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The City of New York
Office of the Comptroller
Bureau of Management Audit
Audit Report on the Department of Education’s
School Safety Plans for 10 Elementary Schools
MD03-178A
AUDIT REPORT IN BRIEF
This audit determined whether the Department of Education (DOE) has comprehensive safety
plans in place at certain New York City elementary schools to ensure the safety and security of students
and staff and whether safety and evacuation plan information is communicated to parents.
Audit Findings and Conclusions
DOE schools in our sample had comprehensive safety plans in place. The DOE Office of
School Safety and Planning (OSSP) tracks the completion and approval of school plans online through
its computer system. Also, in compliance with applicable safety plan regulations, annual school plans
specified the following:
•

Policies and procedures for the safe evacuation of students, teachers, other school
personnel, and visitors to the school in the event of an emergency, as well as evacuation
routes and sites, including those for limited mobility students.

•

Procedures to be followed under different emergency situations such as hostage, bomb
threat, hazardous materials, shooting, kidnapping, and fire emergencies.

•

Visitor control procedures and designation of emergency response teams.

•

Procedures for addressing medical needs and emergency notification to persons in parental
relation to a student.

•

Procedures to account for all students after an emergency evacuation has been completed.

However, we found the following conditions:
•

1

The 2003 and 2004 school safety plans that we reviewed did not meet DOE deadlines for
completion and approval. The 2003 school safety plans for the 10 schools in our sample
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did not meet many of the DOE deadlines. Moreover, since the schools were unable to
access the online system to update their 2003 plans until November 21, 2003, the 2004
school safety plans for the 10 schools in our sample had not been submitted to DOE
Regional Safety Administrators (RSA)1 for initial review.
•

At eight of our 10 sampled schools, parents were not notified of safety and evacuation plan
information.

In addition, our visits to the 10 sampled schools disclosed various violations with parts of the
school safety plans, as follows:
•

Four of the 10 schools had one or two exit doors that were either locked from inside while
school was in session or extremely difficult to open.

•

Three of the schools had one or two exit doors that did not self-close.

•

Two of the schools had hazardous chemicals stored in unlocked rooms that were accessible
to students.

•

Three schools did not have a school floor plan readily available in the principal’s office,
library, or custodian’s office, as required in the school safety plan.

•

One school did not specify exit locations on fire drill posters in 12 of its classrooms.

•

Five of our sampled schools—as of the date of our field inspections—had not held the
required monthly safety committee meetings.

Although not considered a school safety plan violation, three sampled schools had safety agents
who did not have two-way radios or had radios that worked only intermittently.
In addition, although defibrillators are not prescribed for in school safety plans, Commissioner’s
Regulation §136.4 of 2002 requires all schools to have them. All 10 sampled schools lacked
defibrillators, in violation of the regulation.
In a letter dated October 31, 2003, (see Appendix) and in an e-mail dated November 10,
2003, we notified DOE about some of the above-mentioned conditions that we felt raised safety
concerns for students and staff. In an e-mail dated November 13, 2003, DOE advised us that they
took corrective action concerning these problems. During our exit conference, a representative of the
DOE Division of School Facilities confirmed that corrective action was immediately taken to rectify the
cited problems.
Based on the findings for our sample, we make 11 recommendations. Since our findings are
school-specific and because there is variation in the management of individual schools, we decided that
it was both unnecessary and inappropriate to expand our sample to permit meaningful statistical
projection across all elementary schools. However, our recommendations may well be applicable to
1

The New York City public school system is organized into 10 regions. Each region has an RSA who is
responsible for safety within that region.
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other schools. The most significant recommendations are that DOE should:
•

Ensure that safety plans are completed or updated and approved by all parties in a timely
manner, as required by the Chancellor’s Regulations.

•

Ensure that parents are informed of important safety and evacuation plan information,
including evacuation sites in case of an emergency.

•

Ensure that custodians or their designees check all exit doors daily for compliance with
applicable regulations.

•

Instruct all school personnel, including custodians and teachers, to keep hazardous
chemicals in locked storage and under proper ventilation.

•

Ensure that every school has sufficient AEDs (automated external defibrillators) for use
during emergencies and that proper training is provided to operators as required by State
law.

DOE Response
The matters covered in this report were discussed with DOE officials during and at the
conclusion of this audit. A preliminary draft report was sent to DOE officials on February 4, 2004, and
was discussed at an exit conference held on March 9, 2004. On March 25, 2004, we submitted a draft
report to DOE officials with a request for comments. On April 28, 2004, we received a written
response from DOE officials.
In their response, DOE officials stated that they have already taken steps to implement or
partially implement eight recommendations, disagreed with one recommendation, and did not address
two recommendations.
DOE officials also stated, “It is necessary to clarify that notwithstanding the Comptroller’s
finding that Safety Plan review deadlines were missed, all schools have in place at the beginning of each
school year a certified Safety Plan that meets all security requirements. . . and are adequately prepared
to respond to an emergency.”
Auditor Comment: The plans DOE referred to above are the previous year’s certified plans.
Therefore, they still require prompt review for the current school year and must be updated for changes
in personnel, new organizational arrangements, or other factors to ensure their applicability to current
conditions to enable schools to adequately prepare for an emergency.
The full text of the DOE response is included as an addendum to this report.
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INTRODUCTION
Background
The New York State Safe Schools Against Violence in Education Act (SAVE), signed into law
on July 2000, requires that all local boards of education adopt and implement codes of conduct for
maintaining order on school property. This includes comprehensive school safety plans for schools
throughout the system and codes of conduct that are annually reviewed and updated, as well as a
uniform system-wide violent-incident reporting system.
To comply with SAVE and to ensure the safety and security of all students and staff, the New
York City Department of Education (DOE) amended Chancellor’s Regulation A-414 (originally dated
October 1, 1979) on September 5, 2000. The amended regulation requires each City school to
establish a school safety committee to meet on a monthly basis.2 The committee is responsible for
preparing an annual comprehensive safety plan that specifies procedures to be followed in case of an
emergency. These procedures are developed in coordination with the New York City Police
Department and the Mayor’s Office of Emergency Management.
The Office of School Safety and Planning (OSSP) oversees all matters related to safety planning
and emergency preparedness for City schools. It is responsible for ensuring that each school develops
and maintains a comprehensive school safety plan. OSSP also coordinates all safety and security
strategies between schools and other City agencies.
OSSP developed a template to be used online by all schools when completing their individual
safety plans. The template is used to enter school information, such as: phone numbers of various
emergency contacts; the chain of command to be followed in the absence of the school principal; the
number of teachers and students in the school; evacuation plans for limited mobility students; visitor
control procedures; school security guard assignments; safety plan committee members; procedures for
handling intruders; and emergency contingency plans.
After a school safety plan committee approves a safety plan, it is entered online and is
immediately available for review by an OSSP Regional Safety Administrator (RSA). Once approved by
an RSA, the Safety Plan is electronically available for review and final approval by the Police
Department School Safety Division (NYPD).
According to Chancellor’s Regulation A-414, each year, schools must complete plans and
submit them for approval to the appropriate RSA by the end of the third week of September. The
approved plan must then be submitted to the NYPD by October 15. Schools must make changes
requested by the NYPD, have the RSA recertify them, and resubmit them to the NYPD by November
2

The amended Chancellor’s Regulation A-414 states, “The committee shall be comprised of the following
individuals: Principal of the host building; Principal/Designee of any other program cooperating within the
building; U.F.T. Chapter Leader; Custodial Engineer/Designee; School Safety Agent; local precinct
Commanding Officer/Designee; Parent Teacher Association President; Dietician/Designee of food services
for the site; any other person or persons deemed essential by the committee.” Newly appointed parent
coordinators may also be part of a safety committee.
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15 of each year. According to the OSSP Director, safety plans must receive final NYPD approval by
December 15 of each year.3
Objective
The objective of this audit was to determine whether the DOE has comprehensive safety plans
in place at certain New York City public elementary schools to ensure the safety and security of
students and staff and whether safety and evacuation plan information is communicated to parents.
Scope and Methodology
The scope of our audit covered school years 2003 and 2004.
To gain an understanding of the policies, procedures, and regulations governing school safety
plans, we reviewed the SAVE, Chancellor’s Regulation A-414 dated September 5, 2000, and §155.17
of the Regulations of the New York State Commissioner of Education dated March 27, 2001. We also
reviewed the State Comptroller’s audit report, School Violence Prevention and Response, dated
February 21, 2001, and the follow-up review of that office dated June 28, 2002.
To gain an understanding of the internal controls and operations of OSSP, we interviewed the
OSSP Director and received a demonstration of their computer system. In addition, we obtained from
OSSP a model school safety plan and the Summary Guide to School Safety and Emergency
Preparedness (parent and teacher editions). We also interviewed the manager of the Assessment and
Safety Plan Unit of the NYPD to obtain an understanding of how the unit approves safety plans.
To select our audit sample, we obtained from the OSSP Director a population database of all
893 City schools with students in elementary grades--pre-kindergarten to sixth grade. To conduct our
testing, we randomly selected a sample of 10 schools that included two schools from each borough.
Because most of the findings were school-specific and because there is variation in the management of
individual schools, we decided that it was both unnecessary and inappropriate to expand our sample to
permit meaningful statistical projection across all elementary schools.
To determine whether the school year 2003 safety plans for our sampled schools were
accurate, complete, approved, and submitted in a timely manner, according to the Chancellor’s
Regulations, we obtained and reviewed their 2003 school safety plans and their plan histories. Plan
histories are used by OSSP for monitoring and tracking the status of the plans. They show,
chronologically, approval dates of safety committees, required revisions, and approvals by the
designated district staff4 and the NYPD. We also obtained and reviewed final plan approval dates by
the school, district and the NYPD for the entire population database of 893 schools.
To determine whether the school year 2004 safety plans for our sampled schools were
completed, approved at the school level, and submitted to an RSA and the NYPD in a timely manner,
3

This deadline is not part of Chancellor’s Regulation A-414.
For school years prior to 2004, designated community school district personnel were responsible for
reviewing and approving safety plans for submission to the NYPD.
4
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we visited these schools from October 7, 2003, to November 5, 2003, and requested a copy of their
updated school year 2004 safety plan.
We evaluated sampled plans to determine whether policies and procedures were clearly stated,
comprehensive, and in compliance with applicable safety plan regulations. During our visits to the
sampled schools, we used a questionnaire to determine whether policies and procedures were in place,
as specified in their plans. We checked visitor control procedures, health and medical protocols,
evacuation procedures for limited mobility students, roles and responsibilities of a school’s crisis
response team, and internal and external communication systems for emergencies, and checked for the
existence of evacuation sites. We determined how the school safety and evacuation plan information
was communicated to parents. We also contacted principals or administrators of school-designated
evacuation sites to determine whether they were aware of plan procedures and prepared to
accommodate evacuated students and staff.
We determined whether a violent or disruptive incident reporting system is in place at the
sampled schools as required by § 2802 of the Commissioner’s Regulations. We also determined
whether the schools scheduled and conducted monthly safety committee meetings.
To determine compliance with various fire and safety regulations specified in their safety plans,
we inspected means of egress to determine whether all exit doors were unlocked, could be readily
opened from inside, and were self-closing, that corridors were free of obstructions, and that evacuation
routes were posted in classrooms. We inspected storage locations of hazardous materials for proper
ventilation and locked access. We obtained schedules of fire drills reported online as having been
conducted. We also determined whether school floor plans were available.
Although school-based defibrillators are not prescribed for in school safety plans, we
ascertained whether the sampled schools had complied with the Commissioner’s Regulation §136.4,
which took effect in 2002, requiring them to have defibrillators and trained personnel to operate them in
case of emergencies. Schools are instructed to indicate on their school safety plans whether they have
defibrillators. We therefore checked the plans for the presence of defibrillators and during our visits, we
asked principals or school nurses whether they had them and whether they received the applicable
training.
This audit was conducted in accordance with generally accepted government auditing standards
(GAGAS) and included tests of the records and other auditing procedures considered necessary. This
audit was performed in accordance with the responsibilities of the City Comptroller as set forth in
Chapter 5, §93, of the New York City Charter.
DOE Response
The matters covered in this report were discussed with DOE officials during and at the
conclusion of this audit. A preliminary draft report was sent to DOE officials on February 4, 2004, and
was discussed at an exit conference held on March 9, 2004. On March 25, 2004, we submitted a draft
report to DOE officials with a request for comments. On April 28, 2004, we received a written
response from DOE officials.
In their response, DOE officials stated that they have already taken steps to implement or
6
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partially implement eight recommendations, disagreed with one recommendation, and did not address
two recommendations.
DOE officials also stated, “It is necessary to clarify that notwithstanding the Comptroller’s
finding that Safety Plan review deadlines were missed, all schools have in place at the beginning of each
school year a certified Safety Plan that meets all security requirements. . . and are adequately prepared
to respond to an emergency.”
Auditor Comment: The plans DOE referred to above are the previous year’s certified plans.
Therefore, they still require prompt review for the current school year and must be updated for changes
in personnel, new organizational arrangements, or other factors to ensure their applicability to current
conditions to enable schools to adequately prepare for an emergency.
The full text of the DOE response is included as an addendum to this report.
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FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
DOE schools in our sample had comprehensive safety plans in place. The DOE Office of
School Safety and Planning (OSSP) tracks the completion and approval of school plans online through
its computer system. In addition, in compliance with applicable safety plan regulations, annual school
safety plans specified the following:
•

Policies and procedures for the safe evacuation of students, teachers, other school
personnel, and visitors to the school in the event of an emergency, as well as evacuation
routes and sites, including those for limited mobility students.

•

Procedures to be followed under different emergency situations such as hostage, bomb
threat, hazardous materials, shooting, kidnapping and fire emergencies.

•

Visitor control procedures and designation of emergency response teams.

•

Procedures for addressing medical needs and emergency notification to persons in parental
relation to a student.

•

Procedures to account for all students after an emergency evacuation has been completed.

However, we found the following conditions:
•

The 2003 and 2004 school safety plans that we reviewed did not meet DOE deadlines for
completion and approval. The 2003 school safety plans for the 10 schools in our sample did
not meet many of the DOE deadlines. Moreover, since the schools were unable to access
the online system to update their 2003 plans until November 21, 2003, as of that date, the
2004 school safety plans for the 10 schools in our sample had not been submitted to RSAs
for initial review. As a result, the plans missed DOE deadlines for submission to RSAs and
the NYPD for certification. In addition, although all 2003 school safety plans for our 10
sampled schools were certified by the NYPD, we were informed by an NYPD official that
as of December 11, 2003, the NYPD had received the 2004 preliminary school safety
plans for certification from only three schools.

•

At eight of our 10 sampled schools, parents were not notified of safety and evacuation plan
information.

In addition, our visits to the 10 sampled schools disclosed various violations with parts of the
school safety plans, as follows:

8

•

Four of the 10 schools had one or two exit doors that were either locked from inside while
school was in session or extremely difficult to open.

•

Three of the schools had one or two exit doors that did not self-close.

•

Two of the schools had hazardous chemicals stored in unlocked rooms that were accessible
to students.
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•

Three schools did not have a school floor plan readily available in the principal’s office,
library, or custodian’s office, as required in the school safety plan.

•

One school did not specify exit locations on fire drill posters in 12 of its classrooms.

•

Five of our sampled schools—as of the date of our field inspections—had not held the
required monthly safety committee meetings.

Although not considered school safety plan violations, three sampled schools had safety agents
who did not have two-way radios or had radios that worked only intermittently.
In addition, although defibrillators are not prescribed for in school safety plans, Commissioner’s
Regulation §136.4 of 2002 requires all schools to have them. All 10 sampled schools lacked
defibrillators, in violation of the regulation.
In a letter dated October 31, 2003 (see Appendix) and in an e-mail dated November 10,
2003, we notified DOE about some of the above-mentioned conditions that we felt raised safety
concerns for students and staff. In an e-mail dated November 13, 2003, DOE advised us that they took
corrective action concerning these problems. During our exit conference, a representative of the DOE
Division of School Facilities confirmed that corrective action was immediately taken to rectify the cited
problems.
These conditions are discussed in the following sections of the report.
Untimely Completion and Submission of School Safety Plans
The 2003 and 2004 school safety plans did not meet DOE deadlines for completion,
submission and approval. The 2003 school safety plans for the 10 schools in our sample did not meet
many of the DOE deadlines. Moreover, since the schools were unable to access the online system to
update their 2003 plans until November 21, 2003, as of that date, the 2004 school safety plans for the
10 schools in our sample had not been prepared and submitted to RSAs for initial review. As a result,
the plans missed DOE deadlines for submission to RSAs and the NYPD. The missed DOE deadlines
for the school safety plans are detailed in Table I, following:

9
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Table I
School Safety Plan Deadlines
Deadlines

Deadline Date

School safety plan
must be submitted
to an RSA
School safety plan
must be approved
by an RSA and
submitted to
NYPD
Revised School
safety plan based on
NYPD changes
must be submitted
to NYPD
Final NYPD
certification

Third week of
September

October 15

November 15

December 15

School Year 2003
Range of
Tardiness for
Submitted Plans
One month to four
months late

School Year 2004
Dates Plans Were
Submitted

As of Nov. 21, 2003, plans
were not submitted for any
of the 10 schools.
Two weeks to four As of Nov. 21, 2003, plans
months late
were not approved by
RSAs and submitted to
NYPD for any of the 10
schools
One week to five As of Nov. 21, 2003, plans
months late
were not submitted for any
of the 10 schools.

One month to four As of Nov. 21, 2003, plans
months late*
were not certified for any
of the 10 schools.

* This represents seven of the 10 plans. Three plans were approved on time.

Chancellor’s Regulation A-414 states, “Safety plans must be updated annually by the school
safety committee in order to meet changing security needs and conditions.”
During school year 2003, plans for all 10 of our sampled schools were submitted to an RSA
from four weeks to four months late. This delay caused the initial and final submissions to NYPD to be
late. Initial submissions to NYPD were from two weeks to four months past the October 15, 2002
deadline. Final submissions to NYPD were from five days to five months past the November 15, 2002
deadline. According to the OSSP Director, final certifications of safety plans by NYPD should occur by
December 15 of each year. However, seven of the 10 sampled plans in school year 2003 were
certified by the NYPD from 27 days to four months past the December 15 deadline.
In addition, our review of all school year 2003 safety plans revealed that for 864 (97%) of the
893 plans the final submission dates were an average of two months past the November 15, 2003,
deadline; and 441 (49%) of the school safety plans were approved and certified by NYPD from one
month to five months past the December 15 date for final NYPD certification.
School officials stated that they were unable to access the school year 2004 safety plan
template online until November 21, 2003. Therefore, they had not been able to update the prior school
year’s plan online; thus, plans had not been approved by the safety committees by the third week of
September, as needed for an RSA initial review. Some principals and administrators at our sampled
10
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schools manually updated their plans during our visits. From these updates, we noted there had been
many changes since the prior year in the staffing chain of command, class schedules, after-school
programs, and emergency response team assignments.
Problems with the timely submission of school safety plans for review and final approval by the
NYPD were discussed in an audit issued by the State Comptroller’s Office, School Violence
Prevention and Response, dated February 21, 2001, and a follow-up review dated June 28, 2002.
The initial audit stated that “only 31 percent of the schools had NYPD approved plans as of May 2000,
more than five months after the due date for submitting plans for review.”
The follow up review stated:
“The Board [then, the Board of Education] has established a web-based system . . . to
monitor the status of every New York City safety plan and to allow each school to
submit these plans on-line. Board officials have advised us that all plans have been
received, reviewed and approved for the 2000-02 school year.”
Because of the inability of schools to access the 2004 safety plan template online until
November 21, 2003, none of the safety plans for all schools could have been electronically updated
and, therefore, they missed the DOE deadline of November 15, 2003 for final submission to NYPD. In
addition, final NYPD approval and certification for these plans will most likely be delayed.
Furthermore, DOE did not have contingency plans in place to compensate for online problems.
DOE should have schools implement contingency plans for manually updating school safety plans and
having them approved by school safety plan committees. Such contingency plans would enable the
school itself to prepare the correct information and have it ready for entering online into the DOE system
as soon as it were possible.
If school plans are to be effective tools in helping to provide the optimum level of safety for
students, staff and visitors, the plans must be promptly completed or updated, reviewed, and approved
by all required parties. Changes in personnel, local conditions, and other factors necessitate prompt
periodic review and updating of plans to ensure their applicability.
Recommendations
DOE officials should ensure that:
1. The OSSP safety plan template is promptly made available to school administrators.
2. Safety plans are completed and approved by all parties in a timely manner, as required by
the Chancellor’s Regulations.
3. Contingency plans are developed so school safety plans can still be updated and approved
at the school level when there is a problem with the DOE online system.
DOE Response: “This year, because of the reorganization of the Department of Education, the
certified safety plans had to be realigned within the new structure of schools within regions. This
11
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reconfiguration . . . caused a delay in the posting of the plan interface on the DOE website. It is
important to note, that schools still had the ability to print their certified plan at any time.
“Chancellor’s Regulations A-414 will be reviewed to ensure that the language appropriately
reflects the online process and supports the concept that plans previously certified are current
for the new school year. In addition, the DOE is meeting regularly with NYPD/SSD both
formally and informally to discuss issues associated with the review process in an attempt to
streamline the process and therefore shorten the time it currently takes to complete a
recertification.”
Auditor Comment: As we mentioned earlier, previous year’s certified plans still require
review for the current school year and must be updated for changes in personnel, new
organizational arrangements, or other factors within the school to ensure their applicability to
current conditions.
Parents Not Notified of Safety and Evacuation Information
At eight of our 10 sampled schools, parents were not notified of safety and evacuation plan
information. At the other two schools in our sample, one principal sent a letter to parents notifying them
of the evacuation sites, media contacts, the DOE Web site, and The Parents’ Guide for Talking to
Their Children About War, published by the National Center of Children Exposed to Violence posted
on the DOE Web site. Another principal posted the school’s evacuation sites on the school’s Web site.
The Chancellor’s Message to Parents on Security and Safety in Our Schools, posted on the
DOE Web site, states, “I have asked principals to be sure that information about evacuation routes and
outside evacuation locations is available to all parents.”
In addition, a memorandum sent to principals regarding the Summary Guide to School Safety
and Emergency Preparedness included the template of a letter to be used by school administrators to
notify parents of a Summary Guide for School Safety and Emergency Preparedness – Parent
Edition, available to parents who request it from their school. This guide indicates portions of a school
safety plan that should be distributed to parents. It includes information that all parents should know to
understand the procedures to be implemented in case of an emergency, such as contact information and
sites that students and staff will be evacuated to in case of an emergency that renders the school unsafe.
Despite the Chancellor’s message, school administrators for eight of the 10 sampled schools did
not notify parents of safety and evacuation plan information, such as appropriate emergency school
contact telephone numbers, the protocols and procedures to be followed in case of an emergency, and
the location of evacuation sites to which children would be sent. Nor did we find evidence that letters
discussed in the memorandum to principals were sent to parents informing them of a Summary Guide
for School Safety and Emergency Preparedness – Parent Edition, available to those who request it.
One principal even stated that he was not aware of the guide.
Although parents who have accessed the DOE Web site may be aware that they can request a
guide from their child’s school, parents at the eight sampled schools that received no information on the
safety plan and who do not have online access or have not visited the Web site may not be aware of the
guide.
12
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The importance of communication with parents about a school’s safety plan is clearly stated in
DOE memorandum to principals:
“Clear, accurate and prompt communication with parents before, during and after a
crisis will calm fears and reassure them about their children’s safety. Our experience
shows that these notifications and updates can go a long way to reduce the
understandable level of concern that parents have when an emergency or disaster
occurs. Parents have often been frustrated by their lack of knowledge of the protocols
that are to be followed during an emergency. In particular, the locations and contact
information for each site that their child may be evacuated to is information every parent
should have available to them.
“In addition, parents and relatives often converge at the school during an emergency to
reunite with their children. These actions can in fact, impede the response of emergency
or law enforcement officials. . . . Instead, parents given appropriate details before a
crisis will feel confident that their child is safe and would know to use the media or the
DOE website . . . to access information about how to proceed.”
As stated in the DOE memorandum to principals, schools need to do everything possible to
ensure that parents receive all relevant information regarding school protocols and where students will
be in case of an emergency. As stated by the Chancellor in his Web site message to parents, at a
minimum, all parents should be sent notices regarding “information about evacuation routes and outside
evacuation locations.”
Recommendation
4. DOE should ensure that parents are informed of important safety and evacuation plan
information, including evacuation sites, in case of an emergency.
DOE Response: “The Department of Education’s Parent Summary Guide is to be made
available to any parent requesting a copy. . . . The DOE is considering posting this on the
website where parents will have direct access to view, and print a school specific copy. In
addition, the regional safety administrators are working with the parent coordinators to present
and inform parents in their regions about this and other safety issues.”

13
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Safety Plan Violations
Our visits to the 10 sampled schools found various violations of parts of their school safety
plans. Table II, following, indicates the violations by school. The violations are also discussed in detail
below.
Table II
Safety Plan Violations by School
School

Exit
Doors
Locked or
Not
Easily
Opened

MS 101- Bronx
PS 95 - Bronx
PS 144- Queens
PS 26 – Queens
PS 20- Manhattan
PS 208- Manhattan
PS 30- Staten Is.
PS 48- Staten Is.
PS 20- Brooklyn
PS 224- Brooklyn

Exit
Doors
Not SelfClosing

X

Chemicals Lack of
Kept in
Floor
Unlocked Plans
Rooms

X
X

Exit
Locations
Not
Specified on
Fire Drill
Posters for
Classrooms

Monthly
Safety
Committee
Meetings
Not Held

X
X

X
X
X
X

X

X

X
X

X

X

X
X
X

Exit Doors Locked or Not Easily Opened
Four of the 10 schools had one or two exit doors that were either locked from inside while
school was in session or were extremely difficult to open.
DOE safety plans require that “all exit doors must be readily operable from the inside whenever
the building is occupied. The chaining or padlocking of fire doors is a punishable violation of the
Administrative and Fire Safety Codes.”
The New York City Building Code, Subchapter 6, Article 5, §27-371, requires, “Exit doors
and corridors shall be readily operable at all times from the side from which egress is to be made.”
In case of a fire or emergency situation, locked exit doors and doors that are extremely difficult
to open can impede the evacuation of students and staff and, at worst, can trap them inside a building.
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Exit Doors That Did Not Self-Close
Three schools had one or two exit doors that did not self-close.
The Building Code Article 5, §27-371, states, “Doors for required exits shall be self-closing
swinging doors.” After exit doors are opened, it is important that they should self-close, locking
automatically, to prevent intruders from entering the buildings.
Chemicals Kept in Unlocked Rooms
Two of the schools had chemicals stored in unlocked rooms that are accessible to students.
One of these schools had an unlocked door to a science lab room that stored chemicals on open
shelves, and the other school had unlocked doors to rooms that stored cleaning materials used by a
custodian, such as ammonia and bleach.
The school safety plans state, “All hazardous materials should be kept in an appropriate area
that is locked!”
In a letter dated October 31, 2003 (see Appendix A), and in an e-mail dated November 10,
2003, we notified DOE about the above-mentioned conditions concerning exit doors and chemicals
storage since we felt they raised safety concerns for students and staff. In an e-mail dated November
13, 2003, DOE advised us that they took corrective action concerning these conditions. During our exit
conference, a representative of the DOE Division of School Facilities confirmed that corrective action
was immediately taken to rectify the cited problems.
Recommendations
5. DOE should ensure that custodians or their designees check all exit doors daily for
compliance with applicable regulations.
6. DOE should instruct all school personnel, including administrators, custodians and teachers,
to keep hazardous chemicals in locked storage areas.
DOE Response: “Upon notification of these findings in October and November 2003,
the Division [of School Facilities] immediately sent staff to the schools to investigate the
exit doors and chemical storage room conditions cited. These conditions were
subsequently corrected.
“In addition, the School Facilities’ staff re-inspected the schools in February and March
2004 to confirm that the schools were still in compliance with fire and safety regulations
“The two applicable recommendations concerning exit doors and custodial cleaning
chemicals have been previously implemented.
“Custodians are already required per the Rules and Regulations for the Custodial Force
in the Public Schools of the City of New York to conduct daily inspections of their
buildings, including checking that exit doors are unlocked during school and public use
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hours. If these doors are not operating properly, repair requests are to be called in
immediately.
“The custodians are also required ‘to keep cleaning supplies in storage rooms which can
be locked when not in use.’
“These requirements have been periodically reiterated in Plant Operations Circulars sent
to the custodians as reminders.”
Lack of Evacuation Floor Plans
Three of the schools did not have a school floor plan readily available in the principal’s office,
library, or custodian’s office, as required in the school safety plan.
A safety agent at one of the three schools remarked that he did not understand the complicated
blueprint that was provided to him by the school custodian. A floor plan, showing the physical layout of
school and exit locations, would be easier to understand and would be more helpful in effecting a rapid
evacuation.
At the exit conference, DOE officials stated that a school custodian is not required to develop a
floor plan unless instructed to do so by the principal. However, according to an NYPD official, school
safety plans require that schools must have floor plans readily available for use, in hostage situations in
particular. Quick access to floor plans is vital for obtaining immediate and efficient assistance from
emergency response teams and fire and law enforcement officials.
Recommendation
7. DOE should ensure that floor plans are readily available, as required in the school safety
plans.
DOE Response: “The individual Safety Plan does not require the school to have a floor plan
available on site; they are not maintained at the site level due to the sensitive nature of the
material. The CD that is provided yearly to all emergency responder agencies, (NYPD, FDNY
and OEM) includes each school’s safety plan and the floor plans, as provided by the DOE’s
Division of School Facilities.”
Auditor Comment: Seven of the ten schools we visited maintained their floor plans on site for
availability to emergency response teams. In addition, DOE school safety plans that we
reviewed specifically stated that for hostage and shooting situations, “Floor Plans are to be
readily available in the Principal’s Office, Library, Custodians Office, Security Office and
Neighboring School(s).”
Exit Locations Not Specified on Fire Drill Posters for Classrooms
One school did not have exit locations specified on fire drill posters in 12 of its classrooms.
Guidelines in school safety plans state, “Instructions involving fire drills and evacuation paths to be used
16

Office of New York City Comptroller William C. Thompson, Jr.

shall be posted in every classroom, auditorium and cafeteria.”
Missing exit numbers in fire drill posters may cause confusion and chaos in the event of an
emergency.
Recommendation
8. DOE should advise school administrators to check that all their fire drill posters inside
classrooms and near the doors are accurately completed and specify the evacuation exit
paths.
DOE Response: DOE did not address this recommendation in its response.
Monthly Safety Committee Meetings Not Held
As of the date of our field inspections, five schools had not held monthly safety committee
meetings as required.
According to the Chancellor’s Regulation A-414, “Principals are responsible for ensuring that
every school establishes a school safety committee and that the committee meets on a monthly basis.”
Although OSSP has the capability to collect attendance information and agendas for each
meeting through its online system, it did not follow up with principals who failed to schedule or hold
meetings, to hold them accountable for noncompliance with the regulations.
Monthly safety committee meetings are important in facilitating meaningful dialogue among
teachers, school leaders, public safety agencies, and others within the school community in addressing
school safety issues and identifying school needs and strategies to meet those needs.
Recommendation
9. DOE should hold principals accountable for scheduling and holding monthly safety
committee meetings.
DOE Response: “The DOE is monitoring the scheduling and convening of monthly safety
committee meetings. The regional safety administrators have access to online documentation
that schools are required to provide each time a meeting is held.
“When it appears that a school is not meeting regularly, the regional safety administrator makes
a visit to the school to investigate this situation. If it is determined that compliance is not
maintained, the Local Instructional Superintendent will be notified.”
Safety Agents without Radios and Others with Radios
That Work Only Intermittently
Two schools have safety agents who did not have two-way radios for communication. Another
school had a safety agent and a school aide with two-way radios that were old and worked
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intermittently because of loose antennas secured by masking tape.
Guidelines in school safety plans state, “When applicable, walkie-talkie radios will be used by
the assigned School Safety Agents and the Principal and/or Designee. These radios will enable each
person to keep in constant communication with the other, and to notify each other in case an intruder is
present, or other serious conditions emerge.”
Each of the safety agents without radios is the sole agent for a school and may need to call for
assistance when necessary. In one case the agent has to call the school’s administrative office via the
intercom system; the office then assigns someone to assist him. The other agent, who does not have
access to the school’s intercom, has to leave her assigned post and go to the administrative office to
request assistance. It is important each school safety agent has a functional two-way radio that can be
relied on at all times.
It is NYPD’s responsibility to provide radios to safety agents. However, given that the safety of
students and staff is DOE’s most critical objective during emergencies, it needs to ensure that working
radios are provided to safety agents.
Recommendation
10. DOE should meet with NYPD officials to discuss providing operable two-way radios to
school safety agents who lack them.
DOE Response: DOE did not address this recommendation in its response.
Other Issue
Lack of Defibrillators
All sampled schools lacked automated external defibrillators (AEDs).
Section 917 of the Education Law enacted in May 2002 and effective September 1, 2002,
required all schools to have at least one functional, automated, external cardiac defibrillator for use
during emergencies and at least one trained operator on site at the schools and at any school athletic
event held elsewhere. In July 2002, the New York State Legislature passed an amendment to the law
that allowed DOE, which was unable to comply with the legislation by September 1, 2002, to delay
implementation until December 1, 2002. To comply with the State law, on July 18, 2002, the Board of
Regents approved emergency regulations, Commissioner’s Regulation §136.4, requiring AEDs in public
school facilities.
DOE purchased approximately 3,000 AEDs and chose a contractor to provide the hours of
training, equipment maintenance, and ongoing staff certification. DOE must monitor the training for
administrators, staff, and extracurricular advisers and coaches as part of their commitment to provide a
safe and secure environment for students, staff, and parents.
However, one year past the deadline, school officials reported that they still had not been
notified by DOE when their schools will receive AEDs and had not been notified of a training schedule
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for their staff.
Recommendation
11. DOE should ensure that every school has sufficient AEDs for use during emergencies and
that proper training is provided to operators as required by the Commissioner’s Regulation.
DOE Response: “The Department of Education, through its vendor Cardiac Science, Inc., is
providing the necessary training to accompany AED placement. To date, 5,313 DOE
professionals have been trained and certified in CPR and in the use of AEDs.
“All New York City public elementary and junior/middle/intermediate schools are in the process
of receiving defibrillators and their necessary installation components, from the manufacturer.
Each high school is also in the process of receiving at least one defibrillator.
“At this point, based upon a review of the implementation schedule, all schools will have an
AED and staff trained in its use by the end of its current school year.”
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