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Dear Chance]]oF‘Ankgr:,

The purpose of this letter is to advise you that the Office for
Civil Rights has_concluded that portion of its compliance inves-
. tigation of the Board of Education of the City of New York
_ relating to the employment practices of the schcol system. On
- the basis of this investigation, which included an evaluation
of specific complaints filed with this Office over a period of
years alleging employment discrimination by the school system,
I have concluded that the New York City school system is in non-
compliance with both Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964
and Title IX of the Education Amendments of 1972. This office will
advise you of its compliance determinations with respect to the
balance of the matters under investigation as part of the Equal
Educational Services Review by the end of January 1977. These
actions are consistent with the recent order of the United
States District Court in Brown v. Mathews, Civil No. 75-1068:
~ (D. D.C. September 20, 1976), which requires this Department to
.expeditiously complete certain outstanding investigations.

With respect to employment practices I have concluded that the
‘New York City school system, in violation of section 601 of the
Civil Rights Act of 1964 (42 U.S.C. 2000d), has, on the basis of
race and national:origin: L ‘

(1) denied minority teachers full access to employment
opportunity through the use of racially discriminatory
selection and testing procedures and through the use of
racially identifiable employment pools in a manner that
disc;iminatori]y restricts the placement of minority
teachers; ' -

(2) assigned teachers, assistant principals and principals
in a manner that has created, confirmed and reinforced
the racial and/or ethnic identifiabiiity of the system's
schools; and X

UD016718

(3) assigned teachers with less experience, lower average
salaries and fewer advanced degrees, to schools .which.

E have  higher percentages of minority'Std@gnts.
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Chancellor Anker - Page 2

I have also concluded that the New York City school systém, in
violation of section 901 of the Education Amendments of 1972
(20 U.S.C.:1681), has, on the basis of sex:

(1) denied females equa1 access to positions as
principals and assistant principals throughout,
" the system;
~ female athletic coaching programs; and
(3) deprived female teachers of seniority rights and
other compensation through failure to eliminate the
effects of past discriminatory leave. policies.

Discussion of Title VI Violations

(1) Access to Employment

The United States Supreme Court in g:igg%_v, Duke Power Co., 401
U.S. 424 (1971), held that where the application of an employment -
test or criterion reSulted in an adverse impact on the employment
opportunities of minorities, such test or criterion must be
considered racially discriminatory unless an employer demonstrates
that the test or criterion is "job-related” or "business necessary".
Even'if a tést or criterion is found to be job-related or business
necessary,-it may_not be used if.a reasonable alternative system

with a lesser differential racial impact exists: ~(See Robinson Vi e oo

Lorillard Corp., 444 F. 2d 791 (4th Cir. 1971.)) Although the court
in Griggs specifically addressed Title VII of the Civil Rights Act
of 1964 (42 U.S.C. 2000e), the court indicated that its holding was
applicable to employment discrimination in general. Accordingly, the
Department applies the Griggs standard to employment discrimination
which arises under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. -

A. Hiring Methods

Since 1968, the District has routinely collected data concerning

the racial and ethnic composition of the system's teachers and
student body. This information indicates that the percentage of
minority teachers employed by the school system during this time
period has never exceeded 15 percent of the total teachers in

the system. (See Appendix A.) Specifically, data provided to

the State of New York as part of the Basic Educational Data

System (BEDS) for fall 1975 indicates that across the system

14.3 percent of the teachers assigned to elementary schools were
minority, the minority teacher composition of junior high/intermediate

P



Chancellor Anker - Page 3

.. schools-was~16:7pércent and the minority teacher composition of _ .
high schools was 8.3 percent. (See Appendix B.) More recent

data collected by the school system for_the Federal government in
the spring of 1976 confirms this basic distribution. During the
same school year (1975-76), the composition of elementary school
students across the system was 69.7 percent minority: junior
high/intermediate schools, 70.1 percent minority; and hiy schools,
62.6 percent minority. [(See Appendix B.)

This obvious disparity between the percentage of minority teachers
and the percentage of minority students in the New York City school
system is not consistent with the situation in other large urban
school systems throughout the country. Attached at Appendix C

is a table showing the racial composition of students and teachers
4in other such systems. This disparity, coupled with specific
allegations of racial discriminatior in the hiring practices of

the school_ system, ted this-0ffice-toinvestigate the recruitment,
testing, selection, licensing and assignment practices of the

school system. S ——

As a.result of the investigation of these issues, it became
apparent that the New York City school system has organized-its*
teacher hiring process into two racially identifiable components.
The first component is a series of "rank order" lists promulgated
for each subject matter license area by the Board of Examiners,
containing the names znd scores of those persons who passed a
Board of Examiners examination in each-license area. These persons
are eligible for employment city-wide. and are given employment
areference besed first on the date the 1list is promulgated by the
Board of Examiners, and second on the numerical test score
attained by each applicant. '

The second component, referred to as the "alternative method,"
establishes a hiring pool from which teachers may be selected
by some but not all of the system's schools. Under this method,
persons may be selected either (1) by.being taken out of rank
order from the existing rank order 1ists or (2) by achieving. a
minimum score (as determined by the Chancelior) on the National
Teachers Examination (NTE). This method dees not require that -

P
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In addition, the system divides its schools into two categories
for teacher hiring purposes. One group includes (1) all high
schools and special schools and (2) certain elementary and

junior high/intermediate schools. To determine which elemen-

tary and junior high/intermediate schools are included in this
group, all elementary and junior high schools in the system are
1isted in urder by the proportion of students in.the school who
are reading at or above grade level. Those elementary and junior
high schools above the 45th percentile on such 1ist (“the non-45th
percentile schools") are included in this group. A11 those elemen-
tary and junior high schools at the 45th percentile or below

comprise the second group ¢f schools ("the 45th percentile schoo]s")l

Schools in the first group may hire teachers in order of rank from
the promulgated 1ists and are precliuded from hiring teachers through
"the "alternative method."” Schools in the second group may hi:e
teaﬁhgrs either from the rank order 1ist or through the alternative
method. - :

Information provided by the school system shows that the percentage
of minority teachers hired on the basis of the National Teachers
Examination (one option of the alternative method) is at least

four times the percentage of minority teachers on the rank order
1ist. (See Appendix D.g Thus, our investigation reveals that

‘the rank order process dramatically excludes a large number of
qualified minority teachers from employment opportunities in a
majority of the district's schools, i.e., the high schools,

specfal schools; and the non-45th. percéntiie schools. ™"

The racially 1dentif1ab1ekgroup of_tééchers who’are‘se1ectéd as

tile schools, which are themselves racially identifiabie. The
student racial composition of the 45th-percentile schools has
exceeded 91 percent minority since the.aiternative hiring
method was impiemented for the 1971-72 school year. (See
Appendix E.) As a result, many minority teachers are not only
excluded from full employment opportunity in the non-45th '
percentile schools but are also channeled to schools- in a manner
that directly corresponds to the student racial composition of the
schools.

.
The small numbers of minority teachers employed by the system have
been reduced by the recent lay-off actions. While these actions
have not disproportionately affected minority teachers who did
enter the system, the -school system's decision to decrease the
numbers of ‘minority teachers has only exacerbated the problem
--created by the exclusionary hiring process.

Ot



Chancellor Anker - Page 5

Therefore, I have concluded that the use of separate hiring pools
discriminatorily restricts the access of minority teachers to full
employment opportunity in the New York City school system and
violates Title VI. ‘ ‘

B. Testing

In addition to the employment restrictions imposed by the alternative
method, the process used by the Board of Examiners to generate the
rank order lists and to make other employment eligibility decisions
represents a separate discriminatory barrier to minority teacher
employment. ~

There are three distinct but related aspects of the rank order
method, each of which has an adverse impact on the hiring of
- minority applicants:

(1) the date the examination is given;

(2) the pass/fail score achieved on a particular
examination; and ‘

T -(3)  the-numerical—-score-above-passing-attained-by-the------—esoom .
applicant on a particular examination. '

The use of "date" as a criterion for selection has an exclusionary
effect on minority applicants. This is illustrated by the chart
attached at Appendix F which shows that for the largest licensing
areas, both the number and percentage of minority applicants who
— took and passed the test have steadily increased year by year. For
example, the percentage of blacks among those who passed the Common
Branches examination quadrupled between 1968 and 1974 from 2 percent
to 8.4 percent as the number of blacks passing the test has increased
from 5§ to 272. Consequently, the requirement that earlier 1ists
be exhausted before anyone on a later 1ist can be considered creates
a constraint on minority employment opportunity. There does not
appear to be any business necessity or educational justification
for this requirement.

Data'supb1ied by the school System'a1so reveal that the pass/fail
criterion’estab]ished by the Board of Examiners has an adverse impact

: . N POREREEY Sl
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on minority applicants. The percentage of minority applicants who
took and passed the examinations in the largest licensing areas in
the years for which data was supplied was significantly lower than
the corresponding percentage of non-minority applicants. For example,
in the June 1974 Common Branches Examination, 28.5 percent of all
blacks who.took the test passed, while 65.8 percent of the other
applicants taking the test passed. (See Appendix G.)

‘Similarly, the use of rank order for those passing has.an adverse

jmpact on minority employment opportunities. Our review of several
different test-results, based upon those given in the largest 1icensing
areas, clearly indicates that minority applicants passing the
examination consistently were overrepresented in low score categories
and underrepre§1nted in high score categories. (See Appendix H.)

In the absence“pf a showing that scores on the Board of Examiners
examination arescorrelated-with job performance, this disparity,

under the Griggs test, violates Title VI.

1In 5ddition~tomthq_tésts used for establishing rank order.lists,

the~pass/fail criterion created by the Board of Examiners for the
recertification examinations and the ancillary certificates also
poses a barrier to the employment of minorities. In each of the
recertification examinations for which the Board of Examiners
provided data, the results of the tests demonstrated a disparate
jmpact on blacks. .- For.example, on the January 1976 Math junior
high school examination, ;the pass rate was 47.62 percent for blacks

 and 76.46 percent for whites. (See Appendix I.) The results of the

ancillary certification process show a pattern identical to the
recertification examinations. As an example, the results of the

* June 1975 Early Chiidhood examination show that the pass rate was

14.29 percent for blacks and 26.26 percent for whites. - (See
Appendix J.)

!

On the basis of the information we have reviewed during our compliance

investigation, we have concluded that the test date, the pass/fail
score and the rank order list by numerical score each has an adverse.. «
jmpact on minorities. The use of the test date as a measure of the
qualification§of minority applicants is neither job related nor
business necéssary, and thé school system has yet to demonstrate the
job-relatedness or business necessity, because there are teacher
hiring methods readiiv available to the system which have a less
adverse impact on minorities. One of these, the alternative hiring
method described above, has been utilized by the system for several

. years. Arother avaitable-method is the use of New York State

certification as the basic criterion for teacher employment. In
order to comply with Title VI, the school system would have to-use
that hiring method reasonably available to it which has the least
adverse racial impact..



Chancellor Anker - Page 7

(2) Assignment‘of'Teachers,'Principa]s and Assistant'Principa]s |

This 0ff1ce has found a significant corre]ation between the race/ethnicity
of professional staff (composed of principals, assistant principals

and. teachers, and the race/ethnicity of the students in the schools

to which the staff are assigned..” The ‘statistical strength of the
relationship demonstrates that th1s ass1gnment pattern is not a

random occurrence.

Spec1f1ca11y, minority profess1ona1 staff are assigned predom1nant1y

to minority schools and are rarely assigned to those schools in

the system which are predominantly white. For example, 82 percent

of all minority teachers are assigned to schools where minority

student enrollment exceeds 84 percent, while less than 15 percant

of all minority teachers are assigned to those schools where .
" minority student enrollment is below 35 percent. A similar LT
- assignment pattern is found for m1nor1ty assistant principals and

principals at_the elementary, junior high/intermediate, and high

school levels. Spanish-surnamed principals, assistant principals

and teachers are concentrated in schools with the highest percentages

of Spanish-surnamed students; and black- pr1nc1pa1s, assistant '

principals and teachers are concentrated in schools with the

h1ghest percentages of b1ack students. (See Append1x K.) L a

In add1t1on to ana1yz1ng system-w1de ass1gnment patterns, this

Office reviewed the assignment of professional staff within each

of the thirty-two community school districts. In nearly all

community school districts where there are schools with suff1c1ent1y

variedistudent racial/ethnic compositions to permit the schools

within the district to be characterized as both "minority" and

"non-minority," the race/ethnicity of teachers assigned correlates

significantly with the student racial/ethnic composition of those
.schools. Specifically, this pattern was found to exist in Community

School Districts 3, 6, 10, 11, 14, 18, 21, 24, 27, 28,* 29, and 31.

In Community Schoo1 D1str1cts 2, ]5, and 30 ana]ys1s of the

*CSD 28 -was previously advised of its ineligibility for participation
» in the ESAA program due to its discriminatory assignment of teachers
vk =-gCh00 s T This- v1o1at1on—1s also-a—violation-of-Title-VI.

Rexy
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assignment pattern does not produce a statistically significant
results In Community School Distwicts 1, 4, 5, 7, 8, 9, 12, 13,
16, .17, 18, 20, 22, 23, 25, 26, and 32, because of statistical
considerations, a similar assignment analysis could not be con-
ducted. However, each of these community school district has
directly contributed to the city-wide pattern of segregated

staff assignment. (See Appendix L.)

The U.S. Supreme Court in Swann v. Charlotte-Meckienburg Board of .

Education, 402 U.S. 1 (1977) stated, at page 18, that:

Independent of student assignment, where it is possible-
to identify a "white school" or a "Negro school" simply
by reference to the racial composition of teachers and
staff, the quality of school buildings and equipment,

or the organization of sports.activities, a prima facie
case of violation of substantive constitutional rights
under the Equal Protection Clause is chown. '

Based upon the data supplied by the system, I have concluded that,
at the elementary, junior high/intermediate -and high school levels,
teachers, assistant principals and principals have been and continue
to be assigned in a manner that creates, confirms and reinforces

the racial/ethnic identifiability of the system's schools in violation '

of the Supreme Court ruling in Swann v. Charlotté-Mecklenburg and,*

_thus, Title VI,

(3) salary, Experience and Degree ‘Ftatus of Teachers

Based on information provided by the school system, our investigation
revealed that schools with higher percentages of minority students
have been assigned teachers with less experience, lower salaries

and fewer advanced degrees than schools with higher perc: tages of
non-minority students. Specifically,-an-analysis.of 1975-76 BEDS
data shows at the elementary, junior high/intermediate and high
school levels a significant correlation between the percentage of
minority students and the average teacher experience in years, the

average teacher salary, and.the percent.of_teachers-with-advanced--.—- .. oo
-degrees., For example, the average salary difference between the

teachers in schools with ‘the highest percent minority students
and teachers in schools with the lowest percent minority students
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is about $1100 per year for elementary schools, about $1800 for
junior high/intermediate schools, and about $1000 for high schools.

On the basis of this information, I have concluded that the New

York City school system has violated Title VI and the Departmental
regulation, 45 CFR 80.3(b)(ii) by assigning teachers to schools

in such a manner that minority children are generally taught by
teachers with less experience,- lower salary and fewer advanced

degrees, o :

During the course of this investigation, we have received allegations
that Community School District #1 has systematically removed minorjty ~<
principals and teachers and replaced them with white principals | ]
and teachers. I am advised that internal grievances have been

filed and that hearings have been held to examine certain issues
relating to the selection of supervisors in Community Scheol: District 1. - -
Members of your staff have indjcated that the Hearing Officer has made
recommendations and that a decision is expected in the near future.
Therefore, this Office will await your decision in this matter

before it initiates any action.

Discussion of Title IX Violations

- (1) Access to Supervisory Positions

According to BEDS data for the 1975-76 school-year, women comprised
23.3 percent of all school principals in the New York City.school
system, and 28.2 percent of all assistant principals. In contrast,
in 1975-76, women comprised 60.1 percent of the teaching staff

and 57.6 percent of other persons in professional staff positions
(guidance, library, health.care, etc.g, and have historically
comprised at least that percentage. (See Appendix M.)

Because supervisory positions are normally filled. from the ranks

of the teaching staff, this disparity, coupled with specific alle-

gations of discriminatory hiring practices, led this Office to .

: investigate the selection practices of the school system with -

e : respect to principals and assistant principals.
In th2 course of this investigation, it became apparent that the
New York City school system has consistently utilized vague-and
subjective employment criteria and procedures as an jmportant
part of the selection process. '

The New York City school system hires its supervisors pUrsuant to
" the procedures and guidelines set forth in Special Circular No. 30.

 —
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- In addition, the community school districts may supplement fhese

guidelines. Special Circular No. 30 prescribes numerous non-
objective hiring standards such as "evidence of receptivity to new
concepts and ideas," "general philosophy of education," "sense

of humor," "personal maturity,” and “warmth and understanding."

In varfious community school districts, vague criteria such as
"professional integrity and conscientiousness,” "ability to make
decisions and evaluations," and "use of English" have been developed
and added to the process. The use of vague and subjective criteria
has facilitated the developmant of a sex discriminatory hiring
pattern for principals and assistant principais.

The Division of Personnel of the Board of Education of the City of
New York has recognized this pattern with respect to the hiring of

women in supervisory positions. A May 26, 1976 memorandum from

the Executive Director of. the Division of Personnel indicates that
the reason for this failure is that parent committees involved

in. the selection process feel that only males can be "tough" or
"law and order" principals. The existence of vague and subjective
employment criteria clearly creates the opportunity for such sex
stereotyping. '

The prospects for sex discriminatory selection have been further
increased by the continuing fajlure of the school system to establish
and enforce selection procedures which contain feasible safegur:ds

- which are necessary to preclude considerations of sex from entaring

the selection process. For example, the responsibility for me:.itoring

_the_selection processes of the community -school districts is not

delineated explicitly and varies considerably among districts. '

The consequences of these actions are demonstrated by the wide
disparity between the percentage of teachers in the New York City
school system who possess the specific qualifications required for
principal and assistant principal positions and are women and the
percentage of principals and assistant principal positions now
filled by women. -The minimum New York State requirement for
supervisory positions is a Bachelor's Degree plus 30 semester hours’

of graduate study and three years-experience in education. O0f teachers
- employed by “the school system during the 1975-76 school year who

met this requirement, 59.7 percent are female. New York State
requirements for supervisory positions include the provision that

18 of 30 semester hours of graduate study must be in or related to
the fields of administration and cupervision. Data is not available
as to the sex composition of persons meeting this 18 hour requirement,
but even significant variations in this category would fail to explain

“the existing disparity noted above.

11
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We have also taken into consideration the fact that most of the
principals and assistant principals in the New York City school

~~system hold a Master's Degree plus 30 hours of college credit. A
review of ]975 76 information indicates that this factor is of
little value in exp1a1n1ng the substantial disparity. Of those
teachers holding a Master's Degree plus 30 hours of college credit,
47.6 percent are female; of such persons in other professional
staff positions, 56.6 percent are female. Thus, on the basis of
information available about women now employed as teachers who
possess the minimum state certification requirements for principal
and assistant principal positions, it is clear that women are
underrepresented in such positions by a factor of 2 to 1. A
virtually identical underrepresentation of women is observed if
the actual qua1ifications possessed by principals and assistant
principals in the New York City schools are used as a basis for
comparison (See Append1x N.)

Not on1y are women substant1a11y underrepresented in these JOb
categor1es,but the proportion of women principals and assistant
principals; employed by the system has actually decreased since
the passage of Title IX. For example, the percentage of female
assistant pr1nc1pa1s h>s dropped dramatically from 34.2 percent
in 1971- 72 to 28.2 percent in 1975-76, and their number has been
reduced. by 57 during a period in wh1ch the total number of
assistant principals increased by 19C.

On the basis of this information, I have concluded that the current
process used by the school system to select principals and assistant
.principals relies on the use of vague and subjective employment
criteria which provide an opportunity for discrimination. to occur.
The application of this process has resulted in the disproportionate
exclusion of women: from supervisory positions, in violation of the
standard set by the United States Court of Appeals in Rowe v. General

Motors, 457 F. 2d 342 (5th Cir. 1972). The Rowe decision and its
progeny are applicable to sex discrimination as well as race
discrimination. Accordingly, the Department app11es the Rowe
standard to employment discrimination which arises under Title IX

(2) Allocation of Coaching Services

An analysis of the data collected during this review reveals a
significant disparity between the coaching services for high

A
P
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school -athietic programs provided to male and female students.
A significant measure of this disparity is the salaries paid to
persons coaching male and female ath1et1c activities.

While all coaches are paid equa11y by the hour, the school system

aliots certain sports more "sessions" per year t+ i For
examp1e, boys' basketball has been allocated © e

girls' basketball has been allocated only 50 e 111,
a boys sport, has been allocated 70 session: 2 so'Lpall, a

girls' sport, has been allocated only 50 session.. Iu sports en-
rolling a large proportion of female students the coaching salaries
are lower than those for sports’ having a large -, 'uortion of male.
students. (See Appendix 0.)

The d1fference in coach1ng salaries produces a substantial dif-
ference in the salaries paid to male and” female.coaches. For
example, male coaches during the 1975-76 school year earned on the -
“average $1,377 for théir services, while female coaches earned
$1,155 Foh,the1rs At least part of this substantial difference

. stems from lower compensation standards based on the 'sex identifia-
bility of the sports-being coached. For example, both men's and
women's tennis have been allocated 30 sessions, but male tennis
coaches earn an average of approximately $400 . per year more than
female tennis coaches, a difference which is not explained. by

Board policy. Whether covered by policy or not, the net result

is that men earn an average of $222 per year, or 19 percent more
than women, a difference which cannot be attr1buted to random
variation.

On the basis of this information,‘I have concluded that the New
York City school system is allocating a lower level of financial
support to athietic coaching instruction being provided to women

in violation of Title IX and the Departmental regu1at1on, 45 CFR 86.41.

(3) Maternity Leave

. In the course of our investigation and because of a complaint filed
with this office, information was requested from the New York City
school system concerning the system's past and present maternity
leave po11c1es Our review of this information indicates that the
school system's present maternity leave policy (dated September 1,
1973) appears to comply with the requirements of Title IX. On the
basis of this review, however, a failure by the school system to
overcome the effects of past (pre-September 1973) discriminatory
policies has been identified. :

13
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Under the pre-September 1973 policies, maternity leave was treated

differently from other temporary disabilities and constituted a

leave without pay (LWOP) This difference in treatment:continues

‘to have an adverse impact on female teachers with regard to both
seniority benefits and reimbursement for sick leave granted- other
teachers.

Teachers who took maternity leave before September 1973 were not
entitled to sick pay for days absent for pre-natal care or maternity-
related i1lness but were required to take LWOP for a specified
period. Such teachers, had they been permitted to begin ar .nd
maternity leaves at their own discretion and had they not besn
required to use LWOP:for the entire absence, would have ac:umulated
greater sen1or1ty This differential app]icat1on of leave policies
has adversely dffected the piacement-of such teachers on seniority
lists. used as a basis for layoff decisions in 1975 -and 1976 and has
continued to disadvantage such teachers in their subsequent placement
on preferred e11g1b111ty 11sts for' recall.

The adverse 1mpact of this d1scr1m1natory treatment was particularly
severe for female teachers who served in the school system as regular -
substitute teachers and took maternity leave before September 1973.
At that point in time, because maternity leave was considered a break
in service, all prior service was discounted in thereafter computing
seniority, even though other benefits similar to those extended to
regular teachers (e.g., salary, pension, accumulation of leave) were
similar. While a recent change has occurred in the State Education
Law, which allows the counting of all system service in computing
seniority, the change is not retroactive to teachers laid off before
July 1976.

On the basis of this information, I have concluded that the effects
of the system's earlier maternity leave policy have an adverse and
continuing impact on women who used maternity leave prior to the
1973-74 school year. This procedure constitutes a neutral employment
criterion which continues the effect of previous discrimination in
violation of the standard set by numerous court decisions. - See,

for example, United States v. Bethlehem Steel Corpprat1on, 666 F.

2d 672 (2d Cir. T97T) and United States v. N. L. Industries, 479

F. 2d 354 (8th Cir. 1973) Accordingly, this violates Title IX and
the Departmental regulation, 45 CFR 86.57(c) and 86.58(b). '

In view of the findings set forth above with respect to discriminatory
practices in the New York City Public school system, your District
must submit a plan to this Office within 90 days of the receipt of
this letter setting fcrth the remedial steps which the District will
take in order to comply with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of

14




Chancellor Anker - Page 14
1964 and Title IX of the Education Amendments of 1972, The

plan must include provisions for remedying 1nd1v1dua1 1nstances,NMNMNMMMHMJMMHMNPQ

of past disérimination.

I am, of course, aware of the complexity of the violations and the
difficulty of formulating certain remedies. I am also aware that
this 1nvest1gat1on care at a time when the schoo] _system was

Accordingly, Office “or Civil Rights and 0ff1ce of General Counsel
staff who have formed the team investio-'ing this matter would be
happy to meet with you and members of - staff to explain our
findings in greater detail.

The cooperation extended by those muii:.  of your staff with whom
we have worked is much appreciated. Please be assured that this

Office, consistent with its statutory respons1b1]1t1es, will make

every effort to assist the school system in deve]op1ng a plan to‘
correct the violations which have been identified.

S1ncere1y,
Martin H. Gerry

Director
Office for Civil R1ghts




APPENDIX A

o~

Profile: New York City Schools
Full-Time Teachers (Zxcluding District 75)*

Total Black Spanish Oriental  Native  ¥ota

Surnamed - . America.n '
1968-69 #A - 51,832 4,079 7.9% 464 0.92 l 1‘37 0.3% loé K 0.1%
1970-71 58.8'27 4,455 7.5% 798 1.4% 209 ., 0.4% 10 . 6.01
, '1971-72 ., . 54,889 o 4,426 8.1% 1,027. 1.9%. - 214 0.4% 13 0.0%
- 1972-73 53,924 _ 4,610 8.5% 1,154 2,1% | 217 . 0.4% ‘12 0.0‘1
.1973-74 54,726 4,757 T 1,376 2.5% 288 0.5% 8 0.0%
e 1974-75 . 53,907 ‘_ 5,00 3.3% 1,688 3,12 295 0.5% 10 0.0z
- 1975-76 : ‘ " 46,539 4',2'31 9.1Z ° 1,678 .3,6% ° 233 0.5% -8 0.0%

Students (Excluding District 75) : oW

Total Black Spanish Oriental Native

_ Surnamed . American ' Minority

1968-6944 11,063,587 . 334,641  3L.5% 244,302 23.00 15,753 - 1.5% 1,52 0.1z 596,222 '
1970-71%%  °1,140,359 393,516  34.5%° 292,664 25.7% 17,115 1.5% 607  0.1% 703,902

1971-72 1,137,707 397,287  34.9%7 301,380 26.5% 18,267 162 y6d 0,08 717,202
1972-73 1,113,600 399,804  35.9% 293,745 26.4% 20,146 - 1.8% 415 0.0% ma, 110
1973-74 1,096,702,  400,txg°  36.5% 296,589 27.0% 22,021 2,00 W 0.1% 719,233

1974-75 1,094,609 398,552  36.4% 302,552 27.6% . 23,088 2.1 st 0.1 724,797

1975-76 - i,pss.sso | 40laEET 37.0% 308,551 28.4% 24,231 220 72 0.2 735,161

% All data from BEDS School Survey :usiess otherwise noted.
A pata from OCR Survey (101-102's)

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



APPENDIX A
Profile: New York City Schools

Full-Time Teachers (Excluding District 75)*

ComlackUspandsh T G ane Native © towal . other .
' Su;named Amez.icn_n ’ . Minority ‘ . ;
4,079  7.9% 464 0.9% 137 0.3 46 0.% 4,726 9.1% 47,106  90.9%
4,455 7.51 798 1.4z 209 ° .. 0.4 10  0.0% 5,472 7 9.3% 53,355 90.7%
4,626 B.AX 1,027, 1.9%. . 214 0.42 13  0.08 5,680  10.3% 49,209  89.7%
4,610 B.5T 1,156 2.1% 217 . 0.4 12 o0.0% 5,993 114z 47,931 88.9%
4,746 B.IX 1,376 2.51 288 0.5% 8 0.0 6,418 117% . 48,308  88.37.
55,08 9,32 1,688 "3.1% 295 0.5 10 0.08 . 7,031 13.0% 46,874  67.0%
4231 . 9.1% 1,678 .3.6% 253 . 0% .8 0.02 6,150  13.2% 40,389 86.8%
_ Students (Cxcluding District 75) oo T
Black Spanish Oriental Hative . Toral o Other
L Surnamed R dpsrican - mority ’
336,661 31.5T 244,302 23.07 15,753 LSX 06 0T 596,222 56.1% 467,365  43.9
393,556 34.5%° 292,664 25.7% s 151 @ ez 703,902  61.7% 436,457  38.3%
©397,287  34.97 301,380 26.5% 18,267 1.6 MR .0 717,262 63.0x 420,465 37.02 '-‘:_"f;
399,804  35.9% 293,745 26.4% 20,146 1.8 W% s 714,110 64.1% 399,491  35.9%
400,010  36.5% . 296,589 27.0% 22,021 200 613 ‘M. 719,233 65.6% 377,469  34.4%
;398,572 36.4% 302,552 27.6% 23,088 212" 585  0.x 726,797 66.2% 369,812  33.8%
CRDL,652  37.0%. 308,551 28.4% 264,231 228 37 Sz 735,161 67.7% 350,389 32.3%
;;lrycy,{:upleaa oth'ervise'noted. . - .

28) -
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APPENDIX B B
RACIﬁL/ETHNIC COMPOSITION OF STUDENTS AND TEACHERS BY SCHOOL LEVEL®

1975-76
American } Sp_a_gjgp o o
T Indian T Black™™ Oriental Surnamed T Other Total
P ? 3 LI AN L Ly
Elementary Schools .
3g¢§pUQ§n§s o 301 0.1 198;150ﬁ 36.8 | 12,481 : 2.3 | 164,756 30.6 | 163,332 30.3 'j539.020f 100.0
Full-time Teachers 2 0.0 | 2,013 - 9.3 91 0.4 975 4,5 18,464  85.7 21,545 100.0
Junior High/lnter-"
mediate Schools
“Students . 155 0.1 /89,894  38.9 5,005 2.2 67,114 29.0 69,023 29.9 | 231,191 100.0. 1162 16!
Full-time Teachers 2 00 | 1m6 2e| ez 05 | w7 33| s s.3| mie 1000 | 1.6
High Schools .
Students 271 0.1 113.‘1608 36.0 6,745 2.1 76,681 24.3 (118,034 37.4 | 315,339 100.0
Full:tine Teachers 4 0.0 702 5.3 .80 0.6 [ 36 247} w2an 13,213

{Source:

BEDS, 1975-76)
*Information does not include Special Schools .




St APPENDIX B . i
RACIAL/ETHNIC COMPOSITION OF STUDENTS AND TEACHERS BY SCHOOL LEVEL*
1975~76 - : ’
- . Spanish s e e —— e :
00 Btaek 0 0 Orfental’ ' ‘Surpamed " Other - Total Minority Non-Minority
(AN B I L L2 I A T R D B * ¥ T

| 198150  36.8 | 12,481 2.3 | 168,75 30.6 | 163,332 30.3 | 539,020° 100.0 | 375,688 69.7 {163,332 " 30.3
1 203 93 91 0.4 975 4.5 | 18,464 85.7 | 21,55 100.0 | 3,081 14.3 | 18,464 85.7

89,894 38.9| 5,005 Z2 | 67,014 =29.0 | 69,023 29.9 |=Z31,191 100:0 |162,168 70.1 | 69,023 29.9
1,516 129 62 0.5 . 387 3.3 | 49,814 83.3 | 1,781 10000 | 1,97 16.7 | 9,814 83.3

113,608 3.0 6745 2.1 | 76,681 24.3 [118,03¢ 37.4 |315,339 100.0 |197,305 62.6 |118,034 37.4
2 53| .80 0.6 | 36 24 | 12am o7 | 13,213 o | 1002 83 |21 917

ldezSpecial Schools
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Five Largest Urban School Systems in the United

Appendix C

States ~ 1974-~75

O

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

.

.School " White Black sﬁanish"SdEhihéd’ Asian sAmerican |American Indin: HE ’
District o 4 ¢ b 4 # b4 7 b4 é 3 (‘Non-wlx:.l:e) I . Total
: . "y
New York City - . o . . L i
Students 365,487 .33.2 403,064 36.6 307,844 28.u 237252 2.1 577 0.1 1,100,224 100,
Teachers 48,099 '86.8 5,299 9.6 1,707 3.1 299 0.5 11 ‘0.0‘ 0 55,41;,‘
Los Aﬁgeles . . .: A . . . .
Students- 252,839 41.9 149,358 24.7 167,868 27.8 30,941 5.1 2,650 4.0 . 603,656
Teachers 16,910 68.9 3,954 16.1 1,203 4.8 1,614 6.6 195 ' 0.8 €82 2.8 24,558
cﬁicago~ v . o ' -
Students 151,290 '28.2 310,880 57.9 - 67,952 12.7 . 5,558 1.0 977 0.2 536,657
Teachers 13,352 56.8 9,361 39.9 574 2.4 ‘,188 0.8 10 0.0 21 0.1 23,508
.Philadelphia - oo - : - o L
Students 88,480 33.2 164,558° 61.7 " 12,557 4.7 750 0.3 155 0.1 266,500
Teachers 7,927 59.8 5,229 39.5 . 67 0.5 17 0.1 . 0 0.0 11 0.1 . 13,251
Detroit i T i : :
Students 67,833 26.4 1B4,194 71.6 4,457 1.2 580 0.2 - 332 0.1 257,396
Teachers 4,775 49.4 4,781 49,5 .52 0.5 48 0.5 - 10.0,1 3 0.0 9,665




Appendix [

Five Larpest Urban School Systems in the United States - 1974-7§

—— i

Black Spanish Surnamed |Asian American |American Indian Other . e e Non~
‘ z ¢ 2 Sy z (Non-White) Total Minor Hinority

;- ' ¢ b4 ¢ 2 ¢ iw'?z ek
064 36.6 307,844 28,0 23,252 2.1 577 0.1 1,100;224 100,0 . 734,737 .66.8 365,487 233,
293 9.6 1,707 3.1 299 0.5 11 0.0 55,415 100,0 7,316 13.2 48,0.99385.
358 - 24.7 167,868 27.8 30,941 5.1 2,650 4.0 . "603,656 100.0 350,817 58.1 252,839
954 . 16.1 1,203 4.8 1,614 6.6 195 0.8 682 2.8 24,558 100,0 7,648 31.1 16,910 °
880 57.9 - 67,952 12.7 .5,558 1.0 977 6.2 536,657 100.0 385,367 71.8°151,290
361 39.9 574 2.4 188 0.8 10 0.0 21 0.1 23,508 100.0 10,154 43.2 13,352
558 '6L.7 12,557 A.F 750 0.3 155 0.1 266,500 100.0° 178,020 66.8 88,480 '
229 39.5 . 67 0.5 17 0.1 . 0 0,0 11 0.1 - 13,251 100.0 5,324 40,2 7,927
198 716 4,457 1.7 580 0.2 -332 0,1 257,396 100.0 189,563 73.6 67,833 .26.4
8L 49.3 .52 0.5 48 0.5 10 .0,1 3 0.0 9,669 100.0 - 4,894 50.6. 4,775 49.4-
. . ) LA Ll AL ] AT AAIL AL AL SR L A A

O

RIC
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1972-73

APPENVI. .

RACIAL COMPOSITION OF NYC TEACHER HIRING POOLS

% BLACK NTE HIRES

% BLACK ON RANK -
ORDER LIST

COMMON BRANCHES _37.6% 6.5%
EARLY CHILDHOOD u 46.7% 8.0%-
S T st et ottt sy R bR A bttt S I
MATH JHS 25.0% 5.5%
1973-74
COMMON BRANCHES 37.5% 8.4%
EARLY CHILDHOGD 48.6% 9.8%
SOCIAL STUDIES JHS 40.5% 8.6%
MATH JHS 46.7% 7.8%
ENGLISH JHS 50, 0% 10. 6%
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APPENDIX E

MINORITY COMPOSITION OF STUDENTS IN SPECIAL HIRING
/45%/ SCHOOLS COMPARED WITH OTHER SCHOOLS IN
NEW YORK CITY

1007 .. ELEHENTARY SCHOOLS :
£ . ?F |
& 752 , o
= ‘g .
5 . /
r 0% 4
=
2 w
F %5 - / .
" %
G778 T 1972473 T 1973774 - 1975/76
45' Schools
D Other Schoo]s
JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOLS
100% .
;2 R R, () 45 DN
§ 75%
17 "
. 50t _
= H
2 252 ‘
=
™ /.
1971/72 1972/73 1973/74 1974/75 ~1975/76
ELEMENTARY AND JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOLS
100% . :
wy
£
B 75y :
= ..
&
. 50% -
g . ,
2
= 252
" Z! ZR N
/72 " 1972/13 1973/74 1974775 1975/76 g
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RACIAL IMPACT OF YEAR OF TEST

APPENDIX F

Name of bxam Date of Number of rvercent of Blacks
Exam Blacks in Total Passed
Early Childhooa 12-63 12
garly Childhood 01-73 68 T
Early Cnildhood 06=-74 B4 j .
Common #$ranches 12-63 5
Common Branches 01-73 136
cCommon pranches 06-74 212
Social Studies JHdS l1z=-04d 1 0.93
Social Studies JHS 02-74 35. 6.64
Matn Jd3 12-0d 1 4.55
Math JH3 11-72 6 5.45
Math Jiis 06-74 62 7.83
Englisn Jd3 11-68 4 10.53
gnglish JdsS 06-74 42 10.61
social Studies DHS 0363 0 0.00
Social Studies Dd3 U6-74 12 2.98
path DHS* 05-63 6 12.00
rlath DdS 12-72 . 2 1.54
Math DHS 05-74 10 3.95
Englisn Dd3 04-68 3 3.16
Engl}sn DHS v6-74 64 6.06

*Exception to year-py-year increase of black composition of

rank order list (both in terms of numbers and percent).




APPENDIX G

RACIAL IMPACT OF REGULAR LICENSING EXAMS ON PASS RATES

Name of Exam Date of Fercent Percent
‘ Test Black White
Passed Passed

Early Childhood 12-68— 27.27 76.32
Barly Childhood 01-73 ~ 55.74 '86.82
garly Cnildhood 06~-74 16.60 51.77

" Common Branches . 12-64 20.83 44,14
Lommon Branches 01-73 54.87 - 85.23
common Branches 06~74 28.54 $5.80
Social Studies JdS 12-68 8.33 43.27

~50cial Studies JaS 02—74_ 20.00 50.498
matn JH3-. 11-72 31.58 65.862
Math Jd3 ,M‘96-74 62,00 . 84.30
Englisn JidS 11~-64 66.67 59.65
English Jds U6-74 47.1y 57.84
social Studies DHS U3-bd 0.00 42,22
social Studies DHS U6-74 7.69 33,91
Math DHS 05-68 50.00 48 .35
Math Dd3 12-72 14.2y 52.46
Matn DHS 05-74 25.00 4v.19
English DHS 04-68 42.86 50.55
gnglisn UHS Oo-74 49.23

70.55

25
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 APPENDIX H
s

1;

OUVER~ AND UNDER—REéRESENTATION OF BLACKS ON RANK ORDER

LISTS OF REGULAR LICENSING EXAMS
. » 6
... Name.of Test Date of Score Categories by
Test 5 Point Intervals*

_4 1 2 3 4 ‘5 6
garly Childhood uﬁf2-68 - + - - - -
'Eérlnyﬁiidhood 01-73 + + + e e o e

; farly Childhood 06~74 + + - - - -
Common Branches 01-73 ~ + - - - - N
Common Branches 06-74 - ? + - ~ - -
Hath JHS 06~74 ¥ ¥ - - - .
Mmath DdS 05~74 + + + - - -
| English JH3 06-74 + & - - - -
; ‘ English w3 06-74 + .+ - - - -
% 'saéial Studies JHS ~ 02-74 + -+ - - - -
}; pSocial studies DAS** 06-74 = + - -
*x 1 = 60 to 695; 2 = 65 to 70; etc. o \“\“\w».
** Only four score categqries. >
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APPENDIX 1

RACIAL IMPACT Of RECERTIFICATION EXAMS
OR PASS RATES '

Name—of—Exam————Date-ofr——Percent Percent_

Exam Blacks Wwhite
Passed Passed
Hath Jd3 25485 01-76 47.62 76.46
Math DHS 25385 01-76 39.13 64.68
Bnglish Jds 2585 01-76 80.31 86,92 .
English DH3 2585 01-76 70.73 87.03 -

27




APPENDIX J

RACIAL IpMPACYT OF ANCILLARY CERTIFICATE EXAMS ON PAS3 RATES

Name of Exam Date of Percent Percent
Test Blacks Whites
Passed Passed
Early Childhood AC 06-75 14.29 ' 26.26
Early Childhood AC 12-75 50.00 54.55
Common Branckis AC 06-75 9.0 27.34
Comnon Brancines AC 12-75 30.43 46.27
Social sStudies JHS AC 06-75 27.27 , 24.49
“Social Studies JdS AC 12-75 0.0V 37.50
viath JHS and DHS 06~75
plus 40.00 50.98
riath DHS 12-7%
06-~75
3ocial Studies DH3 AC and 25.00 32.08
12-75

A~
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Appendix K-1

HSSIGNMENT OF MINORITY PROFESSIONAL STAFF
NEW YORK CITY 1975-1876

ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS (CITY-WIDE)
100_ |

B PRINCIPALS
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Appendix K-1

NEW YORK CITY 1975-1376 3

Bt IMENTRHFY SCHOOLS (CTT> WIDE)

81 ' =

15u6
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11

5K v

QUARTILE 11 QUARTILE I11  QUARTILE 1V
159. SCHAOLS 159 SCHOOLS 160 SCHOOLS
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ASSIThMENT OF MINORTTY PROFESS"ANAL STAFF
NFEd YORK CITY 1975-197%

"y 18RS #IGH SCHBOLS (CITY-KIDE)
100._
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1
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C

PERCENT MINORITY STRFF
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Appendix K-2

@SSIENMENT OF MINORITY PROFESSIONAL STAFF
NEW YORK CITY 1975-1976

" JUNIOR HIGH SCHBOLS (CITY-WIDE)
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ASSIGNMENT OF MINGRITY PROFESSIONAL STAFF
NEW YDRK CITY '1875-1976

'HIGH SCHOQGLS - §C1TY~WIDE)
100, | |
B PRINCIPALS
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Appendix K-3

ASSIGNMENT OF MINGRITY PROFESSIONAL STRFF
REW YORK CITY 19751976

" "HIGH SCHEDLS - ([TITY—HIDE)
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RSSIGNMENT OF MINORITY PROFESSIONAL STAFF
NEW YORK CITY 1975-1976
" ALL SCHAOLS: (CITY=HIDE)
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. ASSIGNMENT OF MINORITY PROFESSIONAL STAFF
NEW YBRK CITY 1975-1976
" ALL SCHAOLS. (CITY-WIDE)
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‘RS | R
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PERCENT BLACK STARFF

Appendix K-5

HSSIGNMENT,OF BLACK PROFESSIONAL STAFF
NEW YORK CITY 1975-1976

ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS (CITY-WIDE)
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ASSIGNMENT OF BLACK PROFESSIONAL STAFF
NEW YORK CITY 1975-1976

ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS (CITY-WIDE)
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~ASSIGNMENT @f BLACK PROFESSIONAL STAFF
NEW YORK CITY 1975-~1976
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'ASSIGNMENT OF BLACK PROFESSIONAL STAFF
NEW YORK CITY 1975-1976

- JUNTOR. HIGH SCHQOLS :(CITY-WIDE)
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ASSIGNMENT OF BLRCK PHUFESSIUNHL STAFF
NEW TOBK CITT 1975 1976
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" ASSIGNMENT ©OF BLACK PROFESSIONAL STAFF

NEW YORK CITY 1975-1876

" HIGH SCHOOLS (CITY-WIDE)
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ASSIGNMENT OF BLACK PREFESSTONAL STAFF
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Appendix K-10
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ELEMEN&ARY””
PRINCIPALS 28.1%
ASSISTANT
PRINCIPALS : 43.3%
TEACHERS" 80.1%
OTHER PROFESSIONAL o

STAFF 72.3%

-APPENDIX M

JHS/1S8

15.6%

16.0%

43.0%

41.1%

PERCENT FEMALE STAFF BY SCHOOL LEVEL

ACAD.RS VOC. HS TOTAL

11.8% 4.3% 23.3%

25.8%  24.0% 28.2%
43.8% .32.7% - 60.1%

56.8%  51.4% 57.6%

u :
(Source: Basic Educetional Data System, 1975-76 Teacher File* from .
the University of the State of New York, The State Edu-

cation Department)

* Except where noted to the cont
come from the Basic Educationa

rary, all figures in this section
1 Data System's (BEDS) 1975-76

"reacher file" collected by the New York State Education De-
partment. This teacher file may differ somewhat from the BEDS
"school file" which includes racial/ethnic data. The school
file, like the EEO-5 data which is quoted in this letter, is
‘aggregated by school. The school fiel and EEO-5 have similar
numerical totals and all three files show equal percentages of-
men and women in supervisory and non-supervisory positions.
Therefore, the small discrepancies between data sources- have
no effect on the rubstance of our findings here.
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APPENDIX N

AVAILABILITY OF FEMALE PRINCIPALS AND ASSISTANT PRINCIPALS

TEACHERS OTHER PROFESSIONAL STAFF.
© 60.1% ARE FEMALE 57.6% ARE FEMALE
TEACHERS WITH AT LEAST'A- -  OTHER PROFESSIONAL STAFF WITH
BACHELORS + 30 AND 3 YEARS AT LEAST A BAéﬁELORs_+ 30 AND
OF EXPERIENCE | 3 YEARS OF EXPERTENCE -
59.7% ARE FEHALE sax MEFOME

ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL
28.2% ARE FEMALE
PRINCIPALS
23.3% ARE FEMALE
™S

TEACHERS WITH A MASTER + 30* . OTHER PROFESSIONAL STAFF WITH

AND AT LEAST 3 YEARS OF A MASTERS + 30% AND AT LEAST 3
| EXPERIENCE YEARS OF EXPERIENCE
e M TEMLE SG6UAREFEMLE

- * Degree status ééhieved by most principals and assistant principals in The New
York City School System. - :

(Source: Basic Educational Data System, 1975-76 Teacher File from the ‘
University of the State of New York, The State Education Department) -
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APPENDIX O .
COACHING . COMPENSATION
| " PERCENT FEMALE, -
SPORT GROUP, . __ COACHES N AVG. SALARY -
‘FOOTEALL 1 0% 68 $2113
BASEBALL 1 o%+‘ : 67 1862
WRESTLING 1 o% A._  23 1314
SOCCER 1 o% . . T4 EiYs
TRACK 2 19% 137 - $1367
BASKETBALL 2 ong 1k - 1719 )
e e BOWEING e 2 ' ”27%A_HHWHMMm_wllSM,;ww mj;wTT5¢”_"wwmwwv
. TENNIS 2 28% 9% 1157
SWIMMING 2 20% . . 78 - 1207
GYMNASTICS 3 L5% 60 $ 858
SOFTBALL 3 78% 45 1402
VOLLEYBALL 3 L% . 50 | 1063
GROUP 1 = 0% FEMALE COACHES; AVG. SALARY = $1653
: GROUP 2 = 25% FEMALE COACHES; AVG. SALARY = $1281
- . “WGROUPM3_=NK%yFEMALE3COACHESSVAVGI;SALﬁgyn=.$1082mJWMWNMNW““wwwwwmm.

(source: Annual Report of Service for Payroll from September 30,
1975 to June 30,'l976”from the Board of Education of the -~

City of New York)
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