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Notes from October 27 EAC Discussion Session on Proposed Models 

 

Committee Attendees 

Helen Dajer  

Laura Perille 

Carolyn Kain  

John Nucci  

Bak Fun Wong  

Robert Gittens 

Miren Uriarte  

Rahn Dorsey 

Ruthzee Louijeune  

Mary Tamer 

 

Notes 

 

The Committee members discussed the recommendation from the EAC working session on Tuesday, 

10/23 and that they would proceed in making additional recommendations to BPS for analysis during 

this session. One Committee member asked if the EAC could start voting and recording members’ names 

so members’ views on proposals would be recorded.  The committee members agreed that this could be 

done.  

Peng Shi presented the “Grouped-School Model”, which is a revised proposal from what he had 

presented to the EAC during its meeting on October 10. In his presentation, Mr. Shi explained that his 

model seeks to optimize options that are close to home and quality alternatives to under-performing 

schools. He also explained that his proposal would be based on giving families options to attend the four 

schools that are closes to home and a “quality partner” school which would help balance access to 

quality.   

To explain his proposal, Mr. Shi presented several examples of how the model would work with current 

school pairings.  An EAC member stressed to the group that these were simply examples for the 

purposes of discussion and could be changed as necessary.  

Mr. Shi also explained how his model is dynamic and could change as necessary depending on changes 

in schools, the population, or other factors, which EAC members thought would be helpful.  Mr. Shi 

detailed how his model does not use geographic boundaries because they add “unnecessary” 

constraints. 

One EAC member stated that she liked the proposal because it does not result in “winners” and “losers”.   

Mr. Shi then explained how his proposed model compares to the five proposals that had initially been 

put forward by BPS and “grouped zone” proposals along the lines of several metrics:  

http://bostonschoolchoice.files.wordpress.com/2012/10/pengs-grouped-school-model-10-27.pdf


Draft – 11/28/2012 
 

2 

 

 Equitable access to quality – Grouped-School model does better than the other comparable 

options, using “MCAS Snapshot” as a quality metric. 

 Proximity to home – Grouped-School model offers closer to home options than all but the 23-

zone proposed model. 

 Choice and predictability – Grouped-School model offers better predictability than all but the 

23-zone proposed model.  

 Transportation savings – Grouped-School model outperforms all by the 23-zone proposed 

model.  

 Diversity – Grouped-School model performs similar to the 9-zone model and outperforms the 

11-zone and 23-zone proposed model when taking diversity of race and income level (as 

measured by free and reduced lunch) into account.  

 SPED and ELL – Mr. Shi stated that he had to do more analysis in terms of how these groups of 

students would be worked into the models, but initially suggested “partner” maps and had 

spoken with BPS on ELL.  EAC members suggested that he speak with John Verre on Special 

Education students.  

Mr. Shi discussed concerns around a “one-way migration” of students to high quality schools within 

school pairing and options for how that challenge could be addressed through parent compacting. An 

observer stated that grade configuration could also help with this challenge.  

Following Mr. Shi’s presentation, an EAC member asked for BPS data on assignment rounds and 

administration assignment to get more information on choice patterns.  An EAC member also asked for 

BPS data on sibling grandfathering due to concerns that have been raised by the community. The EAC 

also asked for data on an AWC analysis, and how it would work with various models.  

An EAC member suggested that it could be helpful to set targets and/or benchmarks and look at 

scenario modeling on attendance patterns and choice.  

Dr. Johnson stated that sibling preference is a matter of School Committee policy and that families are 

very important to the process.  

Mr. Shi and the professor who had accompanied him from MIT asked to be provided with choice data to 

make the model more realistic in terms of choice data. They also talked about such data had been used 

in New York City’s system for school choice and high school matching, but that proximity in Boston could 

be a more important factor in this process since Boston is looking at younger grades.  

A community observer stated that a “zone-less” plan could work, as was the case in Wake County, North 

Carolina.  

Several EAC members discussed their thoughts on the models.  
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 An EAC member stated that she would like to see a magnet school option built into a plan and 

that there should be a focus on replicating success.  

 Another EAC member stated that the EAC would need to consider the variation in quality that 

could result from the creation on new schools through the assignment system (i.e. paired 

schools).  

 An EAC member stated that the city has seen success in East Boston’s Latino community, but 

Mission Hill remains a challenge. She would like to look at East Boston to see what drives 

success.  

 Another EAC member stated part of the success of a new assignment policy will be that families 

can be near schools and can be more involved in school.  

The discussion turned to the timeline and the analysis that BPS would present by the EAC’s next 

meeting, scheduled for November 13. BPS initially stated that it would work to complete a portion of the 

analysis by the November 13 meeting and also stated that they would see how the technical team could 

incorporate parent behavior into the demand side of the analysis. The Committee members liked the 

prospect of this addition.  

One EAC member requested more time so that more work can be done regarding ELL and Special 

Education overlays.  

The Committee requested an analysis from BPS similar to the analysis that Mr. Shi presented to the 

Committee during this meeting, which should include:  

 Equitable access to quality 

 Diversity - socio economic diversity and race/cultural diversity 

 Proximity to home 

 Choice and predictability 

 Transportation savings 

 Racial diversity impact - both with current models and in accountability reporting in future 

 Backwards assessment of impact on current neighborhoods as well as race, culture, and 

socioeconomic impacts. 

 Analysis on students with disabilities and English Language Learners  

A Committee member discussed community engagement and where it fits into the remainder of the 

process. 
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A staff member read a memo from an EAC member who was not able to be in attendance, but provided 

thoughts on equitable access.   

The EAC members discussed recommendations for analysis, but stated that the EAC needs more data on 

the impact of the proposed models on Students with Disabilities and English Language Learners and that 

analysis of these groups should be built into the model revisions, including capacity data. Taking that 

into account, the EAC requested the following models to be analyzed:  

 23-zone proposal with zone pairings, also factoring in socioeconomic diversity 

 “Grouped-School” model presented by Mr. Shi, factoring in socioeconomic diversity 

 No Zone model with school pairings 

 6-zone model with interventions to maximize equitable access to quality seats 

 The EAC removed the 23-zone model with school pairings from the list of analysis 

because it was subsumed in the “Grouped-School” model and because BPS stated it 

was a complicated analysis that was time-consuming with limited results.  

The EAC also requested that BPS perform analysis for each of the above models with parent compacting 

and magnet options, including: citywide options, regionalized magnet schools, and prioritized magnet 

schools. In addition, the EAC asked for analysis on walk zone impact - will it still be 50% or will it change? 

In concluding its discussion, the EAC also discussed making broad, general recommendations for 

communications and reporting by BPS in the future.   

The EAC members in attendance voted in agreement that this is the analysis that they have requested 

from the BPS technical team.   

The EAC opened the meeting up for comments by the community.  

Community Comments 

 What is the process for community engagement going forward?  

 “Reverse grandfathering for siblings” is a good option, as are magnet schools.  Equitable access 

does not mean just being able to write down choices on paper; it means the option to actually 

get into those schools. There are concerns about how Special Education and ELL would be 

worked into the plans. More time on this process could be helpful.  

 What is the capacity around high-quality schools?  

 What is the walk-zone percentage? Demand analysis should be qualitative and quantitative.  

 EAC should be cautious of groups of people being able to take seats from other groups and 

should not frame conversation for some groups have a priority over others.  
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 How does AWC play into the assignment plans? 

 Walk-zone saturation could through off equitable access. How can we keep people in the 

system? What incentives could be put into place? How could we pair schools that keep people in 

the system? 

 Walk zone system was put into place in the 1970s in order to comply with a federal order.  

 The EAC should examine the federal judgment regarding ELL students.  

 The “devil is in the details” when it comes to seeing how the proposed assignment models 

would actually work in the community.  

Meeting concluded.  


