
External Advisory Committee
Minutes from the Meeting of the Committee

November 29, 2012
Boston City Hall

Attendees
Hardin Coleman, Co-chair
Helen Dajer, Co-chair
Ian Deason
Rahn Dorsey
Robert Gittens
Craig Lankhorst
Ruthzee Louijeune
John Nucci
Israel Ruiz
Mary Tamer
Miren Uriarte
Bak Fun Wong
William Walczak
Heaven Reda
Imari Paris Jeffries
Josephine Tavares
Vernee Wilkinson
Brendan McDonough
Carolyn Kain 
Kathleen Colby 
Laura Perille

Staff
BPS Staff
Mayor’s Office Staff

Community observers were also in attendance

Welcome from Co-Chairs
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The Co-Chairs opened the meeting by welcoming the committee members and 
community observers.  The co-chairs also reminded meeting attendees of the 
meeting’s ground rules. 

Approval of Minutes

The members of the committee moved to, and approved, the minutes from the 
November 13, 2012 meeting. 

Timeline Change

A co-chair announced a change in the EAC’s timeline, stating that it would allow 
for the more thorough analysis, including a demand-model.

Carlton Jones, Executive Director, Capital & Facilities Management, stated that 
the demand model would be ready internally in December, and would produce 
data based on assignment simulations. The demand model will be able to 
simulate the choices families would make under various sample assignment 
proposals. The technical team would then be able to “assign” students using the 
existing algorithm, and produce a result that would show outcomes based on 
the sample proposals.  This exercise would produce a real impact analysis and 
would allow BPS to identify a “best” option.  Three years’ worth of parents’ 
decisions would go in the simulation.

A committee member asked how the delayed EAC recommendation would 
impact parents’ school decisions for next school year. Mr. Jones stated that BPS 
recognizes the need to assure families that they are not making a decision that 
they will regret once the assignment model changes, and would present more 
on the topic in future meetings. 

A committee member asked how the demand model projects siblings. Carlton 
responded that the model analyzes the number of students and siblings in the 
system now, and then projects the percentage of siblings that would arrive if all 
things were held constant.

A co-chair announced that under the new timeline, the committee would receive 
a full analysis toward the middle of January. Once the committee received the 
analysis that it has requested, there would be a period of community 
engagement before deliberations, and a vote near the end of January. 

A committee member requested that the EAC establish placeholders for 
working/discussion meetings before, or simultaneous to, community 
engagement sessions.

Voting Procedure

A committee member stated their concern about the fifth bullet of the voting 
procedure memo, which stated that the model receiving a majority of the votes 
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would be the final recommendation. The committee member stated that since 
the committee does not know how many models they will have to choose from, 
it would be more appropriate for the “winning” model to have obtained 51% of 
the vote instead of a majority. The committee agreed.

The committee then discussed the voting procedure for those who will not be 
able to attend the meeting at which voting will occur. A committee member 
suggested that absent members rank the models, and submit these rankings 
before the voting meeting. It was then decided that absent members should 
select another EAC member to be their proxy vote, in case model modifications 
are made at that final meeting.

A co-chair asked a mayoral staffer to request guidance on proxy voting from 
general counsel. 

The committee decided that if proxy voting is allowed, only one meeting is 
necessary. A committee member stated that having a single meeting would also 
limit outside influence and pressure that would exist between the two voting 
meetings.

Summarizing the discussion, a co-chair began by stating that voting would only 
occur if a quorum of the total EAC membership was present. All 27 members 
would be allowed to vote, but members could decide to abstain. Members who 
could not attend the voting meeting would submit their ranked votes to the co-
chairs and a designated mayoral staffer 24 hours before the voting meeting. 
These members would also designate a fellow EAC member to be their proxy 
vote. A model would have to have received at least 51% of the vote in order to 
be considered the final recommendation. If no model received at least 51% of 
the vote, the least popular model would be dropped from consideration, and 
committee members would vote again. This would take place until a single plan 
carried a majority of the votes. 

The co-chair stated that a revised version of the voting procedures memo would 
be presented and discussed at the next EAC meeting. 

Algorithm/Priority Policy

A committee member asked if a new assignment plan with proposed 
interventions would take the place of existing policies. Dr. Carol Johnson, BPS 
Superintendent, stated that the approval of the recommendation would be 
conclusive. 

The committee discussed the effect of walk zones on student assignment. A BPS 
official stated that the current policy sets aside 50% of a school’s seats for 
students in the school’s walk zone. Then, every other student, including those 
in the walk zone who did not get one of the allotted walk zone seats, is in a 
larger pool for later seats. The BPS official stated that these students may or not 
be siblings, but they “fall where they fall.” 
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A committee member asked the committee to consider if a selected model that 
creates smaller zones with more schools closer to homes negates the necessity 
of walk zones. 

A committee member asked how a change in algorithm priorities would impact 
models. A co-chair stated that the topic would be discussed at the next EAC 
meeting. 

A BPS official stated that the demand model should be ready by January. A co-
chair then stated that the EAC’s task post-demand model simulation is to ask 
questions about the algorithm. 

The committee then discussed administrative assignments. A committee 
member stated that administrative assignments are not allocated quality seats, 
and a lot of the students that the EAC was trying to impact through alternative 
assignment strategies were those who had been administratively assigned 
previously, and could potentially be administratively assigned in the future, 
regardless of alternative school options.

The committee discussed the different types of students who make up the 
administratively assigned population. This population is made up of students 
who arrive late, those who do not make a school choice, special education 
students, those who only choose popular schools, those who do not get any of 
their choices, and more. The committee discussed the need to more accurately 
identify the administratively assigned population for further analysis.

The committee also discussed reserving seats in schools for administrative 
assignments. Dr. Johnson stated that there are long waiting lists for the high-
performing schools, and that the decision to reserve seats could cause conflict 
in many communities.

A committee member also questioned how the demand model simulation 
accounted for administrative assignments, since the simulations is based on 
parent decisions, and some administratively assigned families did not make 
decisions.

Recommendation  

The committee decided to postpone the line-by-line discussion on the draft 
summary and recommendation document until the committee meeting on 
December 13th, which would take place for the sole purpose of editing and 
revising the recommendation proposal.  

Questions from Community Observers

A community member suggested that there is not a lot of differentiation 
between highest/lowest and average quality schools in the quadrant analysis, 
and asked the EAC to consider this when making decisions based on MCAS 
scores.
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A community member suggested that the EAC ask BPS for an equity analysis of 
the ELL and Special Education clusters. 

A community member asked the committee why they are suggesting middle 
school feeder patterns without an equity analysis. The community member also 
asked that the recommendation proposal’s section on improvement only reflect 
elementary and middle schools, since high schools are citywide and not a part 
of the School Choice Improvement project. 

A community member stated that the data reflecting the percentage of parents 
selecting their walk zone school may be misleading.  The parent suggested that 
some parents choose their walk zone school because they know that the 
algorithm priorities give them an advantage at this school, thus increasing 
predictability, and not necessarily because they sincerely want to be at their 
walk zone school or think that it is a high-quality option.

A community member asked the EAC to research the past student assignment 
plans that were adopted, but not implemented. 

A community member asked the EAC to pay close attention to administrative 
assignments, because the current system disadvantages a great number of low-
income and minority families. 

A community member suggested that the Mayor has the authority to authorize 
remote participation, and asked the committee to seek clarification on if remote 
voting is a policy judgment or if it is illegal. 

A community member stated that students in Roslindale schools have priority at 
Irving Middle School, due to the lack of a K-8 school in the Roslindale 
community. The parent suggested that this “feeder pattern” just began working, 
and that if the EAC’s recommendation includes changing this system, a lot of 
Roslindale parents will be upset.

A community member asked the EAC to sort the data to see who is 
administratively assigned because they did not get into their choices or could 
not access quality schools, and discuss how access to quality will be changed by 
the committee’s recommendation.
 
Conclusion

A co-chair thanked everyone for attending the meeting.  The meeting was 
adjourned.
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