“Housing Policy is School Policy”: a commentary

BY DAVID RUSK
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)poor African American and Latino students. In our racially stratified metro areas, predominantly Black and Latino neighborhoods are often high poverty neighborhoods. High poverty neighborhoods produce high poverty schools. In high poverty schools most children will fail no matter how many extra resources are poured into their schools or how

research re-confirming Coleman’s findings.
There also have been no findings of educational research more consistently – I would say even deliberately –
ignored by many educators and most politicians. Quite simply, they are afraid to challenge the racial and eco-

much “accountability” is required of their teachers.
We’ve really known this ever since famed sociologist James Coleman published his massive study of a million American school children 45 years ago.1 The Coleman Report concluded that the socioeconomic characteristics of a child and of the child’s classmates (both measured principally by family income and parental education) were the overwhelming factors that accounted for academic success or failure.
“The educational resources provided by a child’s fellow students,” Coleman summarized, “are more important for his achievement than are the resources provided by the school board.... The social composition of the student body is more highly related to achievement, independent of the student’s own social background, than is any school factor.”
For over four decades, educational researchers, including Coleman, have revisited, refined, and debated Coleman’s original findings.2 There have been no more consistent findings of educational research (including in twenty of my own studies) than the paramount impor-

nomic segregation underlying American neighborhoods and neighborhood schools.
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GREEN ZONE SCHOOLS
Dr. Schwartz’s chapter concludes that
“Although most educational research attempts to quantify the effects of various promising school-based reforms for low-income children, many of which Montgomery County has embraced [i.e. in its “Red Zone” schools] – for example, full-day kindergarten, smaller class sizes in early grades, a balanced literacy curriculum, increased professional development – the results from this study suggest that efforts to enroll low-income children in low-poverty schools are even more powerful.
Dr. Schwartz is perhaps too understated in her analysis. Examine graphs 1 and 2 in the previous chapter. Look carefully at the trajectory of the performance of low-income children in higher-poverty Red Zone schools with all their “compensatory” resources. After modest initial
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There is nothing really new about Race to the Top. It is yet another effort to make “sepa
rate but equal” schools work.
ing
 most of the reforms championed by the current US Department of Education’s much praised $4.35 billion Race to the Top program.
)improvements up to about fifth grade, low-income pupils in Red Zone schools fall further and further behind average district-wide performance levels in math and reading. In fact, after seven years in higher poverty Red Zone schools, they are even further
behind than when they began.
 (
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)Probably their losing ground does not reflect any lesser ability of their fifth and sixth grade teachers or less “teacher accountability” that is so in vogue these days; growing failure reflects the approach of puberty – an age when students are much more influenced by the attitudes, mores, and aspirations (or lack of them) of their similarly low-income classmates.
By comparison, again look at the trajectory of the performance of low-income children in low-poverty Green Zone schools without any “compensatory” resources. By fifth, sixth, and seventh grades, surrounded by classmates with much higher income, highly educated parents, the low-income kids’ performance levels are soaring, steadily closing in on district-wide averages.

In short, in Dr. Schwartz’s findings, the Green Zone strategy – economic integration – isn’t just “even more powerful” than the Red Zone school approach – compensatory resources. The Red Zone strategy is failing
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)despite the fact that the Montgomery
County Public Schools are implement-
In fact, I predict that four or five years
from now, when independent evaluations of Race to the Top are being released, for low-income students the arc of achievement in the winning states’ high poverty schools will match that of the Red Zone schools in Montgomery County.
There is nothing really new about Race to the Top. It is yet another effort to make “separate but equal” schools work. Of course, if separate but equal is the only option, we need to spend as much money as we can to support schools for low income children of color. But these same children will do much better – and even thrive – if we
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)spend our money more wisely, on quality, integrated education.
DO AS WE SAY, 
NOT AS WE DO
U.S. Secretary of Education Arne Duncan knows better. President Barack Obama knows better. Or they certainly should if they examined their own personal histories. Their parents (or, in the president’s case, grandparents) certainly knew better. From their home in the Hyde Park neighborhood of Chicago, Arne Duncan’s parents did not send him to the nearest public high school – Hyde Park Academy High School (currently 70% low-income) or Kenwood Academy High School (currently 75% low-income); instead, they sent him to the private University of Chicago Laboratory Schools (current annual high school tuition: $24,670; percentage of low-income students is unreported though need-based financial aid is offered).
And young Barack Obama’s grandparents didn’t enroll him in Honolulu’s Kaimuki High (currently 50% low-income) or Anuenae School (currently 55% low-income) or Farrington High (currently 58% low-income). They sent him to the private Punahou School, for 170 years the educational refuge for Hawaii’s elite families (current annual tuition: $17,800; percentage of low-income students is unreported but 11% receive “need-based financial aid”). In fact, grandparents Stanley and Madelyn Dunham moved into an apartment right across the street from the Punahou School campus to facilitate young Barack’s attendance.
As President and First Lady, unlike Jimmy and Roslyn Carter,3 Michelle and Barack Obama do not send daughters Sasha and Malia to the nearest public school, Francis-Stevens Education Campus (65% low-income) but to the Sidwell Friends School (annual tuition: $31,960 to $32,960; percentage of low-income students is unreported, but 23% receive financial aid averaging two-thirds of tuition). (Sidwell Friends, by the way, was the same choice Bill and Hillary Clinton made for Chelsea.)

And Arne Duncan’s official bio statement reports that his two young children “attend a public elementary school in Arlington, Virginia.” At the risk of intruding on family privacy, I’ll bet that the Duncans send Claire and Ryan not to walking distance-nearby Francis Scott Key Elementary School (0.3 miles; 35% low-income; 87% and 88% pass rates on Virginia’s Standards of Learning reading and math tests) but drive them to Arlington Science Focus Elementary, a magnet school located 1.2 miles away (24% low-income but 97% and 98% pass rate in reading and math, respectively – not surprisingly high given the more selective enrollment of a magnet school despite its 24% low-income students).
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)I make these observations not to be critical of the actions of the Obamas and Duncans as parents. I believe that every parent has the right to make the very best choices for their children’s education that they can. Sending their children to lower poverty schools (private or public) is a rational and responsible parental decision.
What I am critical of is that President Obama and Secretary Duncan embrace educational policies for other people’s children that will eventually fail while not championing vigorous federal policies to advance economically integrated classrooms.
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)For example, suppose in its application for Race to the Top funds, a state – New Jersey, let’s say – had proposed
that “we are going to take every action to create racially and economically inclusive communities that, in turn, will support racially and economically inclusive schools. To fully implement the Mt. Laurel doctrine, we will use federal Race to the Top funds to acquire housing units in high opportunity communities with high performance schools and establish regional housing mobility programs to help low-income families with school age children move from low opportunity communities to high opportunity communities – places in which many of their parents are often already working (commuting at substantial cost in money and time). Our standard would be “Anybody good enough to work here is good enough to live here – and their children are good enough to be going to our local schools.”
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)How would such a Race to the Top application have been graded? Zero. In its guidelines, the US Department of Education made no provision whatsoever for strategies to diminish racial and economic segregation – yet that is the central issue confronting American education.4
“But,” many people object, “a housing-based strategy takes so long! We have to educate the children where they are now.”
True. And, as parents, we want every superintendent, every principal, and every teacher to believe that every child can be successfully educated regardless of family or community circumstances. We should expect nothing less than maximum effort from them as professional educators.
But as citizens and political leaders we must stop hiding behind such a belief, shirking our responsibility to change an America that, if the most diverse, is also the most racially and economically segregated society in the developed world.
So what could be achieved through an approach to educational reform centered on “housing policy is school policy?”
I have simulated how implementing
regional inclusionary housing policies
 (
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)over a 15- or 20-year period would impact school enrollment patterns in the Baltimore, Denver, and South Jersey areas. That’s about the same length of time that I have been advocating that “housing policy is school policy” in those same communities (with modest successes to date).
First, we’ll examine what school boards can achieve by adopting pupil assignment policies within each school district that would seek to equalize each school’s proportion of low-income (i.e. FARM)5 students around the district-wide average (plus/minus 15%). According to Rick Kahlenberg, The Century Foundation’s senior education fellow, about 80 school districts in the USA currently implement policies to achieve more economically balanced schools.

However, racial and economic disparities are typically greater among various school districts than within each district. This is particularly true in a “little boxes” region like South Jersey (with 101 municipal governments and 92 elementary school districts) than in a “Big Box” region like Baltimore (where county government is the basic local government and there are only seven countywide school districts). Such disparities are based on local housing patterns. Therefore, we’ll also examine the contribution a regional inclusionary housing policy could make to creating more economically integrated schools.
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)SOCIOECONOMIC INTEGRATION IN THE BALTIMORE REGION
The Baltimore region has fewer school districts (seven) than any comparably sized, multi-county region in the
country. In 2002 (the year for which I did the simulation), the economic segregation index for metro Baltimore’s elementary schools, I have calculated, was 61.7.6 What would the result be if each school board adopted a common policy to achieve maximum economic integration within each of the seven districts? The goal would be to have FARM enrollment in every school equal to their district-wide average (plus or minus 15 percentage points).
I have simulated the effects of such a policy for the Baltimore metro area. For all schools I maintained their 2002 enrollment levels. However, within each district, I replaced FARM pupils with non-FARM pupils in high-poverty schools until I had brought each school to within 15 percentage points of the district-wide FARM percentage. Then I shifted enough FARM pupils into low-poverty schools until all transfers within the district balanced out.
The net effect of having school boards maximize socioeconomic integration within each district in this way would be to lower the economic school segregation index from 61.7 to 53.5 – about a 13 percent improvement. I have then simulated what might have been the results of adopting Montgomery County’s type of inclusionary
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)zoning laws (as described in the previous chapter) by all local governments in metro Baltimore (primarily, the seven county governments) for the last twenty years. Some 316,000 new housing units were built from 1980 to 2000 (about 30 percent of the total housing stock). A region-wide MPDU policy would have produced 15,800 units of workforce housing for modest income workers (young teachers, police recruits, sales clerks, etc.) and another 7,900 units of “welfare-to-workforce housing” (for very low-income households). Less than 10 percent of the MPDUs (1,650 units) would have been located in Baltimore City. Most MPDUs would have been integrated into new, middle class subdivisions and new, market rate apartment complexes in newly developing communities. Setting the MPDU eligibility ceiling at 65 percent of median household income approximates the ceiling for FARM eligibility. In other words, all 23,700 MPDU units built during our 20-year period would have come into play.

The effect of a more economically integrated housing market on school enrollments would be dramatic. Progressive enrollment policies, if adopted by area school boards, would hypothetically reduce economic school segregation by 15 percent from 61.7 to 53.5; adding a region-wide MPDU policy like the one in Montgomery County for 20 years would further reduce economic school segregation to 25.8 – a 60 percent reduction!
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)The consequences for Baltimore City would be impressive. From a system with 84 percent FARM pupils, the district average would be reduced to 54 percent. Meanwhile, no suburban district would exceed the regional FARM average (36 percent). No suburban elementary schools would have majority FARM enrollment (as 41 suburban schools had in 2002). While the schools attended by the children of the professional classes would no longer be the former preserves of

near-exclusive privilege, they would typically have about 25 percent FARM pupils – many of them the children of the public employees, retail and service workers whom the professional class sees and relies upon within their communities every day.
SOCIOECONOMIC INTEGRATION IN THE DENVER REGION
While the seven-county Baltimore region is the epitome of a “Big Box” with its seven, county-wide school districts, the five-county Denver region might be termed a “modified Big Box” region with 17 school districts. The economic segregation index for the region’s 391 elementary schools for 2001-02 was a high 58.9.
Implementing a policy of SES balance as outlined for the Baltimore region within the Denver region’s 17 school districts would lower the economic school segregation rate from 58.9 to 48.4 – about a 20 percent improvement.
 (
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)Let us apply the same methodology and assumptions used above to the Denver regional housing market. A total of 320,296 units were built during the twenty-year period (over one-third of all of the Denver area’s housing stock). Assuming that half of the housing built were individual “spec” homes or in small developments, an MPDU policy like that in Montgomery county would result in 16,015 “workforce” MPDUs and 8,007 “welfare-to-workforce” MPDUs, or 24,022 MPDUs altogether. Some 7,738 would be created in higher than average FARM school districts (e.g. Denver Public Schools) that would serve to promote more economic balance within those districts. But another 16,284 MPDUs would be built primarily in newer, low-poverty subdivisions in the Cherry Creek, Jefferson, and Douglas school districts. Under a region-wide eligibility list these MPDUs would be available for low- and very-low-income families who would choose to move into them. These families would otherwise be limited to seeking older, low-cost housing in high poverty neighborhoods, thus sending their children to poverty-impacted neighborhood schools in primarily the Denver and Adams-Arapahoe districts.

Reinforcing what school boards have the authority to do (instituting SES-balancing pupil assignment policies) with an MPDU policy that city and county governments have the authority to do would reduce the school economic segregation index to 13.9 – a three-quarters reduction in economic school segregation!7
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)By our assumptions, the families of more than 12,000 FARM pupils would move into MPDUs in the Northglenn-Thornton, Cherry Creek, Littleton, Douglas County, and Jefferson County school districts. This would reduce substantially the high concentration of FARM pupils in sending districts, particularly in Adams County 14 (74% to 44%), Denver Public Schools (68% to 44%), and Adams-Arapahoe (40% to 31%).8
All this could flow from a change in public zoning policies whose net effect would require just 2.5 percent of all new housing built to be acquired by a regional public housing authority for very low-income families and just 5.0 percent of all new housing to be affordable to persons in what used to be described as the “working class.” Indeed, this analysis illustrates not just the hypothetical effect of inclusionary zoning but how relentlessly and thoroughly local governments in Douglas County (as the most extreme example) have actually practiced exclusionary zoning
SOCIOECONOMIC INTEGRATION IN THE CAMDEN REGION
While the Baltimore area is a “Big Box” region and the Denver region is a ‘modified Big Box” region, let’s turn to the “little boxes” Camden area. Its 101 municipalities contain 92 independent school districts. Its three-county economic school segregation index was 49.3 in 2005. While that is substantially better than the Baltimore re-gion’s 61.7 index or the Denver region’s 58.9, it reflects the fact that the three-county area is really a suburb of Philadelphia, whose tremendous concentration of poor children is not counted in my calculation as is Baltimore City’s or Denver’s.9 However, the disparities in the socioeconomic profiles among its 92 school districts are tremendous.

What would the result be if each of the 92 school boards adopted a common policy to achieve maximum economic integration within their 92 districts? Within each district, I replaced FARM pupils with non-FARM pupils, or vice versa, until I had brought each school to the exact district-wide FARM percentage. The result was only a negligible improvement in the region-wide economic school segregation index—from 49.3 to 48.0. In other words, in this “little boxes” region, economic segregation is much greater among school districts than within school
districts.

categories: 8 maximum opportunity towns, 28 high opportunity towns, 22 medium opportunity towns, 20 low opportunity towns, 22 minimum opportunity towns, and Camden, the central city.
COAH projected that over a ten-year period (2005-15) some 3,600 affordable housing units must be built in the maximum-, high-, and medium-opportunity towns in compliance with its growth share formula. I simulated that one-quarter of those housing units would be occupied by low-income families relocating from Camden and another quarter would be occupied by other low-in-
come families moving out of
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.
)Turning to housing reforms, for the Camden area, I was able to use a forward looking methodology. In 1975, the New Jersey Supreme Court issued its epochal Mt. Laurel decision; the court declared that each of the state’s 566 municipalities has a constitutional responsibility to provide for its “fair share” of low-income housing based not just on needs of low-income residents within each town’s boundaries but based on the regional need.
Unfortunately, the court’s courageous doctrine lacked any significant political support. After ten years of inaction, the state legislature substantially watered down Mt. Laurel’s potential impact through the cynically-titled Fair Housing Act of 1985. One of the most outrageous loop-holes the legislature created was Regional Contribution Agreements (RCAs) by which wealthy suburbs could sell up to half their designated fair share of low-income housing to poor cities.
Nevertheless, at the time that I did my simulation (2005), the state Council on Affordable Housing (COAH) had promulgated a “growth share” formula by which ten percent of all new housing built in every town must be affordable to low-income households. In addition, the growth share formula provided that an additional affordable unit must be built for every 25 new jobs created.
Using a data-based Municipal Opportunity Index, I divided the Camden area’s 101 municipalities in six

another 22 poverty-impacted school districts in older, inner suburbs of Camden. (In Camden’s case, I assumed that pupils leaving were not replaced; in the case of the low- and minimum-opportunity communities, I assumed that non-FARM families did indeed move in.)
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combined with each school district’s policy of equalizing the socioeconomic profiles of all its schools at the district-wide average, the regional economic school segregation index would drop from 48.0 to 37.6.
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)In short, in the “little boxes” Camden region, implementing a mixed income housing strategy would have ten times the impact of achieving greater economic integration within the public schools than would just district-wide socioeconomic balancing policies.
SUMMING UP
Table 1 summarizes the results of the three simulations. School boards in the “Big Box” Baltimore or “modified Big Box” Denver regions could improve socioeconomic integration within their districts by balancing pupil enrollments by income by 15 percent and 20 percent, respectively; the improvement with the “little boxes” Camden region would be less than three percent.
However, factoring in the impact of region-wide inclu-sionary zoning policies (IZ) like Montgomery County,

Table 1
Summarizing simulated economic integration of FARM pupils in three regions of SES and IZ reforms
	actual	by school	by SES
segregation board action & IZ
	metropolitan area index	(SES)	policy
Baltimore	61.7	53.5	25.8
Denver	58.9	48.4	13.9
Camden	49.3	48.0	37.6
MD’s or, in the South Jersey example, a more limited, state-ordered policy produces major change – a 58 percent, 76 percent, and 24 percent reduction in economic school segregation in the Baltimore, Denver, and Camden regions, respectively.
Is this just an exercise in fantasy math? In one sense, yes. Even if school boards and local governing bodies enacted the policies recommended, they would never be implemented with the mathematical precision my simulations project (though Montgomery County’s implementation of its MPDU policy over its 37-year history has come close to its targets).
But is it just a policy wonk’s fantasy? An academic reviewer of an earlier version of this chapter states that
 (
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)“Rusk makes a convincing case for the value of so-cioeconomic integration in schools .... Rusk asserts that ‘policy makers have it within their power to address the interrelationship of housing and educa-tion,’which is true but highly unlikely to lead to the massive social actions that will be needed. In the case of school segregation, the bio-ecological model [which the reviewer strongly supports] produces a clear explanatory edifice for the problem but leads to few actionable solutions [emphasis added].”
No one has to alert me to just how difficult these issues are. I have probably been as deeply involved in multiple campaigns for inclusionary zoning laws as anyone in the country.

But, just in the few years since I did my simulations: in Maryland:
·  (
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)responding to local campaigns the City of
Annapolis in Anne Arundel County, and Baltimore City have enacted mandatory inclusionary zoning laws;
· the Baltimore Regional Housing Campaign had a near-miss when the Anne Arundel County Council deadlocked 3-3 over its ordinance;
· Frederick County enacted Montgomery County’s MPDU law;
· within Montgomery County itself, the Cities of Rockville and Gaithersburg have enacted their own MPDU laws, completing county-wide coverage;
· and implementation of the remedies in Thompson v. HUD, in which the federal courts have found HUD guilty of supporting a racially discriminatory public housing system will have major impact on regional housing patterns.
in New Jersey:
· the Fair Share Housing Center continues to win key court battles in its now-40 year campaign to win and enforce the Mt. Laurel doctrine;
· a five-year campaign led by the New Jersey Regional Coalition succeeded in getting the state legislature to enact the Housing Reform Act of 2008, including banning Regional Contribution Agreements (RCAs) and requiring 20 percent affordable housing in any state-assisted housing developments; and
· the New Jersey Regional Coalition, Fair Share Housing Center, and allies blocked the effort of a new conservative Republican governor to reinstitute RCAs and otherwise severely water down the requirements of the Housing Reform Act of 2008.
in Colorado (including some events that pre-date my analysis):
ten cities, towns and counties have enacted mandatory inclusionary zoning laws, covering almost 20 percent of the state’s population, including
· The City and County of Denver (610,345 residents);

 (
The cities of Boulder (100,160) and Longmont (88,425) in adjacent Boulder County; and
World famous ski resort communities (Telluride/San Miguel County, Aspen/Pitkin County) and lesser
) (
good
 enough to work here is good enough to live here” has been a power
ful rallying cry for inclusionary zoning policies.
Ultimately, progress in Douglas C
ounty may have to come as it did to Long Island, NY – those higher up the ladder of constitutional authority (the state legislature or a state court) may have to order it to enact inclusionary zoning.
) (
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)known Rocky Mountain communities (Basalt/Eagle County and Glenwood Springs and Carbondale in Garfield County).
In fact, nationwide some 500 cities, towns, and counties have enacted (or been ordered to enact) mandatory in-clusionary zoning laws, covering 39 million people – about one-eighth of the USA’s population and one-quarter

of its population in higher-cost housing markets.
The most notable new additions are the 119 towns and villages in Nassau and Suffolk County NY that have been ordered by the New York state legislature in the Long Island Workforce Housing Act of 2008 to enact mandatory inclusionary zoning laws (despite New York’s constitutional provisions sanctifying “home rule”).
But to return to the worst case example of my analysis as a prototype, how would Douglas County, Colorado be brought to enact inclusionary zoning?
It will certainly not occur by preaching social justice to the county commission and three town councils. However, engaging their self-interest around economic development issues might work. Highly exclusionary places zone out the very workers that their up-scale residents depend on for their community to function. Super-exclusive Aspen and Telluride came to recognize this and enacted their inclusionary zoning laws as a consequence.
Douglas County and its towns of Parker, Lone Tree and Castle Rock might already be providing for their own teachers, police officers, and firefighters (it’s questionable, given median home value of $339,800 and median gross rent of $1,142 per month). But what about 911

Regarding land use planning and zoning, the federal government does not occupy the top-most rung of that ladder of constitutional authority – nor any rung at all on this issue. But through the strings that it can attach to the hundreds of billions of dollars federal agencies make in grants-in-aid annually to state and local governments for highways, housing, water and sewer systems, and, yes, schools, the federal government can exert enormous leverage for progressive policies.
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)A starting point would be for our national leaders to begin preaching publicly a little of what they personally practice privately.
A former mayor of Albuquerque and New Mexico legislator, David Rusk is president of the Metropolitan Area Research Corporation, a national strategic partner of the Building One America movement, and a founding board member of the Innovative Housing Institute. He is author of Baltimore Unbound, Inside Game/Outside Game, and Cities without Suburbs (the fourth edition of which, updated to 2010, will be published by the Woodrow Wilson Center/Johns Hopkins University Press in early 2012). He also was an early advisor for Heather Schwartz’s research.

ENDNOTES

1	James Coleman, EQUALITY OF EDUCATIONAL
OPPORTUNITY (DEP’T. ED., 1966).
2	See generally, the “Research Briefs” collected at 
www.school-diversity.org.
3	Nine-year old Amy Carter did attend Stevens 
Elementary School, located about eight blocks from the White House, before it was merged with Francis Middle School about 1.8 miles away in gentrified Foggy Bottom.
4	The Department ignored the advice of school 
integration advocates in their Race to the Top funding invitations – in spite of the fact that school diversity is technically included as a funding priority in discretionary programs. See http://prrac.org/pdf/ Race_to_the_top8-24-09.pdf.
5	“FARM” refers to the federal Free And Reduced-price 
Meals program. For the 2010-11 school year the eligibility standard is that a child from a family with an income up to 130% of the federal poverty level (or $29,055 for a four-person family) is eligible for fully subsidized meals and with an income up to 185% of the federal poverty level (or $41,347) is eligible for partially subsidized meals.
6	On a scale of 100, 100 would mean total segregation; 
all FARM students (and only FARM students) would attend certain schools, and all non-FARM students would attend all other schools. An index of 0 would mean that all schools would have the same percentage of FARM pupils (i.e. the district-wide percentage).
7	That would make metro Denver’s schools the third 
most economically integrated in the nation. (Flagstaff, AZ [8.5] and Eau Claire, WI [10.6] ranked first and second in 1999-2000.) By achieving just half that level (27.8), which is readily within the range of realis-

tic implementation, greater Denver would have the second most economically integrated schools of any major metropolitan area.
 (
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) (
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)8	There would, of course, be an increase in FARM 
pupils in the receiving districts, e.g., in the case of Douglas County, a more than six-fold increase (2.5% to 17%). By our assumptions, many of those new pupils would be eligible for fully subsidized meals. That is, their family incomes would have been less than $29,055 (for a family of four in 2011). Undoubtedly, some would be from very poor families receiving public assistance, but most would have parents who work full-time in low-paying jobs. Many other new pupils whose parents earn up to $41,347 (for a family of four) would be eligible for only partially subsidized meals. Their parents would be working in jobs paying up to $18.80 an hour – a wide range of jobs in the retail trades, service industries, and local government.
9	While Camden is still recognized by the US Census 
Bureau as a “principal city,” it is less than seven percent of its three-county area’s population.
10 Whereas the formula applied to the Baltimore and Denver regions projected a 15 percent set-aside for inclusionary housing over a 20-year period, the Camden area formula projected a 10 percent set-aside (plus a modest boost from job creation) over a 10-year period.
11	Edward Zigler and Sally J. Styfco, Epilogue, in 
Norman F. Watt et al., eds. THE CRISIS IN YOUTH MENTAL HEALTH: CRITICAL ISSUES AND EFFECTIVE PROGRAMS: VOL. 4: EARLY INTERVENTION PROGRAMS AND POLICIES. Praeger (2006), commenting on my chapter Housing Policy Is School Policy (pp. 53-80).
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