
From:  SES WG 
To:  MA 
Subject:  Grant mandates, beta test recommendations 
 
The Socio-Economic Status (SES) Work Group (the WG) submits this report, which outlines our 
work to date to fulfill the mandates of the SIPP grant and our beta test recommendations.  
Enumerated items are adopted from the bulleted items in the grant.  We have also attached the 
presentation delivered on March 29th at the SIPP grant Town Hall. 
 
I.   Review the research on SES integration and identify the key factors that should be taken 

into account in defining socioeconomic diversity. 
 
Two important documents were provided to the SES WG on November 11, 2015 that establish 
the legal and social science research basis for helping to identify the key factors that should be 
taken into account in defining socioeconomic diversity: “After PICS: Making the Case for 
Socioeconomic Integration” by Nancy Connelly in the Texas Journal On Civil Liberties (Vol.14) 
2008 and “The Widening Academic Achievement Gap Between Rich and Poor: New Evidence 
and Possible Explanations” by Sean F. Reardon, Stanford University, 2011. 
 
The Connelly article sets forth the legal and policy rationale for the development of controlled 
choice socioeconomic integration plans in light of the U.S. Supreme Court’s 2007 decision in 
Parents Involved in Community School v. Seattle District No. 1 that restricts using a student’s 
race as a basis for assigning students to remedy de facto segregation in public schools.  The 
article was published in 2008 and discusses the limitation of using eligibility for the federal 
school lunch program to identify “low-income” students as a proxy for race in promoting 
socioeconomic desegregation in the wake of the PICs decision.  This is significant given the fact 
that the vast majority of socioeconomic integration plans that have been developed since the 
PICs decision use eligibility for FRL (Free and Reduced Lunch) as the sole indicator of a 
student’s socioeconomic status.  
 
Reardon’s publication sets forth the social science evidence that strongly correlates children’s 
academic achievement with their family income and parents’ educational attainment.  Reardon’s 
research has been widely recognized by scholars and policy makers and provides the peer-
reviewed research-basis for the development of multifaceted socioeconomic integration plans.  
Reardon’s research has also been cited by the New York Times (see “Class Differences in Child-
Rearing Are on the Rise”, December 17, 2015 and “Education Gap Grows Between Rich and 
Poor”, February 9, 2012) and his work directly informed the development of Champaign’s 
nationally recognized multifaceted controlled choice socioeconomic student assignment plan 
(see The Future of School Integration, Century Foundation 2012).  
 
The SES Work Group was also provided a copy of an article entitled Socioeconomic Student 
Assignment Plans: Opportunities for Low Income Families and Racial Diversity in K-12 Public 
School that was published in 2014 by Carol Ashley that documents the efficacy and benefits of 
the controlled choice SES plans in Wake County, NC and Cambridge, MA.  This article is 
significant due to the fact that Carol Ashley was a plaintiffs’ lead attorney in the Champaign 



desegregation case and is now the national director of enforcement at the U.S. Office for Civil 
Rights.                                  
  
II.   Review the essential features and best practices of successful choice-based SES 

conscious student assignment plans and identify the key elements and features should be 
replicated and included in the development of CSD1’s (Community School District 1) 
SES conscious choice-based student assignment policy. 

 
An overview of the key features and best practices of successful socioeconomic controlled-
choice plans were set forth in the document Michael Alves authored entitled “Fulfilling the 
Promise of Brown and Diversity Conscious Choice-Based Assignments” that was provided to the 
SES Work Group on October 27, 2015.  This document gave the SES WG a framework for 
understanding the difference between a segregated “diversity blind choice-based” student 
assignment policy and a desegregated “diversity conscious” controlled choice assignment plan.  
This document was also used as a framework for guiding the discussions of the participants and 
facilitators that took place during the seven diversity workshops that were conducted by the CSD 
1 Community Education Council during the 2014-2015 school year.  These workshops yielded 
important results that directly informed the development of the proposal for the CSD1 
Socioeconomic Integration Pilot Program Grant.  Key components of the SIPP grant that were 
addressed by these workshops include the need for a multifaceted definition of socioeconomic 
integration that encompasses family income, parents educational attainment level, students in 
temporary housing, English Language Learners and promotes racial and ethnic integration.  The 
workshops also strongly supported the need for a community-based Family Resource Center and 
a transparent and family friendly school choice application process. 
 

A.   Champaign, IL 
  

A copy of a 2012 memorandum that Michael Alves authored describing the details and best 
practices of the multifaceted Champaign Socioeconomic Controlled Choice Student Assignment 
Plan was provided to the SES Work Group on December 14; it includes the Champaign 
District’s multifaceted definition of socioeconomic integration for Low and Non-Low SES 
students and it identifies the SES factors that are self-reported by parents when they register their 
children and apply for a choice-based assignment.  The document also discusses the allocation of 
available seats for SES integration and it describes the logic and features of the AECG, Ltd 
proprietary SES conscious Kindergarten lottery assignment algorithm that has been used to 
assign students since the 2009-10 school year. 
 
A copy of the Champaign Elementary Student Registration and Schools of Choice application 
form was also provided to the SES Work Group on December 14 that sets forth the SES related 
information that parents self-report when they newly register their children and apply for a 
choice-based assignment.  The information that is obtained in the Champaign registration and 
SES application form is reviewed and validated prior to running the District’s Kindergarten SES 
assignment lottery is in sharp contrast to the sparse and diversity-blind information that D1 
Kindergarten parents are required to provide on the DOE’s “Application for Admission” form 
for the Kindergarten assignment lottery that is conducted prior to parents having to register their 
children in the NYC public schools. Ensuring that all of the key information that is needed to 



assign students to an integrated school is included in a District’s school choice application and 
admission form has been well established as a best practice and essential feature of an equitable 
choice-based student assignment policy.   
 
Michael Alves also provided the SES Work Group a power point that describes the key features 
of the AECG, Ltd on-line transparent and user friendly controlled choice application software 
system that we developed for Champaign and Wake County, NC.  The system allows parents to 
view and access key information about schools they can rank order for their child before they 
submit their application, including each school’s available seats, the schools their child has a 
priority to attend, and the number of parents that have selected each school as their first choice.  
All the data is maintained on a real-time basis and the system allows parents to change their 
ranked choices at any time during the application period.  The system also tracks the number of 
students that have selected each school as their first choice by SES status.  This feature enables 
each school to track the extent to which it is achieving its SES integration goals and to conduct 
targeted recruitment efforts as needed during the application period.  Best practices indicate that 
this system works best during a two to three school choice application period. 
 

B.   Champaign Data Sets 
 
The results of the Champaign multifaceted SES Controlled Choice Kindergarten assignment 
lotteries were provided to the D1 SES Work Group during its December 8 planning session.  The 
results were delineated in 12 data-sets that document the accommodation of parents’ rank-
ordered choices that were achieved under the race CC plan (1998-2008) and the SES CC plan 
(2009-2015) and that were further disaggregated by SES status and racial ethnic group for the 
2012-13 school year.  The data also documented the SES integration that has taken place under 
the SES plan and the re-segregation that would occur by SES and race if the SES plan was 
rescinded and replaced by a nearest-school assignment policy.  Data was also provided that 
analyzed the demographic characteristics of the 2012-13 Kindergarten lottery applicants by race, 
gender, educational program and the following SES related factors: meal price eligibility, family 
income level, parents’ highest educational attainment, the applicant’s pre-school experience, and 
the number of adults and minor children in the household.  These data clearly indicate that the 
most “at risk” Kindergarten applicants were children from a low-income, single-parent family 
whose parent’s highest educational attainment was a high school diploma or less.  These data 
also document that only 2.5% of the parents declined to self-report their family’s gross income 
level and only 0.8% declined to indicate their educational attainment. 
 

C.   Rochester, NY and Lee County, Fl. 
 
Michael Alves provided a Rochester controlled choice plan as an example of a SES Plan that has 
been in effect in New York State (since 2001) and also provided a Lee County Plan as a good 
example of a comprehensive controlled plan (was originally adopted in 1997 to resolve a federal 
desegregation lawsuit and which was locally amended in 2009 to promote socioeconomic 
segregation and prevent racial re-segregation).  The Lee County Plan is significant because it 
focuses on improving student achievement and for its extensive parent outreach and public 
schools marketing strategies in the face of increased competition from Charter Schools.  On the 
other hand, the Rochester Plan, which was well designed with extensive community input in 



2001, unfortunately demonstrates the limitation of using only a student’s eligibility for a free or 
reduced lunch as the single criteria for SES integration, therefore, our SES workgroup decided 
that there should be more than one factor used as the criteria for SES integration.   
 
III.   Identify the “at risk” factors that should be used to define the socioeconomic status of the 

entry-grade applicants and other newly enrolling students and voluntary transfer 
applicants.  Factors to be considered will include the applicants’ family income, parents’ 
highest educational attainment level, the number of adults in applicants’ household, the 
demographic characteristics of the applicants’ residential neighborhood and other factors 
that would be determined by the work group and community engagement workshops. 

 
Primary factors to be used to define socioeconomic status for use in an assignment algorithm: 
 
-   free/reduced lunch eligibility; 
-   educational attainment of parent; and 
-   single parent household (under consideration)* 

 
Secondary factors 
 
-   status as any of: 

o   English Language Learner; 
o   Student with Disabilities; 
o   Student in Temporary Housing; and 
o   single parent household (under consideration)*  

 
*  It is hoped that Beta tests will show whether single parent household needs to be specifically 
identified and included as an at-risk category to define SES status. Further, the SES workgroup is 
hoping that using the primary factors and secondary factors as stated above will also result in an 
equal distribution of secondary factors such as ELL, SwD, and STH.  If not, we will consider 
adding integration goals attuned to these specific factors. 
 

A.   Primary Factors: 
 
1.   Free/Reduced Lunch Eligibility 

 
In determining F/RL eligibility on an application, the SES workgroup decided to recommend use 
of the Free/Reduced Lunch chart such as is already used in the application for PS 133 in 
Brooklyn.  The table, encapsulating Federal guidelines, asks applicants for Annual, Monthly, or 
Weekly Gross Income and household size to determine F/RL eligibility.  The advantage of using 
this table is that it is already being used by the DOE, as suggested by the DOE’s Office of 
Student Enrollment at a WG meeting they agreed to sit on and by Michael Alves.   
 
Another advantage to using this form is that parents do not have to list their actual salary but just 
have to indicate an income range.  The WG wanted to reduce, as much as possible, intrusive 
questions on an application and minimally obtain the information needed to know if a child may 
be “at risk”.  A third advantage to using this form is it might be able to capture, in combination 



with other information, whether the applicant is from a single-parent household. 
 
Though the WG considered other ways of obtaining income information, namely whether 
disclosing weekly or monthly (instead of yearly) income would be easier or less intrusive, and 
the use of other income groupings, ultimately the WG decided disclosure of Annual Gross 
Income was best since it correlates with Community Annual Median Income data (readily 
available from U.S., State, or City Census data).  
 
2.   Educational Attainment of Guardian 

 
The WG recommends use of the same educational attainment criteria as is used in other SES 
districts across the country (high school or less, AA to BA degree, and MA, MBA, PhD, MD or 
other advanced degree).  We would like to change the language from parent to guardian, as was 
done in Champagne, IL.   
 
3.   SES status  

 
The WG would like to see the results of a beta test using the three groupings below (as set forth 
in Michael Alves’ recommendations adopted at the WG’s Feb. 3 meeting) and the results of a 
beta test using only “Low” and “Non-Low” SES groupings (Alves’ recommendations of March 
14). 
 

•   Low SES - eligible for F/RL & educational attainment is high school or less. 
•   Medium SES - Paid Lunch (understood as not-eligible for F/RL) & educational 

attainment is AA to BA Degree. 
•   High SES - MA, MBA, PhD, MD or other advanced degree regardless of income. 

 
B.   Secondary Factors: 

 
Status as any of an English Language Learner (a student whose native language is not English), a 
Student with Disabilities, a Student in Temporary Housing, or (under consideration) a student 
from a single parent household would be relevant secondary factors in determining the 
socioeconomic status of the entry-grade applicants and other newly enrolling students and 
voluntary transfer applicants.  These students would receive weighted values in an assignment 
algorithm.  
 
The WG is aware that SwD may be hard to identify since many students do not come into 
kindergarten with an IEP and those who do are not under a legal obligation to disclose the fact.  
The WG is interested in suggested ways of obtaining this information, perhaps relying on 
existing DOE processes.  
 
As noted above, the WG is still considering whether a separate factor should be a single-parent 
household.  Some members of the WG think that this is sufficiently accounted for in determining 
free/reduced lunch eligibility, while others want it identified as a factor. It is hoped that the beta 
test can help resolve this question. 



 
C.   Additional Considerations 

 
If a parent does not fill in the necessary SES identifying information, the child’s SES will be 
determined by the demographic characteristics of their residential neighborhood’s most current 
block group census track data.  
 
Although other at-risk factors were considered, including NYCHA residency, receiving Federal 
assistance, former incarceration status, whether the child had attended pre-school and/or Pre-K, 
the WG thinks that many of these factors sufficiently align with other factors we are using. 
 
IV.   Identify unique factors and circumstances that should be taken into account in the 

development of the CSD1 SES conscious choice-based student assignment policy. 
 
Some of the unique demographics and circumstances of CSD1 schools that were considered by 
the WG include: 
 

•   the existence and preference of some parents for Dual Language (DL) programs; 
•   the demand or lack thereof for certain Gifted and Talented (G & T) programs; 
•   relative preponderance of Students in Temporary Housing; 
•   issues regarding district geography and any affinity for schools to the North or South of 
Houston depending on housing location; 

•   the multitude of families that may have difficulty reporting information, due to factors 
such as domestic violence/immigration status/sexual abuse; 

•   the continuing need for inter-district transfers to satisfy parental concerns;  
•   school selection dependent upon issues of pre- and after-care for working parents; 
•   issues around historically over/undersubscribed schools; 
•   disadvantages of schools that are in a shared building (co-location) and, conversely, the 

advantages of those that have the building to themselves; 
•   discrepancies in school/building/facility quality and maintenance; 
•   the use/need for public transportation options;  
•   issues around preschool experiences (private, CBO, etc.) informing school choice; 
•   considerations around the number of minor children in a household; and 
•   the need for stronger accountability and collaboration between CPSE and CSE for 

preschool students with a disability who are eligible for special education services 
 

Some of these circumstances, such as the 11% of district students that reside in temporary 
housing, are clearly “at risk” factors that should be included in the proposed socioeconomic 
integration policy.  This is uniquely so for CSD1, due to the the fact that these students are 
heavily concentrated in certain schools that are already highly segregated by race and that are 
disproportionately eligible for F/RL. 
 
Other considerations, such as transportation needs, are accounted for in the district’s current 
policy and a proposed assignment policy would not require changes.  Sibling priority and 
grandfathering of current students, both key features of the present assignment policy, would 
also be unchanged.  As another example, every school is charged with offering the classes and 



services on a child’s IEP.  The WG considered these current and necessary future requirements 
as we sought to make recommendations.   
 
Some of the identified demands and needs, such as accountability and collaboration between 
CPSE (Committee on Preschool Special Education) and CSE (Committee on Special Education), 
are beyond the development of a SES conscious choice-based student assignment policy.  In 
particular, the WG thought of students with special needs who transition from Pre-K programs to 
K-programs and undergo the Turning 5 process (the transition from preschool special education 
to kindergarten special education) after the kindergarten application process. 
 
As the planning process continues and more information is obtained from the Parent Survey that 
has been designed by the Family Resource Center Work Group (FRC and FRC WG) and from 
other on-going data collection activities, additional issues are likely to emerge that will need to 
be addressed by the SES Work Group.  
 
V.   Examine how students are currently being assigned to the CSD’s target school and other 

schools with the same entry-grade and assess the extent to which these schools are 
enrolling a SES integrated student body. 

 
A.   Current Assignment and Deficiencies 

 
The Work Group and Michael Alves (the admissions planner and controlled choice expert) 
engaged in an analysis of the District’s 2010-11 to 2015-16 Pre-K and K applicants and 
assignment data.  The DOE’s diversity blind assignment lottery matches applicants to a school of 
choice before diversity-related information is known about the student.  FRL eligibility, ELL, 
SWD, and temporary housing status is only obtained/entered into the DOE’s ATS system after 
the student is registered in the matched/assigned school.   
 
This is incompatible with a diversity conscious choice-based student assignment policy, which 
would require newly enrolling students to register in the school district before they are assigned 
to a school and provide child’s and family’s SES related information.  Analysis of the DOE 
lottery datasets clearly shows SES & racial/ethnic stratification of D1 elementary schools starts 
with Pre-K and K student assignment.   
 

B.   Current Outcomes  
  
8 District schools have the highest concentration of FRL students and have enrolled either none 
or fewer than 9 white students over the past 5 school years.  And there does not appear to be any 
indication that any efforts have been made to make these schools attract a more diverse student 
applicant pool.  These and prior findings strongly support the need for District 1 to adopt a 
diversity conscious choice-based student assignment and targeted school improvement plan.  
 
Expressed in concrete terms, the outcome of this current “diversity-blind” process has been: 
  

•   In a CSD with 70% of children in poverty, the rate of poverty is not evenly spread  
o   lowest rate of poverty (federally defined) is 21% (EVCS) 



o   highest rate is 100%, at four schools (Roberto Clemente, Anna Silver, Nathan 
Straus, Island School); 

•   and racial segregation is also extreme 
o   % of white students ranges from 1% (Roberto Clemente) to 55% (EVCS) 
o   % of black students ranges from 4% (Shuang Wen) to 32% (Roberto Clemente); 

•   with the % of ELLs ranging from 1% (EVCS) to 17% (Shuang Wen), followed by 16% 
(Island School);  

•   already identified segregation of Students in Temporary Housing; and 
•   an unfair result to at-risk students clustered in certain schools and to children at schools 

who are not being exposed to a cross-section of their peers. 
  

C.   Data Assessment 
 

In addition to readily-available data on school demographics and data compiled by others, the 
WG requested data from the Office of Student Enrollment (OSE) in our assessment effort. 
 

•   What are the current algorithms for enrollment? 
•   What percentage of District 1 Pre-K and of K applicants and students received their 1st, 

2nd or 3rd choice?  
•   What percentage of District 1 Pre-K and of K students were admitted based on each of 

the priority levels of assignment? 
•   What percentage of District 1 Pre-K and of K applicants and students were English 

language learners, students with disabilities, receive free or reduced lunch (please include 
any other socio-economic data available), or were living in temporary housing? What 
percentage of District 1 Pre-K and of K applicants and students were Asian, Black, 
Hispanic, Other, and White? What percentage of District 1 Pre-K and K applicant and 
students were enrolled after the application deadline?  

•   What percentage of students in District 1 schools have rolled over from Pre-K to K 
within the same school?  

•   What percentage of District 1 Pre-K and of K applicants and students reside in the 
district?  

•   What are the means by which a formal complaint regarding a wait list would be reviewed 
or by which placement and assignment data might be reviewed or any other 
accountability measures?  

•   What is the application process for parents who miss the Pre-K or K application 
deadline? 

•   What are the Pre-K and K class sizes as of the October 31, 2015 enrollment audit?  
•   What variations exist between applicants, acceptances, and enrollment? 

 
D.   Data to be furnished 

 
Although most of the data requested from OSE has been furnished, the WG is still waiting on 
additional data regarding the number and registration status of applicants receiving their 1st 
choice, data regarding the demographics of in-district applicants (as opposed to demographics of 
all applicants), and information regarding the number of “Registers” for Pre-K and categories of 
K seats. 



  
  

 
E.   Survey results 
 

Working with the FRC WG and as a prelude to their broader district-wide survey, the SES WG 
and the FRC WG distributed a survey at the DOE’s Pre-K/K fair to further assess school 
selection and assignment from the parent perspective.  Data from the survey showed that a 
school’s safety and how parents and students are treated are the priority in selecting a school.  
The academic reputation and theme of the school was the second most-identified priority.  The 
third most-identified priority was after-school care and the condition of the school building. 
 

F.   2014-2015 CEC Workshop Results 
 

The WG also reviewed data gathered from the year-long community workshops facilitated by the 
CEC in 2014-2015.  
 
VI.   Set measurable entry-grade SES integration goals for the SES target school and all of the 

other CSD1 schools with the same entry-grade level.  
 

Rather than set numerical goals, the WG proposes percentage targets tailored to District 
averages, measured yearly, of at-risk students.  The goal of the SES conscious choice-based 
student assignment policy then should be that every school will have 5% above or below the 
District average of at-risk applicants for Pre-K or Kindergarten that year.  This same goal should 
be applied to any distinct DL or G & T application pool or program in the district.  In the case of 
G & T, students with offers are distributed based on the assignment algorithm to any G & T 
programs in the district for which they have applied.  In the case of a whole-school DL program 
or schools that have specific DL programs within their schools (e.g., PS 20’s Mandarin or 
Spanish program, both with a separate application code), the assignment algorithm would also be 
applied. 
 
The WG is questioning whether we ought to include goals regarding the percentage of students 
who receive their 1-3 assignment preferences.  Any goals of this nature rely in part on receiving 
requested data from OSE on existing D1 assignment preferences. 
 
VII.   Review the DOE’s current school choice application process and identify any 

deficiencies and inequities that need to be addressed in order to make the process more 
transparent and parent friendly.  

 
As noted above, after reviewing the current application process, we have identified two major 
deficiencies: 
  

•   the application and assignment process is SES blind; and  
•   schools are blind to the pool of students that have applied, critically hampering any 

outreach and recruitment efforts that might help integrate the applicant pool. 
 



The chief inequity that needs to be addressed is developing an an application process that is 
diversity-conscious and developing an assignment algorithm that includes SES factors. 
 
A further inequity that impacts the application process is that some schools still maintain 
waitlists, despite the fact that this is against district policy.  
 
VIII.   Review the DOE’s current computerized student assignment procedures and identify how 

these procedures would have to be altered in order to effectively implement the key 
elements and features of the CSD1 Pilot Program’s SES conscious choice-based student 
assignment policy. 

 
Implementation of a SES conscious choice-based assignment policy would adopt the essential 
features of a points-based computerized lottery assignment algorithm.  Every student will be 
randomly assigned a point value (i.e., 1-700), taken from the total number of applicants (i.e., 
700).  Assignment priority points are added for applicants with a sibling at a first-choice school, 
such as to guarantee placement at the school.  Additional points are allotted for applicants having 
the identified socio-economic factors (primary or secondary) and applicants that have the highest 
points are assigned before applicants with fewer points, all with the goal of equal distribution in 
District schools (+/- 5%) of at risk applicant groups. 
 
IX.   Beta test the efficacy of the CSD1 Pilot Program’s SES conscious choice-based student 

assignment policy utilizing a best practices proven entry-grade SES integration 
application and assignment software system. 

 
A.   Beta Test 

 
In addition to running a Beta test to determine the feasibility of an algorithm to achieve our 
above-stated goals, the WG hopes the Beta test will answer the question whether 
parent/guardians would be required to select a certain number (3 or 5) of choices.  While 
awaiting the Beta test outcome and process, the SES WG will continue to encourage continued 
community outreach to ensure feedback from all constituents.   
 

B.   Non-Computerized Assignment Procedures 
 

As outlined below, the WG has also considered changes to the non-computerized assignment 
procedures that might help support a SES conscious choice-based assignment policy. 

 
1.   The ATS System 

 
[Ideally the ATS system would be able to exchange data with the SEMS or Application system 
so that once the data was inputted at registration the F/RL status, ELL status, etc. can be pulled 
to use for the algorithm with the application.]  
 
2.   Registration Timeline 

 
Dates below are tentative, but, essentially, the application process would start later in the year.  



•   Families throughout the city take G & T Testing. (Dec./Jan.) 
•   Families register for D1 through the FRC [or other hubs].  (Feb./March) 
•   Families get information about schools and tours. 
•   Families apply to specific schools in D1 through a comprehensive application.  (March-

May 1)   
•   Matching process.  (May 1-15) 
•   Parents are notified with much faster turnaround about placements.  (May 1-15) 
•   Registration documents are then provided to schools based on offers.  

 
[By registering first, we know which families are eligible for D1 schools.]  By pushing the 
application process to later, parents have more time to go on tours, learn about other schools, etc. 
In addition, we hope to have more people apply.  With such an early application process right 
now, many families are not yet in the district who would otherwise be available for registration 
and application in Spring and Summer.  [Instead of a single enrollment period, there would be 
ongoing enrollment.] 
 
Generally, further development of the registration timeline and procedures are extended to the 
work of a subcommittee working with the FRC WG, currently working with school communities 
to disseminate and collect a comprehensive survey. 
 
3.   Registration Application 

 
The application can be similar to that used in the past; however, it would include questions 
regarding income and education [and other at-risk factors as needed].  In addition, the application 
would have a section that asks parents to place G & T programs that they are interested in, in 
addition to any ranking of other schools/programs.  This would allow parents to go through only 
one application.  (See Appendix A and B) 
 
4.   Waitlist 

 
It is important that wait-lists not be used to subvert the goals of the grant.  [As per the District 1 
policy, there should not be a wait-list.  Then, after process and students accept the registration, 
we will update the seats offered and seats left and then run the algorithm for the late applicants.]  
 
5.   Parent Outreach 

 
We would like the Family Resource Center to consider the following:   
 

•   Ideas for how to increase parent education about school choices, increase attendance at 
fairs, and increase publicity; and 

•   Create one D1 website that has links to all the schools so that parents can register for 
school tours centrally. 

  
  
     
     



Appendix A 
Possible Registration Questions 

 
Registration questions should adopt Residency, Language Survey Questions, or other questions 
already being used in the DOE registration process.  Other possible questions to be used on an 
application are below. 
 
English Language Learners 
 
Please check off your child’s primary language? 
____ 
 
Students with Disabilities 
 
Has your child received any of the following services in the past year? 
Speech __  OT __  PT __  Counseling __  

 
Students in Temporary Housing 
 
Please check off if any of the following living situations have applied to your child? 
____ doubled-up, living with someone else 
____ living in a temporary shelter 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



Appendix B 
Possible Registration Form 

 
The form/features of a possible registration, with potential disclaimers, guidelines, or unresolved 
guidance in brackets. 
 
Application 
 
Please select AT LEAST 5 schools.  

[If you do not select 5, the others will be chosen for you.]  
[All in District residents will receive one of their top 5 schools.]  
[Out of district residents may receive an offer to one of their top 5 schools.] 

 
Other applicant information furnished as in the current application 
[Other children applying to Kindergarten/Prekindergarten based on current application] 
Sibling Priority Information 
 
General Admission 
 

Level of Priority *(1-5) School name (each school program would have its own code)  

  

  

  

  

  
 
Gifted and Talented Programs 
 
If your child took the Gifted and Talented test, please prioritize which program you would like to 
attend.  Only include the programs that you would be interested in attending.  [If you do not 
receive an offer from the G &T program(s) you select, you will be given an offer based on your 
priorities in the General Admissions process.]  
 

 G & T option 1 

 G & T option 2 
  



  
Appendix  C  

May  29th  Town  Hall  Presentation  
  

As  edited  for  public  review  and  attached.  


