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External Advisory Committee 
Minutes from the Meeting of the Committee 

January 23, 2013 
Suffolk University, 73 Tremont St., Boston, MA 

 
Attendees 
Hardin Coleman, co-chair 
Helen Dajer, co-chair  
Paul Francisco 
Robert Gittens 
Laura Perille 
Israel Ruiz 
Rahn Dorsey 
Miren Uriarte  
Josephine Tavares 
John Nucci 
Bak Fun Wong 
Kathleen Colby  
Craig Lankhorst  
William Walczak 
Mary Tamer 
Carolyn Kain  
Vernee Wilkinson  
Kelly Bates 
Ruthzee Louijeune 
 
Staff 
BPS Staff 
Mayor’s Office 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 
 



 

2 

 

The members of the committee moved to, and approved, the minutes from the meeting.  
 
BPS Presentation   
 
Dr. Carol Johnson, BPS Superintendent, began by thanking BPS and City Hall staff for their hard 
work and dedication during the Improving School Choice process.  Dr. Johnson introduced 
Carleton Jones, BPS Executive Director, Capital & Facilities Management, who then introduced 
Tim Nicolette, BPS Chief of Staff, who began the presentation.  
 
After laying out the agenda for BPS’s presentation, Mr. Nicolette highlighted the many steps 
that BPS has taken to improve school quality. These included the addition of new K-8 schools, 
closing low-performing schools, expanding high-performing schools, altering the school funding 
formula so that dollars follow children and that per-pupil funding is weighted according to 
student needs, and increasing inclusive schools.  
 
He then discussed how the efforts of the Improving School Choice process have been informed 
by more than 4,000 voices during more than nine months of community engagement. He noted 
that many great ideas came from community proposals. He explained that the EAC combined 
the “best of the best” in all of the proposals, and asked BPS to present refined proposals and 
analysis.  
 
Mr. Nicolette then stated that all of the models that BPS is proposing would include 
grandfathering, maintain sibling and walk zone priorities, increase K-8 pathways, provide more 
predictability closer to the homes of students, include more school options, create in-district 
charter and innovation schools, and offer the option for incoming K2 families to be assigned to 
the closest school in Round One if they do not receive one of their choices.  He then presented 
the three refined proposals.  
 
10-Zone Proposal 
 
The 10 Zone model proposed 10 geographically-based zones, designed to better balance access 
to quality, offer options closer to home and support diverse school opportunities.  
 
Families would get to choose from any school located inside the zone where they live, as well as 
any school within their walk zone (one mile from home for elementary school students), even if 
it is across a zone boundary, and citywide schools. After learning about each school, families 
would rank the schools they prefer their child to attend and are assigned to a school based on 
seat availability. The number of school choices available to students would range from 3 to 14 
within zones (average of 8), in addition to citywide options.   
 
Home-Based/A 
 
“Home-Based/A” would ensure that every family has high-quality schools on their list of options. 
It adapts to changes in quality and popularity over time. School choice lists are based on address 
and will contain the closest:  
 
•2 schools in the 0-25% percentile for performance  
•2 schools in the 0-50% percentile for performance 
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•2 schools in the 0-75% percentile for performance  
 
Every list would also include all schools that are within one mile from home (walk zone), 
citywide options and other nearby schools to ensure seat availability. Tiers are based on a 
combination of a school’s MCAS proficiency, academic growth and overall performance. Families 
would rank the schools they prefer their child to attend and be assigned based on priorities 
(walk zone and sibling) and availability. 
 
Home-Based/B  
 
“Home-Based/B” would also ensure that every family has high-quality schools on their list of 
options. It too adapts to changes in quality and popularity over time. School choice lists are 
based on address and always contain the closest:  
 
•3 schools in the 0-25% percentile for performance  
•3 schools in the 0-50% percentile for performance 
•3 schools in the 0-75% percentile for performance  
 
Students with higher-quality schools closer to home would have at least nine choices; students 
with fewer higher-quality schools closer to home would have more choices to ensure they have 
access to quality. Every list would include all schools that are within one mile from home (walk 
zone), citywide options and other nearby schools to ensure seat availability. Tiers are based on a 
combination of a school’s MCAS proficiency, academic growth and overall performance. Families 
would rank the schools they prefer their child to attend and be assigned based on priorities 
(walk zone and sibling) and availability  
 
ELL overlay  
 
English-Language-Learners would have access to any program within their “cluster. The overlay 
boundaries would be based upon where students live, although programs may need some 
changes to best serve student needs. The ELL Overlay would have the same boundaries as 
Students with Disabilities Overlay to better serve English-Language-Learners with disabilities. 
The ELL Overlay Boundaries align with linguistic communities, allowing language-specific 
programs for predominant languages in each cluster. BPS will add three additional dual language 
programs over time so there is one in each cluster  
 
SPED Overlay 
 
Students with disabilities would have access to any program within their “cluster.” Overlay 
boundaries would be based upon where students live, although programs may need to change 
to best serve student needs. The SPED Overlay would have the same boundaries as ELL overlay 
to better serve English-Language-Learners with disabilities. The SPED Overlay would offer at 
least 1 inclusive and 1 sub-separate option per cluster for students with most common 
disabilities and moderate/high need. The programs serving less common disabilities will remain 
citywide. Students with resource room services would participate in the general assignment 
process, and BPS would continue to work on expanding inclusive options. The SPED Overlay only 
differs from the ELL Overlay in that clusters F and G are combined for students with disabilities 
to ensure enough students to support a range of programs.  
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Middle School Overlay 
 
The K-8 Overlay proposes a guaranteed K-8 pathway through 8th grade, consisting of K-8 school 
or elementary to middle school pathway. BPS is currently exploring the feasibility of potential K-
8 conversions: Blackstone, Condon, Hennigan, Marshall, Mattahunt, Perkins/Tynan, and Trotter. 
K-8 conversions would begin in fall 2014 and would be phased in. 
 
Defining Quality 
 
Mr. Nicolette then discussed the metric used to determine quality. He explained that the EAC 
developed a comprehensive definition of quality, but not all components can be measured by 
current data, and that BPS is working on a way to measure quality using the EAC’s definition. He 
explained that BPS is using academic performance and growth based on MCAS to identify 
higher-performing schools, although they recognize that school quality is based on much more 
than MCAS scores, but noted that BPS has adjusted their measure of quality based on feedback 
from the EAC. He stated that due to EAC feedback, BPS is calling the top 50% of schools “high-
quality,” rather than top 67% of schools, and that they are weighting performance more heavily 
than growth (2/3 of the metric is from performance, 1/3 from growth).This metric is intended to 
be used to compare models.  
 
Access to Quality 
 

Currently, students with worst access to quality have 19.5% access to quality. Each 
proposed model would increase access to quality for these students compared to the current 3-
Zone model  
 
Predictability  
 

Currently, the median BPS student can access one of his or her top three schools 72.1% 
of the time. Each proposed model would increase a student’s access to one of his or her 
top three choices, compared with the current model. 
 
Closer to Home 
 

Currently, for the median BPS student, the walking distance to school is 1.87 miles. Each 
proposed model would decrease this distance by more than half a mile, reducing 
distance traveled by approximately one-third  
 
Neighborhood Peers  
 
Compared to the current 3-Zone model, each proposed model would increase the opportunity 
for students to attend the same school as peers from their neighborhood.  
 
Diversity 
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BPS measured diversity by computing the socio-economic and racial characteristics of the typical 
applicant’s peers across the plans from 25 simulations. The proposals had a limited impact on 
diversity. Mr. Nicolette noted that none of the plans would lead to more segregated schools.   
 
Interventions: 

 
Mr. Nicolette announced that beginning with the 2013 school year, the weighted student 
funding plan will direct more resources to all schools with greater than 60 percent of students 
living in poverty. Additionally the Mayor’s legislative proposal would offer Turnaround powers, 
flexibility, resources, longer day to Level 3 schools, including High Support schools. Lastly, he 
added that BPS is using the new teacher contract to target support for teacher and school leader 
performance evaluations, and to add more nurses and social workers to schools to support 
students’ non-academic needs. 
 
EAC Comments and Questions 
 
A committee member asked what the current number of neighborhood peers was for the 
average BPS student. Mr. Nicolette answered that the average is currently approximately 3.2 
neighborhood peers, and clarified that by “peers,” BPS means students from the same 
neighborhood, in the same school, and in the same grade.  
 
A committee member asked what the guarantee for a seat was for a student under any of the 
proposed plans. Mr. Jones answered, stating that the proposals would guarantee every child a 
seat, but does not say which seat. He added that the district is discussing new ways to 
accommodate K2 demand.  
 
A committee member asked about how the district was planning to fund the proposed 
interventions, with federal funding levels decreasing.  The committee member then asked, 
under the home-based plans, how BPS was planning to assure to access to quality for those who 
do not have high-performing schools near their homes. Mr. Jones stated the home-based model 
does not address the walk-zone phenomenon, but if the EAC wanted to make a 
recommendation to change the walk-zone percentages, it could do so in a second 
recommendation outside of that recommending an assignment model. Addressing the funding 
question, Mr. Nicolette added that several of strands of funding are being used together in 
combination. He explained that there is Title 1 funding for schools with 40% of students below 
poverty lines, but that BPS’s funding formula includes additional weight funding for Free-and-
Reduced-Lunch students, along  with another weight for students in schools with 60% of 
students living in poverty. Additionally, he explained that “Innovation School” models allow BPS 
to extend the day in a more cost-effective way. Lastly, he stated that the Race To The Top 
funding goes primarily to turnaround schools, and that the district is working with the 
turnaround schools to manage the funds that are set to expire in the Fall of13 for most schools. 
He added that BPS is providing $2.8 million of funding so that some of the schools can continue 
to afford the extended day programs, which have proven to be successful.   
 
A committee member discussed the wide variation in the number of schools one can choose 
from in different zones, and asked how the committee would potentially justify not achieving 
the established goal of increasing predictability while bringing students closer to home and thus 
increasing the community presence in schools.  Mr. Jones explained that as school quality 
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improves, as the district is planning for it to, students’ choice sets would narrow. As schools 
moved into higher tiers, students would not have as many choices, and their choices would be 
even closer to their homes.  
 
A committee member asked how a family with a 2-year-old would know their choice-set, and 
suggested that the home-based proposals would not be easily understood by most parents, 
without help.  Mr. Jones explained that BPS is working with the Mayor’s Office of New Urban 
Mechanics to develop a tool that will allow families to go online, input their address, and see all 
of the schools in their choice set. In addition, families would still be able to utilize family 
resource centers.   
 
A committee member asked if the proposals made it possible for families on the same street to 
have different sets of schools to choose from. Mr. Jones explained that the street would have to 
be very, very long for families to have drastically different choice sets, but added that even if the 
choice sets are the same, how parents make choices will be different.  
 
A committee member noted that the data BPS utilized in their analysis was based on first round 
choices, and asked how parents were choosing during other rounds of the school selection 
process. Peng Shi, an MIT Doctoral student working with the BPS technical team, explained that 
the data on choices made in later rounds is available in the appendix to the presentation that 
the committee received.  
 
A committee member asked what BPS was doing to support communities that have high 
populations of students selecting schools later in the choice process, and thus decreasing their 
chances of getting into the highest performing schools. Mr. Jones discussed BPS’s heightened 
outreach efforts in these communities. He noted an example in which BPS noticed that English-
Language-Learners were selecting in later rounds, so they targeted support efforts to these 
families and communities. Mr. Jones explained that the increased outreach led to an increase in 
the percentage of English-Language-Learning parents who selected schools in the first round of 
the lottery.   
 
A co-chair suggested that the walk-zone is no longer necessary, and asked BPS for an analysis on 
how the proposals would look without walk-zone priority. Mr. Nicolette, suggested that analysis 
of this sort would take time, and that he would let the EAC know when that analysis could be 
produced. He added that a lot of the feedback BPS received came from parents who were 
frustrated because there was a school right across the street from their home, which they 
continuously failed in gaining access to.  
 
A committee member requested an analysis of the home-based proposals. Mr. Nicolette 
explained that because the home based plan does not include zones, the analysis would only be 
able to show relative access to quality. 
 
A committee member asked if sibling grandfathering would occur if one of the home-based 
models is adopted and choice-based model access changes. The committee member also asked 
if students in later rounds are guaranteed seats in 6 schools. Mr. Jones explained that capacity is 
the overarching factor after round 1, but the computer system will find the closest school that 
still has seats for all students. He added that BPS does not currently know how long sibling 
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preference will be kept, and that a decision on sibling grandfathering is unlikely until after a 
model is selected and implementation is being discussed. 
 
A committee member highlighted some of the statistics that spoke to the improvements of the 
three proposals compared to the current 3-zone model, and asked the committee to think about 
if the change represented was “robust” enough for the committee to consider their impact 
significant. The committee member suggested that the improvements look “incremental,” and 
asked the committee to also consider the costs associated with implementation. He then asked 
the committee to consider the subgroups that currently have the lowest access to quality, 
suggesting that the committee will not achieve “whole” change until it looks at the particular 
challenges that particular subgroups face. 
 
Discussing the English-Language-Learner Overlay Maps, a committee member stated that they 
were concerned that the maps made it seem like ELL and SPED populations were the same, and 
that this might send a mixed message to ELL parents. Another committee member added that 
over-identification of ELL students as SPED is a major issue, and that they feared potential 
miscommunications due to the lack of unique overlay boundaries. The committee member 
suggested that BPS should be very clear in articulating why the two overlay maps are combined.  
 
EAC Next Steps 
 
A co-chair gave the committee member a ranking/rating sheet and asked the committee 
members to rank/rate the different proposals against the EAC’s established criteria for model 
evaluation. A committee member suggested that it would be difficult to analyze the home-
based models without data on its implications. A mayoral staffer explained that the data would 
be made available to EAC members as soon as possible. The committee then discussed the 
SPED, ELL, and K-8 Overlay maps, and agreed to set aside time for a detailed conversation on the 
3 maps at their next meeting.  
 
Community Questions 
 
A community member asked why Peng Shi’s initial proposal had not been included in later 
proposals, and asked for it to be put on the committee’s website.  Peng Shi then explained that 
his first proposal did not have a well-defined way of adapting, and was an arbitrary process that 
could be similar to drawing lines.  
 
A community member suggested that equal access to choices is more important than having an 
equal amount of choices. The community member further explained that some priorities negate 
the benefit of having choices, because those priorities deny access to others.  
 
A community member asked the community to consider the possibility that walk-zone may not 
longer be needed.   
 
A community member asked the committee to recommend that the district stop using student 
growth percentage in their formula for quality, and that they instead use a more comprehensive 
measure that includes the factors outlined in the EAC’s definition.   
 
 



 

8 

 

A community member asked the committee to schedule more community meetings.  
 
Conclusion 
 
A co-chair thanked everyone for coming and the meeting was adjourned. 
 


