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INTRODUCTION 
Whitehall Associates was retained by the Nutley Board of Education to 
prepare an updated demographic study. The information in this 

demographic report is suitable for inclusion in any document to be 

forwarded to the New Jersey Department of Education for matters 

concerning school facilities. 

OVERVIEW OF THE DISTRICT 

Nutley Township is a suburban residential community covering 3.36 
square miles in·Essex County, New Jersey approximately twelve miles 
west of New York City. The Board of Education maintains seven 

schools in a K-12 district. Board offices are located at 375 Bloomfield 
Avenue in Nutley. 

SPECIAL NOTE CONCERNING 
FACILITY PLAN SUBMISSION: 

.• /> 

THE LONG RAN~E 

ENROLLMENT DATA AND PROJECTIONS 

In studies for the N,~:Jer@i§ 'i>epartment of Education, enrollment 

data, by gq1de, fgr,i~lj¢:Pl!§.t five years is required. A five year 

~1rt:i~!~IE~i;f:n:~::;:e~:;~ 
fi~t ¢~ it~ 9bt;ined from the cijp~ ¢ti ra{ Health Statistics of the New 
Jers~y:ij¢piflment of Health anls~nior Services. Enrollment figures 

;;£~11Ji;,;;~::::: ::::: ;:;;: ::::1;:::~1:.:!:; 
i!?lilf l'iw";'o~w,~:~!::;e;;::,bi: :~:;/~:~~~;: 
::1~!!1\~ft~l::t~!i:!::!~~£~;:~:i;::~i: 

If the nonnal cohort projections, as developed in, th~,1!:+Jen;fj[ 
Department of Education Long R~pg~ Facility Pl~V:IRiP) electront¢ :ur 

dassr9tjfus except for the time they were receiving additional help. 
Sinq¢seats must be provided for these.students in their regular grade, 
tp:¢ASSA cannot be used for accurate student population projections. 

The Fall Survey Report on the other hand did not change and continues 

to report only those special education students in self-contained classes. 
The difference in special education reporting, since both of these 

data sheets, do not fit a partic4J~~l~l,lrfathe cdt~~B~i~llfm:.~tion rriiy ? 
be entered manually. Such moqip§ijtH?flJnay be 0q¢£¢$~ijcy fiue to 
residential development impact, a ~JJqt ppqgrnm ch~rig¢ gp ijytqing 
that would skew the normal cohort arid tihd6riitinvalicl'.imrh~ Jime 

applies to birth figures. If a r~w-$.6ri: @it~f~ t,tj fi§t µ~e thJ bi~h to 

~;;!-:::::::!::;rie:e::~!;;3,~11,~· ::i::t:~ 
manually. Therefore, irj! Ieases where the 11t:itinlf input must be 
overridden, the correcN&~ta will be shown jp; fhe respective tables, 

usually Table 3, and tijliifijl, to be inserteqdpthe LRFP program will 
be clearly annotated. 

1 

reports· are as of the same day, has caused massive confusion in the 

districts. Whitehall's experience has beenthat over fifty percent ofthe 
FallReport special education figures since 1997 are in error. The only 

special education students in this report are those in self-contained 
classrooms. 

In developing a projection of five year enrollments, the cohort..,survival 
method has been used as a base. This method is the one required by 
law and expected by the New Jersey Department of Education unless 



a cogent reason exists for another method to be used. The use of a 
different method must be explained and justified to the satisfaction of 
the Commissioner of Education. 

percentage growth took place in,Jpe 1940's and then a rate of eight to 
nine percent for the n.~)ct 20 y~d,i:====··rn the 1970'sthe population began 

to drop significantly{!:il:llf:rh~,:8¢h~ral population continued to decline for 

the first.Jfiy~ yeat$Il!ll!!1!tb.ll!lli990's, but then increased sufficiently to 
The cohort-survival method acquires its name from the use of grade to prodµgi!J~?a~cenni~''.:miriiilfifjust under Onf~I:f>ercent. . 

r.;1~Z~f2;21;~ilfi~E~~;7:2; :tiE~t:::~1;:. 
::~:~ut;~~ :;:s;::,!o:.:h::~:~~:i::::: ~!:: :,l;,-;,::.•~ ~:::,dm;: ::::..':1 ~"';;:: 
:::: ~~u;:;;~;: :~~::~ ::c::;;::::::: :0 ,6.-:~~~-=::.i: :.:::;~e:::::::.::: 
~~::: :~;!f°' ::::: :~::i~::j~=~~:~;::;;~~~~ Services . 

. students were made by using the percent of population meth?._~1J!!/irhat .,··.=,=,=,.,,:,:,:,:_:_t:f '} Nqll!~'l!1I1A'''. this draft the preliminary enrollment figures, as of 
is, the number of special education students was divided gyfffii' total .=,=r=:: Se.i#ember 11, 2002, were used. They will be updated when the 
school population to .arrive at a percentage for each yeqr;1il!!llrh~ pas.tJ]f JJ,¢t~ber lS, 2002 figures become available 

::~;~;:::::.~:~to prot !he numbe~l~f •ducallltlifh~- S. Department ofHealth, Center for Disease Control in Allan~ 
.-:::}/i:=:::=:=:: ,=,,=f•f/=;:;;;:;:;,?tt\. · · ,., .• /f?=f'•'· which has the responsibility on the national level for birth statistics, 

:"!o~
0
i:~e"!~s:•~:.:e

1:0~t•::5ta~;; ~~~=: ~;!:m;;~ ;;;:~:!:~: ;:::i-;~::~rt!: 
developing districts, the impact of ne\\7.:t:!$.il~itiID.llig,~_veloptiiijiji!lmli§t be . and Human Services engaged on a monumental program to geo-code 
taken into account. This is accompii';1fMr'Byl!!m~tnlil:~!!t.~ dedv~d from all birth statistics. This was completed in late October, 1998 and has 
the Urban Land Institute, th~}C~~ter for u;\JjijI!l2liPYtResearch at resulted in the most accurate birth data yet obtainable from any source. 
Rutgers University and WJJit~hall' s research. ·=:!Il:fu.:lii§t Greenwich Any report submitted by Whitehall Associates after November 1, 1998 · 
Township's case there /i;!:fi>roposed residenti:if d'&~elopment that reflect these updated data. Therefore, previous reports may or may not 
warrants the modificatiqj!i!gfthe cohort surviv:,~!!lp~ojections. agree with the current data. 

TABLE 1 lists the pLfJ:{\!l!d,-t: 1930. The largest The survival ratios we see in this table are indicative of a steady 

\f [!:![:l[l!lll!l!J[i!i!jllllllll:IJl!i!llllll!!!!!:ili!!l![!!l!li!:1f ()t=·· 2 



growing enrollment history for the past five years in the lower grades. 

There is a consistent drop in enrollments between grades 6 and 7 and 
also between grades 7 and 8. There is a mild drop out rate in the high 

school. Of particular note here is the fact that although the actual 

enrollments appear to increase from grade to grade, the average birth 

rate is dropping. This produces a low birth to kindergarten ratio and in 

turn contributes an overall decline in the student population as . 

evidenced in Table 3. 

TABLE 3 is the main table and is designed to be used in conferences 
and meetings. It allows the participant to be able to refer to one page 

rather than searching through a document for more information. The . 

back-up for Table 3 entries will be found in other the tables. All .•.• J 
calculations are carried to eight or more decimal places. Since there > 
cannot be fractions of a student, the district totals may vary by ogtrOr 

two students if added manually. 

The projection of student enrollment for the next five y~\![ bee!¼'' fl) 
made .. The total school population is expected. toi4i~rease ~Y \ 
approximately 43 students in the n¢1l five years. Wh~dmpact of n~w ! 

The general population increaseqJess than one percent in the 1990's. 

Coupled with an inq;~asing §gijd~l population, as evidenced in Table 

2, this is proof that Jlj~ g~4¢tif population is getting younger and that 

persons.q~ghild-b¢~fiigig~:~re moving into the town. 

;e:,f ri,,t!!.,,\~«ti1{b:u!~:,P:;.:!:ct 
T:111,,,:w, the popul:!! 11!~~! of planned and approved 
resig¢iifi{t, ~!V~Jgpinent in the district. According to the Township 
Building dft1¢.¢~G[tnln:idge Heights is the only development in Nutley. 

>l'PP:Cambridg~H,~~Sl\t$:!)evelopment Office states that only Section 5 
t~w:~iijtto be sold] lij~y anticipate closings to begin in October, 2002. 

~ih¢~ th.¢ pprmaL¢rihort projections indicate a flat growth rate for the 

f ~~Jll!!:i!;~:; i::i~:;!f ;t-:::~:w:e::1:~~:~ 
impacdfuust be added to the normal 07-08 projection and entered 

ma9,µlfiy into the Long Range Facility Plan pages with an appropriate 

~~plhnation. 

:d:,:~::::~o~:e::::1 Pd;i\\J\l,11~~::1i~,:IJlf i!~::~::1m+w TABLE 5 displays the enrollment projections by school, by grade for 

the year 2006-07. The ratio of students was taken from the September 
11, 2001 preliminary enrollment data and applied to the 2006-07 

district wide projections. This method is the one required by the state 

in the Long Range Facilities Plan. 

flat, with a variation ofless than o~~P~tsln!f¥8P1 yea:t6miirfqpfour 
of the next five years. 

The boxed area to the lowedi~h :; ::! !l~~I ~~j ~a•• are: ~f low 

confidence in that these chiJgt&ri have either not ij¢.gij lj&or reported. 

Births in the boxed area rttif be shown as a regt¢ssi6~, an average of 

the last seven years; birj;lj~()r the last known l?Jtth figure. Inthis case 

we used an average of~lj~ !l§t seven year( p~rths. 

3 



I 
. A 1. All enrollments are from the Fall Reports .,,,. ,;, 

:: ;::~:::::::::: :/:::::,::~,·7 . 
A3. Projections are made by linear regression_fa?rF'averag,!:!lfr the l~it.ffriy~·ars' live births or the 

Q4. 
A4. 
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EXPLANATION OF THE~ES 

Table 2 
Enrollment History 

Table 4 
Residential Development 

Table 3 is the main table and i_§t~llin~d to b~)gilllllji.lJlll9nferendl)l!l!IIIJ::1:!:::~ngs. It allows the participant to be able to refer to one page 
rather than searching through:=:ijfl]gpqffijnt. for infOfffiffl!)pQ)}d~ack-up data for Table 3 entries will be found in other tables as indicated above. 

All calculations are carried to ei~=~:::::1~11:11~Jj::ii@Gima;=:::;Illll~jJIJl:1~rj¢.~ there cannot be fractions of a student, the district totals may vary by one 
or two students if added ma~v 

jt!( 

./ 
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YEAR 

1930 

1940 

1950 

1960 

POPULATION 

~· 

I 

6 

-1,899 

263 

22.948% 

9.340% 

8.132% 

-9.134% 

-6.549% 

0.971% 



BIRTHS 
SCHOOL 5 YEARS . 

YEAR EARLIER 

98-99 309 

99-00 313 

00-01 321 

01-02 306 

02-03 293 

K 

0.83 255 

0.79 246 

0.82 262 

0.86 262 

0.88 257 

AVERAGE 
SURVIVAL 0.83 

1.15 

1.09 

1.20 

1.15 

1 2 3 

341 301 321 
0.96 1.01 

293 327 304 
1.06 1.02 

269 311 335 
1.00 0.99 

314 269 309 
1.03 1.04 

301 323 281 

1.0.? 

TABLE 2 11lL .11s11/lifJV 
NUTLEY BOARD OF ED:QJ$;¥]1JQ;N 

STUDENT ENROLLMENi tti§fb.k¥ 

4 5 6 
7 \j !!1 1 

1.01 1.06 

318 
1.01 0.98 1.00 1.03 

342 309 
0.99 0.98 

334 334 

0.99 1.02 

10 

275 
1.03 

264 
0.99 

272 
1.00 

319 
1.00 

308 

1.00 

11 12 SP DISTRICT . 
ED TOTAL 

258 221 148 3941 
0.99 1.02 

273 262 150 4001 
0.95 1.00 

251 273 130 4053 
1.01 1.03 

275 258 121 4110 
1.02 1.02 

326 281 153 4222 

0.99 1.02 

:::, 1. The New Jeraey Dep:::1;1t•~jb::!8tlY~tiey in 1997 (02-03 school year). Th~ is in error. The Nutiey Health Department shows 259 births 
for 1997. Since the municipaffigqfcffliri)!¢9.J1sistentlygijgµfj$.)~s than the state, Whitehall added 34 to the 259 and uses a figure of 293 births for 1997 
(02-03schoolyear). <•: :/!1 ] :. •::;;;!•••••·· 

2. Enrollments for school Y~IHP.2~03 alepf~!iffi!M/&~ of September 11, 2002 
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__ }\.-.; .. 

. ~~.~···· 

STUDENT ENROLLMENT PROJ.EC.UO.NS.{\ .. 

BIRTHS 
· SCHOOL 5 YEARS K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 st_.,.:-:-:-·'·· 9·'\,.,.,.,: .. _ .. :~.';:':?!K:'.:'~'.::_:':'.'.,~: ... :·:··~,\ 12 

SP 
ED 

TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL DISTRICT 
YEAR EARLIER K-6 6-8 9-12 TOTAL 

02-03 293 0.83 257 301 323 281 318 342 325 281 153 1822 998 1249 4.222 
1.15 1.01 1.02 1.02 1.03 1.01 0.99 1.02 

03-04 311 259 295 305 329 285 326 347 335 .-.. \:t· 306 331 155 1 799 1 003 1.312 4.269 
.· 

04-05 265 221 297 299 310 334 293 331 .:/l~2 333 311 153 1753 991 1.327 4224 

05-06 303 252 253 --. 301 304 315 326 339 339 153 1768 962 1.343 4226 

--- .· .: .. :_.,.::::"\.:,•,•·. 

06-07 303 252 289 256 .,..,___ 306 309 293 .-:::::: · 324 324 341 344 152 1.736 964 1354 4206 
........ 

07-08 303 252 289 293 2611 311 3-U.)f 290 .{\329 346 322 346 151 1.723 961 1343 4179 

Net Development Impact 1 1 1 1 1 1 .. :., .. ,.,..:./ 1 ·:Jf:::::::_ 1 _.,.·:':·:·:·:::--· 1 1 6 3 4 14 

06-07 Total Enrollment 253 290 294 262 · 312 _ .. )318:\}) 329 ,:{$1i!F/:\::,::}~1':'' · 330 347 323 · 347 ! 152 1729 964 1347 4193 

NOTES: 1. Births 1n the boxed area are an average .of,;h~Jast seven yearsti;:::~;;'.'.::Students in::::::: '.:;::ps have either not be~n born or reported to date. 
2. The New Jersey Department of Health:ifiifilt.476 births ·iJ];JJji'itfl~1:::(02-03 scho~(y~~r). This is in error. The Nutley Health Department shows 259 births for 1997. 

Since the municipal figures are conilijffiijijf\'$Mi/f~. less tha~'i'Mf~f'-JfaN.flltihi!II added 34 to the 259 and uses a figure of 293 births for 1997 (02-03 school year). 
3. All calculations are carried to eight or rrl6tM=,.jlfJfaces. Since tfi'futJ\i.MM,Hk'ftactions of a student, the district totals may vary by one or two students if added manually. · · 
4. The line 06-07 Total Enrollment must blJti!JaMfaW~llY. into the Lrih~fmi/Ji.\¥.lijfuty Plan worksheet along with the explanation thatthe normal cohort did not consider the residential 
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DEVELOPMENT 
Cambridge Heights Section 5 

TABLE4 

STUDENT IMP~ 

.-:-:-:,:-:-:::.· 

NOTES: . j' ,,,y ·~TOTALS 216 14 

1. According to the Township Building Office, Cam,pfjqg~ HeightJiis the onI,\development in Nutley. The Cambridge Heights 
Development Office states that only Section 5_,,firr,Mfns to g~f:~old. Th§l.yi,nticipate closings to begin in October, 2002. 

· 2. All calculations are carried to eight or more d~qtn,al plac~!lIS.Jnce . .t.h'-ifJi°cannot be fractions of a student, the district totals · 

: :====d 
,~_!,,l':_1:::,_!::',,_i,,,_

1
,,,_i,,,_

1
,,,··:,,,_!,,,_i,,_i,.~-• T 

..... ··_,.:;-_J_.!i_!t_f?. . ... 
··===rr= 
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_ilb, •.. __ 

SEPTEMBER 11 2002 PRELIMINARY ENROLltMENTS .~dBY SCHOOllftB¥WGlti\DE 
' t::::::::::IIt:-:--:,-, .. , ... ,.•••::f t·•···· ······:t:1ttJl1J::rr·,--· 

SCHOOL K 1 2 3 4 5 11 ·-·······t,:t SUB-TOTAL SPED TOTAL 
Nutley H.S. 0 0 0 0 0 0 326 281 1249 65 1314 
Franklin M.S. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 673 24 697 
Lincoln E.S. 53 61 59 74 46 75 0 0 434 51 485 
Rad~liffe E.S. 41 56 66 39 56 64 55 o o ·ot@\ fllP.flt .. _ 0 0 377' 0 377 
Spring Garden E.S. 60 58 57 50 80 78 0 0 451 13 464 
Washington E.S. 45 56 58 46 71 63 0 0 400 0 400 
Yantacaw E.S. 58 70 83 72 65 62 0 0 485 0 485 

TOTAL 257 301 323 281 318 342 326 281 4069 153 4222 

PROJECTED sTUDENT ~#ME~ scir_'_._:_r_:_~_:_;_1;_'!l1III~::;~~ GRADE FoR 2001-os 
.. ::/fI1ttt .. ·•········· 

SCHOOL 9 10 11 12 SUB-TOTAL SPED TOTAL 
NutleyH.S. 330 347 323 347 1347 65 1412 
Franklin M·.s. 0 0 0 0 635 24 659 
Lincoln E.S. 52 59 ./\ \.. 54 69 _ .... :f'l4~.tl 10 /]flt@: tf@Q/' ::-· o 0 0 o. 0 415 51 466 

· Radcliffe E.S. 0 0 0 0 361 0 361 
Sprin<:, Garden E.S. 0 0 0 0 433 13 446 
Washington E.S. 0 ·o 0 0 384 0 384 
Yantacaw E.S. 0 0 0 0 465 0 465 

TOTAL 253 290 ·2@/l:li2.§t, .. __ 312 ·-··,1taU.t:1t"'·329 344 291 330 347 323 347 4041 152 4193 

Table 3 Projections 253 329 344 291 330 347 323 347 4041 152 4193 

~,~ 1" 
----·-··-··:·:-::/·::::r:::f:>·--
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