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The Los Angeles School :/ionitoi~ing Committee today released a

lengthy study of the role of magnet oragra~s in the Los Angeles
desegr~gation plan. The princi~a1 conclusion of ~he r~onitoring Committee

r~eport is thet h~I:le'/er effective educationally these magnets r.ay be, as

presently constituted, they ~ave flot played an import3nt role in desegregation

in the Los Angeles School District.
The ;·lonitoring Corrm it t ee , created last Hay by Superior Court Judge

Paul Ealy to observe and re:Jor': on the impler:1entoi:ion of the Los ,1i.ngeles. '

Unified School District desegreg1tion plan, based tnis conclusion on a
detailed study of enrollfllent patterns in the maqne t prcqr sris .

The :,jonitoring Conrni t t ee identifies biG c r i t er ia for evaluating

maqne ts : the quality of their educational p'(ograms ~nd their (Ole in
contributing to desegregation of the children of the LAUS~. The first
criterion will be the subject of a later I~eport. 7he second, \~hich is the

subject of the current report, 15 taken from the set of objectives for

magnets that was eS~2blish2d by the LAUSD.

A year ago, the LAUSD set a goal ~hat no mere then 60 percent of a

r;;agnet program should be. composed of either ..~;inorit.y or o tner wni te children.

The l'.lonitoring Committee's report determined the extent. to \'·!hich tn t s t a rqe t
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planned and the children were admitted to determine whether a more even ethnic
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Vias reached. The report also examines the process by \'Ihichthe schools \'Iere

balance might have been achieved had the magnet programs been implemented
differently.

The Monitoring Co~nittee fcund that most of the 46 magnet programs have
not met the target ethnic balance of no more than 60 percent either combined
mincr i ty students or "other whi tcs . II About one-third of the magnets fall

within the 60-40 range. An additional one-third have enrollments that fall
between 60 and 70 percent of the dominant ethnic group. Seventy percent of
one ethnicity vIas the benchmark used last year to determine which schools
could be required to participate in the mandatcry component of the desegregaticn
plan - the pairs/clusters/midsites pl"ograln, The relnaining third of the magnet
program have ei ther mi nor'; ty or other \'fhi te enroll ments that exc ee d seventy

percent.

The ~'lonitoring Committee conducted a f ur ther investigation into schools

that serlt students to magnet programs, by undertaking a detailed analysis cf ~he
records of over 10,000 chil~ren. The t~o findings of this analysis were: (1)
feeler t\1an th irty percent of the chi 1dren in magnet programs have been moved
from a school that was a racially isolated school last year to a desegregated
magnet program and; (2) many magnet programs draw most of their enrollment
from the school in which the magnet program is located, end have very l ow

enro11f71'2nts from schools that 'dere either minority r ac ie l l y isolated or ,~nglo

racially isolated last year. The second finding is especially true of magnets
that occupy en entire school, for these ;Jrograms give admissions preference to

resident children, and w i l ] ccn t inue to hev e mostly resident enrol1if,ent3 fcr

the forseeable future.
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The Monitoring Committee found that although the LAUSD stated in the
plan that preference for admissions would be given to students from racially
isolated schools, in practice this guideline was not followed.

Another issue examined in the ~onitoring Committee report is the
US' of the parent/student preference survey by the LAUSD in.organizing the magnet
program. The i'1onitoring Committee found that the survey results were not
put to any rational planning use by the LAUSD. The number and location of
magnet programs of a particular type was found to bear no relation to the
popularity of the program 1n the survey. For example, among the various
magnet themes, the number of spaces allocated to a pro qram varies
from less than one percent at nearly fifty percent of the number of parents
who expressed 'interest in such a program in the survey. The LAUSD appears
to have sited ~agnets on a saace-available basis, rather than locating them
such that they '"auld dl-aw an ethnically balanced student body.

The i'lonitoringCommittee, once again, identifies transportation planning
as a major problem, as it has in two previOUS reports. Magnet programs,
although initially conceived as part of the league concept, were later opened
to district-wide enrollment. Drawing district-wide does not increase the
likelihood of ethnic balance. Instead it created very long transportation
routes. Because parents were not anticipating such long bus rides,
transportation contributed to the substantial turnovers in enroll~er.ts d~ring
the first ','Ieeks of school, the t several magnet program experienced. Additional

children sometimes were then admitted because they lived in locations that
were convenient to a bus route.

If district-wide enrollment contributed to an et~nically-balanced
student body, the lengthy, complicated transportation ne two rk might serve a
wor thwh t le purpose. But the I\'lonitoringCormi t t ee found no relationship
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The report suggests tnat the LAUSO approach magnet planning more
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between the ethnic balance of schools and the geographical representation
of its students. Several magnets that are virtually 100 percent minority
draw students from all administrative areas within the LAUSD, while several
integrated masnets attract nearly all of their students from a few of these
areas.

The Monitoring Committee believes that the relative ineffectiveness
of magnets in contributing to desegregation is due largely to the lack
of coordinated planning of the program. Most of the planning effort went
into the educational component of the ptograms. Almost no effort was devoted
to the implications of enroll~ent policies, siting decision, and program
selection on the effectiveness of a magnet in relieving racial isolation.
An example of tllis is the fact that most of the magnets are small programs
on host campuses dominated by one sthn ici ty .

rationally in order to create magnet programs which draw an ethnically
balanced student body. This process, in addition to Jiving ~reference to
students from racially isolated schools, might include imposing
geographical and enrollment constraints such as limiting the programs
area of draw (particularly with regards to small progt·ams on ho~t tampuses),
clearing the campus of its resident student body, reeva t ua t inq the

pres ent procedures for admission of resident students,or f ree zinq enrollment.
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