
r

VERONICA A ROIcSEF<
....TTO~t.lLy AT LAW

4';.5 ~""'R'-<':l'.E.l~ BUILD'NG

SAN DIEGO, C....Lll"ORN1A '="12,01

December 4th, 1978
Chief Willimn B. Kolender,
Chairman, Integration Task Force,
801 West Market Street,
San Diego, California 92101
Dear Chief Kolender:

The following is information which I had planned to include
in the presentation to the Task Force on September 26, 1978.
I-lhereappropriate the material has been brought up to date to
reflect new information or data vih i.ch has become available since
September, such as the Pupil Ethnic Cc:.Jlsu2..z..-_~2.l8-79.
The material includes:

I. General issues which we believe the Task FOl"Ce should
consider.

II. Documents wh i.chwe believe the Task Force should have
for reference.

III. Background information and the questions sugges ted by
the information.

IV. Some data tabulated to show the wide va rLa t Lons in
potential for student interracial contact and interaction
in integration programs which range from none in some
schools to full time in others.

In order to maintain the independence of the Task Force the
court is establishing procedures by which the Task Force may receive
information from the plaintiffs and the defendants. ~Jithin these
procedures we welcome the opportunity to respond to any requests
which you may make, and we also will continue t. velunteer inf.r-
matien when a/tlDrelDria.te,fellewint these /trece.ures. We are in the
,recess ef prelDarinl OInana LysI.s .f the l'u/tilEthnic Census 1~71-7'.

..
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fGENERAL ISSUES
A. Priori ties

With the limited numbe r of monitors availaLle we recommend
the following priorities in the allocation of monitors.
1. The 23 segregated schools.
2. The VEEP receiving schools. (1)

3. The "tipping" schools. (2)

4. The remaining magnet schools.

B. The Basic Data For Evaluation Of The Plan
Activities in the classrooms may differ from directives
issued or reports received by the central administration,
or information provided by the plaintiffs or by others.
Therefore, independent, on-site observations by the task
force and its monitors should be the basis for the
evaluation of the desegregation plan.

(1) Minority students entering white schools through the VEEP may,
because of achievement tracking, find themselves in minority
segregated classrooms. It has come to our attention, for exrumple,
that at Muirlands Junior High School, VEEP students are heavily
concentrated in some classes, one social studies class having more
than 70% minority students. For this reason monitoring of VEEP
schools should have a high priority. In view of the Limited number
of monitors available, an ethnic census of each classroom Ln v che
district, taken by the district, would provide essential information
to the task force.
(2) The court said "Schools in the San Diego Unified School
District that contain 80 percent or more minority students are
definitely segregated. Schools that contain more than 50 percent
minority students are in danger of becoming segregated". «)'irst)
Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law July 27 1978, p.4 ••
Schools in danger of becoming segregatea are cali:e<f"T'fippingschools".
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The school district indicated in its presentation to the
task force that it intends to rely heavily on opinion
surveys to determine the success of the integration
program. While such surveys are valuable in determining
what people think about programs, they are not reliable
measures of the effectiveness of programs.

C. Sharing Benefits And Burdens
The first recorrunendationof the Citizens Advisory Commission
on Racial Integration was, "To be fair a plan or program

.'
for desegregation/integration must involve the entire
community. All persons must share any benefits or burdens
in reach ing the goaL" (3) Plaintiffs recommend that the
task force also use this concept in the evaluation of the
plan and its programs.

D. Test Scores

It is recommended that the annual basic skills achievement
test scores for schools be available to the task force and
its monitors. Monitors should be encouraged to review the
test scores for the scho~ls which they are monitoring and
also scores for a sampling of other schools. This will
provide a reference for their observations concerning ac adenrL

..

progre~s. It will also provide perspective to the task force
in making its evaluation.

II. IMPORTANT DOCUMENTS FOR REFERENCE
A. Crawford v. Board of Education, 17 Cal. 3d 280 (1976). (The

,

(3) REPORT TO BOARD OF EDUCATION FROM CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMISSION
ON RACIAL INTEGRATION, May 31, 1977, p.l.
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State SUprC!llC Court d e c L: =_on en t11e Los nge Le s de s e gr e ga t Lon

suit. IL enunciates the basic law under which the Carlin
case is being decided.)

B. The court's major decisions in the CS11in case.
1. Memorandwn Decision and Order, Marcl' 9, 1977. (The cou

first decision: found 23 schools segregated;
ordered the board to present a desegregation plan, and
provided some guidance concerning the nature of the
plan. )

2. Final Order for 1977-78 School Year, August 8, 1977.
(Ordered certain desegregation programs to be implementec
in 1977-78.)

3. Order and Guidance Memorandum, November 28,1977.
(Found the first plan too vague and indefinite, gave
guidance on some programs, and ordered a revised plan
to be subrnLt ted,)

4. Memorandwn of Inten ed Decision, June 12, 1978.
(Established the Integration Task Fc,ce to monitor the
plan and stated cou~~'s i~tention to conditionally
approve the pl.an,)

5 • Charge to Lie Integr:,tionTask Force I July 21, 1978.
(Assigned responsibi~itie~ to the taok force, including
programs to monitor, ~hat to look for, and when to

6. Order Re Integration PlaTILJuly 27, 1978. (Conditionally
approved the 1978-82 inte~ration pia. and ordered
certain reports to be mad, by the Board of Education.
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7. (First) Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, July
27, 1978. (Findings and conclusions are based upon
evidence submitted at 1976-77 tri.aL, Includes the
definition of segregated and tipping schools.)

8. (~nd) Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, July
27, 1978. (Based upon the first year of the desegregatJ
plan and other evidence regarding the School District's
1978-82 Integration Plan. Contains details of the
conditional approval of the 1978-82 plan.)

•

C. San Diego Plan For Racial Integration, 1978-82, March 22, 19:
(The revised plan which was conditionally approved by the
court.) Available from school district.

D. Amendment to San Diego Plan for Racial Integration, 1978-82,
August 8, 1978. (Contains amendments to 1978-82 plan, inclu-
ding Clustering and Pairing Component which court ordered
reinstated.)

E. Final Report on an Evaluation of the Voluntary Ethnic Enrolln
Program. December 1977. By L.E. Orcutt and Associates, Inc.
(An evaluation of VEEP commissioned by the school board.)
Avail~ble from school district.

.,

F. Pupil Ethnic Census, 1977-78 and 1978-79. \These documents•
show the racial/ethnic enrollment for each school and the
totals for the district. The census is generally taken in
October and released by the School District in October or
November.) Available from school district.
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G. Racial~Ethnic Balance Transfer Statistics, School Year 1978-i
(Gives information regarding VEEP, including the riumber of
students participating in VEEP, the number of dropouts, and
the reasons for dropping out.) Available from school district

H. Sending - Receiving Analysis Report Active VEEP Students
(For 1978-79 School Year). (Computer printout for each VEEP
sending and receiving school: gives the number of students
in each racial/ethnic group and the school the students come

"
from or go to.) Available from school district.

I. Resident and Nonresident Program Participants (For 1978-79
School Year). (Lists resident and nonresident students in
each magnet program and gives the racial/ethni.c group to whic
student belongs and school from which nonresident students
come.) Available from school district.

J. Basic Skills Testing Results for 1978-79 and for past
several years. (Basic skills are tested annually in
grades 2, 3, 6, 8, 10 and 12). Available from school
district.

K. Guide1ines, Plans to Alleviate Racial and Ethnic Segregation
of Minority Students (California Administrative Code, Title
5, Sections 90-101.), (Contains regulations'and gu}delines
adopted by the State Board of Education for desegregating
schools. Also contains a list of resource organizations and
agencies which assist in desegregation and a list of
reference materials.) Available from the State Department
of Education.
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III. QUESTIONS
A. Clustering and Pairing

One of the conditions which the court placed on the 1978-82
integration plan Vias that the voluntary paLri.ngand clusterir
proposal set forth in the boaru's original plan submitted on
June 13, 1977 (pages 131-138) be reinstated. The following
questions are suggested concerning clustering and pairing.
L How is the court's order to reinstate the voluntary

clustering and pairing component of the integration plar
•

being implemented?
2. Which schools, if any, have clustered or paired?
3. If there has been clustering and pairing, what has been

the nature of the program?
a. Are they full-time or part-time programs?
b. Do they involve the total school, individual classE

or partial classes?
c. Do they involve academic progr~ls?
d. Are field trips involved?
e. Are visits exchanged between sites? If so, how

often and for how long?

B. Learntng Centers
Though not the only objective,(4) improved academic

(4)
,

The State Supreme .Court noted in the Crawford case that "The/harms
traditionally ulflicted on minority children by school segregation do
not, of course, relate solely to obj ec tLve measures of academic achiev-
ment. Although from the existing evidence it appears that, by and
large, the maintenance of segregated education probably does disprop-
ortionately impede the achievement of minority students vis a vis
majority students, the detriments traditionally identified with
segregated education rest in significant part outside the academic
sphere." (17C.3d 280 at 296)

- 6 -



ach i.cvcrncnt; for prev LOllS ly segre.gated minori ty students
is one of the goals of integration. One canponent of the
San Diego plan which addresses this need is the basic
skills instruction in reading and mathematics provided in
the Learning Centers. Students participate in this progrruu
one day a week and corne from segregated schools and predomin
-antly majority schools. Educational progra~ms, achievement
levels, and cultural backgrounds differ widely IDnong these
schools. If some of these programs are success ful in •
teaching basic skills to such a diverse student body, they
can provide valuable information and guidance for other
integration progrIDns, including further demonstration
of the educational value of mixing achievement levels, rath.
than tracking. The following questions are suggested
concerning Learning Centers.
1. What techniques are being used in Learning Centers to

teach basic skills to students of widely varying
backgrounds and achievement levels?

2. Are some, or all, of these techniques effective in
improving the basic skills of low achieving students?

3. If some of the techniques are effective, are the more
effective techniques applicable to other integration
progrIDns which also involve classes of diverse students

•
4. Could some of these techniques be used to make it

possible to integrate classes in schools where students
who now transfer in may be placed in segregated classes

- 7 -



Center produce observable improvement in perfonnance in
5. Does the experience one day a week in the Learning

basic skills the other four days in the home school?
6. Are che two teaching programs in basic skills, the one

in the Learning Center and the OIl;:: in the home school,
coordinated? If so, in what way?

7. How does the learning of basic skills in Learning Center!
with the diverse group of students involved, compare
with the learning of basic skills in such full-time

•
integrated programs as those in Encanto, Fremont, and
Silver Gate?

8. If there are differences, what are they, what are the
reasons for the differences, and what changes might be
made to obtain the benefit of the best experience?

C. Tipping Schools
One task assi~led to monitors by the court is to visit all
tipping schools and to observe and report on the progress

(5)
of the integration plan. Tipping schools are those
which have over 50% minority students but are not yet

(6)
segregated. At the time of the court's first order of

(5) Memorandum of Intended Decision, June 12,1978, p..7. "This tasi;
force,will a\?pointmonitors {balanced individuals in each conWlunity)
who will vLsLt all minority f soLated , tipping magnet and "receiving"
schools to observe and report the progress of the integration pLan ;!'
Charge to the II)-tegrat~onT<;1skForce, July 21, 1978, p.l. "The goal ofthe Eask force ~s outl~ned ~n the Memoranaum of Intended Decision signee
and filed on.June 12, 1978."
(6) See Footnote L
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tipping category has
If enrollment trends

become segregated.
last five years continue, Boone,

March 9, 1977, in ~Iich the court noted that schools over
(7)

50% minority arc in danger of becoming segregated,
(8)

there we r'ethirteen schools in this category. Since then
five more schools have entered this catesory and one in the

(9)

of the
Paradise Hills, and Lee will become segregated between 1981
and 1982. The school district reports that their demographic
projections indicate that no tipping school will oecome over(10)
80% minority during the period covered by the plan •.
The following questions are suggested concerning tipp1,pg

schools.
1. What is the basis of the district's projections that

no tipping school will become more than 80'7,mi.nority
by 1982'?

2. -What is the effect of the integration plan on enrollment
at Oak Park and Encan to , (two of the tipping schools
with integration plans)?

3. Are there other effects of the integration plan on
these two schools?

(7) MEMORANDUM DECIS[ON AND ORDER March 9, 1977. p. 6 "The court
also Tinds that all distr~ct 6chools \ntfi an enrollment of 50% or
more minority _students are in danger of becoming minority isolated
and that future planning must take into consideration every means
available to stabilize these schools."
(8) Schools over 50% minority, but not des~gnated segre9ated ~~_March
1977: Audubon, Boone, Central, Encanto, Ke~ller, Lee, L;nda V~sta.
Oak Park, Paradise Hills, Perry, \vashington, Bell, San D~ego,
(9) In 1977-78 Brooklyn, Carson, and Dewey became over 50% m LnorLt.y,
In 1978-79 Euclid and Penn became over 50% luinority. In 197~-78, San
Diego High School, which had been 78.4% minority moved into the
segregated category when it became 82.5% minority. This year San Dieg
High School is 80.5% minority.
(10) San Diego Plan for Racial Integration, 1978-82, March 22, 1978, P
liThedistrict's demographic projections indicate that no school which
presently has a minority student enrollment of betl~een 50% and 80%
\'Jillhave a minority student enrollment of 80,~ or rcore in 1982."
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4. What is the effect of the integration plan on enrollment
(VEEP, magnet schools, e tc,) im tipplng schools with
no p rogram of their own?

5. Are there other effects of the integration plan in
these schools?

D. Rules of Inclusion and Exclusion for the Integration Programs
Some of the eligibility rules of the San Diego School
District's voluntary integration plan are designed to

(11)
increase integration and some are not.

For those rules designed to enhance integration, the primary
drawback is that they limit participation. Some students
with interests, abilities or talents appropriate to a
particular integration program are denied the opportunity
to participate because of their race or school of residence.
(Ev g, At Encanto Elementary School all non-resident minori.ty
students and majority students from minority or integrated
schools are excluded.)

For those programs with looser eligibility requirements, no
s tuder.t; . may be barred from participating, but the program
may do little to promote increased integration of the school

,
district. (E.g. At Longfellow Elementary School minority
students from the entire district are invited to attend, but
last year 63.4% of those minority students who participated

(Continued on page 15)

Footnote 11 follows on pages 11 to 14.
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Fw'n;OTE (11)

Schonl

Benchley

EnCllllto

Fremont

Silver Gate

'oster

.Lando Park

oster

•

Progr/llll

Indi vidL1lllized
Instructicn.

Indi vidL1811zed
Instruction.
Math/Sci ence
Magnet.
Spanish
:B1li!l8U1ll
ProgT8Jll.

Indi vidullli zed
Instruction.

Indi vidua.lized
Instruction.

:FUndament al

Fundamental

fundamental

Open to p.ll K-3 ruTile ir,
di at rf ct , "Hh pr:1ori ty to
neighborhood pupils end
those whowIll improve
ethnic balance.

Resident pupils end mBjori ty
pupile, K-6, from predomin-
antly majori ty schools.
Trl'Jlsfere must improve eHurlc
balence at eellding echool and
Encarrto,

Perents throughout district
are encoL1ragedto consider
Fremont.

Resident pupils end minority
pupils from any area of
district.

Same as 5'11ver Gate.

Same as Silver Gate.

Resident pupils and majori ty
pupils from any area of
district •

]neHgible Students

Studente posoi bly inel1gi bl e
beC/lUS8of racilll/ethnic origin
end area of residence.

Ncn-resident minor! ty studente.

/'lsjori ty students from mfnori ty
echools end integrated schools.

.'

None.

Non-resi dent majori ty students.

•

Same ae S11ver Gate.

Same as Silver Gate.

e.

•
Non-resident minori ty stud€rlts.-

Kinori ty students from majorl ty schools '/Oraen raefsl bal ance of sending schools •

... Kajori ty students froo minorl ty schools women racial balance of sending schools.
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School PTOp;T8IIl

Horton
Longfellow
OlllcParle

Spaniah
lntercul tural
Language
Program.

Lowell Spanish
Bilingual.

Spreckels Spanish
Bilingual.

Lindbergh Career
Awareness.

Muir Al. te:mative
School. Open
Educational
Philosophy.

Valencia Parle Universi ty
Laboratory
School.

Chollas Science,
Physical Educ-
ation, Health,
Leaming
Center.

Gran tv.i.lle Music/Arts
Leaming
Center.

EJigi b:11ity Rules

K-6 grade pupils whosehome
language is English •. Preference
to K, 1 end 4 grade pupils.
ABaignmentto Horton, Longfellow
or Oak Parle on basf s ofl ethnic
balance at site, transportation
routes, end area of residenc-e.

Resident pupils and majority
pupila from predomincilltly
majori t-y schools. FIrat and
second grades in 78-79. Grades
1-6 in 79-00.
Reai dent pupils and 80 non-
resident Spanish speaking
pupils.

Transfer to Lindbergh poaaible,
if it maintains or improves
ethnic/racial balance at
Lindbergh. Minority enrollments
encouraged•

K-l2 pupils selected from all
schools in district. Enrollment
renects racial/eth!1ic balance
of district.

K-6 grades, resident minorl ty
pupils, and non-resident
major! ty studmta from predomin-
antly majori ty schools.

4-6 grades from predominantly
minority and majorl ty schools.
Students will participate as
class unit. ClaasE's will renect
ethnic balance of district.

In 811£.1 ble Students

None.

Non-resident minority atudents.

Majorlty students from minority
achoo l e and integrated schools.

Non-resident minori ty stu!ente,
(except Spanish speaking).

Non-resident majori ty students.

Students possibly ineligible
because of racial/ethnic origin.

Students possibly ineligi ble
becauee of racial/ethnic origin.

Non-resident minority students.

Students from integrated schools.

Students f~ integrated schoola.
•

4-6 grades, one-third from St'<ldentsfrom integrated schools.
minority isolated achools, two-
thirds from predominantly
majori ty schools.
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• l'.1nority students from minori ty schools worsen racial ba1snce at lincolr. or Gompen ••

... Minority students from minority schools worsen racial bBl6llce at Mar.o:dul.

School

Colli e:r--
Point Lema

Hale-
O'F'arrell

Lincoln-
GOOlpere

MlIllorial

Morse

Spanioh-
~g1ieh
Bilingual
Center.

Secondary
Instructional
fuchangs
Program.

Sci encs/Math
a: COOlPU tar
Tecbnology.
Medical a:
Health
Program.

Spanish
Intercul tural
Language.

Urban Studies

Resident pupils and non-
reeidf-"lt mi'\0 I'ity pupils.
Must be fluent in ~gl1sh
wi til :5 years of Spanish, or
opeak.SpaniBh with 1imite~
English ahili ty.

Equal numbers of minori ty
pupils from racially laolated
schools and majolity r~pi1a
from msjority schools. Pupils
I11syopt out of program.

Consideration given to majority
pupns from schools 6s:' or more
majori ty; to resident pupf.La]
end to minori ty pupils fr01ll
minori ty isolated and imbal-
anced schools.

Longfellow end Oak Psrl!: InteX'--
eul tural Language graduateaJ
Title VII hilingual progrlllll
graduatesl uiajori ty graduat.es
of alementar,y schools with
65~or more majority l'I1pllsJ
minOrity pupils f'rora minor1t:r
isolated schools-and racially
imbBlanced schools; and reaid-
ent students. Ethnic balance
must be maintained.

Pupils in grades 9--12may
attend full or part-time.
Priori ty given to full-time
pupils. Preferencs to thoee
..moimprove the ethni.c balnnce
at Moree and sending school.
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Non-reoident majori ty students.

Students from integrater! Ilchoola.

Minoli.ty students from IM.jOrity
schools.

~lejori ty students from minorl ty
schoolo.

•

Minori ty students from majority
sel,ools.

Majorl ty students fl'Olllminor! ty
scho"ls.
Studmts from integrated 8choo1e.-
If preference is given thoss
who improvs racial balance,
somemay be 1neligi ble be,~Bll"S
of racial/ethnic origin and area
of reaidence. If no 'preference if
gi.ven, student may worsen racinl
balance at Norue or sendiDg
sellool.



School PTOfmIlll

O'Farrell Fundamental

Roosevelt Creat1ve and
Perfonning
Arts.

iright
Brothers

Caresr High
School.

Elif;i bility Ru1ell

Consideratio~ given to major-
i ty pupils from schools 6~ or
more majoritYI to resident
pupils; end graduates of eJ.ciIlen-
tary fundamental schools.

Grades 4-7. Minor!ty pupils
from predominantly minori ty
schools and m,ljori ty pupile
from predominantly major! ty
schools. School will reflect
ethnic balance of district.
Grades 4-12 by 1981-82. Pupils
must demoIlBtrate ab1U ty or
interest in one or more of
the arts.

Open to pupils, grades 1~12.
with satisfactory grades and
good citizenship.

• Students meyworsen racial balance of sending echooIa,
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students from minorl.ty achooLe,

Minorlty studente from msjori ty
schools.

Students from integrated schools.

Minorlty students from majorl ty
schools.

Msjorl ty s tudente from minori ty
achoo l.a,

Students from integrated schools.

•

•
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mcnt data at Lorigf eL'Low it may appear that ample integrat i.oi

in thc program came from majority schools) From the enroll-

of minority students was taking place. Actually, many
minority students simply moved from one majority school to
another. At Wright Brothers, where broad eligibility rules
permit the enrollment of whi t.estudents from the entire
district, 62 of the 146 white students who enrolled in the
program last year carnef rornrh LnorLty schools. This lncreased

the segregation at the sending schools.
The following questions are suggested.
L Are there students who wanl: to transfer to a magnet

program, but are not able to do so because of
eligibility rules?
a. How many students?
b. At what schools?
c. To which program or school did they wish to transfe:
d. Which eligibility rules are involved?

2. Are there students who have transferred under the presen

rules whose transfer did not improve the racial/ethnic
balance at either the sending or the receiving schools

or both?
a. How many students?
b. At what schools?
c. \fhich eligibility rules were involved?,

3. Are there hardships or inequities which result because
of the present rules?
a. How many students are affected in these ways?
b. Which rules are involved?

4. Are there changes in the rules and procedures goveuling
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the transfer of students and eligibility for programs
which could be made to pe1wit students to attend
educational programs of their choice and also achieve
integration'l
a. What are these changes?

5. Are there other changes which might achieve the aim
of integration and choice of educational program?

E. Attendance Patterns at O'Farrell
In the past, O'Farrell Junior High School, one of the court-
designated segregated schools, did not reflect the racial/
ethnic balance of the elementary schools which feed into it,
as other junior high schools did. It appears that last year
over two thirds of the white students who normally would
have attended O'Farrell as their neighborhood school, did

(12)
not do so.

enrollment with elementary feeder schools
Percent
Minority

(12) Comparison of O'Farrell
enrollment:
Elementary Feeder Schools
Audubon
Encanto
Freese
Fulton
KeHler
Valencia Park
Plus Students Who Leave in VEEP
Minus Students Who C~ne in VEEP
Total Students from Neighborhood

(Co;rected for VEEP)
O'Farrell
Plus Students Who Leave in VEEP
Minus S tuden ts Who Cime in VEEP
Total Students from Neighborhood

(Corrected for VEEP)
If Majority and minority pupils were in
other at O'Farrell as in the elementary
would be about 370 majority students atO'Farrell would be 78% minority instead

MatHity
332
176

2
107
13
1

77787
114

1
o

115

Minority390
703
695
285
183
407
142

7
2,798

756
560

1
1,315

Total
623

1,035
871
287
290
420
143

84
3,.585 78.0

•870
561

1
1,430 91.9

the same proportion to each
feeder schools there
O'Farrell/ instead of 115.
of 91.9 mLnority.
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The following questions are suggested.
1. Are there transfers made under the present rules and

procedures which increase segregation at O'Farrell?
2. How many white students who wou Ld normally attend

o "Farr'eLl,as their neighborhood school did not
attend O'Farrell in 1978-79 school year?

3. Did those not attending O'Farrell use Special
Attendance Permits, or other procedures in order to
transfer to other schools?

4. What were the reasons for requesting transfers?
5. If changes were made in the practice of issuing Special

Attendance Permits, similar to the change reported at
(13)

San Diego High School, would there be an increase
in the enrollment of white students from the O'Farrell
neighborhood?

5. How do the numbers of white student transfers from Q'Far
compare with the numbers from other jWlior high schools:

(13) Between 1977-78 and 1978-79 the nlIDlberof white students at San
Diego High School increased by 16 while the number of minority studentl
decreased by 145, with the percent minority enrollment decreasing by
two percentage points. Mr. Fletcher explained to the Integration Task
Force on November 21, 1978, that the increase in white students
was the result of issuing fewer Special Attendance Permits to white
students this year.

- 17 -



Explanation of Tables
The tables on the following pages show, in convenient form,
the wide variations in integration programs offered in the
San Diego Plan for Racial Integration. There are four main

IV • DATA SHOWING VARIATIONS IN STUDENT INTERRACIAL CONTACT AND INTER-
ACTION.

categories of tables, showing: (1) Full time, Full
School Programs; (2) Full Time, Part School Programs;
(3) Part Time, Part School Programs; and (4) No On-Site
Programs. Each category is divided so as to separately show
the elementary and secondary programs. The tables are
arranged to facilitate further comparisons such as the
following:

(a) Differences among Segregated, Tipping and
Majority Schools. Eighteen elementary schools a'
five secondary schools were designated as
segregated by the court. Tipping schools were
defined by the court as those schools having
50% or more minority students but not yet
segregated. Majority schools are those schools
having fewer than 50% minority students.

(b) Differences between current programs (1978-79) a:
the programs for the last year of the proposed
plan (1981-82). Those programs which will con tL
to have 80% or more minority students (designate~

by the court as definitely segregated) at the COl

p1etion of the plan in 1981-82 are marked in
yellow.

(c) Differences between integration and regular
programs. In the tables, "regular programs"
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i.nclude the total enrollment in s c ho o Ls wh i.c h ha-

DI)t yet initiated an Lntegra tLon p rogram , In

(schools-within-schools) , the designation "r egu

schools whLc h have part school integ-ration p rogr.

program" is applied to the enrollment in those
portion~ of the school which do not offer specia"
integr.ation programs.

(d) Differences be~ween projected and actual enroll-
ments. The school district has made projections
for most of the special integration programs, Shl
ing the expected enrollments for each year of thl
program's existence. The district Pupil Ethic
Census, 1978-79 shows the actual enrollment for
all schools. The projected and actual enroIlmen I

figures are placed side by side in the tables fOl
easy comparison. Those enrollments which have
achieved or exceeded district goals are outlined
in green; those which have not are outlined in
red.

In addition, the tables set out the percent of minority
enrollment as well as the total enrollment in each program.
This will make it possible to determine the success or
failure of each program in terms of both variables. E.g. The
Intercultural Spanish Program at Horton Elementary School has,
achieved the racial balance projected by the schoot district;
its total enrollment, however, falls far short of the school
district's goal, The Bilingual Spanish Program at Lowell

19



far short of the projected racial balance.
Mission Bay, Crawford and Kearny, though not qualifying

(14)
have been included in the tables

.... ' . "

Elementary School, on the other hand, almost achieved the
total enrollment projected by the school district but fell

as magnet programs,
because they were included in the district's brochure,
Volun_tary Integration Better Education by Choice 1978-1982.

Data for the tables were obtained from:
San Diego Plan for Racial Integration, 1978-82. (3/22/7f
Amendment to San Diego Plan for Racial Integration,
1978-82. (8/8/78)
Elementary and Secondary Schools Composite Enrollment
Report. (10/3/78)
Proposed New, Expanded or Revised Magnet Programs -
1979-80, (11/21/78)
Pupil Ethnic Census Report, 1978-79. (11/21/78)

(14) According to the Order and Guidance Memorand~, November 28, 19
Pg. ·5, line 23 •
"SECONDARY:

1. The role of the secondary magnet school is to attract white
students to schools located in the minority community (e.g., Wright
Bro~hers Career School). Therefore, those special programs that are
planned for balanced or majority imbalanced schools (Mission Bay,
Crawford, Madison and Kearney (?) - pages 70, 72-74, 85-86) do not
qualify as magnet programs. The cost of these programs should not
be attributed to the desegregation order."

The San Diego Plan for Racial Integration does not include thesl
schools.

- 20 -
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A. !LEMl!NTARY SCHOOLS

~ nte ration Pro • Re tar Pro r~PROG"'" I_...J~ili~~ __ ~W!.!.Ji2.~Ujl§..l~+_",::",~~:":,,:::::,,_~,,,=::,,::::,::,;~rll:.:/:...:2:..:1~/...;7:1)~-=-~p:r:o~jeJc-;t;:e::d:-:-:-::i:'_:.p:.r'::'0te~c~t~.~~-l"""" I- Pro ected '"'
BEGINS otal # Per cen Total # Par CeutPer cent Total # it En 11

. nrolled tlnor y ro ed norityMinorit Enrolled

INTEGRATION
PROGRAMS

•., 2~-"Tipping Schools

Encanto(l) Various regular
classes)

Majority Schools
Benchley

" Foster (2)
Fremont
Lind~1jgh
Muir
Rolando Park
Silver Gate
Sunset View'-,"--

Individualized
Fundamental
Individualized
Career Awareness
Alternative Open
Fundamental
Individualized
ColI. Lab. Schoo

1973

1978
1968

1974
1977
1968
1979

25.6,.- 270
32.2 .. 510 -----34.8 .. 325 -----32.27. 1020 -----36.0 .. 30.0 -----38.8 .. 320 ..,----27.6 .. 675--- ----- -----

~~greg~~~~_Schools
,Bllku..
,Emerson
Jobilson
valencia Park
Webster

Coll. Lab. Schoo 1979 ---.. _ .._--
Lab. Schoo 1979 ---Univ. r--~_..

Acad'eml'...1979 --- ----- ---Academic -----
Un!". Lab. Schoo 1978 72 .8.. 473

~Fundamental 1977 62.21 415 _.6,%

1074

-- --_.-.----
-.----

.. ' -- ... -'.-- , . '..
,,98'.~ ~4--. '- -... . , ---.. --·13.6'Z. 72i '-96.7'Z. 552 ---. -" -", ----- ----9'i.27. 251 ----- _.

., ------ '3.81 :567 .. ----. -.;.- -47.0'Z. 489 -------. --
62.0'Z. 1076----- .... --... ---

---_. --- 35.6'Z. 270 ---- ..34.8'Z. 480 --'--- --.-.36.0 .. 331 ----- ----.36.31 1058 ------ ----.36.01 300 ---- ----.40.81 316 ---- ----.32.81 682 ---- ---..310 ------. ---

-----

ACHIEVED OR EXCEEDED
DISTRICT GOALS

(1) Encanto has two integration programs, a full school program and a part school program. The full school program offers
a wide variety of regular and special classes most of which are also available 1n some other schools. It serves grades1(-6.

(2) Fremont has been desegregated since the present program started in 19681 however, the resident population in 1977-78consisted of 35 minority students and 30 majority students.
(3) Muir was a regular elementary school until the present program openee in 1974. It now serves grades K-12 and data hereis for the whole school. DID NOT ACHIEVE

DISTRICT GOALS

o PROGRAM PROJECTED BY_
DISTRICT TO BE HORE TIW
801 MINORITY AT ,END or
PLAN IN 1982



B. SECONDARY SCHOOLS INTEGRATION
PROGRAMS

1974
1973

1. Segregated Schools

• '(Non~)

2. Tipping Schools

(None)

3.

(1)
(2)

Muir serves grades K-12. Data here is for the whole school. '.'~'.
Wright Brothers was a minority segregated continuation school until it reOpened in 1973 with the present program.
is situated in a minority neighborhood. It

lternative Open
areer School

300.
320 -----

o

-----

otal #
roUe

------_a ---

PROGRAM PROJECTED BY
DISTRICT TO BE HORE
80t MINORITY AT END OF
PLAN IN 1982

300
320

Majority Schools
(1)

Muir (2)
)Jright Bros.

DID NOT ACHIEVE
DISTRICT GOALS
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... "l[ Full lime -lllrt 5chool Pro rilms~
... ~:--

,j

ENROLLMENT 1Q7R_7Q ENROLLMENT 1911-82
A. ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS INTEGRATION (1) YEAR Integration Program Reoular Prooram nteoration Pro". Reoular ProoralllPROGRAMS PROGRAM Pro~ected --Actualr9/29I7R) Projected Actual( 11/211781 Projected ProjectedBEGINS

lPer cent "otal # Per cent Total II ~otal II. Per cent Total # Per cent Total # Per cent Totd # Per cent
Minorit~ Enrolled Minoritv Enrolled Minoritv Enrolled ~inority ~nrolled inority Enrolled Minority IEnrolle,

1. Segregated SChools
_ .. _._ .._ .. ..(5)1.•. ... •.. . .. - .. ------ - - _._ . . . -_.- '255" - ._--Olyinp{cs

.•__ .

1979 98.8% ',~1- I r 98.61.1 71·.;Fulton ----- --- t36:ail_ I.~ ----- --- 33.2'1.

I Horton Intercult. Spanis 1978 32.51. 120 J8.0% 343 ·99.8% 421 .3.2.8'1. 412 I r 97.21.1 213
' .. . .. . - . ..".- ..-- . . . . - .

- ~~x':(2) • Intercultural 26.71. 240 (5) (6)Fr.ench. ..1979 ----- --- •__ &0 •• .. - . -.-- ---- . -~- .97.3%. .366 ... -~ -- - - . 5.6wJ 97.5% 315 367 96.8% 155-.Lowell Bilingual spanish 1978 49.2% 120 99.1% I 49.0'1. '300
Sherman Individualized 1979 ----- --- ----- --- ----- --- 91.4% 1009 32.8'1. ,180 89.3'1- 802

.- . ,~.Schools I-
EncantoO ) Math Science 1978 33.3% 100 l~ ----- --- ----- --- ----- ---Oak Park Intercult.Sp~ish 1977 26.1'1. 283 L30.0;x.1 55.4% 395 61.5'1- 37.7 26.7'1. 330 56.4'1. 438'

.
1=3. Majority Schools

360(5)-- .. 1979 13.9% 381 - 75Green Olympics --.-- --- ----- . --- ----- --- 43.1'1. O.O'%., Longfellor4) Intercult.Spanish 1977 47.0'7. 400 rii~4'1. I 5.0'1. 160 12.4'1. 17,7 47.8'1.' 400 5.4.'1. 130
Performing Arts 1978 35.27. 270 1M . ----- --- ,---- --- 35;1'1. 450 ---- ---Roosevelt , ': Spreckels ~ilingual Spanish 1978 48.9% 180 8.9'7. 459 10.0'%, 423 46.1'%. 360' ,. .. 905'%. 285 .

~
.. ... .

(1) Also called "School Within-I.-School Programs."
Plan for Racial'(2) The program at l{nox was originally planned for Freese in the San Die~o GJ ACHIEVED OR EXCEEDEDIn~egration, 3_22_78. DISTRICT GOALS(3) Encanto has two progr&1lls,one full school and one part school.

(4) The Roosevelt program was orisinally planned for Dailard, Memorial and San Diego High DID NOT ACHIEVEin the San Diego Plan Lar Racial Integration, 3-22-78. i

\
DISTRICT GOALS(5) According to the Proposed New, Expanded or Revised Magnet Programs-1979-80 , 11-21-78,

the integration programs at Ful~on, Green and Lowell are to be expanded in 1979 to ',0 PROGRAM PROJECTED BY Iinclude all grades; however, no new projections for enrollment were prOVided. DISTRICT TO BE HORE ~, Although no projection has been made for the regular program, there is no ~eason to believe(6) 80% MINORITY AT .END OFat present that the percent minority would be less than 80%. PLAN IN 1982
• -



u 00ime - nr
B. SECONDARY SCHOOLS (1) YEAR 1-_p;~I:n~t~e~g~r_a_t_i_o1n~p~r~o~g~r9am:t29i78)_r-_p;:;j~R~e~:!.l~a~r~~~~mlii~77iii1f~n~t..::e~r~a1t;io~n~p~r:.2o~tR~~~t.:.!~!l.!;]PROGRAM I Pro ected Actual 9 29 7 Projected Projected e lar Pro rUll

BEGINS Projectad
Per cent Total # Per cent Total # Per cen Total Jl P

i i JI' er centMinorit Enrolled Minorit Enrolled nor ty Enrolled i,nority

INTEGRATION
PROGRAMS

1. Segregated Schools
Gompers ~cienEe-Math- 1978ompu er

•
Memorial snteIcllltural 1978

(2) pan s
O'Farrell Fundamental 1978
Lincoln Medicine-Health 1979
Morse ~fllaf~sfor Urban 1977
San Diego snteIcllltural 1981pan s .

~e~rer fOa warte n an s -ness eccupa ~ons 1979
- Schools2. Tipping

(None)

35.0% 200
30.0% 100
40.0% 150

33.3% 300

98.6% 348 97.2 ..
97.9% 1061 98.1%
90.4% 690 ' 410.47.

, .._--- 99.37.
79.6% 1688 80.4%

.-- .,-----

80.2%

362
94~
,689
116,2
1379

1682

rn:ms

34.37, ~50(3) 198.41.
30.07. 200(~) 309.

(.99.11. 78833.37, 450 00.01. 491
34.37. 350 99.01. 709
33.3'4 300 78.51. 1515
30.07, 150 [84..1~ 1198

-' .... - -. - ~"--- ...._-.

3. Majority Schools
Collier ilingual Spanish 1978 50.0% 30
Crawford usiness & Office 1978 33.3'4.: 30'0
Kearny ndustry . 1978 33.3% 300
Mission Bay ar~ring and 1978 35.0% 200rap cs
Point Loma ilingual Spanish 1978 35.01. 30
Roosevelt reftivf anll. ' 1979er orm ng rts
Undecided Fundamental 1979-~-_.-

-----~-
(1)

(2)

(3)

----..

22.97. 612
32.2% 1396
37.4% 1883
8.57. 1160
15.6% 1614
4O.1~ 828
----- ._-

(3)

(3)

-----

o
ACHIEVED OR EXCEEDED-
DISTRICT GOALS
DID NOT ACHIEVE
DISTRICT GOALS
PROGRAM PROJECT.ED BY
DISTRICT TO BE MOllE TIl
807, MINORITY AT END 0
PLAN TN 1982

All secondary programs offer students the option of attending part time and returning to the neighborhood school for some
subjects. E.g. athletic team participation. '
The projection for the regular school program at O'Farrell for 1981-82 is an estimate due to an error in the data in the
San Diego Plan for Racial Integration, 3-22-78.
The programs at Collier, Gompers, Lincoln, Memorial, Point Loma and Roosevelt are b dto e expan ed to include more grades in19791 but no new projections have been given. (Proposed New, Expanded or Revised Magnet Programs, 1979-80.)



A. E1DlENTARY SCIlOOLS

..
1.Seg~egated

III
Schools
Chollas
Kennedy
Knox
Stockton

2,. Tipping Schools

(None)

3. Majority Schools (2)

(1)

Carver
.. Grantville

(Learning Centers

Science-PE-Health
usic-Art

1978
1977

281
88185 -----

The school district. projects that 180 students will participate in the program each day, a total of 900 students each
week. During the week 60 students will be resident 'students, 240 students will be non resident students from
segregated schools and 600 students will be non resident, students from majority schools. Approximately the same
numbers apply to all the Learning Centers. Students attend Learning Centers one day a week.
The Amendment to the San Diego Plan for Racial Integration, 1978-82, (August 8, 1978), provides for the d~velopment
and implementation of two additional learning centers to be established "on neutral sites" which are not named. They
are to open in 1979 and are projected to have about the same numbers of students participating as in the otherlearning centers.
Although no projections have been made for these schools for 1981-82, there,is no reason to believe at present that
the regular programs will be less than 801 minority in that year.
No actual enrollment figures for'the learning centers have been releasedl',therefore, the numbers listed under
"Regular Program, Actual (11/21/78)" include the approximately 60 resident students who participate in theLearning Center Program one day a week.

(2)

(3)

(4)

rtlms

p

180
180

-
I ACHIEVED OR EXCEEDED
, DISTRICT GOALS

DID NOT ACIlIEVE DISTRICT
GOALS

PROGRAM PROJECTED BY
DISTRICT TO BE MORE THAN
80t MINORITY AT END OF
PLAN IN 1982

•
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lI[--PartTinae -Pelrt Sc
B. SECONDARY SCHOOLS IIITEGRATION

PROGRAMS
YEAR

PROGRAM
BEGINS Pro ected

Integration Program
ENROLLMENT

50 (2) .690

Re lar Pro ram
Actual(11/21/78)Projected

Per cent Total #. Per cent Total #
Minorit Enrolled Minorit Enrolled

Segregated Schools

•
O'Farrell

2. Tipping Schools

(None)

3. Ka ority Schools
Hale

Instructional
Exchange

Instructional
Exchange

1978

1978 50

er cent
inority

90.41.

30.61.

otal #
nrolled

689

1715

ENROLLMENT 1911-82
lar Pro ramnte ration Pro • Re

Projected Projected
otal ~
roll.

TOTAL (1) 1000

The Amendment to the San Diego Plan for Racial Integration, 1978-82, ( August 8, 1978), prOVides for expanSion of the
Secondary Instructional Exchange Programsat the junior high 'school level. The report does not prOVide the names of
schools to be involved nor the projected enrollments.
No figures have been released for the Instructional Exchange Programs, therefore, the numbers listed under "~.gu~r
Program, Actual (11/21/78)" include the apprOXimately 50 resident students who particpate in the program.

(1)

(2)

35.01, 640

.Ii

35.01,.

ACHIEVED OR EXCEEDED
DISTRICT GOALS
DID NOT ACHIEVE
DISTRICT GOALS

o PROGRAM PROJECTED BY
DISTRICT TO BE MORE THAN
801,MINORITY AT THE END OJ
PLAN IN 1982
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A. ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS ENROLLMENT ,Q7R.7Q ENROLLMENT 1911-82
INTEGRATION YEAR Integration Program , Re zu La r ProRram nte"ration Pro". RellUlar Pro"ram

PROGRAMS PROGRAM Proiected Actual(9/29178) Projected Actual( 11.21.78) Projected ProjectedBEGINS Per ceni:~otal # Per cent Total II Total II. Per cent Total/l Per cent Total # Per cent Total ~! Per cent
Minoritv Enrolled Minoritv Enrolled Minority Enrolled 1inority enrolled inor1ty Enrolled ~nority Enrolle

1. Segregated Schools--Balboa 93.9':' 979 (3
Burbank , 98.41 304 (3)~Freese ; 81.a 740 (3)-- (3)Loga~1) 97.01 972Mead 95.41 285

2. Tipping Schools
Audubon 63.01 595.Boone 69.41 756Brooklyn 52.21 703Carson 52.4':' 726Central 64.07- 458De'!'ey(~) - .. -, .. ... . .~2~57,. 425 . .. ' , . . ... ~'- - - . -,Euclid .- ..51.21 824~. .... - . . ~ , -~ ~~, ~.- ... .- . , ~~ - _." .... - _. - -- - . . , ~ - 1--. ,KeHler 69.0':' 294 .-
Lee 60.71 756Linda Vista 66.91 887
pu:a~i.~eHi ls 72.51 929.. ... _." . ...... .- .- , . ~ ....._-- ....- ..• . . . .... . . ". .. - . ...- .... -.. - ... -,Penn ~, 53.0':" 649 . - ... -. -~. . . - _. -Perry , ,. 50~71 775Washington , 56.61 242

3. Majority Schools
79 Remain:'
ing Elemen-
tary School

•
~'- " .... - ' - . ~ - _ ...... • _- 00'"

(1.)

(2.)
(3.)

Mead is scheduled for closure in 1980.81.
Euclid and Penn entered the "tipping" categroy ( became more than 50% minority) in the fall 1978.
Although no projections have been made for these schools for 1981.82. there is no reason to believe at present that'they
vill be less than 801 minority in that year.

ACHIEVED OR EXCEEDED
DISTRICT GOALS
DID NOT ACHIEVE DISTRICT
GOALS
PROGRAM PROJECTED· liT
DISTRICT TO BE MORE THAN

1------1 801 MINORITY AT END OF
PIAN TN 1 QR? ...
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II
B.' . SECONDARY SCHOOLS

ENROLLMENT ENRO~ 1981-82YEAR Integration Program Re lar Pro ram nte ration Pro • Re
1-~;':::7.=:::;---r~:;;;t~~~;;\-T-p;;;-7:~;:~~'G~~:TIIT72i778T1F=~~~~~~~~~l~a!..!rwp~r:!:o!.8.:!r~aPROGRAM I Pro ected Actual 9 29 7 Projected Actual(1l/21/78) ProjectedBEGINS PrOjectedPer cent Total # Par cent Total # er cent otal # Per cen
Minorit Enrolled Minorit Enroll d inority nrolled inority

INTEGRATION
PROGRAMS

otal
nrol1. Segregated·Schools

• (None)
2. Tipping Schools

"

Bell
1445'.-

3. Majority Schools
Remaining 21
Majority Sec-
ondary Schools

ACHIEVED. OR EXCEEDED
DISTRICT GOALS

DID NOT ACHIEVE DISTRICT
GOALS

PROGRAM PROJECTED BY
DISTRICT TO BE MORE THAN
801' HlNOUn- AT END OF PLIN 1982 -

o
-,


