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External Advisory Committee 
Minutes from the Meeting of the Committee 

December 13, 2012 
Suffolk University, 73 Tremont St., Boston, MA 

 
Attendees 
Hardin Coleman  
Helen Dajer  
Brendan McDonough 
John Nucci  
Ian Deason  
Israel Ruiz  
Laura Perille  
Tammy Tai  
Robert Gittens  
Craig Lankhorst  
Kathleen Colby  
William Walczak  
Carolyn Kain  
Mary Tamer  
Ruthzee Louijeune  
Josephine Tavares  
Miren Uriarte 
Rahn Dorsey 
 
Staff 
BPS Staff 
Mayor’s Office Staff 
 
Community observers were also in attendance 
 
Welcome/ground rules 
 
The co-chairs opened the meting by welcoming the committee members and community 
observers. The co-chairs also reminded meeting attendees of the meeting’s ground rules. 
 
A co-chair conveyed the Mayor’s message of thanks for everyone’s good work. 
 
Approval of the Minutes 
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The members of the committee moved and approved the minutes from the December 6, 2012 
meeting unanimously with one member abstaining.  
 
Voting procedures 
 
A co-chair asked EAC members to review the voting procedures memo; the document was read 
and addressed. 
 
The members of the committee moved to, and approved, the voting procedures. 
  
A co-chair described the issues that the committee has dealt with in looking at the new 
proposals for student assignment.  He reminded the members that the committee is looking for 
a place where they can come to a consensus. 
 
The co-chair discussed the summary and recommendations memo and reminded the committee 
members that any model will have limitations for improving the schools and will not be a 
solution to every problem. However, over time, the committee feels that there are issues that 
the city needs to consider when implementing a model over time. The co-chair described the 
format of the memo. The first part of the memo is the priorities for the model, the middle part 
describes the model that will be proposed, and the final part will address the issues that have to 
be kept in mind during implementation. 
 
The co-chair stated that this meeting is the time for an open discussion among the committee 
members.  
 
Editing of Summary and Recommendations Memo  
 
The committee began their discussion by reviewing the section of the memo addressing the 
limitations of a student assignment system. 
 
A committee member had comments on the beginning of the introduction and a co-chair read 
that portion aloud. 
 
A committee member requested changes to the last two sentences of the introduction. He 
believed that the language treated the issue of equitable access as something that will occur in 
the future. He believed that BPS and the EAC should be moving towards equitable access now. 
 
A co-chair replied that the model will not be evaluated by its ability to immediately provide 
equitable access, but it will rather increase access to quality education in the short-term. The 
memo states that the long-term concern is how to continue to increase the number of quality 
seats. A subsequent recommendation will focus on this point. 
 
Committee members discussed their wishes to increase quality and equitable access and 
debated whether these were long- or short-term goals. They discussed how to include the idea 
of quality in the memo. 
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A committee member stated that total access to quality is not achievable in the short-term, but 
believes that it is insufficient to say that a longer-range concern is to increase equitable access. 
The committee member stated that the word “provide” ought to be used instead of 
“increasing.” 
 
A co-chair clarified that the current model will increase equitable access, and long-term will 
provide equitable access. 
 
The co-chair asked if there were any questions on background & guiding criteria section of the 
memo. 
 
A committee member had a question on sections D and E of the draft. He asked, “In which 
section will the interventions to increase equity be included, if the committee approves this?” 
He believed that interventions to ensure equitable access should be in section D. 
 
A committee member asked if interventions would be at the district or school level. 
 
A committee member replied that they would be at the district level, and said that they are an 
integral part of the assignment plan, and there is no way to separate them. 
 
The co-chair discussed the memo’s section on the limitations of the student assignment plan. 
 
A committee member questioned whether there is a need to state what the student assignment 
plan cannot do. He was not convinced that a new student assignment plan could not improve 
school performance in the long term. He suggested that this is limited to what a student 
assignment plan could not do in the short term. 
 
A committee member suggested making this section more tentative. 
 
Another committee member said that she did not agree that where a student went to school 
would have a direct relationship with an improvement in school quality. 
 
Another committee member said that it was an unknown variable. 
 
A co-chair stated that other factors take precedence in school performance over assignment. 
 
A committee member suggested that if a student assignment plan increased parental 
involvement in a school, this could have a direct impact on school performance. 
 
A committee member discussed how he heard parents at community engagement meetings 
state that if they were able to be involved in a school (as a result of it being closer to home), 
then it would improve. 
 
A committee member brought up the issue of socio-economic inequities between 
neighborhoods. 
 
A committee member replied that a student assignment plan could conceivably increase student 
performance. 
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A committee member stated that perhaps the limitations section was too specific and that 
opening with affirmations, then bringing up the limitations, is a better idea.  Another committee 
member stated that they would not change the specificity. 
 
A co-chair stated that the consensus of the committee was to take the affirmations and place 
them before the limitations of the model. He discussed the fact that some committee members 
believed that student assignment can have an impact on school performance; others believe 
that it will work with other factors to change. 
 
A committee member questioned why the limitations need to be included. 
 
A co-chair addressed that fact that many have expectations that a changed student assignment 
process will result in drastic changes, and the purpose of this section is to manage expectations. 
 
A committee member stated that having limitations laid out initially can be advantageous. 
 
A co-chair introduced the section on what a student assignment process can do. 
 
A committee member said that the wording should be changed from “can” to “will.” The EAC 
expects (not assumes) that these changes will occur. 
 
The committee discussed rewording the section. 
 
A committee member pointed out that item five can change depending on what model the EAC 
recommends. They expressed the concern that a model should have the flexibility to adjust 
without the need to redesign an entire new assignment model. 
 
A committee member expressed the need for whatever model was proposed to be adaptable to 
the changing demographics of the city. 
 
The co-chair concluded by outlining the six characteristics of what the student assignment 
process can do. 
 
A committee member expressed concern that discussion and dialogue will continue around 
these issues after the committee disbands. 
 
Committee members discussed the possibility of a smaller “monitoring and evaluating” 
committee continuing past January. It was pointed out that this could usurp the role of the 
School Committee.   
 
A co-chair stated that there may be public distrust that the current system will be self-
monitoring, and that there may need to be a way to publicly monitor the system. 
 
A committee member suggested the use of the word “accountability,” and expressed the desire 
for language that reinforced something data-driven. 
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A committee member stated that there has been an unprecedented release of data by BPS 
around this conversation, and that they hoped for a continuation of this transparency on the 
part of BPS. 
 
A committee member stated that this process has laid the groundwork for further 
conversations, particularly the conversation about a strategic plan for school improvement in 
Boston. 
 
A co-chair stated that this is not the current EAC charge, but that it would be a necessary future 
conversation. 
 
The committee agreed that these six points capture what the committee is trying to emphasize. 
The committee agreed to revise item five so that it will address something about sustainability 
in the face of change and item six to address the need for increased accountability. 
 
A committee member asked if it would be possible for item two to occur. 
 
A co-chair emphasized that a model has to be accessible and understandable for BPS families. A 
model will not be able to do this immediately, but in the future, it has to be constructed in a 
manner that can be made “consumer-friendly.” If it is too complex it will not be accessible for 
most. 
 
A committee member expressed concern about item three, and wished that it be re-written in a 
clearer manner. 
 
The committee moved on to the next section of part A of the memo to the superintendent. 
 
A committee member discussed the need for the model to be able to adjust to changes in 
demographics, particularly the distribution of English Language Learners around the city. 
 
A committee member expressed the need to state that the list of priorities is in no particular 
order. A co-chair expressed that there is a need for these factors to be addressed and balanced 
in a model. 
 
A committee member stated that she believed that a prioritized list cannot be created without 
knowing which model the BPS will propose and/or the committee will choose. 
 
A committee member stated a concern that the committee has not come to a consensus as to 
where it stands in terms of what priorities a model should address. He was concerned that he 
did not know where the committee as a whole stood. 
 
The committee discussed whether or not a ranking of priorities would be prudent or valid, 
particularly in the face of the data as well as members’ personal priorities, and whether or not 
this is even possible. 
 
A co-chair addressed the concern about sibling grandfathering. 
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A committee member stated that quality schools was also about quality programming and 
ensuring that the right programming is in place so that families will have an inclusion seat in a 
school that serves students with disabilities in the general population, or an ELL student will 
have a seat in the correct school. She feared that “quality schools” is not an inclusive term. 
 
A committee member expressed that parents choose schools for a variety of reasons, not just 
MCAS scores, even though MCAS scores are the objective data that is available. She emphasized 
the need to recognize that parents do not make choices on MCAS data alone, but the committee 
often uses this data to discuss schools. 
 
A co-chair asked if family choice patterns or national quality measures should be the driving 
metric. 
 
A committee member addressed the need to acknowledge that many students do not take the 
MCAS and therefore MCAS scores are irrelevant to parents’ decision (i.e. SPED students). She 
stated that, for some, parent choice is more driven by home proximity rather than MCAS scores. 
 
A committee member stated that parent choice data which favors schools close to residences 
may be more telling about what parents consider “quality”.  The EAC is looking at other 
variables that may not be as relevant for many families. 
 
A co-chair stated a wish to not conflate parents’ choice and quality. A parent may make a choice 
based on what works, but it’s not a quality choice. 
 
A committee member expressed dislike about the idea that parents are making choices that are 
not quality. He stated that a choice that fits for a parent is a quality choice. He stated that these 
two things do overlap. 
 
A committee member discussed the need to share information with parents that could help 
inform their choices. She pointed out that information on schools is confusing for parents to 
navigate. She said that parents’ choice functions inside of a system where information may not 
be clear. 
 
A committee member stated the need to use objective data metrics. 
 
A committee member stated that Family Resource Centers (FRCs) have vastly improved and 
many BPS staff member work very hard to provide clear information to families. 
 
A committee member expressed the need to be clear in the language that parents’ choices are 
not also mutually exclusive with what a “quality” school is. 
 
A committee member addressed the need to look at “school performance” as a measurable 
element, but that it is one element of quality. She suggested that the models could be evaluated 
based on both parent choice data and quality data.  They are not mutually exclusive. 
 
A committee member expressed concern that the EAC take care to address choice data, which 
shows that parents make choices based on a school being close to home, which is very telling. 
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A committee member expressed the fact that many parents may make a top choice that is not a 
top preference, because they are choosing where they think their student will get in. 
 
A co-chair stated the questions that the model will answer are: How predictable is this model? 
Does it provide equitable access to high performing schools? Does it respect family choice? Does 
it allow for these choices as well as equitable access to quality?  Does it provide the ability to 
shift along with changes in school performance and changing city demographics? 
 
The co-chair proposed to move to the discussion on grandfathering. 
 
Grandfathering Discussion 
 
Carleton Jones, BPS Executive Director, Capital & Facilities Management presented on grandfathering 
and sibling priority. 
 
Mr. Jones presented data on how many students could be out of zone in years 1-5 after the 
implementation of a new assignment system. 
 
Under BPS’s revised recommendation on grandfathering of siblings, the year 2019-2020 will be 
the final year in which younger brothers and sisters who have not yet entered the system will 
get sibling priority to an out-of-zone school. Sibling priority will still apply for in-zone 
students.  Others in the system can remain, but may lose transportation. 
 
A committee member asked what the benefit of stopping grandfathering is. 
 
Mr. Jones said the most advantageous option from a systems point of view would be to 
eliminate grandfathering and get as many students into the new configuration as soon as 
possible. But, BPS understands that the most family-friendly option would be to not force 
children to be uprooted and leave a school and also to allow siblings to attend school with them 
for an amount of time. 
 
A committee member asked why there needs to be a limitation in 2019-2020 if there is a natural 
drop off after this time. 
 
Mr. Jones said that there is a tail that trails on much longer than six years. He stated that siblings 
remaining in the system at the old schools would make it difficult for residents “in the area” to 
attend their closest school. 
 
A co-chair pointed out that they need to acknowledge parents who do not have children in 
schools, and want to get kids into schools closer to their residence. Grandfathering balances the 
desires of families with children in the system over parents who do not yet have families in the 
system. 
 
A committee member asked for clarification on how this will work with the new algorithm. 
 
Mr. Jones responded that this addresses sibling grandfathering for children who are outside of 
the school’s attendance area. 
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A committee member asked whether or not this grandfathered plan is a guarantee that a 
student will always attend their sibling’s school. 
 
Mr. Jones responded that this is a sibling priority in line with the current sibling priority system, 
not a guarantee. 
 
A committee member brought up the need to look at costs in the fourth and fifth years. Mr. 
Jones replied that the cost of maintaining transportation for the younger sibling after the older 
sibling is out of the school is the cost that needs to be considered. 
 
The committee member stated the need for information on costs in order to understand the 
financial ramifications of the decision being made. Another committee member questioned the 
need for that information. 
 
A committee member addressed the need to consider the efficient use of transportation. 
 
Mr. Jones replied that this is the reason why the proposal cuts off transportation after a period 
of time. Parents will be aware of the cut-off of so they can make appropriate plans. 
 
Mr. Jones stated that families currently in the system are being given highest priority. Also, he 
stated the need to raise incentive for families to attend schools in their home areas. 
 
A committee member stated that he would like to make a motion to support the sibling 
grandfathering proposal. 
 
A committee member stated the need to separate the issues of sibling preference and 
transportation. 
 
A committee member expressed concern about cost estimates as the model addresses students 
who are not born and do not exist yet in the system. 
 
A representative from the Mayor’s Office told the committee that the city is asking the 
committee tonight to give an informal recommendation as to what they recommend for 
grandfathering so that parents can make a decision when registering for schools beginning in 
January 2013. 
 
A committee member stated that this is the only thing that trumps keeping children out of 
neighborhood schools.  
 
A committee member stated that in comparison to other districts across the country, the 
transportation for six years proposal is very generous. She wished that they separate the vote 
on grandfathering and transportation for grandfathered siblings. 
 
A committee member expressed a desire to support grandfathering and transportation as he 
believed it would not change current costs. 
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A committee member proposed a friendly amendment to the movement that the vote be split 
into two: a grandfathering piece and a transportation piece. The member asked for an economic 
analysis as well as a comparison to comparable districts. 
 
A committee member stated that she believed that grandfathering and transportation should be 
kept together. She stated that separating transportation and grandfathering implies that 
grandfathering will be available for some families and not for others. 
 
A committee member expressed concern that they are making a recommendation on something 
that is untenable. 
 
The committee member who moved to vote on the proposal denied the friendly amendment. 
 
The co-chair called a vote on the motion. Six were opposed, twelve were in favor, and zero 
abstained. The motion passed. 
 
The co-chair stated that the meeting would not allow public comment due to the lateness of the 
hour, but that the public were encouraged to respond to BPS staff or the web site. 
 
Editing of Summary and Recommendations Memo 
 
The co-chair then moved to section C of the memo, on the general recommendations related to 
student assignment, school choice and school quality. 
 
A committee member asked BPS to state publicly where demographic trends are moving and 
what impact these changes will have in the district. He requested that the report include 
predicted demographic changes over a five and ten year period. The committee member 
expressed concern about quickly moving ELL populations in the city and the inability for the 
assignment system to adjust. The co-chair added how quality of housing impacts shifts in 
demographics in the city. A committee member proposed that the recommendation include the 
notion that additional data may be requested. 
 
A committee member stated the need to address how BPS measures quality in schools. She 
wishes to integrate quality indicators identified by the subcommittee in the list. She also 
proposed an ongoing independent investigation on how data is made available by the district 
and analyzed and used by the community. 
 
A committee member addressed the need to propose a set of measures to ensure 
accountability of the system. 
 
The co-chair stated that the friendly amendment would be to rewrite the first recommendation 
in order to give more specificity as to what metrics would be expected in the report. Committee 
members expressed a desire for flexibility, as data and metrics may change. 
 
A committee member stated that the recommendation will be that the committee wants more 
than what is proposed in the memo, but questioned its necessity. 
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A committee member questioned the need to vote on the elements of the memo separately 
instead of voting on the memo as a whole. 
 
A committee member proposed that there be a clearer set of variables for the committee to 
evaluate in the future. 
 
A committee member expressed concern that without having the models in hand from BPS the 
vote may not address future questions and issues. 
 
A co-chair stated that there needs to be a substantive annual report that is transparent and 
validated by an external body. 
 
A committee member stated that an independent assessment is a good idea. 
 
A co-chair asked why there is a need to address this now. A committee member expressed 
concern that the memo will be solidified before the model is decided upon. The co-chair stated 
that the memo would be adjusted after the model is chosen. 
 
A committee member addressed the concern that the memo does not address the need to 
include language on a commitment to increase inclusion. It was agreed that both sections 
regarding ELL students and Students with disabilities would be included before the final version 
was endorsed.  
 
Another committee member also echoed this concern in regards to the ELL population. 
 
A committee member recommended removing the sixth recommendation. 
 
Conclusion 
 
The meeting was adjourned.  


