



































2. San Diego

The San Diego Unified School District is larger than SFUSD. There are 118 elementary
schools and 3,678 teachers serving 63,685 students. It is the second largest school district in
California and the eighth largest in the United States. The student population includes 15
ethnic groups and over 60 languages and dialects. The SDUSD provides parents with the
initial opportunity to send their children to a neighborhood school. Parents are also presented
with the option to send their child to another school outside their residence area by the use of
an Enrollment Option Application. A web site will be available for online applications for
the 2008 - 2009 school year this fall.

Currently, two out of three students attend neighborhood schools and a third go to alternative
schools. The SDUSD believes in preserving the vitality and core values inherent in
neighborhood schools. What follows is a quote from a fact sheet that the District created
indicating how neighborhood schools benefit children and their families:

* As aresident of the neighborhood, it is your right to attend that school. There is
no waiting list, no special application deadlines. You have first priority to enroll.

+ Families have a greater sense of community ownership; more of a neighborhood
feeling.

* You may develop stronger relationships with your neighbors.

*  You can walk next door and have discussions with your neighbors about school
issues or concerns.

*  You will spend less time driving your child to school.

* More convenient for volunteering and attending parent meetings.

*  Your child will have more time to spend with his/her friends rather than riding to
and from school on a bus or in a car.

* Your child will be able to go to school with the same children he/she plays with,
and they can study and do homework together

The San Diego enrollment website: http://www.sandi.net/enrollmentoptions/

3. Seattle

Seattle Public Schools (SPS) are about the size of SFUSD. The SPS approved their Student
Assignment Plan on June 20, 2007. Elementary students start with an assignment to a school
in their local reference area, which is the area immediately surrounding the school. This
provides predictability for families. If they want to keep this assignment, the family would
not have to do anything else. The City is divided into nine clusters. Each cluster has four or
more elementary schools. Families could exercise school choice for another school in their
cluster or at any Alternative School. If they choose to go outside the cluster they may have
to provide their own transportation. Seattle Public Schools states that it believes this plan
enables stronger family engagement with schools, provides equitable access to programs,
continues to offer opportunities for school choice and fosters diversity.

Seattle website:www.seattleschools.org/area/newassign/current_assignplan.html#top
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IV.
FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

FINDINGS:

1. The SFUSD school choice process and its Diversity Index are unnecessarily complex and
confusing, time consuming, alienating to the families they purport to serve and, most
damning, fail to deliver a diversified school population.

2. Questions about race/ethnicity on the Enrollment Application lead families to conclude
that race/ ethnicity are Diversity Index factors and, in spite of denials by the District, will

affect admissions.

3. Even with the expenditure of $2 Million and a diligent outreach and volunteer effort the
District cannot explain an inexplicable enrollment system.

RECOMMENDATIONS:
1. Eliminate the use of the Diversity Index based on the findings in this report.
Required Responses: The Superintendent of Schools, The San Francisco Board of

Education

2. Remove questions asking for race/ethnicity and parent education level from the
Enrollment Application form. If this information is a legal requirement, it should be
collected on a document separate from the application process.

Required Responses: The Superintendent of Schools, The San Francisco Board of

Education

3. The District should adopt an admission process that is transparent, easier to understand
and administer. If children could go to their closest school to register and attend, the need for
a 29-person EPC would be substantially reduced.

Required Responses: The Superintendent of Schools, The San Francisco Board of
Education

FINDINGS:

4. The Jury’s research revealed that a simple school selection lottery would result in only a
slight difference in the racial mix of the classroom.
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5. Parents who know that their child can go to school in the neighborhood where they live
are good candidates to work to make that a successful school for all neighborhood children.

6. San Franciscans identify with their neighborhoods. Most neighborhoods have a local
school that local residents, merchants and parents have known about, perhaps attended, and
provided support. With the District’s current non-attendance area policy most children now
go to school outside their neighborhood and as a result support for neighborhood schools has
diminished. A senior school official told the jury, “We could create additional great schools
in the neighborhoods and that would go a long way towards helping relieve pressure on the
high demand schools.”

7. The number of Alternative Schools has grown to 15 and the difference between them and
attendance area schools has blurred over time.

8. Schools have not improved or become more diverse, even with the use of busing. Busing
further erodes parental and/or neighborhood involvement in schools. Buses carry nearly
5,000 elementary children to school and cost the District over $5 Million annually. For each
bus not deployed the District saves $100,000.

RECOMMENDATIONS:

4. As an interim step, the SFUSD should abandon the existing School Selection process and
Diversity Index effective with the 2009-2010 school year and replace it with a lottery based
system without additional qualifiers except for sibling preference and children of staff, and
medical and hardship waivers as found in the current system.

Required Responses: The Superintendent of Schools, The San Francisco Board of
Education

5. The District should immediately begin preparing a school assignment program
strengthening the role of neighborhood schools with implementation to commence with the
2009-2010 school year and to be completed by the 2011-2012 school year.

Required Responses: The Superintendent of Schools, The San Francisco Board of
Education

6. Using Geographic Information System (GIS) technology that the District already
possesses, draw attendance zones with a priority on creating student diversity and proximity
to home in each zone. Children who live in the attendance zone would receive priority
enrollment at their Attendance Area/Neighborhood Elementary School.

Required Responses: The Superintendent of Schools, The San Francisco Board of
Education
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7. The District should form immediately a Task Force to study the range and emphasis of the
existing Alternative Schools. The Task Force would have a short time frame and by March
15, 2009 would provide recommendations to reduce the Alternative Schools by one half with
the redundant schools returning, if needed, to neighborhood service. If the Task Force fails
to meet this timeline, the Superintendent would be expected to recommend these changes.
Special emphasis should be placed on assessing if there is need for as many bilingual
programs, a number of which are poorly attended. One of the goals of Alternative Schools
should be to attract students by placing high demand programs in low demand schools.

Required Responses: The Superintendent of Schools, The San Francisco Board of
Education

8. Reduce busing by creating attendance zone preferences for neighborhood children.
Parents should be able to apply by lottery to a school anywhere in the City, but those
choosing not to send their children to the neighborhood school would be responsible for
arranging their child’s transportation (Special Education Students) excepted.

Required Responses: The Superintendent of Schools, The San Francisco Board of
Education

FINDINGS:

9. Some members of the Board of Education appear to have student diversity as their first
priority for the District.

10. The District needs to make crucial decisions about surplus school property, updating 30
year old and now obsolete school attendance zones, and establishing policy to guide
decisions to shut failed schools. Voters faced with future requests for funding from the
District will react favorably to the District’s efforts to streamline their property management
activities and to convert these non-performing assets into resources that support District
educational activities.

RECOMMENDATIONS:

9. During the Grand Jury’s inquiry the recurring theme from parents, teachers, principals,
leaders of support groups and school officials alike was the need to create good schools
system wide. This would provide the equity that all students deserve and these leaders seek.
The Jury heard that student diversity is desirable, but not as important as quality schools for
all, whatever the setting. With a new Superintendent and two new Board of Education
members to be elected in the fall joining three recently elected members, now is the time to
refocus on creating quality schools throughout the District.
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Required Responses: The Mayor, The Board of Supervisors, The Superintendent of
Schools, The San Francisco Board of Education, The Department of Children, Youth

and Their Families

10. Practice better resource management as an example of prudent stewardship, particularly
now in the face of funding cuts. By year-end 2008 the City should devise a plan for reducing
the number of under utilized properties and failing schools.

Required Responses: The Mayor, The Board of Supervisors, The Superintendent of
Schools, The San Francisco Board of Education, The Department of Children, Youth

and Their Families
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VII.
CHART OF REQUIRED RESPONSES

San Francisco Kindergarten Admissions:
Back to the Drawing Board

RECOMMENDATION

10

RESPONSE REQUIRED IN 90 DAYS

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

RESPONSE REQUIRED IN 60 DAYS

THE MAYOR

THE SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF
EDUCATION

THE SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS

THE DEPARTMENT OF CHILDREN, YOUTH

AND THEIR FAMILIES
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V.
APPENDIX

A. ATTENDANCE AND NON ATTENDANCE AREA SCHOOLS

The distinction between Alternative Schools for which attendance zones do not exist and
Attendance Area (Neighborhood) Schools has been blurred over time. There are now 29
schools that do not have attendance areas including by design all of the new schools. Some
Attendance Area Schools have closed and others merged so an increasing number of
applicants simply do not have an Attendance Area School. Under the current system, the
first Attendance Area School listed on the applicant form becomes the Attendance Area
School for applicants living in areas without one.

“Despite the success in seeing that the majority of families receive one of their choices, our
district still recognizes the problems that this system creates. The district has a contract with
the Omega Group to provide technical assistance with redrawing attendance boundaries.”?’
At the contract’s inception the District paid The Omega Group $50,000 for technical
assistance to set about redrawing attendance boundaries. The Board never finalized a
directive regarding the student assignment process so no work occurred.

Non-contiguous attendance areas are based on student assignment policies that no longer
exist.* If for example you live near General Hospital your “Attendance Area” school is
Gordon Lau in Chinatown. There are a number of other non-contiguous areas, dating from
race-based assignments that perhaps are illegal today. Only 41% of the elementary schools
have attendance zones. For 20% of the parents to have made Attendance Area Schools their
first ch%ilce seems to the Jury to be a strong endorsement for the idea of neighborhood
schools.

2 Student Enrollment, Recruitment, and Retention Staff Report to the Board of Education June 2007
3% SFUSD Student Assignment Report, 11/28/2006
31 Student Assignment Update, SFUSD, March 16, 2007




V.
APPENDIX

B. PARCEL TAXES AND OTHER SCHOOL FUNDING

The passage of Proposition 13 has cut into local funding for schools. Much of the money
provided for education now comes from State and Federal coffers and continues to be less
each passing year and moreover, these funds frequently have spending limitations. For
example funds for improving teachers’ salaries or purchasing school property are difficult to
obtain.

According to the Office of the Superintendent, the California education budget is 46™ lowest
in spending per pupil in the county. Local voters have recognized this problem and since
1988 have passed every school bond and parcel request with the total amount exceeding
$1Billion. For example, Proposition H, providing funds for education enrichment programs,
passed handily in 2004. Most recently, the School Board placed a parcel tax on the June,
2008 ballot and following the trend of supporting local schools the voters approved the tax
with a nearly 69% affirmative vote

The history of school funding initiatives shows that San Francisco voters support their public
schools. This makes it all the more unfortunate that School Choice places such a barrier in
front of them when they seek to enroll their children into these schools.
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V.
APPENDIX

C. ENROLLMENT APPLICATION FORM
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San Francisco Unified School District

: Enrollment Application for School Year 2008-2009
Educationaf Placement Center, 555 Franklin Street, Room 100, SF, CA 94102. Tel: 415-241-6085 Fax: 415-241-6087 www.sfusd.edu

swdentsName: [ | | 1 1111101 LI UL LI L L C L Ly
L 0 Y O I O O O
Homeadaress: || L L1 L L Ll L L L L L L]
ciyzip: ALl P PP ) L]
T T T Y A
2 parenvouargn: | | | | L L b L]
T T T Y A A I O A A
Phoness | L 0L L L) L]
emargoneycontact | | | 1 1 1 1 11 L4 Ll L L]
T I B I A O A A A A I O I 0 A I

Does your family live in Public Housing? YES[_|NO[_] Does your family participate in Cal Works? ves[_] No[]
Does your family receive Section B assistance? - .- YES[ |NO[_] Is your family eligible for freefreduced lunch?.  YES[_|NO[_ |

Parent Education Level: Check appropriate box for both parents. This is used for state & federal reporting purposes; it will not affect placement decisians.
Mothet: O Some High School [ High Schoot Graduate [J Some College [T College Graduate I Graduate School (e.g. Masters, Ph.D., etc.)

Eather; [2 Some High School O High Schoof Graduate 1 Some Goliege [ College Graduate [0 Graduate School (e.g. Masters, Ph.D., efc.)

High school applicants: Do you want SFUSD to release your child's name, address and telephone number to military recruiters? YES|:] NO[:I .

Student is applying for grade [__J___] for the 2008-09 schoal year. - Gender: Male I:] Female [:]

ctyasweoraite| | | | | [ L L1 L L L LD L] s ] T[]
CountryofBirth: | | [ | | | [ [ | | | | | | | | tbomoutsideUS,whendid studententerusz| | || | | || | |
Has student attended school inUS?  YES [ ]|  NO [__] If yes, what grades? lm_g[ﬁ_l L—mlr‘ Lastdat attndert [:_ml__| |:_|_[

Current or last school (including pre-school)

School School City/Slate

If.you answer YES to any question, please atfach an IEP and/or written description of the special needs:

Is the-student currently receiving special education services? YES [ | NO[ ]
Does the student have health conditions that may affect ves[_] Nno[]

educational needs?

Is the student vision impaired?
Is the student hearing impaired?
Is the student mobility impaired?
Is the student in a wheelchair?

Yés[] No[lb

YES [ ] NO[ ]
YES [ ] No{[ ]
ves ] nof ]

[RaciallEthnic Identification (optional)| This is used for state & federal reporting purposes; it will not affect placement decisions..
Mark “1" next to the student’s primary ethnicity and mark an “x” next to each additional ethnicity the student identifies with. R
O American Indian or Alaska Native O Cambedian 1 Guamanian O Japanese O Middle Eastern/Arabic [ Samoan 0 White

- [O. Asian Indian- 0 Chinese 0O Hawaitan 0 Korean O Other Asian 3 Tahitian O Dedline to State
- - Black or-African American O Filipino O Hispanic or Latino O taotian O Other Pacific Islanders [0 Vietnamese

| Home Lan_guage Survey | Students with.a language other than English as reported by parenrs in response to the four questions-below are- required.by state.
faw fo take the CELDT to assess English. proficiency, as well as an assessment. of proficiency in their home language.. 50% of.the Immersion space at -
kindergarten and.grade 1 is reserved forstudents-who demonstrate proficiency in the Immersion target language. See Enroliment Guide for more information.

What language did your child first fearn when she began to talk? . What language do you use most frequently to speak to your child?
What language dees your child use most frequently at home? . - What language do the adults usemast frequently at home?

Because each school has space limitations and may-have more applications than seats available, there is no guarantee that you will get an offer of asslgnment
to one of the schools you list below.- Residing near a school or requesting it as a choice does not guarantee placement to that school. -
. CHOICE SCHOOL NAME SCHOOL # PROGRAM

1. . S - Are.you a permanent fullime Distriot employee working at the first choice schoal?: . YES[__|NO[ ]
2.
3. . Does an older sibling living at the same address attend your first choice school? YES[ | No[T] |
4, < : - o f YES provide additional information about the older sibling in the-space provided below.
5. Younger siblings can receive priority to the school hisfher older sibling is currently attending if:
6 (1) the older sibling will also be attending that school next year; and (2) the parent lists the older :
. sibling's school :as a first cholce. Offers are based upon availability. so priotity does not guarantee |
7. placement. |
Older sibling's name: . - Older stblln s Birthdate: [
rasvame: | | | [ " L |
Last Ficst . Day Year H
ibling' | . - : Older sibl Grade: l
Older slpllngs school I | , | ’ I I I ’ I | I | | | | | | | I | | | er si .Ilng s 2008 2009 Grade: |
I (print name) . -, swear or affirm that the information | have provided in this application is

true. (Appllcattons whlch are found to ‘have fraudulent address information will be |mmed|ately cancelled and any resulting assignment
retracted. ' Keep in.mind- that if the: District must hire an investigator or expend other resources in order-to scrutinize your resmency ‘claim
further, the District will charge you for these expenses if it ult(mately determines your claim is invalid.)

DES Entered by

White and Yellow: EPC attach TWO PROOFS of ADDRESS and PROOF of BIRTHDATE Golden Rod: Parcal takes to new schoo! of assignment Pink: Parent Copy

10.1.2007




V.
APPENDIX

D. GLOSSARY

Educational Placement Center

San Francisco Unified School District

Student Accountability Report Card

Student Enrollment, Recruitment and Retention

v

EPC
SFUSD
SARC
SERR




V.
APPENDIX

E. NATIONAL ASSSOCIATION FOR NEIGHBORHOOD SCHOOLS,
INC.

“The practice of considering race and ethnicity in school assignment has devastated
thousands of school districts and killed the vital environment of the neighborhood school.
The neighborhood school is no longer the hub of a community. Thus parents are denied vital
parental involvement in and monitoring of the schools their children attend. School pride
and community interest and support have been struck down. The practice has devastated
communities where parents once worked together for good discipline. It has kept students
who attend school together from being able to easily socialize and work together after school
hours. It has wasted billions upon billions of tax dollars and precious (and expensive) fuel
and has subjected students to traffic dangers and diesel fumes on buses. It has caused untold
inconvenience for both parents and students.”*

32 http://www.nans.org/confusingruling.shtml




V.
APPENDIX

F. A DECADE OF CIVIL GRAND JURY SCHOOL REPORTS

The Civil Grand Jury has issued extensive reports on the SFUSD in four of the past nine
years.

1999: THE EFFECT PROPOSITION 227 WOULD HAVE ON THE DISTRICT’S EDUCATIONAL SYSTEM
PARTICULARLY THE IMPACT ON FUNDING THE SYSTEM

2000: SFUSD IMPLEMENTATION OF PROPOSITION 227, A CONTINUATION OF THE PREVIOUS
YEAR’S REPORT

2003: TOLERATING TRUANCY, INVITING FAILURE
2004: COUNTY COMMUNITY SCHOOLS: POOR STEPCHILDREN OF THE SFUSD
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