
RALPH R. OCAMPO, M.D., F.A.C.S. 
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SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 92103 

Telephone 298-8891 

September 29, 1978 

Dear Herman: 

Enclosed is some additional material from the Task Force. Please 
review it, and especially let me have your input on the suggested 
application forms for monitors. It is important to me and to 
the Task Force that the grass roots be constantly informed as the 
deliberations proceed so that feedback, particularly if there are 
any objections to the protocol suggested be obtained. 

Sincerely, 

Ralph R. Ocampo, M.D. 



PLAINTIFFS PROPOSED GUIDELINES FOR INTEGRATION TASK FORCE 

I. ORIENTATION OF TASK FORCE AND MONITORS 

Members of the Task Force and all monitors should be provided 
with extensive orientation by professional persons from an organi-
zation whose responsibilities include such activities. Preferably, 
to help insure objectivity, the agency chosen should be from outside 
San Diego. There are a number of such organizations, at least two 
of which are available without cost to the Task Force: 

1. Community Relations Service, U. S. Department of 
Justice, San Francisco. 

2. Far Western Laboratories for Educational Research 
and Development. 

We believe it would be appropriate for the chosen organization 
to begin by discussing 	orientation project with members of the 
Task Force, Defendants, Plaintiffs and the Court. Plaintiffs believe 
that the orientation shouli include the following: 

1.) History and background of the Carlin Case with sup-
porting documents which should include at least the following: 

a. The San Diego Integration Plan - March, 1978. 

b. Plaintiff's ObjOctions to the Plan. 

c. The CACRI Report - May, 1977. 

d. The Courts Integration Orders to the School 
District  -  March, 1977, August, 1977, November, 1977, 
and July, 1978. 

e. The Court's charge to the Task Force. 

An opportunity should be provided for plaintiffs 
and defendants to explain, interpret and discuss these 
documents from their perspectives with the Task Force at 
the beginning of the orientation. 

2.) The Crawford decision and other pertinent data 
concerning the current status of the law in California. 

3.) Background information about successful integration 
procedures implemented in other school districts. 

4.) Monitoring and training procedures. 
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II. TASK FORCE FUNCTIONING 

Budgets of monitoring committees vary widely throughout 
the country. Funding in San Diego should be adequate to provide 
support for the Task Force in carrying out its multi-directional 
charge. 

People in the community must have an easy and widely-publi-
cized means of communicating their suggestions and comments. A 
"hot line" to the Task Force might be one way of accomplishing 
this. 

III. THE MONITORING PROCESS  

A. Schools to be monitored. 

All schools should be monitored since they all have 
human relations programs which are part of the integration 
plan. All of the schools which have been designated as 
segregated by the court and all schools which enroll stu-
dents who do not live in the attendance areas of that 
school and who come for integration purposes (Magnet 
Schools, VEEP Schools, Learning Center. Schools, and schools 
with exchange programs) should have more thorough and in-
tensive monitoring. Schools whose participation in the 
'integration plan is limited to the human relations program 
should have one monitor each. Other schools participating 
in the Magnet, VEEP and Learning Center programs should 
have two monitors each and two alternates who would also 
act as assistants if necessary. This will insure continu-
ity in case of dropouts. 

B. Selection of Monitors 

1. With the exception of Plaintiffs, Board members, 
and employees of San Diego Unified School District, all 
adults who support integration and who live in the City of 
San Diego, should be invited and encouraged to apply to be 
monitors. 

2. A list of weighted criteria should be drawn up by 
the Task Force and used during selection interviews. Some 
cities have used professionals for interviewing; others 
have used committee'members. 

Some criteria: 

a. Demonstrated comititment to integration 

b. If not (a), then stated support of integration 

c. Sensitivity to feelings and needs of minorities 
and of majority 
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d. Ability to be objective 

e. Ability to avoid adversary stance while 
still maintaining independence 

f. Time and effort commitment 

3. One good source of monitors who have demonstrated 
commitment to integration would be the parents of students 
involved in such fulltime integration programs as Magnet 
Schools and VEEP. Preferably monitors should not monitor 
schools where their own children are enrolled. 

4. Monitors should be selected by a majority of the 
Task Force, with no Task Force member having veto power 
over these selections. 

C. Reimbursement of Monitors 

In some cities (e.g., Detroit, Cleveland) monitors have 
received $5 for each visit they make to a school or for each 
day they visit a school, in order to reimburse expenses of 
child care, travel, etc. 

D. Monitor evaluation 

Criteria for satisfactory/unsatisfactory monitor per-
formance should be established. They would include the areas 
of compliance with guidelines for monitors and number and 
frequency of monitoring visits required. A procedure for — 
reviewing performance and replacing monitors who are not do-
ing the job should be established. 

.E. Orientation of Monitors 

Recommendations regarding orientation of the Task Force 
also apply to monitor orientation. 

F. Guidelines for Monitors. 

We believe that the guidelines used by the Community 
Education Council of Denver provide some excellent sugges-
tions and we have attached copies of a portion of these 
guidelines. We would'suggest the following additions to 
those guidelines: 

1. Add to #5. The right to privacy should be respected. 
Some students, parents, and school personnel may be reluctant 
to report to the monitors if their names are to be made public. 
Provision should be made for authenticating such complaints 
and reports privately. Easy access to the monitors is of pri-
mary importance. This could be accomplished by establishing 
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a well publicized "hot line" number through which parents, 
students or others could contact monitors, and/or by post- 
ing names and phone numbers of monitors at schools and 
possibly at other locations. Some persons may be more 
willing to speak to the monitors if the meetings could 
take place on neutral ground away from the school. 

2. Add to #10: The Task Force and the monitors must 
bear in mind that the monitors are not at the school on the 
school's sufferance. Rather the monitoring program exists 
to assist the court in evaluating the school district's 
attempts to come into compliance with the law. The moni-
tors must, of course, keep any disruption of the function- 
ing of the school to a minimum, always keeping in mind 
what is necessary to accomplish the task. 

IV. SPECIAL "FLYING SQUAD" 

Some cities (e.g., Detroit, Cleveland) have established 
a special small group of highly trained professionals, primarily 
educators from other school districts and professionals in com-
munity and social agencies, to be available for call with no 	- 
notice to monitor emergencies or acute crises involving integra-
tion, 

We recommend that such a group be established in San Diego 
to be called when arily  school reports an ongoing racial incident 
of proportions which the community may consider sizable. 



FROM MONITOR'S GUIDE 
'PREPARED BY THE COMMUNITY EDUCATION COUNCIL, DENVER PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

RESPONSIBILII1hS  OF HONITORS  

monitors are exclusively responsible for fact-finding,  
information-gathering, observation, information-evaluation  
and reporting.  

1:bnitors schould perform these duties with an objective, 
open-minded, unbiased attitude. The principal guide in evaluating 
school performance should be the demonstrated commitment on the 
part of the school administration, teachers, staff, students, and 
parents to honest and effective implementation of the Court plan 
and the provision of equal educational opportunity for all children. 

1. Honitors are encouraged to develop positive, harmonious 
relationships with the school and its constituents, based upon 
mutual understanding and trust. Such relationships will open 
reliable, representative channels of .communication and promote 
free flow of valid information which can be reported and acted 
upon. 

2. It will be essential that close communication be maintained 
.throughout the school year between monitors and Council members 
assigned to the same schools, in order to assure a constant and 
reliable flow of information from the various schoolr to the CEC. 

3. Honitors are expected to explain their role and function 
to persons and groups concerned with the affairs of the schools, 
but they should never presume to interpret or evaluate publicly 
school compliance or non-compliance with the Court order. monitors 
should not publicly express personal positions on matters affecting 
the school, nor should they publicly evaluate or interpret 
actions or positions of the Community Education Council, the school 
administration, or the Court. 

4. Nonitors must never assume ad advocacy role. - Feither 
should they attempt to negotiate, resolve, or reconcile differences 
of position regarding matters affecting the assigned school. 

5. Fonitors should receive and relay suggestions, petitions, 
or complaints from interested groups or individuals, and should 
facilitate communication and finding of fact. 



6. Nonitors should refer requests for speakers before 
school or community groups to the CEC. 

7. Undoubtedly many school matters will be brought to 
the attention of the monitor which are not germane to the Court 
Order. Honitors should not allow themselves to become sponges 
for individual petty gripes or problems. 

8. Questions have arisen concerning the proper role of 
the monitors in relation to specific disciplinary decisions 
within individual schools. Some principals and some parents 
have requested that monitors be present during conferences where 
such decisions are made. To help clarify the monitor's role, 
the following guideline:: have be en developed: 

a. At the request of the principal, a monitor may 
be present as an observer when disciplinary decisions are made. 
A monitor may OBSERVE ONLY, and not enter into the decision- 
making process in any way. If a parent requests that the monitor 
be present, the monitor may ask the principal's permission to 
attend. No monitor is ree.uired to attend any disciplinary 
hearing, nor should he oe she ask to be allowed to attend. 

b. Good judgment and sensitivity to the situation 
are probably the best possible guides, but if a situation 
arised, and the monitor has questions about how involved one 
should become, he or she should not hesitate to call a Monitoring 
Chairperson. If the monitor does sit in on such a meeting with 
the principal's permission or at the principal's request, a 
full report of the conference should be made by the monitor 
through the appropriate Council member. 

HONITOR-SCHOOL RELATIONSHIPS  

CEC believes the following principles should govern the 
monitor-school relationship: 

1. At all times monitors will respect the authority of 
the principal as the chief administrator of the school. Under 
no circumstances should t'hi's authority be questioned, challenged, 
or undermined. 

2. Honitors 	keep the principal informed at all times 
of his or her activities and :.eintain open, honest communication. 



3. monitors appointed to the same school may operate as 
a team. Effort should be made to conduct the initial interview 
with the principal as a team to avoid undue intrusion on the 
principal's time. flonitors are encouraged to conduct individual 
observation and review. However, reports and evaluations may 
be a team effort when monitor consensus prevails. Otherwise, 
monitors should feel free to submit reports and evaluations 
expressing an individual point of view. In any event, care should 
be exercised not to impose unduly on the time and attention 
of the principal. 

h. monitors shall have access to school building and grounds. 

5. i:onitors will have authority to monitor classes in 
session after establishing a procedure with the principal 
regarding classroom visitation. 

6. Monitors may interview teachers or staff during school 
hours, but should not interfere with assigned school activities. 

7. iionitors should feel free to interview students within 
existing Denver Public Schools policies. 

8. 1.7onitors are encouraged to interview or discuss school 
matters with parents or ether concerned persons. 

9. i:onitors should have the authority to monitor the 
assigned school's transportation program, including the right 
to board and ride school buses when appropriate. 



18-25 
26-35 
36-45 
46-59 
60 plus 

Female 

Male 

English 
Spanish 
Tagalog 
Vietnamese 
Other ( specify) 

It 	 INTEGRATION TASK FORCE 

APPLICATION FOR MONITOR  

PLEASE PRINT: 

NAME 
FIRST 	 MIDDLE INITIAL 

OFFICE ADDRESS 

LAST 

Street and Number 	 City 	 Zip Code 

HOME ADDRESS 

TELEPHONE NUMBER: 

OCCUPATION/TITLE 

Street and Number 	 City 	 Zip Code 

	  Home 

Business 

EMPLOYER" 

LANGUAGE/S YOU SPEAK FLUENTLY  AGE 
	

SEX 

PARENT OF SCHOOL-AGE CHILD/CHILDREN,(K-12) 	 Yes   No 

HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATE OR EQUIVALENT 	 COLLEGE GRADUATE 	POST GRADUATE 

HOW DO YOU FEEL MONITORS CAN EFFECTIVELY ASSIST THE INTEGRATION PROGRAM? 

WHY DO YOU FEEL YOU ARE QUALIFIED TO SERVE .AS A MONITOR: 

(Complete other side) 



LIST COMMUNITY/CIVIC ORGANIZATIONS TO WHICH YOU BELONG: 

LIST YOUR PARTICIPATION IN COMMUNITY ACTIVITIES: 

WILL YOU BE ABLE TO COMMIT THE NECESSARY TIME TO PERFORM YOUR DUTIES AS A MONITOR? 
(See General Qualifications and Considerations attached to application.) 

Signature 

RETURN COMPLETED FORM TO: William B. Kolender 
Chief of Police 
San Diego Police Department 
801 West Market Street 
San Diego, CA 92101 



GENERAL QUALIFICATIONS AND CONSIDERATIONS  

VOLUNTEER MONITORS SHOULD: 

- Not be associated or identified with the plaintiffs or defendants 
in the Carlin case in such a way as to impair their effectiveness 
as monitors. 

- Be nominated (or recommended) by a group (or groups) or individuals 
who have demonstrated a sustained working interest in K-12 education. 
May be self-nominated. 

- Be appointed by the Integration Task Force. 

- Be appointed as individuals. 

Have a demonstrated interest in the well-being of the San Diego 
community. 

- Have the ability to communicate in written/verbal form. 

- Have good interpersonal skills with various target groups. 

- Have ability to make a minimum of one weekly on-site visit, 
at least two hoiirs per week. 

- Have ability to communicate with students, teachers, administrators. 

- Have ability to identify, analyze, and record problem areas. 



DESEGREGATION 1978 - 1982  

Table I-1 indicates the number of minority students who will be 

racially isolated in 1981-82, according to the District Integ-

ration Plan. 

The first two columns show the total enrollment and minority 

enrollment of the 23 designated isolated schools, plus San Diego 

High School, which at that date falls into the "isolated" cate-

gory. The third column gives the minority percentage where that 

percentage applies to the entire school. 

The total enrollment, minority enrollment, and minority percent-

age in magnet programs are included in the next three columns. 

Because magnet programs integrate only those students within the 

program, they are not included in the data of the last three 

columns, which show the total enrollment, minority enrollment, 

and minority percentage of the "remaining traditional school"; 

the phrase "remaining traditional school" is applied to all of 

the school population not included in magnet programs. 

It is seen that two of the three schools where the magnet in-

volves entire school do show a projected change, from isolated 

to tipping in one case, and to balanced in the second case. 
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Source: ?larch 22, 1978 Integration Plan, with extrapolationerbased on 
1977 Ethnic Census 
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Baker 	 473 	460 	97.3 	 473 	460 	97.3 

Balboa 	 876 	319 	93.5 	 876 	819 	93.5 

Burbank 	 276 	270 	97.8 	 276 	270 	97.8 

Chollas 	 601 	575 	95.6 	 601 	575 	95.6 

L Emersonle 4:14 	721 	531 	73.6 	721 	531 	73.6** 

Freese 	 822 	506 	 240 	64 	25.7 	582 	442 	-75.9 

Fulton 	 318 	152 	 247 	82 	33.2 	71 	70 	98.6 

Horton 	 625 	342 	 412 	135 	32.8 	213 	207 	97.2 

Johnson 	 218 	212 	97.2 	 218 	212 	97.2 

Kennedy 	 673 	662 	98.4 	 573 	652 	98.4 

Knox 	 278 	272 	97.7 	 273 	272 	97.7 

Ldgan 	 916 • 903 	98.6 	 916 	903 	98.5 

Lowell 	 455 	297 	 300 	147 	49.0 	155 	150 	96.8 

Mead 	 closed; combined with Chollas 

Sherman 	 982 	775 	 180 	59 	32.8 	802 	716 	89.3 

Stockton 	h6, 416 	404 	97.2 	 415 	404 	97.2 

Valencia ParkiL 567 	305 	53.8 	567 	305 	53.8 

:7ebsterif,i-l-41 489 	230 	47.0 	489 	230 	47.0 

Compers 	 659 	424 	 350 	120 	34.3 	309 	304 	98.4 

	

(200 	(35 (32.5 
Memorial 	1188 	906 	 (200 	(30 (30.0 	788 	781 	99.1 

O'Farrell 	941 	661 	 450 	150 	33.3 	491 	491est100.*** 

Lincoln 	1059 	822 	 350 	120 	34.3 	709 	702 	99.0 

Morse 	 1815 1290 	 300 	100 	33.3 	1515 1190 	78.5 

San Diego 	1748 1183. 	(150 ( 45 (30.0 

	

(400 (130 (32.5 	1198  1008 . 	84.1 

TOTAL_ 10,638 
(Number of minority students in designated isolated schools as 
shown in 1976-77 Ethnic Census: 14,288.) 

*Where majority/minority figures were not supplied by the 
District for some school projections, ratios from the 1977-78 
Ethnic Census for each school in question were applied to that 
school's total projection to arrive at a minority figure. 

**Plaintiffs regard Emerson as a segregated school. In order to 
give the Defendants every advantage, the Emerson enrollment was 
not made part of the total isolated enrollment. 

***Estimate. Error on pg. 59 in 3-22-78 integration Plan makes 
precise calculation impossible. 

1-7 7 


	Page 1
	Page 2
	Page 3
	Page 4
	Page 5
	Page 6
	Page 7
	Page 8
	Page 9
	Page 10
	Page 11
	Page 12
	Page 13

