIT C 
 

New York City Department of Education 
Distribution Analysis of Grade 1 Classes by Enrollment 

For the 2004-2005 School Year 
 

Classes Students Class  
Size 

 
Individual 

 
Cumulative

 
Individual

 
Cumulative 

 

Cumulative 
Average 

 
10 7 7 70 70 10.00
11 10 17 110 180 10.59
12 13 30 156 336 11.20
13 24 54 312 648 12.00
14 27 81 378 1,026 12.67
15 51 132 765 1,791 13.57
16 91 223 1,456 3,247 14.56
17 160 383 2,720 5,967 15.58
18 240 623 4,320 10,287 16.51
19 321 944 6,099 16,386 17.36
20 398 1,342 7,960 24,346 18.14
21 440 1,782 9,240 33,586 18.85
22 346 2,128 7,612 41,198 19.36
23 282 2,410 6,486 47,684 19.79
24 266 2,676 6,384 54,068 20.20
25 291 2,967 7,275 61,343 20.68
26 189 3,156 4,914 66,257 20.99
27 141 3,297 3,807 70,064 21.25
28 111 3,408 3,108 73,172 21.47
29 31 3,439 899 74,071 21.54
30 11 3,450 330 74,401 21.57
31 3 3,453 93 74,494 21.57
32 3 3,456 96 74,590 21.58
33 3 3,459 99 74,689 21.59
34 2 3,461 68 74,757 21.60

35+ 0 3,461 0 74,757 21.60

Classes ≤ 20 Classes = 21-25 Classes ≥ 26 
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 
1,342 39 1,625 47 494 14 
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EXHIBIT D 
 

New York City Department of Education 
Distribution Analysis of Grade 2 Classes by Enrollment 

For the 2004-2005 School Year 
 
 

Classes Students Class  
Size Individual 

 
Cumulative

 
Individual

 
Cumulative 

 

Cumulative 
Average 

 
10 7 7 70 70 10.00
11 13 20 143 213 10.65
12 20 40 240 453 11.33
13 21 61 273 726 11.90
14 51 112 714 1,440 12.86
15 79 191 1,185 2,625 13.74
16 114 305 1,824 4,449 14.59
17 197 502 3,349 7,798 15.53
18 239 741 4,302 12,100 16.33
19 318 1,059 6,042 18,142 17.13
20 343 1,402 6,860 25,002 17.83
21 381 1,783 8,001 33,003 18.51
22 357 2,140 7,854 40,857 19.09
23 291 2,431 6,693 47,550 19.56
24 260 2,691 6,240 53,790 19.99
25 196 2,887 4,900 58,690 20.33
26 207 3,094 5,382 64,072 20.71
27 124 3,218 3,348 67,420 20.95
28 93 3,311 2,604 70,024 21.15
29 21 3,332 609 70,633 21.20
30 9 3,341 270 70,903 21.22
31 4 3,345 124 71,027 21.23
32 6 3,351 192 71,219 21.25
33 3 3,354 99 71,318 21.26
34 1 3,355 34 71,352 21.27

35+ 0 3,355 0 71,352 21.27

Classes ≤ 20 Classes = 21-25 Classes ≥ 26 
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 
1,402 42 1,485 44 468 14 
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EXHIBIT E 
New York City Department of Education 

Distribution Analysis of Grade 3 Classes by Enrollment 
For the 2004-2005 School Year 

 
 

Classes Students Class 
Size 

 
Individual 

 
Cumulative

 
Individual

 
Cumulative 

 

Cumulative 
Average 

 
10 8 8 80 80 10.00
11 9 17 99 179 10.53
12 12 29 144 323 11.14
13 29 58 377 700 12.07
14 43 101 602 1,302 12.89
15 62 163 930 2,232 13.69
16 136 299 2,176 4,408 14.74
17 196 495 3,332 7,740 15.64
18 242 737 4,356 12,096 16.41
19 303 1,040 5,757 17,853 17.17
20 332 1,372 6,640 24,493 17.85
21 310 1,682 6,510 31,003 18.43
22 336 2,018 7,392 38,395 19.03
23 267 2,285 6,141 44,536 19.49
24 296 2,581 7,104 51,640 20.01
25 266 2,847 6,650 58,290 20.47
26 204 3,051 5,304 63,594 20.84
27 123 3,174 3,321 66,915 21.08
28 127 3,301 3,556 70,471 21.35
29 40 3,341 1,160 71,631 21.44
30 18 3,359 540 72,171 21.49
31 10 3,369 310 72,481 21.51
32 10 3,379 320 72,801 21.55
33 3 3,382 99 72,900 21.56
34 1 3,383 34 72,934 21.56
35 0 3,383 0 72,934 21.56
36 0 3,383 0 72,934 21.56
37 0 3,383 0 72,934 21.56
38 1 3,384 38 72,972 21.56

39+ 0 3,384 0 72,972 21.56
 

Classes ≤ 20 Classes = 21-25 Classes ≥ 26 
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 
1,372 40 1,475 44 537 16 
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EXHIBIT F 
New York City Department of Education 

Distribution Analysis of Kindergarten through Grade 3  
Classes by Enrollment 

For the 2004-2005 School Year 
 

Classes Students Class 
 Size 

 
Individual 

 
Cumulative Individual

 
Cumulative 

 

Cumulative 
Average 
 

10 33 33 330 330 10.00
11 42 75 462 792 10.56
12 57 132 684 1,476 11.18
13 106 238 1,378 2,854 11.99
14 187 425 2,618 5,472 12.88
15 275 700 4,125 9,597 13.71
16 471 1,171 7,536 17,133 14.63
17 713 1,884 12,121 29,254 15.53
18 966 2,850 17,388 46,642 16.37
19 1,214 4,064 23,066 69,708 17.15
20 1,439 5,503 28,780 98,488 17.90
21 1,484 6,987 31,164 129,652 18.56
22 1,373 8,360 30,206 159,858 19.12
23 1,114 9,474 25,622 185,480 19.58
24 1,062 10,536 25,488 210,968 20.02
25 1,040 11,576 26,000 236,968 20.47
26 686 12,262 17,836 254,804 20.78
27 448 12,710 12,096 266,900 21.00
28 377 13,087 10,556 277,456 21.20
29 106 13,193 3,074 280,530 21.26
30 43 13,236 1,290 281,820 21.29
31 17 13,253 527 282,347 21.30
32 19 13,272 608 282,955 21.32
33 9 13,281 297 283,252 21.33
34 4 13,285 136 283,388 21.33
35 0 13,285 0 283,388 21.33
36 1 13,286 36 283,424 21.33
37 0 13,286 0 283,424 21.33
38 1 13,287 38 283,462 21.33

39+ 0 13,287 0 283,462 21.33
 

Classes ≤ 20 Classes = 21-25 Classes ≥ 26 
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 
5,503 41 6,073 46 1,711 13 
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     EXHIBIT G 

New York City Department of Education 
Summary of Capacity Utilization Rates by School District 

For the 2003-2004 School Year     
 
 

District No. Region No.  Borough Utilization Rate (%) 
1  9 Manhattan   72 
2  9 Manhattan   94 
3          10 Manhattan   82 
4   9 Manhattan   80 
5          10 Manhattan   76 
6          10 Manhattan 111 
7            9 Bronx   82 
8   2 Bronx   93 
9   1 Bronx   98 
10   1 Bronx 111 
11   2 Bronx 108 
12   2 Bronx   88 
13   8 Brooklyn   72 
14   8 Brooklyn   75 
15   8 Brooklyn   96 
16   8 Brooklyn   71 
17   6 Brooklyn   91 
18   6 Brooklyn   88 
19   5 Brooklyn   90 
20   7 Brooklyn 108 
21   7 Brooklyn   91 
22   6 Brooklyn 105 
23   5 Brooklyn   84 
24   4 Queens 113 
25   3 Queens   97 
26   3 Queens 101 
27   5 Queens 101 
28   3 Queens 102 
29   3 Queens   96 
30   4 Queens 103 
31   7 Staten Island   97 
32   4 Brooklyn   92 

 
 

 
 

  



 

 



47 

EXHIBIT H  
New York City Department of Education 

Early Grade Class Size Reduction Program 
List of 54 Public Schools Visited by Region 

 
Region  District  Borough  School  Region District Borough  School  

1 9 Bronx PS 055 7 20 Brooklyn PS 102 
1 9 Bronx PS 064 7 31 Staten 

Island PS 013 
1 9 Bronx PS 090 7 31 Staten 

Island PS 022 
1 9 Bronx PS 114 7 31 Staten 

Island PS 032 
1 9 Bronx PS 230 7 31 Staten 

Island PS 036 
    7 31 Staten 

Island PS 042 
2 8 Bronx PS 093 7 31 Staten 

Island PS 044 
2 11 Bronx PS 068 7 31 Staten 

Island PS 045 
2 11 Bronx PS 096 7 31 Staten 

Island PS 057 
2 12 Bronx PS 047     
2 12 Bronx PS 102     
2 12 Bronx PS 197 8 15 Brooklyn PS 001 
    8 15 Brooklyn PS 024 

3 25 Queens PS 020 8 15 Brooklyn PS 124 
3 28 Queens PS 040 8 15 Brooklyn PS 169 
    8 15 Brooklyn PS 230 

4 24 Queens PS 081 8 16 Brooklyn PS 081 
4 24 Queens PS 089 8 16 Brooklyn PS 335 
4 30 Queens PS 148     
4 32 Brooklyn PS 045     
4 32 Brooklyn PS 145     
    9 4 Manhattan PS 101 

5 19 Brooklyn PS 013 9 7 Bronx PS 030 
5 19 Brooklyn PS 214 9 7 Bronx PS 031 
5 27 Queens PS 043     
5 27 Queens PS 062     
5 27 Queens PS 063 10 3 Manhattan PS 165 
5 27 Queens PS 108 10 5 Manhattan PS 036 
5 27 Queens PS 223 10 5 Manhattan PS 046 
5 27 Queens PS 225 10 5 Manhattan PS 154 
    10 5 Manhattan PS 161 

6 17 Brooklyn PS 249 10 6 Manhattan PS 098 
6 18 Brooklyn PS 135 10 6 Manhattan PS 128 
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APPENDIX C 

1. The Program statute defines a computation methodology to determine the number of new 
classes to be added above a base year total.  As our audit report points out, using this 
methodology, the DoE should have added 1,586 new classes above a base year total of 
13,267 for a total of 14,853 classes.  However, for the 2004-05 year, the DoE provided 
13,287 early grade classes; 1,566 fewer than were required under the Program statute.  
Therefore, DoE did not meet the Program’s goal of adding enough new early grade 
classes to maintain an average of 20 students or less per class.  As a result, 7,784 early 
grade classes (about 59 percent) had more than 20 students.  Of these, 1,711 classes had 
more than 25 students per class.  DoE officials emphasized that an enrollment decline of 
about 50,000 students in the early grades since Program inception, coupled with flat 
Program funding and increasing costs makes it impractical to provide for and to compute 
new early grade classes in the manner used by the audit.  Instead, DoE officials have 
determined that the number of classes provided beyond that needed to maintain a 25 
student per class average overall for the early grades represents the new classes under the 
Program.  Using this methodology, DoE officials compute that they have added 1,840 
new classes.  We conclude that this computation is not provided for in the Program 
statue, while DoE officials indicate that this methodology is consistent with the statute.  
The DoE did not measure the number of “new” early grade classes by comparing the total 
number of classes to the base year amount.  This is required by the Law. 

 
2. The Program statute includes no provisions for calculating the number of new early grade 

classes created using the assumptions and methodology employed by the DoE.  
Specifically, the statute does not define the number of new classes created by determining 
the number of classes provided beyond that needed to maintain 25 students per class.    

 
3. The provision of the Education Law in question, including its recent amendment, 

prescribes (and has reduced) the circumstances under which SED can decrease a Program 
apportionment to a school district for non-compliance with Program requirements.  
However, it would be incorrect to assert that the DoE actually added a sufficient number 
of early grade classes, and thereby complied fully with the Law, solely because SED 
cannot reduce the DoE’s apportionment pursuant to the Law’s amended provision.  

 
4. The methodologies we used in the report are derived from and are consistent with the 

provisions of the Program statute.  Moreover, the clear aim of the Program was to reduce 
average early grade class sizes to 20 students or fewer. Our report notes that DoE has 
made significant progress towards this goal and we commend DoE for this progress.  
However, about 59 percent of the total 13,287 early grade classes had more than 20 
students.  To reach the Program goal of 20 or fewer, DoE must add 887 more classes. 

 
5. We agree that the clear aim of the Program’s statute is to reduce average class sizes.   

However, the Program statute clearly and extensively prescribes class size reduction 
through the creation of new early grade classes. Further, we acknowledge in the report 
that early grade enrollments have declined significantly in recent years, which should 
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help to reduce average class sizes. Nonetheless, the DoE would have needed more than 
800 additional early grade classes to achieve an overall average class size of 20 or less 
students system-wide. Moreover, the statute has no provision for the allocation of 
Program funding to reduce average class size through declines in enrollments (versus the 
addition of new classes beyond the base year levels). 

 
6. The DoE’s conscious decision to reduce its early grade tax levy funding allocations 

concomitantly is separate from (and does not change) the Program’s statutorily 
prescribed requirements for adding new classes above the base year levels.  Moreover, 
we maintain that such reductions on a system-wide basis are inconsistent with the 
Program’s maintenance of effort provisions. 

 
7. The City of New York makes overall funding allocations to the DoE, and then DoE 

officials (both centrally and locally) have the discretion to determine how funds will be 
allocated among the regions and schools. Any reduction of local tax levy funding at a 
specific grade level within a specific school results principally from the conscious actions 
of DoE officials, not the City of New York. Moreover, our audit makes no “unstated 
premise” regarding the City of New York’s funding of the DoE. 

 
8. The DoE’s comment is misleading. We acknowledge that an individual school’s 

enrollments can shift over time, and that new schools open while others close.   
Consequently, the DoE has to adjust the staffing patterns of individual schools impacted 
by enrollment changes. However, maintenance of effort should be sustained aggregately, 
on a system-wide basis. We analyzed the DoE’s maintenance of effort on a system-wide 
basis, using the total number of classes provided. In contrast, our analysis of individual 
schools, through the use of the “turnaround document” (or Look-Up Chart), sought to 
indicate whether or not Program classes were provided at the appropriate grade levels. 
This analysis was separate from the total number of early grade classes provided and the 
related issue of maintenance of effort.              

 
9. The Program statute is silent on the issue of declining enrollment. However, the statute is 

clear on the number of new early grade classes that should be created, and our audit 
methodology is fully consistent with the statute. Moreover, with or without the Program 
(or our audit and its attendant methodology), any funding for early grade classes is 
inherently not available to the higher grades, and vice-versa. Also, our audit methodology 
does not preclude New York City and the DoE from allocating sufficient funding to the 
higher grades or any other DoE program.   

 
10. The DoE’s methodology for determining the numbers of classes is different from the 

methodology we used. Specifically, we included bridge classes and collaborative team 
teaching classes (also referred to as inclusion classes) while the DoE excluded them. 
Therefore, the enrollment amounts and numbers of classes we cite in our report are 
greater than those calculated by the DoE. 

 
11. The DoE’s comment is misleading. If the DoE asserts that it created a certain number of 

classes, it must be able to identify where those classes were created, as required by the 
Program statute. DoE officials advised us that Program classes could be identified by 
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applying the standards of the “Look-Up Chart” (as detailed in our report) to the actual 
early grade configuration of a particular school. Moreover, the Look-Up Chart’s 
methodology is based on the number of classes beyond that needed to maintain 25 pupils 
per class and reflects the DoE’s overall rationale for the number of Program classes 
created.  We have amended our report to reflect this.        

 
12. We acknowledge in our report that there may be legitimate reasons for local officials to 

deviate from the Look-up Chart. However, as our report indicates, the DoE did not 
formally analyze deviations to determine if they were justified. Moreover, as our report 
also indicates, relative differences in schools’ academic performance provided little 
explanation for the deviations we identified system-wide.  

 
13. Our report does not suggest that central managers use quantitative analysis alone to 

overrule the holistic judgments of local educational leaders. Furthermore, we agree that 
holistic approaches should be used to facilitate resource allocation decisions, as our 
report notes. Moreover, we maintain that quantitative analysis be used to help strengthen 
the overall decision-making process for Program resource (teacher) allocations.  We saw 
no wide spread evidence that quantitative analysis techniques were employed by DoE 
officials in allocating or analyzing the use of Program funds. 

 
14. Although the classroom registers in question are as of October 31, 2005 local officials 

should be aware of any significant shortfalls in enrollment shortly after the beginning of 
the school year (early September).  Consequently, we believe that local officials often 
have sufficient opportunity to adjust teacher allocations (and corresponding classroom 
assignments) before it becomes impractical to do so because of concerns for students’ 
educational continuity.   

 
15. We have made corrections, as appropriate, to our report.   
 
16. The DoE’s comment is misleading. We acknowledge that the net difference at the 54 

schools we visited was 5 teachers.  However, as indicated in the report, the net amount (5 
teachers) is derived from the 60 Program classes above the amounts indicated by the 
Look-Up Chart for certain schools and grade levels versus 55 classes fewer than 
indicated by the Chart for other locations and grade levels. Thus, the disparities in either 
direction were significant. Moreover, it is inappropriate to conclude that the disparities 
offset each other when addressing the allocation (assignment) of Program-funded 
teachers.  

 
17. We agree that local officials should use a holistic approach to evaluate a school’s 

capacity to create new classes. However, we maintain that formal analysis of capacity 
data, including data from the Blue Book, would improve the overall process for making 
Program allocations.  

 
18. We acknowledge that students should not be transferred from one school to another only 

to equalize class sizes. However, as part of a holistic approach to allocating Program 
resources, we maintain that DoE officials should formally analyze schools’ class size and 
capacity data to identify potential opportunities to normalize class sizes when consistent 
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with the Program’s objectives. The information developed by the DoE in this instance 
was in response to our audit and was not part of a pre-existing standard process.    

 
19. The DoE’s school “rankings” can be somewhat misleading, and they can change 

significantly from year to year. In fact, for 2005, there was very little difference in the 
English Language Arts (ELA) test scores for P.S. 97 and P.S. 128, irrespective of their 
relative rankings. Specifically, 69.7 percent of P.S. 97’s students scored at levels 3 and 4 
(the levels of sufficient proficiency) of the ELA tests, and 70.7 percent of P.S.128’s 
students scored at levels 3 and 4, a difference of only one percent.  Likewise, the 
percentages of students scoring at levels 1 and 2 (the levels below sufficient proficiency) 
were similar for these two schools.   

 




