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SAN DIEGO CITY SCHOOLS
Elementary Schools Division


REPORT OF FACILITIES UTILIZATION STUDY
BENCHLEY, FOSTER AND GRANTVILLE SCHOOLS


April 17, 1979


I. INTRODUCTION


This report proposes that:


.Foster School continue operation without change in the
utilization of facilities,


.a change in the utilization of facilities be made for
Benchley and Grantville Schools beginning with the 1979-80
school year.


II • BACKGROUND


At the meeting of the Board of Education on October 3, 1978, authori-
zation was given for the conduct of facilities utilization studies
involving 15 elementary schools. The schools under study were grouped
into five clusters. One cluster was Benchley, Foster and Grantville.


The process for study provided for the establishment of a Facilities
Utilization Study Committee for each cluster of,schools. Committee member-
ship included parents, site personnel and a.regional director. The
committee was assigned specific responsibilities, which included the
following:


a. Review information and findings of Facilities Planning
Committee relative to the utilization of the school
facilities to be studied.


b. Establish a calendar for the completion of the study.


c. Provide study information to parents and staff.


d. Conduct informational meetings.


e. Consider alternatives resulting from study and informational
meetings.


f. Submit recommendations to the appropriate operating division.


Recommendations from the Facilities Utilization Study Committee were to be
forwarded from the Elementary Division to the augmented district Facilities Plan-
ning Committee for review and consideration in the development of a district
recommendation relative to the study. Upon completion of the Facilities
Planning Committee recommendation, referral is made to the district's
Executive Council and superintendent for final recommendation to the Board
of Education.


Attachment II is provided as additional information
which was not included in the report to the Board of
Education at the regularly scheduled meeting of
March 27, 1979







As a result of the authorization of the Board of Education, general infor--
mation meetings were held for all interested parents and community members
in the respective school attendance areas during the week of November 13.


At those meetings, information was provided by school and district staff
including the committee process to be followed. Responses to questions
were made, concerns were discussed and items were identified for addi-
tional research. After the informational meetings, parents, community
members and staff were invited to participate on the local facilities
utilization study committee to study information provided by the district
and to make recommendations as appropriate.


Following the informational meetings and the selection of committee members,
the committee met nine times to conduct the study. The Benchley, Foster and
Grantville study was initiated on November 20 and terminated on February 22.


Report of Facilities Utilization Study
Benchley, Foster and Grantville Schools
April 17,.1979
Page 2


Ill. CONDUCT OF THE STUDY


The committee members selected were:


BENCHLEY


Mrs. Donna Jefferis
Mrs. Juel Moore
Mrs. Joan Beck
Mrs. Ronnie Rossman
Mrs. Marsha Weinberg
Mrs. Suzanne Hess


Mr. Jack Radican
Mrs. Fran Hays
Mrs. Jean Christianson
Mrs. Kay Kent
Mrs. Julie Sullivan
Mr3. Dorothy Vidler


•


Principal
Certificated Staff
Classified Staff
Parent
Parent
Parent


•
FOSTER


Principal
Certificated Staff
Classified Staff
Parent
Parent
Parent


GRANTVILLE
Mrs. Bea Reid
Mrs_ Deborah Richardson
Mrs. Belva Garc{a
Mrs. Trudi Williams
Mrs. Vita LaFond
Mr. Isaac Williams


Principal
Certificated Staff
Classified Staff
Parent
Parent
Parent


Chairperson: Mrs. Grace W. Perkins,
Director, Elementary Schools •
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At the initial meeting, committee members were charged with the
responsibility to:


.Secure input regarding concerns from their communities and
keep their communities apprised of the progress of the
study .


.Provide a sound and thoughtful recommendation for site
utilization which assures maintenance of a fine educational
program for the pupils involved.


In subsequent meetings, committ~e members visited the three sites and
reviewed and evaluated available data pertinent to the study. Using the
school rating sheet as a point of departure for in-depth discussion, the
committee considered the following:


.Integration impact


.Classroom utilization


.Enrollment projections through 1983-84


.Ethnic enrollment percentages


.Pupil-teacher assignment flexibility and instructional
materials adequacy
.Administrative and operational costs
.Facilities and playground quality and adequacy, and the
availability of school amenities
.Health, traffic and safety factors
.Potential impact of closure on pupils and community


The committee considered much additional information in its deliberations."
A questionnaire reflecting the concerns and wishes of Benchley parents was
reviewed. Various reports prepared by district staff were provided as
needed. Concerns of the Benchley PTA executive board were considered as
were concerns voiced by the Benchley representatives and by interested
parents who attended several committee meetings.


The representatives of each school submitted written recommendations
regarding the future utilization of the three sites. A document incor-
porating all the recommendations was then prepared and the committee
determined the final recommendation regarding. each site by vote. The
committee was unanimous in its support of the recommendation concernirig
Foster School. Regarding the utilization of the Benchley and Grantville
sites, Foster and Grantville representatives supported one position and
Benchley representatives supported another. For this reason, the committee
submitted along with its official recommendation, a minority report
reflecting the recommendations of the Benchley representatives.







Benchley
Foster
Grantville


$69,259
$92,316
$75,332
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IV. PROPOSALS AND RATIONALE


The purpose of the Facilities Utilization Study of the Benchley, Foster
and Grantville Schools was to determine whether the total facilities
within the three schools were, in fact, underutilized. Could a differpnt
arrangement of facility usage provide a reduction in operating cost3 and
still maintain a quality educational program? If more than one program
were to be located on one site, could the uniqueness and integrity of each
program be maintained?


All three schools in the cluster have integration programs in operation.
For this reason, all three schools have both resident and nonresident pupils
in attendance. Current and projected enrollment data indicate that Benchley
and Grantville have low resident pupil enrollments. The majority of pupils
in attendance on a daily basis live outside the community and are trans-
ported to the integration program. Nonresident pupils attend the Benchley
Individualized Instruction magnet on a full time basis; nonresident pupils
attend the Lea~ning Center program at Grantville one day per week. In
contrast, approximately 78% of the pupils attending the Foster Fundamental
magnet are re~idents of the community. This ratio is expected to continue.


Current and projected enrollments are as follows: '.1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83
Bench'ley
Resident pupils 82* 70 59 56 5)
Nonresident pupils 164 181 190 197 198


Grantville
Resident pupils 89*" 64 62 54 52
Nonresident pupils 180 180 180 180 180


Foster
Resident pupils 358 363 357 359 370
Nonresident pupils 95 100 100 100 100


The cos ts of administration and plant operations are cited below. Actual
1977-78 expenditures were used for plantoperation costs. Because of the
change in the administrative structure of one school in the cluster effective
this year, the 1978-79 estimated administration costs which reflect this
change were used.


*March 16, 1979 enrollment - 76 resident pupils 1It
**March 16, 1979 enrollment - 90 resident pupils (includes 21 VEEP pupils) ~







The primary attendance area of Benchley lies within the Foster
and Marvin attendance areas. Benchley resident pupils not
wishing to continue or enroll in the magnet program would
enroll in the appropriate school of residence, either Foster
or Marvin. Marvin School is .9 miles from Benchley and has
space for 74 additional pupils. Foster School is one mile
from Bench1ey and has space available for 58 additional pupils.
Since Foster is a magnet also, transportation would be pro-
vided for primary pupils at a distance greater than .75 mile
from the school.


t
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On the basis of input from the Facilities Utilization Study Committee,
after consideration of the available data and after ascertaining that
there were no other viable options for the location of the pupils and
programs involved, the Elementary Division staff and the Augumented
Facilities Planning Committee propose as follows:


1. Close the Bench1ey School facility and move the Benchley
program to the Grantville site.


Rationale


a. The Bench1ey progr?m would occupy a more adequate facility
which includes an auditorium, cafeteria and conference
rooms. These facilities are not available at Bench1ey.


b. The Grantville site is large enough to house the additional
eight portable classrooms and toilet facility required in
such a move. There is room on site for ten additional
portables.


c. Of the 246 pupils enrolled at Benchley, only one-third
(82 pupils) are residents of the community. For two-thirds
of the pupils already being transported, the proposed pro-
gram relocation will have virtually no transportation impact.
The district provides transportation for primary pupils who
attend magnet programs and who live at a distance greater
than .75 mile from the program. On this basis, only pupils
living within a distance of .75 mile from Grantville would
walk to school or be transported by their parents.


d. There should be minimal impact on parental volunteering in
the Bench1ey program since the distance to Grantville is
relatively short.


e. If the Benchley program were moved to Grantville there would
be an ongoing annual cost savings in administration and plant
operation. Administration and plant operation costs for the
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two schools total $144,591. If the Benchley program
were moved to Grantville, these costs would be reduced
to $85,293. This represents an annual ongoing savings
of $59,298.


In order to relocate the program, however, eight portab12
classrooms and a portable toilet facility would be needed
at Grantville. This one-time cost of moving the portable
units would be $64,250.


2. Continue the operation of Foster School in its present pattern.


Rationale


a. Foster has the largest enrollment (458 pupils) of the three
schools in the study. There is not sufficient space at
either Benchley or Grantville, or at both schools, to absorb
the Foster population.


b. The Foster magnet program should be continued in operation;
since the program could not be moved in toto to another
site, closure of Foster would be destructive to the program.


c. In view of the substantial number of pupils enrolled, closure
of Foster School or the relocation of the Foster program
would have great community impact.


3. Utilize the Grantville site for the K-3 Benchley magnet program
and the Learning Center program. Absorb the regular Grantville
primary grade pupils into the Benchley program and discontinue
the regular program for pupils in grades 4-6.


Rationale


a. Grantville has a successful and fully enrolled Learning Center
program in operation. The central location and freeway
accessibility of this site are desirable factors for programs
requiring the transport of pupils.


b. The Grantville site has an excellent plant, with 13 permanent
classrooms, a cafeteria and an auditorium. Playground space
is extensive. On this basis, the school should continue in
use.


c. The total population in the regular Grantville K-6 program
is 90 pupils.* Of these, 69 pupils live in the attendance
area and 21 pupils are participants in the VEEP program.


*March 16, 1979 enrollment


•


•







p----------------------------------= .~


On the basis of the small enrollment, the current program
does not provide for adequate flexibility of pupil assign-
ment and classroom organization or for a sufficient variety
of instructional materials.
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d. Locating the Benchley program at Grantville would provide
an excellent program for the primary pupils currently enrolled
at Grantville. The current Benchley teaching staff can be
transferred to Grantville, to the degree that 1979-80 enroll-
ment and staff willingness allow. This would assure mainten-
ance of program quality and stability.


e. The March 16, 1979 enrollment at Grantville in grades 3-5
is 31 pupils. Of these, 26 live in the community and 5
attend in the VEEP program. These pupils would comprise
the total upper grade population next year. On the basis
of the lack of programmatic options for these pupils, the
upper grade program should be discontinued at the close of
the 1978-79 school year. Upper grade pupils will normally
be assigned to Foster or to any other magnet for which they
might qualify. There should be minimal negative impact
within the Grantville community.


If the decision is made to move the Benchley program to Grantville, the
following is proposed:


.In any future use of the Benchley site by the district, prime
consideration should be given to the residential nature of the
Benchley community .
.Every effort should be made to keep the program and staff intact,
to maintain the high level of parental involvement and to foster
the unique and personalized atmosphere of the program. If staff
changes occur, parents should be advised .


.Key teachers from the Benchley and Grantville staff should devote
time to program planning prior to the opening of school in the
fall to assure successful program transition and continuation .


•The School Names Committee should consider the retention of the
name Belle Benchley for the Grantville site.


If Benchley School continues in operation, a multipurpose room should be
considered to help offset the lack of auditorium, cafeteria and conference
rooms.
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The study committee felt it unwise to include magnet schools and schools
with Learning Center programs in facilities utilization studies and viewed
it as a compromise to the district connnitment to voluntary integration. In
the opinion of staff members, the changes proposed will not endanger the
success of the integration programs involved; the plan is to keep the
programs intact. Also, it is important to note that there is pottutial
for expansion of the Benchley program if it is moved to the larger
Grantville site, whereas the Benchley site and facilities are not adequate
for housing additional pupils for the magnet program.


District staff reviewed and considered the minority report in detail.
Recognizing the high regard for the Benchley program and the apprehension
accompanying its possible relocation, staff is committed to assuring
optimum transition and continuation of the program. It is expected that
the two programs--the Benchley Individualized Instruction magnet for
primary pupils and the Learning Center program for upper grade pupils--will
maintain their uniqueness. There are observable and definable differences
between the two programs. The Benchley program becomes the residential
program of the school, maintaining its warmth, openness and humanistic
approach. Grantville becomes a primary school for the children in residence.
The Learning Center pupils are the welcome "visitors" on site, each group
in attendance only one day per week. They are of a different age group,
having their special, different and highly structured educational experi-
ence. The very differences assure maintenance of program integrity.
Special events occasionally will occur on site which will be of educational
benefit to the pupils in both programs; only at those times will the two
programs become linked.


V. RECOMMENDATION


It is recommended that:


1. Foster School continue operation without change in the
utilization of facilities.


2. Benchley School be closed and the Benchley program moved
to the Grantville site, effective September, 1979.


3. The Grantville site be utilized for the Learning Center
program and for the Benchley program which would also
enroll the K-3 Grantville pupils.


4. The regular program at Grantville for pupils in grades 4-6
be discontinued at the end of the current school year,
that pupils in grades 4-6 be assigned to Foster and that
attendance area boundaries be redrawn to reflect this
assignment of pupils.


GWP:br
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REPORT OF FACILITIES UTILIZATION STUDY COMMITTEE
BENCHLEY, FOSTER AND GRANTVILLE SCHOOLS


March 5, 1979


.Bench1ey School be closed and the program moved to Grantville School


.Foster School continue as it is presently utilized


.Grantvi11e School be utilized for the Benchley program and the
Learning Center and the regular enrollment in grades 4-6 be
phased out


At the meetings of the Board of Education on May 16·and Octobe.r 3, 1978,
authorization was given for the conduct of facilities utilization studies
regarding 15 elementary schools. The schools under study were grouped
into five clusters. Benchley, Foster and Grantville comprised one cluster.


I. INTRODUCTION


This report proposes that:


II . BACKGROUND


III. CONDUCT OF THE STUDY


ATTACHMENT I


During the week of November 13, special meetings were held for parents and
staff members of the three schools. At that time, the background, purpose
and process for the conduct of the study were described and representative
membership for the Facilities Utilization Study Committee was solicited.


Following the informational meetings and the selection of committee
members, the committee met nine times to conduct the study. The first
·meeting was held November 20; the final meeting occurred on February 22.


The committee members selected were:
BENCHLEY


Mrs. Donna Jefferis
Mrs. Juel Moore
Mrs. Joan Beck
Mrs. Ronnie Rossman
Mrs. Marsha Weinberg
Mrs. Suzanne Hess


Mr. Jack Radican
Mrs. Fran Hays
Mrs. Jean Christianson
Mrs. Kay Kent
Mrs. Julie Sullivan
Mrs. Dorothy Vidler


Principal
Certificated Staff
Classified Staff
Parent
Parent
Parent


FOSTER


Principal
Certificated Staff
Classified Staff
Parent
Parent
Parent
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GRANTVILLE


Mrs. Bea Reid
Mrs. Deborah Richardson
Mrs. Belva Garc{a
Mrs. Trudi Williams
Mrs. Vita LaFond
Mr. Isaac Williams


Prindpal
Certificated Staff
Classified Staff
Parent
Parent
Parent


Chairperson: Mrs. Grace W. Perkins,
Director, Elementary Schools


At the initial meeting, committee members were charged with the
responsibility to:


.Secure input regarding concerns from their communities and
to keep their communities apprised of the progress of the
study .


.Provide a sound and thoughtful recommendation for site
utilization which assures maintenance of a fine educational
program for the pupils involved.


In subsequent meetings, committee members visited the three sites and
reviewed and evaluated available data pertinent to the study. Using the
school rating sheet as a 'picture' of the schools and a point of depar-
ture for in-depth discussion, the committee considered the following:


.Enrollment projections through 1983-84


.Ethnic enrollment percentages


.Pupil-teacher assignment flexibility and instructional
materials adequacy
.Administrative and operating costs
.Facilities and playground quality and adequacy, and the
availability of school amenities
.Health, traffic and safety factors
.Potential impact on closure of pupil and community


In addition, a utilization formula and an integration formula for use in
school rating were developed and adopted by the committee.


The scoring for each school on each factor was reached by consensus.
(Attachments A, B, C, D)


The committee considered much additional information in their deliberations.
A questionnaire reflecting the concerns and wishes of Benchley parents was
reviewed. Various reports requested by the Citywide Citizens Committee were ~
circulated and copies provided for members as needed. A letter of opposition
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to the closure of Benchley School on the basis of the school rating
instrument from the executive board of the Benchley PTA was given
consideration as were the concerns of interested parents who attended
several committee meetings. Benchley representatives on the committee
also prepared a document reflecting questions and concerns for total
committee consideration. (Attachment E)
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In mid-January, committee members from each school were charged with
the responsibility of preparing written recommendations regarding the
future utilization of the three sites. In subsequent meetings, each
subcommittee presented its recommendations and the rationale in support
of each recommendation.
A document incorporating all recommendations submitted by the three
subcommittees was prepared and the committee determined the final
recommendation by vote. The committee was unanimous in their support
of the recommendation regarding Foster School. Regarding the utiliza-
tion of the Benchley and Grantville sites, Foster and Grantville
representatives supported one position and Benchley representatives
supported another. On this basis, there is a minority report reflecting
Benchley recommendations.


IV. RECOMMENDATIONS AND RATIONAlE
"The primary focus of the committee recommendation is the location or


relocation of programs within the community to provide greater educa-
tional opportunity for students while providing a financial savings
to the district. The recommendation may not be the best proposal for
every child enrolled in the three schools--it is what we consider the
best proposal for the most children involved."*


Recommendation I
Close Benchley School facility and move program to Grantville School.


Rationale


1. Benchley would acquire permanent facilities, including a
much-needed auditorium, cafeteria and conference rooms.


2. There is sufficient land to house ten portables on the
Grantville site.


3. Bench1ey is basically serving needs of students already living
outside the area; a change in bus stop should not be significant.


*Paraphrased from the Foster subcommittee report.
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4. The location of Grantville is close enough that it should not
be a hardship for "local" parents to volunteer, thus preserving
the unique Benchley spirit.


5. A big plus for Benchley students would be in sharing the
Learning Center atmosphere as well as greater opportunity for
participation in enrichment activities at the Grantville ,ete.


6. Benchley students living in the Benchley attendance area could
opt out to Foster, Marvin or other magnets for which they qualify.


7. ~~ile the number of teachers remains the same, the district
would save in salaries for the support staff.


8. There would be a savings of approximately $59,000 per year in
administrative and plant operations costs.


Recomnlendation II


Maintain the Foster School facility as it is currently utilized.


Rationale


1. Since Foster has the largest resident enrollment of the three
schools in the study, it is unreasonable and impractical to
close the one school in the Allied Gardens cluster which is
attracting the most students.


2. Closure or relocation would have the greatest negative impact
on the community.


3. There is not sufficient room at Benchley, Grantville or even
hoth sites to absorh Foster's students (and there are only 74
open slots at Marvin).


4. Since the district is considering establishing a magnet
fundamental "school within a school" at Lewis as a continuing
program for Foster graduates, closing Foster undermines the
very reason for establishing this program in this area.


Recommendation III


Maintain Grantville School facility utilization as follows:
.Move Benchley program to site
.Move Benchley staff in toto to Grantville if enrollments and staff
willingness allow
.Provide busing to Grantville for Benchley pupils
.Enroll Grantville K-3 pupils in Benchley program
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5. The district could exchange a declining program for one that
promises revitalization, stability and possible growth. To
continue to provide professional growth to the current staff,
an incoming staff can certainly provide the incentives for
involvement in a new program.
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.Phase out Grantville 4-6 program


.Retain Learning Center program at present time; if Bench1ey
program to be expanded, relocate Learning Center program.


Rationale
1, Grantville community is no longer able to support the school


with students; therefore, the concept of a "community school"
at that site is obsolete.


2. There would be minimal negative impact within the community
since only three grade levels (4-6) are being phased out.


3. Current K-6 program is so small, resulting in less flexibility
in teacher assignments and social contacts for students among
peers.


4. To allow flexibility in classroom organization an increase in
enrollment would benefit the children here at the site.


6. Grantville has one state-funded program and one federal-funded
program. These funds are based on enrollment; therefore, an
increase in enrollment would be of real benefit to a school
this size.


7. Judge Welsh ruled Grantville School as a neutral site for an
integration program, centrally located, freeway accessible,
and a balance between the racially majority schools and the
racially minority schools.


8. Grantville at the present time is operating to its capacity
for the integration program.


9. At this time, it is felt by the committee that closing
Grantville School would be in violation of the Judge's ruling
and it could possibly reflect negativism for the school district
in the court case.


10. Grantville has a good physical p1ant--inc1uding all permanent
classrooms, cafeteria and auditorium.







2. There is an overwhelming feeling among Benchley parents that a
move would be totally destructive to the program.


I
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Additional Recommendations


If the Benchley program is moved to Grantville:


.There is potential financial accrual in the lease or sale of
the Benchley site •


.Protection of the residential nature of the Benchley community
should be a prime consideration in any future use of the site .


.The School Names Committee consider the retention of the name
Belle Benchley in any such change •


.The community be apprised of any Benchley program staff changes .


.Parents be encouraged to become a vital part of the school
operation .


.Key teachers from Benchley and Grantville staff spend time
during the summer planning for tbe 1979-80 school year for the
successful operation of the program.


If Benchley continues to operate, a multipurpose room should be provided.


We believe that is was unwise to include magnet schools in the Facilities
Utilization Study because this compromises the district's commitment to
voluntary integration, especially since this cluster is composed of two
popular magnets and one successful Learning Center that are achieving the
district's integration goals.


Ninority Report: Recommendation I


Naintain present utilization of the Benchley school site.


Rationale
1. Our teaching staff feels that the essence of the program would


be changed by moving to Grantville and prefers to remain at
the present location.


3. Our staff is already involved in working with the Sherman staff
in the development of their new magnet program. It may be
unrealistic to ask them to also work with the Grantville staff
now~


I







4. All magnet programs are excellent and support priorities of
the district and should not be changed. Benchley is being
fully utilized and racially balanced according to district
guidelines.
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6. Part of the appeal of Benchley is not only its program, but
the fact that it is a primary school. This would be lost.
Just as the district funds middle schools, they should also
be willing to fund existing primary schools.


5. By approving the integration plan, Judge Welsh has ruled
Benchley an acceptable location, and moving the program
would eliminate one racially balanced site in the district.


7. The Learning Center format (of 200 different fourth through
sixth graders each day) is not compatible with a primary
school atmosphere.


9. By assigning an administrator to Benchley, the district
acknowledged that our magnet program merits a full-time admin-
istrator. However, if the administrator at Grantville would
need to oversee two programs, we would be deprived of a
full-time administrator.


8. Our small, self-contained, and personal environment is an
integral part of the unique magnet program offered at Benchley.


10. Benchley's program is so different from Grantville's Learning
Center that the best administrator for our program may not be
the best one for the Learning Center. We believe it is un-
realistic for one administrator to adequately administer two
such different programs.


11. Savings in administration and operation are miniscule. Savings
of $60,000 represent only 1/50 of 1% of the total district
budget ($213,674,153); that amount does not justify risking
the program. These savings do not reflect the maintenance or
supervision of a closed site. Quality education is currently
being offered at Benchley and a small savings is not worth
jeopardizing it.


Minority Report: Recommendation II


Discontinue "neighborhood school" K-6 program at Grantville School.
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Rationale


1. Grantville's resident enrollment is steadily declining each
year. Unless the housing trends shift, the townhouses and
condos accept children, the total Grantville resident pop-
ulation will be in the junior high schools within the next
five years.


2. Grantville cannot provide quality education for seven grades
because they have only three classrooms. It provides no
flexibility in the program.


3. Students in the Grantville attendance area should be given
assistance in relocating.


Minority Report: General Recommendation


It is our recommendation that instead of the district changing Bench1ey's
program by moving it to.a shared campus with the Learning Center, the
district seek other means of reducing costs by $60,000.


GWP:br







e SAN DIEGO CITY SCHOOLS
E1ement~ry SCh901s Division ATTACHMENT A


,


BENCHLEY/FOSTER/GRANTVILLE
FACILITIES UTILIZATION STUDY


SUMMARY OF SCHOOL RATING


FACTOR BENCHLEY FOSTER GRANTVILLE


Utilization 20.0 (82%) 20.0 (83.7%) 20.0 (89.6%)


Integration 25.0 25.0 25.0


1- Curricular Flexibility


A. Teachers per grade level 7.0 7.0 0.0
B. Materials and supplies 1.86 7.89 .116


2. Operating Costs*


3. Physical Adequacy


A. Playground 3.5 3.5 3.5
B. Quality of facilities 3.0 3.0 3.0
C. School amenities 3.0 7.0 8.0


4. Impact of Closure:
Pupils and Community 6.0 9.0 6.0


5. Health, Traffic and Safety 7.0 7.0 7.0


TOTALS 76.36 89.39 72.616


*Operating Costs Per Pupil ($282) ($205) ($282)


GWP:br
1/16/79
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Utilization 82%
Integration
Dist. Uti1. same


20 pts.
25 pts.
20 pts.


SAN DIEGO CITY SCHOOLS
Elementary Schools Division


SCHOOL RATING


ATTACHMENT B


K-3~ SCHOOL BENCHLEY ELEMENTARY GRADE LEVELS
ENROLLMENT


ADDRESS 7202 Princess View Drive ETHNICITY:


TELEPHONE NO. 286-9330


PRINCIPAL Mrs. Donna Jefferis


246 (10-6-78)
Predominantly Minority
(More than __% minority)


Tipping
(Between % and __ % min. ) __


Balanced
(Between __ % and __ % maj.) 67.7 wh


Predominantly Majority
(More than __% majority)


PROJECTED ENROLLMENT AND NUMBER OF CLASSROOMS NEEDED


Number of classrooms available: Kgn, size 1 • Reg. size 10
All are portables.


Total ----'1"'1'-__


Resident Clsnns. Magnet
Enroll. Utilized Program


Kgn , 68
Gr. 1-3 176
Gr. 4-6
Special Education


1978-79 Resident Clsnns.
Enroll. Needed


1977-78


I 1Kgn. 13
Gr. 1-3 69
Gr. 4-6
Special Education


1979-80


Kgn. 18
Gr. 1-3 58
Gr. 4-6
Special Education


1980-81


Kgn. 18
Gr. 1-3 57
Gr. 4-6
Special Education


8


1
8


1
8


56
190


62
195


65
200


GEOGRAPHICALLY ISOLATED SITE: Yes No XX
(If "yes." school will remain open; no need to rate.)


Total
Overage/Deficiency


1978-79 Kgn. clsnns.


Reg. clsrms.


1979-80 Kgn. clsrms.


Reg. clsrms.


1980-81 Kgn. clsrms.


Reg. clsrms.


INTEGRATION IMPACT
Magnet Program: Yes (in existence or planned) XX No -,---__ -r-


J" "yes," name of program ReLoca t.abLe e
11f magnet program. existent or planned, is not re10catab1e, school
10 need to rate.)


Yes XX No _
will remain open;
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SAN DIEGO CITY SCHOOLS
Elementary Schools Division


SCHOOL NAME OR CODE Benchl~lementary


CRITERIA


Identified below are five criteria which could be used in the determination to continue a
school in operation or to close the school. Each criterion was weighted and assigned
points according to its relative importance. The total of the points assigned is 100.


Using these criteria and this scale, schools with higher scores would be given greatest
consideration for continued operation.


1. CURRICULAR FLEXIBILITY (28 pts.)


A. Average number of regular classroom teachers per grade level (dist. fnd): (14 pts.)


No. of teachers 9 _...:.4__ = average ~2..-
Check one Points


Less than one = a
One to two = 3.5
Two to three x = 7.0
Three to Four = 10.5
Four or more = 14.0 Score: 7.0


and instructional materials and supplies allocations: (i4 pts.)B. Textbook (SIM)
2) rank (16) School rank __ 1_6 X .116 = Score: 1.86


2. OPERATING COSTS ON A PER-PUPIL BASIS (26 pts.)
Operating costs include utilities, regular maintenance, custodial, certificated
administration and clerical costs.
$68,835 ~ 244 = $282 per pupil School rank X .215 = Score:


3. PHYSICAL ADEQUACY (21 pts.)
("Givens" are classroom space adequacy, pupil lavatory adequacy, and the existence of
an administrative unit.)


A. Playground: (7 pts.)
(space, de.sLgn, equipment,
general qualf ty)


Check one Points
7.0
3.5


a


Excellent
Adequate
LesS than adequate


x
Score: 3.5


B. Quality of facilities: (6 pts.)
(state of repair, age,
attractiveness)


Check one Points
6.0
3.0


o


Excellent
Adequate
LesS than adequate


x
3.0Score:







SAN DIEGO CITY SCHOOLS
Elementary Schools Division


Total number of checks ~ __


Check if operational
Special education (all LAC designations) =
Special programs (district reading center,


Title IV-C, Children's Centers, etc.)
Consolidation Application programs X
Board-designated Community School Program
Community use of school (youth groups,


Park and Recreation, town council,
churches, adult education, etc.) ~X~ _


SCHOOL RATING
Page 3


3. PHYSICAL ADEQUAcY (continued)


C. School Amenities: (8 pts.)


Cafeteria/cafetorium, auditorium
Kitchen adequate for food service
Separate learning centers:
Type (maximum 3 pts.)


Reading Center (l!2 day)
Media Center


Safe staff parking
Intrusion alarm system
Adequate adult lavatory facilities


4. IMPACT OF CLOSURE ON PUPILS AND COMMUNITY (15 pts.)


SCHOOL NAME OR CODE Benchley Elementary


Check if present Points
= 1
= 1


= 1
= 1
= 1
= 1
= 1
= 1


3 = Score: 3 a


x
x


x


Points
3


= 3
= 3
= 3


= 3


2 X 3 = Score: 6.0Total number of checks


COMMENTS(Elements considered crucial or of high impact not addressed in the above criteria.)


5. HEALTH, TRAFFIC AND SAFETY (10 pt s,)


Lack of noise pollution
Climate control
No traffic/safety problems


(major thoroughfares, canyons, railroad
tracks, hazards not under protection of
junior patrol)


GWP:br
:i- _4-78


Check if appropriate
X =


Points
3
3
4


=
X =


Score: _7,-,-,.0"---__


TOTAL SCORE:







Utilization
Integration
Df.st . Util.


83.7% 20 pts.
25 pts.
20 pts ,


SAN DIEGO CITY SCHOOLS
Elementary Schools Division ATTACHMENT C


79.2%


SCHOOL FOSTER ELEMENTARY


ADDRESS 6550 51st Street


GRADE LEVELS __ -:K:r-".;6;.-...,,-:;;-c--="""_
ENROLLMENT 452 (10-6-78)
ETHNICITY: -=p-r-e"7do-m-ic-n:':a:':n:-t-l~y=M~i':::n-o':"'r::::i!...t-y-----


(More than _% minority)
Tipping
(Between


Balanced
(Between % and _% maj.) 68.2 wh


Predominantly Majority
(More than _% majority)


SCHOOL RATING


TELEPHONE NO. _-:5:.::8:.:2'---=.27:...:2:.:8=--__ ---.:.. _


PRINCIPAL ....:Mr.=..:.:......::J:.::a:.::c:.::k:....::Ra=d.=i:::c:::an=------
% and % min.)


PROJECTED ENROLLMENT AND NUMBER OF CLASSROOMS NEEDED


Number of classrooms available: Kgn. size ~2~_, Reg. size 17
(All permanent)


Total ----!1~9L..__


1977-78
Resident
Enroll.


Kgn.
Gr. 1-3
Gr. 4-6
Special


46
182


Clsrms.
Utilized


Clsrms.
Needed


2
7
6


2
6
6


2
6
5


Magnet Total
Program Overage/Deficiency


60 1978-79 Kgn. clsrms.
192
201 Reg. clsrms.


-(4sjT-


71 1979-80 Kgn. clsrms.
163
193 Reg. clsrms.


(427)


72 1980-81 Kgn. clsrms.
149
173 Reg. c1srms.


193
Education 23


(444)
Resident
Enroll.


1978-79


Kgn. 51
Gr. 1-3 143
Gr. 4-6 164
Special Education -


(358)


1979-80


Kgn. 54
Gr. 1-3 125
Gr. 4-6 148
Special Education


(327)
1980-81


Kgn. 54
Gr. 1-3 111
Gr. 4-6 129
Special Education


GEOGRAPHICALLY ISOLATED SITE: Yes No XX
Cf "yes," school will remain open; no need to rate.)


I~"~GRATION IMPACTMa: -e t Program: Yes (in existence or planned) XX No _
I . "yes," name of program __ F..:cu.:-n.:-d_a_m.:-e:;:;n.:-t.:-a-=-lReLoc a tab Le ; Yes
rf magnet program, existent or planned, is not re10catab1e, school will
.,0 need to rate.)


XX No ---remain open;
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SAN DIEGO CITY SCHOOLS ,
Elementary Schools Division


SCHOOL NAME OR CODE Foster Elementary


CRITERIA


Identified below are five criteria which could be used in the determination to continue a
school in operation or to close the school. Each criterion was weighted and assigned
points according to its relative importance. The total of the points assigned is 100.


Using these criteria and this scale, schools with higher scores would be given greatest
consideration for continued operation.


1. CURRICULAR FLEXIBILITY (28 pts.)


A. Average number of regular classroom·teachers per grade level (dist. fnd): (14 pts.)


No. of teachers ___1_5__ divided by number of grade levels ~7 = average 2.14


Check one Points
Less than one = 0
One to two = 3.5
Two to three x = 7.0
Three to Four = 10.5
Four or more = 14.0 Score: 7.0


B. Textbook (SIM) and instructional materials and supplies allocations: (14 pts.)
3) Dist. rank (68) School rank 6_8 X .116 = Score: 7.89


2. OPERATING COSTS ON A PER-PUPIL BASIS (26 pts.)
Operating costs include utilities, regular maintenance, custodial, certificated
administration and clerical costs.


$90,890 ~ 444 = $205 per pupil School rank X .215 = Score:----


3. PHYSICAL ADEQUACY (21 pts.)
("Givens" are classroom space adequacy, pupil lavatory adequacy, and the existence of
an administrative unit.)


A. Playground: (7 pts.)
(space, design, equipment,
general quality)


Check one Points
7.0
3.5


o


Excellent
Adequat.e
Less than adequate


X
Score: 3.5


B. Quality of facilities: (6 pts.)
(state of repair, age,
attractiveness)


Check one Points
6.0
3.0
o


Excellent
Adequate
Less than adequate


X
3.0Score:


•


•







SAN DIEGO CITY SCHOOLS
Elementary Schools Division


SCHOOL RATING
Page 3 SCHOOL NAME OR CODE Foster Elementary


3. PHYSICAL ADEQUACY (continued)


C. School Amenities: (8 pts.)
Check if present


X
Points


= 1
= 1


Cafeteria/cafetorium, auditorium
Kitchen adequate for food service
Separate learning centers:
Type (maximum 3 pts.)


Reading Lab.


X


X
Media Center incl. library x
Student Center (counseling) X


Safe staff parking
Intrusion alarm system
Adequate adult lavatory facilities


x


x
Total number of checks __ -,-__


4. IMPACT OF CLOSURE ON PUPILS AND COMMUNITY (15 pts.)
Check if operational


Special education (all LAC designations) =
Special programs (district reading center,


Title IV-C, Children's Centers, etc.) XA- __
Consolidation Application programs _~XL-__
Board-designated Community School Program
Community use of school (youth groups,


Park and Recreation, town council,
churches, adult education, etc.) _~X~__


Points
3


= 3
= 3
= 3


= 3


X 3 = Score: 9.0Total number of checks 3--------


5. HEALTH, TRAFFIC AND SAFETY (10 p ts,)
Check if appropriate


X =
Points


3
3
4


Lack of noise pollution
Climate control
No traffic/safety problems


(major thoroughfares, canyons, railroad
tracks, hazards not under protection of
junior patrol)


X =


Score: 7,0


TOTAL SCORE: _


COMMENTS
(Elements considered crucial or of high impact not addressed in the above criteria.)


GIf' :br
5- ',-78







Utilization
Integration
Dist. UtH


74.7% 15 pts
25 pts.


89.6% 20 pts.


SAN DIEGO CITY SCHOOLS
Elementary Schools Division ATTACHMENT D


1 ,Reg. size
used for Learning
Center Program)


12 Total 13
Center (180 st-u~d~e~n-t-s--


SCHOOL RATING


SCHOOL __ --.::G~RA=NT.=.V~I~L~L~E~EL~EME~~NT.=.A~R~Y!..__


ADDRES S _--.::6=.14.:.;5:....,:D:.:e:.:c:.:e::n::a:....:D:.:r..:i"'v..:e'----------------


TELEPHONE NO. _-=2:.::8.;:.3-....:5:.,:8:.::3.::.1---...:....-----
PRINCIP AL ..;M=r:.:s:.:.~B:.:e=a:.:t=r.::i.::c.::e_R::e::i=d=__


PROJECTED ENROLLMENT AND NUMBER OF CLASSROOMS NEEDED


Number of classrooms available:
(All permanent)


Resident
EnrolL


Kgn. ·8
Gr. 1-3 35
Gr. 4-6 50
Special Education _


d978-79 Resident
EnrolL


12Kgn ,
Gr. 1-3
Gr. 4-6
Special Education _


31
46


*1979-80
13Kgn,


Gr. 1-3
Gr. 4-6
Special Education '---_


25
26


.*198~8l
13Kgn;


Gr. 1-3
Gr. 4-6
Special Education _


21
28


Kgn. size
Eight rooms
in Learning
Clsrms.


Utilized


Clarms.
Needed


GRADE LEVELS __ -,;K;-;;-:,-6~",.,----,o=_-_--_
ENROLLMENT 89 (1~6-78)ETHNICITY: -=p:-r-e-:d~o~m-::i..:n~an=t;.ly~M,::i'.1.n-o-r-i-t-y---------


(More than _% minority)
Tipping
{Between _% and __ % min. ) _


Balanced
(Between % and % maj.) 57.9 wf


Predominantly Majority ---
(More than _% majority)


*Enrollment figures corrected. 11-28-78


Total
Overage/Deficiency


1978-79 Kgn. c1srma. __
8 clsrm Reg. c1arms. __-,-_


1979-80 Kgn. c1srms. __
8 clsrm Reg. clsrms.


198~8l Kgn. clarms. _
8 clsrm Reg. clsrms. _


GEOGRAPHICALLY ISOLATED SITE: Yes No xx
(If "yes." echool will remain open; no need to rate.)


INTEGRATION IMPACT
Mapnet Program: Yes (in existence or planned) xx No -r- -t-


f "yes," name of program I,earping Center Relocatable: Yes
i magnet program, existent or planned, is not relocatable, school will


no need to rate.)


xx No -_.
remain open;
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SAN DIEGO CITY SCHOOLS •
Elementary Schools Division


SCHOOL NAME OR CODE Grantville Elementary•CRITERIA


Identified below are five criteria which could be used in the determination to continue a
Hchool in operation ot to close the school. Each criterion was weighted and assigned
points according to its relative importance. The total of the points assigned is 100.


Using these criteria and this scale, schools with higher scores would be given greatest
consideration for continued operation.


1. CURRICULAR FLEXIBILITY (28 pts.)


A. Average number of regular classroom·teachers per grade level (dist. fnd): (14 pts.)


Less than one
One to two
Two to three
Three to Four
Four or more


3 divided by 'number of grade levels 7


Check one Points
x = 0- 3.5


= 7.0- 10.5
= 14.0


No. of teachers _ = average __ .:..4.;.:3:-_


oScore:


B. Textbook (SIM) and instructiunal materials and supp12es allocations: (14 pts.)


Sc.hool rank _~l.l- __ X .116 = Score: _~.~)..L).Il.6_•1) rank (1) in district


2. OPERATING COSTS ON A PER-PUPIL BASIS (26 pts.)
Operating costs include utilities, regular maintenance, custodial, certificated
administration and clerical costs.
$76,990 ~ 273 = $282 per pupil
. (180L.C. + 93 K-6) School rank X .215 = Score:----- ----


J. PHYSICAL ADEQUACY (21 pts.)
("Givens" are classroom space adequacy, pupil lavatory adequacy, and the existence of
an administrative unit.)


A. Playground: (7 pts.)
(space, design, equipment,
general quality)


Check one Points
7.0
3.5


o Score: 3.5


Excellent
Adequate
Less than adequate


x


B. Quality of facilities: (6 pts.)
(state of repair, age,
attractiveness)


Check one Points
6.0
3.0
o Score: 3.0


Excellent
Adequate
Less than adequate


x


-." ---


"


•







J ''.
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~ SCHOOL NAME OR CODE Grantville Elementary


3. PHYSICAL ADEQUACY (continued)


C. School Amenities: (8 pts.)


Cafeteria/cafetorium, auditorium
Kitchen adequate for food service
Separate learning centers:
Type (msximum 3 pts.)


Multi-media
Counseling Center
Reading Center


Safe staff parking
Intrusion alarm system
Adequate adult lavatory facilities


Check if present
X
X


X
X
X
X
X
X


Points
~ 1
~ 1


- 1- 1- 1- 1- 1- 1


• Score: 8.0Total number of checks _~8~ __


4. IMPACT OF CLOSURE ON PUPILS AND COMMUNITY (15 pts.)


Check if operational
Special education (all LAC designations) =
Special programs (district reading center,


Title IV-C, Children's Centers, etc.)
Consolidation Application programs _-=X~ __
Board-designated Community School Program
Community use of school (youth groups,


Park and Recreation, town council,
churches, adult education, etc.) X~__


Total number of checks 2


5. HEALTH, TRAFFIC AND SAFETY (10 p ts,)


Lack of noise pollution
Climate control
No traffic/safety problems


(major thoroughfares, canyons, railroad
tracks, hazards not under protection of
junior patrol)


Check if appropriate
X


x


Points
3


= 3
= 3
= 3


= 3


X 3 - Score: 6.0


- Points
3
3
4-
Score: 7.0


TOTAL SCORE:


COMMENTS
(Elements considered crucial or of high impact not addressed in the above criteria.)


GW. :br
5-~4-78







SAN DIEGO CITY SCHOOLS
Elementary Schools Division ATTACHMENT E


DISCUSSION OF PRESENTATION OF BENCHLEY CONCERNS


The Benchley representatives presented the following concerns, the responses
are provided contextually.


1. Q - If the Benchley Program·is moved, how and who will move all supplies
and equipment and would teachers be able to take favorite district-
owned classroom furniture?


A - The district would move, by truck, supplies and equipment cited.


2. Q - Would we save any money at all if Benchley were closed and the program
transported to the Grantville site? If so, how much and how?


A - Money would be saved in administration and plant operation.
(Attachment H)


3. Q - This is an inappropriate time, considering the Magnet Program and
possible changes in personnel, to transport the Benchley Program.


A - -----------
4. Q - The sharing of another campus with another program is unsatisfactory ..•


not beneficial to Benchley.


A - The Benchley program would be the school program. The Learning
Center pupils would be "visitors" in a sense, because of their
one-day-per-week involvement.


5. Q - Benchley would not have a large enough enrollment to justify moving
to another site.


A - Savings in administration and operation are considerable.
(Attachment H)


6. Q - There are feelings of uneasiness that are cumulative because we have
felt that over the years Benchley has been considered a small school
that could be closed and we would like the feeling of more security.
We feel we are making a contribution to education and even the District
that should be supported.


A - There is no question that the Benchley program is a contribution to
education. For this reason, the program should be maintained, and
in a setting in which parents would not longer feel apprehensive.


7. Q - If we do move, we would like our principal to have a voice in the
selection of any additional staff that might be needed.


A _ In magnet programs, principals have a voice in the selection of
staff .







Discussion of Presentation
of Benchley Concerns
Page 2 •8. Q - We want our teachers who are presently at Benchley to continue if


the program should be moved.


A - The staff would move with the program, unless they request transfer.
Teachers have the option to bid on other position vacancies or to
request transfer according to the SDTA contract. This is true in
any circumstance.


9. Q - Would there be transportation for the children presently enrolled
at Benchley, if the program were moved.


A - Yes, as provided for in district procedure 2411:
Transportation to magnet programs is provided for all students
except as follows:
1) Students residing within the neighborhood attendance boundary


of the magnet school.
2) Students residing outside the neighborhood attendance


boundary and living less than 3/4 miles (K-3) from the
magnet school.


3) Students attending the magnet on a special attendance permit.


The best estimate is that virtually all pupils would qualify for busing.


10. Q - Would we lose th~ name Belle Benchley if we were moved? This would
cause uS to lose our identity. •


A - Yes. A recommendation from the committee might be to preserve the
name if the program were moved to a school with a geographic name.


11. Q - May we add to the list after our community meeting on Monday,
January 22?


A - Yes


12. Q - We are troubled by the lack of
and an under-utilized school.
tiveness of each?


distinction between a small school
How do we determine the cost effec-


A - Cost effectiveness must be evaluated in relationship to alternatives.
Costs of school operation are identified in Attachment H as are the
costs in viable alternative combinations.


13. Q - It may not be cost effective to close old schools and open new
schools.


A - This is not within the purview of this study.


•
--------- ----- -
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A - The principal, acting with considered input, determines the
utilization of facilities on site.


14. Q - If the program is moved, would the Benchley students occupy the
permanent buildings? We use the breezeway for part of our
instructional program.


15. Q - We want to hear that if our program is moved, the program will
remain intact.


A - The program will continue intact to the degree that pupil enroll-
ment allows and the requirements of employee contracts dictate.


16. Q - If we do move would it be possible to arrange the lunch periods
so that the primary grades would have a separate time from the
upper grades?


A - The principal arranges the lunch schedule and does so with the
best interests of pupils in mind.


17. Q - If the program is moved, would there be adequate clerical help
so that the secretary could better serve the needs of the staff,
parents, children and principal?


A - Clerical help to schools is provided by formula. Magnet programs
are given every consideration so that adequate and appropriate
help is provided.


GWP:hr
2/6/79







SAN DIEGO CITY SCHOOLS
Elementary Schools Division ATTACHMENT II


REPORT OF FACILITIES UTILIZATION STUDY
BENCHLEY, FOSTER AND GRANTVILLE SCHOOLS (Addendum)


April 17, 1979


The information in this report serves as amplification of material contained in
the original report of March 27, or as response to questions which have been
raised.


COST PROJECTIONS RELATED TO THE RELOCATION OF THE BENCHLEY PROGRAM


A five year projection through the 1983-84 school year indicates an estimated
cost savings of $232,240 if the Benchley program is moved to Grantville. This
projection was reached as follows:


Benchley and Grantville Schools Operating Separately


Costs: One Year Costs: Five Years
Benchley


Administration
Plant Operation


Total


$ 40,651
28,608


$ 69,259


$203,255
143,040


$346,295


Grantville
Administration
Plant Operation


Total


$ 39,534
35,798


$ 75,332


$144,591


$197,670
178,990


$376,660


$722,955Total, Benchley and Grantville


Benchley Program Moved to Grantville


Costs: One Year Costs: Five Years


Total


$ 41,260
44,033


$ 85,293


$206,300
220,165


Benchley-Grantville Combined
Administration
Plant Operation


$426,465
Five Year Cost Savings


Savings


$722,955
(-) _426,465


$296,490


(-) 64,250


$232,240


Cost to operate both schools separately
Cost to operate schools combined


Cost to relocate portables







Report of Facilities Utilization Study
Benchley, Foster and Grantville Schools (Addendum)
April 17, 1979
Page 2 •
FOSTER SCHOOL LOSS OF RESIDENTIAL ENROLLMENT, 1978-79


The information on the Foster School rating sheet indicates that the resident
enrollment of 444 in 1977-78 dropped to 358 in 1978-79. A drop in enrollment
to 420 pupils had been projected for Foster and is reflective of the overall
decline in elementary enrollments experienced by the district this year. In
addition, 56 pupils transferred to Marvin School. Of these, 36 transferred
because they did not wish to participate in the fundamental program at Foster.
The remaining 20 pupils transferred because of the gifted program, child care,
personal and social adjustment or change of home address.


ENROLLMENT IN THE BENCHLEY PROGRAM OF MINORITY PUPILS FROM MINORITY ISOLATED
SCHOOLS


As of March 30, there are 233 pupils enrolled in Benchley School. Of the
79 minority pupils in attendance, there are 35 from minority isolated schools.
These 35 pupils come from 12 minority isolated schools.


PROCESS AND RATIONALE FOR THE SELECTION OF SCHOOLS TO BE STUDIED


Using district enrollment projections, the Elementary Division identified •
schools with low residential enrollments which were expected to continue to
lose pupils during. the next five years. These schools were then clustered
with nearby schools for the purpose of the study. The division recommended
five clusters for study during 1978-79. The recommendation, supported by the
Facilities Planning Committee, the Executive Council and the superintendent
received approval from the Board of Education.


Both Benchley and Grantville have low residential enrollments which are con-
tinuing to decline. Bench1ey also is a portable school lacking in auditorium,
cafeteria and conference room facilities. Foster is located between the two
schools and has pupils in attendance from th~ Grantville area at the present
time. In addition, there are two areas adjacent to the Foster and Grantville
attendance areas which are currently optional for these two schools.


GWP:br •
----------------_---.:::_-------------
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SAN DIEGO CITY SCHOOLS


Elementary Schools Division ATTACHMENT II


REPORT OF FACILITIES UTILIZATION STUDY
BENCHLEY, FOSTER AND GRANTVILLE SCHOOLS (Addendum)


April 17, 1979


The information in this report serves as amplification of material contained in
the original report of March 27, or as response to questions which have been
raised.


COST PROJECTIONS RELATED TO THE RELOCATION OF THE BENCHLEY PROGRAM


A five year projection through the 1983-84 school year indicates an estimated
cost savings of $232,240 if the Benchley program is moved to Grantville. This
projection was reached as follows:


Benchley and Grantville Schools Operating Separately


Costs: One Year Costs: Five Years


Benchley
Administration $ 40,651 $203,255
Plant Operation 28,608 143,040


Total $ 69,259 $346,295


Grantville
Administration $ 39,534 $197,670
Plant Operation 35,798 178,990


Total $ 75,332 $376,660


Total, Benchley and Grantville $144,591 $722,955


Benchley Program Moved to Grantville


Costs: One Year Costs: Five Years


Benchley-Grantville Combined
Administration
Plant Operation


$ 41,260
44,033


$206,300
220,165


Total $ 85,293 $426,465


Five Year Cost Savings


Cost to operate both schools separately
Cost to operate schools combined


$722,955
(-) 426,465


-$296,490


Savings


(-) 64,250


$232,240


Cost to relocate portables







Report of Facilities Utilization Study
Benchley, Foster and Grantville Schools (Addendum)
April 17, 1979
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FOSTER SCHOOL LOSS OF RESIDENTIAL ENROLLMENT, 1978-79


The information on the Foster School rating sheet indicates that the resident
enrollment of 444 in 1977-78 dropped to 358 in 1978-79. A drop in enrollment
to 420 pupils had been projected for Foster and is reflective of the overall
decline in elementary enrollments experienced by the district this year. In
addition, 56 pupils transferred to Marvin School. Of these, 36 transferred
because they did not wish to participate in the fundamental program at Foster.
The remaining 20 pupils transferred because of the gifted program, child care,
personal and social adjustment or change of home address.


ENROLLMENT IN THE BENCHLEY PROGRAM OF MINORITY PUPILS FROM MINORITY ISOLATED
SCHOOLS


As of March 30, there are 233 pupils enrolled in Benchley School. Of the
79 minority pupils in attendance, there are 35 from minority isolated schools.
These 35 pupils come from 12 minority isolated schools.


PROCESS AND RATIONALE FOR THE SELECTION OF SCHOOLS TO BE STUDIED


Using district enrollment projections, the Elementary Division identified
schools with low residential enrollments which were expected to continue to Itit
lose pupils during the next five years. These schools were then clustered
with nearby schools for the purpose of the study. TQe division recommended ~five clusters for study during 1978-79. The recommendation, supported by the
Facilities Planning Committee, the Executive Council and the superintendent
received approval from the Board of Education.


•
Both Benchley and Grantville have low residential enrollments which are con-
tinuing to decline. Benchley also is a portable school lacking in auditorium,
cafeteria and conference room facilities. Foster is located between the two
schools and has pupils in attendance from the Grantville area at the present
time. In addition, there are two areas adjacent to the Foster and Grantville
attendance areas which are currently optional for these two schools.
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from BILL KOLENDEU
CHIEF OF POLICE
PHONE 236-6534


May I, 1979


FROM:
INTEGRATION TASK FORCE MEMBERS
CHAIRMAN, TASK FORCE


TO:


13dLBill


Our next meeting is scheduled for
TUESDAY, MAY 8, 1979, 3:30 P.M.


at the following address:
East San Diego Adult Center
5350 University Ave., Rm 155
San Diego, California


If you cannot attend, please contact
Anna Cazares at 235-8185.
See you on the 8th.








SAN DIEGO INTEGRATION TASK FORCE
May 8, 1979
AGENDA


1.- Call to Order and Approval of Minutes


II. Announcements


III. Information regarding meeting with Judge Welsh,
Defendants, and Plaintiffs


arne
5/2/79


IV. Discussion of Report due June 11, 1979


V. Discussion regarding Benchley School, University
High School and Optional Zones


VI. Community Meetings


VII. Judge's Hearings ln June


VIII. Monitor Meetings


IX. Meeting of Task Force on May 15
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superior level and that all children are
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8 SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO


9


KARl CARLIN, et al., )
)


Plaintiffs, )
)


v. )
)


BOARD OF EDUCATION OF THE SAN )
DIEGO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT,)


)
Defendant. )


-------------)


Case No. 303800


CHARr-E TO THE
INTEGRATION TASK FORCE
1979-1980 SCHOOL YEAR


17 To the Chairman, Vice Chairman and Members of the INTEr-PATION TASK


18 FORCE.


19 GREETINGS:


20 The Task Force is specifically charged to:
21


22


23


24


25
26


1. Monitor, analyze and evaluate the quality and


methods of education in all minority isolated


schools and recommend steps that should be


undertaken to make certain that in all such


schools, the quality of education is at a
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inspired to achieve. To this end, a sub-


committee of the whole under chairmanship


of the Vice Chairman of the Task Force is


formed. It shall be known as the Minority


Education Task Force.


2. Evaluate the humanlrace relations programs


in various schools, identify the successful


techniques and recommend which programs or


portions thereof should be used throughout


the district.


3. Monitor, analyze and evaluate the Secondary


Instructional Exchange Program.


4. Monitor, analyze and evaluate the Elementarv


Exchange Program (pairing and clustering) .


5. Accumulate data and investigate the causes


for violence in the schools and recommend


procedures for reducing violence and punishing


offenders.


6. Evaluate the overall plan as to whether mean-


ingful progress to alleviate segreqation is


being made.


7. Report to the Court its activities on or


before March 14, 1980 and June 6, 1980.


To carry out this charge, the Task Force is authorized to


engage the services of monitors and necessary experts and advisors.


III
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Stipends paid to such persons must be approved by the Court.


LOUIS M. WELSH3 Dated: September 20, 1979
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Judge of the Superior Court
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SAN DIEGO SCHOOL INTEGRATION TASK FORCE
MAY 8, 1979


MINUTES


The meeting was called to order at 3:45 p.m.
The Chairman introduced two of the people in our audience,
Yvonne Larson and Fran Anderson with San Diego City Schools.
Also present were monitors and observers.
CALL TO ORDER AND APPROVAL OF MINUTES
Judy McDonald made a motion, T. Johnson seconded, that the
section in the minutes of 4/24/79 regarding Veronica Roeser's
comments show that Ms. Roeser reminded us that Number 6 in the
Judge's Charge means that we don't have to be limited to the
first 5 charges. The motion was passed by the Task Force.
ANNOUNCEMENTS
Joe Watson has resigned from the TF making the total membership 18.
MEETING WITH JUDGE WELSH
There was a meeting of the Executive Committee with Judge Welsh
last week. Preceding this meeting, Judge Welsh held a meeting with
the plaintiffs, Defendants, Bill Kolender, and Hal Brown. Various
issues were discussed concerning the TF and where Judge Welsh thought
it was going. He suggested that after the June report, we regroup
and make a determination as to what TF members wish to continue on
the TF. He was not prepared to make a decision as to the future of
the TF monitors. Chanc~s are we will in fact continue next year
with. the monitors and Tp people. There was discussion regarding the
fact that we are not all professional educators or people who are
behavi oral evaluators. In his judgement this is a valuable thing.
He wants for us to continue without the use of a professional group.
He also stated that our report is due to him on June 8. Prior to
that date the rough draft Of the report will be shown to and dis-
cussed with all members of our TF. We will have one week to make
any changes hased on input from monitors. June 25, 26, and 27 there
will be hearings on the Integration Plan for 1979-80. Plaintiffs
and defendants will testify. Anyone else can testify with the
Judge's approval. A copy of his·order is attached. All material
will be used in his evaluation. Any monitor who wants to appear
before him can. BasicallYr he was satiSfied with the progress he
felt we were making. He wanted us to do our best to be as specific
as possible. He also felt the information provided by monitors
should in fact be analyzed by us. The decision he makes will be
based on information from plaintiffS! defendants, school board,
people in the community and whoever else is testifying during those
3 days. He will also take under advisement the addition of any
other individuals to the TF.
BENCHLEY SCHOOL, UNIVERSITY HIGH SCHOOL, AND OPTIONAL ZONES
Ms. Ronnie Rossman made a statement to the TF regarding the Benchley
school situation. (A coPY of her statement is attached.) Her







MINUTES - 2 - May 8, 1979


statement mentioned that parents are not getting information they ask
for and some students are-given erroneous information. Ed Fletcher
said that he would like the names of anyone who has been uncooperative
and he would take steps to correct the problem. The Chairman pointed
out that Benchley School was brought to the attention of Judge Welsh
and he was asked if the TF should get involved in these issues. It
was the Judge's feeling that if in the minds of the TF members these
3 issues had an effect on the voluntary integration plan that we
should in fact get involved and he would welcome any recommendations
in our June report.


George Gildred made a motion, Lee Grissom seconded, that the TF move
away from these 3 items and get down to the items at hand. Bill
Rohan did not agree with Mr. Gildred. His opinion was that optional
zones have been used to set up segregation for years. Beverly Yip
agreed with B. Rohan. She said that integration is a very complex
issue and the Judge's orders are broad enough that we can legitimately
get involved. The Chairman pointed out that the TF took on the subject
of violence in the schools, so there is a precedence for things not
specifically listed in the Judge's order. Lee Grissom pointed out that
Judge Welsh is already taking a look at University High School and
he is taking testimony from both sides. H. Brown said that the TF
has got to get some information on the Benchley problem and optional
zones because these two subjects will be discussed on May 15. Mrs.
Larson (S.D. City Schools) said that she did not come prepared to
speak on the subject but she would send information for us to mail out
with gur minutes and asked to be placed on our agenda for the next
TF meeting. The Chairman asked Mr. Gildred if he still wanted a vote
on his motion and he said no.


COMMUNITY MEETINGS
Wednesday and Thursday are the first two meetings. All TF members
are expected to be there. The meetings will not be taped, as they
are community meetings not hearings. Tom Johnson pointed out that
May 17 is the 25th anniversary of the Brown vs. Board of Education
decision. It is also the night of a community meeting. He requested
an appropriate observance of that date by the TF prior to the meeting.
H. Brown" said the TF will consider it.


MONITOR MEETINGS
T. Johnson, Judge Keep, and B. Yip will be meeting with the Learning
Center monitors on May 21.


B. Rohan will be scheduling the meeting of the magnet school monitors.
This will include about 60 monitors and a few TF members.


P. Del Campo will schedule the meeting of the VEEP monitors.


The next Task Force meeting is scheduled for:


TUESDAY, MAY 22, 1979
3;30 P.M.
COUNTY ADMINISTRATION CENTER
ROOM 302
1600 PACIfIC HWY.


PLEASE NOTE THE NEW MEETING SITE!!!
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On or before June 18, 1979 each side will file with the court
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8 SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO
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)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)


-------------)


ORDER


11 KARl CARLIN, et al., Case No. 303800
12 Plaintiffs,


13 v.
14 BOARD OF EDUCATION OF THE


SAN DIEGO UNIFIED SCHOOL
15 DISTRICT,


16 Defendant.


18 IT IS ORDERED:
19 The Integration Task Force and the School District are ordered


,
20 to file their respective reports with this Court and serve copies


21 thereof on all counsel on or before June 8, 1979. Responses to said


22 reports, if any, shall be filed with this Court on or before June 21,


23 1979. Hearings on the integration plan to be ordered for the academic


24 year 1979-1980 will be held in Department 21 of the Superior Court


25 on June 25, 26 and 27, 1979.


26
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and serve on all counsel the names of expert witnesses, if any, who


will be called to present evidence at the hearings. On or before


June 22, 1979 each side will file with the Court and serve on all


counsel a list of all other witnesses, if any, who will be called


to testify at said hearings.


IT IS FURTHER ORDERED:


A pre-trial conference will be held in the Judge's chambers


of Department 21 at 4:00 p.m. on June 22, 1979. At said pre-trial


hearing each side will submit points and authorities concerning the


Court's power to order the School District or other public agency to


expend funds for the operation of the Integration Task Force.


Dated:
Judge of the Superior Court
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Superior Court of the State of California
FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO


Case No ~_0_3_8_0_0 _


I HEREBY CERTIFY:


I am not a party to the cause referred to herein.


of On the dateas shown below, at San Diego, California,I placed a truecopy


ORDER TO INTEGRATION TASK FORCE AND SCHOOL DISTRICT
DATED MAY 1, 1979the original/acopy ofwhich isattachedhereto,ina separateenvelopeaddressed to each


addressee as·listedbelow and each envelopewas thensealedand depositedinthemail
with the postagefullyprepaid:


Mr. William B. Kolender Ralph D. Stern; Esq.
Chief of Police Schools Attorney
San Diego Police Dept. San Diego Unified School Distric;
801 West Market St. 4100 Normal St.
San Diego, Ca. 92101 San Diego, Ca. 92103


Donald R. Lincoln, Esq.
Jennings, Engstrand & Henrikson
225 Camino del Rio South
San Diego, Ca, 92108


Veronica A. Roeser, Esq.
455 Spreckels Bldg.
San Diego, Ca. 92101


Gerald S. Davee, Esq.
Luce, Forward, Hamilton & Scripps
110 West "A" St., Suite 1700
San Diego, Ca. 92101


William F. Gavin, Esq.
455 Spreckels BldG.
San Diego, Ca. 92101


MAY 1, 1979Dated _
ROBERT D.ZUMW AL T,Clerk·


Gerald


CLERK'S CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE BY MAIL (C.c.P. 10130(3)


Form 286 c-. Clk. rt-l..I.l r-,
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SAN DIEGO CITY SCHOOLS 
Elimination of Secondary 


Optional Attendance Areas 


April 11, 1979 


INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 


On July 27, 1978 Judge Louis Welsh entered an Order in Carlin v. Board 


of Education (San Diego Superior Court No. 303800) providing, in part, as 


follo~1s : 


"IT IS ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED 
that: 


"(g) All optional [attendance] zones 
are eliminated by September, 1979." 


H4 


In order to comply with the Court's Order each secondary schools optional 


attendance are~ has been carefully studied to deterMine the most apnronriate 


regular attendance zone to which to assign the optional attendance area. As a 


part of the study the following information was developed: 


1. Number of students choosing each school for which the area is 
optional. 


2. Race and ethnicity of students in each optional attendance area. 


3. Present racial and ethnic balance of each school. 


4. Racial and ethnic balance of each school taking into account the 
various possibilities for assigning tqe optional attendance area 
to a regular attendance zone. 


5. Estimate of the total enrollment and ethnic student population at 
each school upon discontinuance of the optional attendance 
areCl . 
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Among the considerations governing the recommendation in this report are: 


1. Racial and ethnic balance of both schools in the optional 
attendance area. 


2. Impact on integration programs in effect or proposed. 


3. Enrollment balance between the schools. 


Details of the findings., conclusions, and recommendations for each 


optional attendance area are shown in the appendices as follows: 


Appendix A Gompers - Mann 
Lincoln - Crawford 


Appendix B Gompers - Memorial 


Appendix C Gompers - O'Farrell 


Appendix D Bell - O'Farrell 


Appendix E Lincoln - Morse 


Appendix F Roosevelt - Wilson 
San Diego - Hoover 


Appendix G Point Loma - San Diego 


Appendix H Marston - Pacific Beach 
Clairemont - Hission Bay 


Appendix I Muirlands - Pacific Beach 


Appendix J La Jolla - ~1ission Bay 


Appendix K Operating Capacity Report 


RECOMMENDATIONS 


1. Effective September 1, 1979 all optional attendance areas in 
the District be discontinued and that these optional areas be 
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~ssigned to regular attendance zones as follows: 


Optional Area 


(Junior High) 


Bell - O'Farrell 


Gompers - O'Farrell 


Gompers - Hemoria1 


Gompers - Mann 


Harston - Pacific Beach 


Muirlands - Pacific Beach 


Roosevelt - Wilson 


(Senior High) 


C1airemont Mission Bay 


La Jolla - Mission Bay 


Lincoln - Crawford 


Lincoln - Horse 


Pt. Loma - San Diego 


San Diego - Hoover 


Assigned To 


(Junior High) 


Bell 


O'Farrell 


Memorial 


Gompers 


Harston 


Pacific Beach 


Wilson 


(Senior High) 


C1airemont 


Mission Bay 


Lincoln 


Lincoln 


San Diego 


San Diego 


2. Students presently enrolled in junior or senior high schools in 
the optional attendance areas be permitted the choice of enrolling 
in the new school of attendance or continuing at their present 
school location. 


3. Siblings be allowed to attend the same optional school with 
older brothers or sisters until such time that those enrolled 
in these schools during the 1979-80 school year have been 
promoted or have graduated (maximum 2 years) . 


Gns:st 
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APPENDIX A 


GOMPERS - MANN OPTIONAL ATTENDANCE AREA 


Oak Park, Webster, and Marshall schools serve the elementary school students in 


this junior high optional attendance zone; the receiving high schools are Crawford 


and Lincoln. The legal description, along with the attendance boundary maps 


encompassing this optional area, are included in the appendix. 


The student enrollment data were obtained from a special 1978 Data Systems computer 


run and the October, 1978, Pupil Ethnic Census. Junior and senior high school 


enrollment of the 7th through 12th grade students residing in the optional 


attendance area were abstracted from the computer print-out. 


Of the 121 junior high students identified as living in this optional area and 


attending either Gompers Jr. High School or Mann Jr. High School, 121 chose to 


attend Mann Junior High and none chose Gompers Junior High. The racial ethnic 


composition of the 121 students is as follows: 


Majority 


49 


Minority 


72 


Of the 107 senior high students identified as living in this optional area and 


attending either Crawford High School or Lincoln High School, 105 chose Crawford 


3igh School and two chose Lincoln High School. The racial ethnic composition of 


the 107 students is as follows: 


Majority 


56 


Minority 


5! 


A comparison of the ethnic balance at Mann/Gompers and at Crawford/Lincoln with the 


existing option and with this optional area required to attend these schools is 


as follows: 
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GOMPERS /MANN 


School Total Majority Students Minority Students 
Enrollment No. % No. % 


* Mann 1978-79 enrollment as 1477 949 64.3 528 35.7 
extracted from census report . 


Students in Mann/Gompers 0 0 0 0 0 
optional area not electing 
Mann 


Mann if all students in 1477 949 64.3 528 35.7 
Mann/Gompers optional area 
were required to attend Mann 


Mann if all students in Mann/ 1356 -900 66.4 456 33.6 
Gompers 'optional area were 
required to attend Gompers 


* Including students from 
the optional areas who 
elected to attend Mann 


* Gompers 1978-79 enrollment 
as ... · extrac ted from the census 


444 52 11.7 392 88.3 


report 


Students in Mann/Gompers 121 49 72 
optional areas not electing 
Gompers (7th grade through 
9th grade) 


Gompers if all- students in 511 78 15.3 433 84.7 
Gompers/Mann optional area 
were required to attend 
Gompers(not including 9th . 
grade) 


Gompers if all students in 444 52 11. 7 392 88.3 
Gompers/Mann optional area 
were required to attend Mann 


Gompers if all students in 525 78 14.9 447 85.1 
Memorial/Gompers and MannI 
Gompers were required to 
attend Gompers 


Gompers if students in 558 79 14.2 479 85.8 
Memorial/Gompers, Mann/Gompeu 
and O'Farrell/Gompers were 
required to attend Gompers 


Including students from the 
optional areas who elected to 
attend Lincoln 
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CRAWFORD/LINCOLN 


Total Majority Students Minority Students 
School Enrollment No. % No. % 


Crawford 1978-79 enrollment 1596 1050 65.8 546 34.2 
as extracted from census 
report 


Students in Crawford/Lincoln 2 0 2 
optional areas not electing 
Crawford 


Crawford if all students in 1598 1050 65.7 548 34.3 
Crawford/Lincoln optional 
areas were required to attend 
Crawford 


Crawford if all students in 1491 994 66.7 497 33.3 
Crawford/Lincoln optional 
area were required to attend 
Lincoln 


* Including students from the 
optional areas who elected to 
attend Crawford 


* Lincoln 1978-79 enrollment as 1162 8 .7 1154 99.3 
extracted from census report 


Students from Crawford/ 105 56 49 
Lincoln optional areas not 
electing Lincoln 


Lincoln if all students in 1267 64 5.1 1203 94.9 
Crawford/Lincoln optional 
area were required to attend 
Lincoln 


Lincoln if all students in 1160 8 .7 1152 99.3 
Crawford/Lincoln optional 
areas were required to attend 
Crawford 


Lincoln if all students in 1346 14 1.0 1332 99.0 
Morse/Lincoln optional area 
were required to attend 
Lincoln 


Lincoln if all students in 1451 70 5.0 1381 95.0 
Lincoln/Morse, Crawford/ 
Lincoln optional attendance 
areas were required to attend . 
Lincoln 


* Including students from the 
optional areas who elected to 
attend Lincoln 
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CONCLUSIONS 


The data clearly show that improvement in racial ethnic balance will be achieved 


if the students in the Gompers - Mann optional attendance area are assigned to 


Gompers and Lincoln. The percentage of "majority" students at Gompers would 


increase from 11. 7 to 15.3 percent. The proportion of "minority" students would 


decrease from 88.3 to 84.7 percent. At Lincoln High School the percentage of 


"majority" students would increase from .7 to 5.1 percent, while the percentage 


of "minority" students could decrease from 99.3 to 94.9 percent. Moreover, the 


change would not affect the ethnic balance at Mann Junior High School and 


Crawford High School. Additionally, it would improve the enrollment balance 


between the schools. 


RECOMMENDATIONS 


1. It is recommended that the Gompers - Mann optional attendance area be 


discontinued effective September 1, 1979, and that this area hereafter be 


assigned to the Gompers - Lincoln attendance zone. 
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GOMPERS-MANN JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL OPTIONAL ATTENDANCE AREA (WESTERN): Beginning 


at the intersection of Federal Boulevard and 43rd Street extended, the boundary of 


this optional attendance area proceeds northerly along Interstate 805 to its inter­


sectlon with the extension of the back lot lines of houses north of and facing on 


Ridgeview Drive, easterly along this extension and the actual back lot lines, 


thence northeasterly along the back lot lines of houses north of and facing on 


Jocelyn Street, northerly and southerly along the back lot lines of houses on 


Laurinda Place, easterly across Fairmont Avenue, northerly and southerly along the 


back lot lines of houses on Cynthia Place, easterly along the back lot lines of 


houses north of and facing on Ridgeview Drive to the back lot lines of houses south 


of and facing on Laurel Street, southeasterly along these back lot lines (the 


2400 block on Ridgeview Drive and homes on both sides of Laurel Street are in the 


Mann attendance area; homes in the 2300 block on Ridgeview Drive are in the optional 


attendance area) to Baily Avenue, southwesterly along Baily Avenue to the back lot 


lines of houses northeast of and facing on Baily Place, southeasterly along these 


back lot lines (homes on both sides of Baily Place are in the optional attendance 


area) and along Baily Place extended to the pit of the canyon, thence southwesterly 


along said canyon to the intersection of Federal Boulevard and 43rd Street extended, 


point of beginning. 


SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL: Lincoln-Crawford Senior High School Option 


GOMPERS-MANN JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL OPTIONAL ATTENDANCE AREA (EASTERN): Beginning 


at the intersection of Euclid Avenue and Chollas Parkway, the boundary of this 


optional attendance area proceeds southeasterly to the intersection of Maple and 


51st Streets extended, northeasterly along the pit of this canyon to a point 


100 feet south of the intersection of 54th Street and Krenning Street, north 


along 54th Street to the alley between Quince and Redwood Streets, easterly to 


the pit of the canyon north of Thornton Place, northeasterly along the pit of the 
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GOMPERS-MANN JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL OPTIONAL ATTENDANCE AREA (WESTERN): (continued) 


canyon between Redwood Street and Thornton Place to Chollas Station Road, east­


erly along Chollas Station Road to Quince Street extended, northeasterly to 


the southwest corner of the U.S. Navy Radio Station property and the boundary of 


the San Diego Unified School District, thence easterly, southerly, westerly, 


and southerly along this boundary to its intersection with Highway 94, southwest­


erly along the highway to Bayview Heights Place extended, northwesterly along 


Bayview Heights Place extended and Bayview Heights Place to the eastern boundary 


of Penticost Park, thence northerly along said eastern boundary to its 


intersection with Westover Place extended, westerly along Westover Place ex­


tended and Westover Place to Euclid Avenue, northerly, northwesterly and north­


erly along Euclid Avenue to Laurel Street extended, westerly to the bottom 


of Chollas Valley, northeasterly along this valley to Chollas Parkway, point of 


beginning. 


SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL: Lincoln-Crawford Senior High School Option 
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APPENDIX B 


GOMPERS - MEMORIAL OPTIONAL ATTENDANCE AREA 


Balboa, Chollas, and Stockton schools serve the elementary school students in this 


junior high optional attendance zone; the receiving high school is Lincoln. The 


legal description, along with the attendance boundary maps encompassing th i s 


optional area, are included in the appendix. 


Student enrollment data were obtained from a special 1978 Data Systems computer 


run and from the October, 1978 Pupil Ethnic Census. Junior high school enrollments 


of the 7th, 8th, and 9th grade students residing in this optional attendance a rea 


were abstracted from the computer print-out. It should be noted that 9th graders 


living in this area now attend Lincoln High School. 


Of the 48 junior high students identified as living in this optional area and 


attending either Memorial Jr. High School or Gompers Jr. High School, 23 chose 


Memorial Jr. High and 25 chose Gompers Jr. High School. The racial ethnic 


composition of the 48 students is as follows: 


Majority 


3 


Minority 


45 


A comparison of the ethnic balance at Gompers Jr. High and Memorial Jr. High 


with the existing option and with this optional area required to attend these 


schools is as follows: 
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GOMPERS /MEMORIAL 


School Total Majority Students Minority Students 
Enrollment No. % No. % 


*(:ompcrH L978-79 enrollment as 444 52 11.7 392 88.3 
extracted from census report 


Students from Gompers/ 23 0 23 
Memorial optional area not 
electing Gompers 


Gompers if all students in 459 52 11.3 407 86.7 
Gompers/Memorial optional 
area were required to attend 
Gompers (not including 9th 
graders) 


Gompers if all students in 419 49 11. 7 370 88.3 
Gompers/Memorial optional 
attendance areas were re-
quired to attend Memorial 


Gompers if all students in 525 78 14.9 447 85.1 
Memorial/Gompers and Mann/ 
Gompers were required to 
attend Gompers 


Gompers if all students in 557 79 14.2 478 85.8 
Memorial/Gompers, Mann/ 
Gompers, and O'Farrell/ 
Gompers were required to 
attend Gompers 


*Including students from the 
optional areas who elected 
to attend Gompers 


*Memorial 1978-79 enrollment as 971 35 3.6 936 96.4 
extracted from census report 


Students in Gompers/Memorial 25 3 22 
optional areas not electing 
Memorial 


Memorial if all students in 996 38 3.8 958 96.2 
Gompers/Memorial area were 
required to attend Memorial 


Memorial if all students in 956 35 3.7 921 96.3 
Gompers/Memorial area were 
required to attend Gompers 


*Including students from the 
optional areas who elected to 
attend Memorial 
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CONCLUSIONS 


With the dissolution of the optional attendance area, there would be little 


improvement in the ethnic balance at either school. Present operational capacit y 


figures and anticipated magnet enrollments indicate that a better use of facilities 


can be obtained if students were required to attend Memorial. 


RECOMMENDATIONS 


1. It is recommended that the students living in the Gompers - Memorial optional 


attendance area hereafter be assigned to the Memorial - Lincoln attendance zone. 


2. Students already enrolled will be permitted to continue attendance in their 


present school until promotion or graduation. Siblings will be allowed to 


attend the same school with older brothers and sisters until such time that 


those enrolled in these schools during 1979-80 school year have been promoted 


or have graduated. 
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GOMP,ERS-MEMORIAL JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL OPTIONAL ATTENDANCE AREA (NORTHERN): 


Beginning at the intersection of Wabash Boulevard and Highway 94, the boundary of 


this optional attendance area proceeds northeasterly along the highway to Boundary 


Street extended, and Boundary Street to the San Diego and Arizona-Eastern 


Railway, west along the railway to Wabash Boulevard, north on Wabash Boulevard to 


Highway 94, point of beginning. 


SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL: Lincoln Senior High School 


NOTE: The part of the Gompers ' district south of Logan Avenue between 47th and 


Euclid Avenue does not now have any improved street connections to Logan 


Avenue or 47th Street. The nearest bus loading for the bus route lead­


ing to Gompers Junior High School is at 47th Street and Ocean View Blvd. ' 


Until such time as there are improved street connections to Logan Avenue 


and/or 47th Street, junior high school pupils from this area may secure 


special attendance permits to enable them to attend O'Farrell Junior High 


School. 


GOMPERS-MEMORIAL JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL OPTIONAL ATTENDANCE AREA (SOUTHERN): Begin-


ning at the intersection of National Avenue and the flood channel, the boundary 


of this optional attendance area proceeds easterly along National Avenue to 43rd 


Street, south on 43rd Street to Boston Avenue, easterly on Boston Avenue to 45th 


Street, southerly on 45th Street to the San Diego Unified School District bound­


ary, westerly and southerly along the boundary of the San Diego Unified School 


District to the southern lot line south of Epsilon Street, westerly along this 


southern lot line to 41st Street, northerly on 41st Street to the back lot lines of 


houses facing northeast on Beta Street, thence westerly and northerly along said 


back lot lines of houses facing northeast on Beta and Alpha streets (all 4000 


and larger numbers on Alpha and Beta streets are in the optional attendance area; 


3900 and smaller numbers are in the Memorial attendance area) to the intersection ot 


40th Street and Z Street, northerly on 40th Street to the flood channel, northeasterly 


and northerly along the flood channel to National Avenue, point of beginning. 







.. • .. 1.· 


~tEMORli\L (NORTHERN) 
Served by the Chollas -
Stockton option area 


C;X0MPERS - HEMORIAL v..F!.J S.m' by 'o1bO' 


H · 


(SOUTHERN) 
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APPENDIX C 


COMPERS - O'FARRELL OPTIONAL ATTENDANCE AREA 


Knox El(·mentary School serves the elementary school students in this junior 


high optional attendance zone; the receiving high schools are Lincoln and Morse. 


The legal description, along with the attendance boundary maps encompassing 


this optional area, are included in the appendix. 


Student enrollment data were obtained from a special 1978 Data Systems computer 


run and from the October, 1978, Pupil Ethnic Census. Juni~r high school 


enrollments of the 7th, 8th, and 9th grade students residing in this optional 


attendance area were abstracted from the computer print-out. 


Of the 35 junior high students identified as living in this optional area and 


attending either O'Farrell Junior High or Compers Junior High, 32 chose O'Farrell 


Jl\nior High and 3 ch0se Compers Junior High. The racial ethnic composition of 


the 35 students is as follows: 


Majority Minority 


1 34 


A comparison of the ethnic balance at O'Farrell Junior High and Compers Junior 


High with the existing option and with this optional area required to attend 


these schools is as follows: 


(INSERT CHART HERE) 
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School Total Majority Students Minority Students 
Enrollment No. % No. % 


*O'Farrell 1978-79 enrollment 768 112 14.6 656 85.4 
as extracted from census 
report 


Students from Gompers/ 3 0 3 
O'Farrell optional area not 
electing O'Farrell 


O'Farrell if all students in 771 112 14.5 659 85.5 
Gompers/O'Farrell optional 
area were required to attend 
O'Farrell 


O'Farrell if all students in 736 111 15.1 625 84.9 
Gompers/O'Farrell optional 
area were required to attend 
Gompers 


O'Farrell if all students in 843 113 13.4 730 86.6 
Gompers/O'Farrell and Bell/ 
O'Farrell optional areas 
were required to attend 
O'Farrell 


*Including students from the 
optional area who elected to 
attend O'Farrell 


*Gompers 1978-79 enrollment 444 52 11.7 392 88.3 
as extracted from census 
report 


Students from Gompers/ 32 1 31 
O'Farrell optional area not 
electing Gompers 


Gompers if all students in 476 53 11.1 423 88.9 
Gompers/O'Farrell optional 
attendance area were 
required to attend Gompers 


Gompers if all students in 441 52 11.8 389 88.2 
Gompers/O'Farrell optional 
attendance area were re-
quired to attend O'Farrell 


*Including students from the 
optional area who elected to 
attend Gompers 
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CONCLUSIONS 


A review of the data reveals there would be no significant difference in the 


ethnic balance at Gompers or O'Farrell if the optional attendance zone were 


eliminated. Present operational capacity figures and anticipated magnet 


enrollments indicate that a better use of facilities can be obtained if 


students were required to attend O'Farrell. 


RECOM.MENDATIONS 


1. It is recommended that the Gompers - O'Farrell optional attendance area be 


discontinued effective September 1t 1979 t and that this area hereafter be 


assigned to the O'Farrell Junior High School attendance zone. 


2. Students already enrolled will be permitted to continue attendance in their 


present school until promotion. Siblings will be allowed to attend the 


same school with older brothers or sisters until such time that those 


enrolled in these schools during 1979-80 school year have been promoted 


or have graduated. 
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GOMPERS - O'FARRELL JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL OPTIONAL ATTENDANCE AREA: Beginning 


at 150 feet south of the intersection of Euclid Avenue and Trinidad Way the 


boundary of this optional attendance area proceeds easterly 150 feet south of 


and parallel to Trinidad Way and Santa Maria Terrace (all homes fronting on 


Trinidad Way and Santa Maria Terrace are in the O'Farrell attendance area) to 


a point 100 feet west of San Jacinto Drive, thence southerly midway between 


La Paz Drive, and San Jacinto Drive and Olvera Avenue to a point 100 feet 


southwest of Santa Isabel Drive (5314, 5305, and all smaller numbers on 


San Bernardo Terrace; 5352, 5351, and all smaller numbers on San Onofre 


Terrace; 5318, 5315, and all smaller numbers on Olvera Avenue; 5389, 5384, and 


all smaller numbers on Encina; 5383, 5382, and all smaller numbers on Bonita 


Drive are in the Bell attendance area), thence southeasterly 100 feet southwest 


of and parallel to Santa Isabel Drive (all homes fronting on or adjoining 


San Jacinto Drive and Santa Isabel Drive are in the O'Farrell attendance area) 


to a point 150' southeast of Bonita Drive, thence northeasterly 150' south­


easterly of and parallel to Bonita Drive to 58th Street extended, south on 


58th Street extended and 58th Street to the intersection of Division Street 


extended, westerly on Division Street extended and Division Street to 


Harbison Avenue, thence northerly along Harbison Avenue to Cervantes Avenue 


(homes on the east side of Harbison - 1400 block, odd numbers - are in the 


San Diego Unified School District), thence westerly along Cervantes Avenue 


to Euclid Avenue, north along Euclid Avenue (houses on the east side of 


Euclid Avenue are in the optional attendance area) to the point of beginning. 


Note: The 1800 block and higher numbers on Bayview Heights Drive are in 


the Gon~ers - Mann optional attendance area. 


19 







SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL: Lincoln Senior High School 


NOTE: Between 43rd and 47th Streets, the street is Delta on the north side 


and Fisher on the south side. Those houses on Fisher are in National 


City -- those on Delta are in our district except for the 4500 block. 


In the 4500 block both sides of the street are in our district. (This 


refers only to the Gompers-Memorial Junior High Optional Attendance 


Area - Southern~) 
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APPENDIX D 


BELL - O'FARRELL OPTIONAL ATTENDANCE AREA 


Valencia Park and Paradise Hills schools serve the elementary school students 


ill thIs junior high optional attendance zone; the receiving high schools are 


Lincoln and Morse. The legal description, along with the attendance boundary 


maps encompassing this optional area are included in the appendix. 


Student enrollment data were obtained from a special 1978 Data Systems computer 


run and the October, 1978, Pupil Ethnic Census. Junior high school enroll­


ments of the 7th, 8th, and 9th grade students residing in this optional 


attendance area were abstracted from the computer print-out. 


Of the 80 junior high students identified as living in this optional area 


and attending either O'Farrell Junior High or Bell Junior High, 72 chose 


Bell Junior High and 8 chose O'Farrell Junior High. The racial ethnic 


composi tion of the 80 students is as follows: 


Majority 


2 


Minority 


78 


A comparison of the ethnic balance at Bell Junior High and O'Farrell Junior 


High with the existing option and with this optional area required to attend 


these schools is as follows: 


(INSERT CHART HERE) 
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School Total Majority Students Minority Students 
Enrollment No. % No. % 


*Bell 1978-79 enrollment as 1445 456 31.6 989 68.4 
extracted from census 
report 


Students from Bell/ 8 1 7 
O'Farrell optional area not 
electing Bell 


Bell if all students in 1453 457 31. 5 996 68.5 
Bell/O'Farrell optional 
area were required to 
attend Bell 


Bell if all students in 1373 455 33.1 918 66.9 
Bell/O'Farrell area were 
required to attend 
O'Farrell 


*Including students from the 
optional area who elected 
to attend O'Farrell 


*O'Farrell 1978-79 enroll- 768 112 14.6 656 85.4 
ment as extracted from 
census report 


Students from Bell/ 72 1 71 
O'Farrell optional area not 
electing O'Farrell 


O'Farrell if all students 840 113 13.5 727 86.5 
in Bell/O'Farrell optional 
area were required to 
attend O'Farrell 


O'Farrell if all students 760 . III 14.6 649 85.4 
in Bell/O'Farrell optional 
area were required to 
attend Bell 


*Including students from 
the optional area who 
elected to attend O'Farrell 


I 
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conCLUSIONS 


A review of the data indicates there would be no appreciable difference in the 


ethnic balance at Bell or O'Farrell if the optional zone were eliminated. 


Assignment of students to Bell would maintain the ethnic balance at both 


schools, and until new housing developments are approved and anticipated 


enrollments are ethnically identified, it would be unreasonable to consider 


boundary adjustments other than dissolution of the optional attendance area. 


RECOMHENDATIONS 


1 . It is recommended that this area hereafter be assigned to Bell Junior High. 


2 . Students already enrolled will be permitted to continue attendance in their 


present school until promotion. Siblings will be allowed to attend the 


same optional school with older brothers and sisters until such time that 


those enrolled in these schools during the 1979-80 school year have been 


promoted or have graduated. 
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BELL - O'FARRELL OPTIONAL ATTENDANCE AREA: 


Beginning at the intersection of Division Street and a point 150 feet west of 


Ebbs Street, the boundary of this optional attendance area proceeds easterly 


along Division Street and Division Street extended to 65th Street extended, 


southerly along 65th Street extended approximately 1300 feet, then south­


westerly in a straight line to the southeast corner of Division Highlands 


Unit #4 also being the easternmost end of McHaney Court (houses on McHaney 


Court are in the San Diego Unified School District), westerly along the back 


lot lines of houses south of and facing on Lirope Street (6100 and 6200 Block 


of Plaza Boulevard are in the San Diego Unified School District), continuing 


westerly along the back lot lines of houses south of and facing on Grewia 


Street to Capella Street (both sides of Capella Street are in the San Diego 


Unified School District), westerly to a point approximately 150 feet west of 


Ebbs Street (all of Mariposa Street, 5650 and all smaller numbers on Mariposa 


Place are in the National School District; Ebbs Place, Ebbs Street, 5651 and 


all larger numbers on Mariposa Place are in the San Diego Unified School 


District), northerly 150 feet west of and parallel to Ebbs Street to Division 


Street (5400 and larger even numbers on Division Street are in the San Diego 


Unified School District; 5677 and smaller odd numbers on Division Street are 


in the National School District) and the point of beginning. 


SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL: Morse Senior High School - for students in this area lying 


southeast of the canyon which 


intersects the school district 


boundary at an angle point 


approximately 500 feet non il or 


Paradise Valley Road. 
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Lincoln-Morse Senior 
High School Option for students in this area lying 


northwest of the canyon which 


intersects the school district 


boundary at an angle point 


approximately 500 feet north of 


Paradise Valley Road. 


NOTE: All homes on both sides of Rachael Avenue north of Alleghany Street are 


in the National School District; south of Alleghany Street, homes on 


the west side of Rachael Avenue are in the National School District; 


homes on the east side of Rachael Avenue, north of Shaw Street, are 


in the Bell-O'Farrell Junior High School optional attendance area. 


The following addresses are in the Bell-O'Farrell optional attendance 


area : 


6100 thru 6200 Block of Plaza Boulevard 


6100 thru 6200 Block of Division Street 
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APPENDIX E 


LINCOLN - MORSE OPTIONAL ATTENDANCE AREA 


This optional attendance area is the Lincoln - Morse area. Bell. Gompers, and 


O'Farrell are the junior high schools in the Lincoln - Morse optional attendance 


area. The legal description, along with the attendance boundary maps encompassing 


this optional area, are included in the appendix. 


Student enrollment data were obtained from a special 1978 Data Systems computer 


run and the October, 1978, Pupil Ethnic Census. Senior high school enrollments of 


the 9th, 10th, 11th and 12th grade students residing in this optional attendance 


area were abstracted from the computer print-out. 


Of the 240 senior high students identified as living in this optional area and 


attending either Lincoln High School or Morse High School, 56 chose Lincoln Senior 


High and 184 chose Morse High School. The racial ethnic composition of the 240 


students is as follows: 


Majority 


8 


Minority 


232 


A comparison of the ethnic balance at Lincoln Senior High and Morse High with 


the existing option and with this optional area required to attend these schools 


is as follows : 
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School Total Majority Students Minority Students 
Enrollment No. % No. % 


-


*Lincoln 1978-79 enrollment 1162 8 .7 1154 99.3 
as extracted from the 
census report 


Students in Lincoln/Morse 184 6 178 
optional area not electing 
Lincoln 


Lincoln if all students in 1346 14 1.0 1332 99.0 
Lincoln/Morse optional areas 
were required to attend 
Lincoln 


Lincoln if all students in 1106 6 .5 1100 99.5 
Lincoln/Morse optional areas 
were required to attend 
Morse. 


Lincoln if all students in 1451 70 4.8 1381 95.2 
the Lincoln/Morse and 
Lincoln/Crawford optional 
attendance areas were re-
quired to attend Lincoln 


Lincoln if all students in 1267 64 5.1 1203 94.9 
Lincoln/Crawford optional 
areas were required to 
attend Lincoln 


*Including students from the 
optional areas who elected 
to attend Lincoln 


Morse 1978-79 enrollment 1857 406 21.9 1451 78.1 
as extracted from the 
census report 


Students from Lincoln/Morse 56 2 54 
optional 
Morse 


area not electing 


Morse if all students in 1913 408 21.3 ' 1505 78.7 
Lincoln/Morse optional area 
were required to attend 
Morse 


Morse if all students in 1673 400 23.9 1273 76.1 
Lincoln/Morse optional area 
were required to attend 
Lincoln 


*Including students from 
optional area who elected 


JMorse 
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CONCLUS IONS 


A review of the data reveals that a better racial balance would result at Morse 


if the optional attendance zone were eliminated. The percentage of "majority" 


students at Morse would increase from 21.9 to 23.9 percent. The percentage of 


"minority" students would decrease from 78.1 to 76.1 percent. Additionally, such 


a change would tend to improve the enrollment between Morse and Lincoln. 


RECOMMENDATIONS 


1. It is recommended that the Lincoln - Morse optional attendance area be 


discontinued effective September 1, 1979, and that this area hereafter be 


assigned to the Lincoln attendance zone. 


2. Students already enrolled will be permitted to continue attendance in their 


present school until graduation. Siblings will be allowed to attend the 


same school with older brothers and sisters until such time that those 


enrolled in these schools during 1979-80 school year have been promoted or have 


graduated. 


LINCOLN-MORSE SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL OPTIONAL ATTENDANCE AREA: Beginning at the 


intersection of Imperial Avenue and Euclid Avenue, the boundary of this optional 


attendance area proceeds northeasterly along Imperial Avenue to the southerly 


extension of Radio Drive, southerly along the southerly extension of Radio Drive 


(between Thrush and Gannet streets) thence generally southerly and southeasterly 


to the intersection of 59th Street and Valencia Parkway, southeasterly along 


Valencia Parkway to Skyline Drive, easterly along Skyline Drive to the back lot 


lines of houses east of the facing on O'Meara Street, southerly along the back 


lot lines of houses east of and facing on O'Meara Street and continuing along 


the back lot lines of houses west of and facing on Stamen Street to and across 


Division Street to the pit of the canyon south of Division Street, generally 


30 







LINCOLN-MORSE SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL OPTIONAL ATTENDANCE AREA: (continued) 


southwesterly along the pit of the canyon south of Division Street to the 


back lot lines of houses south of and facing on McHaney Court, then westerly along 


said back lot lines and the back lot lines of houses south of and facing on 


Lirope Street (6100 and 6200 Block of Plaza Boulevard are in the San Diego Unified 


School District), continuing westerly along the back lot lines of houses south of and 


facing on Grewia Street to Capella Street (both sides of Capella Street are in t he 


San Diego Unified School District), continuing westerly to a point approximately 


150 feet west of Ebbs Street (all of Mariposa Street, 5650 and all smaller numbers 


on Mariposa Place are in the National School District; all of Ebbs Place, Ebbs Street, 


5651 and all larger numbers on Mariposa Place are in the San Diego Unified School 


District), northerly approximately 150 feet west of and parallel to Ebbs Street 


to Division Street, westerly along Division Street' to Harbison Avenue (all even 


numbers on Division Street are in the San Diego Unified School District), northerly 


along Harbison Avenue to Cervantes Avenue, westerly along Cervantes Avenue to 


Euclid Avenue, north on Euclid Avenue to the point of beginning (houses on the 


north side of Cervantes Avenue east of Euclid Avenue are in the San Diego Unified 


School District; houses on the south side of Cervantes Avenue east of Euclid 


Avenue are in the National School District. Both sides of the 5400 block of 


Cervantes are in the San Diego Unified School District). 


NOTE: The following addresses are in the Lincoln-Morse optional attendance area: 


6100 thru 6200 Block of Plaza Boulevard 
6100 thru 6200 Block of Division Street 
6100 thru 6200 Block of Varney Drive 
1300 Block of 6lst Street 
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APPENDIX F 


ROOSEVELT - WILSON OPTI ONAL ATTENDANCE AREA 


Parts of Adams and Birney, McKinley plus a small portion of Jefferson schools 


serve the elementary school students in this junior high optional attendance zone; 


the receiving high schools are San Diego and Hoover. The legal description, along 


with the attendance boundary maps encompassing this area, are included in the 


appendix. 


Student enrollment data were obtained from a special 1978 Data Systems comput er 


run and the October, 1978, Pupil Ethnic Census. Junior and senior high school 


enrollments of the 7th through 12th grade students residing in this optional 


attendance area were abstracted from the computer print-out. 


Of the 237 junior high students identified as living in this optional area and 


attending Roosevelt Jr. High or Wilson Jr. High, 159 chose to attend Wilson Jr. 


High and 78 chose Roosevelt Jr. High. The racial ethnic composition of the 237 


students is as follows: 


Majority 


169 


Minority 


68 


Of the 182 senior high students identified as living in this optional area and 


attending either Hoover High School or San Diego High School, 149 chose Hoover 


High School and 33 opted to attend San Diego High School. 


The racial ethnic composition of the 182 students is as follows: 


Majority 


133 


Minority 


49 


A comparison of the ethnic balance at Wilson/Roosevelt and at Hoover/San Diego 


with the existing option and with this optional area required to attend these 


schools is as follows: 
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ROOSEVELT/WILSON 
• 


School Total Majority Students Hinority Students 
Enrollment No. % No. % 


* Wilson 1978-79 enrollment 1340 727 54.3 613 45.7 
as extracted from census 
report 


Students from Roosevelt/ 78 56 22 
Wilson optional area not 
electing Wilson 


Wilson if all students in 1418 783 55.2 635 44.8 
Roosevelt/Wilson optional 
area were required to attend 
Wilson 


Wilson if all students in 1181 614 52.0 567 48.0 
Roosevelt/Wilson optional 
area were required to attend 
Roosevelt 


* Including students from 
the optional area who 
elected to attend Wilson 


*Roosevelt 1978-79 enrollment 1006 611 60.7 395 39.3 
as extracted from census 
report 


Students from Roosevelt/ 159 113 46 
Wilson optional area not 
electing Roosevelt 


Roosevelt if all students in 1165 724 62.1 441 37.9 
Roosevelt/Wilson optional 
area were required to attend 
Roosevelt 


Roosevelt if all students in 928 555 59.8 373 40.2 
Roosevelt/Wilson optional 
area were required to attend 
Wilson 


* Including students from the 
optional area who elected to 
attend Roosevelt 
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School 


loover 1978-79 enrollment 
as extracted from census 
report 


Students from San Diego/ 
Hoover optional areas not 
electing Hoover 


Hoover if all students in 
San Diego/Hoover optional 
areas were required to 
attend Hoover 


Hoover if all students in 
San Diego/Hoover optional 
areas were required to 
attend San Diego 


*Inc1uding Students from the 
optional areas who elected 
to attend Hoover 


*San Diego 1978-79 enrollment 
as extracted from census 
eport 


Students from San Diego/ 
Hoover optional areas not 
electing San Diego 


San Diego if all students in 
San Diego/Hoover optional 
areas were required to 
attend San Diego 


San Diego if all students 
in San Diego/Hoover optional 
areas were required to 
attend Hoover 


San Diego if all students in 
San Diego/Hoover and San 
Diego/Pt. Loma optional 
areas were required to attend 
San Diego 


*Inc1uding students from the 
optional areas who elected to 
attend San Diego 


Total 
Enro1lrnent 


1323 


33 


1356 


1174 


1682 


149 


1831 


1649 


1891 


SAN DIEGO/HOOVER 


Majority Students Minority Students 
No. % No. % 


815 61.6 508 38.4 


14 19 


829 61.1 527 38.9 


696 59.3 478 40.7 


333 19.8 1349 80.2 


119 30 


452 24.7 1379 75.3 


319 19.3 1330 80.7 


504 26.7 1387 73.3 
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CONCLUSIONS 


The data clearly show that the racial ethnic balance at San Diego High School will 


be improved if the students in the Roosevelt-Wilson optional attendance area are 


assigned to a ttend Wilson Junior High School and San Diego High School. At 


San Diego High, the percentage of "majority" students could increase from 19.8 


to 24.7 percent. However, the ethnic balance at Roosevelt Junior High School will 


not be significantly affected. An additional advantage will be the achievement of 


better enrollment balance between Wilson Junior High and Roosevelt Junior High. 


RECOMMENDATIONS 


1 . It is recommended that the Roosevelt-Wilson optional area be discontinued 


effective September 1, 1979 and that the area be reassigned to the Wilson 


Junior High and San Diego High attendance zones. 


2. Students already enrolled will be permitted to continue attendance in their 


present school until promotion or graduation. Provision will be made for 


special attendance permits for siblings in accordance with district procedure. 


Siblings will be allowed to attend the same optional school with older brothers 


or sis t ers until such time that those enrolled in these schools during the 


1979- 80 school year have been promoted or have graduated. 
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WILSON-ROOSEVELT JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL OPTIONAL ATTENDANCE AREA (SOUTHERN): 


Beginning at a point where Redwood Street intersects the eastern boundary of 


Balboa Park, the boundary of this optional attendance area proceeds east on 


Redwood Street to 30th Street, north on 30th Street and Ray Street to Dwight 


Street, east on Dwight Street to 32nd Street, north on 32nd Street to University 


Avenue, east on University Avenue to Interstate 805, southeast along Interstate 805 


to Wabash Boulevard, southerly on Wabash Boulevard to the pit of the canyon east of 


Gregory Street, northwesterly through the canyon to Juniper Street and 31st Street, 


west on Juniper Street to the eastern boundary of Balboa Park, north along the 


eastern boundary of Balboa Park to Redwood Street, point of beginning. 


SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL: San Diego-Hoover Senior High School Optional Attendance Area 


WILSON-ROOSEVELT JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL OPTIONAL ATTENDANCE AREA (NORTHERN): 


Beginning at the intersection of Interstate 8 and Texas Street the boundary of this 


optional attendance area proceeds easterly along Interstate 8 to the intersection 


of Interstate 8 and Interstate 805, thence southeasterly along Interstate 805 


to the intersection of Kansas Street extended and Interstate 805, thence south on 


Kansas Street extended and Kansas Street to Adams Avenue, east on Adams Avenue to 


30th Street, thence south on 30th Street to El Cajon Boulevard, west on El Cajon 


Boulevard to Texas Street thence north on Texas Street to point of beginning. 


SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL: Hoover-San Diego Senior High School Optional Attendance Area 


NOTE: The following addresses are in the Roosevelt Junior High attendance area: 


4755, 4752 and all larger numbers on Panorama Drive 
2230 and larger numbers on Cliff Street 
2229 and larger odd numbers and 2200 and larger even 


numbers on Adams Street. 
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ROOSEVELT-WILSON (NORTHERN) 
SERVED BY PART OF BIRNEY 
AND ADAMS ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS 


ROOSEVELT-WILSON (SOUTHERN) 
SERVED BY MCKINLEY AND MCKINLEY­
JErFERSCli ELEMENTARY OPTION AREA. 


- 32 -
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APPENDIX G 


POINT LOMA - SAN DIEGO OPTIONAL ATTENDANCE AREA 


Collier and Roosevelt schools serve t he junior high school students in this 


senior high optional attendance zone . The legal description along with t he 


attendance boundary maps encompassing t his optional area, are included in the 


appendix. 


Student enrollment data were obtained from a special 1978 Data Systems computer 


run and the October, 1978, Pupil Ethnic Census. Senior high school enrollments 


of the 10th, 11th, and 12th grade students residing in this optional attendance 


area were abstracted from the computer print-out. 


Of the 79 senior high students identified as living in the optional area and 


attending either Point Lorna High School or San Diego High School, 60 chose 


Point Lorna High and 19 chose San Diego High. The racial ethnic composi t ion of 


the 79 students is as follows: 


tfujority 


62 


Minority 


17 


A comparison of the ethnic balance at Point Lorna High and San Diego High with 


the existing option and with this optional area required to attend these 


schools is as follows: 


(INSERT CHART HERE) 
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CONCLUSIONS 


A review of the data reveals that better racial balance would result from the 


dissolution of the Point Lorna - San Diego optional attendance zone. At 


San Diego High School, the percentage of "minority" students.:would decrease 


from 80.2 to 77.9 percent. The percentage of "majority" students would increase 


from 19.8 to 22.1 percent. 


RECOMMENDATIONS 


1. It is recommended that the Point Lorna - San Diego optional attendance area 


be discontinued effective September I, 1979 and that this area hereafter be 


assigned to San Diego High School rather than Point Lorna. 


2. Students already enrolled will be permitted to continue attendance in their 


present school until graduation. Siblings will be allowed to attend the 


same school with older brother or sisters until such time that those 


enrolled in these schools during 1979-80 school year have been promoted 


or have graduated. 
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\ 
POINT LOMA SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL, 2335 Chatsworth Boulevard, 92106 


Beginning at the intersection of the Pacific Ocean and the San Diego River 


Floodway~ the boundary of the Point Lorna High School attendance area proceeds 


east along the San Diego River Floodway to Pacific Highway, southerly and 


southwesterly on Pacific Highway to Laurel Street, southwest on Laurel Street 


extended to San Diego Bay, westerly and southwesterly along San Diego Bay to 


the Pacific Ocean, north along the ocean to point of beginning. 


POINT LOMA - SAN DIEGO HIGH SCHOOL OPTIONAL ATTENDANCE AREA: Beginning at 


the intersection of the San Diego River Floodway and Pacific Highway, the 


boundary of this optional attendance area proceeds east along the floodway to 


its intersection with Napa Street extended, south on Napa Street extended to 


Interstate 8. easterly along Interstate 8 to Witherby Street extended, south­


wesl along Witherby Street extended and Witherby Street (even addresses on 


Witherby Street are in the optional attendance area) to Guy Street, southeast 


on Guy Street and Guy Street extensions to Pringle Street (4031 Bandini, 


4021 Miller Street are in the optional attendance area; 4031 Miller Street is 


in the San Diego High School attendance area), northeast on Pringle Street to 


Puterbaugh Street, southeast on Puterbaugh Street to Crowell Street extended, 


south to Walnut Avenue extended, east on Walnut Avenue extended and Walnut 


Avenue extended to the intersection of Bear Drive and Otsego Drive, south to 


Reynard Way, south on Reynard Way to State Street, south on State Street to 


Laurel Street, west on Laurel Street to Pacific Highway, northwest on Pacific 


Highway to its intersection with the San Diego River Floodway, point of 


beginning. 
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APPENDIX H 


MARSTON - PACIFIC BEACH OPTIONAL ATTENDANCE AREA 


Cadman, Toler, and Bay Park schools serve the elementary school students in this 


junior high optional attendance zone; the receiving high schools are C1airemont 


and Mission Bay. The legal description, along with the attendance boundary maps 


t'llcJoslng this optional area, are included in the appendix. 


Student enrollment data were obtained from a special 1978 Data Systems computer run 


and the October, 1978 Pupil Ethnic Census. Junior and senior high school enrollment 


of the 7th through 12th grade students residing in this optional attendance area 


was abstracted from the computer print-out. 


Of the 317 junior high students identified as living in this optional area and 


attending either Marston Jr. High or Pacific Beach Jr. High, 236 chose Marston 


Jr. High and 81 chose Pacific Beach Jr. High. The racial ethnic composition of 


th0 317 students is as follows: 


Majority 


270 


Minority 


47 


Of the 491 senior high students identified as living in this optional area and 


attending :ither C1airemont High School or Mission Bay High School, 363 chose 


C1airemont High School and 128 chose Mission Bay High School. 


The racial ethnic composition of the 491 students is as follows: 


Majority 


443 


Hinority 


48 


A comparison of the ethnic balance at Marston/Pacific Beach and at C1airemont/ 


Mission Bay with the existing option and with this optional area required to attend 


these schools is as follows: 
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MARSTON/PACIFIC BEACH 
---------------------~. ~. ----_r------------r_--------------------~--------------------­~ 


School 


Marston 1978-79 enrollment 
as extracted from census 
report 


Students from Marston/Pacific 
Beach optional area not 
electing Marston 


Marston if all students in 
Marston/Pacific Beach 
optional area were required 
to attend Marston 


Marston if all students in 
Marston/Pacific Beach 
optional area were required 
to attend Pacific Beach 


*Including students from the 
optional area who elected to 
attend Marston 


*Pacific Beach 1978-79 enroll­
ment as extracted from census 
report 


Students from the Marston/ 
Pacific Beach optional area 
not electing Pacific Beach 


Pacific Beach if all student~ 
in Marston/Pacific Beach 
optional area were required 
to attend Pacific Beach 


Pacific Beach if all students 
in Marston/Pacific Beach 
optional area were required 
to attend Marston 


Pacific Beach if all students 
in Marston/Pacific Beach and 
Muirlands/Pacific Beach were 
required to attend Pacific 
Beach 


*Including students from the 
optional area who elected to 
attend Pacific Beach 


Total 
Enrollment 


1242 


81 


1323 


1006 


1247 


236 


1483 


1166 


1496 


Majority Students Minority Students 
No. i. No. i. 


815 65.6 427 34.4 


71 10 


886 67.0 437 33.0 


616 61.2 390 38.8 


959 76.9 288 23.1 


199 37 


1158 78.1 325 21.9 


888 76.2 278 23.8 


1170 78.2 326 21.8 
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CLAIREMONT/MISSION BAY 


School 
Total Majority Students Minority Students 


Enrollment No. % No. % 


* Clairemont 1978-79 enrollment 2195 1794 81. 7 401 18.3 
as extracted from census 
report 


Students from Clairemont/ 128 115 13 
Mission Bay optional area . 
not electing Clairemont 


Clairemont if all students in 2323 1909 82.2 414 17.8 
Clairemont/Mission Bay option 
al area were required to 
attend Clairemont 


Clairemont if all students in 1832 1466 80.0 366 20.0 
Clairemont/Mission Bay 
optional area were required 
to attend Mission Bay 


* Including students from the 
optional area who elected to 
attend Clairemont 


* Mission Bay 1978-79 enrollment 1439 1257 87.4 182 12.6 
as extracted from census 
report 


Students from Clairemont/ 363 328 35 
Mission Bay optional area 
not electing Mission Bay 


Mission Bay if -all students 1802 1585 88.0 217 12.0 
in Clairemont/Mission Bay 
optional area were required 
to attend Mission Bay . 


Mission Bay if all students 1311 1142 87.1 169 12.9 
in Clairemont/Mission Bay 
optional area were required 
to attend Clairemont 


Mission Bay if all students 1836 1615 88.0 221 12.0 
in Clairemont/Mission Bay and 
La Jolla/Mission Bay optional 
areas were required to 
attend Mission Bay 


* Including students from the 
optional area who elected to 
attend Mission Bay 


~ 
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CONCLUSIONS 


A student's decision to exercise his option in either directaon has little or no 


effect on the racial ethnic balance of these schools. Present operational capac ity 


figures 'and projected enrollment trends indicate that a better enrollment balance 


could be maintained if students were required to attend Marston and Clairemont. 


RECOMMENDATIONS 


1. It is recommended that the Marston - Pacific Beach optional attendance area 


be discontinued effective September 1, 1979 and that this area be reassigned 


to the Marston - Clairemont attendance zone. 


2. Students already enrolled will be permitted to continue attendance in thei r 


present school until promotion or graduation. Siblings will be allowed to 


attend the same optional school with older brothers or sisters until such time 


that those enrolled in these schools during the 1979-80 school year have been 


promoted or have graduated. 
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PACIFIC BEACH-MARSTON JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL OPTIONAL ATTENDANCE AREA: Beginning at 


the intersection of the south boundary of P.L. 1778 and Interstate 5, the boundary 


of the Pacific Beach-Marston Junior High School optional attendance area proceeds 


northerly and easterly along the pit of the canyon to the bac k lot lines of houses 


south of and facing on Idlewild Way, thence easterly along said back lot lines 


across Moraga Avenue to the alley north of the canyon (located between Moraga 


Avenue and Nido Lane), thence southerly along the pit of the canyon through P.L. 


1226, 1224, and 1209 to Balboa Avenue, easterly on Balboa Avenue to the northwest 


corner of the Clairemont High School property, south along said high school property 


to the intersection of Shawnee and Sioux roads (all houses on Shawnee Road and 


Mark Terrace are in the Marston Junior High School attendance area, all houses on 


Baker and Zoe streets are in the Pacific Beach-Marston Junior High School optional 


attendance area), southerly along the rim of the canyon easterly of Shawnee 


Road to the northeast corner of Iroquois Way, southeasterly to the intersection 


of l~ison Street and Hartford Street, southerly along Hartford Street to Claire­


mont Drive (all houses on Clairemont Court in Marston attendance area and all 


houses on Hartford Court in the Marston-Pacific Beach optional attendance area), 


thence easterly along Clairemont Drive to the west line of the lots fronting on 


Clairemont Court, southerly along the rim of the canyon to the intersection 


of Illion and Kane streets extended, thence easterly and southerly along the eastern 


boundary of Clairemont Heights Unit #1 to Milton Street (2100 block and smaller 


numbers on Garfield Road are in the Marston-Pacific Beach Junior High School attendance 


area; 2200 block and larger numbers on Garfield Road are in the Marston Junior High 


School attendance area), easterly along Milton Street to a point midway between 


Garfield Road and Dunhaven Street (being still the eastern boundary of Clairemont 


Heights Unit #1), southerly along the eastern boundary of Clairemont Heights 


Unit #1 and along Gardena Place extended to the northeast boundary of Terra 


Terrace, and continuing southeasterly along the northeast boundaries of Jeffree 


Heights and University Estates to the rim of the hill and the southerly extension 
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PACIFIC BEACH-MARSTON JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL OPTIONAL ATTENDANCE AREA: (continued) 


of September Street, northeasterly along the rim of the hill to the pit of 


Tecolote Canyon, southerly along said canyon to Santa Paula Drive extended, 


then generally southwesterly along the canyon to the south of Cross Street, then 


leaving the canyon to the rim of the hill north of the University of San Diego, 


southwesterly along the rim of the hill to Cushman Place extended and Linda Vista 


Road, southerly on Linda Vista Road to Morena Boulevard, south on Morena Boulevard 


to San Diego River Floodway, west along the floodway to Interstate 5, then north 


along Interstate 5 to the south boundary of P.L. 1778, point of beginning. 


NOTE: All junior high students living in the Stonehaven subdivision will attend 


Pacific Beach Junior High School. 


SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL: Clairemont-Mission Bay Senior High School optional attendance 


are. 
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HARSTal-PACIFIC BUCH 
SERVED BY CADIWI, TOLER AND 
BAY PARI( !LEl!!JlTARY SCHOOLS 
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APPENDIX I 


MUIRLANDS - PACIFIC BEACH OPTIONAL ATTENDANCE AREA 


Bird Rock and Pacific Beach schools serve the elementary school students in thi s 


junior high optional attendance zone; the receiving high schools are La Jolla and 


Mission Bay. The legal description, along with the attendance boundary map s 


encompassing this optional area, are included in the appendix. 


Student enrollment data were obtained from a special 1978 Data Systems computer 


run and the October, 1978, Pupil Ethnic Census. Junior high school enrollments 


of the 7th, 8th, and 9th grade students residing in this optional attendanc e area 


were abstracted from the computer print-out. 


Of the 16 junior high students identified as living in the optional area and 


attending either Muirlands Jr. High School or Pacific Beach Jr. High, 13 chose 


Muirlands and 3 chose Pacific Beach. The racial ethnic composition of the 16 


students is as follows: 


Majority 


15 


Minority 


1 


A comparison of the ethnic balance at Muirlands Junior High and Pacific Beach 


Junior High with the existing option and with this optional area required to 


attend these schools is as follows: 
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Total Majority Students Minority Students 


School Enrollment No. % No. % 


* Muirlands 1978-79 enrollment 1138 840 73.8 298 26.2 


as extracted from census 
report 


Students from Muirlands/ 3 3 0 
Pacific Beach optional 
area not electing Muirlands 


Muirlands if all students in 1141 843 73.9 298 26.1 


Muirlands/Pacific Beach 
optional area were required 
to attend Muirlands 


Muirlands if all students 1125 828 73.6 297 26.4 


in Muirlands/Pacific Beach 
optional area were required 
to attend Pacific Beach 


* Including students from the 
optional area who elected 
to attend Muirlands 


* Pacific Beach 1978-79 1247 959 76.9 288 23.1 


enrollment as extracted from 
census report 


Students from Muirlands/ 13 12 1 
Pacific Beach optional area 
not electing Pacific Beach 


Pacific Beach if all students 1260 971 77.1 289 22.9 


in Muirlands/Pacific Beach 
optional area were required 
to attend Pacific Beach 


Pacific Beach if all students 1244 956 76.8 288 23.2 
in Muirlands/Pacific Beach 
optional area were required 
to attend Muirlands 


* Including students from the 
optional area who elected to 
attend Pacific Beach 
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CONCLUSIONS 


A review of the data reveals no measurable difference in the ethnic balance either 


way at Muir1ands or Pacific Beach if the optional attendance privilege were 


discontinued. Assignment of students to Pacific Beach will make the Pacific B _ac~ 


Jr. High attendance zone fall within the Mission Bay High School zone which will 


enhance articulation to that school. 


RECOMMENDATIONS 


1. It is recommended that the Muir1ands - Pacific Beach optional attendance 


areas be discontinued effective September 1, 1979, and that students in this 


area hereafter be assigned to attend Pacific Beach Junior High School and 


Mission Bay High School instead of La Jolla High School. 


2. Students already enrolled will be permitted to continue attendance in their 


present school until promotion or graduation. Siblings will be allowed to 


attend the same school with older brothers or sisters until such time that 


those enrolled in these schools during 1979-80 school year have been 


promoted or have graduated. 
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MUIRLANDS-PACIFIC BEACH JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL OPTIONAL ATTENDANCE AREA: Beginning 


at the northwest corner of P.L. 1781 on La Jolla Mesa Drive, the boundary of this 


optional attendance area proceeds easterly along Paseo Bonita extended (also 


being the extension of the north lot line of the westernmost house facing on Pas eo 


Bonita), and Paseo Bonita to Rutgers Road, thence easterly along Paseo Bonita 


extended to the intersection of the west rim of the canyon and Bucknell Avenue 


extended, southerly and southwesterly along th~ rim of this canyon to the 


northwest corner of the lots facing on Van Nuys Court, thence westerly in a 


straight line (also being an extension of the north lot lines of houses facing 


on Van Nuys Court) to Cass Street, thence southerly along Cass Street to Tur­


quoise, westerly along Turquoise to La Jolla Mesa Drive, northerly on La Jolla 


Mesa Drive to the northwest corner of P.L. 1781, point of beginning. 


SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL: Mission Bay-La Jolla Senior High School 


NOTE: 5811 Rutgers Road and higher numbers are in the Muirlands Junior High 


School attendance area. 5791 Rutgers Road and lower numbers are in the 


Muirlands-Pacific Beach Junior High School optional attendance area. 


5595 La Jolla Mesa Drive and smaller odd numbers are in the Muirlands­


Pacific Beach Junior High optional attendance area. 
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APPENDIX J 


LA JOLLA -MISSION BAY OPTIONAL ATTENDANCE ° AREA 


Muirlands and Pacific Beach schools serve the junior high school students in 


this senior high optional attendance zone. The legal description, along with 


the attendance boundary maps encompassing this optional area, are included in 


the appendix. 


Student enrollment data were obtained from a special 1978 Data Systems computer 


run and the October, 1978, Pupil Ethnic Census. Senior high school enrollments 


of the 10th, 11th, and 12th grade students residing in this optional attendance 


area were abstracted from the computer print-out. 


Of the 224 high school students identified as living in this optional area and 


attending either La Jolla High School or Mission Bay High School, 190 chose 


Mission Bay High School and 34 chose La Jolla High School. The racial ethnic 


composition of the 224 students is as follows: 


Majority Minority 


191 33 


A comparison of the ethnic balance at La Jolla High and Mission Bay High with 


the existing option and with the optional area students from Muirlands and 


Pacific Beach required to attend these schools is as follows: 


(INSERT CHART HERE) 
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School Total l1ajority Students Minority Students 
Enrollment No. % No. % 


i~ 
.'~\ 


*La Jolla 1978-79 enrollment 1499 1330 88.7 169 11.3 
as extracted from census 
report 


Students from La Jolla/ 190 161 29 
Mission Bay optional area 
not electing La Jolla 


La Jolla if all students in 1689 1491 88.3 198 11. 7 
La Jolla/Mission Bay 
optional area were required 
to attend La Jolla 


La Jolla if all students in 1465 1300 88.7 165 11. 3 
La Jolla/}Ussion Bay 
optional area were required 
to attend Mission Bay 


*Inc1uding students from the 
optional area who elected 
to attend La Jolla 


*Mission Bay 1978-79 enroll- 1439 
~ 


1257 87.4 182 12.6 
ment as extracted from 
census report 


Students from La Jo1la/ 34 30 4 
Mission Bay optional area 
not electing Mission Bay 


Mission Bay if all students 1473 1287 87.3 186 12.7 
in La Jolla/Mission Bay 
optional area were required -
to attend Mission Bay 


Mission Bay if all students 1249 1096 87.8 153 12.2 
in La Jolla/Mission Bay 
optional area were required 
to attend La Jolla 


*Including students from the 
optional area who elected 
to attend Mission Bay 
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APPENDIX J 


CONCLUSIONS 


A review of the data reveals no measurable difference in the ethnic balance 


either at La Jolla or Mission Bay if the optional attendance privilege were 


discontinued. Projected enrollment trends indicate that a better enrollment 


balance could be maintained if students were required to attend Mission Bay. 


RECOMMENDATIONS 


1. It is recommended that the La Jolla - Mission Bay optional attendance area 


be discontinued effective September 1, 1979, and that students in this 


area hereafter be assigned to attend Mission Bay High School rather than 


La Jolla High School. 


2. Students already enrolled will be permitted to continue attendance in 


their present school until graduation. Siblings will be allowed to attend 


the same optional school with older brothers or sisters until such time 


that those enrolled in these schools during the 1979-80 school year have 


been promoted or have graduated. 
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LA JOLLA-MISSI ON BAY HIGH SCHOOL OPTIONAL ATTENDANCE AREA: Beginning at the 


Pacific Ocean and Colima Street extended (5390 La Jolla Boulevard in the 


La Jolla Senior High attendance area), the boundary of this optional attendance 


ares proceeds easterly along Colima Street to La Jolla Mesa Drive, northerly 


along La Jolla Mesa Drive (5397 and all smaller numbers on La Jolla ~~esa Drive 


are in the option; the odd numbers in the 5400 through the 5700 blocks of 


La Jolla Mesa Drive are also in the option; the 5800 block and all larger 


numbers on La Jolla Mesa Drive are in the La Jolla Senior High attendance area) 


to the northwest corner of P.L. 1781, thence proceed easterly along Pas eo 


Bonita extended (also being the extension of the north lot line of the western-


most house facing on Paseo Bonita), Paseo Bonita to Rutgers Road, thence 


easterly along Paseo Bonita extended to the intersection of the west rim of 


the canyon and Bucknell Avenue extended, southerly and southwesterly along the 


rim of this canyon to the northwest corner of the lots facing on Van Nuys Court, 


thence easterly along the north lot lines of houses on Van Nuys Court, Van Nuys 


Place, and said line extended to Fanuel Street extended, south along Fanuel 


Street extended and Fanuel Street to Garnet Avenue, easterly on Garnet Avenue 


to Gresham Street, southerly on Gresham Street to Graham Street, west on 


Graham Street extended to Mission Bay, westerly and southerly along Mission Bay 


to the San Diego River Floodway, west to the ocean, northerly along the ocean 


to Colima Street extended, point of beginning. 


NOTE: 5811 Rutgers Road and higher numbers are in the La Jolla Senior High 
School attendance area; 5791 Rutgers Road and lower numbers and 
5595 La Jolla Mesa Drive and smaller odd numbers are in the La Jolla­
Mission Bay High School optional attendance area. The following 
numbers are in the La Jolla Senior High School attendance area: 


5431 Bahia Lane 1951 Bahia Way 
5421 11 II 1961 " " 
5411 " " 1971 " " 
5401 " " 1972 " " 


All of Bahia Drive is in the La Jolla Senior High School attendance area. 
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JUNIOR HIGH 


Name 


Bell 


Collier 


Dana 


Ei.nstein 


Gompers 


Hale 


Lewis 


Mann 


Marston 


Memorial 


Montgomery 


Huirlands 


O'Farrell 


Pacific. Beach 


Pershing 


Roosevelt 


Standley 


Taft 


\vangenlwi m 


\vi Ison 


9/22/78 


SAN DIEGO CITY SCHOOLS 
Secondary Schools Division 


Summary Report of Operating Capacity 
Of Existing Teaching Stations -
Junior and Senior Hi h Schools 


APPENDIX K 


SENIOR H1GH 


No. of Students arne No. 


1722 C1airemont 2653 


849 Crawford 2069 


1108 Henry 1424 


1485 Hoo ver 1629 


951 Kearny 2400 


1938 La Jolla 1646 


1515 Lincoln 1471 


2089 Madison 2952 


1564 -Ii ra 1esa 269q 


1270 1'1i ss ion B<l Y Lr, :W 


1516 Horse High 2L4 h 


l323 Point Lorna 19H -l 


1199 San Diego 1849 


1425 Serra 2,)8h 


217 !I Uni versit City 17<)l 


1134 


1342 


1228 


17JR 


1582 


61 


of Stud e t s ----








» t:'.o Irn ; e» ~t:J 55 rn IIV/J M 7-6?] "0 ~ ems - 01.34. cdI. oQ~.c:oqJ
~fie? J.. ",-nee $"
qJ-1 ;d) I am }~on~li{~Rossman, a narent of a ch t l d at. :Jelle Uenchlcy


T would like to thank ~r. KolcnJer and
',1rs.IvTc!)cJlaldf'or- the oODortuni,ty to snar-e rnv concerns about the
closure of Dench]pv 'lith you.


1 Nish to ur r.e t.h e Inte~~ration Tasl-( Force to investir~ate the


closure/relocation of genchle'1 and reoort your fi~din~s to Jlld~e
,"'ols1.1. noth you and the Jucl~e need to be awar-e of the concerns


of n~rnnts of ~enchlev students in order to hetter assess the
S1\C"er,S or f'ai lure of the vol untar-v 'Jlan for inte::r,ration.I hope


I


V0~. ""tll find my comments and c onc e r n s of value an d will take


qction to evaluate the closure of Denchle'1.
The relocation of Belle DenchleY symbolizes to me and other


rna~net sehool narents a lack of commitment to voluntary Lnte3ration
hv tho Board of Education. We sec the move as a rejection of a
succcssful magnet school in thp. ,o;uiseof fiscal ecoriornv, V'eVlcre
told th() Board'S nriority this 'lear 1'13.Svoluntary inter:,ration. Vnl.'.'


th~n, itsntt it willin~ to nay the nric~ to kReo nenclll~v orl~n?


The Aoard has voted to close Benchle'1 in order to save a mere
";GO ,roo a vcar or 1/5oth of li~ of tl,is vear s budrtet , In my most
cv~ical ~oments I think thp. motivation to close nenchlcv is to
dolLb er-at cI.vundermine voluntarv integration, to thumb their nnS8S


8t t"'c court order, and to sabot.ar;etheir o-vn nr-ogr-ams, In a rnmr-o


rationaJ frame o~ nind I actually believe tll~ ~oard is attcmntjn~
fiscaJlv conservative bv closing donn sites.


verv weak v/he n thi 5


Let me
~~~~asi~ptbp annearallce of frusal is


I ,.' ( ..~~, ,-,< {/,/ ~


\!,,' '0'wn"d rOIIT' nr-w oI('mentarv schools


38.r1C year


on t.h« por-Lphery anel Vlhen '''AN"'", I


started the V8ar w Lt.hn $29 million surnlus. "Ihy the urgency to
save ,,;r,O ,000 and jeonardize a succcssfull magnet nror;ram? Ny 8sti-
~ation nf their attemntino; to ann ear fruo;al is further endorsed bv
tI," faet that the remaining three cluser closur8s has been Dost-
noned until after the elAction (rumor), \-lhy was it so urgent to


oio se dovm a mac:net school and not the others? All clusters worked
frantically to meet the ~oard set deadlines (~arcl\ 1) and now
thev have conv~nientlv oostnon8d the oth8r hearin3s.


Let PlC r;o hack a s t e o and ment ion the Denchlev com:nuni ty' s


objections to the closure. I am here snealdng for an active
disenfranchised grou0 of 'TIao;ent19af'p.ntsfrom Benchle". I VIould 1ike


to refute some of tile' Di.strict' s ar~unents:







1. Relocation to Grantville is objectionat,'e to the current
Henchlev pal'ents and the teaching staf:f, PTA and SSC. ' ,'r(,," 7' '" I ,/ / ,..--;- ...l~/~."'" .-:.'~.. J __ '


;/.. J'(}' I r. t: _,/.! _<" 7', '" ,', _ 7"; /'/f 1-",1 ' /" /- /"/';1 - • I /


_:r/' /(~ ....' ,-;,<~.~I' ~-I( ~t"C"-":'. ..,../ /". I, eLI,' ',r' />,
- 2. Relocation is ~he same as closure. Anvtime the Board has closed


a school it had to relocate students. The terms are interchangeable.


3. The Benchley crogram was strong and fully enrolled. It was
:fully utiltzed and racially balanced 34!nn ratio this year.


4. It a;:lDearedtpe Grnntville site was fully utilized according
to integragation capacity figures.


5. The Benchley "oortable classrooms" are not no r-r.ab l.e, but
se~i-permanent on concrete bases and stuccoed. It is not feasible
to mOVe them successfully. It was estimated they would last 50


veal's, the same as a nermanent facility.
G. The Benchlev humasistic!individu~lized instruction philosophy vlith
an emnhasis on ECE Soing only to third ~,.," will be compromised
and jeopardized by sharing the site with the Grantville Learning
Center. The programs are too different to comingle successfully.
7. If we can afford to ooen new elementary schools on the peri-
nherv and to authorize construction/staffing of UC High School,
we can afford to maintain Benchley on its own camous.
8. The movement of bungalows to the Grantville site to accomodate
the additional orogram is unnecessary and \lndesireable.
9. The limitations of other magnet schools have not been found
at Benchlev but will acoly to a combined campus:


a. It is now a "total" magnet. It will become a sc11001-
within-a.-school.


b. It does not now oxhaot t "elitism" since the whole school
ooerates under the same nhilosonhy and eqUipment. On a shared site,
there will be different equioment provided to the Learning Center
stUdents, but not to the Benchlev stUdents. It may develOP elitism.


c. Benchlev now attracts students from both ma~oritv and
minority isolated schools. There is twc -wav busLno; from over
50 di:fferent elementary schools. It attracts majority oarents to
leave their neighborhoods. I fear few will do so next year to
po to the combined site.


d. Parent participation remains good this year. Goth minority







:-Inrima .1orJ.tv r-ru-ont s vo l unt.ecr 1n the'c 1 as:.room and j n schoo l -w ldo
Activities. This angry group will not be around to particioate
next year.


e. Rocruitment for students to come to Benchlev has been
rlismal. Parents who requested magent information were not sent
Benchley's flyer. A father had to wait 40 minutes at the Education
Center while some Benchley flyers were found. Prospective students
are given erroneous information. How can we trust the district to
maintain the inte~ritv of the program?


f. Disposition of the Benchley site has been made easier
by the interest of the San Die~o Police Department to establish a
substation on that site.


Let me close by admitting by anger and frustration at the
Board's decisi0r\to close - down T1elle Benchley against the
w i she s of the current Benchlev communi tv. I hardly think the Board
is in the position to disenfranchise this &roup of magnet school
oarents in the guise of saving a few dollars. ~e all know that
desegregation is an exoensive process. Why isn't our Board of
Education willing to allocate its resources toward that end.
Isn't integration worth $FO,OOO? I urge this Task Force to take
the closure of Benchley under consideration. I believe you will
find the Baard to be recalcitrant to voluntary inte~ragation.
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1 INTRODUCTION 


2 On April 13, 1979 plaintiffs filed an Application 


3 for Temporary Restraining Order and Injunctions with supporting 


4 documents, seeking to prevent: (1) the construction of Univer-


5 sity City High School; (2) the construction of any new school; 


6 (3) the construction of any addition to an existing schoo~; or 


7 (4) the movement of any portable classrooms. 


8 The Court declined to issue a Temporary Restraining 


9 Order and has set a hearing on May 7, 1979 on the question 


10 of whether an injunction should be issued. 


11 Since no Order to Show Cause was issued, the School 


12 District has treated ' the Petition as a motion for an injunction 


13 and no answer has been filed. Should for any reason an answer 


14 be deemed necessary, the School District denies all of the 


15 plaintiffs' substantive allegations. 


16 In responding to plaintiffs' Petition the School Dis-


17 trict has confined its response to the question of whether or 


18 not the construction of University City High School will contri-


19 bute to the racial isolation of minority students. The School 


20 District respectfully submits that such questions as the need 


21 for the school, operating costs, and its proximity to Miramar 


22 Naval Air Station are not proper considerations for this Court. 


23 Under our system of government these questions are uniquely 


24 reserved for resolution by the elected representatives of the 


25 people; namely, the five members of the Board of Education. 


26 The School District has also not responded to the 


27 other relief sought by the plaintiffs since the plaintiffs have 


28 not provided the Court with facts supporting or justifying such 
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1 relief. 


2 STATEMENT OF FACTS 


3 Since the School District does not agree with the 


4 plaintiffs' Statement of Facts , '. 'the follmving information is 


5 provided so that the record may be complete. 


6 1. University City High School Has Been 


7 Planned for Many Years. 


8 A site for University City High School was first 


9 identified by the School District's staff and the Planning Depart-


10 ment of the City of San Diego in March, 1960. The informational 


11 literature in support of a bond issue designated as Proposition S 


12 approved by the voters on June 7, 1966 recognized that the growth 


13 in the University City area would require the construction of 


14 additional school facilities. In 1969 the City of San Diego 


15 


16 


17 


18 


19 


20 


21 


22 


Zi 


24 


purchased property in University City which included the site 


for University City High School. On November 5, 1974 the voters 


approved, by a 55.8 percent majority, Proposition XX which 


authorized the lease-purchase of 22 school facilities including 


University City High School. l 


As is evident from the Declarations of John Witt, 


President of the Board of Education; George W. Smith, Member, 


Board of Education; Astrid Jeannine Lacy; Roberta L. Wells; and 


Anna J. Armstrong, there is widespread recognition of the 


25 I. Unless otherwise indicated the factual statements relied on in 


26 


27 


28 


this portion of this memorandum are based on the Declaration 


of Charles T. Glenn or public records, actions of which the 


Court may take judicial notice. 
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1 long-standing commitment of the Board of Education to the 


2 construction of University City High School. 


S The commitment to the construction of a school is 


4 fortified by the fact that the ,Board of Education does not 


5 have the discretion to build the school at another location. 


6 Once approved by the voters, a school cannot be built at a 


7 location other than that listed on the ballot (See Declaration 


8 of Thomas R. Shearer, Jr.). 


9 


10 


2. Were It Not for Intervening Events, University 


City High School Would Today Be Serving the 


11 Educational Needs of Students. 


12 Subsequent to the passage of Proposition XX in 1974 


13 the San Diego Unified School District Public School Building 


14 Corporation was formed for the purpose of constructing the 22 


15 authorized school construction projects and leasing them to 


16 the School District. Proposition XX also authorized the School 


17 District to levy a tax rate not to exceed 38.3 cents per $100 


18 of assessed valuation for making lease payments, purchasing 


19 sites for the schools, and preparing plans and specifications. 


20 University City High School is the last of the Propo-


21 sition xx projects to be constructed. None of the other projects 


22 was seriously objected to by the plaintiffs or any other members 


23 of the community. Were it not for an odd combination of circum-


24 stances, University City High School would have already been 


25 built and completed. 


26 At its public meeting held on April 6, 1976 the Board 


27 of Education engaged Richard George Wheeler and Associates, 


28 Architects, to design University City High School and prepare 
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1 construction documents. Pursuant to authorization granted by 


2 the Board of Education at a public meeting the School District 


3 purchased the University City High School site from the City 


4 of San Diego for $1,492,000. The project plans and preliminary 


5 construction documents were approved by the Board at its public 


6 meeting held on December 14, 1976. At the same time the 


7 Board authorized public advertising for construction bids. 


8 The Edmonton Homeowners Association (hereinafter 


9 referred to as "Edmonton") on April 29, 1977 filed a petition 


10 for a writ of mandate challenging the sufficiency of the 


11 environmental impact report covering the construction of 


12 University City High School. On June 10, 1977 the Superior 


13 Court found the School District's environmental impact report 


14 to be sufficient. Costs were awarded to the School District. 


15 On July 8, 1977 Edmonton filed a notice of appeal and on July 20, 


16 1977 sought a stay order from the Court of Appeal which was 


17 denied by the Presiding Justice on August 1, 1977. A stay order 


18 was then sought from the California Supreme Court which was 


19 denied on August 31, 1977. Subsequently, the appeal was dis-


20 missed in December, 1977. 


21 Meanwhile, at its public meeting held on October 11, 


22 1977 the Board of Education had awarded a $1,385,000 contract 


23 for grading the University City High School site. This con-


24 tract has been completed. Following the dismissal of the appeal 


25 by Edmonton, the School District revised its construction schedule 


26 and scheduled receipt of construction bids for April 21, 1978. 


27 However, the events surrounding the passage of Proposition 13 


28 on June 6, 1978 lead to a decision by the Board of Education 


29 to defer construction of University City High School. Among 
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1 other things, both Moody's Investors Service and Standard 


2 and Poors rescinded their ratings of all California bond issues 


3 making it impossible for the San Diego Unified School District 


4 Public School Building Corporation to market bonds for the 


5 construction of University City High School. 


6 On June 24, 1978 the California legislature passed 


7 the Proposition 13 "bail-out legislation" (Chapter 292, Statutes 


8 1978) which clarified the authority of the School District 


9 to continue to levy the tax to make lease payments authorized 


10 by Proposition xx. Early in 1979, both Moody's and Standard and 


11 Poors again rated California bonds making it possible to pro-


12 ceed with the construction of University City High School. 


13 Thereupon, the Board of Education at its regular public meeting 


14 held on March 6, 1979 reaffirmed its original commitment to 


15 the construction of University City High School and authorized 


16 the implementation of a new schedule for the construction of 


17 University City High School which is attached to the Declaration 


18 of Charles T. Glenn as Exhibit A. 


19 Maintaining this schedule is critical for two reasons. 


20 The first is that Education Code Section 39313 establishes a 


21 deadline by which the project must be underway. The second is 


22 that each month of delay increases the cost of the construction 


23 of the high school by approximately 8/10 of 1 percent. Assuming 


24 a construction cost of approximately $14 million, this means 


25 that each month's delay increases the cost of the school by 


26 $112,000. 


27 Including the acquisition of the site,grading, archi-


28 tectural fees, erosion control and miscellaneous expenses, the 
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1 School District has expended approximately $3,919,500 to date 


2 in connection with the construction of University City High 


8 School. 


4 3. University City High School Will Open as an 


5 Integrated School. 


6 University City High School will open in the fatl of 


7 1981 with an enrollment of 950, not less than 25 percent of 


8 which will be minority. Approximately half of these students wil 


9 be residents of the University City area. The balance of the 


10 


11 


12 


13 


14 


15 


16 


17 


18 


19 


20 


21 


~ 


~ 


~ 


~ 


~ 


~ 


~ 


minority students will be participants in the Voluntary Ethnic 


Enrollment Program (VEEP). Since the attendance area for 


University City High School will be coterminous with that of 


Standley Junior High School, many of these VEEP students will 


follow the feeder pattern from Standley to University City. 


Others will be VEEP students who under present feeder patterns 


would attend Kearny High School. 


One of the benefits resulting from the opening of 


University City High School is that it will serve to 


facilitate closing Kearny to VEEP students. Those students will 


be assigned to University City High School as well as other 


schools. The effect of this action will be to stabilize the 


majority/minority ratio of students at Kearny High School at 


almost exactly the present School District average. With 


these actions, it is estimated that Kearny will have an enrollment 


of 1,775 in the fall of 1981 and that 35 percent of these stu­


dents will be minority (See Declarations of Ralph V. Patrick, 


Edward S. Fletcher and Robert G. Furry.) 


In addition to the assurance that University City High 
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1 School will open with an enrollment that is not less than 25 


2 percent minority, consideration will be given in future years 


3 to the establishment of other integration programs in that 


4 school as part of the School Di~trict's voluntary integration 


5 plan. Among the various programs to be considered is a math/ 


6 science mirror magnet which would capitalize on University 


7 City High School's proximity to the University of California, 


8 San Diego; Scripps Institute of Oceanography; and other world 


9 renowned institutes. (See Declaration of Ralph V. Patrick) 


10 


11 


12 


13 


14 


15 


16 


17 


18 


19 


20 


21 


~ 


~ 


~ 


~ 


4. Construction of University City High School Will 


Have No Impact on the Court-Identified Minority 


Racially Isolated Schools. 


Presently almost all of the high school students who 


currently reside in the University City High School attendance 


area attend Clairemont High School. Less than 20 attend La Jolla 


High School and approximately 50 students attend Mission Bay 


High School. (See Declaration of Robert G. Furry.) 


The transfer of these students from Clairemont, Mission 


Bay and La Jolla High Schools will not adversely affect minority 


racial isolation. Neither Lincoln High School nor Morse High 


School, the two Court-identified minority racially isolated high 


schools, will in any way be affected. (See Declarations of 


George W. Smith, Edward S. Fletcher and Anna J. Armstrong.) As 


previously indicated, Kearny High School will be benefited. 


It is only the plaintiffs' tortured reasoning that suggests an 


26 adverse impact on Lincoln and Morse. What plaintiffs urge is 


27 that students residing in the University City area be manda-


28 torily bussed to Lincoln and Morse High Schools. The School 


-7-







1 District categorically rejects such mandatory assignment of 


2 students as not being a reasonably feasible approach to the 


3 alleviation of minority racial isolation. 


4 


5 


6 


5. The Construction of University City High School 


Will Not Place an Undue Burden on Minority Students. 


Plaintiffs argue that the construction of University 


7 City High School will place an undue burden on minority students. 


8 It is said that if the school is to be integrated it will only 


9 be through "one-way bussing" of minority students from Southeast 


10 San Diego. It is the School District's contention that the 


11 plaintiffs improperly categorize the Voluntary Ethnic Enrollment 


12 Program (VEEP) as "one-way bussing." Voluntary participation 


13 in an integration program such as VEEP is not "one-way bussing" 


14 


15 


and does not place an undue burden on minority youngsters. 


one family who does not wish to do so participates in VEEP. 


Not 


16 Plaintiffs once again are suggesting that a mandatory 


17 bussing program which lacks the support both of minority 


18 and white parents would be more desirable than a voluntary 


19 program which enjoys substantial community support. 


20 · · · 
21 · · · 
22 · · · 
23 · · · 
24 · · · 
25 · · · 
26 · · · 
2:1 · · · 
28 · · · 
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1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


7 


8 


9 


10 in this 


ARGUMENT 


I 


SINCE THE CONSTRUCTION OF UNIVERSITY 
CITY HIGH SCHOOL WILL NOT INCREASE SEGREGATION, 


THE GRANTING OF AN INJUNCTION WOULD 
CONSTITUTE AN UNNECESSARY INTERFERENCE 


WITH LOCAL AUTONOMY AND CONTROL 


A. Nothing in Crawford Supports the Granting 


of an Injunction in this Case. 


The principle guidelines for the Court's action 


case are to be found in Crawford v. Board of Education 


11 of the City of Los Angeles, 17 Cal.3d 280 (1976) and its com-


12 panion case, NAACP v. San Bernardino Unified School District, 


13 17 Cal.3d 311 (1976). Both cases established that a school 


14 district had the obligation to alleviate minority racial isolation 


16 University City High School will not be a minority racially 


16 isolated school. Although the language of Crawford indicates 


17 that even an all white school might pass constitutional muster,2 


18 University City High School will open as an integrated school 


19 and thus aid, not detract from, the School District's integration 


20 program. 


21 Under the circumstances it is submitted that the Court 


23 2. In Crawford the Court stated: 


"In sum, from a constitutional standpoint, 
we see nothing inherently invalid in the fact 
that percentages of various racial or ethnic 
groups may vary, even significantly, in differ­
ent schools throughout a school districts or 
even that a particular minority group may be 
completely unrepresented in a particular school." 
[Emphasis added.] (17 Cal.3d at 304) 
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1 should heed the words of the Crawford Court which admonished 


2 courts as follows: 


3 


4 


5 


6 


7 


8 


9 


10 


11 


12 


13 


14 


15 


16 


17 


18 


19 


20 


21 


~ 


~ 


~ 


~ 


~ 


~ 


~ 


" . [O]nce a court finds that a 


school board has implemented a program which 


promises to achieve meaningful progress 


toward eliminating the segregation in 


the district, the court should defer to the 


school board's program and should decline 


to intervene in the school desegregation 


process so long as such meaningful progress 


does in fact follow. A court should thus 


stay its hand even if it believes that alter­


native techniques might lead to more rapid 


desegregation of the schools. We have learned 


that the fastest path to desegregation does 


not always achieve the consummation of the 


constitutional objectivej it may instead 


result in resegregation. In the absence of 


an easy, uniform solution to the desegre­


gation problem, plans developed and imple­


mented by local school boards, working with 


community leaders and affected citizens, 


hold the most promising hope for the attain­


ment of integrated public schools in our 


state." (17 Cal.3d at 286) 


B. Responsibility for the Operation of the 


Public Schools Rests With the Board of Education. 


In Santa Barbara School District v. Superior Court, 
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1 13 Cal.3d 315 (1975), the California Supreme Court reaffirmed 


2 the fact that a school district in implementing a court-


3 ordered desegregation plan does not deprive the elected governing 


4 board of the authority and responsibility for operating the 


5 school system. In upholding the power of the school district 


6 to close two elementary schools the Court stated: 


7 '" [A] court may not substitute its 


8 judgment for that of the administrative 


9 board [citation] and if reasonable minds 


10 may disagree as to the wisdom of the 


11 board's action, its determination must be 


12 upheld.' (Manjares v. Newton (1966) 64 Cal.2d 


13 365, 371 [49 Cal.Rptr. 805, 411 P.2d 901]). 


14 We have not found, nor have we been referred 


15 to, any authority supportive of the propo-


16 sition that once a school board undertakes 


17 a desegregation/integration plan, its 


18 otherwise independent power to close 


19 schools becomes limited to closing only 


20 those schools which must reasonably be closed 


21 in order to accomplish desegregation." 


22 (13 Cal.3d at 337) 


23 In Stanton v. Sequoia Union High School District, 


24 408 F.Supp. 502 (N.D. Cal., 1976) the Court agreed stating: 


25 "The mechanics of running a school system 


26 are solely within the power, authority, and 


27 prerogative of the duly elected school board, 


28 so long as the board performs its duty 
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a 
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5 


6 


7 


8 


9 


10 


11 


12 


13 


14 


15 


16 


17 


18 


19 


20 


21 


22 


23 


24. 


2.5 


26 


27 


28 


without running afoul of the constraints 


imposed by the Constitution. This court 


should not and will not inject its own opinion 


or ideas as to which is the best system or 


plan or what it thinks is a better plan. 


We judge only whether the board's plan as 


adopted operates constitutionally. In the 


context of this case, we decide only whether 


the Board's plan to close Ravenswood is 


within constitutional restraints." 


(408 F.Supp. at 504) 


In Deal v. Cincinnati Board of Education, 419 


F.2d 1387 (6th Cir., 1969); cert. denied 402 U.S. 962 (1971); 


the Court, after ruling that the school board's site selection 


policy was nondiscriminatory, emphasized: 


"Federal Courts are ill-fitted to instruct 


Boards of Education where to select school 


sites, draw zone lines, or how to operate the 


public schools. We should intervene only 


where there has been a clear invasion of 


constitutional rights' and in our judgment 


that has not occurred here." (419 F.2d at 1393) 


The concept of the involvement of the people in the 


operation of their local public school system through their 


elected representatives is deeply ingrained in the American 


public school system. Chief Justice Burger recognized this 


fact in Milliken v. Bradley, 418 U.S. 717 (1974) when he said: 
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"No single tradition in public educa-


tion is more deeply rooted than local 


control over the operation of schools; 


local autonomy has l~ng been thought 


essential both to the maintenance of 


community concern and support for public 


schools and to quality of the educational 


process." (418 u.s. 741-742) 


In Dayton Bd. of Education v. Brinkman, 433 U.S. 406 


(1977) the Court, in reversing a lower court systemwide mandatory 


bussing order, reemphasized this point: 


"There is no doubt that federal courts have 


authority to grant appropriate relief of this 


sort when constitutional violations on the 


part of school officials are proved. 


[citations] But our cases have just as 


firmly recognized that local autonomy of 


school districts is a vital national tradi-


tion. [citations] It is for this reason 


that the case for displacement of the local 


authorities by a federal court in a school 


desegregation case must be satisfactorily 


established by factual proof and justified by 


a reasoned statement of legal principles." 


[citations] (433 U.S. at 410) 


More recently in Columbus Board of Education v. Penick, 


u.s. , 58 L.3d.2d 55 (1978); cer~ granted u.s . 


59 L.Ed.2d 31 (1979), Mr. Justice Rehnquist, during the course of 
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1 granting a stay order to prevent the imposition of another 


2 systemwide mandatory bussing plan, stated: 


3 


4 


5 


6 


7 


8 


9 


10 


11 


12 


13 


14 


15 


16 


17 


18 


19 


20 


"As this Court noted in Dayton, 'local 


autonomy of school districts is a vital 


national tradition.' (433 u.S. at 410, 53 


L.Ed.2d 851, 97 S.Ct. 2766). School dese-


gregation orders are among the most 


sensitive encroachments on that tradition, 


not only because they affect the assign-


ment of pupils and teachers, but also because 


they often restructure the system of education. 


In this case the desegregation order re-


quires alteration of the grade organization 


of virtually every elementary school in Columbus. 


As the Court emphasized in Dayton, judicial 


imposition on this established province of the 


community is only proper in the face of factual . 
proof of constitutional violations and then 


only to the extent necessary to remedy the 


effect of those violations." (58 L.Ed.2d at 


21 59) 


22 Perhaps this point was best made by Chief Justice 


23 Burger in Swann v. Charlotte-Mecklenburg Bd. of Ed., 402 u.S. 1 


24 (1971), when he wrote: 


25 " [I] t is important to remember that 


26 judicial powers may be exercised only on 


27 the basis of a constitutional violation. 


28 Remedial judicial authority does not put judges 
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1 automatically in the shoes of school authorities 


2 whose powers are plenary. Judicial authority 


3 enters only when local authority defaults." 


4 (402 u.S. at 16) 


5 Here there has been no constitutional violation and 


6 thus the Court has no reason or basis to intervene. 


7 


8 


9 


C. The Cases Relied Upon by Plaintiffs All Involve 


Situations Where There Were Findings of 


De Jure Segregation and Thus Are Not Applicable 


10 Here. 


11 The plaintiffs cite numerous federal cases involving 


12 school districts which have been found guilty of de jure segre-


13 gation. The School District believes that these cases, in 


14 the present context of the Carlin case, add nothing to a 


15 resolution of the matter before the Court. For that reason, 


16 they will not be individually discussed in this memorandum. 


17 The School District will, however, be prepared to respond to 


18 plaintiffs or answer any questions the Court may have at oral 


19 argument concerning these cases. 


20 It should, however, be noted that there have been 


21 several de facto cases in which the courts have refused to enjoin 


22 the construction of a new school located in a predominantly 


23 white area. See, for example, Sealy v. Dept. of Pub. Inst . 


24 of Penn., 252 F.2d 898 (3rd Cir., 1958); cert denied 356 u.s. 


25 975 (Court refused to enjoin the construction of a junior 


26 high school even though its location would require additional 


27 transportation for black pupils); Banks v. Muncie Community 


28 Schools, 433 F.2d 292 (7th Cir., 1970) (Court refused to enjoin 
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1 construction of high school in all white area where district 


2 indicated it would take steps to ensure racial balance); Diaz 


3 v. San Jose Unified School District, 412 F.Supp. 310 (N.D. Cal., 


4 1976) (Court refused to restrain district from constructing 


5 schools in predominantly white area where there was no showing 


6 of intentional discrimination). See also, Higgins v. Boa~d 


7 of Education, Grand Rapids, Michigan, 508 F.2d 779 (6th Cir., 


8 1974) (Court ruled that construction of schools which had 


9 opened predominantly white or minority did not establish that 


10 the district had acted with discriminatory intent) . 


11 II 


12 THE PLAINTIFF WHO HAS DELAYED 
BRINGING A SUIT WHEN THE 


13 DEFENDANT HAS EXPENDED EFFORT, 
MONEY AND OTHERWISE CHANGED 


14 ITS POSITION IS NOT 
ENTITLED TO INJUNCTIVE RELIEF 


15 


16 California courts have consistently refused to grant 


17 injunctive relief where the application for such relief is 


18 delayed until large expenditures have been made by defendants. 


19 See generally, Witkin, Cal. Procedure (2d ed.) "Provisionsl 


20 Remedies," §70; see, e.g., Schwartz v. Arata, 45 Cal.App. 596, 


21 602 (1920) (several months' delay plus expenditures); Los 


22 Angeles Athletic Club v. City of Long Beach, 128 Cal.App. 427, 


28 433 (1932) (six months' delay plus expenditures of money for 


24 public improvement); Vesper v. Forest Lawn Cemetery Association 


25 20 Cal.App.2d 157,165 (1937) (two-year delay plus expenditures); 


26 see also, Holmes v. Snow Mountain Water and Power Co., 36 Cal. 


27 App. 394 (1918) (4-year delay plus expenditures for improvement 


28 upon which thousands of people had become dependent) • 
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1 Although the Carlin case was filed in December, 1967, 


2 it was not until April, 1979, almost 11 1/2 years later, that 


3 plaintiffs first sought to enjoin the construction of University 


4 City High School. In the mean"t;.ime the construction of University 


5 City High School has been planned for more than 10 years. 


6 Moreover, this planning has taken place in the public arena. 


7 Not only has the issue been on the ballo~ but the Board of 


8 Education has taken numerous public actions in connection 


9 with the school. There has been previous litigation concerning 


10 this school which received considerable pUblicity. Additionally, 


11 the School District moved over one million cubic yards of 


12 earth opposite University Towne Center in preparation for the 


13 construction of this school. Finally, approximately $3,919,500 


14 in public funds has been expended on this project by defendants. 


15 Under the circumstances it is submitted that the 


16 plaintiffs are estopped and barred by laches from now obtaining 


17 the injunction they seek. 


18 III 


19 PLAINTIFFS ARE NOT 


20 


21 


22 


23 


24 


25 


26 


'l:l 


28 


ENTITLED TO AN INJUNCTION 


A. Plaintiffs Have Failed to Show That They 


Will Suffer Irreparable Injury. 


In the absence of a showing of irreparable injury, 


a court must deny a request for an injunction. See generally, 


Witkin, Cal. Procedure (2d ed.) "Provisional Remedies" §5l. 


Here plaintiffs' allegations of irreparable injury (Petition, 


page 2, line 16) are unsupported by any relevant facts and are 


based on inadmissible speculation, hearsay and unsupported 
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opinion. Under the circumstances there is no basis for grant-


ing an inj unction. E. H. Renzel v. Warehousemen's Union, 16 Cal. 2d 


369, 373 (1940); Willis v. Laundson, 161 Cal. 106, 108 (1911) 


B. Consideration of ·the Relative Hardship of 


the Parties and t he Public I n terest 


Require the Denial of Plaintiffs' Request. 


In passing upon a request for injunctive relief,the 


Court should consider both the relative hardship to the parties 


and the public interest. Witkin, Cal. Procedure (2d ed.) 


"Provisional Remedies" §§72, 73; Lorna Portal Civic Club v. 


American Airlines, 61 Cal.2d 582, 588 (1964); Santa Cruz Fair 


Bldg. v. Grant, 104 Cal. 306, 308 (1894). In this case both 


factors are reasons for denying plaintiffs' request. If the 


high school is not constructed the residents of University 


City will be denied a public high school in their community, 


an investment of almost $4,000,000 will be put in jeopardy, 


and the will of the people frustrated. Furthermore, the con­


struction of the high school may well assist integration; in 


no event will it impede the School District's voluntary inte­


gration plan. 


All the factors which a court should consider point 


the same way -- the request for the injunction should be denied. 


CONCLUSION 


The plaintiffs have failed to establish that the 


construction of University City High School will contribute 


to minority racial isolation in San Diego or will impede in 


any way the School District's integration plan. In fact, 
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2 


3 
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5 


6 


7 


University City High School will open as an integrated school . 


As a result of the transfer of VEEP students from Kearny High 


School to University City High School and other schools, the 


racial/ethnic balance in that s.ohool will be stabilized if 


not improved. 


The people have elected the members of the Boara of 


Education as their representatives with respect to the operation 


8 of the public school system. In the absence of a clear showing 


9 of constitutional violation, it is these elected representatives 


10 who must have the authority to make policy decisions with respect 


11 to the operation of the public schools. 


12 The people, speaking through the Board of Education, 


13 have decided that a high school should be built in University 


14 City. There being no constitutional violation, the Court 


15 


16 


17 


18 


19 


20 


21 


22 


23 


24 


25 


26 
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should deny plaintiffs'request for injunction and let the project 


proceed. 


Dated: May 3, 1979. 


~~;11·A~~. wW 
D~~ LINC~ 
Jennings, Engstrand & Henrikson 
A Professional Law Corpoation 
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1 RALPH D. STERN 
Schools Attorney 


2 SAN DIEGO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT 
4100 Normal Street 


3 San Diego, California 92103 
(714) 293-8450 


DONALD R. LINCOLN 
5 JENNINGS, ENGSTRAND & HENRIKSON 
' . A Professional Law Corporation 
6 2255 Camino det Rio South 


San Diego, California 92108 
7 (714) 291-0840 


8 Attorneys for Defendant 


9 SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


10 FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 


11 KARl CARLIN, et al., ) 
) 


12 Plaintiffs, ) No. 303800 
) 


13 v. ) 
) DECLARATION OF JOHN WITT 


14 BOARD OF EDUCATION, SAN ) 
DIEGO UNIFIED SCHOOL ) 


15 DISTRICT, ) 
) 


16 Defendant. ) 
) 


17 


18 I, JOHN WITT, declare as follows: 


19 1. I reside at 5011 Dubois Drive, San Diego, California 


20 92117. 


21 2. I was elected to the Board of Education in November, 


22 1975. I am currently the President of the Board. 


23 3. Although elected districtwide, I am nominated from 


24 electoral district A of the San Diego Unified School District. 


25 This electoral district includes the University City area among 


26 others. 


4. A commitment to build a high school in University 


28 City has existed for more than ten years. I believe that 
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1 University City both needs and deserves a high school and that 


2 there exists between the University City community and the 


3 school District a longstanding commitment to proceed with con-


4 struction of the school. 


5 5. During the Board's deliberations concerning the 


6 construction of University City High School, I received communi-


7 cations from a great many citizens. The overwhelming majority 


8 of those who communicated with me supported construction of the 


9 school. Only a small number of people who are opposed to the 


10 school, however, communicated with me, and each of them appears 


11 to have a self-serving reason for their opposition. 


12 6. I am in full support of the District's voluntary 


13 integration plan. I do not believe that the construction of 


14 University City High School would in any way impede the allevia-


15 tion and/or elimination of minority racial isolation in the 


16 23 court-identified minority racially isolated schools. 


17 I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing 


18 is true and correct. 


19 


20 


21 


22 


23 


24 


25 


26 


'l17 


28 


Dated April ~" 1979, at San Diego, California. 


• 
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1 RALPH D. STERN 
Schools Attorney 


2 SAN DIEGO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT 
4100 Normal Street 


3 San Diego, California 92103 
Telephone (714) 293 8450 


4 
DONALD R. LINCOLN 


5 JENNINGS, ENGSTRAND & HENRIKSON 
A Professional Law Corporation 


6 2255 Camino del Rio South 
San Diego, California 92108 


7 Telephone (714) 291 0840 


8 Attorneys for Defendant 


9 SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


10 FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 


11 KARl CARLIN, et al., 


12 Plaintiffs, 


13 v. 


14 BOARD OF EDUCATION, 
SAN DIEGO UNIFIED 


15 SCHOOL DISTRICT, 


16 Defendant. 


) 
) No. 303800 
) 
) 
) DECLARATION OF GEORGE W. SMITH 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 


17 


18 


19 


-----------------------) 


I, GEORGE W. SMITH, declare as follows: 


1. I reside at 5514 Mira Flores Drive, San Diego, 


20 California 92114, and have my office at the Golden Hills 


21 Presbyterian Church, 2130 Market Street, San Diego, California 


22 92102. Both of these locations are in Southeast San Diego. 


2. I was first elected to the Board of Education of 


24 the San Diego Unified School District in November , 1963 and 


25 have served in that capacity continuously since that date. I 


26 am the senior member of the Board and have served four terms 


27 as President. 


3. In 1976 I served as President of the National 


-1-







1 School Boards Association, the national organization represent-


2 ing approximately 16,000 individual school districts and 80,000 


3 school board members. I was the first black elected to this 


4 position. 


5 


6 


7 


8 


9 


10 


11 


12 


13 


4. In 1972 I served as President o f The Council of the 


Great City Schools which has its headquarters in Washington, D.C. 


and to which most of the major urban school districts in the 


country belong. 


5. Although elected districtwide, I am nominated 


from electoral district E of the San Diego Unified School 


District. Included within this electoral district are all of 


the schools identified by the Court as minority racially isolated. 


6. I have supported the construction of a high school 


14 in University City since the mid-1960's. I have always be-


15 


16 


17 


18 


19 


20 


21 


~ 


~ 


~ 


~ 


~ 


~ 


~ 


lieved that the construction of University City High School is 


of vital importance to this School District. Nothing has 


occurred which has altered this belief. In my opinion the 


residents of University City, who have with their tax dollars 


paid for the other schools of the District, deserve a high 


school in their community. 


7. I have examined the materials submitted to the 


Court by the plaintiffs in which they contend that the con­


struction of University City High School would contribute to 


segregation in San Diego and would place an undue burden upon 


minority youngsters. I believe that the contentions of the 


plaintiffs are totally incorrect and that the construction of 


University City High School will not contribute to segregation 


and will not place an additional burden upon minority youngsters. 
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I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing 


is true and correct. 


Dated April~, 1979 at San Diego, California. 


/ 
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1 RALPH D. STERN 
Schools Attorney 


2 SAN DIEGO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT 
4100 Normal Street 


3 San Diego, California 92103 
(714) 293-8450 


" DONALD R. LINCOLN 
5 JENNINGS, ENGS.TRAND & HENRIKSON 


A Professional Law Corporation 
6 2255 Camino del Rio South 


San Diego, California 92108 
7 (714) 291-0840 


8 Attorneys for Defendant 


9 


10 


SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


11 


12 


13 


14 


15 


16 


17 


18 


19 


FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 


KARl CARLIN, et al., ) 
) 


Plaintiffs, ) No. 303800 
) 


v. ) DECLARATION OF 
) CHARLES T. GLENN BOARD OF EDUCATION, SAN ) 


DIEGO UNIFIED SCHOOL ) 
DISTRICT, ) 


) 
Defendant. ) 


) 


I, CHARLES T. GLENN, declare as follows: 


1. I am employed by the San Diego Unified School 


20 District as Deputy Superintendent, Administration. I have 


21 served in that capacity since July 1, 1972. Prior to that time 


22 I served as Assistant Superintendent, Business Services Division. 


23 I have had more than 29 years' experience as a school business 


24 official. In both my present position and my previous position 


25 I have been directly involved with the planning for the con-


26 struction of University City High School. 


2. I have a Bachelor of Arts degree from Humboldt State 


28 Uni versi ty. I also hold a Masters degree in Business Administration 
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from Stanford University Graduate School o f Business. 


3. The need for a high school to serve University city 


was first recognized prior to 1960. In March, 1960 the School 


District staff and the Planning Department of the City of 


San Diego first identified a site. The l iterature explaining 


Proposition S which was presented to the voters on June 7 ~ 1966 


also recognized that growth in University City would require 


the construction of new school facilities. In 1969 the City of 


San Diego purchased the property which ultimately became the 


proposed site for University City High School. 


4. Proposition XX, which was approved by the voters on 


November 5, 1974, passed by a 55.8 percent majority. 


5. Construction costs in San Diego are rising at 


approximately 8/10 of 1 percent per month. The total estimated 


cost of construction for University City High School, excluding 


funds already expended, is approximately $14,000,000. To date, 


$3,919,523.91 has been expended for the construction of 


University City High School. 


6. The original construction schedule, adopted following 


the passage of Proposition XX, called for the completion of 


University City High School by March 14, 1979. The present 


construction schedule is attached as Exhibit A. 


7. Following the passage of Proposition 13, Moody's 


Investors Service and Standard & Poors rescinded their ratings 


of all California bond issues. Early in 1979 both of these 


agencies again rated California bonds including those of the 


San Diego Unified School District Public School Building 


Corporation. 
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1 8. Over one million cubic yards of earth were moved 


2 in the grading of the University City High School site. 


8 I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing 


4 is true and correct. 


5 Executed on May 2, 1979, at San Diego, California. 
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CHARLES 
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UNIVERSITY CITY HIGH SCHOOL PROJECT SCHEDULE . 
Revised Bid Documents to O.S .A. & H.C.D. May 2, 1979 (Wed. ) 


Assume Revised O.S.A. Approval Jun 20, 1979 (Wed. ) 


Advertise for Construction Bids Ju1 11, 1979 (Wed. ) 


Pre-bid Conference Aug 8, 1979 (Wed. ) 


Open Construction Bids Aug 23, 1979 (Thu. ) 


Bid Report-Board of Education/Corporation Aug 28, 1979 (Tue. ) 


Authorize Bond Sale-Board of Education/Corporation Aug 28, 1979 (Tue. ) 


Open Bond Bids (5 Weeks) Oct 4, 1979 (Thu. ) 


Prep. and Deliver Bonds (3 Weeks) Oct 25, 1979 (Thu. ) 


Award Contract/Authorize Start Construction Oct 25, 1979 (Thu. ) 


Start Construction Oct 30, 1979 (Tue. ) 


Complete Construction (19 Months) May 29, 1981 (Fri. ) 


Occupy School for Classes Sept. 1981 


EXHIBIT A 
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1 RALPH D. STERN 
Schools Attorney 


2 SAN DIEGO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT 
4100 Normal Street 


8 San Diego, California 92103 
(714) 293-8450 


4 
DONALD R. LINCOLN 


5 JENNINGS, ENGSTRAND & HENRIKSON 
A Professional Law Corporation 


6 2255 Camino det Rio South 
San Diego, California 92108 


7 (714) 291-0840 


8 Attorneys for Defendant 


9 


10 


SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 


11 KARl CARLIN, et al., ) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 


12 


18 v. 


Plaintiffs, No. 303800 


14 BOARD OF EDUCATION, SAN 
DIEGO UNIFIED SCHOOL DECLARATION OF RALPH V. PATRICK 


15 DISTRICT, 


16 


17 


18 


19 


Defendant. 


---------------------------) 
I, RALPH V. PATRICK, declare as follows: 


1. I am employed by the San Diego Unified School District 


20 as Deputy Superintendent, Operations. In my capacity as Deputy 


21 Superintendent, Operations, I have responsibility for the opera-


22 tion of all of the District's schools. 


2. According to the School District's 1978-79 Pupil 


24 Ethnic Census, Kearny High School has a student enrollment which 


25 is 63.2 percent majority and 36.8 percent minority. This 


26 closely approximates the District's student enrollment of 


27 61.8 percent majority and 38.2 percent minority. 


28 3. In order to stabilize the majority/minority enrollments 
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at Kearny High School, Kearny will be closed to the Voluntary 


Ethnic Enrollment Program (VEEP) by the time University City 


High School opens. VEEP allied school patterns will be adjusted 


from Kearny to University City: High School and other high schools 


in such a manner that University City High School will open with 


a minority enrollment of not less than 25 percent includi ng 


resident minority students and VEEP students. 


4. In future years consideration will be given to the 


establishment of integration programs at University City High 


School as may be necessary to successfully augment and implement 


the District's voluntary integration plan. Among the various 


programs to be considered is a math/science mirror magnet which 


would capitalize on University City High School's proximity to 


the University of California, San Diego: Scripps Institute of 


Oceanography: and other world renowned institutions. 


I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing 


is true and correct. 


Executed on May 1, 1979 at San Diego, California. 
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1 RALPH D. STERN 
Schools Attorney 


2 SAN DIEGO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT 
4100 Normal Street 


8 San Diego, California 92103 
(7l4) 293-8450 


DONALD R. LINCOLN 
5 JENNINGS, ENGSTRAND & HENRIKSON 


A Professional. Law Corporation 
6 2255 Camino del Rio South 


San Diego, California 92108 
7 (714) 291-08 40 


8 Attorneys for Defendant 


9 


10 


SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 


11 KARl CARLIN, et al., } 
} 
} 
} 
} 
} 
} 
} 
} 
} 
} 


~ 


13 v. 


Plaintiffs, No. 303800 


DECLARATION OF EDWARD S. FLETCHER 
14 BOARD OF EDUCATION, SAN 


DIEGO UNIFIED SCHOOL 
16 DISTRICT, 


16 


17 


18 


19 


Defendant. 


--------------------------} 
I, EDWARD S. FLETCHER, declare as follows: 


1. I am employed by the San Diego Unified School 


20 District as Assistant Superintendent, Community Relations. I 


21 have served in that capacity since April 1, 1977. 


2. In my capacity as Assistant Superintendent, Community 


23 Relations, I have responsibility for the coordination of the 


24 San Diego Plan for Racial Integration. I report to the Super-


25 intendent of Schools and work closely with Dr. Ralph V. Patrick, 


26 Deputy Superintendent for Operations, and with the elementary and 


27 secondary schools divisions. 


3. I meet regularly with the Superintendent, the 
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1 Deputy Superintendents and other members of the school district's 


2 administrative staff both formally and informally. I am a member 


8 of the District's Executive Council which meets weekly and 


4 consists of the Superintendent, -the Deputy Superintendents, the 


6 ssistant Superintendents, the Controller and the Schools 


6 ttorney. I am also a member of the Integration Planning and 


7 Coordinating Committee which consists of the Superintendent, the 


8 Deputy Superintendents, the Assistant Superintendent, Community Re-


9 lations, the Public Information Director and the Schools Attorney. 


10 The committee meets at least weekly and more often if necessary. 


11 4. I have been involved in the administrative planning 


12 decisions affecting University City High School and have personall 


13 long supported the construction of the school. I believe that 


14 the school district has a longstanding commitment to the residents 


16 f University City, and it is regretable that it has not been 


16 ossible to honor this commitment until now. 


17 5. I believe that the construction of University City 


18 igh School will have a positive effect on integration in San 


19 Diego since it will open as an integrated school with an enroll-


20 ent that is at least 25 percent minority. Kearny High School 


21 ill be closed to Voluntary Ethnic Enrollment Program (VEEP) 


22 students by the time University City High School opens. The 


28 ffect of this action will be to stablize, or perhaps reduce, 


24 inority enrollment at Kearny High School. 


6. I do not believe that the differential in travel time 


26 etween Kearny High School and University City High School will 


27 ave a significant effect on VEEP students. The slight additional 


28 travel time will be more than offset by the opportunity to attend 
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1 a new school. 


2 I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is 


3 true and correct. 


4 


5 


6 


7 


8 


9 


10 


11 


12 


13 


14 


15 


16 


17 


18 


19 


20 


21 


22 


23 


24 


25 


26 


'Z1 


28 


Executed on April 3D, 1,.979, at San Diego, California. 
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1 RALPH D. STERN 
Schools Attorney 


2 SAN DIEGO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT 
4100 Normal Street 


3 San Diego, California 92103 
(714) 293-8450 


" DONALD R. LINCOLN 
5 JENNINGS, ENGSTRAND & HENRIKSON 


A Professional Law Corporation 
6 2255 Camino del Rio South 


San Diego, California 92108 
7 (714) 291-0840 


8 Attorneys for Defendant 


9 


10 


SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 


11 KARl CARLIN, et a1., 


12 


13 v . 


Plaintiffs, 


14 BOARD OF EDUCATION, SAN 
DIEGO UNIFIED SCHOOL 


15 DISTRICT, 


Defendant. 


) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 


-------------------------) 


No. 303800 


DECLARATION OF 
ROBERT G. FURRY 


16 


17 


18 


19 


I, ROBERT G. FURRY, declare as follows: 


1. I am employed by the San Diego Unified School 


20 District as Planning and Research Assistant Director. I have 


21 served in that capacity since January, 1977. Prior to that time 


22 I served as a civil engineer with the San Diego City Planning 


23 Department. 


2. I hold a Bachelor of Science degree from San Francisco 


25 State University and a Master of Science degree from the 


26 University of California, Los Angeles. 


3. I have estimated that when University City High 


28 School opens in the fall of 1981 it will have an enrollment of 







• 


1 approximately 950 students. This is based on University City 


2 High School having an attendance area coterminous with Standley 


3 Junior High School and the transfer of a sufficient number of 


4 Voluntary Ethnic Enrollment Prqgram students from the Kearny 


5 High School attendance area to University City High School to 


6 ensure a minority enrollment of 25 percent. Approximately 12 


7 percent of the students will be minority students who reside in 


8 the University City area. 


9 4. with the closure of the Voluntary Ethnic Enrollment 


10 Program at Kearny High School I have estimated that in the fall 


11 of 1981 Kearny will have an enrollment of 1,775 students of 


12 whom approximately 35 percent will be minority. The present 


13 minority enrollment at Kearny is approximately 36.8 percent. 


14 


15 


16 


17 


18 


19 


20 


21 


~ 


~ 


U 


~ 


~ 


~ 


~ 


5. At the present time almost all of the students who 


reside in the proposed University .City High School attendance 


area attend Clairemont High School. Approximately 17 students 


in the proposed University City attendance area attend La Joll, 


High School and 54 of these students attend Mission Bay High 


School. 


I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing 


is true and correct. 


Executed on May 2, 1979, at San Diego, California. 
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1 RALPH D. STERN 
Schools Attorney 


2 SAN DIEGO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT 
4100 Normal Street 


3 San Diego, California 92103 
(714) 293-8450 


4 


5 


6 


7 


8 


DONALD R. LINCOLN 
JENNINGS, ENGSTRAND & HENRIKSON 
A Professional Law Corporation 
2255 Camino del Rio South 
San Diego, California 92108 
(714) 291-0840 


Attorneys for Defendant 


9 SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


10 


11 


12 


13 


14 


15 


16 


17 


18 


19 


FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 


KARl CARLIN, et al., 


Plaintiffs, 


v. 


BOARD OF EDUCATION, SAN 
DIEGO UNIFIED SCHOOL 
DISTRICT, 


Defendant. 


) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 


-------------------------) 


No. 303800 


DECLARATION OF THOMAS 
R. SHEARER, JR. 


I, THOMAS R. SHEARER, JR., declare as follows: 


1. I am an attorney at law and licensed to practice 


20 before all of the courts of the State of California . 


21 2. I am a partner in the law firm of Orrick, 


22 Herrington, Rowley & sutcliffe, whose principal place of 


23 business is 600 Montgomery Street, San Francisco, California 


24 94111. 


25 3. My firm of Orrick, Herrington, Rowley & 


26 Sutcliffe has specialized in rendering legal services as bond 







1 counsel in connection with the sale of tax exempt securities 


2 by public bodies and by non-profit corporations acting "on 


3 behalf of public bodies for more than 65 years. 


4 4. I have practiced law in this area of public 


5 finance with Orrick, Herrington, Rowley & Sutcliffe since 


6 1962, and I have had primary responsibility as bond counsel 


7 for no less than 40 non-profit corporation financings in 


8 California. 


9 


10 


11 


12 


13 


14 


15 


16 


17 


18 


19 


20 


21 


22 


23 


24 


25 


26 


5. The San Diego Unified School District (herein 


called the "District") and San Diego Unified School District 


Public School Building Corporation (herein called the 


"Corporation") have retained the firm of Orrick, Herrington, 


Rowley & Sutcliffe to provide certain legal services required 


by the Corporation and the District in connection with the 


financing of public school buildings and facilities for the 


use of the District, and I have had the primary responsibility 


for performing these legal services. 


6. I participated in the drafting of 1974 Cali­


fornia Assembly Bill No. 3638 (1974 California Statutes Chapter 


547), which, among other things, added certain provisions to, 


and ame nded various provisions of, California Education Code 


Sections 15701 to 15717.2, and which made it legal for the 


District to combine in one ballot proposition more than one 


public school facility. 


7. I initially drafted, and participated in a 


review of and the revision of, the ballot proposition identified 
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1 as Proposition XX which appeared on the November 5, 1974 


2 election ballot in the District and which was approved by 


3 the electors of the District at that election. 


4 8. One of the public school facilities specified 


5 in Proposition XX and approved by the electors of the 


6 District on November 5, 1974 is a new senior high school 


7 identified as University City High School. The site for 


8 


9 


10 


11 


12 


13 


14 


15 


16 


17 


18 


19 


20 


21 


22 


23 


24 


25 


26 


the new University City High School was specified in the 


ballot proposition as being on Genesee Avenue at the A.T. 


& S.F. Railroad (University City area). 


9. It is my opinion as bond counsel that the 


California Education Code requires that the public school 


facilities specified in Proposition XX be constructe d upon 


the sites described in the ballot proposition . 


I declare under penalty of perjury that the fore -


going is true and correct. 


Dated April 27, 1979 at San Francisco , California . 


~~ t: L~. 
Thomas R. Shearer , Jr . 


- 3-







1 RALPH D. STERN 
Schools Attorney 


2 SAN DIEGO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT 
4100 Normal Street 


8 San Diego, California 92103 
(714) 293-8450 


4 
DONALD R. LINCOLN 


5 JENNINGS, ENGSTRAND & HENRIKSON 
A Professional. Law Corporation 


6 2255 Camino del Rio South 
San Diego, California 92108 


7 (714) 291-0840 


8 Attorneys for Defendant 


9 


10 


SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 


11 KARl CARLIN, et a1., 


~ 


13 v. 


Plaintiffs, 


14 BOARD OF EDUCATION, SAN 
DIEGO UNIFIED SCHOOL 


16 DISTRICT, 


Defendant. 


) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 


--------------------------) 


No. 303800 


DECLARATION OF ANNA J. 
ARMSTRONG 


16 


17 


18 


19 


I, ANNA J. ARMSTRONG, declare as follows: 


1. I reside at 6162 Arno1dson Place, San Diego, Ca1i-


20 fornia 92122 and have lived in University City for 7 years. 


21 2. I am the mother of a daughter who attends Standley 


22 Junior High School and a son who attends Clairemont High School. 


3. I was a member of the Citizens Advisory Commission 


24 on Racial Integration (CACRI). I am the President-Elect of 


26 the Standley Junior High School PTA. I have served as PTA 


26 President at Marcy Elementary School and on the PTA Board of 


27 C1airemont High School. I have also served on the School 


28 Facilities Utilization Study Committee for the Kearny, Clairemont 
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1 Madison and University City attendance complex. 


2 4. One of the reasons that my husband and I decided 


3 to move to University City is that we were aware of the fact 


4 that plans existed for the const~uction of a senior high 


5 school. 


6 5. In 1974 I walked precincts in support of Proposition XX 


7 which was to lead to the construction of University Ci ty High 


8 School. 


9 6. People in University City have more than waited their 


10 turn for a high school. If the school is not constructed, 


11 Uni versi ty City residents will be penalized for not insisting 


12 that after the long wait for a high school it be among the 


13 first schools built after the passage of Proposition XX. 


14 7. Presently most high school students from University 


15 City attend Clairemont High School. The families of these 


16 students pay $12 per month for each student, over and above 


17 their taxes, for transportation from University City to Clair( ont 


18 8. I believe that integrated schools provide the best 


19 educational environment for children. In my opinion University 


20 City High School would be ideally suited for various integration 


21 programs because of its ready access from all points in the 


22 school district and because of its proximity to the University 


23 of California, San Diego; Scripps Institutei the Veterans 


24 


25 


26 


Hospitaliand University Towne Center. 


9. I believe that University City High School would 


be well suited for a two-way voluntary exchange program with a 


27 minority isolated high school. 


28 10. I understand that each of the elementary schools in 
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1 University City has actively participated in the elementary 


2 integration program. There is every reason to believe that 


3 there would be similar support for integration programs at 


4 University City High School. 


S 11. I believe that only a small number of people either 


6 with their own axes to grind against the School District or 


7 with narrow personal interests have opposed the construction 


8 of University City High School and that the Edmonton Homeowners 


9 Association is inactive and has only a handful of members. 


10 Similarly, I understand that the other groups opposing Univer-


11 sity City High School also lack broad-based support. 


12 12. As a result of my service on CACRI, I am familiar 


13 with the development of the School District's voluntary 


14 integration program. I have read the plaintiffs' materials 


15 filed in opposition to University City High School and do not 


16 believe that the construction of University City High School 


17 would contribute to segregation. In my opinion many of the 


18 individuals who appear to oppose the school in the name of 


19 integration really oppose it for other reasons. 


20 I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing 


21 is true and correct. 


22 Executed on April~Q , 1979 at San Diego, California. 


23 


24 


25 


26 


'Z7 


28 
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Anna "J. Armstrong 
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1 RALPH D. STERN 
Schools Attorney 


2 SAN DIEGO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT 
4100 Normal Street 


8 San Diego, California 92103 
(714) 293-8450 


4 
DONALD R. LINCOLN 


5 JENNINGS, ENGSTRAND & HENRIKSON 
A Professional Law Corporation 


6 2255 Camino de"l Rio South 
San Diego, California 92108 


7 (714) 291-0840 


8 Attorneys for Defendant 


9 


10 


SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 


11 KARl CARLIN, et a1., 


12 


13 v. 


Plaintiffs, 


14 BOARD OF EDUCATION, SAN 
DIEGO UNIFIED SCHOOL 


15 DISTRICT, 


Defendant. 


) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 


--------------------------) 


No. 303800 


DECLARATION OF ASTRID 
JEANNINE LACY 


16 


17 


18 


19 


I, ASTRID JEANNINE LACY, declare as follows: 


1. I reside at 6658 Fisk Avenue, San Diego, California 


20 92122. 


21 2. I have a son who is in the eleventh grade at 


22 Clairemont High School and a daughter who is in the eighth 


2S grade at Standley Junior High School. 


24 3. I have been active in school district related 


25 organizations for several years. I am currently President 


26 of the Clairemont High School PTA. I have served as Secretary 


27 of the Spreckels Elementary School PTO, as second Vice President 


28 of the Marston PTA and as Vice President of the Standley Junior 
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1 High School PTA. 


2 4. I serve as Chairperson of the Friends of Universi Y 


8 City High School, a community organization of approximately 


.. 670 members which has worked to. support the construction of 


6 University City High School. 


6 
. 


5. Many University City citizens worked diligently in 


7 support of Proposition XX in November, 1974. I believe that the 


8 reason they did so is because that propos i tion contained the 


9 authorization for the construction of a h l gh school in University 


10 City. Without the efforts of University City residents it is 


11 entirely possible that a number of schools already built might 


12 not have been approved by the electorate. The casting of my 


13 ballot at an election is a right which I value greatly as a 


14 citizen. If University City High School is not built, it will 


16 mean that my vote will have been ignored and drained of any value . 


16 6. Following the filing of a lawsuit by the Edmonton 


17 Homeowners Association challenging the environmental impact 


18 report for the University City High School project, the Friends 


19 of University City High School easily collected petitions 


20 containing approximately 1,000 signatures in support of the 


21 school in only a few days. 


22 7. University City residents have paid for schools in 


28 every other part of the school district. It is only fair that 


24 these taxpayers not be denied a school in their community. 


25 8. Presently most residents of University City now 


26 attend Clairemont High School. At this time it costs parents 


27 $108 per year per student for transportation from University 


28 City to Clairemont. 
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1 9 . I be l ieve that since Propos i tion 13, i wil J b 


2 almos t i mpossible to obtain authorization to build schools i n the 


8 future. In my opinion San Diego and·University City are bound to 


4 grow and a high school should be built at a time when it is 


5 possible to do so. 


6 10. In my estimation failure to build University City 


7 High School will have a very unsettling effect on the Unviversity 


8 City community and some people will leave the area and others 


9 will leave the public school system. 


10 11. I believe that the University City community has 


11 actively supported voluntary integration and that construction 


12 of University City High School will in no way adversely affect 


13 integration in San Diego. 


14 12. In my opinion the opponents of University City High 


15 School have personal reasons for opposing the school. For 


16 e xample, I am aware, upon information and belief, that the 


17 . Edmonton Homeowners Association is a small group, most of the 


18 members of which own property adjacent to the high school site 


19 and who for years have had use of the undeveloped high school 


20 site as a scenic extension of their backyards. 


21 I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing 


22 is true and correct. 


2S Executed on April 26, 1979 at San Diego, California. 


24 


25 


26 


27 


28 
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1 RALPH D. STERN 
Schools Attorney 


2 SAN DIEGO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT 
4100 Normal Street 


3 San Diego, California 92103 
(714) 293-8450 


DONALD R. LINCOLN 
5 JENNINGS, ENGSTRAND & HENRIKSON 


A Professional. Law Corporation 
6 2255 Camino del Rio South 


San Diego, California 92108 
7 (714) 291-0840 


8 Attorneys for Defendant 


9 


10 


SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 


11 KARl CARLIN, et al., 


~ 


13 v. 


Plaintiffs, No. 303800 


14 BOARD OF EDUCATION, SAN 
DIEGO UNIFIED SCHOOL 


) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 


DECLARATION OF 
ROBERTA L. WELLS 


15 DISTRICT, 


16 


17 


18 


19 


Defendant. 


---------------------------) 


I, ROBERTA L. WELLS, declare as follows: 


1. I reside at 3333 Mercer Lane, San Diego, California 


20 92122 which is in the area known as University City. I have 


21 resided in University City for 11 years. 


2. I have three daughters who attend the San Diego 


23 City Schools. One is an eighth grader at Standley Junior High 


24 School. The other two attend Spreckels Elementary School. 


3. I have been active in school district affairs for 


26 a number of years. I serve on the Race/Human Relations Committee 


27 at Spreckels Elementary School and am the President-Elect of 


28 the Spreckels PTA. I also serve on the School Site Council at 
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1 Spreckels. 


2 4. I am the Secretary of the Standley Junior High 


3 School PTA. I also am a member of the District Advisory Council 


4 for the Gifted. 


5 5. Among the community organizations to which I belong 


6 are the Friends of University City High School and the Unive rsity 


7 City Community Council. 


8 6. When we moved to University City 11 years ago we 


9 were assured that there were plans for the construction of 


10 a high school. This assurance was a factor in our decision to 


11 move to University City. In November, 1974 the voters approved 


12 the construction of University City High School. While those 


13 of us who live in University City have not objected to paying 


14 for schools in other parts of the District, we have always under-


16 stood that our turn for a high school was coming. I personally 


16 believe, as do many residents in University City, that the 


17 Board of Education has a strong obligation to live up to its 


18 longstanding commitment to build University City High School. 


19 7. I have concluded from conversations with a number 


20 of people that if University City High School is not built, 


21 many University City parents will place their children in private 


22 schools or move. 


8. The University City community has been very support-


24 ive of voluntary integration. Parents at Spreckels Elementary 


25 School were eager to have their school become a magnet school 


26 and have worked hard to make it a success. A number of students 


27 at Standley Junior High School are now participating in the 


28 Math/Science Magnet during the fourth quarter of this school year. 
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1 In my opinion similar support would be shown for any integration 


2 programs located at University City High School. 


S 9. I believe only a small number of people in University 


4 City oppose the construction o£'University City High School 


5 and that their concern is primarily for the value of their 


6 property and not for integration. 


7 I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing 


8 is true and correct. 


9 


10 


11 


~ 


13 


14 


15 


16 


17 


18 


19 


20 


21 


~ 


~ 


~ 


~ 


26 


~ 


~ 


Executed on April~, 1979 at San Diego, California. 
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I. REPORT OF THE SUPERINTENDENT--Operations


1. Elementary
a. Report of Facilities Utilization


Study--Bench1ey!Foster!Grantvi11e
schools (continued). •


Dr. Ha1faker moved, Mr. Smith seconded,
that the Superintendent's recommendations
set forth in the report be adopted based
on the following conditions:


1) That the Bench1ey Magnet be moved
in toto to the Grantville site.


2) That the permanent facilities at the
Grantville site be used to house the
Bench1ey program.


3) That the Learning Center Program be
housed on the south end of the
Grantville site. '


4) That the staff of the Benche1y Magnet
Program be utilized to preserve the
Magnet Program.


5) That transportation be provided for
all students eligible for transporta-
tion.


6) That the School Names Committee con-
sider renaming the Grantville site to
include the Grantville program and the
Bench1ey program.


b. Proposal to permit Birney, Edison,
and Lowell elementary schools to
adopt year-round schedules using the
single track calendar, 1979-80 .


'" '-0o· -<C').. .
t"ii:5"'~ot" :3:~
:3:'">j ..... ~
~ ~ ~ ~ April 17, 197911-------1 ~t" Z p:..:..:=-~~:.:.:-=----------------I
~'"
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XXXXX
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Motion
Second
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x
XXXX


Approve.


Approve.
See EXHIBIT I which
~s ~~de a part of
these minutes.








May15. 1979


To: Integration Task Force


From: MelbaHargolis and Shuford Swift


Subject: Quality Education


The following commentson quality education are submitted in response to a request


from Jim Anderson.


The quality of an educational experience depends upon a numberof factors. Most of


them are interdependent. For example, the enthusiasm of the teacher will affect the


students and encourage enthusiasm in students. Enthusiasm in a student, or students,


can also encourage a teacher. However, a student, or students, whois or are not


motivated can sap the enthusiasm of a teacher. Or a student maylose interest in


learning because of a negative attitude of a teacher. Teachers end students maybe


excited to explore new areas of knowledgebecsuse of new equipment or new resources.


Or, on the other hand, they maybe discouraged because available books a!l!eworn end


outdated or facilities and resources are limited.


The following list of factors is ·offtJred with the commentthat all are important


in and of themselves, rot especially because of their interdependence.


1. Quality of the administrators as measured by:


a. Training in administration and leadership.


b. Training in human/race relations.


c. Recency of training.


d. Experience.
e. Attitudes toward teaching, teachers, students and parents.


f. Easy and reasonable access by teachers, students end parents.


2. Quality of teachers as measured by:


a. Training in academic area being taught.


b. Training in teaching techniques.


c. Training in human/race relations as it relates to teaching.
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d. Recencyof training.


e. Experience.


f. Turnover rate of teaching staff.


g. Attitude toward teaching, students and parents.


h. Interest in academic area being taught.


i. Easy and reasonable access by students and parents.


j. Numberof students per teacher in school.


k. Numberof students per teacher in classroom.
3. Quality of c~ur.selors as measuredby:


a. Training in couseling techniques.


b. Training in human/race relations.


c. Recencyof training.


d. Experience.
e. Attitudes toward counseling, teachers, students and parents.


f. Easy and reasonable access by teachers, students and parents.


g. Numberof students per counselor.


h. Students being challenged to fulfill their potential.


i. Students of one racial, ethnic, or economicgroup not being directed


into any particular career or careers.


4. Quality of physical resources as measuredby:


a. Awell-maintained, up-to-date library, with books responsive to the


edUcational needs and the various cult\.lm backgroundsof the students.


b. Laboratories with equipmentappropriate to the skills of the students,


rot whichwill also challenge the students to extend their skills end


knowledge.


c. Easy end reasonable access to equipment.


d. Sufficient materials and resources in each classroom. For example:


reference booka, maps, art and music supplies, physical education


equipment, etc ••


e. Suff\Lci£!Dt lfeJlitbooksto supply each student.


(If schools were integrated as they should be, with a mix of races,


ethnic groups, and achievement levels, then libraries, laboratories,


and other physical resources should be the sameat each school,


except for special materials or equipmentfor programswhich had


nothing to do with race, ethnic group or achievement leveJ:.)







, a varied curriculum.
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5. Quality of the curriculum as measure by:


a. Breadth of curriculum offerings.


b. Curriculum Dfferings equal tD those of other school.a,


( As with physical resourcea, if achooLs were integrated, with a


mix Df races, ethnic groups and achievement I evela , and sizes


of schoo'ls were..roughly equal (thDugh this is not possible at .


the elementary level because of capacities which are limited by


physical size of someschoDls) then curriculum offerings ahoul.d


be equal at all schDDls, except for special offerings at SDme


schocls with special programs, such as Career centers. Hovevar-,


these special programs should themselves be integrated.)


6. Characteristics of the student body, particularly in the classroom, as


measuredby:
a. The range of acrdevenent levels in the school and in the classroDm.


(~owachievers need the exampleand help of high achievers.)


b. A cooperative and supportive attitude amongstudents in the classroom.


c. The total enrollment in the school should be large enoughto support


7. Quellty of discipline as measur-ed by:


a. Numberof discipline Cases per conth.


b. Numbersof students from one or more racial or ethnic groups


Dver-represented in disciplinary cases.


c. PDlicies and actions taken to deal with apparent inequiti~s in


discipline.
d. Perceptaone of students and parents of the fai:mess of the discipline.


8. Achievementscores and tests.


a. AchievementSCOiI'eSand tests shcul.d be used as diagnistic tools, not


to categorize or label students. Lowscores do not indicate a students


potential, but that the student did nor perfonn well. on a test. The


system, of which the student is an important part, rot not the Dnly


part, is not wo:rld.ngfor that student. The SCDreindicates a need to


look at the total system, including the student.
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9. Integration.
a. Oneessential factor in quality education is quality integration.


In a multi-racial, multi-cultural society integrated education is


a necessi ty.


Additional comments.


The school district hired Professors Gerard and !-liller, whohad madea controversial


study of the Riverside School District" to testifY that integration did not help


academic achievement. However,their ownstudy sho:wedthat under certain conditiona


minority children did benefit academically from integration. Wewould classifY those


conditiona as representing quality integration. The appropriate paragraph from their


study submitted to the court follows.


d) Importance of Classroom Climate


Perhaps the most important aspect of our work is our
not too surprising discovery of the importance of the class-


:.:.:lomclimate. Although there was no overall academic benefit


for minority children, there were some important differences


among them. Among the minority children, those who found them-
selves in classrooms where they happened to experience acceptance


from both their teacher and their "classmates did benefit


academically from desegregation. On the contrary, those in
classes where thei tended to be rejected, suffered academically.


Though the frequency of these two occurrences happened to


cancel oi balance one another out in Riverside, thereby re-


sulting in no overall change in the academic achievement of


the mino~ity children, these findings indicate that a con-


gen~al social atmosphere in 'the classroom is critical for


children if they are to develop and reach their intellectual
potential.







In adrlil~,", there al'l'<'O'I to be subst am ia! aRr~rrnrnl among dnrgrega.
tiun t~.,.alfhcn thai the likelihood thaI dr>t'grrgation "ill lead to gains in
a, hinemenl of ratial minor-ities is greale5l when the folio .. ing characterize the
dnegregaled ",hook


I. a relative absence of inter racial hostility among 5lud"nts,
2, teachers and admini"ratorl who understand and .ceept minoril)' stu-


clrnu. encouraged and reinforced b}' PgKTf'~sh:C' in-service training pro·
Il:ran1ll..


S, Ill" n1~jlJril\' .. f students 111 a gi>rn ,,,",Hoom are from middle and/or
upper ~O( ioec:onol11il" da~M"••


4, de,,-'!!If'!!alion at ihe da"TlH,m .. well as at rhe school level. particularly
in e lernern arv schools •.


5. no rigid abilitv grouping or tracking, parrlcularly in elemental)' M:h(H)I,.
6, an absence of racial conflict in the community over desegregation. and
7. )'oungrr children Me involved (though this last conclu'ion should be


considered ,elllentati,'e).


Some ur ihe appare-nt posh lve impact of racial inlt'gratjut1 ort academic
achieverneru that is found in some of the studies is traceable to interclass rather
than iruerr arlal mixinM of srudem«. Of course. since nonwhite children arc
di v prnponiorutdy From ""'urkinR dau and poor familiC'!, radal in1l'Kration aho
tCllCh 10 re,ult in !o{)c.:lu('rollomic. mixil1J{.
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The following charv cteristice of schoole in which ninori tiee are likely to mnke


educational gains comes from a 1975 article by Meyer Weinberg, a professor of hietory,


and long-time integration researcher.








SAN DIEGO SCHOOL INTEGRATION TASK FORCE
APRIL 24, 1979


MINUTES


Meeting was called to order at 3:50 p.m.


APPROVAL OF MINUTES
Hal Brown made some changes in the minutes in the paragraph
that dealt with the dismissal of monitors (please see attached
revised page). The words were changed but the meaning remained
the same. There were no objections to the changes.


The Chairman asked if everyone had received an invitation to the
Urban League Educational Conference. He then asked if anyone
knew why they had received their invitations so late. There was
a woman in the audience from the Urban League and she explained
that it probably had to do with where our names were on their
mailing lists .. She also gave a brief description of the activi-
ties that would take place at this conference. Friday evening
Clarence Pendleton would give the keynote speech, and Saturday
is when the actual workshops would take place. Hal Brown men-
tioned that he bad attended a couple of ihe Urban League's
Educational Conferences in the past and they had been very good.
He thought this one might be pretty interesting to us because
they do have a session that will be on integration in the schools.
He urged all of the TF members to be there, especially in light
of the recent article that appeared in the newspaper as a result
of the Urban League's press conference.
The Chairman stated that he found fault with the criticism and
conclusions in the article because the Urban League never came to
the Task Force and never asked the TF any questions. Hal Brown
said that he took issue with the part that stated that the Charge
was not clear. He had had no trouble with the Charge because
the Judge made it pretty clear what he wanted us to do. The
woman from the Urban League said that in their news conference
they came out in favor of the voluntary program and would not want
to see a mandated program appear. They tried to place the burden
on the parents.


CORRESPONDENCEThe correspondence that has come in is primarily from people who
are interested in being monitors. We will write them a letter
telling them that we will hold on to their applications until
next year. We will keep the monitors we have and do the best we
can at this time.


DISCUSSION OF REPORT TO JUDGE WELSH
Veronica Roeser was present at the meeting and made a few comments.
She stated that when the Judge gave the Charge to the Task Force,
the idea of the Task Force and the idea of monitors was essentially
patterned after such places as Denver. However, we have since
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talked about the difference in the situation in Denver from
San Diego. In Denver they have a comprehensive desegregation
plan which is desegregating schools. In San Diego there is no
comprehensive desegregation plan. We have a plan that has been
going now for almost two years, but the Judge is here asking the
TF to do something different than the Judge in Denver. He is
asking the TF for input into the process of judicial examination.
She referred to the Task Force report, pages 5 & 6, which expressed
some concerns with respect to Learning Centers. These are ques-
tions that must be answered this year, and she wasn't quite sure
that the TF is aware of the fact that these questions are meant
to be answered by the first week in June.
She also mentioned that plaintiff's representatives who come to
the meetings are very anxious to help in anyway that they can.
She and the representatives could still be of some assistance in
working out methods of better monitoring and so forth. The Chairman
said that this would be a part of the discussion with the Judge
next week. -
BENCHLEY SCHOOL SITUATION AND UNIVERSITY SCHOOL SUIT
Judy McDonald stated that this SItuatIon has come up because
Benchley was before the school board as to whether or not it was
going t~ be relocated. Sh~ ~eceived calls from parents and her
concern was that the TF had never discussed any of these kinds
of things, and these are things that are somewhat involved in the
whole aura of the Voluntary Integration plan. Tom Johnson stated
that our Charge is to eValuite the desegregation program. The other
things would be apart; something that we would consider only as
it materially affected the program. Judy McDonald said these
things were not clear. The parents at Benchley were arguing for
remaining on site because they felt they were an effective voluntary
integration effort. They then turned to her for input.


Hal Brown said that the subject of ontional areas raises a serious
question as to whether or not that has some negative impact on the
progress of the integration nlan and in that light it merits
discussion by the TF. The Chairman said that the question is
does making that policy have a negative effect on the voluntary
integration program. If it does, then it becomes our charge.
These are the kinds of questions we should be asking the Judge
on May 1-


Teacher Questionnaires - These will be distributed to the teachers
and put in their boxes. Ed fletcher will send out a circular to
all the school tomorrow informing them of this. He suggested that
we make the answers "check-of f" with very little writing or else
we are not going to have much response.







Ed Fletcher asked what the format of the meetings would be and
Hal Brown said he would send him something in writing. Ed
Fletcher also said that since he had just received our letter
on this date it would not be ready for distribution until a few
days from now. Hal Brown stated that he had made this request
of the school district quite some time ago and it is in the
Judge's Charge of March IS that the school district is responsible
for distributing this information to its constituents. Ed Fletcher
said it was his understanding the TF was going to do this. Hal
Brown said that when he asked the School District for cooperation
he was only instructed as to what he had to do to get the-letter
out. When he had previously asked the school district if they
could do the printing and distribution, they said no. He was
told that the TF had to get the printing and mailing done.


A day long session has been planned for the Task Force to work
on the June report and other'items. The date has been set for:
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COMMUNITY MEETINGS
The meetings have been scheduled and our letter informing parents
of the meetings has been turned over to the school district for
duplication and distribution. 113,000 students will have the
information to give to the parents asking them to participate.
All TF members are expected to be there and we will have tables
and chairs set up in front of the room where all TF members will
be seated and id~ntified by name. The meetings will last approxi-
mately 2 hours. Written statements by interested citizens wlll
be read.


TUESDAY, MAY IS, 1979
8:30 A.M. - 5:00 P.M.
POLICE DEPT. PISTOL RANGE
NORTH SIDE OF HWY 94 ON FEDERAL
JUST EAST OF HOME AVE.


This will be an Executive Session type of meeting. In other
words--No media. All Task Force members please attend and please
be there by 8:30 .a.m.!
The next Task Force meeting lS scheduled for:


TUESDAY, MAY 8, 1979
3:30 P.M.
EAST S. D. ADULT CENTER
5350 UNIVERSITY AVE., RM ISS
SAN DIEGO
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from IInL hOLFNIJU<
CHIEF OF POLICE
PHONE 236-6534


MEMO
April 18, 1979


TO: INTEGRATION TASK FORCE MEMBERS
FROM: CHAIRMAN, TASK FORCE


TUESDAY, APRIL 24, 1979, 3:30 P.M.
Our next meeting is scheduled for


at the following address:
East San Diego Adult Center
5350 University Ave., Rm 155
San Diego, California


If you cannot attend, please contact
Anna Cazares at 235-8185.
See you on the 24th.


Bill








SAN DIEGO INTEGRATION TASK FORCE
April 24, 1979


AGENDA


I. Call to Order and Approval of Minutes


IV. Discussion of Benchley School situation
and University School suit


II. Discussion of correspondence addressed
to Task Force


III. Discussion of Report to Judge Welsh


V. Report on Community Meetings in May - H. Brown


VI. Discussion regarding future committee reports:
format, time, etc.


VII. Results of Executive Committee Meeting


arne
4/18/79
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SAN DIEGO SCHOOL INTEGRATION TASK FORCE
April 10, 1979


MINUTES


Meeting was called to order at 3:45 p.m.


APPROVAL OF MINUTES
Mlnutes were approved as written.


OLD BUSINESS


Termination of Monitors
The following statement was presented to the Task Force and
was accepted by those members present:


The recommendation for termination of monitors should
be forwarded by the Task Force member to the Chairman
or Vice-Chairman of the Task Force. The Chairman and
Vice-Chairman will recommend approval or disapproval
of the request to the Task Force members based on their
investigations. The Task Force will approve or dis-
approve the request. Pending final solution, the
monitor becomes inactive at the school assigned until
further notice.


Termination of Task Force Me·mbers
Members were selected by the Judge. He alone has the authority
to terminate a member.


Community Meetin&s
Members were remlnded of the community meetings that are being
held in May. It is hoped that all Task Force members will attend
all of these meetings. The purpose of these meetings is to obtain
input from the community. Any questions as to how good or bad
the program is doing should be referred to the Report.


School District's Rescinding of Instructions
There was some question as to whether school board members and
staff were aware that the Judge had rescinded the communication
blockage between them and the Task Force members. Mr. Fletcher
was asked if he could recommend to Dr. Goodman that the school
district issue a statement to its staff that would encourage them
to bring to the monitors and TF members input regarding the
integration plan. He said he could only indicate the concerns
expressed by the Task Force at this meeting.


Committee Reports
Jim Anderson gave the report for the Quality Education Committee:


Revised as per Hal Brown's instructions 4/17/79.







MINUTES


SAN DIEGO VOLUNTARY INTEGRATION TASK FORCE MEETING
April 10, 1979


Meeting was called to order at 3:45 ~.m.


APPROVAL OF MINUTES
Minutes were approved as written.


OLD BUSINESS


Termination of Monitors
The following statement was presented to the Ta
and was accepted by those members present:


Force


The recommendation for termination of should
be recommended by the Task Force memb r to the Chairman
or Vice-Chairman of the Task Force. The Chairman or
Vice-Chairman will relay the reque for termination to
the Task Force as a body. The Ch rman and Vice-Chairman
will relay approval or disap~rov of the request to the
Task Force members based on the'r investigations. If
there is no opposition to the equest, the monitor's
services will be terminated. Pending final solution,
the monitor becomes inactiv at the school assigned until
further notice.


He alone has the authority
Termination of Task Force Me
Members were selecte y t
to terminate a member.


Community Meetinss
Members were remlnded the community meetings that are being
held in May. It is h ped that all Task Force members will attend
all of these meetin The purpose of these meetings is to obtain
input from the com nity. Any questions as to how good or bad
the ~rogram is do' g should be referred to the Report.


School District s Rescinding of Instructions
T ere was some questlon as to w et er sc 00 board members and
staff were a re that the Judge had rescinded the communication
blockage be een them and the Task Force members. Mr. Fletcher
was asked 'f he could recommend to Dr. Goodman that the school
district ssue a statement to its staff that would encourage them
to brin to the monitors and TF members problems they are en-
counte lng. He said he could only indicate the concerns expressed
by th Task Force at this meeting. .


the report for the Quality Education
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1) He met with the San Diego State Department of Education.
At this point they are endeavoring to arrive at a
criteria with which to judge quality education. Judge
Welsh wants for them to look at the white isolated
schools and the black isolated schools to compare
the quality of education between these two distinct
types of schools to determine if the quality of
education is the same. If not, then why not?


2) He also had lunch with the Superintendent of Schools
at the Superintendent's request. He will try to get
input to the criteria from the Superintendent and
from the plaintiffs.


Formation of Executive CommitteeThe Chairman asked for volunteers to form an Executive Committee.
The Executive Committee will meet once a week. He said that if
Task Force members do not have the time, ulease do not volunteer.
The function of the Executive Committee would be to represent
the Task Force and conduct business between meetings, as well
as plan the agenda.


"
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SAN DIEGO INTEGRATION TASK FORCE
April 10, 1979


AGENDA


I. EXECUTIVE SESSION (3:30 - 4:45)
A. Review draft report to Judge Welsh
B. Status reports from Task Force Members


II. OPEN MEETING (4:45)
A. Call to Order and Approval of Minutes
B. Old Business


1. Termination of Monitors - Kolender
2. Termination Procedures - McDonald/T. Johnson


a. Monitors
b. Task Force Members


3. Community Meetings - Brown/Castro
C. Report from Executive Secretary - Anna
D. School District's rescinding of instructions


to staff regarding change in Judge's Charge - Brown
E. Committee Reports


1. Quality Education
2. Human/Race Relations


F. Formation of Executive Committee
G. Next Meeting


HB:amc
4/3/79







The recommendation for termination of monitors should be


recommended by the Task Force member to the Chairman or


Vice-Chairman of the Task Force. The Chairman or Vice-


Chairman will relay the request for termination to the Task


I


Force as a body. The Chairman and Vice-Chairman will relay


approval or disapproval of the request to the Task Force


members based on their investigations. If there is no opposi-


tion to the request, the monitor's services will be terminated.


Pending final solution, the monitor becomes inactive at the


school assigned until further notice.


Per TF meeting
4/10/79
amc
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from BILL KOLENDER
CHIEF OF POLICE
PHONE 235-6534


MEMO
March 29, 1979


TO: INTEGRATION TASK FORCE MEMBERS
CHAIRMAN, TASK FORCEFROM:


Our next meeting is scheduled for
TUESDAY, APRIL 10, 1979, 3:30 P.M.


at the following address:
East San Diego Adult Center
5350 University Ave., Rm 155
San Diego, California


Take Hwy 94 from downtown , go 15 North
to 40th St., turn right on University
Ave.
The building is between 52nd and 54th
Streets, and there is parking in the
rear of the building.
If you cannot attend, please contact
Anna Cazares at 235-8185.
See you on the lath.


BfT ti'
f?~u
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SAN DIEGO VOLUNTARY INTEGRATION TASK FORCE MEETING
Anril 10, 1979


MINUTES


Meeting was called to order at 3:45 p.m.
APPROVAL OF MINUTES
Minutes were approved as written.
OLD BUSINESS
Termination of Monitors
The following statement was presented to the Task Force
and was accepted by those members present:


The recommendation for termination of monitors should
FOR LOA R DtSDbe ~~~~ed by the Task Force member to the Chairman


or Vice-Chairman of the Task Force. T~~Fman-or
Vic e Cha-i-rm·a_n---w-i_U--'I'll-l..a~_r-€-El·H-e-s-t---f.er~e-Fmi-mrti0 11 t {)
~he-r~~~--F~~s~-b~~. The Chairman and Vice-Chairman


. 1 "'"'~-OMNJ,,~D 1 d. f hwIl re ay approva or ISapproval 0 t e request to the
Task Force members based on their investigations. U~H,,"p TF- ~~L-OIS_


~ .. h h" MPUJUl?:t . ..~t-'lcGR-tcG--t...e-:r:-~H-&St. t e illon 1 t OX S t4PPi<-OcJE> ,"'<0-
se-rv ice s wi+l----b-e-t-ll-:r:-m.i.n.a-t.e.d-.Pen din g fin a1 soluti 0n , "-eQ<.uc «r
the monitor becomes inactive at the school assigned until
further notice.


Termination of Task Force Members
Members were selected by the Judge. He alone has the authority
to terminate a member.
Community MeetinssMembers were remInded of the community meetings that are being
held in May. It is hoped that all Task Force members will attend
all of these meetings. The purpose of these meetings is to obtain
input from the community. Any questions as to how good or bad
the program is doing should be referred to the Report.


School District's Rescindin of
ere was some questIon as to w board members and


staff were aware that the Judge had rescinded the communication
blockage between them and the Task Force members. Mr. Fletcher
was asked if he could recommend to Dr. Goodman that the school
district issue a statement to its staff that would encourage them
to bring to the monitors and TF members PF8Blems tH~re en~~~~~
~~n15-. He said he could only indicate the concerns eXDress~d~c
by the Task Force at this meeting. ~-~


Committee ReportsMr. Jim Anderson gave the report for the Quality Education
Committee:
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1) He met with the San Diego State Department of Education.
At this point they are endeavoring to arrive at a
criteria with which to judge quality education. Judge
Welsh wants for them to look at the white isolated
schools and the black isolated schools to compare
the quality of education he tween these two distinct
types of schools to determine if the quality of
education is the same. If not, then why not? .


2) He also had lunch with the Superintendent of Schools
at the Superintendent's request. He will try to get
input to the criteria from the Superintendent and
from the plaintiffs.


Formation of Executive Committee
The Chairman asked for volunteers to form an Executive Committee.
The Executive Committee will meet once a week. He said that if
Task Force memhers do not have the time, nlease do not volunteer.
The function of the Executive Committee would be to represent
the Task Force and conduct business between meetings, as well
as plan the agenda.
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MINUTES


SAN DIEGO VOLUNTARY INTEGRATION TASK FORCE MEETING
March 27, 1979


Chief Kolender introduced the new secretary, Anna Cazares.
There was a brief discussion about the article that appeared
in the newspaper regarding statements made by a monitor.
Chief Kolender has a copy of the letter that the monitor
sent to the media. He informed the monitor that he had failed
to follow proper procedure. His services were terminated.
The letter had been written on United Way stationery, and
United Way sent the Chief a letter stating that the comments
made in no way represented their opinions or views.
In an attempt to obtain input from parents, teachers, and
other community members, meetings are being scheduled in the
month of Mayas follows:


May 9
May 10
May 16
May 17
May 23
May 24


La Jolla High School
San Diego High School
Clairemont High School
Lincoln High School
Patrick Henry High School
Crawford High School.


These meetings will be held at 7:30 p.m. Hal Brown has requested
the San Diego School District, through Ed Fletcher's office, to
look into securing the schools for these dates. Ed Fletcher
will get back to Hal Brown in regard to this.
Letters will be going out to various organizations and announce-
ments will be solicited as well as verbal statements. A format
has not yet been developed, but Task Force members are being
asked to set the month of May aside to participate in these
meetings. Judge Welsh is aware and s~pportive-of this plan.
Chief Kolender spoke with Judge Welsh, and Judge Welsh stated
he would be happy to meet with any Task Force committee wanting
to meet with him. Chief Kolender and Hal Brown would also be
included in these meetings. 4:00 or 4:30 appointments can be
made by contacting Judge Welsh's office. Judge Welsh also
stated he is pleased with the Task Force progress to date. Our
next Task Force report will be submitted to Judge Welsh soon.
A training session for monitors will be scheduled just prior
to the beginning of the next school session. There have been
some problems with monitors who have not been performing at
the same speed and ability. The training program will give
them better guidelines and re-emphasize our goals and objec-
tives so that they will know what to observe in the schools.
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It was the consensus that all applications for new monitors
will go to the Task Force secretary. Monitors will be selected
from this pool. In an emergency situation, any Task Force
member needing a monitor right away can call the Chair or
Vice Chair to get authorization for selection of a monitor.


Judy McDonald and Beverly Yip, as members of the Human/
Race Relations Committee, came up with the following questions
for the monitors. Task Force members will pass these questions
on to their monitors and come back to the next meeting with
their responses.


1) At each school, as best as your monitor can
determine, did the school do what the Race/
Human Relations plan asked them to do?


2) General impression of the value of any sessions,
particularly those which the monitor attended.
(Important to ask staff/students, when appropriate,
their general impressions too.)


3) There are some schools that have been experiencing
some specific problems. In those instances has
any particular response come from the Race/
Human Relations program?


The Task Force broke up into committee groups to discuss and
prepare answers to questions Judge Welsh sent with Chief
Kolender. This information will be turned in to Chief
Kolender.


There was a request made that monitors be assigned to
schools closer to their homes in view of the present gas
prices.


Our next meeting is scheduled for:


Tuesday, April 10, 1979, 3:30 p.m.


East San Diego Adult Center
5350 University Ave., Room ISS
San Diego, California








GUIDELINES FOR TASK FORCE REPORT TO JUDGE WELSH
House of Hospitality, Balboa Park


March 27, 1979


--Overview by Kolender of procedures for report to Judge
Areas to be covered: Magnet schools, VEEP schools,
Learing Centers, and Human Relations Program.
The Judge wishes to know the status of the above programs:


Have they met their goals?
Have any problems developed?
Are there any changes that could be made
that would make the programs more effective?
What are the good things that are happening?
Are there any negative things that are occurring
because of the implementation of these programs?


i I


3/26/79
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from BILL KOLEXDER


CHIEF OF POLleE
PHONE 235-6534


MEMO
March 19, 1979


TO: INTEGRATION TASK FORCE MEMBERS


Our next meeting is scheduled for
TUESDAY - MARCH 27, 1979 - 3:30 p.m.
in the Jr. League Board Room (Balboa Park).


If you cannot attend, please contact
Miss Chambers, 236-6534.


Looking forward to seeing you on 27th.
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INTEGRATION TASK FORCE
Minutes of Meeting


Tuesday, March 13, 1979


Hal BROWN
Met with Kolender and Judge Welsh last Tuesday and representatives
of the plantiffs and defendants. Discussed concerns presented to the
Judge from the plantiffs; most were resol¥ed. As a result, Judge de-
cided to rescind an order made earlier involving communication between
the plantiff and defendant and Task Force. He also modified the Charge
on the involvement of the community and civic groups. Modification was
distributed to Task Force members. Plantiff concerned they are not
getting certain information that Task Force was giving to school district;
they didn't have the same opportunity to be heard. At the end of the
discussion, the Judge thought it not wise to plan to rescind that part
of the order. He would also alter part of the charge made on receiving
information on community and civic organizations. There was a feeling
of relief regarding these concerns at the end of the meeting.
All parties concerned may approach Task Force members -- communication
wide open.
Appointed Jim Anderson as part of committee appointed by Kolender
(Ragsdale/Castro/Judy McDonald) to come up with a plan to implement
how TF is going to comply with the Judge's order. Committee will
convene on Thursday: Will discuss with Judge meetings to be held in
the school areas -- committee will get involved. Report back to the
Task Force what the plan will be.-- need to do something and quickly.
Need to set up whatever is necessary to accomplish this review or the
receiving of information from the community -- need to give people in
the community an opportunity to speak to the Task Force.


GRISSOM
Advertise through the
before the Task Force
cation to Task Force.


There was a general discussion on how the above committee should proceed
and it was agreed by the members that the committee would corneup with a
plan and present it in writing to each Task Force member for consideration/
implementation.


schools - encourage parents
put boxes in the schools


to corneand appear
for written communi-
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INTEGRATION TASK FORCE
Minutes of Meeting
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Hal BROWN
Introduced Anna Cazares, the Executive Secretary selected last
Friday, March 9th; she will begin her duties Monday, March 19, 1979.
Report to the Judge due March 13th.
Monitor reports due.


There was a general discussion regarding the Monitor reports.
del CAMPO - condensed his report to show specifics; no judgmental
factors involved.
Tom JOHNSON - Task Force should agree on the report to the Judge
prior to it being sent; they, as a body, should concur and approve
the report.
Hal BROWN - Task Force doesn't have procedures to follow. Now is
the time to submit procedures to follow in preparing the next report
to the Judge.
Judi KEEP - Kolender should talk to the Judge to see what type of


~ material he wants in the report.
del CAMPO - suggested a standard form to be used by Task Force
members to ask questions of each monitor in preparation of their
report to the Chairman.
Hal BROWN - appointed Phil del Campo and Tom Johnson to develop a
form and present it to the Task Force.
H. RAGSDALE - stated he was appointed to the committee to meet with
Judge Welsh; he was not notified of the meeting date/time; he would
like to ask the Judge some questions he has.
Elvira DIAZ - made the motion, seconded by J. Keep, to submit the
monitor reports to Kolender and Brown for their review and put to-
gether a draft, to be reviewed by the Task Force, before submitting
it to the Judge. Guidelines should be established for preparation
of the next report to the Judge.
Hal BROWN -- Each Task Force member will submit their Monitor reports
to Kolender -- we will then review, evaluate and write a draft report
to the Judge which will be circulated to all Task Force members for


~ their review.
Hal BROWN


At the last Task Force meeting, each member was given the go ahead to
recruit new monitors. Procedures should be developed for the selection







INTEGRATION TASK FORCE
Minutes of Meeting
Tuesday, March 13, 1979 Page 3


and removal of monitors, also the training.
H. RAGSDALE - Has only one active monitor -- two schools with no
monitors - needs monitors now -- situation critical.


The first monitors will be assigned to H. Ragsdale.
Task Force members were asked how many monitors were needed now --
approximately 20; monitor applications will be mailed to TF members.
There was a general discussion and it was agreed that the Chairman should
be responsible for screenlng monitor applicants and to see that they are
trained.
-- Payne JOHNSON to draft a news release asking for monitors.
There was a general discussion regarding the procedure to follow regarding
the removal of a monitor. Upon recommendation of a Task Force member
that a monitor is not doing the job, creating problems, etc., the Chairman
should be notified for the action to be taken.
Hal BROWN


Status report on committees.
~ Committee to Evaluate Quality Education


Jim ANDERSON - had one meeting; suggestions on how to proceed.
Will contact Unified School and San Diego State.
Human Race Relations
Judy McDONALD - haven't met; haven't done anything as yet.
Beverly YIP - for the learning center committee, most information
is there; ethnic make up is available; know what teacher composition is;
they have their own specific HRR program.
Elvira DIAZ - need to receive specific training as to how to make
observations which would include observations of cultural groups.
Ann HUNSAKER and Mel LOPEZ developed a working sheet on Human Relations.


Hal BROWN
Phil del Campo and Tom Johnson to coordinate with Ko1ender -- take
plaintiff material, go through it, conduct a training session for
the Task Force.
training for the monitors is needed - it should be in September.
are we clear on what the policy would be as far as announcing our
visits to the school? Agreed on openness; what material is cleared
with principal.
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evaluation of teachers in the site unit project does each school
have a site project which is a special project, and if so, what do
we do about it? Need to think about so that Task Force is in accord
with it.
Judi KEEP - Privacy Act prohibits releasing names of students and
parents to Task Force. Memo being written that the school will mail
out -- requesting total numbers, i.e., how many parents and students
drop out of the program or those deciding not to participate -- info
will be given to Task Force members.


------------------------------------------------------------------------
Members absent: Kolender (out of town)


O'Campo (in L.A.)
Lopez (called 3/13, unable to attend)
Gildred
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from Bfl I }\()J F YJ)f.'H
CHIEf'" OF '>OLlCE
PHO.VE 236-6534


MEMO
March 5, 1979


TO: INTEGRATION TASK FORCE MEMBERS


Our next meeting is scheduled for


TUESDAY - MARCH 13,1979 - 3:30 p.m.


in the Jr. League Board Room (Upstairs)
House of Hospitality (Balboa Park).


PLEASE NOTE: A reminder to bring your
Monitor reports to this
meeting.


If you cannot attend, please contact
Miss Chambers, 236-6534.
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BILL KOLE/\DLR
CHIEF OF POLICE
PHONE 236·6534


from


MEMO
FEBRUARY 7, 1979


TO: INTEGRATION TASK FORCE MEMBERS


OUR NEXT MEETING IS SCHEDULED FOR


TUESDAY - FEBRUARY 13, 1979 - 3:30 P.M,


.\
IN THE JR. LEAGUE BOARD ROOM (UPSTAIRS)
HOUSE OF HOSPITALITY (BALBOA PARK),


IF YOU CANNOT ATTEND, PLEASE CONTACT
MISS CHAMBERS, 236-6534,


LOOKING FORWARD TO SEEING YOU ON THE 13TH,


BILL KOLENDER


\


, .
\
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from BILL KOLENDER
CHIEF OF POLICE
PHONE 236·h534


MEMO February 20, 1979


TO: INTEGRATION TASK FORCE MEMBERS


Our next meeting is scheduled for


TUESDAY - FEBRUARY 27, 1979 - 3:30 p.m.


at the Neighborhood House
East Conference Room
841 South 41st Street
San Diego (phone: 263-7761)


If you cannot attend, please contact
Miss Chambers, 236-6534.


Looking forward to seeing you on the 27th.


. .
I








INTEGRATION TASK FORCE


AGENDA
Tuesday, January 30, 1979


3:30 p.m. - 6:30 p.m.


Jr. League Board Room
House of Hospitality/Balboa Park


1. ANNOUNCEMENTS
(a) Funding
(b) Office Space


2. EVALUATIONS
(a) Workshop
(b) Monitor Training Session


3. OLD BUSINESS


• (a) Judge Welsh's Charge to coordinate civic and
community organizations


(b) Appointment of Committees
(1) VEEP
(2) Magnet Schools
(3) Learning Centers
(4) Secondary Exchange Programs and Others
(5) Quality Education


4. NEW BUSINESS
(a) New Monitor Forms
(b) Integration Task Force Staff Person
(c) Training of Monitors who did not attend


Training Session on Saturday, January 20th
(d) Second Training Session for Monitors
(e) Re-assignment of Monitors


5. ADJOURNMENT







To: Harold Brown
Vice Chairman
Integration Task Force
San Diego State University


Date: January 30, 1979


\\
~-:tyv~


From: James_~. Anderson
Vice President
Wells Fargo Bank


Subject: INTEGRATION TASK FORCE MEETING AGENDA OF Jh~UARY 30, 1979


As I previously advised you by telephone, I am unable to attend today's
meeting. I am interested in several items appearing on the Agenda and
would appreciate finding out from you the answers after Wednesday,
January 31, 1979.


1. I would appreciate knowing the names of the companies and/or
people funding our operation. I think every member of the
Committee should know in order that we can feel comfortable
that we are being funded with no strings attached.


2. I am very interested to know what has been done to coordinate
civic and community organizations in order that the members
of this Committee can better sell through the San Diego community
the merits of voluntary school integration.


3. I am interested in all of the items under ·the category of
"New Business."


The reassignment of Task Force members and monitors which we went
through at the end of last week certainly needs a great deal of explanation.
Perhaps some adjustment has to be made because we did not cover 10 of the
magnet schools. However, in my opinion, it would have been easier to have
assigned the additional schools to the Task Force members without changing
everyone's assignment. This little exercise, in my opinion, caused a great
deal of confusion particularly with the monitors I talked to and the school
personnel that I talked to. I think we generated a feeling among many people
that we do not know what we are doing.


I would like to reiterate my assignment as I understand it from you.


1. Fremont School Monitor Dee Dee Hapner-McClurg


2. Fulton School Monitors C. Schroeder, and D. Serrano-Valez


3. Point Lorna High School Monitors Mary Manaster and Virginia Galloon.


I had lunch with Mr. Jordan of the Fremont School and Dee Dee Hapner-
McClurg last Friday, January 26, and I intend to have lunch with Jim Gauntlett,
Virginia Galloon and Mary Manaster on Monday, February 5. I have not contacted
the Fulton School as of this writing.


I have attached copies of communications from the San Diego Coalition
your information.


JFA:nh
Enclosures








from BILL i\OLEI\'DEl<
CHIEF OF POLICE
PHONE 236-6534


MEMO January 23, 1979


TO: INTEGRATION TASK FORCE MEMBERS


Our next meeting is scheduled for
TUESDAY - JANUARY 30, 1979 - 3:30 p.m.


•
in the Jr. League Board Room (upstairs)
House of Hospitality/Balboa Park .


If you cannot attend, please contact
Miss Chambers, 236-6534.


Looking forward to seeing you on the 30th .


•
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Dedicated to Economic and Environmental Balance


January 23, 1979


Chief of police Bill Kolender
801 W. Market
San Diego, CA. 92101


Dear Bill:


Attached, per your request, is a sample of some of the
literature published by the San Diego Coalition, and a
brochure which gives a brief overview of the Coalition's
mission. Also included is a roster of the Board of Directors.


Many of the members of the Board have expressed a keen
interest in using the Coalition as an objective, outside body
to assist in the monitoring of the Voluntary Integration Program.
I think the Coalition is uniquely tailored to provide this much
needed service to the community.


Please call me if I may be of any further assistance.


Keep up the good work.


Sincerely,


~.£~C~,.:---
Dennis M. Kenneally
Executive Director (Acting)


550 M;,.;on Valley Center West· San Dieqo , Californi> 92t08 • (714129So5194
,~o







7fhe5anlJJiegoCoal- i
Dedicated to Economic and Environmental Balance


January 23, 1979


Mr. Mike Madigan
Asst. Vice President
Pardee Construction Co.
110West C Street
San Diego, CA. 92101


Dear Mike:


•.,.
Pe r our recent conversation, I have drafted a budget proposal,
which covers the costs necessary for the San Diego Coalition.
to rnoni tor the Lrnplernenta tion of the Voluntary Integration
PrograITl. The Coalition is uniquely suited for such a task.
As you are aware, its rnernber shi.p includes ITlany of our
cornrnurn ty' s rrios t influential leaders representing business,
labor, minority groups and the public at large. The Coalition
would provide an objective, professional and concerned group
to rnanage this project.


At your convenience I would be pleased to discuss this proposal
with you in greater detail.


Sincerely,


Dennis M. Keru:eally
Executive Director (Acting)


..--'


550 M;ss;on Valley Center West. San Diego. California 92108 • (7141295·5194
,~.







BUDGET PROPOSAL
(18 months)


SAN DIEGO COALITION CONSULTANT CONTRACT


SALtillIES


Executive Director (pro-rated).
Project Staff Assistant.
Clerical (pro-rated) •


. ..... $ 1,800.00
18,000.00
5,760.00


Salaries Subtotal $25,560.00


OFFICE EXPENSES


Letterhead, Envelopes & Copying .•.•••.. $ 1,000.00
Postage •
Telephone
Overhead and Misc .••....•


2,000.00
900.00
500.00•.-- Office Expenses Subtotal $ 4,400.00


TOTAL $29,960.00


•







•


•
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The San Diego Coalition
Dedicated 10 Economic and Environmental Balance


January 25, 1979


To: Executive Committee


F rom: Dennis M. Kenneally
Executive Director (Acting)


Subject: Status Report


FINANCIAL


General:


As of January 23, 1979, $550 has been received in payment of
1979 dues (attachment "A"). Present fund balance is $1,892.72.


Taxes:


All tax forms received for the 1978 tax year were turned over to
the Coalition Accountant, Mr. Tom Campbell, for completion.


External Funding:


The preliminary grant proposal for $50, 000. 00 entitled "A Management
Plan for San Diego County's Air Quality" has been prepared and will be
sent to the National Science Foundation prior to February I, 1979.


Contact was made with a representative of the Law Enforc ement A ss i staz,ce
Administration _regarding possible grant funding for a study on the incre<;sed
gang activity in San Diego. I will pursue the possibility of submitting a
preliminary proposal for grant funding during the current federal fiscal


year.


Tax Exernpt Status:


At present, no authority has been granted for tax exempt status for


the Coalition.


Construction Indust~y Federation Funding: -' -'


The Construction Industry Federa tion will not donate to the Coalition
for 1979 on an invoice billing. It has requested that a grant proposal
(#225) be submitted instead. Last year (1978) err contributed $2,000. OC


continued.


550 Mission Valley Center West· San Diego, California 92108 (7141295-5194
,~o







Report to Executive Committee
Page 2


for start up costs and $5, 000. 00 for general operating expenses.
Total donation - $7, 000. 00. Request your committee recommend
what level of funding would be appropriate to request for 1979.


GENERAL


Community Leadership Development Program:


Jack Borchers, Director of the San Diego Community Leadership
Development Program was contacted regarding the possibility of the
Coalition coordinating and expanding the Leadership program. Mr.
Borchers stated he plans to administer the program for another
year and suggested continuing discussion on this proposal after the
Coalition's Board of Director's meeting on January 30, 1979.


Voluntary Integration Program:


.,--..


Recently, Mr. Mike Madigan, the Assistant Vice President of Development
for the Pardee Construction Company (formerly an Executive As sistant
for Mayor Wilson), wrote a letter requesting donations to fund an
18 month,$30, 000. 00 program to monitor the implementation of the
Voluntary Integration Program. This proposal would consist of a
primary staff person at a cost of $24, 000. 00 with support expenses
of $6, 000. 00. Office space will be provided in the Courthouse by
Judge Welsh. The Staff Assistant would be required to handle all
citizen inquiries and submit progress reports to the Volunteer Integration
Task Force and Judge Welsh. This program, when implernented, would
relieve Chief of Police Bill Kolender of these duties.


I spoke with both Chief Kolender and Mike Madigan about the possibility
of the Coalition assuming this responsibility on a contract basis. Chief
Kolender requested to review some material on the Coalition. A letter
with sample literature was delivered to his office (attachment "B").


Mike Madigan asked the Coalition to prepare a budget proposal which
would cover the costs necessary for the Coalition to manage this
program. A proposed budget with cover letter has been drafted and
is submitted for your committee's review and approval (attachm.ent "C").


Many of the organizations which donated to support the Staff As sis tant
for the Voluntary Integration Task Force are the same groups which
have supported the Coalition. There may be a possible impact on
funding for the Coalition for 1979.


S'ubrrri 00•~~~~-


Dennis M. Kenneally
Executive Director (Acting
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Attachment "A"


CONTRIBUTIONS RECEIVED
(1979)


1. San Diego Valve and Fitting Co , , Inc. $200.00


2. Teamsters Local Union No. 36 300.00


3. RAdm. J. O. Kinert, USN (Ret) 50.00


TOTAL $550.00
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INTEGRATION TASK FORCE
Minutes of Meeting


Tuesday, January 30, 1977


At 3:40 p.m. there were 14 Task Force Members present
ANNOUNCEMENTS
KOLENDER


Letter will be written to Hugh Friedman stating that he will no
longer serve as an Integration Task Force member since he is unable
to attend meetings. It is too late to bring in someone new to
replace him, so TF membership will stay at 20.
(a) Funding
(b) Office Space
Contributions received from business community will be deposited
in a new account established for the Integration Task Force at
Security Pacific Bank; this money will provide, for a period of
18 months, the salary, office supplies and telephone for an
Executive Secretary to coordinate all activities of the Task Force.
Office space will be available in the County Court House.
The following committee was appointed to hire Executive Secretary:


Bill Kolender/Hal Brown/Elvira Diaz/Ann Hunsaker
EVALUATIONS


(a) Workshop
Hal BROWN- There was a lot of interaction from the Task Force Members
at the Workshop Session and they expressed they would like to have
another session in the future.
(b) Monitor Training Session
KOLENDER - 110 people attended; 1 dropped out. Have received good
and bad comments in the way monitors have approached schools. It
is up to Task Force Members to handle any problems that might arise.







•


•
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OLD BUSINESS
(a) Judge's Charge to coordinate civic and community organizations
GRISSOM - Distributed packets which included a Chronology of the
Chambers Activities-School Integration Project, responsibility of
which is outlined in Judge's Charge to the Task Force, Page 2 (1).
Formed a Task Force of 65 Chamber members, assigned to various school
sites; participated in publicity-wide, including series of public
service announcements; held press conferences; presented articles
in various news letters; provided store displays to Fashion Valley
Management Team; worked with Zoo and Sea World; provided school
posters to 117 ban~ and savings and loans, telling about the pro-
gram and where to get additional information; Jerry Warren did a
series of articles; ran articles on the program in various company
newsletters, 25 companies sent memos to their staffs outlining the
integration program; arranged business tours for teachers.


Chamber suggested to the Judge that they hire an executive secretary
for the Task Force from the Chamber staff then the money could be
used for something else. The Judge thought this would be too close
a relationship to one business association. The Chamber was asked
to contribute $2,000 to the fund raising program, which they did.
Chamber of Commerce commitment is stronger now; no other business
involved as the Chamber. Is the Chamber to recruit San Diego
business Involvement??
Hal BROWN - According to Judge's Charge to the Task Force
" .....receive and consider suggestions and comments from the com-
munity regarding the implementation of the plan;" There doesn't
appear to be a clear understanding of the Judge's Charge; it should
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• be clarified, there should be a group to sit down and do it,
devise a plan on how to accomplish.
KOLENDER - Established the following committee to work with
Lee Grissom (Civic & Community Organizations):


Hartwell Ragsdale/Fred Castro/Judy McDonald
The committee to report back to the Task Force, a plan, in two
weeks.
(b) Appointment of Committees
KOLENDER - Appointed the following committees:


Quality Education
Phil del Campo/Mel Lopez/Joe Watson/Tom Johnson/
Jim Anderson


• VEEP
Ralph O'Campo/George Gildred/Lee Grissom


Magnet Schools
Bill Rohan/Elvira Diaz/Payne Johnson


Learning Centers
Beverly Yip/Joe Watson/Tom Johnson


NEW BUSINESS
(a) New Monitor Forms
Judy McDonald - Forms have not been completed, they are being
worked on with Beverly Yip.
(b) Integration Task ForceSt'aff Person
Covered under announcements


• (c) Training of Monitors who did not attend First Session
KOLENDER - 20 Monitors remain to be trained; will establish a
date within the next two weeks; del Campo to help.







•


•
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Cd) Second Training Session for Monitors
There was a general discussion on the need for additional train-
ing; it was concluded that each Task Force Member should deal
with their own monitors and work as a team. It was decided that
a second training session would not be scheduled at this time.
It was also concluded that if a Task Force Member is advised that
a school, for one reason or another, cannot work with a monitor,
that member should contact Ed Fletcher; if the monitor is at fault,
the Task Force would correct their behavior and/or the problem.
If the monitor does not improve, Task Force Member should make
recommendations to the Task Force as a whole as to what action
should be taken.


Each Task Force Member. should bring to the meetings for discussion
any problems they might have with their monitors.
Ce) Re-assignment of Monitors
Judy McDONALD - Monitor assignments to Task Force Members were
reviewed with each Member.


----------------------------------------------------------------------
Ann HUNSAKER announced she will not be attending next Task Force meeting,
as she will be in New Orleans.
Members absent: Jim Anderson (in Santa Ana on Bank business)





