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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Board of Education’s priorities for student assignment are: 
1. Reverse the trend of racial isolation and the concentration of underserved students in the 

same school; 
2. Provide equitable access to the range of opportunities offered to students; and 
3. Provide transparency at every stage of the assignment process. 

The Educational Placement Center (EPC) manages the majority of school enrollments according to 
the Board of Education’s student assignment policy, P5101, which was approved by the Board in 
March 2010.  Since March 2010, Board Policy P5101 has been modified a number of times.   

On June 24, 2014 Commissioners Rachel Norton and Sandra Fewer submitted Resolution 146-
24A1 Supporting Equity in Student Assignment to the Board of Education for First Reading.  
The resolution requests that the Superintendent modify the hierarchy of preferences to place CTIP1 
residency immediately following the attendance area residency for kindergarten enrollment.   

This annual report captures questions and analysis related to changing the hierarchy of preferences. 

1. Are our schools becoming more racially isolated? 
While student assignment continues to provide significant opportunities for family choice, it 
does not appear to be reducing racial isolation.  District wide, our enrollment continues to be 
very diverse with no majority group.  However, there’s been a significant decrease in the number 
of African American students enrolled in our schools and the number of Asian, Hispanic and 
White students has increased. 

Overall, the number of schools with more than 60% of a single race/ethnicity has grown from 24 
to 30 since we implemented the new student assignment lottery in 2010. The number of schools 
with more than 60% Asian or Hispanic has increased, and the number of schools with more than 
60% African American has decreased. 

Racially isolated schools have racially isolated applicant pools, and many are located in racially 
isolated neighborhoods. 

2. How does our student assignment system, in conjunction with parental choices, shape the 
degree of racial isolation in SFUSD schools? 
In 2013, Matt Kasman, a doctoral candidate at Stanford, explored the degree to which SFUSD’s 
student assignment system, in conjunction with parental choices, shape the degree of racial 
isolation in SFUSD’s schools.  Mr. Kasman reviewed school choice surveys and examined the 
types of schools families list as their top choices.  

Mr. Kasman found that while there were no significant differences by race/ethnicity in the 
importance of academic reputation, teacher and principal quality, neighborhood safety, 
proximity to school, and recommendations from friends and family, White respondents were less 
likely to indicate that diversity is important than non-White respondents.  In addition, school 
choices differed by race/ethnicity.  

 



Student Assignment 2014-15 

 

5 | P a g e  

Mr. Kasman concluded the following. 

The degree of racial isolation is the result of three sequential mechanisms: 
1. Choice: Parents list their school preferences (given available options)  
2. Assignment: The district assigns students to schools (based on assignment policy)  
3. Enrollment: Parents decide whether to enroll their child, appeal the assignment, or enroll 

their child outside of SFUSD 

The ways in which families choose school programs and make enrollment decisions subsequent 
to assignment tend to work against racial/ethnic diversity. 

The district might alter the outcomes in one of several ways: 
1. Influence parental choices 

a. More/different information about schools 
b. Altering location/size/types of school programs 
c. Increase participation in choice process 

2. Alter school assignment policy/algorithm 
 

3. How might modifications to the algorithm produce better results? 
Following up on his findings from 2013, Mr. Kasman conducted a series of simulations in 2014 
to explore policy conditions that might produce better results.   

Here is a summary of Mr. Kasman’s most noteworthy findings from the simulations: 

• There appears to be a good deal of stability in patterns of enrollment in SFUSD’s 
kindergarten programs. This finding is consistent with the long-standing nature of school 
choice in the district. 

• Increasing participation in the school choice process has a moderate, positive impact on 
racial diversity in district schools. The choices that families who otherwise would not have 
participated may result in a wider distribution of these students than simply placing them 
into their attendance zone or closest available schools. Therefore, interventions that increase 
engagement among families have the potential to improve school integration. 

• If families replace their consideration of school achievement levels with basic measures of 
school value-added, there is a decrease in the gap of the achievement levels of schools in 
which White and Asian students enroll in relative to Black and Hispanic students. This is 
largely driven by the enrollment patterns of White families, who appear especially sensitive 
to achievement levels when making school selections and enrollment decisions. However, 
this finding is based on the ambitious assumptions that families will fully replace their 
consideration of achievement levels with the new information, and that value-added remains 
stable over time. With that being said, the literature on school choice makes it clear that 
changing the information available to families can alter their decision-making; providing 
more nuanced, sophisticated, or contextualized information might result in families making 
decisions that result in greater equity and integration in the district. 

• Ranking the attendance area priority higher than the low test-score priority, and/or 
eliminating low test-score priority from the assignment process, resulted in a decrease in 
racial diversity in district schools as well as an increase in the gap of the achievement levels 
of schools in which White and Asian students enroll in relative to Black and Hispanic 
students.  
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4. How many families who requested their attendance area school as a first choice did not get an 
offer? 
A very small percent (17%) of kindergartners requested their attendance area as a first choice, 
and the vast majority (86%) who requested it got assigned. In 49 of the 58 attendance areas, 
100% of students who requested their attendance area school as a first choice got assigned to 
their attendance area school.  

Only 18% of students living in Clarendon’s attendance area who listed the general education 
program at Clarendon as a first choice got assigned; this is significantly lower than any other 
attendance area. 

5. What would it take to guarantee a spot for attendance area families in their attendance area 
school? 
Given the mismatch between where students live and where our schools are located, it is not 
physically possible for every child to enroll in their attendance area school.  Current choice 
patterns alleviate the tensions between where students live and where our schools are located. 

The majority of attendance areas (32 out of 58) have more kindergarten residents than 
kindergarten seats. When you remove city-wide seats from the calculation, only 16 attendance 
areas have enough kindergarten seats to accommodate all kindergarten residents, and seven of 
them (Carver, Drew Clarendon, Malcolm X, Wesbster, Visitacion Valley, and Bryant) have at least 
twice as many kindergartners living in the attendance area as there are general education seats.  
 

While Clarendon is not alone with regard to the tension between the number of general 
education seats and attendance area residents, it is the only school among the seven noted 
above where students who requested their attendance area schools as a first choice did not get 
assigned.  Only 18% of families living in Clarendon’s attendance area who listed Clarendon’s 
general education program as a first choice received an offer to Clarendon.  This is significantly 
lower than all other attendance areas, in part because other schools didn’t receive as many first 
choice requests from attendance area residents.  For example, only one of the 123 kindergarten 
students living in Carver’s attendance area requested Carver as a first choice.   

Although there are more kindergartners living in the Bayview than seats available, the schools 
are under enrolled because very few families living in the Bayview request the schools in the 
Bayview. Strategies that address the needs and desires of the community living near the schools 
should yield an increase in requests from families in the area, and might help reverse the trend 
of racial isolation. For example, developing a deeper understanding of the programs and 
services families in the area desire might help us design programs and services that appeal to 
the community, and implementing targeted outreach and marketing campaigns that raise 
awareness about the strengths of each school might help increase the size and diversity of the 
applicant pools.  These approaches were employed with great success for Willie Brown Jr., 
middle school. 

If the desire for families living in the Bayview to attend a school in the Bayview increases, we 
have capacity to support an increase in demand in the immediate future. However, as schools in 
the Bayview become more desirable to families living in the Bayview, and as the population 
grows due to new housing, we might reach a point where we are unable to offer all families in the 
Bayview an opportunity to enroll in their attendance area school.  This would be a welcome 
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departure for historic trends.  In the event it happens, redrawing the attendance area boundaries 
and reimagining city-wide schools will not help alleviate any potential tensions between desire 
and seats.  Instead, the District will need to embrace strategies to increase the number of seats 
available, for example, it might need to repurpose the use of existing school facilities and/or 
possibly open more schools.   

To address the concern that families living in Clarendon’s attendance area who list Clarendon as 
a first choice are less likely than families living in other attendance areas to get assigned to their 
attendance area school, staff could explore ways to increase the ratio of general education seats 
to kindergarten residents. For example, we could explore redrawing  the attendance area 
boundaries to decrease the number of residents living in Clarendon’s attendance area.  We could 
also explore the possibility of increasing the number of attendance area seats available by 
reducing the number of seats in Clarendon’s attendance area that are currently designated city-
wide. 

6. What might happen if the attendance area tiebreaker was ranked higher than the CTIP1 
tiebreaker? 
When Stanford simulated a series of runs in 2014 that ranked the attendance area tiebreaker 
higher than the CTIP1 tiebreaker, the number of schools with more than 60% of a single 
race/ethnicity went from 32 to 34. 

When SFUSD simulated a similar run, 39 additional students who requested their general 
education attendance area school as a first choice got assigned to their attendance area school. 
Grattan and Clarendon saw the most significant increase in the number of additional attendance 
area students offered an assignment. The number of African American students offered an 
assignment dropped by 10, Asian increased by 3, Hispanic dropped by 10, Other increased by 
2, and Whites increased by 15 when the attendance area tiebreaker was placed above the CTIP1 
tiebreaker. 

7. Do requests from CTIP1 residents vary by race/ethnicity? 
Yes, requests vary by race/ethnicity.  

• Rooftop and Clarendon were listed among the top most requested schools for African 
American and White residents of CTIP1.   

• The schools that received the greatest number of first choice requests from Asian 
residents of CTIP1 (Taylor, Tenderloin, Vis Valley, Chin) were not among the most 
requested choices for any other racial ethnic group.  

• The same is true for Hispanic residents of CTIP1.  BV/Mann, Moscone, Marshall, and 
Chavez were had the greatest number of requests from Hispanic residents of CTIP1, 
however, they did not receive many requests from any other racial/ethnic group living in 
CTIP1. 

Asian and Hispanic families tend to request schools in or near CTIP1 more often than White or 
African American students.  

Last year, 10 of the 11 schools with a kindergarten enrollment of more than 50%CTIP1 
residents were located in or near areas of the city with the lowest average test scores.  Rooftop 
was the only school with a kindergarten enrollment of more than 50% CTIP1 residents that was 
not located close to CTIP1. 
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8. How might we adjust the CTIP1 tiebreaker to get more targeted and address issues of fraud? 
It would be possible to verify a tiebreaker for students living in public housing and/or foster 
youth.  A tiebreaker for families in transition or families enrolled in Head Start would be more 
difficult to verify.  

If we use a tiebreaker for students eligible for free/reduced price meals it could not apply to 
incoming kindergartners.  Similarly, we could not use a tiebreaker based on an applicant’s test 
scores for incoming kindergartners, nor could it be used for students new to the district 
regardless of the grade they are applying to. 

Next Steps 

Staff plans to discuss this report with the Board of Education at a public meeting on April 13, 2015.  
This public forum will provide an opportunity for the Board to give feedback to staff, and for the 
Board and staff to gather feedback from the public.  

With additional guidance from the Board, staff could explore how any of the following strategies 
might help reverse the trend of racial isolation, provide equitable access, and provide transparency 
at every stage of the assignment process. 

• Increase the desirability of racially isolated, under enrolled schools in the Bayview. For 
example: 

o Develop a deeper understanding of the programs and services families in the area 
desire, and implement programs and services that appeal to the community; 

o Implement targeted outreach and marketing campaigns that raise awareness about 
the strengths of each school. 

 
• Increase the ratio of general education seats to kindergartners living in Clarendon’s 

attendance area.  This could be accomplished a number of different ways, including: 
o Reducing the size of Clarendon’s attendance area and increasing the size of 

surrounding attendance areas; 
o Reducing the size of, or relocating, the JBBP program at Clarendon to increase the 

number of general education seats available for the attendance area tiebreaker; 
o Adding general education seats to one or both of the schools co-located in 

Clarendon’s attendance area (Rooftop K8 and Alice Fong Yu). 
 

• Add a tiebreaker for students who live in public housing and/or a tiebreaker for foster youth.  
One or both of these tiebreakers could be used with or instead of CTIP1. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The San Francisco Unified School District (SFUSD) is governed by a Board of Education (Board) 
comprised of seven elected members, and is subject to local, state, and federal laws.  SFUSD’s 
mission is to provide each student with an equal opportunity to succeed by promoting intellectual 
growth, creativity, self-discipline, cultural and linguistic sensitivity, democratic responsibility, 
economic competence, and physical and mental health so that each student can achieve his or her 
maximum potential. 

STUDENT ASSIGNMENT  

The Board’s priorities for student assignment are: 

1. Reverse the trend of racial isolation and the concentration of underserved students in the 
same school; 

2. Provide equitable access to the range of opportunities offered to students; and 
3. Provide transparency at every stage of the assignment process. 

SFUSD’s Educational Placement Center (EPC) manages the majority of school enrollments centrally.  

• Admissions to Lowell High School and Ruth Asawa School of the Arts are administered by 
EPC according to an October 16, 2001 proposal developed by a Taskforce on Admissions to 
Lowell High School and School of the Arts and approved by the Board on October 23, 2001.  

• All other enrollments administered by EPC are implemented according to the Board’s 
student assignment policy, P5101, which was unanimously approved by the Board in March 
2010 and has been amended a few times since then (see Appendix 2 for details). 

• Historical context and details about our current student assignment policy are provided in 
the Appendix. 

SFUSD’s Student, Family, and Community Support Department manages enrollment in continuation 
schools; SFUSD’s Early Education Department manages Pre-K enrollment; and each charter school 
has its own enrollment process.   

MONITORING STUDENT ASSIGNMENT 

Board Policy P5101 calls on the Superintendent to conduct an annual assessment of the student 
assignment system governed by P5101, and to develop an annual report and present it to the Board 
of Education each year.   

This is the fourth annual report since P5101 was approved by the Board; the first annual report was 
shared with the Board and public on March 5, 2012, the second report was shared on January 25, 
2013, and the third report was shared on April 24, 2014. 
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BOARD RESOLUTION TO MODIFY THE HIERARCHY OF PREFERENCES 

On June 24, 2014 Commissioners Rachel Norton and Sandra Fewer submitted Resolution 146-
24A1 Supporting Equity in Student Assignment to the Board of Education for First Reading.  
The resolution requests that the Superintendent modify the hierarchy of preferences to place CTIP1 
residency immediately following the attendance area residency for kindergarten enrollment.   

At the August 26, 2014 Board meeting, Chair Fewer announced that Resolution 146-24A1, 
Supporting Equity in Student was being held in abeyance and that there would be further review of this 
resolution and it would come before the Board for action at a future meeting. 

The Board of Education and staff have discussed the potential implications of changing the 
hierarchy of preferences for kindergarten enrollment at a number of public meetings since the 
resolution was first introduced in June 2014.   

This annual report captures key questions and analysis related to changing the hierarchy of 
preferences, including information from earlier annual reports, findings from our research during the 
development of the current student assignment policy, and analysis shared with the Board over the 
course of the past year. 
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RESOLUTION 146-241 SUPPORTING EQUITY IN STUDENT ASSIGNMENT 

At the August 26, 2014 Board meeting, Chair Fewer announced that Resolution 146-24A1, 
Supporting Equity in Student Assignment, introduced on June 24, 2014 by Commissioners Norton and 
Fewer, was being held in abeyance and that there would be further review of this resolution and it 
would come before the Board for action at a future meeting. 

 
Subject:  Resolution No. 146-24A1 
               Supporting Equity in Student Assignment 
                - Commissioners Sandra Lee Fewer and Rachel Norton 
 
WHEREAS:   In March 2010, the Board of Education of the San Francisco Unified School District 
adopted a new student assignment policy with the following objectives:  

• Reverse the trend of racial isolation and the concentration of underserved students in the 
same school; 

• Provide equitable access to the range of opportunities offered to students; and  
• Provide transparency at every stage of the assignment process; and 

 
WHEREAS:   The Board of Education of the San Francisco Unified School District strongly believes 
that all students are best served in learning environments that are racially and socio-economically 
integrated; and 
 
WHEREAS:   The San Francisco Unified School District has promised our students and families that 
we will reverse the predictive power of demographics in academic achievement; 
 
WHEREAS:   Academic results for students enrolled in San Francisco Unified School District schools 
continue to show gaps in academic achievement between groups:  between African-American and 
Latino students and their White and Asian classmates; between English-proficient students and their 
classmates who are English Learners; and between students who do not have a disability and those 
students who do; 
 
WHEREAS:  Three years of results of the district’s new student assignment policy have not shown 
any reversal of the trend of racial isolation and the concentration of underserved students at the 
same school; and 
 
WHEREAS:  The Board of Education created the Census Tract Integration Preference (CTIP) in its 
2010 adoption of the Student Assignment Policy, currently representing the 20 percent of census 
tracts in San Francisco with the lowest-average scores on the California Standards Test posted by 
students who live in those census tracts and attend a San Francisco public school; and 
 
WHEREAS:   Choice patterns from families living in CTIP areas vary according to racial/ethnic 
group. For example, according to the District's 2013-14 enrollment process results, White families 
living in CTIP areas were most likely to request Rooftop, Clarendon, and Grattan for Kindergarten. 
African-American families with a CTIP tiebreaker were most likely to request Drew, Rooftop, and 
New Traditions for Kindergarten. Latino families living in CTIP areas were most likely to choose 
Buena Vista/Horace Mann, Moscone or Cesar Chavez for K placement; and 
 
WHEREAS:  Residents of attendance areas corresponding to high-demand attendance area schools – 
Clarendon Elementary is one example – arguably have less access to the range of educational 
opportunities offered to students due to demand from families who live in CTIP areas; 
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WHEREAS:  Attendance area schools like John Muir Elementary and Sanchez Elementary would be 
able to draw on a more diverse pool of potential students if residents of CTIP census tracts in their 
attendance areas were not encouraged to apply to other schools due to the high preference the 
District's student enrollment policy currently assigns to CTIP residents for Kindergarten enrollment; 
and 
 
WHEREAS:   Each year about 15 percent of families applying for Kindergarten placement in SFUSD 
do not receive any of their choices in the first round; and 
 
WHEREAS:   Increasing the likelihood that families that wish to attend their attendance area school 
will actually be able to do so will correspondingly increase the transparency and predictability of 
San Francisco’s assignment process; and 
 
WHEREAS:   The current hierarchy of preferences in the school district’s Student Assignment Policy 
may encourage San Francisco residents to lie about their occupancy in a CTIP census tract for 
purposes of school enrollment, thereby fraudulently displacing attendance area residents at high-
demand schools; and 
 
WHEREAS:    Residents of CTIP areas who do not wish to attend their attendance area schools will 
still have expanded priority to attend other attendance area schools and city-wide programs. 
 
THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED:  The Board of Education of the San Francisco Unified School District 
requests that the Superintendent modify the hierarchy of preferences for the district’s Student 
Assignment Policy to place CTIP residency immediately following attendance area residency for 
Kindergarten enrollment; and  
 
FURTHER BE IT RESOLVED:  That the Board of Education of the San Francisco Unified School 
District requests that the Superintendent make the above change effective for the enrollment cycle 
for the 2015-16 school year and beyond. 
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QUESTIONS EXPLORED 

1. ARE OUR SCHOOLS BECOMING MORE RACIALLY ISOLATED? 

 
While choice is a tactic for achieving the Board’s goals, it is not the focus of the Board’s student 
assignment policy.  The policy is intended to work in alignment with other SFUSD initiatives 
designed to: reverse the trend of racial isolation and the concentration of underserved students in 
the same school; and provide equitable access to the range of opportunities offered to students. 

The student assignment system continues to provide significant opportunities for family choice in 
enrollment. For the 2014-15 school year, 82% of K-12 applicants received one of their choices 
compared with 80% in 2013-14 and 2012-13, and each year approximately 60% receive their first 
choice.  

We analyzed enrollment data to help determine whether choice as a tactic is helping achieve the 
Board’s goals for student assignment.   

The pie chart to the right illustrates the 
racial/ethnic breakdown of students enrolled in 
schools that use our current student assignment 
system; it does not include Early Education Schools, 
County Community Schools, or Charter Schools.   

District wide, our enrollment continues to be very 
diverse with no majority group. 

The graph below illustrates by year (1999 through 
2014) the number of students by race/ethnicity 
enrolled in schools that use our current student 
assignment policy. 

There’s been a significant 
decline in the number of 
African American students 
enrolled in SFUSD. District 
wide, since 2010 the number of 
African American students 
decreased 23%, and the 
number of Asian, Hispanic, and 
White students increased by 
8%, 13%, and 16% 
respectively.   

Since 1999, of the number of 
African American students 
decreased 47%, and the 
number of Asian, Hispanic, and White students increased by 12%, 24%, and 8% respectively. 
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To better understand the impact of the current student assignment system on the racial/ethnic 
profile of our schools, we identified any school that had more than 60% of a single race/ethnicity in 
2010, the year before we implemented the current student assignment system, and/or 2014, our 
fourth year implementing the system.  

We found that the number of schools with more than 60% Asian or Hispanic has increased and the 
number of schools with more than 60% African American has decreased since we implemented the 
new student assignment lottery in 2010. 

Race/Ethnicity 2010 2014 

African American 3 2 
Asian 9 14 
Hispanic 12 14 
Total 24 30 

For schools with an enrollment of more than 60% of a single race/ethnicity in 2010 and/or 2014, 
we looked at how the percent enrolled in each school changed between 1999 when race was used 
as a factor in student assignment, 2010 the last year of the Diversity Index Lottery, and 2014 the 
fourth year of our current student assignment lottery. 

More than 60% African American 

Four schools had an enrollment of more than 60% African American in 2010 and/or 2014.  The 
table below shows the percent of enrollment each year between 1999 and 2014 that was African 
American.   

School 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 
Brown 50 53 60 59 63 73 71 76 74 72 73 69         
Carver 56 59 62 65 68 68 68 69 73 68 70 72 70 66 51 51 
Drew 54 58 63 66 70 75 76 80 79 77 77 78 76 74 67 68 
Malcolm X 55 59 60 62 65 63 67 60 57 51 64 56 67 72 68 67 

One of the schools closed, two of the schools experienced a decrease in the percent African 
American, and one of the schools saw an increase. 

• Brown went from 50% African American in 1999 to 69% by the time it closed. 

• Carver was 56% African American in 1999 when race was used as a factor in student 
assignment and Drew was 54% African American. By 2010, 72% of students enrolled in Carver 
and 78% of the students enrolled in Drew were African American.   

Carver’s enrollment has dropped from 72% to 51% African American, and Drew has dropped 
from 78% to 68%.  The percent Hispanic at Carver and Drew increased along with a nominal 
increase in the percent Asian.   

Since 2010, the total number of students enrolled in Carver and Drew has decreased. 

• Malcolm X was 55% African American in 1999, 56% in 2010, and 67% in 2014. 
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More than 60% Asian 

Fourteen schools had an enrollment of more than 60% Asian in 2010 and/or 2014.  The table below 
shows the percent of enrollment each year between 1999 and 2014 that was Asian.  

School 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 
Chin 61 66 68 72 78 77 78 79 76 80 79 82 87 85 87 89 
CIS                      45 58 57 60 59 63 
Francisco  47 47 46 47 44 43 51 52 57 60 59 58 62 64 68 67 
Galileo  46 47 47 46 47 51 53 58 59 62 62 62 62 61 69 65 
Key  56 54 56 57 59 59 58 60 61 62 58 57 57 54 61 60 
Lau  53 56 60 64 71 75 77 81 81 81 82 84 83 87 88 89 
Lawton  47 50 52 51 55 56 57 56 58 59 60 60 63 62 71 73 
Parker  56 52 58 61 67 72 77 80 78 79 84 83 82 82 79 81 
Stevenson  55 56 60 62 65 65 62 62 64 67 70 72 74 75 81 83 
Sutro  50 53 52 53 54 59 60 64 65 68 68 68 68 69 71 70 
Ulloa  53 53 53 55 55 57 58 60 64 66 68 70 72 74 79 80 
Washington  48 50 53 55 56 58 57 51 52 55 54 57 55 53 64 64 
West Portal  50 48 47 49 49 53 53 55 58 58 60 61 57 59 64 64 
Yu  37 38 40 42 45 48 49 50 48 51 53 56 57 59 64 63 

Thirteen of the fourteen schools experienced an increase in the percent Asian. 

• Lawton, Stevenson, and Ulloa experienced a double-digit increase in the percent Asian between 
2010 and 2014. 

• Parker experienced a slight decrease in the percent Asian.   

More than 60% Hispanic 

Seventeen schools had an enrollment of more than 60% Hispanic in 2010 and/or 2014.  The table 
below shows the percent of enrollment each year between 1999 and 2014 that was Hispanic.  

School 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 
Bryant  56 64 72 76 78 79 84 85 86 87 90 89 87 90 86 87 
Buena Vista  43 49 54 58 61 62 62 61 65 65 66 70         
BV/ Mann                          72 74 75 75 
Chavez  51 60 67 74 79 81 82 84 86 86 87 86 83 85 87 87 
Cleveland  50 52 51 53 51 52 55 56 61 67 71 73 77 80 83 86 
Fairmount  51 54 54 57 58 56 59 61 64 65 64 67 67 67 72 74 
Flynn  55 57 60 67 67 71 66 62 56 55 53 53 57 63 64 65 
June Jordan         25 27 32 32 38 47 51 53 55 54 55 63 
Lick  47 47 49 51 57 63 64 63 65 68 66 66 64 67 71 70 
Mann  47 58 70 73 75 77 78 74 77 68 68 72         
Marshall  56 64 70 72 77 77 79 74 76 78 79 81 83 82 81 83 
Moscone  47 46 48 54 54 54 54 54 56 55 58 60 63 63 65 62 
O'Connell  43 59 68 69 71 73 73 75 76 74 70 61 58 59 57 53 
Revere ES 38 38 39 41 39 38 46 51 55 57 59 59 59 59 59 63 
SF Internl                     52 47 37 42 55 62 
Sanchez  47 54 57 61 66 74 79 78 79 80 83 82 81 81 80 79 
Serra  48 49 47 47 52 54 58 59 62 64 65 63 69 71 70 71 
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Two of the schools merged, three of the schools experienced a decrease in the percent Hispanic, 
and ten of the schools saw an increase. 

• Buena Vista ES and Mann MS merged in 2011 to create Buena Vista/Mann K8.  Before they 
merged, Buena Vista’s enrollment was 70% Hispanic and Mann’s enrollment was 72% Hispanic.  
Since the merger, the school has grown from 72% to 75% Hispanic. 

• O’Connell, Sanchez, and Bryant have experienced a decrease in the percent Hispanic since we 
implemented the current lottery system.  O’Connell has experienced the greatest decrease, 
going from 61% Hispanic in 2010 to 53% in 2014. 

• 11 of the schools experienced an increase between 2010 and 2014 in the percent Hispanic, 
with June Jordan, Cleveland, Flynn, and SF International experiencing a double-digit increase.   

OBSERVATIONS  

While student assignment continues to provide significant opportunities for family choice, it does 
not appear to be reducing racial isolation.   

District wide, our enrollment continues to be very diverse with no majority group.  However, there’s 
been a significant decrease in the number of African American students enrolled in our schools and 
the number of Asian, Hispanic and White students has increased. 

Overall, the number of schools with more than 60% of a single race/ethnicity has grown from 24 to 
30 since we implemented the new student assignment lottery in 2010. The number of schools with 
more than 60% Asian or Hispanic has increased, and the number of schools with more than 60% 
African American has decreased. 

Racially isolated schools have racially isolated applicant pools, and many are located in racially 
isolated neighborhoods. 
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2. HOW DOES OUR STUDENT ASSIGNMENT SYSTEM, IN CONJUNCTION WITH 
PARENTAL CHOICES, SHAPE THE DEGREE OF RACIAL ISOLATION IN SFUSD 
SCHOOLS? 

In 2013 Matt Kasman, a doctoral candidate at Stanford explored the degree to which SFUSD’s 
student assignment system, in conjunction with parent choices, shape the degree of racial isolation 
in SFUSD’s schools.  The findings below were shared with the Board at an Ad Hoc Committee on 
Student Assignment in September 2013. 

WHAT SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS DO PARENTS SAY THEY VALUE? 

Mr. Kasman reviewed the school choice surveys on the application forms for the 2012-13 school 
year and found that among the most important factors were: 

• Academic reputation of schools 
(>75% say “very important”) 

• Teacher and principal quality 
(>75% say “very important”) 

• Neighborhood safety (>75% say 
“very important”) 

• Proximity to home (>50% say 
“very important”) 

• Recommendations from friends 
and family (~50% say this is 
“very important”) 

While there were no significant differences by race/ethnicity in the importance of these factors, on 
the question of diversity White respondents were less likely to indicate that diversity is important 
than non-White respondents. 

WHAT TYPES OF SCHOOLS DO FAMILIES LIST AS THEIR TOP CHOICES? 

Mr. Kasman examined choices using the following school characteristics: distance to school; 
achievement (school average CST scores); racial/ethnic composition of school; and socioeconomic 
composition of school. 

Reviewing the data, Mr. Kasman found that choices differed by race/ethnicity. 
• African American families select schools that are further from home than Hispanic, Asian, 

and White families. 
• White and Asian families select schools with higher average achievement than African 

American and Hispanic families. 
• Families tend to select schools with higher proportions of students of the same race as 

them. 
• White families select schools with lower proportion of free/reduced lunch eligible students 

than non-White families. 
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WHAT DO FAMILIES DO AFTER ASSIGNMENT? 

After being assigned to a school, 63% of families enroll in their assigned school, 19% request and 
enroll in a different SFUSD school, and 18% leave SFUSD. 

• White families were more likely than non-White families to leave SFUSD after assignment 
than any other racial/ethnic group. 

• Attrition and reassignment was higher for families who did not get their first choice. 
• There was no appreciable difference in attrition based on proximity. 
• Attrition was higher for families offered a school with: 

o lower achievement than their first; 
o greater percent of students eligible for free/reduced meals than their first choice;  
o lower percent of same racial/ethnic student population than their first choice. 

HOW DO CHOICE/ASSIGNMENT/ENROLLMENT AFFECT RACIAL ISOLATION? 

To answer this question, Mr. Kasman 
compared the patterns of racial isolation that 
would result under three different scenarios. 

1. If all students went to their first-choice 
schools 

2. If all students went to the school 
initially assigned 

3. Actual enrollment patterns. 

The analysis revealed that first choice 
assignments would result in more racially 
isolated schools, that student assignment 
reduces the number of racially isolated 
schools, but that enrollment patterns increase them again. 

OBSERVATIONS  

The degree of racial isolation is the result of three sequential mechanisms: 
4. Choice: Parents list their school preferences (given available options)  
5. Assignment: The district assigns students to schools (based on the assignment policy)  
6. Enrollment: Parents decide whether to enroll their child, appeal the assignment, or enroll 

their child outside of SFUSD 

The ways in which families choose school programs and make enrollment decisions subsequent to 
assignment tend to work against racial/ethnic diversity. 

The district might alter the outcome of choice/assignment/enrollment processes in several ways: 
1. Influence parental choices 

a. More/different information about schools 
b. Altering location/size/types of school programs 
c. Increase participation in choice process 

2. Alter school assignment policy/algorithm 
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3. HOW MIGHT MODIFICATIONS TO THE ALGORITHM PRODUCE BETTER 
RESULTS? 

Following up on his findings from 2013, Mr. Kasman conducted a series of simulations in 2014 to 
explore policy conditions that might produce better results.  His research had two goals in mind.  
The first was to try to detect developing trends in racial diversity in schools and SFUSD as a whole. 
The second was to gain some intuition about how specific actions that SFUSD might take would 
affect these trends. 

Mr. Kasman employed an agent-based model simulation of the entire enrollment process, which 
consists of three primary components: school program selection, student assignment, and 
enrollment. The simulation took “plausible” cohorts of simulated students whose families make 
decisions that reflect those of actual families. The simulation was run using an environment based 
on current conditions in SFUSD as well as a series of counterfactual conditions that represent 
potential policy interventions.   

Mr. Kasman validated the model by using the cohort of prospective kindergarten students from the 
2011-2012 school year; these simulated students made program selections, were assigned to 
schools, and enrolled in district schools in ways that closely adhered to the actual cohort of 
students.  

The simulations were not intended to make specific predictions about enrollment in a given year or 
school, but were rather intended to give a general intuition about trends over time and policy 
effects. In addition, the simulations were based on input from past cohorts of students and their 
behavior. Therefore, the findings will not provide useful insight if the composition or decision-making 
of families in the district changes dramatically.  

The table below describes the three different kindergarten scenarios simulated along with findings 
about the potential impact on the gap in average achievement and the impact on racial isolation. 

Simulation Tiebreaker Rank 
Findings: 
Gap in Achievement 

Findings: 
Racial Isolation 

1. Baseline CTIP1 
Attendance Area 

Not a big difference; 
tends to increase not 
decrease. 

32 schools had more than 
60% of a single racial/ethnic 
group, and of these 10 had 
more than 80%.  

2. Increase 
Attendance 
Area Priority 

Attendance Area 
CTIP1 

Not a big difference; 
tends to increase not 
decrease. 

34 schools had more than 
60% of a single racial/ethnic 
group, and of these 9 had 
more than 80%. 

3. Remove Low 
Test Score 

Attendance Area Not a big difference; 
tends to increase not 
decrease. 

34 schools had more than 
60% of a single racial/ethnic 
group, and of these 11 had 
more than 80%. 
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OBSERVATIONS  

Here is a summary of Mr. Kasman’s most noteworthy findings from the simulations: 

• There appears to be a good deal of stability in patterns of enrollment in SFUSD’s 
kindergarten programs. This finding is consistent with the long-standing nature of school 
choice in the district. 

• Increasing participation in the school choice process has a moderate, positive impact on 
racial diversity in district schools. The choices that families who otherwise would not have 
participated may result in a wider distribution of these students than simply placing them 
into their attendance zone or closest available schools. Therefore, interventions that increase 
engagement among families have the potential to improve school integration. 

• If families replace their consideration of school achievement levels with basic measures of 
school value-added, there is a decrease in the gap of the achievement levels of schools in 
which White and Asian students enroll in relative to Black and Hispanic students. This is 
largely driven by the enrollment patterns of White families, who appear especially sensitive 
to achievement levels when making school selections and enrollment decisions. However, 
this finding is based on the ambitious assumptions that families will fully replace their 
consideration of achievement levels with the new information, and that value-added remains 
stable over time. With that being said, the literature on school choice makes it clear that 
changing the information available to families can alter their decision-making; providing 
more nuanced, sophisticated, or contextualized information might result in families 
making decisions that result in greater equity and integration in the district. 

• Ranking the attendance area priority higher than the low test-score priority and/or 
eliminating low test-score priority from the assignment process resulted in a decrease in 
racial diversity in district schools as well as an increase in the gap of the achievement levels 
of schools in which White and Asian students enroll in relative to Black and Hispanic 
students.  
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4. HOW MANY FAMILIES WHO REQUESTED THEIR ATTENDANCE AREA SCHOOL 
AS A FIRST CHOICE DID NOT GET AN OFFER? 

QUICK FACTS ABOUT ATTENDANCE AREAS 

The City of San Francisco is divided into 58 elementary 
attendance areas, which means 100% of students living 
in San Francisco live in an elementary attendance area 
and are eligible for an attendance area tiebreaker if they 
request the general education program in their 
attendance area school. 

Language pathways within attendance area schools are 
city-wide, which means families living in the attendance 
area who request the language pathway in the school do 
not get a preference in the choice process over families 
living outside the attendance area.  This is designed to 
provide equitable access to our limited language 
pathways regardless of residence. 

In addition to our 58 attendance area schools, 14 schools offering kindergarten do not have an 
attendance area; these schools are called city-wide schools.  SFUSD’s eight K-8 schools, two 
newcomer schools (CEC and MEC), three full immersion schools (CIS at DeAvila, Fairmount, and 
Marshall) and SF Public Montessori are city-wide schools.  To facilitate equitable access to the 
range of opportunities offered by SFUSD, city-wide schools do not offer a preference because 
students live near the school. 

An analysis of kindergarten seats in attendance area and city-wide schools revealed that overall 59% 
of kindergarten seats are general education seats, which 
means the attendance area tiebreaker is used to assign 
students to these seats, and 41% of seats are city-wide 
which means the attendance area tiebreaker does not apply 
when assigning students. 

Last year, 54% of students did not list their attendance 
area school anywhere among their requests; 25% listed it 
as a 2nd choice or lower; and 21% listed it as a first choice.  
Although the attendance area tiebreaker doesn’t apply to 
city-wide seats in attendance area schools, we included 
them in the summary to get a sense of demand for 
attendance area schools regardless of the pathway.  

OBSERVATION 

While 100% of students have an attendance area school, the attendance area tiebreaker only applies 
to 59% of all kindergarten seats.  Therefore, it is not possible for 100% of students to be assigned 
to a general education program in an attendance area school. 
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ATTENDANCE AREAS AND DIVERSITY 

In 2010 the Board of Education consulted with demographers to explore different approaches to 
drawing attendance boundaries.  

The demographers drew large zones for SFUSD in a system resembling that used by Berkeley 
Unified School District.  Given San Francisco’s residential patterns, the zones had to be quite large 
to capture a diverse residential body, so they modeled large zones going from the north of the city 
to the south, from the east to the west, and diagonally across the city.  They concluded that while 
theoretically large zones appear diverse, as does the entire city, there was no reason to think 
schools within zones would be diverse as long as students could choose schools rather than being 
assigned to a school within the zone.  They thought creating and maintaining large zones with 
multiple schools in each zone might lead to high administrative costs since, presumably, each zone 
would need to have the full range of educational programs and student choice; this might be 
equivalent to breaking the city into three distinct districts. 

They explored dividing the District into nine medium sized zones, and while the distances students 
would need to travel were not as great as the larger zones, it was difficult to capture a diverse 
residential body with smaller geographic areas. 

They explored the possibility of creating many small zones with multiple schools in each zone, and 
concluded that smaller zones resulted in high concentrations of African American, Latino, and 
Samoan students in a large part of the district and a low concentration in the rest of the city.  The 
more zones, the less potential there was to create diversity given the city’s residential patterns. 

The demographers explored non-contiguous areas, and determined that non-contiguous attendance 
areas, where part of the attendance area is on the east side of the city and part of the attendance 
area is on the west side of the city, might help reduce the number of racially isolated schools.  Non-
contiguous attendance areas would require students to travel significant distances and SFUSD to 
provide busing to support satellite assignments.  This approach was not appealing to the Board or 
community. 

They drew various scenarios for individual attendance areas, and this was difficult because the 
distribution of school capacities did not match the geographical distribution of students.  They 
concluded that it was not possible to draw boundaries in the southeast that would accommodate all 
students and avoid racial isolation.  

Upon review of the findings from the demographers, the Board decided that elementary attendance 
areas should be contiguous, and in drawing the boundaries the following factors should be taken 
into account: neighborhood demographics (with the goal of maximizing racial diversity); where students 
live now and where enrollment changes are expected in the future; availability of facilities; traffic patterns; 
location of programs (for example, pre-K, special education, and language pathways); and coherence of 
pre-K to kindergarten and elementary to middle school pathways.   

OBSERVATION  

Our ability to improve school diversity using attendance area boundaries is limited because of San 
Francisco’s residential patterns.   
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ATTENDANCE AREA CAPACITY 

During the development of the boundaries approved by the Board in September 2010, we identified 
a mismatch between where students live and where schools are located, and discovered that given 
the size and distribution of schools throughout the city it’s not possible to create attendance areas 
that can accommodate all students living in them.  

Technically, 26 out of 58 attendance areas (45%) have the capacity to accommodate all 
kindergarten applicants living in the attendance area, and 32 attendance areas (55%) have more 
residents than seats. 

Attendance areas with more kindergarten seats than kindergarten residents are concentrated in 
the west, southwest, and northeast of the city.  For example, Garfield, Chin, Lau, and Spring 
Valley’s attendance areas have twice as many seats as residents. 

The southeast has significantly fewer kindergarten seats than kindergarten residents.  For 
example, Carver’s attendance area has four kindergarten residents for every seat.  The schools near 
Carver (Drew, Malcolm X, and Harte) also have more residents than kindergarten seats.  These 
schools are currently under enrolled because of choice patterns, not because of residential patterns. 

For the past few years, the number of kindergarten seats available in the district is about 106% of 
seats.  Because 100% of applicants do not enroll in our schools, we were able to accommodate all 
kindergartners who wanted to enroll in our schools. 

OBSERVATION 

Given the mismatch between where students live and where our schools are located, it is not 
physically possible for every child to enroll in their attendance area school.  Current choice patterns 
alleviate the tensions between where students live and where our schools are located. 
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HOW MANY FAMILIES WHO REQEUSTED THEIR ATTENDANCE AREA SCHOOL AS 
A FIRST CHOICE DID NOT GET AN OFFER? 

Only 17% of kindergartners (790 students) requested the general education pathway in their 
attendance area school as a first choice; 83% did not list it as a first choice. Appendix 4 lists all the 
schools along with the number of applicants living in the attendance area and the number who 
requested it as a first choice.   

For 49 of the 58 attendance area schools, 100% of kindergarteners that listed their attendance area 
as a first choice received an offer to their attendance area school. 

Of the 790 students who requested the general education program in their attendance area as a first 
choice, 681 (86%) got assigned to their attendance area school, and 109 (14%) did not. 

The 109 students who did not get assigned live in one of nine attendance areas: Alamo, Alvarado, 
Argonne, Clarendon, Grattan, Miraloma, Peabody, New Traditions, and Sherman.  The table below shows 
detailed information for each of these attendance areas.  

OBSERVATIONS 

A very small percent (17%) of kindergartners requested their attendance area as a first choice, and 
the vast majority (86%) who requested it got assigned. 

In 49 of the 58 attendance areas, 100% of students that requested their attendance area school as 
a first choice got assigned to their attendance area school.  

Only 18% of students living in Clarendon’s attendance area who listed the general education 
program at Clarendon as a first choice got assigned; this is significantly lower than any other 
attendance area. 

 

  

School 

Kindergartners 
Living in 
AttendArea 

Requested 
AttendArea as 
1st choice % 

Requested 
AttendArea as 
2nd or lower 

Did not request 
AttendArea 

1st Choice 
+  
Offered % 

1st 
Choice 
+ NOT 
offered 

Alamo                    121 42 35% 39 40 40 95% 2 
Alvarado                 114 29 25% 56 29 15 52% 14 
Argonne 99 44 44% 36 19 33 75% 11 
Clarendon        120 34 28% 30 56 6 18% 28 
Grattan                  75 51 68% 14 10 34 67% 17 
Miraloma                 88 48 55% 15 25 31 65% 17 
New Traditions  94 20 21% 33 41 12 60% 8 
Peabody           53 19 36% 23 11 13 68% 6 
Sherman                  77 33 43% 19 25 27 82% 6 
Total 841 320 38% 265 256 211 66% 109 
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5. WHAT WOULD IT TAKE TO GUARANTEE A SPOT FOR ATTENDANCE AREA 
FAMILIES IN THEIR ATTENDANCE AREA SCHOOL? 

There is a mismatch between where students live and where our schools are located.  The map 
below shows kindergarten residents as a percent of kindergarten seats in each attendance area.  All 
students living the attendance are considered residents regardless of the choices they made.  All 
kindergarten seats available in the attendance area are counted, including seats for city-wide 
schools and programs. 

Red circles mean the number of kindergarten applicants living in the attendance area is greater than 
the capacity of the attendance area, and yellow means the number of kindergarten applicants is less 
than or equal to the capacity of the attendance area.  
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The table below shows the ratio of kindergarten residents to attendance area seats in all our 
schools; all city-wide seats have been removed. 

OBSERVATIONS 

District wide, kindergarten applicants are about 127% of capacity when city-wide seats are 
excluded, and 106% when city-wide seats are included.   

26 of the 58 attendance areas (45%) have capacity to accommodate all kindergarten applicants 
living in the attendance area, and 32 attendance areas (55%) have more residents than seats. 

When you remove the city-wide seats from the calculation: 

• Only 16 attendance areas have enough kindergarten seats to accommodate all 
kindergarten residents: Spring Valley, Lau, Chin, Garfield, Lakeshore, West Portal, McKinley, 
Redding, Parker, Ortega, Feinstein, Sunset, Guadalupe, Ulloa, McCoppin, and Key. 

• Seven attendance areas have at least twice as many kindergartners living in the 
attendance area as there are general education seats: Carver, Drew, Clarendon, Malcolm X, 
Wesbster, Visitacion Valley, and Bryant. 
 

Carver’s kindergarten residents are 402% of general education kindergarten seats, Drew’s 
are 364%, Clarendon’s are 273%, Malcolm X’s are 270%, Webster’s are 224%, Visitacion 
Valley’s are 213%, and Bryant’s kindergarten residents are 211% of general education 
kindergarten seats. 

Clarendon is not alone with regard to the tension between the number of general education seats 
and attendance area residents; however, the other schools are currently not as highly requested. 
As more children in high density areas (e.g., the south east) request their attendance area schools, 
their likelihood of getting assigned will decrease. 

 



Student Assignment 2014-15 

 

27 | P a g e  

ATTENDANCE AREAS WITH AT LEAST TWICE AS MANY KINDERGARTNERS 

We explored the following questions for the seven attendance areas that have at least two 
kindergartner residents for every kindergarten seat. 

1. How many kindergarten residents are there for every general education seat? 
2. What percent of kindergartners who request the school as a first choice get assigned? 
3. Are there city-wide seats in the school? 
4. Are there city-wide schools in the attendance area? 
5. Is the school located in an area of the City experiencing housing growth? 
6. Is the school located near other attendance areas that have more seats than residents? 

School 
1. # K for 

each gen 
ed seat? 

2. % 1st choice 
request and 
assigned? 

3. City-wide 
seats in 
school? 

4. City-wide 
school? 

5. Housing 
growth 
expected? 

6. Near area 
with more 
seats? 

Carver 4.0 100% No No Yes No 
Drew 3.6 100% No No Yes No 
Clarendon 2.7 18% Yes – 50% for 

JBBP 
Yes – Rooftop 
& AF Yu  

No Yes 

Malcolm X 2.7 100% No No Yes No 
Webster 2.2 100% Yes – 50% for 

Spanish  
Yes – 
Carmichael 

Yes Yes 

Vis Valley 2.1 100% Yes – 33% for 
Chinese 

No Yes No 

Bryant 2.1 100% Yes – 50% for 
Spanish 

No Yes Yes 

OBSERVATIONS 

Clarendon is the only school where students who request their attendance area schools as a first 
choice do not get assigned.  This is because the other schools don’t receive as many first choice 
requests from their attendance area residents. Clarendon is also the only school that has city-wide 
seats in the school and two city-wide schools co-located in the attendance area (Rooftop and Alice 
Fong Yu).  In addition, it is near attendance areas that currently have more space than residents 
(e.g., McKinley, West Portal, Fenstein), and significant housing growth is not expected in this area of 
the city. This provides opportunities for Clarendon, such as redrawing the attendance areas and 
adjusting the number of city-wide seats available, that don’t necessarily exist in other areas. 

Vis Valley, Bryant, and Webster are located in areas of the city where housing growth is expected.  
They all have city-wide seats in their school, and a city-wide school is co-located in Webster’s 
attendance area. There are a limited number of attendance areas nearby that currently have more 
seats than residents.  This provides some opportunity, although not as significant as the opportunity 
for Clarendon, to redraw attendance areas and/or adjust the number of city-wide seats. 

Carver, Drew, and Malcolm X are all located in the south east of the City, they have a higher ratio of 
residents to seats than any other school, they don’t have any city-wide seats, a city-wide school is 
not co-located in their attendance area, significant housing growth is expected in the area, and they 
are no schools close by that have more seats than residents. Redrawing attendance areas and/or 
adjusting city-wide seats will not help alleviate the tension between the number of residents and 
seats. 
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ATTENDANCE AREAS IN THE BAYVIEW 

This section of the report explores the attendance areas in the Bayview in more depth because of the high 
concentration of students living in the area relative to the number of seats in the area, and because most of 
the schools in the area are racially isolated with high concentrations of historically underserved students. 

There are about 4 kindergarten residents for every kindergarten seat at Carver, 3 residents for every 
seat at Drew, and 2 residents for every seat at Malcolm X and Bret Harte.  However, despite the high 
density of students living near these schools they currently under enrolled with ample capacity to 
accommodate more students.  This is because very few families living in the Bayview request the 
schools in the Bayview. 

The table below shows the number of kindergarten applicants living in each of the attendance areas 
in the Bayview that listed their attendance area school as a first choice last year. 

School 

Total # Kindergartners 
Living in Attendance 
Area 

1st Choice Requests 
from Kindergartners 
Living in AA  % 

Carver 123 1 1% 

Drew 134 5 4% 

Harte 55 5 9% 

Malcolm X                36 1 3% 

Attracting a larger number of attendance area residents to the schools in the Bayview will increase 
enrollment and, given the increasing residential diversity in the Bayview, might help reverse the 
trend of racial isolation and the concentration of underserved students in the schools.  

Strategies that address the needs and desires of the community living near the schools should 
yield an increase in requests from families living near the schools.  For example, developing a 
deeper understanding of the programs and services families in the area desire might help us design 
programs and services that appeal to the community, and implementing targeted outreach and 
marketing campaigns that raise awareness about the strengths of each school might help increase 
the size and diversity of the applicant pools.  These approaches were employed with great success 
for Willie Brown Jr., middle school.  

If the desire for families living in the Bayview to attend a school in the Bayview increases, we have 
capacity to support an increase in demand in the immediate future. However, as schools in the 
Bayview become more desirable to families living in the Bayview, and as the population grows due 
to new housing, we might reach a point where we are unable to offer all families in the Bayview an 
opportunity to enroll in their attendance area school.  This would be a welcome departure from 
historic trends. 

In the event it happens, redrawing the attendance area boundaries and reimagining city-wide 
schools will not help alleviate any potential tensions between a significant increase in desire from 
residents and the number of seats available.  Instead, the District will need to embrace strategies to 
increase the number of seats available, for example, repurposing the use of existing school facilities 
and/or possibly opening more schools. 
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OBSERVATIONS 

While there are more kindergartners living in the Bayview than seats available, the schools are under 
enrolled because very few families living in the Bayview request the schools in the Bayview.  

Strategies that address the needs and desires of the community living near the schools should yield 
an increase in requests from families in the area, and it might also help reverse the trend of racial 
isolation. 

Schools in the Bayview currently have capacity to support an increase in demand.  However, as the 
population grows due to new housing and as the schools become more desirable, we might reach a 
point in the future where we are unable to offer all families in the Bayview an opportunity to enroll in 
their attendance area school.  This would be a welcome departure from historic trends, and at that 
point we would need to explore ways to increase the number of seats available in the Bayview.  

CLARENDON’S ATTENDANCE AREA 

This section of the report explores Clarendon’s attendance area in more depth because the percent of 
students living in Clarendon’s attendance area who listed the general education program at Clarendon as a 
first choice and got assigned is significantly lower than any other attendance area. 

There are 220 kindergarten openings in the three schools located in Clarendon’s attendance area – 
Clarendon, Rooftop, and Alice Fong Yu.  However, the attendance area tiebreaker only applies to 44 
(20%) of the seats.  The other 176 seats are city-wide, which means students living in the 
attendance area do not get a preference for these seats. 

Last year, there were approximately 120 kindergarten students living in Clarendon’s attendance 
area, which is about 54% of the total capacity.  While the three schools in the attendance area 
theoretically have space to accommodate all the students residing in the attendance area, when you 
remove the city-wide seats from the equation kindergarten residents represent 274% of the 
capacity. 

While this tension between seats and residents is not unique to Clarendon, only 18% of families 
living in Clarendon’s attendance area who listed the general education program as a first choice 
received an offer to Clarendon. This is significantly lower than all other attendance areas. 

To increase the likelihood that students living in Clarendon’s attendance area who request it as a 
first choice could get assigned, we could explore ways to increase the ratio of general education 
seats to kindergarten residents.  For example, we could explore ways to reduce the number of 
attendance area residents and/or increase the number of general education seats. 
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Reduce the Size of Clarendon’s Attendance Area 

To reduce the number of attendance area residents we would need to reduce the size of Clarendon’s 
attendance area.  Seven schools share Clarendon’s attendance area boundary, so any changes to its 
attendance area might impact these attendance areas and their surrounding attendance areas. 

• Grattan, Jefferson, Milk, Alvarado, and Miraloma currently have more residents than seats, 
so while these boundaries could be adjusted to accommodate changes in the area, they 
could not be enlarged to help reduce the size of Clarendon’s attendance area. 

• McKinley and West Portal have more seats than residents, so these attendance areas could 
be increased to help decrease the size of Clarendon’s attendance area.  There are a number 
of schools to the west and south west of Clarendon’s with more seats than residents 
(Lakeshore, Feinstein, Sunset, Ulloa), so their boundaries could be enlarged to help reduce 
the size of Clarendon’s attendance area boundary. 

Before adjusting attendance area boundaries, staff would need additional guidance from the Board 
of Education.  Specifically, staff and the demographers would need confirmation of the factors the 
Board would like taken into account when drawing the boundaries.  According to the Board’s current 
policy for student assignment, the following factors should be taken into account: neighborhood 
demographics (with the goal of maximizing racial diversity); where students live now and where enrollment 
changes are expected in the future; availability of facilities; traffic patterns; location of programs (for 
example, pre-K, special education, and language pathways); and coherence of pre-K to kindergarten and 
elementary to middle school pathways.   

Before adjusting the boundaries, it would be important to confirm that these factors should continue 
to drive the design of the boundaries. 

Increase the Number of General Education Seats 

Here are some possible strategies to increase the number of general education seats available to 
residents of Clarendon’s attendance area. 

1. Decrease the number of seats at Clarendon reserved for the city-wide JBBP pathway.  
Currently 44 seats in Clarendon are reserved for the JBBP pathway; that’s 50% of the seats.   

a. Would it be possible to maintain the program if we reserved 22 instead of 44 seats 
for JBBP?  

b. Alternatively, should we consider moving the JBBP at Clarendon to another school in 
order to double the number of general education seats available for attendance area 
residents? 

2. Add general education seats to one or both of the other schools co-located in Clarendon’s 
attendance area. 

a. Should Alice Fong Yu K8 continue to be a full immersion school or should it phase in 
a general education pathway? 

b. Should Rooftop K8 allocate a certain percent of it seats for the attendance area 
tiebreaker?  Should a similar approach be explored for all other K8 schools? 
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The following factors should be considered with evaluating the feasibility of moving an existing 
language pathway. 

Facilities at the New 
Location 

• Does the school have enough classrooms to accommodate the full 
pathway at each grade level? E.g., a pathway with 2 cohorts, K-5, 
would need at least 10 classrooms if the whole pathway moves. 

Impact on Existing 
Programs at the New 
Location 

• Would the pathway add value or overwhelm the school given pre-
existing EL Pathways, Special Education services, etc.?  

• How would the pathway change student demographics at the new 
location? 

Proximity of the Same 
Pathway 

• What is the proximity of the new location to the same pathway at 
another school?  

• Is it in the same neighborhood or across the City? 

Responses from 
Pathway Families and at 
the New Location 

• Would pathway families be willing to move to the new location? 
• How would families at the new location react to the additional 

pathway? 

Leadership of the New 
Location 

• Would the leadership have the capacity to effectively support and 
implement the pathway? 

Pathway Staffing 
• How many teachers would be willing to move to the new location? 
• If there are vacancies due to the move, would there be eligible 

pathway teachers to fill the openings? 

 

OBSERVATION 

With additional guidance from the Board, staff could explore reducing the number of attendance 
area residents and/or increasing the number of general education seats to increase the ratio of 
general education seats to kindergarteners living in Clarendon’s attendance area. For example, we 
could redraw the attendance area boundaries to decrease the number of residents living in 
Clarendon’s attendance area, and/or increase the number of attendance area seats available by 
reducing the number of city-wide seats in Clarendon’s attendance area. 

 

 

 

  



Student Assignment 2014-15 

 

32 | P a g e  

6. WHAT MIGHT HAPPEN IF THE ATTENDANCE AREA TIEBREAKER WAS RANKED 
HIGHER THAN THE CTIP1 TIEBREAKER? 

QUICK FACTS ABOUT CTIP1 

The Census Tract Integration Preference (CTIP) operates as a preference/tiebreaker in the choice 
student assignment process.  It is designed to help reduce the trend of racial isolation and provide 
equitable access to the range of opportunities offered to students.   

Areas of the city with the lowest average test score (CTIP1) were identified by calculating the 
average test scores over a seven year period for K-12 students, ranking all of San Francisco’s 
Census Tracts, and dividing that ranking into quintiles, each containing approximately one-fifth of 
the students.  Census Tracts with the lowest average test scores were designated CTIP1. 

This method was intentionally designed to assign a preference based on the characteristics of where 
a student lives instead of the characteristics of an individual student or a school. 

When developing the current student assignment policy, the demographers looked at a variety of 
methods and concluded that using multiple years of average test scores correlates reasonably 
closely with other diversity characteristics. CTIP1 areas have high concentrations of historically 
underserved students, high concentrations of students living in public housing, and high 
concentrations of lower-income 
households.   

In general, the racial/ethnic breakdown 
of students living in CTIP1 areas of the 
city has not changed.   

• 55% of all African American 
applicants and 36% of all Hispanic 
applicants live in an area of the city 
with the lowest average test scores. 

• Last year in Round 1, 66% of 
kindergarten applicants living in 
CTIP1 were African American or 
Hispanic, 15% were Asian, 10% were 
White, and 9% were Other. 

The demographers recommended that we refresh the data every three or four years. They 
suggested there is too much annual variation in small geographical areas for single-year data to be 
reliable. We recently refreshed the analysis of test score data and updated the CTIP1 areas on time 
for the enrollment cycle for the 2014-15 school year.  
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WHAT MIGHT HAPPEN IF THE ATTENDANCE AREA TIEBREAKER WAS RANKED 
HIGHER THAN THE CTIP1 TIEBREAKER? 

With the exception of nine attendance area schools (Alamo, Alvarado, Argonne, Clarendon, Grattan, 
Miraloma, Peabody, New Traditions, and Sherman), all kindergartners who requested their attendance 
area school as a first choice got assigned when the CTIP1 tiebreaker was ranked higher than the 
attendance area (Round 1, 2013-14 SY), and when the attendance area was ranked higher than 
CTIP1 (simulation).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Below is a summary of the changes that occurred at Alamo, Alvarado, Argonne, Clarendon, Grattan, 
Miraloma, Peabody, New Traditions, and Sherman when we simulated an assignment run that ranked 
the attendance area tiebreaker higher than the CTIP1 tiebreaker.   

   Round 1:  
Sibling, CTIP1, AA 

Simulation:  
Sibling, AA, CTIP1 

 

 
 
School 

Total # 
Kindergartners Living 
in Attendance Area 

# Requested 
Attendance 
Area as 1st 

Choice 

AA School 
1st Choice 
Assigned  

AA School  
1st Choice  

NOT 
Assigned  

AA School 
1st Choice 
Assigned  

AA School 
1st Choice 

NOT 
Assigned  

 
 

Difference  

Alamo                    121 42 40 2 40 2 0 
Alvarado                 114 29 15 14 15 14 0 
Argonne 99 44 33 11 34 10 1 
Clarendon        120 34 6 28 15 19 9 
Grattan                  75 51 34 17 49 2 15 
Miraloma                 88 48 31 17 35 13 4 
New 
Traditions  

94 20 12 8 16 4 4 

Peabody           53 19 13 6 14 5 1 
Sherman                  77 33 27 6 32 1 5 
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The table and graph below show the demographic shifts that occurred at the nine schools when the 
attendance area tiebreaker was placed above the CTIP1 tiebreaker. 

Change in Number Enrolled at Each School by Race/Ethnicity 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

OBSERVATIONS 

When the attendance area tiebreaker was ranked higher than the CTIP1 tiebreaker, 39 additional 
students who requested their general education attendance area school as a first choice got 
assigned to their attendance area school. 

Grattan and Clarendon saw the most significant increase in the number of additional attendance 
area students offered an assignment. 

The number of African Americans offered an assignment dropped by 10, Asian increased by 3, 
Hispanic dropped by 10, Other increased by 2, and Whites increased by 15 when the attendance 
area tiebreaker was placed above the CTIP1 tiebreaker. 

School 
African 

American 
Asian Hispanic Other White 

Alamo   -2 -1   3 

Alvarado 

 
1 -3 2 

 Argonne   1   1 -2 

Clarendon -3 8 -2 

 
-3 

Grattan -1 -1 1 -2 3 

Miraloma -1 -1 
  

2 

New 
Traditions 

-4 
1     

3 

Peabody 

 
-2 -2 1 3 

Sherman -1 -2 -3   6 

Total -10 3 -10 2 15 
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7. DO REQUESTS FROM CTIP1 RESIDENTS VARY BY RACE/ETHNICITY? 

Last year, the 133 African American kindergartners living in CTIP1 requested 41 different schools 
as a first choice.  Schools that received 3 or more requests are listed below. 

School # Requests 
1. Drew ES 15 

2. Rooftop K8 13 

3. New Trad ES 7 

4. Clarendon ES 6 

5. Hillcrest ES 5 

6. Taylor ES 5 

7. Lawton K8 5 

8. Lilienthal K8 5 

9. Yu K8 5 

10. Cobb ES 4 

11. Glen Park ES 4 

12. Lakeshore ES 4 

13. Monroe ES 4 

14. Muir ES 4 

15. Milk ES 3 

16. Miraloma ES 3 

17. Sherman ES 3 

18. Vis Valley ES 3 

19. Fairmount ES 3 

The 120 Asian kindergartners living in CTIP1 requested 40 different schools as a first choice.  
Schools that received 3 or more requests are listed below. 

School # Requests 
1. Taylor ES 17 

2. Tenderloin ES 10 

3. Vis Valley ES 9 

4. Chin ES 6 

5. Parks ES 5 

6. W Portal ES 5 

7. Yu K8 5 

8. Clarendon ES 4 

9. King ES 4 

10. Sherman ES 4 

11. Lawton K8 4 

12. Lau ES 3 

13. Redding ES 3 

14. Ulloa ES 3 

15. BV/ Mann K8 3 

16. Carmichael ES 3 



Student Assignment 2014-15 

 

36 | P a g e  

The 396 Hispanic kindergartners living in 
CTIP1 requested 53 different schools as a 
first choice.  Schools that received 3 or more 
requests are listed below. 

School # Requests 
1. BV/ Mann K8 51 

2. Moscone ES 40 

3. Marshall ES 34 

4. Chavez ES 29 

5. Alvarado ES 22 

6. Bryant ES 21 

7. Fairmount ES 18 

8. Flynn ES 16 

9. Taylor ES 12 

10. Revere ES 12 

11. Hillcrest ES 11 

12. Tenderloin ES 10 

13. Sanchez ES 7 

14. Spring V ES 7 

15. Webster ES 6 

16. Guadalupe ES 5 

17. Harte ES 5 

18. Rooftop K8 5 

19. Clarendon ES 4 

20. Glen Park ES 4 

21. Grattan ES 4 

22. Monroe ES 4 

23. Parks ES 4 

24. Carmichael ES 4 

25. Cleveland ES 3 

26. Garfield ES 3 

27. King ES 3 

28. McKinley ES 3 

29. Muir ES 3 

30. Peabody ES 3 

31. Serra ES 3 

32. Sherman ES 3 

33. Lawton K8 3 

34. SF Community  3 

35. Yu K8 3 

 
 

The 83 White kindergartners living in CTIP1 
requested 23 different schools as a first 
choice.  Schools that received 3 or more 
requests are listed below. 

School # Requests 
1. Rooftop K8 10 

2. Alvarado ES 9 

3. Clarendon ES 9 

4. Grattan ES 9 

5. McKinley ES 8 

6. BV/ Mann K8 7 

7. Webster ES 5 

8. Lilienthal K8 4 

9. Miraloma ES 3 

10. New Trad ES 3 

 

OBSERVATIONS  

Rooftop and Clarendon were listed among 
the top most requested schools for African 
American and White residents of CTIP1.   

The schools that received the greatest 
number of first choice requests from Asian 
residents of CTIP1 (Taylor, Tenderloin, Vis 
Valley, Chin) were not among the most 
requested choices for any other racial ethnic 
group. 

The same is true for Hispanic residents of 
CTIP1.  BV/Mann, Moscone, Marshall, and 
Chavez were had the greatest number of 
requests from Hispanic residents of CTIP1, 
however, they did not receive many requests 
from any other racial/ethnic group living in 
CTIP1. 

Asian and Hispanic families tend to request 
schools in or near CTIP1 more often than 
White or African American students.  
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ENROLLMENT PATTERNS FOR CTIP1 RESIDENTS 

The map below illustrates SFUSD’s 58 attendance areas, and areas of the city with the lowest 
average test scores (CTIP1) are highlighted in green.  Schools that last year had a kindergarten 
enrollment of more than 50% CTIP1 residents are indicated on the map. 

 

OBSERVATION 

Last year, 10 of the 11 schools with a kindergarten enrollment of more than 50%CTIP1 residents 
were located in or near areas of the city with the lowest average test scores.  Rooftop was the only 
school with a kindergarten enrollment of more than 50% CTIP1 residents that was not located 
close to CTIP1. 
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8. HOW MIGHT WE ADJUST THE CTIP1 TIEBREAKER TO GET MORE TARGETED 
AND ADDRESS ISSUES OF FRAUD? 

The Diversity Index Lottery used a series of student characteristics, many of which were self-
reported and not verifiable. For example, one of the factors was the level of education attained by 
the mother of the applicant. Families tended to report information they perceived would increase 
their odds of getting one of their choices.  When developing the current student assignment lottery 
the Board paid tremendous attention to the notion of gaming and made every effort to come up 
with a student assignment system that would reduce the opportunity for families to lie in order to 
get one of their choices. 

The CTIP1 tiebreaker was intentionally designed to assign a preference based on the 
characteristics of where a student lives instead of the characteristics of individual applicants or a 
school.   

Recognizing that where families live is a dominant feature of the new student assignment lottery 
system, the Board included language in the student assignment policy that asked the 
Superintendent to undertake measures to: 

• Investigate the accuracy of home addresses and where appropriate pursue criminal and/or civil 
action against individuals who submit fraudulent information.  Investigations shall in no way be 
used to determine the legal status of the student or the family.  Should investigations conclude 
that fraudulent information was submitted, the Superintendent shall have the right to revoke the 
assignment.  

Accordingly, the Educational Placement Center and the Legal Department worked to establish a 
team to respond to any red flags and/or reports from community members about potential 
address fraud. 

While we’ve developed systems and structures to respond to address fraud, the Board has also 
raised concerns that while CTIP1 areas of the city have high concentrations of historically 
underserved students living in low-income households, this is not the profile of 100% of CTIP1 
residents. 

To address this concern, staff shared the following ideas for a more targeted tiebreaker with the 
Board in December 2014.  These suggestions could be used instead of or in addition to the CTIP1 
tiebreaker. 

1. Add a tiebreaker for students who live in public housing.  This tiebreaker could be verified 
by asking the City to provide us with the addresses for all public housing units in San 
Francisco and then cross referencing that data with the addresses families list on their 
enrollment application.  This verification process would reduce the opportunity for fraud. It 
is not clear what systems and structures we would need to establish to add this to our 
student assignment process, however, it is clear that it would increase the amount of time 
needed to process requests and mail offers to families. 

2. Add a tiebreaker for foster youth.  This tiebreaker could be verified using the Foster Focus 
database. 
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3. Add a tiebreaker for families in transition.  This would be harder to verify and would 
therefore provide greater opportunity for fraud. 

4. Add a tiebreaker for students enrolled in Head Start.  Currently there is not a great data 
source that we could use to cross-reference with addresses from applicants. 

5. Add a tiebreaker for students eligible for free/reduced price meals.  Since we don’t have 
this information for incoming kindergarteners, it could not be used as a tiebreaker for 
kindergarten. 

6. Add a tiebreaker based on an applicants test scores.  Since this information is only 
available for students currently enrolled in SFUSD, it could not be used as a tiebreaker for 
students new to the district, including kindergarteners.   

OBSERVATIONS 

It would be possible to verify a tiebreaker for students living in public housing and/or foster youth.  
A tiebreaker for families in transition or families enrolled in Head Start would be more difficult to 
verify.  

If we use a tiebreaker for students eligible for free/reduced price meals it could not apply to 
incoming kindergartners.  Similarly, we could not use a tiebreaker based on an applicant’s test 
scores for incoming kindergartners, nor could it be used for students new to the district 
regardless of the grade they are applying to. 

With additional guidance from the Board, staff could explore whether adding a tiebreaker to use 
with or instead of CTIP1 might help reduce racial/isolation and the concentration of underserved 
students in the same school. 
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NEXT STEPS 

Staff plans to discuss this report with the Board of Education at a public meeting on April 13, 
2015.  This public forum will provide an opportunity for the Board to give feedback to staff, and 
for the Board and staff to gather feedback from the public. 

With additional guidance from the Board, staff can explore how any of the following strategies 
might help reverse the trend of racial isolation, provide equitable access, and provide 
transparency at every stage of the assignment process. 

• Increase the desirability of racially isolated, under enrolled schools in the Bayview. For 
example: 

o Develop a deeper understanding of the programs and services families in the area 
desire, and implement programs and services that appeal to the community; 

o Implement targeted outreach and marketing campaigns that raise awareness 
about the strengths of each school. 

• Increase the ratio of general education seats to kindergartners living in Clarendon’s 
attendance area.  This could be accomplished a number of different ways, including: 

o Reducing the size of Clarendon’s attendance area and increasing the size of 
surrounding attendance areas; 

o Reducing the size of, or relocating, the JBBP program at Clarendon to increase the 
number of general education seats available for the attendance area tiebreaker; 

o Adding general education seats to one or both of the schools co-located in 
Clarendon’s attendance area (Rooftop K8 and Alice Fong Yu). 

• Add a tiebreaker for students who live in public housing and/or a tiebreaker for foster 
youth.  One or both of these tiebreakers could be used with or instead of CTIP1. 
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1. HISTORICAL CONTEXT 

CONSENT DECREE 

In 1978, the San Francisco NAACP brought a case against SFUSD and the State of California.  The 
NAACP argued that the SFUSD and the State engaged in discriminatory practices and maintained 
a segregated school system in violation of the U.S. Constitution, federal statues, and the State of 
California Constitution. 

In 1983, the U.S. District Court approved a type of agreement between the parties called a 
“Consent Decree” which had two primary goals for the SFUSD:  

• continued and accelerated efforts to achieve academic excellence for all students with a 
particular focus on African American and Latino students; and  

• elimination of racial/ethnic segregation or identifiability in any school, program, or 
classroom to the extent practicable. 

In implementing the 1983 Consent Decree, SFUSD created a student assignment plan and a 
transportation system designed to support SFUSD’s efforts to desegregate its schools.  The 
student assignment plan used a combination of schools with both contiguous and noncontiguous 
attendance areas, alternative schools (without attendance areas), and optional enrollment 
requests which allowed students to transfer to schools outside of their attendance area school.  In 
addition, no school could have fewer than four racial/ethnic groups, and no racial/ethnic group 
could constitute more than 45% of the students at attendance area schools or 40% at alternative 
schools.  

In 1994, a group of San Francisco families sued the SFUSD for using race as a factor in school 
assignment, and as part of a 1999 settlement, SFUSD was prohibited from using race or ethnicity 
as a consideration in student assignment.  In attempting to comply with that agreement, SFUSD 
initially proposed an assignment plan that used a lottery process in which race/ethnicity was one 
factor, but the Court rejected that plan.   

In 2001, the Court approved a settlement agreement that included a new student assignment 
method called the Diversity Index, which was implemented for the 2002-03 school year and was 
used through the 2010-11 school year. The Diversity Index was designed to:  

• give families choice;  
• ensure equitable access; and  
• promote diversity without using race/ethnicity.   

On December 31, 2005, the Consent Decree expired, and for the first time in 22 years the SFUSD 
student assignment process was not regulated by the courts.  
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CONCERNS ABOUT THE DIVERSITY INDEX 

The Board had many concerns about the diversity index, not least of which was that it was not 
meeting the Board’s longtime goal of reducing racial isolation and improving educational 
opportunities and outcomes for all students.  The number of schools with high concentrations of a 
single racial/ethnic group increased over the years under the diversity index.  In 2008, a quarter 
of SFUSD’s schools had more than 60% of a single racial/ethnic group, even though SFUSD’s 
overall enrollment was racially/ethnically diverse and did not have a majority group. 

In addition, although SFUSD had opened, closed, merged, and redesigned schools, the 
attendance area boundaries had not been revised since the 1980s.  The Board was also 
concerned that some schools were over enrolled while others were under enrolled, and that the 
participation rates in the choice process varied greatly by race/ethnicity.  Finally, many families 
reported finding the system time consuming, unpredictable, and difficult to understand. 

HEARING FROM THE COMMUNITY 

SFUSD partnered with different community members and organizations over the years to gather 
feedback on the student assignment system.  SFUSD has heard from thousands of families and 
other community members regarding their experience, concerns, and suggestions for student 
assignment.  Families consistently report wanting quality schools and a fair and equitable system 
that is easy to understand.  

While families consistently report wanting quality schools, there are many divergent perspectives 
on what student assignment should prioritize and support.  For example, some families want a 
school close to home, while others feel that choosing a school with particular programmatic 
features is more important than having a school close to home.   

Here is a high-level summary of key findings from the community reports.  For the purposes of the 
summary, we have pulled out findings that relate only to the student assignment system.   

• Most families want their school communities to reflect San Francisco’s socioeconomic and 
cultural diversity.  But for families across the city, diversity is often trumped by a school’s 
location, academic quality, and their own feeling of belonging. 

• Even families who are happy with their children’s schools want more predictability in the 
enrollment process and are uncomfortable with a process that feels excessively 
complicated or random.  

• Families want SFUSD to provide clear and accessible information that will help them 
choose a school that is a good fit for their child.  

• Families want to participate fully in the enrollment process, but many encounter 
significant language, time, and information barriers.  
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CURRENT POLICY 

In December 2008, the Board convened an Ad Hoc Committee on Student Assignment to provide 
a regular and public way for the Board to conduct public policy discussions with staff about the 
redesign of student assignment.  Between December 2008 and January 2010, the Board held 
monthly Ad Hoc Committee meetings, and staff, with assistance from local and national partners 
and guidance from the Board, analyzed current conditions, explored different student assignment 
options, and gathered additional feedback from the community.   

Key findings from the research and analysis captured the complexity of designing a student 
assignment system that could meet the Board’s goal of reversing the trend of racial isolation and 
the concentration of underserved students in the same school. 

• Neighborhood schools are limited in their ability to reverse the trend of racial isolation and the 
concentration of underserved students in the same school, although under a neighborhood 
system some schools might be less racially concentrated than they are today, and many 
schools might have a more robust enrollment.  

• Different choice systems are limited in their ability to reverse the trend of racial isolation and 
the concentration of underserved students in the same school because the applicant pools for 
individual schools are racially isolated, and all families do not have the same opportunity to 
understand which schools they like and to submit their choices on-time for the assignment 
process. 

• To reverse the trend of racial isolation and the concentration of underserved students in the 
same school through student assignment alone, the Board would need to assign students to 
schools they have not historically requested and to schools far from where they live.  For 
example, some students living on the west side of the city and in the north of the city would 
need to be assigned to schools on the east side of the city and the southeast side of the city, 
and vice-versa. 

SFUSD staff concluded that a new student assignment system is one part of creating educational 
environments in which all students can flourish.  School quality is the paramount concern, and a 
student assignment system alone cannot ensure school quality, although it does have a role to 
play in creating diverse learning environments and robust enrollments in all SFUSD schools. 

In March 2010, the Board unanimously approved a student assignment policy (P5101) that 
maintained choice as a tactic for achieving its goals, but that simplified the system and 
differentiated it for elementary, middle, and high school.  

Per Board Policy P5101 the student assignment system places students in their highest ranked 
requests as long as there is space.  If there are more requests for a school than openings, the 
student assignment system sorts all requests using a series of preferences, called tiebreakers, to 
assign applicants to schools. If there is not enough space to offer a student one of their choices, 
they get offered an assignment to the school closest to where they live with openings. 

A copy of the student assignment method outlined in Board Policy P5101 is provided in Appendix 
3. 
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2. POLICY AMENDMENTS SINCE MARCH 2010 

This section of the report describes any amendments to policy P5101, as well as changes to the 
procedures for administering the policy, since the Board approved it on March 9, 2010.  

POLICY AMENDMENTS 

The policy amendments noted below have been incorporated into P5101. 

September 28, 2010 Board Meeting (108-24SpE Superintendent’s Proposal) 
The Board approved the design for new attendance areas for elementary schools; an 
extension for implementation of elementary-to-middle school feeder patterns; and middle 
school attendance areas until the 2012-13 school year, and a temporary student assignment 
process for middle school students for the 2011-12 school year. 

June 14, 2011 Board Meeting (1115-24-Sp1 Superintendent’s Proposal) 
The Board amended student assignment policy P5101 to include elementary-to-middle 
school feeder patterns that operate as a tiebreaking factor in the choice process starting in 
the 2012-13 school year and for four years thereafter.  Beginning with enrollment for the 
2017-18 school year, fifth graders will receive an initial assignment to the feeder middle 
school based on the elementary school they attend, and they will have subsequent 
opportunities to participate in a choice process.  
 

The Board also amended P5101 to improve the assignment process for language pathways, 
and to eliminate the density tiebreaker since it was not working as originally intended. 

May 27, 2014 Board Meeting (Agenda Item U – Other Informational Items) 
The Superintendent shared that staff planned to adjust the middle school feeder patterns for 
Bryant and Webster beginning with the 2015-16 school year. Everett would become the 
middle school feeder for Bryant elementary school, and Lick would become the middle 
school feeder for Webster elementary school.  Adjustments to the middle school feeder 
patterns for Bryant and Webster were necessary because their middle school feeder, ISA, was 
phasing out the middle school grades.  The Board discussed adjustments to the middle school 
feeder patterns for Bryant and Webster at a series of public meetings between June 2013 and 
May 2014. 

August 26, 2014 (148-26Sp1 Superintendent’s Proposal) 
The Board amended student assignment policy P5101 to include student assignment policy 
guidelines for Willie L. Brown, Jr. middle school for the 2015-16 and 2016-17 school years.  
The student assignment process approved by the Board for this two year period gave 
preference to applicants in the following order: younger siblings; students attending 5th grade 
at one of eight elementary schools (Carver, Drew, Harte, Malcolm X, Lau, Miraloma, Moscone, 
ER Taylor); students who live in 94124; students who live in CTIP1 areas.  By June 2016 the 
Superintendent plans to recommend specific elementary schools to feed into Willie L. Brown 
middle school.  
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September 23, 2014 (149-23Sp2 Superintendent’s Proposal) 
The Board modified the interim student assignment policy for Willie L. Brown, Jr. middle 
school that was approved in August 2014.  The revised student assignment process for 2015-
16 and 2016-17 gives preference to applicants in the following order: younger siblings; 
students attending 5th grade at Carver, Drew, Harte and Malcolm X; students who reside in 
94124; students who reside in CTIP1 areas.   
 
In addition to modifying the order of priorities for students applying to Willie L. Brown middle 
school, the high school choice process was modified to create a high school priority for 
students who attend 6th, 7th, and 8th grade at Willie L. Brown middle school.  This new 
preference will become effective in the 2018-19 school year when the first cohort of students 
graduate from middle school and apply to high school, and it will continue for the 2019-20 
and 2020-21 school years.  However, it may be reviewed, modified or extended for future 
implementation.  

ADMINISTRATIVE CHANGES 

Since the changes noted below are administrative in nature they have not incorporated into Board 
Policy P5101; instead they have been incorporated into the administrative regulations and 
enrollment materials maintained by the EPC. 

 
• Tiebreakers for Transitional Kindergarten (TK) 

At the August 27, 2012 Ad Hoc Committee on Student Assignment, staff shared that, 
beginning with the enrollment process for the 2013-14 school year, students enrolled in an 
SFUSD TK and applying to kindergarten will receive a TK tiebreaker that mirrors the Pre-K 
tiebreaker policy guidelines set forth in P5101. 

o For attendance area schools, students who live in the attendance area of the school, 
and are enrolled in an SFUSD TK in the same attendance area, will get a TK tiebreaker 
if they apply to kindergarten at that attendance area school. 

o For city-wide schools (i.e., elementary schools that do not have an attendance area), 
students enrolled in an SFUSD TK at a city-wide school will get a TK tiebreaker if they 
apply to kindergarten at that city-wide school. 
 

 
• Adjustments to the elementary attendance areas: Miraloma and Sunnyside 

At the August 28, 2012 Board meeting (Agenda U - Other Informational Items), the 
Superintendent shared that staff planned to adjust the elementary attendance areas prior to 
launching the enrollment process for the 2013-14 school year. The adjustment reduces the 
size of Miraloma’s attendance area and increases the size of Sunnyside’s attendance area by 
moving the Sunnyside boundary north to encompass Sunnyside Playground and Sunnyside 
Conservatory.  These modifications were recommended by the community and reviewed and 
approved by staff.  Additional information is available in the 2nd Annual Report on Student 
Assignment. 
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• Updated CTIP Map for 2014-15 Enrollment Cycle 
At the August 14, 2013 Ad Hoc Committee on Student Assignment, staff shared that 
beginning with the enrollment process for the 2014-15 school year SFUSD would use an 
updated map to assign students living in areas of the city with the lowest average test score a 
CTIP1 tiebreaker.  Lapkoff & Gobalet Demographic Research, Inc. shared the details of their 
analysis.  Only five changes were recommended, four of which were associated with the shift 
to 2010 Census tracts, the fifth from improved test scores in one of the original CTIP1 tracts.  
 

• Special Education 
Students who receive special education services in a general education classroom, specifically 
students with Related Services or Resource Specialist services, have historically participated 
in the student assignment process with all General Education students. 

For the 2013-14 school year, all students with disabilities that have services identified in their 
Individualized Education Program (IEP) participated in the student assignment process. The 
Service Delivery Options (General Education, Resource Specialist, Related Services, Separate 
Classes) describe the primary settings where special education services are delivered and how 
students are assigned to schools. 

Students requiring special education services for 49% of the day or less are assigned to the 
general education classroom for the majority of the day.  Any student who receives the service 
delivery options  (General Education, Related Services, or Resource Specialist) may apply for 
any school as these services are available at all K-12 schools.  All appropriate tiebreakers in 
the student assignment process are applied.   

Students who require special education services for 50% or more of the day are assigned to a 
Separate Class (Separate Day Class), which are not available at every school.  Students must 
submit applications to schools which offer the settings and services that are identified through 
the IEP.  All applications are then processed through the student assignment process and all 
appropriate tiebreakers are also applied. 

The results of the student assignment process result in a “tentative assignment” and a 
transitional IEP meeting between staff at the sending and receiving school must be convened 
to ensure that appropriate services will be provided at the new school of assignment.  The 
placement and services are then finalized at the IEP meeting.  
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3. BOARD POLICY P5101: STUDENT ASSIGNMENT METHOD 

ATTENDANCE AREA ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS 

Incoming kindergartners will need to apply for kindergarten by a deadline established by the 
Superintendent.  When submitting their applications, students will be able to request their 
attendance area school, other attendance area schools, city-wide schools, and city-wide programs.  
All requests will be processed at the same time, and all applicants will receive a single assignment 
offer according to the deadlines established by the Superintendent.  

For attendance area elementary schools, the student assignment process will give preference to 
applicants in transitional years (i.e., students entering kindergarten) in the following order: 

1. younger siblings of students who are enrolled in and will be attending the school 
during the year for which the younger sibling requests attendance;  

2. students who live in the attendance area of the school and are enrolled in an SFUSD 
PreK program in the same attendance area;  

3. students who reside in CTIP1 census tracts;  
4. students who live in the attendance area of the school;  
5. all other students.   

Assignments will be made by looking to all the possible combinations of preferences in 
hierarchical order.  For example, a request with a sibling, SFUSD PreK, and CTIP1 preference will 
be ranked higher than a request with only a sibling preference.  The highest preference category 
always trumps any combination of lower preferences.  For example, a request with a sibling 
preference is higher than a request with an SFUSD PreK and CTIP1 preference. If those 
preferences do not resolve ties then seats will be allocated by random lottery.   

Students who are not assigned to one of their choices will be assigned to their attendance area 
school if it still has openings after the choice process, or to the school closest to where they live 
that has openings.  On the application form, applicants can elect to be assigned to the closest 
language or newcomer pathway with openings if none of their choices are available instead of  
being assigned to their attendance area school or the school closest to where they live that has 
openings.  

For non-transitional grades, the preferences will be modified by the Superintendent as appropriate 
to address the goals of the No Child Left Behind Act (“NCLB”), the Open Enrollment Act (“OEA”), 
their successors, and any applicable state or federal requirements.  All of the preferences 
previously listed will otherwise apply.    
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MIDDLE SCHOOLS 

For enrollment of students beginning in the 2012-2013 school year and for four years thereafter, 
the elementary-to-middle school feeder patterns will operate as a tiebreaking factor in the choice 
process.   

Beginning with the enrollment of students for the 2017-2018 school year, SFUSD fifth graders will 
receive an initial assignment to their feeder middle school based on the elementary school they 
attend, and they will have subsequent opportunities to participate in a choice process.  Students 
enrolled in K-8 schools may participate in the middle school choice process, and their K-8 school 
will be considered their feeder middle school.  The assignment process for these two time periods 
is set forth in further detail below.  

The Superintendent shall have the authority to adjust or modify feeder patterns, including when 
necessary due to school closures or openings.  In making any modifications to feeder patterns 
that are prompted by school closures or openings, the Superintendent shall consider the following 
factors: current enrollment patterns and expected future enrollment changes; balancing the size 
of enrollment at various schools; the diversity of enrollment in various schools; the availability of 
facilities; the locations of programs and schools; and the coherence of elementary to middle 
school pathways. 

TRANSITION PERIOD 

This section of the policy governs the enrollment of students into middle schools for the 2012-
2013, 2013-2014, 2014-2015, 2015-2016, and 2016-2017 school years. 

Incoming sixth graders will need to apply for middle school by a deadline established by the 
Superintendent.  When submitting their applications, students will be able to request their feeder 
school or any other middle school.  All requests will be processed at the same time, and all 
applicants will receive a single assignment offer according to the deadlines established by the 
Superintendent.  When middle schools offer more than one program (for example, General 
Education and Immersion), students will need to indicate which program(s) they are applying for, 
and may apply for more than one program at a particular school.  Students enrolled in fifth grade 
in a K-8 school will not need to apply or otherwise participate in this process in order to enter 
sixth grade at their K-8 school, but may elect to participate if they want to attend a different 
middle school. 

If a middle school offers more than one program, students will need to indicate which program(s) 
they are applying for.  The student assignment process will give preference to applicants in 
transitional years (i.e., students entering sixth grade) in the following order, except that students 
applying for programs that have eligibility requirements must meet the applicable requirements 
for those programs: 

1. younger siblings of students who are enrolled in and will be attending the school 
during the year for which the younger sibling requests attendance;  

2. students enrolled in an elementary school that feeds into the requested middle school;  
3. students who reside in CTIP1 census tracts;  
4. all other students.   
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Fifth grade students who are enrolled in an elementary-to-middle school program pathway (for 
example Spanish Immersion to Spanish Secondary Dual Language Pathway) will have priority over 
other students who are otherwise in the same preference category.  Assignments will be made by 
looking to all the possible combinations of preferences outlined above in hierarchical order, and if 
those preferences do not resolve ties then seats will be allocated by random lottery.   

Students who are not assigned to one of their choices will be assigned to their middle school 
feeder school if it has openings after the choice process; otherwise they will be assigned to the 
school closest to where they live that has openings.  On the application form, applicants can elect 
to be assigned to the closest language or newcomer pathway with openings if none of their 
choices are available instead of being assigned to their feeder school or the school closest to 
where they live that has openings. 

For non-transitional grades, the preferences will be modified by the Superintendent as appropriate 
to address the goals of the No Child Left Behind Act (“NCLB”), the Open Enrollment Act (“OEA”), 
their successors, and any applicable state or federal requirements.  All of the applicable 
preferences previously listed will otherwise apply.    

WILLIE L. BROWN, JR. MIDDLE SCHOOL – TRANSITION PERIOD 

This section of the policy governs the enrollment of students into Willie L. Brown, Jr. (Brown) 
middle school for the 2015-2016 and 2016-2017 school years. 

The student assignment process will give preference to Brown applicants in the following order: 

1. younger siblings of students who are enrolled in and will be attending the school 
during the year for which the younger sibling requests attendance;  

2. students attending 5th grade at  one of the following  four elementary schools: Dr. 
George Washington Carver, Dr. Charles Drew, Bret Harte, Malcolm X Academy 
(Bayview preference); 

3. students who reside in 94124 (94124 preference); 
4. students who reside in CTIP1 census tracts; 
5. all other students. 

Assignments will be made by looking to all the possible combinations of preferences outlined 
above in hierarchical order, and if those preferences do not resolve ties then seats will be 
allocated by random lottery.   

Students who are not assigned to one of their choices will be assigned to their middle school 
feeder school if it has openings after the choice process; otherwise they will be assigned to the 
school closest to where they live that has openings.   

For non-transitional grades, the preferences will be modified by the Superintendent as appropriate 
to address the goals of the No Child Left Behind Act (“NCLB”), the Open Enrollment Act (“OEA”), 
their successors, and any applicable state or federal requirements.  All of the applicable 
preferences previously listed will otherwise apply.    
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5th grade students enrolled in the four schools receiving the Bayview preference will maintain their 
middle school feeder tiebreaker; the Bayview preference will not impact middle school 
tiebreakers.  

These preferences will be used to enroll students in Brown for the 2015-16 and 2016-17 school 
years.  By June 2016, the Superintendent will recommend specific elementary schools to feed into 
Brown; this recommendation will be informed by a review of choice, enrollment, and academic 
data.  The recommendation to be presented by June 2016 will provide every elementary school 
with one middle school feeder and the assignment process in the section of this policy called 
“2017-18 School Year, and Thereafter’ will apply to all middle schools including Brown.  

2017-2018 SCHOOL YEAR AND THEREAFTER  

Beginning with the assignment of students for the 2017-2018 school year, all elementary schools 
will feed into a particular middle school.  At the beginning of the enrollment process, SFUSD fifth 
graders will receive an initial assignment to middle school based on the elementary school they 
attend. 

When a middle school offers a program that is part of an elementary-to-middle school program 
pathway (for example, elementary Newcomer/Biliteracy/Immersion language program to 
Secondary Dual Language Pathway), fifth grade students enrolled in the program pathway will 
receive an initial assignment to the program pathway at their middle school. 

After receiving their initial assignment based on the elementary school they attend, and the 
program pathway they are enrolled in, students will have the opportunity to participate in an 
optional choice process.  Through the choice process, students will be able to apply to another 
program at their middle school or any other middle school in the District.  Students applying for 
middle school who are not SFUSD fifth graders, and so do not receive an initial assignment, will 
also have the opportunity to participate in the choice process.  When middle schools offer more 
than one program (for example, General Education and Secondary Dual Language Pathway), 
students will need to indicate which program(s) they are applying for, and may apply for more 
than one program at a particular school. 

Through the choice process, for middle schools, the process will give preference to applicants in 
transitional years (i.e., students transitioning from fifth to sixth grade) in the following order, 
except that students applying for programs that have eligibility requirements must meet the 
applicable requirements for those programs:  

1. students who received an initial assignment to attend that school (this middle school 
feeder tiebreaker will apply when a student is enrolled in the school but not in the 
desired program at the school); 

2. younger siblings of students who are enrolled in and will be attending the school 
during the year for which the younger sibling requests attendance;  

3.  students who reside in CTIP1 census tracts;  
4. all other students.   

Fifth grade students who are enrolled in an elementary-to-middle school program pathway (for 
example Spanish Immersion to Spanish Secondary Dual Language Pathway) will have priority over 
other students who are otherwise in the same preference category.  Assignments will be made by 
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looking to all the possible combinations of preferences outlined above in hierarchical order, and if 
those preferences do not resolve ties then seats will be allocated by random lottery.  This 
preference order will govern the choice process for SFUSD fifth graders, and for non-SFUSD 
students seeking to enroll in middle school in transitional grades. 

Students who are not assigned to one of their choices will be assigned to their middle school 
feeder school if it has openings after the choice process; otherwise they will be assigned to the 
school closest to where they live that has openings.  On the application form, applicants can elect 
to be assigned to the closest language or newcomer pathway with openings if none of their 
choices are available instead of being assigned to their feeder school or the school closest to 
where they live that has openings. 

For non-transitional grades, the preferences will be modified by the Superintendent as appropriate 
to address the goals of the No Child Left Behind Act (“NCLB”), the Open Enrollment Act (“OEA”), 
their successors, and any applicable state or federal requirements.  All of the preferences 
previously listed will otherwise apply.    

HIGH SCHOOLS 

At the beginning of the enrollment process, SFUSD eighth graders will receive an application form 
and a packet of information describing the enrollment process, the timelines, and the SFUSD high 
school options available to them.  The packet of information will include details about resources 
available to assist them learn more about SFUSD high school options and the programs available 
at each high school.  

Incoming ninth graders will need to apply for high school by a deadline established by the 
Superintendent.  When high schools offer more than one program (for example, General Education 
and Secondary Dual Language Pathway), students will need to indicate which program(s) they are 
applying for, and may apply for more than one program at a particular school. 

For high schools the choice process will give preference to applicants in transitional years (i.e., 
students transitioning from eighth to ninth grade) in the following order, except that students 
applying for programs that have eligibility requirements must meet the applicable requirements 
for those programs:  

1. younger siblings of students who are enrolled in and will be attending the school during 
the year for which the younger sibling requests attendance;  

2. students graduating from Willie L. Brown, Jr., Middle School (Brown) who were enrolled in 
and attended Brown in 6th, 7th, and 8th grade (Brown preference); 

3. CTIP1, with a minimum of 20% of seats reserved at each high school for students who live 
in CTIP1 census tracts; 

4. all other students 

The Brown preference will become effective in the 2018-19 school year when Brown’s first cohort 
of students graduate from middle school and apply to high school, and it will continue for the 
2019-20 and 2020-21 school years, but may be reviewed, modified, or extended for future 
implementation. 
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Eighth grade students who are enrolled in a middle-to-high school program pathway (for example 
Secondary Dual Language Pathway) will have priority over other students who are otherwise in the 
same preference category.  Assignments will be made by looking to all the possible combinations 
of preferences outlined above in hierarchical order, and if those preferences do not resolve ties 
then seats will be allocated by random lottery.   

If there are fewer requests than reserved seats for CTIP1 students, the Superintendent shall have 
discretion to determine whether and when to release reserved seats to other students.  The 
administrative regulations will set forth factors to guide the Superintendent’s decision making 
process regarding whether and when to release reserved seats to other students.   

Students who are not assigned to one of their choices will be assigned to the high school closest 
to where they live that has openings.  On the application form, applicants can elect to be assigned 
to the closest language or newcomer pathway with openings if none of their choices are available 
instead of  being assigned to the school closest to where they live that has openings. 

For non-transitional grades, the preferences will be modified by the Superintendent as appropriate 
to address the goals of the No Child Left Behind Act (“NCLB”),  the Open Enrollment Act (“OEA”), 
their successors, and any applicable state or federal requirements.  All of the preferences 
previously listed will otherwise apply.     

SPECIAL EDUCATION 

The Individual Education Program (“IEP”) team will determine appropriate placement for special 
education students.  To the extent possible, given the unique needs of students as outlined in 
their IEP, the student assignment process used to assign general education students will be used 
to assign special education students.   

The Superintendent shall establish service attendance area boundaries for special education 
programs not available at every school. 

ELEMENTARY CITY-WIDE SCHOOLS 

For elementary city-wide schools, the choice process will give preference to applicants in 
transitional years (i.e., students entering kindergarten) in the following order once students meet 
the eligibility requirements for the particular program at issue:  

1. younger siblings of students who are enrolled in and will be attending the school during 
the year for which the younger sibling requests attendance;  

2. students enrolled in an SFUSD PreK program at the city-wide school;  
3. students who reside in CTIP1 census tracts;  
4. all other students.   

Assignments will be made by looking to all the possible combinations of preferences in 
hierarchical order, and if those preferences do not resolve ties then seats will be allocated by 
random lottery.  Students who are not assigned to one of their choices will be assigned to their 
attendance area school if it still has openings after the choice process, or to the school closest to 
where they live that has openings.   On the application form, applicants can elect to be assigned 



Student Assignment 2014-15 

 

54 | P a g e  

to the closest language or newcomer pathway with openings if none of their choices are available 
instead of  being assigned to their attendance area school or the school closest to where they live 
that has openings. 

For non-transitional grades, the preferences will be modified by the Superintendent as appropriate 
to address the goals of the No Child Left Behind Act (“NCLB”),  the Open Enrollment Act (“OEA”), 
their successors, and any applicable state or federal requirements.  All of the preferences 
previously listed will otherwise apply.    

ELEMENTARY CITY-WIDE PROGRAMS 

Programs in elementary schools (K5 and K8)  that are: (a) clearly defined and listed on the SFUSD 
application form as a discrete choice, and (b) available at a limited number of schools; and (c) 
have a separate enrollment capacity with seats reserved specifically for students enrolled in the 
program may be designated city-wide by the Superintendent, and students will be assigned to 
these programs through the choice process.   

When assigning students to programs through the choice process, SFUSD staff will first make 
sure that students meet the eligibility requirements for the program at issue.    English Learners 
and potential English Learners may enroll in Newcomer, Dual Language Immersion, or Biliteracy 
programs.  To enter a Newcomer program, students must also have arrived in the United States 
within 24 months prior to enrollment.  One-half to two-thirds of seats in Dual Language Immersion 
programs are reserved for students who speak the target language to the applicable level of 
proficiency required for the grade, and one-third to one-half of the seats are reserved for students 
who do not speak the target language.  The Superintendent will have the authority to determine 
the proportion of seats reserved for each eligibility group of students in Dual Language Immersion 
programs, and to modify these parameters as well as the eligibility requirements for Newcomer 
and Biliteracy programs as needed prior to and following implementation of this Student 
Assignment Policy.   

Once students meet the eligibility requirements for the particular program at issue, for programs 
that have fewer seats available than applicants, the choice process for elementary city-wide 
programs will give preference to applicants in the following order:  

1. transitional grade students who are currently enrolled in and wish to continue in the 
program (for example, students enrolled in and SFUSD PreK Spanish Immersion program 
who wish to enroll in Spanish Immersion in in kindergarten), and who are the younger 
siblings of students who are enrolled in and will be enrolled in the program at the school 
at issue during the year for which the younger sibling requests attendance;  

2. other transitional grade students currently enrolled in and wishing to continue in the 
program;  

3. younger siblings of students who are enrolled in and will be enrolled the school at issue 
during the year for which the younger sibling requests attendance; 

4. students who reside in CTIP1 census tracts;  
5. all other students.   

Assignments will be made by looking to all the possible combinations of preferences in 
hierarchical order.  If those preferences do not resolve ties then seats will be allocated by random 
lottery.   
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Students who are not assigned to one of their choices will be assigned to their attendance area 
school if it still has openings after the choice process, or to the school closest to where they live 
that has openings.  On the application form, applicants can elect to be assigned to the closest 
language or newcomer pathway with openings if none of their choices are available instead of  
being assigned to their attendance area school or the school closest to where they live that has 
openings.  

For non-transitional grades, the preferences will be modified by the Superintendent as appropriate 
to address the goals of the No Child Left Behind Act (“NCLB”), the Open Enrollment Act (“OEA”), 
their successors, and any applicable state or federal requirements.  All of the preferences 
previously listed will otherwise apply.    
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4. FIRST CHOICE REQUESTS FOR ATTENDANCE AREA SCHOOLS 

The table below indicates the total number of kindergartners last year that lived in each 
attendance area along with the number and percent who listed the general education pathway in 
their attendance area as a first choice.  The list is sorted in alphabetical order. 

School 

Total # Kindergartners 
Living in Attendance 

Area 

1st Choice Requests 
from Kindergartners 

Living in AA  % 

ALAMO                    121 42 35% 

ALVARADO                 114 29 25% 

ARGONNE 99 44 44% 

BRYANT            85 4 5% 

CARVER 123 1 1% 

CHAVEZ 84 3 4% 

CHIN 22 3 14% 

CLARENDON        120 34 28% 

CLEVELAND                105 3 3% 

COBB 71 2 3% 

DREW 134 5 4% 

E R TAYLOR               93 15 16% 

EL DORADO                83 4 5% 

FEINSTEIN 85 27 32% 

FLYNN 120 3 3% 

GARFIELD                 28 3 11% 

GLEN PARK                107 8 7% 

GRATTAN                  75 51 68% 

GUADALUPE                72 13 18% 

HARTE 55 5 9% 

HILLCREST                80 6 8% 

JEFFERSON                109 32 29% 

KEY 80 17 21% 

LAFAYETTE                110 40 36% 

LAKESHORE 54 6 11% 

LAU 57 3 5% 

LONGFELLOW               103 17 17% 

MALCOLM X                36 1 3% 

MCCOPPIN 64 4 6% 

MCKINLEY                 55 19 35% 

MILK 72 3 4% 

MIRALOMA                 88 48 55% 

MONROE                   99 5 5% 

MOSCONE 96 3 3% 
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School 

Total # Kindergartners 
Living in Attendance 

Area 

1st Choice Requests 
from Kindergartners 

Living in AA  % 

MUIR 58 5 9% 

NEW TRADITIONS           94 20 21% 

ORTEGA 52 4 8% 

PARKER 29 1 3% 

PARKS 69 10 14% 

PEABODY           53 19 36% 

REDDING                  40 5 13% 

SANCHEZ                  62 4 6% 

SERRA 74 4 5% 

SHERIDAN                 68 11 16% 

SHERMAN                  77 33 43% 

SLOAT 71 14 20% 

SPRING VALLEY            24 4 17% 

STARR KING               64 3 5% 

STEVENSON 124 15 12% 

SUNNYSIDE                94 4 4% 

SUNSET                   66 32 48% 

SUTRO                    78 4 5% 

TENDERLOIN 89 27 30% 

ULLOA                    89 27 30% 

VIS VALLEY 97 12 12% 

WEBSTER 140 2 1% 

WEST PORTAL              85 18 21% 

YICK WO 51 9 18% 

Total 4647 790 17% 

 

This	  data	  reflects	  requests	  for	  General	  Education	  pathways	  only;	  it	  does	  not	  reflect	  requests	  for	  city-‐wide	  schools	  
and	  programs	  since	  the	  attendance	  area	  tie-‐breaker	  does	  not	  apply. 


