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TO: Klare Shaw and Rebecca Frisch 

FROM: Helen Dajer and Hardin Coleman, Co-Chairs of the External Advisory Committee on School 

Choice 

DATE: October 17, 2012 

The External Advisory Committee on School Choice (EAC) has reached a critical point in its deliberations.  

In March, 2012 it accepted the following charge from the Mayor of Boston, Thomas M. Menino and the 

Superintendent of Boston Public Schools, Dr. Carol R. Johnson: 

Every student in the City of Boston deserves to attend a high-quality school that meets his or her 
needs and is as close to home as possible. To realize this goal, the Mayor and Superintendent of 
the Boston Public Schools have appointed the independent External Advisory Committee on 
Improving School Choice (EAC).   

The EAC will evaluate city data along with information collected during a series of community 
meetings with parents and other stakeholders and other information-gathering opportunities. 
Based on this information and a data-driven analysis of the several models of school assignment 
plans developed by the Superintendent and her staff, the EAC will provide a final 
recommendation that will be presented to the Superintendent, the School Committee, and the 
Mayor. This collaboration will yield a new plan for school choice. 

 Over the ensuing months, the EAC, using three sub committees, developed a process for making 

useful data about Boston Public Schools available to the public, it developed a common understanding 

of what makes a quality school, it developed a common understanding of what equitable access to a 

quality school means, and it monitored and validated the District’s efforts to solicit the variety of 

opinions in Boston concerning the desired characteristics of an effective school assignment plan. 

 The understanding of a quality school that the EAC has confirmed is the following: 

 Academic excellence and student academic growth in all grades, across all subgroups of race, 
ethnicity, English Language Learners and students with disabilities  

 Principal effectiveness and teacher excellence with caring teachers and school staff  

 Parent engagement and a sense of community within and outside of the school  

 Effective community partnerships  

 Focus on the development of the whole child and the needs of all learners, though arts, music, 
athletics, and program and course offerings  

 Safe and positive school climate including social and emotional support  

 Adequate and appropriate facilities  

 As close to home as possible  
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 The understanding of equitable access to a quality school that the EAC has confirmed is the 

following: 

A new student assignment process should seek to provide every child, in every neighborhood; 
including but not limited to the following subgroups; race, national origin, color, gender, 
immigrant status, ethnicity, language, socioeconomic status, sexual orientation, special needs or 
disability, with the same opportunity to learn and succeed in the Boston Public Schools.  

If the new student assignment plan is geographically based, each defined area should seek to 
provide an equal opportunity to receive a quality education, and at a "quality school" as defined 
by the EAC based on data and community feedback.  

The EAC will ensure that its recommendations to BPS take into account how all students in every 
subgroup will be affected by the proposed assignment models and policies, and that the EAC's 
recommendations support continued diversity throughout BPS. 

 

 Working with the Boston Public Schools (BPS), the EAC understands that BPS will develop 

models for school assignment that address the following criteria: 

 Equitable Access to Quality 

 Proximity to Home 

 Choice  

 Safety 

 Predictability for Families 

 Transportation Savings 

 Ease of BPS Execution 

On September 24, 2012, the BPS presented five models of possible school assignment options 

(including three conceptual frameworks, or overlays, for organizing education for Middle School 

students, English Language Learners and Students with Disabilities) for consideration to the EAC and the 

Boston community.  In addition to these models, the BPS has provided substantive descriptive data, but 

the EAC is in need of more analytic data in order to make judgments about which of these models best 

fit the criteria it has established.  After the presentation of these models by the BPS, other members of 

the Boston community have proposed alternative models for the EAC to consider.  In order to do due 

justice to these proposals, the EAC needs both descriptive data about these models as was provided for 

the BPS proposals and the analytic data we are requesting about the BPS models. 

 The EAC needs this analytic data in a format that provides for efficient and effective 

comparisons.  It also needs a narrative which outlines the strengths and weaknesses of each model.  For 

an example of the type of analytic narrative the EAC needs for all the proposed models an analysis 
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prepared by the Metropolitan Area Planning Council (MAPC) is available here: 

http://www.mapc.org/sites/default/files/MAPC_BPS_AssignmentMemo_10_12_12.pdf.   

 For an example of a format that provides for efficient and effective comparisons of the models, 

here is a table that compares three of the BPS models using available data. 

Criteria (ranking)* 6 Zone 9 Zone 11 Zone 

Probability of a quality choice 
 (Using MCAS Quadrant Analysis of Student 
Growth and Performance) 

60 (3) 62 (2) 64 (1) 

Range of probability 67 (1) 75 (2) 88 (3) 

Probability of a popular choice 76 (1) 72 (3) 75 (2) 

Range of probability 47 (1) 86 (2) 99 (3) 

Average distance travelled to choice 1.53 (3) 1.18 (2) 1.08 (1) 

Range of distance travelled 1 (1) 1.13 (2) 1.24 (3) 

Highest and Lowest % of FRL in zones 60-81 54-82 46-82 

Range from highest to lowest 21 (1) 28 (2) 36 (3) 

# of Zones within Model with less than 60% 
access to MCAS Quality Seat (BPS Metric) 

Ex: 2 (of 6) 5 of 9 5 of 11 

% of Zones within Model with less than 60% 
access to MCAS Quality Seat  

33% (1) 55% (3) 45% (2) 

    

Summative Ranking on Criteria** 9 (1) 15 (2) 16 (3) 

*represents comparative ranking of the indicator across the models 

**represents sum of the ranks not the average 

We appreciate the volume of work that BPS and City hall staff have undertaken and are very pleased 

with the output of data from the Technical Team, but as the co-chairs of the External Advisory Group we 

would like to request that BPS provide to us the aforementioned data analysis with an accompanying 

narrative in order to make its offerings more clear to us.  We would hope to receive this information by 

October 22, 2012.    

http://www.mapc.org/sites/default/files/MAPC_BPS_AssignmentMemo_10_12_12.pdf

