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External Advisory Committee 
Minutes from the Meeting of the Committee 

October 22, 2012 
Suffolk University 

 
Attendees 
Hardin Coleman, Co-chair 
Helen Dajer, Co-chair 
Kathleen Colby 
Ian Deason 
Rahn Dorsey 
Robert Gittens 
Carolyn Kain 
Craig Lankhorst 
Ruthzee Louijeune 
John Nucci 
Israel Ruiz 
Tammy Tai 
Mary Tamer 
Brendan McDonough 
Paul Francisco  
Laura Perille  
 
Staff 
Mayor’s Office Staff 
BPS Staff 
 
Community observers were also in attendance 
 
Welcome from Co-Chairs 
 
The Co-Chairs opened the meeting by welcoming the committee members and community 
observers. 
 
Approval of Minutes 
 
A committee member requested that the minutes be revised to include her questions and 
comments to the committee. 
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BPS Presentation on Community Feedback Report 
 
Lee McGuire, BPS Chief Communications Officer, began by announcing that 957 people 
attended BPS’ community meetings, and 896 people participated online. He explained that the 
EAC would receive a 160-page report the next day, detailing the comments and feedback from 
each meeting. He highlighted the fact that a majority of respondents were satisfied with their 
current school, and tended to score their choices higher than other people’s choices under each 
plan and across models. Mr. McGuire then explained the importance of noticing the 
demographic composition of the survey respondents and analyzing the data as a sample.  
 
Mr. McGuire explained that grandfathering was the most discussed topic during the feedback 
process, and sibling preference was the second most discussed. Mr. McGuire then explained 
that people were noticeably more accepting of the ELL and Special Education overlay models 
after they were described in detail. The same was true of the middle school “feeder” system.  
 
Mr. McGuire then noted that the survey results suggested that parents do not feel that they 
have enough city-wide options. The committee highlighted the fact that there are only two 
citywide school options that are not charter schools. 
 
A committee member discussed the opaque school registration process that parents currently 
struggle to understand, and asked whether the surveys revealed what families would need in 
the presentation of any model to make the registration process more clear. Mr. McGuire 
responded, explaining that some parents felt that smaller zones would make it easier to explore 
their school options and register. 
 
A co-chair stated the importance of BPS’ responsiveness to the concerns of parents and the 
community. A BPS staffer responded, explaining that BPS is recording and categorizing all of the 
issues brought forward by parents and community members, in an effort to ensure that every 
issue is being addressed.  
 
Discussion on analysis of proposed models 
 
A BPS official noted that more than 50% of parents in every community, except one, have walk 
zone schools as their first choice. A co-chair then explained that some schools are low 
performing and popular.  
 
A BPS staffer clarified that the choice data on page seven of the meeting packet represented 
parents’ first choice, not necessarily where they enrolled. 
 
A committee member asked how BPS planned to handle latecomers if the sizes of zones are 
reduced. A BPS official stated that it depends on how small zones become. 
 
The committee discussed the percentage of parents who selected a school in their walk zone as 
their first choice. A member explained that the data connecting walk zone and school choice is 
masked by where people live and their ability to get to a school. The member offered the Back 
Bay neighborhood as an example of a community without a school in their walk zone, and 
suggested that the committee needed more informative and relative data analyzing the supply 
of schools.  
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The committee then discussed “equity overlays.” A committee member stated that the 
committee cannot adjust to current inequities and have a productive framework until an equity 
overlay is selected. Another member then suggested that none of models will balance 
everything that the committee originally wanted in a model, and that the committee needs to 
target the criteria that take priority. The committee member then suggested that the committee 
ensure that underserved students have priority in the long-term by privileging equitable access 
to quality schools in the analysis of models. Another member suggested ensuring proximity, 
predictability and choice, with an equity overlay as a modification.  
 
A co-chair explained that the EAC should identify and suggest alternate strategies and 
modifications to BPS’ assignment models, which can be implemented while BPS works to 
increase the overall number of quality seats. 
 
Discussion on proposed equitable access strategies 
 
A committee member asked if the “Interventions to Promote Quality” list was one of current 
schools in zones by each model. A BPS staffer responded “yes,” and explained that the list does 
not account for intervention efforts, such as turnaround schools. 
 
The committee member then discussed the importance of identifying the current state of 
schools versus the projections based on interventions, asking for an outline on changes in 
intervention strategies that will occur after the selection of a model. A co-chair responded, 
stating that after a model is selected, the committee will request a zone and school specific 
analysis of necessary interventions. 
 
A committee member stated that simply drawing new boundaries is not going to create 
adequate change, and that the committee is potentially moving towards suggesting that BPS 
refrain from acting until certain concerns are addressed.  The member explained that the 
committee might want to consider offering an “if/then” statement rather than endorsing a 
certain “division of the cake” that does not meet the committee’s standards.  
 
Balancing of Equity and Quality and Proximity  
 
A committee member stated that there are three different levels of action that need to take 
place in order to improve quality and balance equity in access to quality schools that are close to 
the homes of the student body.  They explained that there is currently a fixed level of quality 
that disadvantages students under the present zone structure, and that could continue to 
disadvantage students under whatever new model is selected, without interventions. 
 
The member stated that the committee has been working to define a student assignment 
system in zones and maps, and then possible interventions that could reduce the tension 
between equitable access to quality schools and proximity/closeness to home. The committee 
member then defined the third level of action as BPS’ duty to fix and increase the overall quality 
after the selection of a model. 
 
The committee member addressed the list of interventions that can exist in any zone 
configuration. These interventions came from BPS suggestions, community proposals, and the 



 

4 

 

EAC discussion groups. The committee member explained that some of the interventions work 
with existing priorities while some add priorities, and that not all options fit together, some 
working better under particular zone configurations. 
 
BPS’ proposal offered an algorithm priority for students who have only high support and 
turnaround schools in their walk zone. In this scenario, the student would have an algorithm 
priority in other schools inside their assignment zone.  
 
The “quality priority” proposes that if the overall quality of a student’s assigned zone is below 
60%, they would get a priority “bump” at a school outside of their zone. The committee member 
explained that the questions would then be; “is the student allowed to attend any school 
outside of their zone, or would their zone be linked to a specific zone?”  
 
The “paired zone” model proposes the creation of non-contiguous assignment zones. The 
committee member offered the 23-zone model as an example, explaining that the zones with 
less than 60% access to quality could be linked with other zones that would present the best 
prospect for quality and equity of access, while maintaining the feasibility of transportation.  The 
committee member noted that this model would allow for the balancing of any point of 
diversity, and that it would work best with a larger number of zones. 
 
The “parent compacting” model is a parent choice strategy from the Quality Choice Plan that 
would allow parents to group together and request seats in an under-chosen school with excess 
seats in the 2nd round of the lottery.  
 
Another proposal suggested increasing the number of citywide magnet schools. Specifically, the 
Quality Choice Plan suggested raising the number of citywide magnet schools to 16.  
 
For each of the proposals, the committee’s subcommittee co-chairs listed questions and 
considerations concerning what they thought might and might not work. The committee 
member asked that the committee analyze the interventions against one or more zone 
configuration models to determine if there is a specific proposal that addresses the EAC’s 
criteria for evaluation better than the current and proposed models alone. The proposals with 
the most potential would then be presented to BPS, and the committee would ask that the 
revised model include the intervention outlined in the proposal. 
 
A member suggested that the committee find out more about the cost and feasibility of 
interventions before recommending them.  A co-chair explained that feasibility concerns could 
be addressed if BPS’ data team attends the two small group meetings. 
 
A committee member explained that none of the interventions address overlays of ELL and 
Special Education, and asked how BPS would address the concerns of those populations.  A BPS 
staffer suggested that the plans for specific interventions at each school will give greater insight 
to what is being done to improve the quality of each school for all students. 
 
A committee member explained that the equity adjustments would move students from higher 
quality zones to lower quality zones. A mayoral staffer explained that grandfathering would 
prevent the “seat switching” that concerns many.  
 



 

5 

 

A BPS staffer then clarified that BPS’ proposed intervention is for students who only have a 
“high support” or “turnaround” school in their walk zone, which is only 2,000 students. The 
staffer then noted that the MAPC is working on looking at the impact of walk zones, explaining 
that some of the proposed interventions will be heavily complicated by walk zone priority. 
 
A member asked if the committee agreed not to consider the no-zone and 23-zone models. A 
co-chair responded that these options should not be taken off of the table because of their 
potential to become more equitable and favorable after modifications. The co-chair used the 
23-zone model as an example, stating that if the committee decided to implement the “paired 
zone” intervention, the 23-model could potentially work best because of its ability to couple 
small zones with extreme differences. 
 
A co-chair then stressed the importance of committee attendance at the next two meetings 
concerning interventions and modifications. 
 
A member asked if the committee should expect to have a deliverable after the two small group 
meetings. A member responded, explaining that the committee is responsible for producing one 
or two models before asking BPS to run the data against the current model. BPS would then 
come back with an analysis, which would be presented to the committee on its November 13th 
meeting. The committee would then have to decide if they could offer a recommendation by 
November 26th.   
 
A member explained that the committee has a lot of questions, and asked whether the 
committee could have thoughtful conversation without answers to those questions. A 
committee member suggested that there is enough information to propose what the committee 
would want to see in one or two models, but the follow-up question would be “what would it 
take to get the corresponding analysis on those one or two revised models, so that we can 
either support or deny one of them?” 
 
A committee member asked if there was enough agreement on pairing zones in the 23-zone 
model to request additional data. Another member asked if all zones would be paired. A 
member explained that it is unclear what configuration would optimize balance, without 
analysis.  
 
A member suggesting setting goals and parameters for the optimization it is asking BPS to 
produce.  Another member agreed, and asked the committee to consider the band that they 
would say constitutes “equitable access.” A co-chair explained that BPS will not produce an 
analysis in 24 hours, and that the lag time allows for further conversations to take place. The co-
chair then suggested that the goal of the next two meetings would be to finalize suggestions on 
interventions that could bring about balance.  
 
The time of the October 27th meeting was changed to 8:30am from 8:00am. 
 
A member explained that the committee would have to address the timeline if their questions 
were not answered before the November 13th meeting. 
 
A committee member noted that timeline does not include any community forums before the 
recommendation of interventions and modifications, and explained that the community’s 



 

6 

 

feedback is particularly important because they suggested some of the interventions. Another 
member added that the committee would be coming up with something that has never been 
presented. The member suggested that making a recommendation without feedback and public 
dialogue would not be good. 
 
A co-chair stated that the committee needs to hold a public forum before a recommendation is 
finalized at the committee’s November 26th meeting. The co-chair added that the committee has 
a responsibility to respect this timeline, and that it would be best to work as if the committee 
will to make the deadline, while the community engagement subcommittee chairs organize 
community forums between the meetings on November 13th and 26th. 
 
The co-chair then opened the meeting for public comment.  
 
Public Comment 
 
A community member encouraged the committee to consider ways to balance equity without 
zones. The community member then suggested that any plan should include economic diversity, 
and asked the committee to request more time if the timeline becomes a problem.  
 
A community member asked the committee to consider how kids end up in the schools that 
they enroll in, so that when assignment is changed, its effects will be clearer. They then 
explained that unless the committee considers how the school system became so inequitable, 
the system could potentially go back to being even more inequitable after a new assignment 
plan is selected. 
 
A community member suggested that equity be the centerpiece of the new plan.  They stated 
that BPS uses its turnaround schools as models, but questioned if the system has the financial 
resources to replicate what has been done in the turnaround schools. They then explained that 
under pairing, most seats in popular schools are taken by walkers and siblings. The community 
member questioned how a student in another zone would benefit if all of the seats were already 
taken. 
 
Another community member suggested adjusting the timeline. 
 
A community member noted that 0% of BPS survey respondents felt that the middle school 
feeder plan offered equitable access, and asked how the committee would consider that moving 
forward. 
 
A community member suggested that the committee not consider proximity to home if their 
focus is on increasing access to quality.  
 
A committee member suggested that the committee not hold itself to any timeline, and further 
suggested that the 2,000 students with only “high support” and “turnaround” schools in their 
walk zone be guaranteed a seat in a better quality school. 
 
Conclusion 
 
A co-chair thanked everyone for coming and the meeting was adjourned.  


