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Executive Summary

In response to the concern that Newark Charter School (NCS) underserves low-income and

minority children relative to the population of schoolchildren in its preferential enrollment

area (the five-mile radius surrounding the school), the author uses two methods to estimate

the demographics of schoolchildren living in that radius. Both methods result in similar esti-

mates for the demographics of schoolchildren living in the five-mile radius. These estimates

indicate that NCS significantly underenrolls low-income and minority children.

In the first method, the author compares NCS enrollment data to the demographics

of public school students residing in the five-mile radius, a data set compiled by the state

Department of Education for 2011–2012. He then uses an indirect approach to estimate

the demographics of public and non-public (private and homeschooled) students living in

the five-mile radius, estimating the demographics of non-public students based on those

figures for Christina School District and New Castle County. Publicly available data do

not provide precise demographic data for non-public students living in the NCS five-mile

radius, since that is not an administrative jurisdiction for which data are typically collected.

Assuming that 20% of schoolchildren in the five-mile radius attend nonpublic schools (a figure

derived by comparing the percentage of children attending nonpublic school in Christina

District and New Castle County), the author weights the demographic compositions of public

and nonpublic students by that fraction (80% and 20%, respectively) to approximate the

demographics of all schoolchildren residing in the NCS five-mile radius.
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In the second method, the author uses block-level data from the 2010 U.S. Census to esti-

mate the demographics of the NCS five-mile radius by race and ethnicity (publicly available

data does not allow calculation of schoolchild demographics in the radius by income category,

for reasons of household privacy). This measurement tabulates all students ages 5-14 and

5-17, whether they attend public or nonpublic school. Since the five-mile radius line cuts

through many blocks, the author tabulates first demographic data for the blocks contained

in the radius, then data for those contained blocks along with those that intersect with the

radius, and he averages those figures to estimate the schoolchild demographics for the NCS

five-mile radius. He also uses this census data to estimate the percentage of schoolchildren

living in the NCS five-mile radius who attend nonpublic schools. This allows him to arrive

at 17%, a figure consistent the 20% estimate for nonpublic school attendance derived using

the “indirect method.”

Based on both methods, the authors findings indicate that Newark Charter enrolls

roughly 40% as many low-income students as it should: there are 13.5% low-income students

attending Newark Charter but 35% low-income schoolchildren living within the schools five-

mile radius. In other words, Newark Charter is missing several hundred low-income students.

Newark Charter also substantially underenrolls African-American, Hispanic and Special Ed-

ucation students (see Figure 2 for a summary of this data). A corollary to this is that Newark

Charter overenrolls non-poor white and Asian students by significant margins. Because low-

income students typically attend other public schools, Newark Charters underenrollment of

these students unduly burdens surrounding public schools. There are more low-income and

special education students in other public school classrooms in and around the NCS five-

mile radius as a result of NCS’s underenrollment of children in those demographic categories.

This adds challenges to other public schools (such as Christina district schools) at the same

time that those schools lose revenue to alternate public schools, such as charters.

Segregation at Newark Charter makes the school non-scalable. It would not be possible

to provide a demographically similar school to all students living in the five-mile radius,

because before the sixth such school were full one would run out of non-poor children to

enroll (see Table 4). This is a result of Newark Charter’s overenrollment of non-poor children,

relative to the demographics of its enrollment radius. Correspondingly, as more schools with

demographics matching Newark Charter’s were established for the same enrollment radius,
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surrounding public schools would serve rising concentrations of low-income children, until

they served only low-income children. Again, this pattern would put a tremendous strain

on those classrooms, since low-income and special education students typically require more

attention from their teachers than more affluent students and those without special needs.

The mechanism leading to such skewed student demographics at Newark Charter is not

entirely clear. However, the author argues that the school’s failure to participate in federal

nutritional assistance programs that provide breakfast and lunch to low-income children on

all schooldays – programs in which all surrounding public schools participate – effectively

makes Newark Charter too expensive for low-income families to consider. Since low-income

children in the five-mile radius are disproportionately African-American and Latino, the di-

rect discrimination against low-income families discriminates indirectly by race. The original

NCS charter application, in 1999, stipulated that the school would participate fully in the

National School Lunch Program and Breakfast program. However, the school unilaterally

dropped its provision of meals to low-income children within its first year and was never re-

quired by the state to reinstitute daily subsidized meals for all qualifying students. Only in

2012, as a condition of approving the high school expansion, did Delaware’s then-Secretary

of Education, Lillian Lowery, require NCS to participate in the lunch program. No breakfast

program has been implemented or, apparently, planned.

Since Newark Charter enrolls children primarily at kindergarten, its 9th–12th grade ex-

pansion will only be fully available to low-income children beginning nine years after the

school begins to enroll a kindergarten class that may reflect the demographics of its enroll-

ment radius. If Newark Charter were to succeed in this starting in fall 2013, when the school

will experience an expansion that includes addition of the high school, it would be 2025

before the K-12 school’s demographics match those of students in its enrollment radius. If

NCS is less than 100% successful in enrolling a kindergarten class whose demographics match

those of schoolchildren in the five-mile radius, it will never cease to underenroll low-income

and minority students.
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Policy recommendations and implications:

• Charter schools should be required to participate in federal free/reduced lunch and

breakfast programs.

• Charter schools should be required to meet or exceed enrollment and retention targets

for low-income students, special education students and English language learner (ELL)

students. These targets would be calculated by the Delaware Department of Education.

Moreover, there must be consequences if charter schools repeatedly fail to meet these

targets (e.g., revocation of charter). It is important to note that such laws for charter

schools and a methodology for determining enrollment and retention targets exist in

the state of New York.

It is imperative that state legislators assess the barriers to enrollment for low-income and

minority children that make some public charter schools effectively inaccessible to them. If

state leaders fail to do this, non-disciminatory public schools, particularly district schools,

will serve an increasing concentration of high-needs children. Given the blunt reality that

district public schools lose revenue as a result of the expansion of schools like Newark Charter,

those district schools will become less and less attractive to families. Since district schools

are the only schools to which area households have guaranteed access, this reduces the appeal

of Delaware communities for most residents. It is also a tremendous disservice to already

underprivileged children that they be barred from enrollment in public schools generating

the highest academic outcomes and the greatest public enthusiasm and support. No one

deserves such opportunities more than they do.
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Introduction

Some critics of the charter school movement argue that charter schools are resegregating

public schools. During the recent debate about the proposed expansion of the Newark

Charter School (NCS), the issue of resegregation was raised. Dr. Lillian M. Lowery, then

Secretary of the Delaware Department of Education, sent a memorandum to the Delaware

State Board of Education on April 12, 2012 regarding the Newark Charter School Application

for Charter Modification. In her memorandum, she documented that the demographics at

Newark Charter were significantly less diverse from those of the students attending public

schools in Newark Charter’s service area (the 5-mile radius surrounding the school). She

noted that NCS served significantly fewer African American students, Hispanic students,

low-income students and special education students than nearby traditional public schools

(TPSs) served. The issue of resegregation with regard to Newark Charter School had also

been noted earlier in a 2007 report commissioned by State Board of Education (SBE) and the

Delaware Department of Education.1 That report was written by The Evaluation Center at

Western Michigan University and identified enrollment at Newark Charter as “segregative

high income.” Supporters of the NCS have often denied in public forums that the NCS

student body is non-representative of its 5-mile enrollment radius.

The first empirical evidence suggesting resegregation at NCS that I encountered is con-

tained in Figure 1. The graph compares the percent of low-income students attending tra-

ditional public elementary schools (Christina district) near NCS with the percent at NCS

in K-5. It is undeniably a striking picture suggesting vastly different student demograph-

ics. I have subsequently learned of several concerns that complicate this picture. First, the

lack of a free/reduced lunch program at NCS during the time period analyzed makes that

school’s reported percent of low-income students unreliable. Second, although this issue was

dismissed by Secretary Lowery in her memorandum, NCS draws many students who would

otherwise attend private school, and this population is very different from the population

of students attending traditional public schools. However, my research has determined that

correcting for both of these concerns does not affect the message of the picture in Figure 1:

1“Evaluation of the Delaware Charter School Reform, Final Report” by Gary Miron, Anne Cullen, Brooks
Applegate, and Patricia Farrell, The Evaluation Center, Western Michigan University, Kalamazoo, MI 49008-
5237. The report is available at http://www.doe.k12.de.us/infosuites/ddoe/sbe/docs/sbe decseval.pdf.
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the student population at NCS is vastly different from the student population in the school’s

designated enrollment radius.

Figure 1: Percent low-income students in neighboring traditional public elementary schools
and NCS K-5. Source: Delaware Department of Education.
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In this report, I provide a careful demographic analysis of Newark Charter School and

the student population living in the 5-mile radius from which Newark Charter primarily

draws its students. I employ two independent approaches to the analysis and find strikingly

consistent results in both cases, suggesting a robustness to the findings.

Summary of Findings:

The student population at Newark Charter is vastly different from the student population

(public or combined public and non-public) in the 5-mile radius from which NCS draws.

• Newark Charter has far fewer low-income students, African American students, His-

panic students and special education students in comparison to the student population

(public or combined public and non-public) in the 5-mile radius from which NCS draws
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(see Figure 2). If NCS’s demographics were representative of its enrollment radius, it

would have roughly twice as many African American and special education students

and roughly three times as many Hispanic and free/reduced lunch students.

Figure 2: Percent African American, Hispanic, low-income and special education for (1)
public school students residing in NCS 5-mile radius, (2) combined public and non-public
school students residing in the NCS 5-mile radius and (3) NCS.
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• Newark Charter has far more white students, Asian students and students from more

affluent families in comparison to the student population (public or combined public

and non-public) in the 5-mile radius from which NCS draws.

• There is an important zero-sum nature to resegregation. The students not fully served

at NCS (African American, Hispanic, low-income and special education) are served by

the traditional public schools in the NCS 5-mile radius. Thus the traditional public

schools are serving “too many” low-income, special education, African American and

Hispanic students relative to the demographics of the 5-mile radius.

10



Newark Charter is clearly contributing to the resegregation of public schools within its en-

rollment area. The mechanisms fostering this outcome will require more research. The fact

that admission to NCS is primarily based on a lottery suggests that the pool of applicants

entering the lottery is not representative of the school children living in the 5-mile radius

(assuming a fair lottery process). One possible mechanism for demographic skewing that

was discussed during the proposed expansion was the lack of a free/reduced lunch program

at NCS. The lack of free/reduced lunch program at NCS is directly discriminatory against

low-income families since it requires low-income families to give up something (a publicly

funded benefit offered to them at all neighboring public schools) in order to attend NCS.

This cost is not imposed on non-low-income families who do not qualify for meal benefits at

any public school. Insofar as low-income families are disproportionately African American

and Hispanic, the policy is indirectly discriminatory by race. Whether or not such discrim-

ination has affected enrollment at NCS is an empirical question. The evidence reviewed by

Dr. Lowery during the proposed NCS expansion was decisive enough for her to require that

NCS implement a free/reduced lunch program and develop an outreach program to increase

its enrollment of low-income, African American and Hispanic students (the school still lacks

a free/reduced breakfast program). Although there is reason to hope that these efforts will

lead to a more diverse student body at NCS, the new free/reduced lunch program and out-

reach will have no effect on the number of missing students graduating from the school’s

new high school for almost a decade, due to the automatic matriculation of the current stu-

dent body into the high school. In appendixes to this report, I discuss further the absence

of free/reduced lunch as a mechanism of discrimination and discuss (at the national level)

the relationship between low-income and race.

Data

Comparing the student population at NCS and the student population in the 5-mile radius

is hindered by the fact that the 5-mile radius from which NCS primarily draws students is

unique to NCS and is not aligned with any other geography for which data are normally

collected. The data that one needs are demographic data for all K-8 students living within

the 5-mile radius, whether attending public or non-public schools (non-public includes private
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school and home schooled students).

Public Student Data

Dr. Lillian M. Lowery, then Secretary of the Delaware Department of Education, sent a

memorandum to the Delaware State Board of Education on April 12, 2012 with regard

to the Newark Charter School Application for Charter Modification. Table 1 contains the

demographic data compiled by the Delaware Department of Education (DDOE) contained

in Lowery’s memorandum.

Table 1: Demographics (2011-12) of Newark Charter School and public school students
living within the 5-mile radius of NCS. Race is reported as non-Hispanic. Source: DDOE.

White Asian African Hispanic Low- Special F/R
American Income* Education Lunch**

Public school 48.92% 6.59% 26.83% 14.88% 50.27% 12.72% 43.52%
students (K-12)
residing within
5-mile radius
of NCS

NCS (K-8) 67.49% 11.61% 11.09% 4.24% 21.30% 5.88% 13.51%

*Low-income defined in alternative way than free/reduced lunch (see below for more).
**Due to reliable data availability, free/reduced lunch percent for NCS is estimated using
free/reduced lunch percent from NCS for reported in Spring 2013 for 2012-13 (the year NCS
began offering a free/reduced lunch program).

These statistics are not easily obtained from publicly available data due to the fact that

the five-mile radius divides some public school feeder patterns and the choice program allows

students to enroll in schools outside their feeder patterns and districts.2

2The numbers reported by Lowery are for K-12 and represent those public students that reside in the 5-
mile radius. The percents should be representative of K-8 provided that the demographics do not drastically
change for 9-12 (this similarity between K-8 and K-12 demographics is in fact supported by 2010 Census
data). Even if they were different, given that the NCHS is being bundled with the existing NCS, the
demographics at NCS K-8 will mostly be preserved in the NCHS giving us a likely picture of the future K-12
at NCS. Thus, the numbers provided by Lowery are useful either way.
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Figure 3: Demographics (2011-12) of Newark Charter School and public school students
living within the 5-mile radius of NCS. Race is reported as non-Hispanic. Source: DDOE.
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According to Lowery’s memorandum, NCS claimed that the low-income numbers it re-

ported for 2011-12 do not accurately reflect the number of low-income students at the school

since NCS had not offered free/reduced lunches, so its low-income data were highly unreli-

able. It is not clear how NCS gathered data on free/reduced lunch students prior to 2012-13.

The DDOE has a policy for determining free/reduced lunch students:

For school officials to determine eligibility, households receiving food stamps

and/or Delaware Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (DE-TANF) must list

the child’s name, their food stamp and/or DE-TANF case number and provide

a signature and name of an adult household member. Households not receiv-

ing food stamps and/or DE-TANF must list: names of all household members;

the amount of the gross income for each household member received last month;
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the income source and how often received; the signature of an adult household

member; and that adult’s social security number, the word “none” or “No So-

cial Security Number” box marked if the adult does not have a social security

number. Meal Benefit Forms may be submitted at any time during the school

year.

Did NCS follow this policy in the past when calculating the number of FRL students (in the

absence of a meal program), or were their reported numbers based on something else? If they

were based on something else, such as a signed waiver, then the numbers prior to 2012-13

are meaningless. For this reason, Lowery calculated the percent of low-income students at

NCS using other indicators and any reference to this alternative measure will be denoted as

“low-income*.”3

In 2012-13, to fulfill a condition set by Dr. Lowery to approve the NCS expansion, NCS

began offering a free/reduced lunch program, and therefore its free/reduced lunch number is

as reliable as it is for any school. This allows one to compare free/reduced lunch percents at

NCS (2012-13) with free/reduced lunch percents for all public school children living in the

5-mile radius (2011-12 must be used, since that data specifically for the NCS 5-mile radius is

not publicly available for 2012-13). The percent of free/reduced lunch in 2012-13 at NCS is

13.51. The percent in 2011-12 of public students residing in the 5-mile radius is 43.5 (source

DDOE).

If one were to make a direct comparison based on the data reported in Table 1, the

picture is quite shocking. The student population at NCS is considerably different from

public school students living within the 5-mile radius of NCS. The NCS student population

has roughly

• 60% fewer African American students

• 74% fewer Hispanic students

• 58% fewer low-income* students (as defined earlier, see footnote 2)

3Using this alternative definition of low-income, a student is counted as low-income* if he/she receives
Free or Reduced Lunch or participates in any of the following Delaware Department of Health and Social
Services programs: Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF), Food Supplement Program, Medicaid,
or General Assistance. This measure reported by Lowery for low-income is used for both NCS
and the public school students living in the 5-mile radius.
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• 69% fewer free/reduced lunch students

• 54% fewer special education students

and

• 75% too many Asian students

• 38% too many white students.

To put these percentages into student numbers, note that in 2011-2012, Newark Char-

ter School had 1,344 students. Of these 1,344 students, 149 were African-American (non-

Hispanic), 57 were Hispanic, 282 were low-income*, 182 were free/reduced lunch (estimated

using the 2012-13 f/r lunch percent), 79 were special education, 156 were Asian and 907 were

white (non-Hispanic). Using the 5-mile radius public student population numbers provided

by Lowery, one would expect the following demographics at NCS if it enrolled students in

proportion to their representation within its enrollment radius: 361 African-American, 200

Hispanic, 676 low-income*, 585 free/reduced lunch, 171 special education, 89 Asian and 657

white students.

Taking the difference between what would be expected using the public school numbers

for the 5-mile radius and NCS demographics suggest NCS is “missing”:

• 212 African-American (non-Hispanic) students

• 143 Hispanic students

• 394 low-income* students

• 403 free/reduced lunch students

• 92 special education students

while it is enrolling

• 67 too many Asian students

• 250 too many white students

• 403 too many non-poor (non-FRL) students.
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To gives some perspective on these numbers, consider the 2011-12 total enrollment for

these traditional public schools within the NCS 5-mile radius: West Park Elementary was

363, Downes Elementary was 466, Brookside Elementary was 326 and Shue-Medill Middle

School was 1,028.

Main Criticism of Lowery’s Analysis

Supporters of the NCS proposed expansion pointed out that the population that enters the

NCS lottery for a chance at admission consists of more than just the public school students

living in the 5-mile radius. These NCS supporters noted that many families living within

the 5-mile radius enter the NCS lottery but consider non-public school (private or home

school) the only acceptable alternatives. Based on this claim, some NCS supporters argued

that the numbers reported by Lowery above need to be adjusted to take into account this

non-public student population. Dr. Lowery made clear in her memorandum that she found

this argument invalid based on Delaware Charter School law. For argument’s sake, let’s

table Dr. Lowery’s objection to adjusting the public school numbers to reflect the non-public

school student population, and carry out a demographic analysis of the 5-mile radius using

adjusted numbers. I will use two approaches to take into account the non-public student

population. One is based on the size of this non-public student population along with its

demographics, what I will term the “indirect approach.” The other is based on US Census

2010 data at the block-level.

Student Data (Public and Non-Pubic): An Indirect Approach

How large is the population of non-public school students that the NCS applicant pool may

include? Using school-reported data from the DDOE, one can calculate the percent of all

students (public and non-public) who attend non-public schools by county and school dis-

trict.4 Numbers of public and non-public K-12 students in New Castle County and Christina

School District (CSD) for 2011-12 are reported in Table 2. For students residing in New Cas-

tle County, I calculate the percent of non-public K-12 students to be about 16.83 percent

(2011-12).5 For students residing in the Christina School District, I calculate the percent of

4Source: DDOE “Enrollment Report: Nonpublic Schools in Delaware,” published annually.
5This number for New Castle County is close to accurate. It is probably slightly low due to the Smyrna

school district being in both New Castle County and Sussex county.
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non-public K-12 students to be about 20.10 percent.6 The percent of non-public students

residing in the 5-mile radius has been independently estimated by an NCS parent to be

approximately 27 percent.7

Note that given the data available from the DDOE, I am able to calculate a mathematical

upper bound for the percent of students residing in the 5-mile radius who attend non-public

schools. I do this by assuming that all of the non-public school students residing in CSD live

in the 5-mile radius. The actual percent of students residing in the 5-mile radius who attend

non-public schools is unlikely to be this upper bound and cannot be larger than this upper

bound. Under the assumption that all of the non-public school students residing in CSD

live in the 5-mile radius, the total number of non-public and public K-12 students residing

in the 5-mile radius would be

4, 238 non-public + 11, 258 public = 15, 496 total.

So the upper bound for the percent of students residing in the NCS 5-mile radius who

attend non-public schools is

4, 238 non-public

15, 496 total
× 100% = 27.348%

or about 27.35 percent.8 In what follows, I will assume that the percent of students residing

in the 5-mile radius who attend non-public schools is 20 percent. This is approximately the

percent for CSD, which is greater than that for New Castle County. Choosing the larger

percent results in lower adjusted numbers, thus advantaging NCS in the comparison.

The Census data discussed later suggest a percent of non-public school attendance for the

NCS 5-mile radius closer to the percent for New Castle County.9

6This number for Christina is approximate due to the choicing between districts. The NCC number
suffers less from choicing since most choicing is within county.

7Source: memorandum written by a Newark resident and parent of two children at NCS for Greg Meece
(principal of NCS). In addition to this estimate, this memorandum for Meece reports the following demo-
graphics for the 5-mile radius from the 2010 Census data: Hispanic 7.4%, White: 67.2%, Black: 17.3%,
Asian: 6.5%, Other: 1.7%. I am not sure if these are for ages 5-14, 5-17, the entire population or some other
age group or if he approximated the NCS 5-mile radius using a Census geographic unit other than block
level (e.g., census tract or block group). In the next section I report these demographics for the 5-mile radius
using 2010 Census block-level data. My calculations suggest that demographic numbers in this memorandum
are not for ages 5-14 or 5-17 (the two most relevant age groups) using block-level data (the smallest unit
publicly available giving the best approximation to the 5-mile radius).

8This upper bound for the 5-mile radius takes choicing into account, since it based on Lowery’s measure
of public school students residing in the 5-mile radius (11,258 public school students). Note that the NCS
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Table 2: Public and Non-Public school students K-12 for 2011-12.

Public Non-Public Total Non-Public Percent

New Castle County 76,135 15,409 91,544 16.83

Christina School District 16,848 4,238 21,086 20.10

Upper Bound for 11,258 4,238 15,496 27.35
NCS 5-mile radius

Source: Delaware Department of Education and author’s calculations.

What are the demographics of the non-public school students residing in the NCS 5-mile

radius? It is a reasonable guess they are mostly not low-income and not special education

students. In New Castle County (2011-12), about 11.13 percent of the non-public students

(K-12) were African American. For students residing in the Christina School District (2011-

12), this number was about 12.88 percent. In New Castle county, the percent Hispanic of

non-public students was about 3.29 percent and for students residing in the Christina School

District, it is about 3.74 percent (2009-10 data).10 I will assume that the non-public school

population percentages in the 5-mile radius are the smaller of these numbers: 11.13%

parent’s estimate of 27 percent mentioned earlier is almost mathematically impossible for K-12.
9The percent of non-public students living in the 5-mile radius affects the adjusted numbers for NCS 5-

mile radius. A higher percent of non-public students living in the 5-mile radius lowers the adjusted numbers.
Suppose one had doubts about the 20% figure used in this section and wondered if it might be possible to
close the gap between NCS and its 5-mile radius demographics by assuming a larger percent of non-public
school students living in the NCS 5-mile radius. Is this possible? How large would the percent of non-public
school students living the NCS 5-mile radius need to be? An alternative way to approach the data is to
assume that the demographics at NCS perfectly match those of the combined public/non-public student
population in the 5-mile radius and use this parity to infer an implied percent of non-public students in
the 5-mile radius. In Appendix C, I follow this approach and show that the discrepancy in demographics
between NCS and those of its 5-mile radius cannot be closed by such an adjustment.

10Source: DDOE, Enrollment Report Nonpublic Schools in Delaware 2011-2012. The report does not
have numbers for special education or low-income non-public students by county or district. It does report
Hispanic non-public students for the State in 2010-11, but not at the county or district level. However, the
report in 2009-10 did report Hispanic non-public students by county and district. This is why I am reporting
the Hispanic percents from 2009-10. The race data from 2011-12 are calculated including Hispanic. In
2009-10, the race data are non-Hispanic (treating Hispanic as a race versus an ethnic category). In both
years, the percent of African Americans in non-public school in NCC was about 11 percent. The inclusion
or non-inclusion of Hispanics for African Americans has little impact on the percent numbers because in
Delaware, there are very few Hispanics that identify themselves racially as African American.
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African American students and 3.29% Hispanic students.11 I will also assume the non-public

school student population living in the 5-mile radius has 0% low-income and 0% special

education. Based on these assumptions, if the NCS lottery population were representative

of the combined non-public and public population within its designated enrollment radius,

NCS should have the following demographics:

NCS percent = 0.8 × Public School percent + 0.2 × Non-Public School percent.

Numbers calculated by taking this weighted average will be called adjusted numbers.12

Note that the assumption of zero percent low-income and special education among non-

public students makes these adjusted numbers lower bounds for low-income and special

education students residing in the 5-mile radius. The percent of low-income and special

education students living in the 5-mile radius is likely slightly higher than my adjusted

calculations suggest. Weighting public and non-public students according to the formula

above yields the adjusted numbers reported in Table 3.

Table 3: Demographics (2011-12) of Newark Charter School (with low-income based on
free/reduced lunch 2012-13, reported fall 2012) and the estimated public and non-public
school students (combined) living within the 5-mile radius of NCS, assuming 20 percent of
the students living in the 5-mile radius attend non-public schools.

African African Hispanic Low-Income Special
American American (f/r lunch) Education
(non-Hispanic)

Public & Non-Public 23.96% 24.50% 12.56% 34.82% 10.18%
school students living
within 5-mile
radius of NCS

NCS 11.09% 11.61% 4.24% 13.51% 5.88%

11Here, choosing the smaller number will result in lower adjusted numbers and again advantages NCS
in the comparison.

12All numbers described as “adjusted” are based on the following assumptions: 20% non-public school
student living in the 5-mile radius, of whom 11% are African American, 3.3% are Hispanic, 0% are low-
income and 0% are special education.
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Figure 4: Demographics (2011-12) of Newark Charter School (with low-income based on
free/reduced lunch 2012-13) and the estimated public and non-public school students (com-
bined) living within the 5-mile radius of NCS, assuming 20 percent of the students living in
the 5-mile radius attend non-public schools.

23.96	  

12.56	  

34.82	  

10.18	  
11.09	  

4.24	  

13.51	  

5.88	  

0	  

5	  

10	  

15	  

20	  

25	  

30	  

35	  

40	  

African	  American	   Hispanic	   F/R	  Lunch	   Special	  Ed.	  

pe
rc
en

t	  

Combined	  public	  and	  non-‐public	  school	  students	  living	  within	  the	  NCS	  5-‐mile	  radius	  (Indirect	  method)	  

NCS	  

Table 3 indicates that even after adjusting for the fact that NCS draws in many non-

public schoolchildren, the population at NCS is still considerably different from that

of the combined public and non-public school students living within its 5-mile radius. In

comparison to the total student population of its enrollment radius, NCS has about

• 53.71% fewer African American (non-Hispanic) students,

• 66.24% fewer Hispanic students,

• 61.20% fewer low-income students,

• 42.24% fewer special education students.

Using the estimated 5-mile radius public and non-public student demographics calcu-

lated above, in terms of student numbers, one would expect the following at NCS if its

population were representative of its designated enrollment radius: 318 African-American
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(non-Hispanic), 169 Hispanic, 468 low-income and 137 special education. Taking the dif-

ference between what would be expected using the adjusted numbers and NCS’s actual

demographics we get:

• 169 “missing” African-American (non-Hispanic) students

• 112 “missing” Hispanic students

• 286 “missing” low-income students

• 58 “missing” special education students.

Zero-Sum Nature of Resegregation

It is important to note that the desks at NCS for these “missing” students are not empty.

These desks are occupied by students not in the underprivileged racial, economic and aca-

demic needs categories. Consider the following. Suppose NCS already had the target number

of low-income students (468). To get the current demographic profile of NCS, one would need

replace almost 300 low-income students (about 22 percent of NCS’s student population)

with more affluent (non-low-income) students. Suppose NCS already had the target levels

of African American and Hispanic students (487). To get the current number of African

American and Hispanic students, one would need replace about 280 African American

and Hispanic students (about 20 percent NCS’s student population) with students that

are mostly white or Asian. Equally important is that these “missing” students at NCS

do not disappear from the 5-mile radius. The “missing” students (low-income, special edu-

cation, etc.) not served by NCS are served by the traditional public schools in the 5-mile

radius. Thus the traditional public schools are serving “too many” low-income, special edu-

cation, African American and Hispanic students relative to the demographics of the 5-mile

radius.

The Non-Scalability of Resegregation

Resegregation at NCS provides something close to a private school experience in terms of

demographics to roughly 13 percent of the K-8 children living in the 5-mile radius. Charter

schools that resegregate are not scalable. To understand this, consider trying to replicate
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NCS while preserving its demographic profile (assuming that the student demographics in

the 5-mile radius remain constant). Given that the NCS student population is demograph-

ically filtered, NCS cannot be replicated to serve all students in the 5-mile radius while

maintaining its current demographic profile. As one replicates a segregating school, one runs

out of students in certain demographics before all students have been absorbed. Consider

low-income students. Recall that the adjusted percent of low-income students (public and

non-public) living in the 5-mile radius is 34.82%. This implies that 65.18% of the 5-14

year-old children living in the 5-mile radius, or approximately 6,633 children ages 5-14, are

not low-income. NCS has 86.49% non-low-income students. Once NCS, with its current

demographics, is replicated to serve 7,669 students (about 75% of the 5-14 year old children

living in the 5-mile radius), all of the non-low-income children (ages 5-14) living in its 5-

mile radius will have been absorbed. What would remain in this case is a district public

school serving 25 percent of the students (ages 5-14) in the 5-mile radius, all of whom are

low-income. Table 4 shows the impact of replicating NCS to serve from 1 to 5 times its

current student population (1,344), while maintaining its low-income student profile, on the

percent of low-income students living in the 5-mile radius not attending NCS (these would

include those attending public schools and non-public schools) – the vast majority are likely

to attend public schools, for obvious reasons. Since the low-income students not served by

NCS will be almost entirely enrolled in public schools so these numbers are lower bounds for

the low-income percents in public schools that would result if the NCS model were scaled

up across the 5-mile radius.
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Table 4: Replicating Newark Charter School while maintaining its 13.51% low-income stu-
dent profile and the resulting low-income student demographics in the 5-mile radius for those
not attending NCS.

Number of NCS (K-8) Percent of students (K-8) Percent low-income (5-14)
schools with 13.51% served by NCS students in 5-mile radius
low-income students (scaling up) not attending NCS

1 (currently) 13.21 38.06
2 25.41 42.47
3 39.62 48.80
4 52.82 58.68
5 66.03 76.24
5.71 75.35 100
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Student Data (Public and Non-Pubic): the Census Approach

Another approach to measuring the demographics of the 5-mile radius is to use US Census

2010 data. Block level data is available by age and race. Income is not available at the block

level (via unrestricted access), but even if it were, it would not be helpful since low-income

is defined at the household level.

Taking block-level data, one can calculate the sex and race of children ages 5-9, 10-14 and

15-17 living within the 5-mile radius (approximated by Census block-level units).13 These

data, in principle, would include all public and non-public students ages 5-17 living in the

5-mile radius. Note that ages 5-17 does not necessarily align with K-12. 5-17 will include

some children that are 5 but not in kindergarten and miss high school students who are

over 17. Since these mismeasurements work in opposite directions and are biased for similar

reasons, they probably closely cancel each other.

When approximating the 5-mile radius with block-level data, blocks that are entirely

contained in the 5-mile radius should clearly be counted. I will refer to these as “contained

blocks.” There are also blocks that intersect the circumference of the 5-mile radius such

that some houses in those blocks are in the 5-mile radius and others are not. I will refer

to these as “perimeter blocks.” I will refer to the combination of both types of blocks as

“contained + perimeter blocks.” “Contained blocks” approximate the 5-mile radius area

from the inside, while “contained + perimeter blocks” approximate the 5-mile radius area

from the outside. Below (Table 5), I report numbers from the US Census 2010 at the block

level for ages 5-17 for the “contained blocks” and “contained + perimeter blocks.” These

numbers provide lower and upper bounds for the actual demographics of the 5-mile radius.

13Race data are reported as either including or not including Hispanics. White (including Hispanics) is
anyone who identified as White, including those who identified as White and Hispanic. White non-Hispanic
includes those identifying as white but not Hispanic. If one includes Hispanics in the race count, then when
one adds up all the races, one gets the total population. When one takes Hispanics out of the race numbers,
one needs to add the number of Hispanics to the total count based on races (non-Hispanic) to get the total
population. Subtracting Hispanic out of the other race categories effectively treats Hispanic as a “race”
rather than an ethnicity. The race data available from the Census tallies “Hispanics” as part of other racial
categories (white, black, etc.). I was able to get white non-Hispanic data at the block-level for these age
groups, but not for other races. The DDOE reports race data as non-Hispanic. One should not compare race
numbers that include Hispanics to race numbers that do not include Hispanics. However, I have NCS race
numbers including Hispanics from the DDOE so that I can make the appropriate comparison between NCS
and the Census data. I can also compare NCS “white, non-Hispanic” data to the “white, non-Hispanic”
Census data for the 5-mile radius. Since most Hispanics living in Delaware identify racially as “white,” this
is the critical data piece needed for comparing Census and DDOE data.
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In addition, I also report numbers that average the “contained blocks” and “contained +

perimeter blocks” numbers, as an estimate of the true number.

Table 5: Race/ethnicity of children ages 5-17 living in the NCS 5-mile radius. Numbers are
reported for blocks that are contained in the 5-mile radius, for the contained blocks plus those
on the perimeter of the 5-mile radius along with the average of these two measurements. All
race data are Hispanic-included except for the white non-Hispanic category (I could not find
other race data separated out into Hispanic/non-Hispanic). Source: US Census Data 2010,
block level.

White Black Asian Hispanic White Total
(non-Hisp.) (all races)

Contained Blocks

Number 7,182 2,410 638 1,406 6,591 11,566

Percent 62.10% 20.84% 5.52% 12.16% 56.99%

Contained +
Perimeter Blocks

Number 9,199 3,575 873 1,876 8,397 15,435

Percent 59.60% 23.16% 5.66% 12.15% 54.40%

Average

Number 8,191 2,993 756 1,641 7,494 13,501

Percent 60.67% 22.17% 5.60% 12.16% 55.51%

The 5-17 age group is useful because I have data for public school students grades K-12

living in the 5-mile radius, from Lowery’s memorandum. One might be concerned that the

K-8 demographics in the 5-mile radius are drastically different from the K-12 demographics.

The Census data allow me to remove the 15-17 year old population, which gives the 5-14
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year-old population (a close approximation to grades K-8). These numbers are reported in

Table 6. We see almost no difference from Table 5, which suggests that the K-8 public school

demographics are probably similar to the demographics of public school students K-12.

Figure 5: Race/ethnicity of children ages 5-14 living in the NCS 5-mile radius. Numbers
are reported for blocks that are contained in the 5-mile radius, for the contained blocks
plus those blocks on the perimeter of the 5-mile radius along with the average of these
two measurements. All race data are Hispanic included except for the white, non-Hispanic
category (I could not find other races as non-Hispanic). Source: US Census Data 2010 at
the block level. Also included are NCS 2011-12 demographics.
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Based on the Census data tabulated in Table 6, one can see that the population at NCS

is significantly less diverse from that of the public and non-public school students ages

5-14 living in the NCS 5-mile radius.14 In comparison to this student population, the NCS

population has about

• 46.81% fewer African American students,

• 67.14% fewer Hispanic students,

14It was pointed out to me by an NCS parent that NCS has about 5.5 percent multi-racial students and
that should be considered. I didn’t report this number in Table 6, but based on the 2010 Census, the percent
of 5-14 age children living in the 5-mile radius (average number) in the multi-racial category is 6.57 percent,
so NCS is actually missing a few multi-racial students as well (it has about 15 percent too few).
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and

• 23.36% too many white (non- Hispanic) students,

• 100% too many Asian students.

Using the Census data population numbers, in terms of student numbers, one would

expect the following at NCS if its population were representative of its designated enrollment

radius: 293 African-Americans, 171 Hispanics, 735 whites (non-Hispanic) and 77 Asians.

Taking the difference between what would be expected using the Census numbers and NCS’s

actual 2011-12 enrollments we get:

• 137 “missing” African-American students,

• 114 “missing” Hispanic students,

• 172 too many white (non-Hispanic) students,

• 79 too many Asian students.

Note that the Census method does not allow me to estimate the number of “missing” low-

income and special education students, as the indirect method did. However, a Census-based

estimate of the of the percent of non-public students residing in the NCS 5-mile radius, as

discussed in the next section, suggests that the numbers of “missing” low-income and special

education students are higher than the estimates based on the indirect approach.
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Table 6: Race/ethnicity of children ages 5-14 living in the NCS 5-mile radius. Numbers
are reported for blocks that are contained in the 5-mile radius, for the contained blocks
plus those blocks on the perimeter of the 5-mile radius along with the average of these
two measurements. All race data are Hispanic included except for the white, non-Hispanic
category (I could not find other races as non-Hispanic). Source: US Census Data 2010 at
the block level. Also included are NCS 2011-12 demographics.

White Black Asian Hispanic White Total (all races)
(non-Hisp.)

Contained Blocks

Number 5,358 1,793 491 1,128 4,885 8,708

Percent 61.53% 20.59% 5.64% 12.57% 56.10%

Contained +
Perimeter Blocks

Number 6,901 2,646 686 1,502 6,252 11,646

Percent 59.26% 22.72% 5.89% 12.90% 53.68%

Average

Number 6,130 2,220 589 1,315 5,569 10,177

Percent 60.23% 21.81% 5.78% 12.78% 54.72%

NCS 2011-12

Percent 70.31% 11.61% 11.61% 4.24% 67.49%
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Estimating the percent of non-public school students living in the 5-mile radius
with Census Data

The census data was collected in 2010. I do not have data for public school students living

in the 5-mile radius for that year, but I do have it from Lowery’s memorandum for one year

later (2011-12). The data for public school students and from the Census agree on geography

(5-mile radius), but differ in date of measurement (Census 2010 versus DDOE 2011) and

populations measured (Census total public and non-public versus DDOE public only).15

Not accounting for changes in K-12 populations from 2010 to 2011, these numbers would

suggest a ratio of non-public to total K-12 students living in the 5-mile radius of (13,501-

11,258)/13,501=0.1661 or about 16.61 percent of the K-12 population living in the 5-mile

radius attends non-public schools.16 17 Recall that the percent of students attending non-

public schools for New Castle County is 16.83 and for Christian School District it is 20.10.

15They also differ in K-12 versus ages 5-17, but this discrepancy is probably very small, as previously
noted.

16One can calculate the percent change in public and non-public student population between 2010-11 and
2011-12 using data from the DDOE. For Delaware and New Castle County, these populations grew by 0.80%
and 0.54%, respectively. Given these small changes, any adjustment to the Census number from 2010 to take
into account this change in the population would have a small effect on the estimated percent of the K-12
population living in the NCS 5-mile radius attending non-public schools. For example, using the average
numbers from Census data for the 5-mile radius and the larger 0.80% increase for the state, the estimate
changes to (13609−11258)/13609 = 0.1728 or about 17.28 percent. The estimate using the population change
for NCC is (13574 − 11258)/13574 = 0.1706 or about 17.06%. The numbers for CSD are less reliable due to
choicing, but if one wanted to use them, one would get the following estimate: (13255−11258)/13255 = 0.1507
or about 15.07% (not taking into account choicing, the public and non-public student population living in
CSD fell by 1.82%).

17Since the number of public school students living in the NCS 5-mile radius is known (11,258), the
estimated percent of students living in the 5-mile radius attending non-public school will be increasing in
the estimated total number of students living in the 5-mile radius. This occurs for two reasons. Fist, with
each additional student tallied in the 5-mile radius, both the total number of students and the number of
non-public school students increase by one since

non-public student number = total student number − public student number (fixed)

and “public student number” is held fixed since it is known. Second, the ratio

non-public student number

total student number
≡ total student number - public student number (fixed)

total student number

is increasing in “total student number.” Thus the estimate of the percent of students living in the 5-mile ra-
dius attending non-public schools will be smallest from the Census data using the “contained blocks” (under-
estimating the true number) and largest when the “contained + perimeter blocks” is used (overestimating the
true number). Using Census data for the “contained blocks” only, one gets (11, 566−11, 258)/11, 566 = 0.0266
or about 2.7 percent, which underestimates the true number. If one uses the “contained + perimeter blocks”,
one gets (15, 435−11, 258)/15, 435 = 0.2706 or about 27 percent, which overestimates the true number. The
true number is between these two figures, and based on the above calculations appears to be roughly 16.6%.
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The 16.61 percent estimate for the NCS 5-mile radius based on Census data suggests that

the 20 percent figure used in the indirect approach earlier is unlikely to be lower than the

true percentage of non-public school students living in the 5-mile radius.

Low-Income Students

Low income according to the DDOE means the student qualifies for free/reduced lunch (so it

combines both free and reduced categories together). These categories are based on a level of

income defined by the Federal government called poverty. The Federal poverty level (FPL)

of income is defined by the US Census Bureau and based on family characteristics (number

of members in the family and their ages).18 Free/reduced lunch qualification is defined by

the US Department of Agriculture.19 Qualifications are based on family income in relation

to the FPL of income:

Free Lunch: 0 ≤ Income ≤ 1.30 × Federal Poverty Level

Reduced Lunch: 1.30 × Federal Poverty Level < Income ≤ 1.85 × Poverty Level

The number of families qualifying for free/reduced lunch will change over time due to secular

trends and business cycle fluctuations (rising in recessions and declining in expansions).

I only include this section because I have seen two documents written by NCS supporters

in response to concerns about the proposed NCS expansion that compared “low-income”

student percents to poverty rates across the total population: (1) memorandum written by

a Newark resident and parent of two children at NCS for Secretary Lowery in support of the

NCS expansion and (2) letter by Greg Meece (principal of NCS) to David Sokola (Delaware

state senator representing the 8th district). These comparisons are deeply flawed for several

reasons. First, poverty is not the same as low-income. There are many more low-income

students than students living in poverty. This follows directly from the definitions of these

terms (low-income families include all poverty families plus those with incomes up to 1.8

times the poverty level) and the income distribution in the population (there are a lot of

families with income above the poverty level, but below 1.8 times the poverty level). Second,

the incidence of poverty among children is typically much higher than within the population

18Source: http://www.census.gov/hhes/www/poverty/about/overview/measure.html.
19Source: http://www.fns.usda.gov/cnd/Governance/notices/iegs/IEGs.htm.
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as a whole. For example, children under 18 represent 24 percent of the total US population

but represent 34 percent of the US population in poverty (source: “Basic Facts About Low-

Income Children, 2010,” Sophia Addy and Vanessa R. Wight, National Center for Children

in Poverty Report, February 2012, Mailman School of Public Health, Columbia University).

Clearly, one should not compare schoolchild poverty rates (or low-income rates) to those of

the full population. The schoolchild (K-12 or K-8) to total population comparison is even

more distorted in Newark, Delaware, since the US census data (based on total population)

include students at the University of Delaware. This inclusion lowers the percents of the

census population that are African American and Hispanic. The inclusion of UD students

also raises the poverty rate in Newark (27 percent). This high rate of poverty in Newark (the

poverty rate is 11.2 percent for Delaware) overall is due to the large number of UD students

categorized as at or below the poverty level.

Again, low-income and poverty categories should not be directly compared, as they refer

to different categories of economic hardship. Poverty rates for different age groups should

also not be directly compared since the different age groups may have different poverty

incidence rates.

Changing Demographics at NCS

Pre-expansion (K-8, until fall 2013): Given the low attrition rate at NCS, most changes

in the student population result from new kindergarten classes entering and eighth grade

classes leaving. This drastically limits how any gap in demographics between NCS students

and the 5-mile radius student population can close over time. As an illustration, suppose

that the NCS population is stable across grades in demographics and numbers (and different

from the student population in the 5-mile radius), but changes were enacted to make the

entering kindergarten class demographically reflective of the population in the 5-mile radius.

The gap between NCS and the 5-mile radius student demographics would then decrease by

1
9

th
as the new kindergarten classes entered and the eighth grade classes graduated:

New NCS population ≈ 8

9
Last year’s NCS population +

1

9
New NCS kindergarten.

A decrease in “missing” student demographics can be obtained by a more representative

kindergarten class entering and a non-representative eighth grade class exiting, but it would
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take 9 years of this process for the school to mirror demographics (low-income, African

American, special education, etc.) of its enrollment radius. Furthermore, changing the

demographics of the entering kindergarten class to match those of the 5-mile radius demo-

graphics is not a simple matter.

Post-Expansion: With the expansion (K-12), the number of “missing” children will not go

down and is likely to increase. This is due to (1) the expansion itself and (2) the automatic

matriculation of eighth grade students at NCS into the NCHS. Outreach to under represented

groups and adding free/reduced lunch, as required by Secretary Lowery, cannot fix this

problem. The impact of expansion on the number of “missing” children will depend on how

the new students entering NCS compare to the target (5-mile radius) demographics. I call

the difference between the current NCS demographic percent and the target demographic

percent the gap. Below, I include four scenarios based on what percent of the gap is closed

immediately with all future entering students: 25%, 50%, 75% and 100% (see Figure 6).

The best case scenario for improvement is the last one. A 50% closing of the gap results

in an increase in the number of “missing” low-income students that peaks in 2016 and does

not return to the current (2012) level until after 2023. The number of “missing” low-income

students would then reach a steady state value of about 263 (slightly lower than the current

2012 level). This is because the number of “missing” students depends on both the percent

of the gap that is closed and the size of the expansion. The impact of the expansion will be

worse if only 25% of the gap is closed. Here the number of “missing” low-income students

peaks in 2016 at 443 and reaches a steady state value of about 395 (considerably higher than

the current 2012 level). Even in the best case scenario where 100% of the gap is closed (so the

entering kindergarten class for fall 2013 perfectly mirrors the 5-mile radius demographics),

the number of low-income students would not reach the target level matching the student

population of the 5-mile radius until 2025 We will have to see next fall how effective NCS’s

new outreach program will be in beginning to close this considerable gap, one that polices

over the past decade have fostered.
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Figure 6: Time series of number of missing low-income students at NCS after the K-12
expansion, assuming 25%, 50%, 75% or 100% of the gap for students newly entering
NCS is closed immediately.
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Concluding Remarks

With the addition of the NCHS and the automatic matriculation of eighth grade students at

NCS into the NCHS, the demographic imbalances between NCS and its enrollment radius

will be perpetuated for at least the first 9 years of the new high school. Only in the NCHS’s

tenth year might there be hope for improvement, when the kindergarten class entering NCS

in fall 2013 (the one that is hoped to be more reflective of the 5-mile radius thanks to Lowery’s

conditions) enters the NCHS as freshmen. Given the school’s low attrition rate and same-

sizing of grades as part of the expansion, the only way to substantially affect demographics

at NCS K-12 is at the main entry point, kindergarten. The addition of free/reduced lunch

and any out-reach efforts to under represented groups can affect future kindergarten classes,

but the students currently at NCS grades K-8 are fixed under current policy. They cannot

be changed with out-reach and the addition of a free/reduced lunch program.

In response to conditions stipulated by Dr. Lowery for approving NCS’s proposed expan-

sion, NCS began offering free/reduced lunch in fall 2013, but it is not offering free/reduced

breakfast.20 Thus, NCS is now offering half the benefits offered at all TPSs operating

within its 5-mile radius.21 Not offering an important welfare benefit available elsewhere to

qualifying students sends a powerful message: it suggests that NCS does not welcome poor

students. NCS would have to work very hard to undo this message, which it has commu-

nicated to its surrounding community for over a decade. Adding free/reduced lunch (but

no breakfast) because the Secretary of Education required NCS do this as a condition for

approving the proposed NCHS does little to alter the perception that the school prefers not

to serve low-income students. The addition of free/reduced lunch at NCS is an improvement,

but it falls short by half of remedying the school’s decade-long failure to be available

to low-income students at no additional cost over TPSs. The recent change in policy

at NCS (free/reduced lunch) should bring in low-income students who were on the cusp of

being able to afford to attend NCS, but the lack of free/reduced breakfast likely leaves NCS

20As evidenced in its original charter application (December 1999), NCS is aware of the federal breakfast
program as an important federal benefit for low-income students. Page 35 of the original NCS charter
application states “Breakfast will also be served to students who qualify under the National School Lunch
Program.”

21The new Aspira Academy charter school in Newark offered free/reduced lunch and breakfast in its
first year of operation, 2011-12, and had 44.7 percent low-income students.
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too expensive a choice for the poorest low-income students, those who depend on free lunch

and breakfast for sufficient nutrition.

The analysis above is not definitive, but I believe it gives a reasonable and robust picture

of the vast differences between the student population at NCS and the combined public and

non-public student population living in the NCS 5-mile radius. I have spent hours working

on this analysis as a private citizen, with limited resources and data. I am deeply ashamed

by what I have found and what this indicates about the community where I live, work and

raise my children. I implore anyone not convinced by my analysis to provide an alternative

analysis based on better data. If a less bleak picture of what has been happening in my

community can be justified, I would be happy and relieved to see it.
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Free/Reduced Lunch Program

Why would one expect the demographics of NCS to be different from those of students

living in the 5-mile radius? The following facts suggest that the demographics should be

very different.

1. The Newark Charter School during its first 11 years of operation did not offer a

free/reduced lunch/breakfast program.22

2. All other public schools operating in the NCS five-mile radius offer free/reduced lunch

and breakfast.

3. For those who qualify for free/reduced lunch and breakfast, choosing to go to NCS

requires giving up the benefits of these programs making NCS more expensive for

them than all other public schools.

4. There are a lot of low-income students living in the 5-mile radius (about 4,900 low-

income students K-12 in 2011-12).

The lack of a full federally subsidized meal program at NCS is undeniably discriminatory,

directly by income and indirectly by race given that the low-income households living in the

5-mile radius are disproportionately African American and Hispanic. Whether this policy

has affected enrollment demographics is an empirical question. The best case scenario is that

it did not impact enrollment demographics and all low-income families with children

at NCS sacrifice financially by foregoing the benefit of free/reduced lunch/breakfast

available at all other public schools in the 5-mile radius. This best case scenario is shameful.

The original NCS charter application and subsequent renewal applications provide an

interesting narrative (bold face added).23 In NCS’s original charter application, dated De-

cember 22, 1999, on page 35, it is written:

22Free/reduced lunch is available through the National School Lunch Program (NSLP). Free/reduced
breakfast is offered through the School Breakfast Program (SBP). Both programs are administered at the
Federal level through the Food and Nutrition Service of the United States Department of Agriculture. NCS
had a free/reduced lunch and breakfast program at the beginning of its first year, but dropped it due to low
demand (this is discussed more later in this appendix).

23These applications and renewals for charter schools in Delaware are available at
http://www.doe.k12.de.us/infosuites/schools/charterschools/currentcharterapps.shtml.
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Meal service will be provided by a professional food service vendor, such as ARA-

MARK, who has experience serving public schools. Vendors will be considered

only if they have established that they can meet the requirements of the National

School Lunch Pattern Meals, thereby meeting all state and federal requirements

and being reimbursable under the free and reduced lunch program. Breakfast

will also be served to students who qualify under the National School

Lunch Program.

This is evidence that initially, NCS understood it had an obligation to offer free/reduced

lunch and breakfast to students who qualified. In the renewal application, dated February

27, 2004, on page 18, it is written:

During its first year of operation, Newark Charter School provided its students

with a food service program using Take-A-Break as its food service vendor. After

a few months, fewer and fewer parents opted to participate in the program, and

keeping the program was no longer viable. Parents in this school prefer

to supply their own lunches. Every week, the school does provide

students with an option to buy their lunch through local providers

including McDonald’s and Nick & Joe’s Pizza. The school is currently

investigating two additional food service options. A daily milk program went

into operation recently. The school director recently contacted a local public

school district about offering a daily food service program to Newark Charter

School. Newark Charter School did not have a cafeteria in its modular building

during its first two years of operation. Its new permanent building does not

have a cafeteria either. Students eat in their home rooms, supervised by their

teacher. Newark Charter School does not receive federal subsidy for food services,

but students who would have qualified for free and reduced lunches are

annually identified and offered the same discount on lunches provided

by outside vendors such as McDonald’s.

Note that this is not offered on a daily or twice daily basis. Evidently, based on its first

year experience, the free/reduced lunch/breakfast program was shut down. This strongly

suggests that during the first year of NCS’s operation, when the demographics were 8 percent
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African American, 0.5 percent Hispanic, 4.1 percent Asian and 87.1 percent white (a

demographic profile astonishingly unrepresentative of the 5-mile radius), there were few if

any low-income students.24 Nonetheless, NCS still identified low-income students and offered

them once a week a discount lunch from McDonald’s. This is a reduction from 10 meals at

free/reduced price (breakfast and lunch, five days a week) available at all other public schools

in the 5-mile radius to 1 weekly meal at a free/reduced price. In the renewal application,

dated September 16, 2008, on page 11, it is written:

There are no proposed changes in how the school provides meals for

students. The school has experienced no compliance issues in this area.

There is no other mention of meals and no mention of free/reduced lunch in the 2008 renewal

application. No further adjustments were made to the provision of lunch until Lowery

imposed her conditions for the NCS high school expansion.

Low-Income and Race

The free/reduced lunch category combines both free lunch students and reduced lunch stu-

dents. Though both categories involve families with low income, the free lunch students

align more closely with the federal poverty level of income. Since the lunch/breakfast is free

as opposed to reduce priced, these families receive a larger benefit through this program. It

follows that the cost to forgo such a benefit is greater to free lunch families than it is to

reduced lunch families. In this appendix, I want to breakdown free/reduced lunch students

by ethnicity/race and free versus reduced. I do not have free/reduced lunch data broken

down by free versus reduced nor by race/ethnicity for the NCS 5-mile radius. However, at

the national level, there is a report from the National Center for Children in Poverty at

Columbia University looking at 2010 data. The report identifies two groups: (1) poor and

(2) near-poor. Poor are children under 18 living in families with incomes less than the federal

24NCS’s 87.1% white population when it opened is a larger percent of white students than we find even
among non-public school students (2011-12) residing in New Castle County (78.4 percent), Appoquin-
imink district (81.5 percent), Brandywine district (85.23 percent), Christina district (73.6 percent), Colonial
district (63.4 percent) or Red Clay district (82.7 percent). If one tallies the private school only (excluding
home school students) percent white numbers, we get New Castle County 78.5 percent, Appoquinimink 81.6
percent, Brandywine 85.8 percent, Christina 73.2 percent, Colonial 62.2 percent and Red Clay 83.1 percent.
NCS in its first year of operation had a larger percent of white students than what one finds currently in
private schools in any New Castle County school district (2011-12).
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poverty level (FPL). Near-poor are children under 18 living in families with incomes more

than the federal poverty level but less than 2 times the federal poverty level.25 Nationally,

about 21.5 percent of children (under 18) live in families with income below the FPL and

about 22.8 percent of children (under 18) live in families with income between the FPL and

twice the FPL. The combined number gives about 44.3 percent of children (under 18) living

in families with income below two times the FPL.26 The report breaks down these numbers

by race/ethnicity:

Table 7: Percent of children under 18 by race/ethnicity living in “poor” and “near-poor”
families. Source: Basic Facts About Low-income Children, 2010: Children Under Age 18 by
Sophia Addy and Vanessa R. Wight, February 2012, National Center for Children in Poverty,
Mailman School of Public Health, Columbia University.

Poor Near-Poor Combined Percent

African American 38% 26% 64%
Hispanic 32% 31% 63%
Asian 13% 18% 31%
White 13% 18% 31%

So we see that, nationally, African American and Hispanic children are about two times

more likely than white or Asian children to be either “near-poor” or “poor” (which roughly

equals low-income, thus qualifying for free or reduced lunch and breakfast), but almost three

times more likely than white or Asian children to be “poor” (roughly qualifying for free lunch

and breakfast). Thus the aggregating of free and reduced lunch students into a single data

category masks the important differences between free lunch students and reduced lunch

students in terms of both how poor these different groups are and the race/ethnicity of these

two groups.

The numbers in Table 7 are national numbers (not 5-mile radius data) and they are for

25Note that these groups do not exactly line up with qualifying for free or reduced lunch. Those in the
“poor” group have incomes levels lower than is necessary to quality for free lunch. The income window for
the “near-poor” group does not line up with the requirements for reduced lunch – that income window is
wider, both a little higher and a little lower. This means that the lower end of the near-poor group would
qualify for free lunch, and those at the upper end of the near-poor group would not qualify for reduced lunch.

26This combined number was about 40 percent in 2005 implying an increase of about 11 percent (≈
(44.3− 40)/40). The report also breaks down the US by region. Delaware appears in the “South” where the
combined percent is 48.
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children under 18 (not K-8 or K-12). Nonetheless, I would use these numbers to make a

conservative estimate that at least 50 percent of the low-income students living in the 5-

mile radius are free lunch students (that is, from families with income below 1.3 times the

FPL), with a disproportionate number of those being African American or Hispanic. This

NCCP report cites research indicating that an average family needs about 2 times the FPL

to meet basic needs.27 Families qualifying for free lunch (and breakfast) are extremely poor

(far from meeting basic needs) and unlikely to be able to afford foregoing a federal benefit

that provides their children 10 free meals each week. They are disproportionately African

American or Hispanic, and there are likely to be a lot of them in the NCS 5-mile radius.

The State DOE could no doubt provide a more detailed breakdown of these demographics

for the 5-mile radius if it wished to.

Closing the Demographic Disparity with Non-Public Students liv-
ing in NCS 5-mile Radius

In this appendix, I show that it is not possible to close the demographic disparity between

NCS and the public school students living in the NCS 5-mile radius by including non-public

school students residing in the NCS 5-mile radius.

The percent of non-public students living in the 5-mile radius affects the adjusted numbers

for the NCS enrollment radius. In all cases, a higher percent of non-public students living in

the 5-mile radius lowers the adjusted numbers. Is it possible to close the gap between NCS

and its 5-mile radius by assuming a larger percent of non-public school students living in the

NCS 5-mile radius? How large would the percent of non-public school students living the

NCS 5-mile radius need to before the school’s current demographics to be representative of

its enrollment radius? One way to approach this question is to assume that the demographics

at NCS perfectly match those of the combined public/non-public student population in the

5-mile radius and use this parity to infer an implied percent of non-public students who

would have to live in the 5-mile radius for this parity to be true.28 This is done by solving

27Cauthen and Fass (2008), Measuring income and poverty in the United States. New York, NY: National
Center for Children in Poverty, Columbia University, Mailman School of Public Health.

28For the non-public school demographics, the percent of African American is based on non-public students
who live in New Castle County and the Hispanic percent is based on percent Hispanic residing in New Castle
County (2009-10). These numbers are lower than those for the students in those categories who reside in
the Christina School District. So this advantages NCS in the comparison. The percents for low-income and
special education students are not based on data, but assumed to be zero and hence provide lower bounds
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(in various demographic categories)

NCS % =

(
1 − non-public

total

)
× Public % +

(
non-public

total

)
× Non-Public %

for “non-public/total.” Note that since the differences across categories (African American,

Hispanic, etc.) of demographics are not the same, each category will imply its own percent

of non-public to total students living in the 5-mile radius. To be specific, take the African

American demographics reported in the first column of Table 8. We determine the implied

percent of non-public school students living in the NCS 5-mile radius by expressing the NCS

percent as a weighted average of the public school percent and the non-public school percent:

NCS 11.09% =

(
1 − non-public

total

)
× Public 26.83% +

(
non-public

total

)
× Non-Public 11.13%

which implies (
non-public

total

)
≈ 1

since

11.09% ≈ 0 × 26.83% + 1 × 11.13%.

We see that for the percent of African American students at NCS to be representative of the

combined public and non-public school student population in its enrollment radius, that 5-

mile radius would need to consist of 100 percent non-public school students. This calculation

is done for each column of Table 8 and reported in the bottom row of the table. One can see

that the “implied percents” of non-public school students living in the NCS 5-mile radius are

not possible (recall the mathematical upper bound for this percent is 27.35). This exercise

confirms the significant discrepancy between the student population demographics at

NCS and the student population demographics in the 5-mile radius.

for the implied percent of non-public school students residing in the NCS 5-mile radius for these categories.
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Table 8: Implied percent of students living in the 5-mile radius who are non-public school
students (2011-12) based on the assumption that demographics (2011-12) of Newark Charter
School match the 5-mile radius’s combined public and non-public student population per-
fectly. (Low-income for NCS is taken from 2012-13 data, the first year it actually offered a
free/reduced lunch program.)

African Hispanic Low-Income Special
American (f/r lunch) Education

Newark Charter School 11.09% 4.24% 13.51% 5.88%

Public school students 26.83% 14.88% 43.52% 12.72%
living within 5-mile radius

Non-Public school students 11.13% 3.29% 0% 0%
living within 5-mile radius
(estimated or lower bound)

Implied Percents of 100% 91.79% 71.00% 53.79%
Non-Public school students
living within the 5-mile radius,
if NCS is assumed to accurately
represent the demographics of
its enrollment radius*

*The higher this percent, the more skewed the NCS student population is in that demo-
graphic category can be assumed to be. The data-based upper bound for this percent is
27.35 as reported in Table 2. The likely percent of non-public school students living in the
NCS 5-mile radius is 20.
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