
SOURCE | DOE Model Elements: 2003 DOE Cost Out Study (documents obtained by ELC); Enrollment data: 2005-06 Fall Survey

Figure 3. Comparison of Low-Income Concentrations between Abbott and DOE Model 
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SOURCE | DOE Model Elements: 2003 DOE Cost Out Study (documents obtained by ELC); Enrollment data: 2005-06 Fall Survey

Figure 4. Comparison of Low-Income Concentrations between Abbott and DOE Model 

Districts: Moderate K-12

32.2%
34.6%

58.8%

69.8%

83.4%

20.0%

50.4%50.0%

29.5%

0.0%

10.0%

20.0%

30.0%

40.0%

50.0%

60.0%

70.0%

80.0%

90.0%

100.0%

D
O

E
 M

o
d
e
l

M
o
d
e
ra

te
 K

-1
2

(f
re

e
 l
u
n
c
h

o
n
ly

)

P
e
m

b
e
rt

o
n

P
h
ili

p
p
s
b
u
rg

N
e
p
tu

n
e

L
o
n
g
 B

ra
n
c
h

P
le

s
a
n
tv

ill
e

O
ra

n
g
e

B
ri
d
g
e
to

n

A
s
b
u
ry

 P
a
rk

Districts

L
o

w
 I

n
c
o

m
e
 C

o
n

c
e
n

tr
a
ti

o
n

s

DOE Model Moderate K-12 (free lunch only)

31.0% 31.3%

43.0%

49.7%

0

41.6%

35.2%

20.0%

0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

0.9

1

D
O

E
 M

o
d

e
l

S
m

a
ll 

K
-1

2

(F
re

e
 L

u
n

c
h

O
n

ly
) 

G
lo

u
c
e

s
te

r

B
u

rl
in

g
to

n

C
it
y

G
a

rf
ie

ld

H
a

rr
is

o
n

S
a

le
m

K
e

a
n

s
b

u
rg

Districts

L
o

w
 I

n
c
o

m
e
 C

o
n

c
e
n

tr
a
ti

o
n

s

34.6%

58.8%

69.8%

83.4%

13.3% 8.7%
10.3%

12.3% 11.7%

10.3%

8.3%

6.3%

32.2%

20.0%

50.4%50.0%

29.5%

0.0%

10.0%

20.0%

30.0%

40.0%

50.0%

60.0%

70.0%

80.0%

90.0%

100.0%

DOE Model

Moderate K-12

(free lunch only)

Pemberton Philippsburg Neptune Long Branch Plesantville Orange Bridgeton Asbury Park

Districts

L
o

w
 I
n

c
o

m
e

 C
o

n
c

e
n

tr
a

ti
o

n
s

  
 

Reduced-Price Lunch Percentage

Free Lunch Percentage

Prepared by The Education Law Center:

Abbott Indicators Project

December 2006



Figure 5. Comparison of Low-Income Concentrations between Abbott and DOE Model Districts:

Large K-12

SOURCE | DOE Model Elements: 2003 DOE Cost Out Study (documents obtained by ELC); Enrollment data: 2005-06 Fall Survey
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SOURCE | For Prototype District Data 2006:Special Session Joint Legislative Committee, Public School Funding Reform Report

For Enrollment Data: 2005-06 Fall Survey 
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SOURCE | DOE Model Elements: 2003 DOE Cost Out Study (documents obtained by ELC); Enrollment data: 2005-06 Fall Survey

Figure 6. Comparison of Low-Income Concentrations between Abbott and DOE Model Districts:                                                             
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