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of	the	process,	particularly	with	those	who	tend	to	be	under-represented	in	these	
conversations.		More	marginalized	community	groups	are	often	not	involved	until	later	in	
the	process	after	feedback	from	the	broader	community	has	been	well-considered,	making	
their	participation	appear	to	be	less	relevant	and	seem	less	incorporated	into	the	outcome.	
	
CCPTA	recommends	that	staff	focus	on	community-wide	meetings	and	consider	eliminating	
meetings	with	individual	school	PTAs	or	groups	from	a	single	community.		Multiple	
community-wide meetings should be	conducted	with	many	of	them	held	in	or	very	near	the	
schools	and	communities	that	tend	to	be	under-represented	in	these	processes.		Open	
office	hours	and	other	means	of	providing	input	would	remain	available	to	any	community	
member	or	group,	and	written	comments	or	questions	from	groups	could	be	submitted	in	
writing	or	brought	to	community	meetings.			
	
This	will	enable	staff	to	concentrate	on	aggregate	comments,	make	fewer	representations	
to	individual	groups,	and	avoid	accusations	of	favoring	particular	parties.		Just	as	
importantly,	it	would	serve	to	reduce	factionalism	by	bringing	communities	together	where	
they	can	hear	each	others’	concerns,	fostering	understanding	and	collaboration	rather	than	
self-serving	advocacy	and	division.	
	
	
	
	
	
	
Concluding	statement:	
	
The	current	APS	school	boundary	process	does	not	optimally	serve	the	system’s	needs	
today.		As	active	members	of	the	school	community,	CCPTA	offers	its	experiences	and	
observations	from	the	last	several	boundary	processes	and	suggestions	for	a	more	effective	
approach	from	the	community’s	perspective.		
	
As	APS	continues	to	grow	and	to	open	new	facilities,	we	will	need	to	adjust	and	establish	
new	boundaries	more	frequently.		Key	changes	to	the	process	could	lead	to	better	decision-
making	and	more	efficient	management	of	APS’	financial	and	staff	resources.		The	
implementation	of	a	set	framework	will	provide	consistent	community	and	staff	
expectations	from	one	process	to	the	next;	while	defined,	set	criteria	for	boundary	
determinations	will	indicate	a	direction	for	

 Tf



Recommendation	highlights:	
	

1. School	Board	action	to	refine	the	boundary	process	framework	is	needed	to	ensure	
an	efficient	and	decorous	process.	
	

2. Implement	a	consistent	boundary	process	framework	with	fewer	opportunities	for	
input	throughout	the	process	to	encourage	greater	community	participation	and	
more	valuable	feedback.	

	
3. Clearly	state	objectives	to	be	achieved	and	problems	to	be	resolved	at	the	outset	of	

each	process	and	adhere	to	those	goals	throughout	the	process,	evaluating	each	



Additional	considerations:	
	

• As	staff	and	the	Board	strive	to	ensure	a	sufficient	cohort	of	students	being	
redistricted	to	a	given	school,	they	should	be	mindful	of	the	#	of	grade-level	cohorts	
in	a	given	planning	unit,	rather	than	the	total	#	of	students	in	a	planning	unit.		While	
APS	may	deem	“10”	or	“25”	a	sufficient	cohort,	for	example,	there	may	in	reality	be	
as	few	as	one	5th	grader	in	a	single	planning	unit	matriculating	to	a	separate	middle	
school	for	6th	grade.		That	scenario	does	not	honor	the	spirit	or	intent	of	“Stability”	
and	“Alignment”	to	ensure	a	comfortably-sized	group	of	familiar	peers	as	students	
are	re-assigned	to	a	different	school	or	move	up	from	one	level	of	schooling	to	the	
next.	

	
• Consider	providing	side-by-side	demographic	data	to	help	define	the	parameters	

that	can	be	reasonably	expected	from	proposed	options	–	i.e.	providing	both	
demographic	data	based	on	resident	FRL%	within	a	proposed	attendance	zone	as	
well	as	an	estimated	enrolled	FRL%	based	on	the	current	transfer-out	rates	for	each	
school.		

	
• The	Board	should	consider	how	the	goals	for	possible	relocation	of	option	programs	

work	in	concert	with	the	boundary	process	and	that	the	two	perhaps	should	not	be	
separate	discussions	or	initiatives.	Community	members	have	indicated	that	APS	
needs	to	state	what	their	goals	are	for	moving	option	schools	and	clearly	state	what	
problem(s)	they	are	looking	to	solve.		Those	goals	then	should	be	taken	into	
consideration	in	the	creation	of	boundaries	moving	forward.	
	

• Live-streamed	community	meetings	should	include	minimal	small	group	breakouts.		
People	viewing	from	home	receive	little	to	no	benefit	from	watching	the	short	
opening	presentation	by	staff.		Both	viewers	and	those	in	attendance	would	benefit	





Addendum	A:		Issues	and	Recommendations	
	

	
PROBLEM	

	
Overlapping	principles	
	
Principles	at	odds	with	each	other	
	
Principles	with	uncertain	purpose	
	
Arbitrary	application	of	principles	
	
	
Lack	of	specified	weight	or	role	in	
process	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
Quantity	v.	quality	engagement/input	
	
“Engagement	fatigue”	–	process	requires	
being	engaged	from	beginning	to	end	
	
Seems	to	favor	those	with	the	time	and	
stamina	to	engage	at	every	step	and	be	
heard	multiple	times	and	be	loudest	
	
Communication	with	non-English	
speaking	families	

	
EXAMPLE	

	
Proximity	and	Contiguity	
	
Contiguity/Proximity	and	Demographics	
	
Contiguity	
	
Community	members	can	select	
principles	that	best	serve	their	self-
interests.	
	
Board	members	can	prioritize	or	
dismiss	individual	principles	according	
to	personal	preference	or	interest	
	
Consideration	of	individual	principles	is	
uncertain	from	one	process	to	the	next	
	
	
Bulk	identical	letters/emails	from	
specific	communities;	Colored	t-shirts	
	
Particularly	in	iterative	processes,	
people	seemingly	not	affected	in	phase	
one	tune	out	and	are	unaware	and/or	
unprepared	later	in	the	process	if	things	
change	and	they	are	directly	impacted	
	
Under-represented	groups’	input	tends	
to	be	solicited	later	in	the	process	when	
their	input	might	have	a	lesser	impact	

	
RECOMMENDATIONS	

	
Replace	general	“considerations”	with	
distinct	“determining	factors”	
	
Mandate	Board	to	choose	among	options	
that	balance	all	factors	
	
Provide	specific	definitions	of	each	
determining	factor	and	set	target	goals	for	
each	as	appropriate	(see	Addendum	C)	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
Fewer,	more	meaningful	opportunities	for	
input	
	
Minimize	separation	of	groups;	increase	
opportunities	for	communities	to	hear	
each	other’s	questions	and	concerns;	
foster	understanding	&	cooperation	
	
Engage	under-represented	communities	
and	those	not	directly	impacted	at	very	
beginning	of	the	process	

	



Addendum	B:		Sample	Boundary	Process	
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Step	one:		
Identify	and	state	the	specific	purpose(s)	for	the	process,	objective(s)	for	new	boundaries,	and	the	appropriate	data	–	vetted	by	the	
community	–	to	be	used	to	develop	solutions.	
	
Step	two:	
Use	specific	determining	factors	to	develop	options.	
	
Step	three:			
Conduct	a	community	input	phase	of	a	specified	period	of	time	deemed	appropriate	for	the	given	process.	
	
Step	four:		
Staff	consults	with	School	Board	to	consider	community	feedback	and	solicit	Board	member	comments	and	general	guidance.	
	
Step	five:			
Staff	incorporates	appropriate	feedback	and	devises	a	final	recommendation	or	two	options	for	Board	consideration.	
	
Step	six:			
Provide	a	short	period	of	opportunity	for	the	community,	APS,	and	School	Board	to	react	to	recommended	boundary	scenario(s),	
focusing	on	the	identification	of	errors,	oversights	of	special	circumstances	or	situations,	and	any	unintended	impacts	or	policy	
infractions.	
	
Step	seven:			
Make	final	adjustments	



Addendum	C:		Suggested	Determining	Factors	
	

	
CURRENT	GUIDING	PRINCIPLES	
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Proximity	
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