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about the index

Good Information Presented in a Neutral Manner Can Move Policy

About the Index

The Long Island Index is a project that gathers and publishes data on the Long Island region. Our operating 
principle is: “Good information presented in a neutral manner can move policy.”

The Index does not advocate specific policies. Instead, our goal is to be a catalyst for action, by engaging the 
community in thinking about our region and its future.

Specifically, the Index seeks to:
  • � Measure where we are and show trends over time
  • � Encourage regional thinking
  • � Compare our situation with other similar regions
  • � Increase awareness of issues and an understanding of their interrelatedness
  • � Inspire Long Islanders to work together in new ways to achieve shared goals

The governing board of the Long Island Index is the Advisory Committee, composed of leaders from Long 
Island’s business, labor, academic and nonprofit sectors.

The Rauch Foundation acts as the convener of the Advisory Committee and the financial underwriter of the 
project. Initially funded for a three year period, the Foundation has since decided to continue the project.

What Are Indicators?
Indicators are facts that help show how a region is doing, the way the unemployment rate helps show the 
health of the economy. Measuring these kinds of data helps communities:
  • � Identify existing conditions
  • � Measure progress toward goals
  • � Mobilize action to improve the region

How to Use the Index

Each Long Island Index is centered on the following components:

	 (1) � We define 11 goals to measure the region. The goals span six major areas of investigation: economy, 
our communities, health, education, our environment, and governance.

	 (2) � Next, there are key findings. These are the indicators, specific measures of how we are doing. 
Example: The largest industry cluster on Long Island is Health with more than 150,000 employees. 
The findings are presented through both written and graphic analyses.

	 (3) � Next is, “Why is this important?” This explains why the indicator is a good measure of progress 
toward a particular goal.

	 (4) � “How are we doing?” puts the information in context. 



Long Island’s Educational Structure:  
Resources, Outcomes, Options

Introduction

The Long Island Association 
describes the region’s schools as 
“the centerpiece of our lifestyle” 
and “the driving force behind this 
region’s economic vitality and 
attractiveness to business.” But 
while some of our schools are the 
best in the country, many are not 
doing well at all.

What accounts for these differ­
ences? The Long Island Index set 
out over the past year to study our 
region’s educational system. We 
approach the subject not from  
the standpoint of pedagogy—we 
are not educators—but rather in 
structural terms. We quantified 
how educational services are deliv­
ered on our island. By unraveling 
the intricate relationships between 
funding sources and educational 
outcomes in a way that hasn’t 
been done before, we find that 
while we pay a lot in taxes, we 
don’t always get what we expect 
and sometimes we don’t get what 
we need.

We worked with several research 
teams to uncover the multiple 
aspects of this problem. Hofstra 
University completed a statistical 
analysis of the relationships 
between disparities in educational 
resources, challenges, and out­
comes. Fiscal Policy Institute 
studied the impact of New York 
State’s complex and shifting for­
mulas for educational funding. 
The Survey Center at Stony Brook 
University polled Long Islanders 
on their opinions about our edu­
cation system and their attitudes 
toward proposed reforms.

What we found is significant.

•	�There is a tremendous differ­
ence in what districts spend  
per-pupil. Even the state fund­
ing formula which is supposed 
to even out the disparities 
between districts does not end 
up doing that when all the 
funding streams are looked at 
in their totality.

•	�There is a great difference in 
educational needs.

•	�Where needs are highest, we 
spend the least; unsurprisingly, 
outcomes are the lowest. Con­
versely, where we spend the 
most, student needs are the 
least; in these districts, edu­
cational outcomes are not sig­
nificantly better than in the 
middle range.

•	�Isolating high-needs students 
compounds low performance. 
Our study showed that high-
needs students in relatively 
wealthy districts significantly 
outperformed high-needs stu­
dents in poor districts. Access 
to more resources and inter­
action with a more diverse  
student body promote better 
achievement.

Long Island has resisted tinker­
ing with its educational system. 
Over the years, proposals to create 
more opportunities for students, 
consolidate districts, build mag­
net schools have gone nowhere. 
Yet maintaining the status quo 
will not work either—it is both 
too expensive to sustain and  
not delivering the necessary out­
comes for the region. As we have 
done in past Index reports, we 

conducted an in-depth survey  
of Long Islanders to gauge their 
knowledge of the current situa­
tion and openness to change.  
We were surprised to learn how 
many Long Islanders are unaware 
of how unevenly educational 
resources are delivered across the 
region. But we were heartened  
to find that there was significant 
support for solutions that would 
give poorer students and the  
communities they live in access 
to wider opportunities. We were 
particularly struck that those 
individuals who understood the 
scope of the problem were the 
most supportive of considering 
alternatives.

With so many school districts, 
Long Island has evolved a zero-
sum mentality—if one district 
gains, another loses. There are 
other options. We look at what 
other parts of the country have 
done to address these same prob­
lems, and we find there are many 
ideas for Long Islanders to con­
sider and adapt for our situation. 
Starting a discussion on Long 
Island’s delivery of educational 
services is tough in good economic 
times, and conventional wisdom 
would say it is dead on arrival in 
the current economic climate. 
But if the current system is too 
expensive and doesn’t offer what 
we need to move the region for­
ward, then perhaps this is the 
best time to consider new ideas. 
They have worked elsewhere, and 
they hold a strong potential to 
address our issues. It is with this 
goal that the Long Island Index 
conducted this research and makes 
it available here.
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I. District Structure

Long Island counties have far more districts than most places in New York and the country.

The Legacy of 
the One-Room 
Schoolhouse

In comparison to the rest of the 
state, and the country, the most 
conspicuous feature of Long 
Island’s educational landscape is 
the number of districts we have.

Our historic development has 
separated Long Island into local 
districts that vary enormously  
in size, race, income, and other 
features. Indeed, our region is 
exceptional, both in how many 
school districts we have and in 
how segregated they are.

We currently have well over 100 
school districts. Nassau contains 
56 and Suffolk 68, placing them 
seventh and fourth—out of 3,066 
counties in the nation—in the 
number of districts per county.

In the first three centuries of 
European settlement in this area, 
single-school districts and one-
room schoolhouses were the norm. 
By 1905, New York State had accu­
mulated 10,625 districts. Seeing 
the need to consolidate, the state 
reorganized in 1947 and again  
in 1958. By 1965 the number of 
school districts had been brought 
down to 792. There the process 
stopped. Today the overwhelming 

majority of counties in the state 
include only 15 districts or less. 
Long Island is the stark exception.

Not surprisingly, most of our dis­
tricts are small, in both enroll­
ment and area: 75% enroll fewer 
than 5,500 students. Eighty-three 
percent cover less than fifteen 
square miles, and 36% less than 
five square miles.

This fractionated structure, as  
we will see, aside from being 
intrinsically unwieldy, produces  
a great range of anomalies and 
aberrations: in school revenues, 
expenditures, and educational 
outcomes.



Long Island districts vary greatly in enrollment, but 75% have fewer than 5,500 students.

Thirty-six percent of districts cover less than five square miles. Another 47% cover 5–15 square miles.
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*

*
The proliferation not only of 
school districts but police dis­
tricts, fire districts, sanitation  
districts, water districts etc., is  
a relic of Long Island’s colonial 
history. Home Rule is an ancient 
concept of English law that spread 
across Long Island like trans­
planted sparrows. Interestingly, 

the English themselves (along 
with other European countries) 
found that Home Rule interfered 
with their efforts to modernize 
and have buried the concept. 
Only in the New World does this 
medieval idea live on.

125 School  
Districts? Are  
You Sure?

We keep saying that Long Island 
has 125 school districts. But:

•	�In discussing results on achieve­
ment exams, we refer only  
to the 124 school districts  
that include all or some of 
Grades K–12.

•	�The 125th, Little Flower, is a 
“Special Act Public School” 
established to provide educa­
tional services to residents of 
the Little Flower Residential 
Treatment Center.

•	�When we refer to state financ­
ing, we count 121 districts.  
New Suffolk, Sagaponack, and 
Wainscott are too small to 
receive state funding; Little 
Flower receives its funding 
through different mechanisms.

•	�Three districts are high school 
only: Bellmore-Merrick, 
Sewanhaka, and Valley Stream. 
Eleven elementary school only 
districts feed these high school 
districts. Another eight districts 
are also elementary only, and 
an additional five are elemen­
tary and middle school only.

What’s in a Name?
Common School Districts repre­
sent the original type of school 
district. Today there are only 11 
left in New York State, four of 
them on Long Island. By law, they 
may not operate high schools, 
and therefore must contract with 
neighboring districts to provide 
secondary education.

Ninety-seven of our districts, 
78%, are Union Free School 
Districts. This indicates that they 
were formed from the “union” of  

multiple common school districts, 
“free” from the restrictions that 
had barred them from operating 
high schools.

Central School Districts are the 
most common type in New York 
State, but only 22 are found on 
Long Island. These were formed 
through the consolidation of 
common, union free, and/or cen­
tral school districts. In general 
the laws governing their struc­
ture are the same as union free 
school districts.

We have three Central High 
School Districts, which provide 
secondary education to students 
in two or more common or union 
free districts.

We have two City School 
Districts: Glen Cove and Long 
Beach.

“Home Rule” Lives. But Not in Its Original Home.

*
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II. Revenues

The Revenue 
Jungle

Revenue streams for Long Island 
schools are complicated and vary 
greatly from district to district. 
The principal sources are local 
real estate taxes, state aid to edu­
cation, and local commercial 
taxes. (Federal funding for Long 
Island schools is small and rela­
tively evenly distributed.)

In each of these revenue streams, 
there are great anomalies and  
disparities. Put together, educa­
tional revenues seem madden­
ingly inconsistent and capricious.

A. Real Estate Taxes

School taxes are the largest  
component of local property 
taxes, which on Long Island are 
oppressively high. Indeed, Long 
Islanders consistently name prop­
erty taxes as our region’s Number 
One problem.

•	�According to a 2006 study by 
the Long Island Index, Long 
Island property taxes are 2.5 
times the national average.

•	�Long Island taxes have increased 
20% in the past ten years; state­
wide, the increase was only 6%. 
Among all our local taxes, school 
taxes have grown the most.

•	�Per capita property taxes on 
Long Island are comparable  
to those in peer counties such 
as Westchester, Bergen, and 
Fairfield. However, they are 
almost 60% higher than those 
in Fairfax, Virginia, an area  
of comparable wealth. The big 
difference in Fairfax: a single 
school district serves the entire 
county.

School taxes vary drastically 
between districts

Because property values vary so 
greatly between communities, 
reliance on real estate taxes pro­
duces enormous disparities. For 
one thing, wealthy districts are 
able to raise far higher revenues 
than poor districts.

At the same time, the system 
inflicts hardship on taxpayers  
at both ends of the spectrum. 
Residents of wealthy districts pay 
enormous sums. These are an  

overwhelming burden for many,  
particularly senior citizens or 
other long-term owners forced  
to pay taxes on houses that are 
now worth much more than when 
they bought them.

On the other hand, people in dis­
tricts where income and property 
values are low are forced to tax 
themselves at extraordinarily high 
rates, and still are not able to raise 
adequate funds for their schools.

Page 8  |  2009 Long Island Index  |  Special Analysis  |  II. Revenues
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School taxes on Long Island have climbed 172% in eight years—faster than any other levy, and much faster than the  
rate of inflation.

SPECIAL ANALYSIS A-C

Special Analysis client excel chart A

Source: New York State Office of State Comptroller (OSC); CGR.
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Special Analysis client excel chart B
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Source: New York State Education Department; Hofstra University.
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Special Analysis client excel chart C
Gap in Achievement: Highest Obstacles vs. Lowest Obstacles

Source: New York State Education Department; Hofstra University.
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From 1995 to 2005, the gap in per-pupil revenues between the  
wealthiest 10% of districts and the poorest increased from $8,756  
to $11,032, in constant dollars.
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Tax Increase on a $450,000 Home If District Raises Expenditures by $250/Student

Source: New York State Education Department; Fiscal Policy Institute.

The effort required to raise revenues for education varies 
tremendously across long island.

Some districts could raise per-pupil revenues $250, just by adding a few dollars to the tax on a $450,000 home. For other  
districts, it would cost hundreds.
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The disparity can be seen in an 
analysis provided by the Fiscal 
Policy Institute. They asked how 
much, in each Long Island dis­
trict, taxes would have to rise  
on a $450,000 home in order to 
increase revenues by $250 per-
pupil. The Institute found:

•	�The tax increase needed 
depends on the number of  

students in the district and the 
overall wealth of the community 
(i.e., more homes with higher 
property values).

•	�In districts with high wealth-
per-pupil, a relatively small  
tax increase will significantly 
raise per-pupil revenues. Where 
wealth-per-pupil is low, a much 
greater tax increase is needed.

•	�It would cost a Fire Island tax­
payer $1.72 per $450,000 home 
to raise the funds; in Brentwood 
the cost would be $325.67.

•	�When districts of similar size 
are compared, poor districts 
must increase taxes up to 6.5 
times as much as wealthy dis­
tricts, in order to raise the  
same per-pupil revenue.

NYS Defined Need Level*
3 = High Need  Districts
6 = Low Need Districts

*These categories are based on a measure of a district's ability to meet the needs of its students with local resources.
  This measure is caluclated by dividing a district's estimated poverty percentage by its Combined Wealth Ratio.

Source: New York State Education Department; Fiscal Policy Institute.

SPECIAL ANALYSIS CH 5_7

Special Analysis client excel chart #5

Special Analysis client excel chart #6

Special Analysis client excel chart #7

Math Results for High Obstacle Schools in Most Affluent and
Least Affluent Communities

Source: New York State Education Department; Hofstra University.
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When districts of similar size are compared, poorer districts must increase taxes up to 6.5 times as much as 
wealthier districts to achieve the same increase in per-pupil revenue.



B. State Aid

All districts receive funding from 
the state. But here again, amounts 
differ greatly. Because wealthier 
districts raise so much more money 
from property taxes, state aid is 
provided disproportionately to poor 
districts. The additional state aid, 
however, does not come close to 
bridging the gap: the wealthiest 
districts end up with almost 50% 
more revenue per-student than 
the poorest districts.

When districts are grouped by 
affluence, these disparities become 
apparent. The more affluent the 
community, the more total reve­
nues they raise, and the higher 
the percentage coming from  
local taxes.

Some aid programs undo the 
work of others

Formulas for apportioning state 
aid are complicated. Moreover, 
aid comes from a variety of pro­
grams. Some programs redistrib­
ute aid in ways that undercut the 
equalizing effect of the current 
state “Foundation Formula.”

Prior to the current formula being 
enacted, in the academic year 
2005–06, the 20% of districts 
with the highest proportion of 
students in poverty received twice 
the amount of total state aid per-
pupil as the 20% of districts with 
the lowest proportion of students  
in poverty. This formula, chal­
lenged in court by the Campaign  

for Fiscal Equity, was found to  
be inadequate, because it did not 
take sufficient account of the 
greater educational obstacles  
that poor districts confront.

A new formula to direct aid based 
on district need was established for 
the 2007–08 academic year. The 
Foundation Formula weighed sev­
eral indicators of a district’s need 
(e.g., poverty, Limited English 
Proficiency, regional cost of living 
differences), as well as the dis­
trict’s ability to provide resources 
to meet those needs (e.g., district 
property wealth, income per-pupil, 
and combined wealth ratio). As 
shown in the chart on page 13, 
the poorest districts were now to 
receive about three times as much 
as the wealthiest.

This, however, is not what hap­
pened, because of the effects of 
other state aid programs—two  
in particular.

The STAR (School TAx Relief) 
program provides property tax 
relief for homeowners by paying  
a portion of the school taxes on 
owner-occupied, primary resi­
dences. STAR pays to each resi­
dent’s local district the school  
tax on the first $60,096 of prop­
erty value in Nassau County and 
the first $56,436 in Suffolk. (An 
enhanced STAR program pro­
vides additional assistance to 
elderly homeowners who meet a 
maximum income requirement.)

Aid to High Tax Districts is an 
aid program particularly targeted 
toward Long Island and other 
downstate suburban school dis­
tricts. The plan employs a com­
plex formula, which despite the 
use of “high tax” in the name,  
directs aid mainly based on high 
per-pupil expenditures. The pro­
gram distributed a little over $200 
million statewide, of which 70% 
came to Long Island.

The effect of STAR and Aid to 
High Tax Districts is to reduce 
the equalizing effect of the Foun
dation Formula. That formula 
would have provided Long Island’s 
neediest districts with almost 
three times as much aid as the 
wealthiest districts. When the 
two other programs are included, 
the aid dropped to only 1.8 times 
the aid to the wealthiest districts. 
That’s actually less than the 
2005–06 level, which had been 
found inadequate.

One way to correct the imbalance 
would be to take the total amount 
of state education aid coming to 
Long Island, including STAR and 
Aid to High Tax Districts, and 
divide the whole sum in accord­
ance with the Foundation Formula. 
If this were done, Long Island’s 
high poverty districts would 
receive an average of 20% more 
aid per-student.
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In practice, Long Island’s poorest districts receive only 1.8 times  
as much state aid as our wealthiest districts—less than under the 
Foundation Formula, and not enough to compensate for huge  
differences in local revenues.
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If all state aid were distributed according to the Foundation Formula, 
Long Island’s neediest districts would receive 20% more aid.
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Dealing with Disparity

Funding inequalities exist in many 
states. Vermont had huge inequities 
between towns with ski resorts, 
industrial plants, malls, or vaca­
tion homes—and few children—
and towns with small tax bases 
and many children.

In 1997, in response to a lawsuit, 
the state supreme court ordered  
that these “gross inequities in 
education opportunities” end.

In designing a new system, the 
state sought greater statewide 
equity while allowing communi­
ties to make their own decisions 
about funding their schools.

At its simplest, here’s how it works:

•	�There are no longer local 
school taxes. Public education 
is funded by state taxes depos­
ited in the state Education Fund.

•	�School taxes on primary resi­
dences are based on property 
value or household income, 
whichever is less. A base per-
pupil spending level and base 
tax rates (on both property and 
income) are set by the legisla­
ture for primary residences.

•	�Local school boards may pro­
pose, and communities may elect 
to spend above the base level. 
Residential tax rates (property 
and income) in each commu­
nity increase proportionally  
as voted spending per-pupil 
increases above the base.

•	�The legislature sets one school 
property tax rate—not variable 
with local school spending—	
for all non-residential property 
(land, businesses, second homes) 
statewide.

The system, which has been tin­
kered with over the years, has 
largely succeeded in eliminating 
disparities between districts, while 
preserving local control. Work 
continues to address differences in 
educational achievement includ­
ing the issue of higher-need dis­
tricts receiving more funding to 
successfully address their needs.

C. Commercial Taxes

Besides differing in private wealth, 
Long Island’s school districts also 
vary enormously in revenues from 
commercial real estate taxes. 
Under existing law, these reve­
nues go entirely to the school  
district in which the business is  

located, and this results in enor­
mous disparities.

In communities with a large num­
ber of commercial properties, 
schools can be very well funded, 
while homeowners’ tax burden is 
light. In places with little commer­
cial development, residents often  

pay crushing property taxes and 
still schools remain underfunded. 
Homeowners in Uniondale, for 
example, pay only 29% of the  
school district tax levy, while those 
in districts such as Roosevelt, 
Mount Sinai, and Herricks shoul­
der more than 90%.

What Some Places Are Doing.*
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Commercial taxes in some districts bring in more than $14,000 per-student; in other  
districts only a few hundred dollars.

Between one district and its next-door neighbor, per-student revenues from commercial taxes can fluctuate widely.



“The Minnesota 
Miracle”
In regions where school districts 
are large, revenue disparities are 
less glaring. But even where dis­
tricts are small, inequities can be 
reduced by sharing or “pooling” 
commercial taxes among neigh­
boring districts.

Commercial tax pooling was most 
famously implemented in the 
Minneapolis-St. Paul region, where 
the Mall of America and other 
commercial development brought 
in huge revenues to Bloomington, 
while nearby communities lan­
guished. The Fiscal Disparities 
Act in 1975 brought a seven-
county area into a tax-sharing 
pool. Existing commercial reve­
nues were left untouched, but 

each county contributes 40% of 
the growth of its commercial sector, 
with the pool distributed based on 
population and property values. 
Now in its fourth decade, the pro­
gram, known as “The Minnesota 
Miracle,” has reduced disparities 
and is credited with saving older 
towns from insolvency.1

Harvey Levinson, former Chair­
man of Nassau County’s Board  
of Assessors, has raised the idea 
of pooling in relation to the pro­
posed Nassau Hub. If all of the 
added tax revenues from this 
development went to one school 
district—Uniondale—homeown­
ers there could see their taxes cut 
in half, while residents in neigh­
boring communities would get  
no relief at all. Levinson suggests 
that the benefits be more widely 

distributed, with Uniondale receiv­
ing extra shares to offset local 
impacts from the development.

* SURVEY *

The idea of tax pooling appeals 
to Long Islanders. In a Long 
Island Index survey this year, 
73% said they would support  
“a proposal to pool commercial 
property taxes and distribute 
them equally throughout the 
county’s school districts.” The 
2006 Suffolk County Home­
owners Tax Reform Commission 
agreed that regionalizing com­
mercial taxes could promote 
greater equity, but noted that 
“implementation would be 
difficult.”2

1 �Myron Orfield and Nicholas Wallace, “The Minnesota Disparities Act of 1971: The Twin Cities’ Struggle and Blueprint for Regional Cooperation,” William Mitchell 
Law Review, Volume 33, Number 2, March 7, 2007, pages 591–612.

2 �Suffolk County Homeowners Tax Reform Commission, Report delivered to the Suffolk County Legislature on December 27, 2006; Section IV: Fixing the Existing 
System, Page 6.
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III. Resources

Resources vs. Needs

We have seen how the educa­
tional landscape creates anoma­
lies and imbalances in revenues. 
Turning to school expenditures, 
we find similar inconsistency  
and irrationality. Often schools 
with the greatest needs get the 
fewest resources, while elsewhere 
large sums are spent that do not 
improve educational achievement.

To begin with, the vastly different 
revenues raised by school districts 
result in huge differences in per-
pupil expenditures. On average, 
almost $8,000 more is spent each 
year on a child in one of the 
wealthiest districts than a child 
in one of the poorest.

Impacts on Schools

Lower expenditures translate into 
substantial educational disadvan­
tages for Long Island’s poorest 
schools. Comparing key features 
in Long Island schools, Hofstra 
University researchers discovered:

•	�Schools in the poorest com
munities have larger numbers 
of students than those in 
wealthier communities: an 
average of over 800 compared 
to about 600.

•	�The poorest communities have 
higher student-teacher ratios: 
15:1, compared to 13:1 in the 
wealthiest districts.

•	�Almost all teachers, 97%, have 
a Master’s degree or higher in  

schools in the wealthiest com­
munities, compared to 82%  
in the poorest. In some of the 
latter schools, only 50% of 
teachers have a Master’s degree.

•	�Schools in the wealthiest dis­
tricts have twice as many com­
puters, essential educational 
tools today, as schools in the 
poorest districts.

•	�Wealthy districts also provide 
newer text books, better facili­
ties, more Advanced Placement 
courses, and more specialized 
classes such as art and music.

Differences in resources make 
Long Island’s poorest and wealthi­
est schools very different places.
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Schools spend 45% more—almost $8,000 more—per child 
in the wealthiest one-fifth of districts than the poorest.



Addressing Educational 
Obstacles

Long Island school districts differ 
greatly not only in their resources, 
but also in their needs. Some 
schools face special educational 
hurdles, including high poverty, 
high population of students with 
Limited English Proficiency (LEP), 
and a high degree of racial segre­
gation—Whites and Asians sepa­
rated from Blacks and Latinos.

The researchers grouped the 
schools from those with the 
greatest obstacles to those with 
the least, and correlated the 
obstacles with academic achieve­
ment. They found that achieve­
ment in high-obstacle schools 
consistently lagged behind that  
in low-obstacle schools.

•	�Students in the highest-obstacle 
group showed by far the poorest 
performance. Gaps between 
other groups were slight.

•	�The gap widens as students 
grow older. By eighth grade the 
difference in math proficiency 
reaches 45 percentage points—	
2.5 times the fourth grade gap. 
(The seemingly lower gap in 
Regents scores is misleading: 
many underperforming students 
have dropped out of school by 
then and do not take the test.)

•	�Similar patterns were found for 
scores on English examinations, 
graduation rates, and overall 
college readiness.
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The fewer the obstacles, the higher the achievement. But the  
quintile that faces the greatest obstacles is by far the most affected.

The achievement gap for children with the most obstacles,  
significant in fourth grade, becomes overwhelming by eighth.
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Schools in the least affluent communities are the ones that face 
the greatest educational obstacles. These schools need more 
resources; instead they get less.

Obstacles fall heaviest on people of color. Schools facing the greatest 
learning obstacles are, taken together, almost 80% Black and Latino, 
while schools with the least obstacles are over 90% White.

Structural Mismatches

Schools facing higher obstacles 
obviously require greater resources. 
But here again our local district 
structure creates anomalies. Not 
surprisingly, the schools with the 
highest obstacles exist in commu­
nities with the least affluence, as 
the accompanying chart shows.3

These schools start out with less 
money, and have to devote more 
of it to everything from more ESL 
(English as a Second Language) 
staff to remedial programs to 
greater school security. That 
leaves less money available for  
all those other things: the small 
class-sizes, qualified, experienced 
teachers, computers, enrichment 
programs, and so on.

Meanwhile, in other districts 
large sums are spent that do not 
translate into higher achieve­
ment. On eighth grade math 
tests, for example, 80% of stu­
dents in Long Island’s wealthiest 
schools are proficient—no better 
than in mid-range schools.

3 �The greater presence of obstacles in the most 
affluent 20% of schools is an anomaly based on  
a number of very affluent districts, particularly  
in the East End and on the South Shore, where 
there are a large number of second homes which 
adds to the communities’ affluence but the full-
time residents are not as wealthy. There are also 
a few districts where a high percentage of wealth­
ier families send their children to private school 
rather than the local public schools. Both factors 
contribute to this slight upward trend in obstacles 
within the schools compared to the community 
as a whole.
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Source: New York State Education Department; Hofstra University.
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Meeting the LEP 
Challenge

One major obstacle to student 
achievement is Limited English 
Proficiency. LEP students need 
special instruction, which can 
add to school costs. The problem 
is aggravated because the poorest 
schools have the highest percent­
ages of LEP students—five times 
the percentages of low- and mid-
poverty schools. In other words, 
the schools with the most LEP 
students have the least resources 
to help them.

What is more, the percentages of 
LEP students are rapidly rising.
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Greater Resources, 
More Flexibility

“You have a whole system react­
ing to a problem.” That’s how one 
town mayor explained one big 
advantage of schools in Northern 
Virginia.

Fairfax and neighboring Loudoun 
County in the suburbs of Northern 
Virginia (NVA) resemble Long 
Island, in both levels of affluence 
and levels of poverty—and in 
exceptional student achievement. 
The big difference is that in NVA 
each county has a single consoli­
dated school system.

That gives them the ability to 
focus resources where they are 
needed. Adding more ESL  

teachers in schools with high 
immigrant populations, for exam­
ple, or reducing class sizes where 
necessary to meet the needs of 
struggling students.

“I believe we must support these 
students to ensure they graduate 
with the same skills as their peers,” 
says Fairfax Superintendent Jack 
Dale. There is no question that 
Long Island superintendents share 
his goals. They simply do not 
command the overall level of 
resources, or the flexibility to  
put them where they’re needed.

Closer to Home

The New York State Commission 
on Property Tax Cap recently 

proposed consolidating districts 
with fewer than 1,000 students,  
as a way to reduce school costs 
and taxes. The plan would autho­
rize the State Commissioner to 
require consolidation of districts 
up to 2,000 students.

ERASE Racism examined the 
effect of consolidating Long 
Island’s districts along town and 
city lines. This would produce a 
total of 15 districts, which would 
be far less segregated by race  
and income. The new districts 
would greatly reduce differences 
in per-pupil spending, and provide 
the flexibility to direct resources 
more effectively.

If districts followed town and city boundaries, none would have an overwhelming proportion of poor students. Also, more resources 
would be available to target specific needs.

What Some Places Are Doing.*
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Top Students Need 
Resources, Too

In New York City, acclaimed 
schools such as Stuyvesant and 
Bronx Science offer peerless  
educational opportunity to top-
performing children from across 
the city. A large district can do 
that on a level that small districts 
cannot match.

But even where districts remain 
independent, regional high- 
performance schools are possible. 
In the 1980s and again in the 
1990s “high schools of excel­
lence” for the best and brightest 
students were proposed for New 
York State, including one for 
Long Island.

Such schools provide a path to 
outstanding achievement for chil­
dren in districts that lack the 
resources to offer such programs. 
Wealthier districts are able to 
nurture such students within 
their own schools, through AP 
programs, special art programs, 
and the like. But even wealthy  
schools can’t do everything,  

and top districts vary in what 
they offer:

•	�One district may have an unbe­
lievable music program: it would 
be perfect for Angela, but too 
bad—she lives in the next vil­
lage over.

•	�Over 20% of the semi-finalists 
in Intel’s national Science 
Talent Search in the last ten 
years have come from Long 
Island schools—but half of 
them came from just seven  
districts. Imagine what Long 
Island’s kids would do if they  
all had access to what’s going 
on in those seven districts.

Indeed, when Governor Cuomo 
came to Hauppauge to drum  
up support for a high school of 
technology for gifted students,  
he emphasized the role of such 
schools in growing a corps of top 
graduates with the talent to reju­
venate the business sector. Cuomo 
said of Long Island, “You either  
make this place a high-tech capital 
of the United States or it won’t 
develop.” 4

Opposition comes mainly from 
the top districts, which fear that 
such schools would skim off their 
best students, as well as state aid 
based on enrollment. But experi­
ence elsewhere shows that students 
in districts with solid programs 
for the gifted and talented usually 
stay there. Most of the children 
in high-performance schools come 
from the districts, both rural and 
urban, where educational resources 
are limited.5

* SURVEY *

When Long Islanders were 
asked whether they would  
support a magnet school to  
provide in-depth instruction  
in science, mathematics, or the 
arts, two-thirds said that they 
would. When asked if they 
would support the creation of 
such a school in their own dis­
trict, support did not waver—
63% said that they would.

Page 22  |  2009 Long Island Index  |  Special Analysis  |  III. Resources

4 �“Cuomo Pledges Technology School for Talented,” New York Times, August 25, 1994.

5 �Pearl R. Kane, “Send Gifted Kids to High School Together,” Newsday, Section: Viewpoints, December 5, 1988, page 51.

SURVEY
SURVEY

x

What Some Places Are Doing.*
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Troubling 
Disparities

Poor Children Fare 
Poorly

There is a wide and persistent  
gap in educational achievement 
between schools on Long Island, 
with low-poverty and medium-
poverty schools far outstripping 
schools where poverty is high.  
A comparison of eighth grade 
Mathematics tests, a key indicator 
of high school and college suc­
cess, showed 80% of Long Island 
students in low- and medium- 
poverty schools meeting state 
standards. In high-poverty schools 
the rate plummets to 40%.

The source of this disparity has 
already been discussed. Children 

in poor communities face added 
obstacles to learning. Their 
schools need more resources to 
help these children, but because 
of disparities in local tax reve­
nues, they usually have less.

Segregation

Long Island districts are separated 
by race as well as by income. 
Blacks and Latinos are clustered 
in areas of such extremely high 
concentrations, that to achieve 
racial balance across the region, 
74% of Blacks would have to 
move. That makes Long Island 
the third most racially segregated 
region in America.6 Segregated 
communities mean segregated 
schools: island-wide, half of all 
Black and Latino students attend 
schools that are at least 95%  
students of color.

Segregation patterns emerged in 
the postwar era from housing 
development that was often seg­
regated by design. Long Island’s 
most famous suburb, Levittown,  
is a prime example. The original 
Levittown deeds forbade occu­
pancy by “any person other than 
members of the Caucasian race.”7 
Despite the Supreme Court’s 1949 
ruling finding such restrictive 
covenants unconstitutional, pri­
vate restrictions remained in 
effect until the Civil Rights Act 
of 1968. The impact of these 
restrictions persists. Today 89.3% 
of Levittown’s residents are White, 
9.7% are Latino, 4.7% Asian and 
0.6% are Black. Much of Long 
Island reflects a similar pattern.

SPECIAL ANALYSIS CH 1_3
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Students in the wealthiest third of school districts do no better than 
those in the middle third. But in our poorest schools, proficiency rates 
drop by half.

IV. Outcomes

6 �U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2000.

7 �john powell, Institute on Race and Poverty, Racism and the Opportunity Divide on Long Island (Briefing paper prepared for ERASE Racism, 2002), p. 5.



8 �Robert P. O’Reilly, Racial and Social Class Isolation in the Schools: Implications for Educational Policy and Programs, 1970, Praeger Publishers, New York, page 61.

9 �Richard Kahlenberg, “Radical idea: Open the doors of affluent schools to Chicago students”; Chicago Tribune, August 22, 2008.

By 1965 concerns about segrega­
tion had moved the State Educa­
tion Department along with the 
New York State Commission for 
Human Rights to investigate the 
matter. They found the situation 
on Long Island particularly worri­
some. In Nassau County, twelve 
communities were found to have 
a very high concentration of non­
whites; in Suffolk County, nine 
communities. According to the 
1965 report, “Racial and Social 
Class Isolation,” as Long Island’s 
population expanded, nonwhites 
remained an isolated group. 
“Numbers of nonwhite residents 
advanced in only a few commu­
nities,” the report observed in 
classic understatement, “and  
there the proportions were mark­
edly greater than in neighboring 
locations... .”8

Looking ahead, the report said, 
“If the existing population pat­
terns persist, there will be even 
greater concentrations of non­
whites in given suburban com­
munities as the over-all increases 
occur.” Forty-plus year later, this 
prediction stands confirmed.

Segregation and education

Since Brown vs. Board of Educa­
tion over a half-century ago, it has  

been understood—and has been  
the law of the land—that going  
to school in separate facilities is  
harmful to children. Over the 
decades, countless national studies 
have confirmed that kids do not 
do well in segregated conditions. 
They do worse in segregated 
schools than in integrated ones. 
Within integrated schools, they 
do worse in highly tracked, sub­
stantially segregated classes than in 
heterogeneously grouped classes.

Improving Outcomes for 
Poor, Students of Color

To isolate the role of school dis­
tricts themselves in educational 
achievement, researchers at Hofstra 
compared students in poor schools 
in poor districts to students in 
poor schools in wealthier districts. 
Across the board—in achievement 
tests at different grade levels and 
in high school graduation rates—
the students in wealthier districts 
outperformed those in poor dis­
tricts. On state math tests, stu­
dents from wealthier districts 
scored 11 to 19 points higher 
than those in poor districts.

Two factors help explain the  
difference. One is the greater 
resources of wealthier districts,  

which translate into smaller  
classes, more experienced teach­
ers, and the rest. The other is a 
different educational environment. 
As Richard Kahlenberg explains,

	� It’s an advantage to have peers 
who are academically engaged 
and expect to go to college; 
parents who actively volunteer 
in the classroom and hold school 
officials accountable; and highly 
qualified teachers who have 
high expectations. On average, 
all these ingredients [of] good 
schools are far more likely to  
be found in middle-class than 
poor schools.9
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0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0

Don't Know / Refused

Disagree / Opposed

Agree / Favor

To what extent do you favor or oppose
the consolidation of school districts if
it would help to include children of all
 racial and ethnic backgorunds in the
same school district?

Children who attend schools with a mix
of students from different ethnic, racial
and economic backgrounds are more
prepared for the diverse settings of
college and the workplace than 
children who attend segregated schools.

Agree/
Favor

Don't Know/
Refused

Disagree/
Opposed

Pe
rc

en
t R

ec
ei

vi
ng

 R
eg

en
ts

 D
ip

lo
m

a

Source: New York State Education Department; Carol Burris.

White and Asian Black and Latino

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0 Black/Latino

White/Asian

'01'00’99’98’97’96’95

Rockville Centre Regents Diploma Rates by Year of Entry and Race/Ethnicity

0

20

40

60

80

100%

'01'00’99’98’97’96’95

Do you agree or disagree: Children 
who attend schools with a mix of
students from different ethnic,
racial and economic backgrounds
are more prepared for the diverse
settings of college and the
workplace than children who
attend segregated schools.

To what extent do you favor or
oppose the consolidation of
school districts if it would help
to include children of all racial
and ethnic backgrounds in the
same school district?

In our poll 79% strongly or somewhat agree that when children 
attend schools that are more diverse it better prepares them for 
college and the workplace. 64% support consolidation to make 
the schools more diverse.

NYS Defined Need Level*
3 = High Need  Districts
6 = Low Need Districts

*These categories are based on a measure of a district's ability to meet the needs of its students with local resources.
  This measure is caluclated by dividing a district's estimated poverty percentage by its Combined Wealth Ratio.

Source: New York State Education Department; Fiscal Policy Institute.
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Math Results for High Obstacle Schools in Most Affluent and
Least Affluent Communities

Source: New York State Education Department; Hofstra University.
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Note to C&C:        
Use same chart format from 2008 Index pg 61 but make the chart portion wider than it was in 2008.        
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Poor students score 11–19 points higher in wealthier districts than similar 
students in similar schools in poorer districts.
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Unbounded Success

Pursue equity. Excellence will follow, 
believes Carol Corbett Burris, 
principal of South Side High 
School in Rockville Centre. She 
speaks from experience.

Administrators in Rockville 
Centre were troubled by the per­
sistent achievement gap between, 
on the one hand, Blacks and 
Latinos, and on the other, Whites 
and Asians. They were troubled, 
too, by the over-representation  
of Blacks and Latinos in low-
achieving classes.

And so in the late 1990’s they 
started de-tracking their classes. 
Instead of isolating all the “gifted” 
students in one class, the “slow 
learners” in another, they mixed 

the classes by ability and race, 
and they taught a new, more rig­
orous curriculum to everyone.

What happened to achievement?

Intuition might tell you that the 
low-track students might go up, 
but the high-track students would 
go down. That’s not what educa­
tional research shows, however.

And it’s not what happened in 
Rockville Center.

•	�In 2000, the last year biology 
classes were tracked, 48% of 
Black and Latino students 
passed the State Regents exam, 
and 85% of White and Asian 
students. In 2001, with hetero­
geneous classes and a more rig­
orous curriculum, the pass rate 

for Blacks and Latinos shot  
up to 77%. What about the 
Whites and Asians? They 
climbed to 94%.

•	�When South Side opened 
Advanced Placement calculus 
to all its students, enrollment 
jumped 40%. Despite all those 
extra “low achievers,” the  
class average on the AP exam 
went up.

And so it went in class after  
class. All groups went up. And 
the achievement gap closed.

Burris draws a lesson from her 
experience. Give all students 
access to first-class learning 
opportunities, she concludes,  
and everyone wins.
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Smart Move

Seven regions across the country 
promote educational opportunity 
through Voluntary Inter-District 
Transfer programs.

Students from struggling schools, 
typically in inner cities, attend 
school in nearby suburban dis­
tricts. The programs are voluntary 
for both the transferring students 
and the receiving schools. Yet  
the programs have been running 
for 45 years, and have grown in 
size—to as many as 8,000 chil­
dren, and as many as 37 districts.

These are win-win programs, in 
which both the transferring stu­
dents and the receiving schools  

benefit. A study of Boston’s 
METCO program found that aca­
demic achievement for the trans­
fer students closely mirrored the 
high achievement of the suburban 
students. The transfer students 
attend college at nearly the same 
rate as their suburban classmates, 
and at a rate 10% higher than  
the statewide average. 100% of 
METCO seniors passed the 10th 
grade state achievement exams in 
English and math, compared to 
75% in the Boston city schools.10 
In a 1997 evaluation of METCO, 
researchers found that 82% of 
students surveyed reported a good 
or excellent experience with the 
program.11

Geographically, transfer programs 
would be quite practical on Long 
Island: the small size of our dis­
tricts would make transportation 
manageable.

* SURVEY *

Our poll asked Long Islanders 
what they thought of offering  
a limited number of children  
in failing school districts the 
chance to attend better schools 
in nearby districts where space 
is available: 67% were in favor 
and only 27% were opposed. 
When asked if they would favor 
such a plan in their own school 
district, support did not signifi­
cantly decrease: 64% were in 
favor and only 30% opposed.
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Comparison of Average Salary and Change in Employment, Long Island

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics; Hofstra University.
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Taking up the 
Challenge

Our examination of education  
on Long Island shows us a school 
system with a rich history, but  
an unpromising future. A system 
handed down over centuries now 
lacks efficiency and flexibility. 
From kids with learning disabili­
ties to budding artistic prodigies, 
too many of our children aren’t 
getting what they need. Our costs 
keep soaring, while thousands 
continue to fail.

The Imperative for 
Change

The failures and enormous dis­
parities of our school system  
raise concerns both ethical and 
practical.

On the one hand, these condi­
tions do not match our values. 
Such vast inequity violates our 
most basic concept of fairness, 
and America’s foundational belief 
in equality of opportunity.

From a practical standpoint, our 
failure to meet the needs of so 
many students threatens the eco­
nomic viability of our region.

In a post-industrial, high- 
technology society, a region’s  
economic survival stands or falls 
on the talent of its workforce.  

A study for the Lumina Founda­
tion found that at current rates, 
by 2025 the nation will face a 
shortfall of 16-million college-
educated workers. Nationwide, 
the race is on among regions  
both to attract educated workers 
and to “grow them locally.” In 
successful, high-tech centers like 
Silicon Valley and San Diego, 
region-wide groups are focused  
as never before on raising school 
achievement.

Nations around the world have 
joined the competition, and are 
gaining on the United States at 
alarming rates. We used to have 
the highest college-education 
rates in the world, and still do 
among those aged 55–64. But 
among those aged 25–34, we’ve  
fallen to tenth, as other nations  

have raced past us. Today college-
degree rates are increasing faster 
in every other country tracked by 
the Organization for Economic 
Cooperation and Development 
(OECD) than here in America.

In this environment, a region 
that leaves significant numbers  
of its children undereducated  
is heading for disaster. Already 
Long Island’s economy is stag­
nating. Growth in high-paying 
skilled jobs has stalled, and our 
decades-long income advantage 
over the rest of the country has 
now disappeared. Our economic 
future hinges on whether we can 
succeed in incubating new busi­
nesses in next-generation tech­
nologies such as biotech. That 
simply will not happen without a 
highly educated young workforce.

V. The Future
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Long Island was long known for high incomes. 
That advantage has all but disappeared.
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The Path to Change

To meet the challenge, we need 
to come together in a vigorous 
and sustained regional dialogue.

We must elevate education to the 
top of our regional agenda. Leaders 
and ordinary citizens, experts and 
advocates, educators and business­
people, must come to the table—
and stay for as long as it takes. 
We’re going to need both leader­
ship and cooperation.

We’ll also need to study hard, and 
think big.

Openness

The problems we face are long-
standing and have deep, struc­
tural roots. We need a vision as 
big as the challenge.

We need a wide search for solu­
tions, not a narrow one. This 
Special Analysis has offered  
snapshots of some of the many 
approaches being tried in other 
places. Now is a time to lay all 
options on the table and earnestly 
explore each one: Could it work 
here? How might it be adapted to 
make it work?

We need an unbounded vision. 
We must preserve what’s best  
in our schools, without being 
constrained by the way it’s  
always been.

Centuries have shaped our local 
perspective, which now views 
education as a zero-sum game. If 
one district gains, another must 
lose. If a magnet school opens, 
districts that send their students 
will lose funding. If ESL students 
get more, regular education pro­
grams will get less. The conver­
sation stops. The answer is no. 
Such has been the history of our 
region, and it has to change.

To change it, we must maintain 
the bigger picture. Stay clear about 
how our region depends on better 
educated students. Keep in sight 
that we will stand or fall together.
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* SURVEY *

Awareness

Poll data reveal that many people 
are as yet unaware of our educa­
tional realities. For example:

•	�Half of all Black students 
attend schools that are 95% 
non-White, but only 34%  
of Long Islanders realize  
this fact.

•	�Only 26% of Long Islanders 
know that expenditures vary 
greatly from one school dis­
trict to another.

•	�61% believe that a Black or 
Latino child in Long Island 
public schools receives the 
same quality of education as a 
White child, and 57% believe 
poor children receive the same 
quality as middle-income 
children.

Polls show that a majority of 
Long Islanders support systemic 
changes to decrease inequities, 
reduce segregation, and bring 
more resources to poor students 
and students of color. But while 
all groups support change, sup­
port is higher among Blacks and 

Latinos than Whites. In part, the 
difference may reflect the fact 
that these groups would most 
directly benefit from proposed 
reforms. But a second factor 
may also be at work: Blacks  
and Latinos are more aware of 
the problems.

The Long Island Index commits 
itself to the effort to increase 
public awareness and under­
standing in regard to our educa­
tion system; we urge individuals 
and groups from across the Island 
to join in the effort.
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An Urgent Challenge

Our school system, though admi­
rable in many ways, does not 
reflect our values, nor serve our 
needs. As the demand for a well-
educated workforce becomes more 
urgent, so does the necessity of 
securing a top-flight education for 
every student. Failure to do so 
now threatens to blight not only 
the dreams of our children, but  
the viability of our region. The 
status quo is not an option.

The can-do spirit that made Long 
Island America’s leading suburb 
in the post-war era came mainly 
in local, individualized efforts. 
Today we must harness that spirit 
to a new cooperative effort.

Time is not on our side. Our 
economy is losing ground—to 
regions that have made educa­
tional reform a top priority. It is 
unreasonable to think conditions 
will improve for us, if we don’t 
take steps to improve them. The 

coming generation of children 
may well be Long Island’s last 
best hope for economic renewal. 
Our actions in just the next few 
years will determine whether  
we nobly save or meanly lose  
that hope.

“�I believe deeply that we cannot solve the 
challenges of our time unless we solve 
them together—unless we perfect our 
union by understanding that we may have 
different stories, but we hold common 
hopes; that we may not look the same 
and we may not have come from the same 
place, but we all want to move in the 
same direction—towards a better future 
for our children and our grandchildren.”

Barack Obama
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Economy

Goal #1—Growth and Prosperity

Our economy grows at a rate that results in an improved quality of life for all.

Indicator:

Gross Metropolitan Product/Gross Domestic Product

Long Island’s economy may be at the beginning of stagnation.

Why is this important?
The Gross Domestic Product (GDP) is a measure of the extent of economic activity within a defined geo­
graphical region or within a sector of a defined economic region. When referencing a defined metropolitan 
area it is sometimes referred to as the Gross Metropolitan Product (GMP). Essentially the GDP/GMP  
measures the economic output of a region and can be used to compare overall economic activities across 
regions, or the contributions of various sectors.
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How are we doing?
The total private sector GDP for Long Island in 2008 was about $129 billion. This was up only from $128 
billion in 2007. Overall, Long Island’s private sector of the economy has grown by 32% from 1998 to 2008. 
Growth has averaged about 3% per year. However, there was greater growth earlier in the period and slower 
growth more recently. Growth in GDP from 2004 to 2008 has averaged about 2%. There was almost no 
change between 2007 and 2008 (growth of .08%). Significantly, Long Island’s growth trails the U.S.

What does “2007 dollars” mean?
The purchasing power of a dollar changes over time. If the items we buy generally cost more today than 
they did ten years ago, then one dollar today is worth less than a single dollar was back then. Therefore, 
it is necessary to adjust for that in order to create a common scale when we compare dollar values (e.g., 
when comparing wages) over several years. By picking a single year as the standard (say, 2007), dollars 
from earlier years can be “inflated” using the Consumer Price Index in order to estimate what those ear­
lier dollars would be able to buy in 2007. Similarly, dollars from later years can be “deflated” to what  
their purchasing power would have been in 2007. By converting all values to the same scale it is much 
easier to detect the presence or absence of any trends over time (e.g., are wages actually rising, falling or 
remaining the same?).
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Indicator:

Employment Trends

Overall employment growth decreased in the 
last twelve months.

Why is this important?
Job gains or losses measure regional economic 
vitality. This chart shows annual average private 
non-farm employment, government and military, 
and total employment on Long Island during the 
past ten years.

How are we doing?
Long Island’s overall private sector employment 
grew by about 6% between 1999 and 2008. That 
reflects an average annual increase of .7% and  
an absolute increase of about 55,000 jobs. More 
recently, between 2007 and 2008, private sector 
employment fell by 3% (about 28,000 jobs).

Indicator:

Growth in Wages over the Past  
10 Years

Long Island wages stagnate, while U.S. wages 
increase.

Why is this important?
Average pay per employee is a basic measure of 
the economy’s health. Increasing or decreasing 
inflation-adjusted pay per employee reflects the 
relative economic vitality of Long Island. It does 
not, however, assess whether the returns of eco­
nomic activity are being distributed equally 
throughout the workforce.

How are we doing?
Average pay per employee on Long Island 
increased 3% from 1999 to 2007, compared to  
the U.S. which rose 7%. Between 2007 and  
2008 Long Island wages per employee actually  
fell 5%, while the U.S. figure rose 3%. In con­
stant 2007 dollars, average pay per employee  
was $834 lower in 2008 than it was in 1999.

ECONOMY 4-6Average Pay Per Employee, U.S. and Long Island
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Indicator:

Household Income Distribution

Household income for the top 10% continues 
to grow while the middle stagnates and the 
bottom 10% declines.

Why is this important?
This measure shows how Long Island’s standard  
of living among households at different income 
levels has changed from year to year. It tracks  
the income of a representative four-person house­
hold. The chart plots the family-of-four house­
hold income of the top 10%, the median and the 
bottom 10% of the income distribution.

How are we doing?
Looking at the long-term trend from 1998 to 2007:

	 •	�Real incomes for households in the bottom 10% 
actually dropped 4%.

	 •	�Real incomes for households at the top 10% 
rose by 9%.

	 •	�Median household income has been relatively 
stagnant.

Median household income has declined relatively 
steadily since 2003. In constant 2007 dollars, the 
typical household of four earned 6% less in 2007 
as compared to 2003.

These patterns indicate a widening of income 
inequality on Long Island and an increased eco­
nomic burden on Long Island households.
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Indicator:

Industry Clusters

Retail, which pays below-average wages, is the 
most concentrated industrial sector. Health 
Services and Education, which pay near- 
average wages, continue to be the sectors  
with the greatest employment growth.

Why is this important?
Long Island’s industry clusters make up approxi­
mately 70% of Long Island’s employment base.  
An industry cluster is a geographic concentration 
of interdependent firms in related industries and 
includes a significant number of companies that 
sell their products and services outside the region.

The first bubble chart illustrates three key dimen­
sions of Long Island’s industry cluster:

	 •	�The cluster’s employment concentration relative 
to the nation (vertical axis).

		  	� Employment concentration measures the  
percentage of employment on Long Island 
compared to the same cluster, nationally.

		  	� A concentration greater than one indicates 
that Long Island has relatively more employ­
ment in that sector as compared to the national 
economy as a whole.

	 •	�Change in employment from 2003 to 2008 
(horizontal axis).

	 •	�Concentration in 2008 (size of circle). Concen
tration shows the size of the cluster relative to 
the Long Island economy as a whole.

The second bubble chart illustrates key dimensions 
of Long Island’s industry clusters in relationship  
to wages and employment growth from 2003  
to 2008.

On each chart, the upper right hand quadrant 
represents those clusters with the most positive 
indicators in concentration and employment (first 
chart) or employment and wages (second chart).

How are we doing?
Reading the two charts in relationship to each 
other, a critically important trend becomes appar­
ent. Overall, employment in these strategic clusters 
is relatively stagnant. We are not growing high 
wage opportunities; rather, low wage jobs are 
expanding in our region. Employment opportu­
nities tend to be increasing in sectors of the  
economy that pay wages close to or somewhat 
below the median, and declining in those sectors 
that generally offer higher wages and salaries. 
How do these bubble charts show us that?

	 •	�The first chart shows that the most concen­
trated cluster relative to the U.S. economy is 
Biomedical. The least concentrated is Transpor­
tation and Freight Services. The second chart 
indicates that these two clusters are close to  
the median wage divide. Overall, Long Island’s 
economy reflects a similar pattern to the U.S. 
as a whole with respect to the relative presence 
of these clusters.

	 •	�The clusters experiencing the greatest employ­
ment growth have been Education (15% in  
the past five years) and Health Services (26%). 
Both are among the three most concentrated 
clusters (each representing about 11% of employ­
ment). The second chart indicates that both 
pay close to median level wages.

	 •	�For Long Island, those clusters yielding the 
highest average pay tend to be both the smaller 
sectors and those that have experienced employ­
ment declines between 2003 and 2008 (Infor­
mation and Communication Services fell 3%, 
Manufacturing fell 6%, Finance and Insurance 
fell 6%).



Another way to view this data is to compare the average growth in wages with the average change in  
employment. Again we see that growth is occurring in those industries where salaries are near the average  
rather than in the higher paying clusters.

For more information on employment by occupations, see Economy Indicators, at www.longislandindex.org.
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ADDITIONAL 1-3

What People in the Region Are Saying
Overall, what do you think is the MOST important
problem facing residents of Nassau/Suffolk
County today?

Taxes Economy Affordable
Housing

Local residents have been deeply concerned about high local taxes in all recent
Long Island Index polls, but the level of concern about taxes and the economy
has risen in response to the bleak national economic outlook.
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Additional Graphs what people are saying client excel chart #1
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Almost 80% of Blacks and Latinos interviewed for our poll are long-term residents
of Long Island.
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What People in the Region Are Saying
How likely is it that you will move out of Nassau/Suffolk
County to an area with lower housing costs and
property taxes in the next five years?

Very Likely

The desire to leave Long Island remains most common among younger people,
aged 18-34, 67% of whom say they are somewhat or very likely to leave in
the next five years.
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Indicator:

Local Bidder Preference Laws

Nassau and Suffolk counties both enacted 
local laws in the early 1990’s which provide  
a 10% pricing preference to local bidders.

Why is this important?
The intent of local preference laws is to give local 
businesses a competitive advantage for winning 
awards for local government work. However, many 
companies and governments perceive local pref­
erence laws to be anti-competitive. Thus, while 
local preference laws may benefit specific local 
companies, these laws also may drive up the costs 
of goods and services to all taxpayers, which get 
reflected in the form of higher taxes. For this 
reason, local preference laws are not widely utilized 
across the state and country.

How are we doing?
Public Work Projects and Purchase of Goods and 
Services: Both Nassau and Suffolk have equiva­
lent language stating that the county may award 
the bid to a bidder “other than the lowest bidder” 
who “maintains a place of business in or sells sup­
plies, materials or equipment manufactured in the 
county…or an adjoining municipality and submits 
a sealed bid not exceeding ten percent more than 
the other lowest bidder… .” These statutes refer 
specifically to public works projects and purchases 
of goods and services. In a telephone survey of  
the 36 most populous counties in New York State 
(out of a total of 62 counties), only three were 
found to contain local preference statutes: Nassau 
and Suffolk counties each have a defined upper 
limit of 10% for a vendor to receive a preference, 
and Erie County has an upper limit of 5% and 

Goal #2—Supportive Business Environment

Long Island provides a business friendly environment for companies to grow.



can only invoke the statute for projects larger 
than $100,000.

A series of additional phone calls made to other 
comparable suburban counties—Fairfax, VA, 
Fairfield, CT, Santa Clara, CA, Bergen, NJ—	
indicates that none of these regions use local  
bidder preference laws. Further, a review of state 
laws using the Lexis-Nexis database found that 43 
states do not provide for local preference for state-
awarded contracts (New York State is included in 
this group). Seven states allow local contractors to 
have preference if they fall within certain guide­
lines. The rationale for the types of local bidder 
preferences and the specific preference thresholds 
vary widely across these states. Percentages vary 
from 1% to 15% with the most common threshold 
being in the range of 5%.

Professional Services: Large contracts are also 
awarded for professional services which are sub­
ject to competitive requirements set forth by each 
local government. In general, the rules for soliciting 

proposals and making awards for professional  
services allow local governments to take into 
account factors other than price in awarding con­
tracts. Thus, for professional service contracts, 
localities are allowed to develop their own solici­
tation and award criteria, which often incorporate 
either an implicit or explicit local preference. 
Typically this gives local professional service con­
tractors, including architects and engineers, a 
competitive advantage over outside companies. 
Since pricing is typically only one of the criteria 
considered in a professional services contract 
award process, a specific local preference price 
advantage threshold is not required, nor does it 
appear to be commonly described in law. Hence, 
it is not possible to measure the impact of local 
vendor preferences on these types of services.

 For more information on local bidder  
preference laws, see Economy Indicators, at  
www.longislandindex.org.
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ECONOMY 7-9
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Indicator:

Venture Capital Financing

Long Island’s venture capital investment sunk 
to its lowest level in more than ten years.

Why is this important?
New venture capital investment is an indicator of 
innovation and dynamism within the economy. 
Venture capitalists generally seek to invest in new 
enterprises that have a potential for strong growth.  

Typically, only firms with potential for exception­
ally high rates of growth over a 5- to 10-year 
period will attract venture capital. Thus, a high 
rate of venture capitalist investment suggests a 
changing and dynamic economy with relatively 
new enterprises entering the scene. A lower rate 
of venture capitalist investment suggests a less 
dynamic mix of economic enterprises in the 
regional economy.

Goal #3—Innovative Economy

Our economy incubates, supports and retains companies.
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How are we doing?
Since 2002, venture capitalist investment in  
Long Island firms has ranged between a high  
of $47 million and a low of $5 million in 2007 
dollars. As a percentage of total venture capital 
investment in U.S. firms, there was a slight 
increase over the three years prior to 2007 (from 
.08% to .17% of total U.S. investment). However, 
venture capital investment fell 89% between 2006  

and 2007 (from $47 million down to $5 million). 
As a percent of total U.S. investment, the 2007 
amount represented only .02%.

The four industries receiving the largest investments 
over the past ten years are Telecommunications, 
Industrial/Energy, Media and Entertainment, and 
Software.

ECONOMY 10-11
Economy client excel chart #10

EconomKept same scale as last yeary client excel chart #11
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Indicator:

Research and Development 
Investment

Long Island’s funding from NYS increased 
last year but it was a smaller share of the 
overall available funds.

Why is this important?
R&D (Research and Development) investment in 
Long Island’s universities, labs and private sector 
helps to drive regional innovation. R&D dollars 
support the development of technologies that cre­
ate economic benefits for the regions in which 
they are developed and for the nation as a whole.

How are we doing?
New York State provides funds to firms through 
the NYSTAR program of the New York State 
Foundation for Science, Technology and Inno­
vative Leadership. In 2006–07, Long Island firms 
received almost $10 million in NYSTAR funding. 
That represents an 88% increase in funding dollars 
from the prior year. However, that dollar amount 
was actually a smaller percentage of total state 
funding than in prior years. Between 2000 and 
2006, Long Island averaged 12% of total state 
funding under the NYSTAR program. In 2007, 
the percentage fell to about 6%.
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Our Communities

Goal #4—Vibrant Communities

We create exciting communities and downtown centers that offer people a wide choice of places 

to live, work and play.

INDICATOR:

Long Island’s Changing Population

According to a recent revision of U.S. Census estimates, in response to a successful challenge  
by Nassau and Suffolk Counties, Long Island’s population has grown by 111,000 since 2000.  
A review of the new estimates and comparison with the original data is included below.

Why is this important?
The level of population growth is a fundamental benchmark of how attractive Long Island is as a place  
to live. New residents require more housing and services, but can also add to the vibrancy of growing com­
munities, increase sales for local businesses and provide additional tax revenues. Increasing diversity can 
provide a cultural richness that many people value, but can also add to social tensions. In addition, some 
economists have found that workforce diversity leads to a stronger regional economy.
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How are we doing?
With a recent challenge to U.S. Census counts by 
Nassau and Suffolk Counties, the modest growth 
estimated by the Census for Long Island from 2000 
to 2007 has been revised substantially upward. 
The Census uses a model to estimate the compo­
nents of population change which includes data 
on natural increase (births over deaths) plus net 
migration (internal and international) using local 
health records, data on migration from the Internal 
Revenue Service and other sources. In challeng­
ing the Census counts, the Counties cited popula­
tion figures gathered independently by the Long 
Island Power Authority (LIPA). Since 1998, LIPA 
has been estimating its own population counts, 
building from Census figures and updating the 
counts based on the utility records of active elec­
tric meters. Each year, LIPA’s figures are reviewed 
and adjusted to reflect any demographic change 
they detect. LIPA’s estimates also factor in local 
trends towards various types of housing—includ­
ing apartments, condos, senior housing and per­
sons in group quarters (health facilities, jails and 
dormitories). LIPA data was used to calculate the 
new population estimates for 2007 accepted by 
the U.S. Census Bureau, and were slightly higher 
than the LIPA figures. Estimates for prior years 
will also be calculated.

The differences between the two methods are 
apparent when reviewing the changes in popu­
lation since 2000. Under the previous estimates, 
Nassau’s population declined by 28,000 between 
2000 and 2007 while Suffolk’s grew by 34,000. 
Under the revisions, Nassau has grown by 19,000 
people and Suffolk has grown by 92,000.

The discrepancies in population counts present 
two different pictures of Long Island in the region 
over the last seven years. Comparing areas whose 
population was calculated using different methods 
can lead to misleading comparisons, but the dif­
ferences between Long Island and other parts  
of the region change substantially using the two 
different sets of assumptions. Using the original 
Census estimates, Long Island appears to be 
approaching 0% population growth between 2000 
and 2007. Compared to the rest of the region, 
which is growing at rates ranging from around  
2% in southwest Connecticut to nearly 4.5% in 
the Hudson Valley, Long Island appears to be an 
outlier amongst its urban and suburban neighbors. 
Using the revised Census figures, Long Island is 
amongst the strongest in growth since 2000 with 
a 4% increase in population, placing it above  
New York City’s 3.3% growth.
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Age distribution

Compared to national trends, Long Island’s popu­
lation is experiencing growth at higher rates for 
those 55 and over. While this share of the popu­
lation is not the largest—those 35 to 54 are—	
the entry of Baby Boomers into this cohort have 
increased its population by 3.3% since 2000 com­
pared to the national average of 2.3%. The next 
generation of 35–54 year olds is well-represented 
on Long Island, and has experienced changes 
consistent with the national trend. Younger 
adults—those aged 20–34—have decreased by 
nearly 2%—more than the national average 
decline of 1%.

The trend is even more dramatic when narrowing 
down this group to those aged 25–34. Tracking  
the growth of this age group, it is evident that its  

downward trend is well outside of the national 
average—which has also decreased due to lower 
birth rates in the 1970’s. Nationally, 25–34 year 
olds comprised nearly 14% of the population in 
2007. For the same year on Long Island, that 
number was just under 10%. The most precipi­
tous drop in 25–34 year olds has taken place since 
2003, when this age group represented 12% of  
the population. Long Island’s increasing lack of 
affordable housing, limits on employment oppor­
tunities and a shortage of vibrant downtowns that 
attract this age group may help to explain Long 
Island’s “brain drain.”

All of the following population measures, it should be noted, use pre-Challenge Census data for analysis, 
and should therefore be used with caution. However, it is likely that the shares of Long Island population 
for the different age, race and ethnic groups shown below are likely to change far less than the overall size 
of the population. Future reports will incorporate recalculated Census data.
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Race and ethnicity

Race and ethnicity generally change gradually, 
and Long Island’s profile in 2007 was little differ­
ent than in 2006. A slight increase in the Latino 
population was balanced by a slight decrease in 
the White population.

Over the long term, Long Island continues to 
become more racially and culturally diverse. Since 
1990, the White population has declined from 
84% to 72%. Latinos are both the largest and 
most rapidly growing ethnic population, having 
increased from 6% to nearly 13% in the last 
decade and a half. Asians have also increased  
rapidly, more than doubling in population from 
2.3% to 5%. The Black population has increased 
only modestly since 1990, growing from 7% to 9%. 
These trends reflect both national and regional 
trends, in terms of the general trend toward 
greater diversity and in the rapid growth of 
Latinos and Asians specifically.

COMMUNITIES CH 4_6

0

2

4

6

8

10

12

14

16
Long Island

US

’07’06’05’04’03’02’01’00
8

10

12

14

16
Long Island

US

’07’06’05’04’03’02’01’00

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

40

United Stated

Long Island

’07’00’90

-100000
-80000
-60000
-40000
-20000

0
20000
40000
60000
80000

100000

 Net Migration 

’07’06’05’04’03’02’01’00

-100000
-80000
-60000
-40000
-20000

0
20000
40000
60000
80000

100000

 Out-migration 

 In-migration 

’07’06’05’04’03’02’01’00

-100000
-80000
-60000
-40000
-20000

0
20000
40000
60000
80000

100000

 Net Migration 

’07’06’05’04’03’02’01’00

Communities client excel chart #4

Communities client excel chart #5

Communities client excel chart #6

Source: 2000 U.S. Census of Population, 
2001-2007 American Community Survey; data compiled by RPA.

United States

Percent of Population Aged 25-34, U.S. and Long Island

’07’06’05’04’03’02’01’00
0

2

4

6

8

10

12

14

16%

Long Island

Source: 1990 and 2000 U.S. Census of Population, 2007 American Community Survey;
data compiled by RPA.

Long Island United States

’07’90 ’00
0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

40%

Share of Population That Is Black, Latino, Asian or Other, 1990-2007

Migration Between Long Island and the Rest of the U.S.

Source: Internal Revenue Service; data compiled by RPA.   

In-migration Out-migration Net Migration

-100,000
-80,000
-60,000
-40,000
-20,000

0
20,000
40,000
60,000
80,000

100,000

’07’06’05’04’03’02’01’00

ADDITIONAL 1-3

What People in the Region Are Saying
Overall, what do you think is the MOST important
problem facing residents of Nassau/Suffolk
County today?

Taxes Economy Affordable
Housing

Local residents have been deeply concerned about high local taxes in all recent
Long Island Index polls, but the level of concern about taxes and the economy
has risen in response to the bleak national economic outlook.
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What People in the Region Are Saying
How likely is it that you will move out of Nassau/Suffolk
County to an area with lower housing costs and
property taxes in the next five years?

Very Likely

The desire to leave Long Island remains most common among younger people,
aged 18-34, 67% of whom say they are somewhat or very likely to leave in
the next five years.
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Migration

Both the number of people leaving and moving  
to Long Island declined slightly in 2007 following 
several years of increasing net out-migration. In 
2007, there were 21,000 more Long Islanders who 
left than those who arrived from other parts of 
the United States. This is a modest improvement 
from 2005 and 2006, when there was a net out­
flow of 23,000 and 25,000 people. These statistics 
do not include foreign immigration, for which 
there is no reliable annual data.

New York City is still the location from which the 
largest number of people moved to Long Island, 
though this number has declined almost another 
2% since last year. At the same time, the number 
of people moving from Long Island to Manhattan, 
Queens and other parts of the city continued to 
increase by another percentage point over last 
year. This movement has continued to be fueled 
by the substantial growth of new housing in the 
five boroughs compared to Nassau and Suffolk.

For those Long Islanders not remaining in the  
tri-state area, the most likely destinations con­
tinue to be Florida, North Carolina, Pennsylvania, 
Georgia, and California. Much of the migration 
to these often sunnier or lower tax states can  
be attributed to either retirees or those taking 
advantage of the higher housing prices that were 
still abundant on Long Island in 2007.

Movement between Nassau and Suffolk Counties 
was also significant. Nearly 11,000 residents moved 
from Nassau to Suffolk County in 2007, which  
is about 5,000 more residents than moved from 
Suffolk to Nassau. This reflects the greater abun­
dance of new development and more affordable 
housing further from the border of New York City.

 For information on charitable organ­
izations, see Communities Indicators, at  
www.longislandindex.org.
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Taxes Economy Affordable
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Long Island Index polls, but the level of concern about taxes and the economy
has risen in response to the bleak national economic outlook.
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Indicator:

Long Island’s Downtowns

Long Island’s downtowns have maintained  
similar vacancy rates as last year but as the 
changes on Wall Street begin to filter down, 
this next year will be critical to watch.

Why is this important?
There are more than 100 downtowns in Nassau 
and Suffolk counties. These centers are not only 
important as places to work, live and shop, they 
also help define the character of surrounding 
communities and provide places to meet and 
interact. Downtowns can also promote walking 
and transit use. With less open space left for new 
development, downtowns provide the potential  
for Long Island to consider adding new housing, 
stores and offices.

How are we doing?
For the last two years, the Long Island Index has 
conducted a survey of downtowns, selected to  
represent a diverse range of places of various size 
across the Island. Thirty downtowns were sur­
veyed in 2008, an increase of seven over the 23 
places surveyed in 2007. The current survey was 
completed as Wall Street was beginning an his­
toric decline and the question remains, how will 
this be felt on Main Street? As of September–
October 2008 when the survey was conducted, 
the national financial decline was not apparent 
here. Overall vacancy rates are on par with previ­
ous years and new construction was continuing. 
The question is how Main Street will fare as the 
national economic pictures evolves, what will 
these rates look like a year from now?
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Source: Research by Rauch Foundation, September-October 2008; data analyzed by RPA.
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Number and occupancy of storefronts

The number of storefronts per person indicates 
the amount of retail and service options available 
to residents, workers and visitors. The overwhelm­
ing majority of downtowns have between 100–300 
storefronts. When adjusted for population, the 
average downtown had 3 storefronts per 100 peo­
ple. These ranged from Southampton and Valley 
Stream, with over 10 storefronts per 100 people 
who lived in the downtown, to places like Long 
Beach and Brentwood which had less than one 
storefront per 100 people. This does not necessar­
ily mean that these places are underserved, since 
the size and diversity of establishments are also 
important, but they do show that some places 
have far more options relative to their population.

The number of vacancies is one indication of the 
health and vibrancy of these downtowns as com­
mercial centers. Storefront vacancy rates refer to 
the percentage of downtown storefronts that are 
vacant at the time of surveying. Lower vacancy 
rates indicate that a downtown has a healthier 
economy while a high vacancy rate is a sign that 
businesses have left or are not attracted to a down­
town. The lower the vacancy rate, the more likely 
that a resident or visitor will find the retail or  
service opportunity they are looking for in their 
downtown, and the more it will convey a sense  
of stability and community health.

The average storefront vacancy rate of our 30 field- 
surveyed downtowns was 9%. For the 23 down­
towns field-surveyed last year, the rate is also 9%, 
an increase of 1% over last year’s 8% vacancy 
rate. Those downtowns with the largest increases 
include Smithtown, Port Jefferson Station and 
Riverhead where vacancy increased by about 6,  
7 and 9% respectively. Those downtowns with 
improved vacancy rates include Sayville, Cedar­
hurst and Huntington Station where improvements  

were around 2–3%. Brentwood, Babylon and 
Long Beach have the lowest vacancy rates of  
our surveyed downtowns, each under 5%.

Downtown construction

Construction projects—be they major renova­
tions or new construction—in a downtown area, 
indicate new investment in housing, jobs and/or 
services. Some construction is to be expected  
over time even in stable communities, simply to 
replace or upgrade obsolete buildings or accom­
modate normal rates of turnover. High rates  
of construction indicate more rapid change or 
growth. Cumulatively, tracking downtown con­
struction is one indication of how much Long 
Islanders are changing their perception of down­
towns as a place to live, work and shop.

Of our 30 field-surveyed downtowns, 11 had no 
construction and eight had only one construction 
project underway at the time of survey. Huntington 
and Long Beach had at least five projects occurring 
in their downtown area. These projects ranged 
from refurbishing storefronts to the development 
of new multi-unit housing. On the whole, this 
appears to indicate a relatively low level of con­
struction and redevelopment.

Banks per person

Services vary one downtown to another. Recently 
there had been a significant increase in the num­
ber of banks coming to Long Island so the Index 
measured how many retail bank establishments 
were available in each downtown. On average, 
there is one bank for every 4,500 people living  
in a downtown. This covers a wide range, from 
less than 1,000 people per bank in places like 
Southampton and Rockville Center, to nearly 
10,000 people per bank in Huntington Station.
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Communities client excel chart #7

Communities client excel chart #8
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Goal #5—Affordable Homes

We generate housing options that are afford­

able to people of all ages and income levels.

Indicator:

Housing Affordability

Rising housing cost burdens leveled off in 
2007 and home sale prices started to decline 
in 2008. New building permits declined to  
its lowest point in three decades.

Why is this important?
As housing costs represent a large share of the 
household budget on Long Island, housing afford­
ability is an issue for everyone.

From one perspective, rising housing costs are a 
sign that Long Island continues to be a place where 
people desire to live. However, higher housing 
costs deplete the quality of life for the many fami­
lies struggling with rent and house payments and 
make it difficult for employers to recruit and retain 
workers. Overtime, the limited supply of lower  
cost housing can change the cultural, demographic 
and economic character of the region. Increasing 
housing cost burdens make it harder for longtime 

residents to stay, and for the adult children of resi­
dents to start their families in the region.

How are we doing?
The collapse of the U.S. housing market in 2008 
has clearly begun to affect Long Island. Following 
more than a decade of rapid growth, sales prices  
on Long Island declined in the first six months of 
2008. However, the long run-up in housing prices 
has created a large disparity between housing costs 
and income.

High housing cost burden

The share of households who spend more than 
35% of their income on housing on Long Island 
increased from 27% in 2000 to 38% in 2007. The 
share of U.S. households with such a high housing 
cost burden was only 29% in 2007. Suffolk County 
in particular experienced a sharp jump, with the 
number of households in this category increasing 
12 percentage points. In Nassau, where the housing 
cost burden has been slightly higher for most of 
the past six years, the share increased 10 percent­
age points. Although there was a slight decrease 
this past year, housing cost burden is still much 
higher than it was earlier in the decade and it  
continues to be higher than our neighboring sub­
urban regions.
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Home sales prices

Following several consecutive years of double-digit 
increases, home sale prices have leveled off since 
2005, and even decreased in the first half of 2008, 
by 6.3%. The median sales price of a home in  
the first half of 2008 was $417,000, down from 
$445,000 in 2007 but still almost as high as in 
2005 ($430,000).

Even with this moderation, however, the escalation 
in home values and prices since 2000 remains 
striking. In 2000, the share of homes that sold for 
less than $250,000 was 63%—by 2008, that share 
was 10%. Similarly, the share of homes that sold 
for more than $500,000 was 9% in 2000 but more 
than three times that in 2008 (33%).
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Rents

Rental units, whether single-family homes rented 
by the owner or apartments in multi-family build­
ings, constitute less than 1 in 5 homes on Long 
Island. The share of units that are rented in the 
New York region excluding New York City is 
almost twice Long Island’s share.

After many years of steadily rising prices, rents on 
Long Island leveled off in 2007—most likely the 
sign of the overall cooling off of the real estate 
market, not a reduction in long-term demand for 
rental housing. Rents are still expensive, however, 
with nearly 4 in 10 rentals costing more than 
$1,500 a month (only 12% of rentals were in that 
price range in 2000).
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Home values compared to household incomes

From 2000 to 2007, household incomes on Long 
Island increased by 26% while home values shot 
up 124%. This trend is apparent throughout  
the larger New York region though it is most  
pronounced in Nassau and particularly Suffolk 
Counties.

Stabilized home values, along with rising house­
hold incomes, have slightly improved the ratio  
of home value to income from 2006 to 2007 on 
Long Island, as they have in the New York region 
(excluding New York City). Yet this ratio is still 
more than twice the conventional rule of thumb, 
which is that a household’s house value should be 
2.5 times its income.

What’s getting built?
The number of building permits issued on Long 
Island in 2007 was lower than at any other point 
in the last three decades. Much of Long Island 
was built up following World War II and both the 
shrinking availability of land for new residential 
subdivisions and the weakening housing market 
appear to have contributed to the decline.

Long Island has also been producing significantly 
lower shares of multi-family units as it continued 
on its downward trajectory of building multi-family 
housing. Every other part of the tri-state region 

has seen strong increases in the number of multi-
family units built since 2000, but on Long Island 
the share of multi-family units built decreased 
more than four-fold, from 28% to only 6% in 
2007. This 6% share contrasts with the 48% share 
in the New York region, excluding New York City.

Many of the problems associated with housing on 
Long Island—including its high cost and lack of 
rental units—can be traced to low rates of housing 
production, and particularly low rates of multi-
family units production.

0
10
20
30
40
50
60
70
80
90

100

NY region excl NYC

Northern New Jersey 

SW Connecticut

Hudson Valley

Long Island

New York City
A06A06A05A04A03A02A01A00 0

10
20
30
40
50
60
70
80
90

100%

COMMUNITIES CH 13_15

Communities client excel chart #15

Communities client excel chart #13

Communities client excel chart #14

0

25

50

75

100

125

150 Change in Median Value of
Owner-Occupied Units

Change in Median
Household Incomes

United StatesWestchester Bergen Fairfield Monmouth Long IslandSuffolkNassau

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

'2007

'2006

Westchester Bergen Fairfield Monmouth SuffolkNassau

’07’06’05’04’03’02’01’00

Share of All Building Permits Issued for Multi-Family Housing,
Long Island and Surrounding Region, 2000-2007

Source: 2000 U.S. Census of Population, 2007 American Community Survey;
data compiled by RPA.

New York City Long Island

SW Connecticut Northern
New Jersey

Hudson Valley

NY region
excl. NYC

Pe
rc

en
t

Ratio of Median Value of Owner-Occupied Units to Median Household Incomes

Source: 2006-2007 American Community Survey; data compiled by RPA.  

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Westchester Bergen Fairfield Monmouth SuffolkNassau

2006 2007

Change in Median Household Incomes and Median Value of 
Owner-Occupied Units, Metropolitan New York Area, 2000-2007

Source: 2000 U.S. Census of Population, 2001-2007 American Community Survey; 
data compiled by RPA. 

U
ni

te
d

St
at

es

W
es

tc
he

st
er

B
er

ge
n

Fa
ir

fie
ld

M
on

m
ou

th

Lo
ng

Is
la

nd

Su
ffo

lk

N
as

sa
u

Change in Median
Household Incomes

Change in Median
Value of Owner-
Occupied Units

0

25

50

75

100

125

150%

0
10
20
30
40
50
60
70
80
90

100

NY region excl NYC

Northern New Jersey 

SW Connecticut

Hudson Valley

Long Island

New York City
A06A06A05A04A03A02A01A00 0

10
20
30
40
50
60
70
80
90

100%

COMMUNITIES CH 13_15

Communities client excel chart #15

Communities client excel chart #13

Communities client excel chart #14

0

25

50

75

100

125

150 Change in Median Value of
Owner-Occupied Units

Change in Median
Household Incomes

United StatesWestchester Bergen Fairfield Monmouth Long IslandSuffolkNassau

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

'2007

'2006

Westchester Bergen Fairfield Monmouth SuffolkNassau

’07’06’05’04’03’02’01’00

Share of All Building Permits Issued for Multi-Family Housing,
Long Island and Surrounding Region, 2000-2007

Source: 2000 U.S. Census of Population, 2007 American Community Survey;
data compiled by RPA.

New York City Long Island

SW Connecticut Northern
New Jersey

Hudson Valley

NY region
excl. NYC

Pe
rc

en
t

Ratio of Median Value of Owner-Occupied Units to Median Household Incomes

Source: 2006-2007 American Community Survey; data compiled by RPA.  

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Westchester Bergen Fairfield Monmouth SuffolkNassau

2006 2007

Change in Median Household Incomes and Median Value of 
Owner-Occupied Units, Metropolitan New York Area, 2000-2007

Source: 2000 U.S. Census of Population, 2001-2007 American Community Survey; 
data compiled by RPA. 

U
ni

te
d

St
at

es

W
es

tc
he

st
er

B
er

ge
n

Fa
ir

fie
ld

M
on

m
ou

th

Lo
ng

Is
la

nd

Su
ffo

lk

N
as

sa
u

Change in Median
Household Incomes

Change in Median
Value of Owner-
Occupied Units

0

25

50

75

100

125

150%

0
10
20
30
40
50
60
70
80
90

100

NY region excl NYC

Northern New Jersey 

SW Connecticut

Hudson Valley

Long Island

New York City
A06A06A05A04A03A02A01A00 0

10
20
30
40
50
60
70
80
90

100%

COMMUNITIES CH 13_15

Communities client excel chart #15

Communities client excel chart #13

Communities client excel chart #14

0

25

50

75

100

125

150 Change in Median Value of
Owner-Occupied Units

Change in Median
Household Incomes

United StatesWestchester Bergen Fairfield Monmouth Long IslandSuffolkNassau

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

'2007

'2006

Westchester Bergen Fairfield Monmouth SuffolkNassau

’07’06’05’04’03’02’01’00

Share of All Building Permits Issued for Multi-Family Housing,
Long Island and Surrounding Region, 2000-2007

Source: 2000 U.S. Census of Population, 2007 American Community Survey;
data compiled by RPA.

New York City Long Island

SW Connecticut Northern
New Jersey

Hudson Valley

NY region
excl. NYC

Pe
rc

en
t

Ratio of Median Value of Owner-Occupied Units to Median Household Incomes

Source: 2006-2007 American Community Survey; data compiled by RPA.  

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Westchester Bergen Fairfield Monmouth SuffolkNassau

2006 2007

Change in Median Household Incomes and Median Value of 
Owner-Occupied Units, Metropolitan New York Area, 2000-2007

Source: 2000 U.S. Census of Population, 2001-2007 American Community Survey; 
data compiled by RPA. 

U
ni

te
d

St
at

es

W
es

tc
he

st
er

B
er

ge
n

Fa
ir

fie
ld

M
on

m
ou

th

Lo
ng

Is
la

nd

Su
ffo

lk

N
as

sa
u

Change in Median
Household Incomes

Change in Median
Value of Owner-
Occupied Units

0

25

50

75

100

125

150%



page 55
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Indicator:

Housing near Rail Stations

Few Long Islanders live within walking dis­
tance of rail stations.

Why is this important?
Housing in close proximity to transit can offer a 
number of environmental benefits, mainly tied  
to the reduced dependence of residents on auto­
mobiles, which impacts air quality and climate 
change. Communities near transit—particularly 
rail stations—are often more compact and walk­
able, offering greater options in housing, retail 
and employment. In addition, the train system 
can offer access to regional employment centers, 
like Manhattan, and other destinations such as 
regional retail and entertainment centers.

How are we doing?
Only 11% of Long Island residential buildings are 
located within a half-mile of a Long Island Rail 
Road (LIRR) station, a distance frequently used 
by planners as a distance that people are generally 
willing to walk to transit. Two-thirds of residential 
buildings are more than a mile from a rail station, 
meaning that for many, train stations are more 
than a short car ride away. Multi-family buildings 
are more likely to be located near rail stations—	
27% are within a half-mile, but 47% are located 
more than a mile from transit. Since multi-family 
buildings have more housing units than single-
family buildings, the number of units near transit 
is higher than 11%. However, since 82% of Long 
Islanders live in single family homes, the percent­
age living near transit is still relatively small.
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In Nassau County, 48% of the buildings are within 
a mile from a rail station; in Suffolk County, it is 
22%. The differing development pattern of these 
two counties explains these disparities. More of 
Nassau County was developed earlier and around 
the rail stations of the LIRR. Much of Suffolk 
County developed later, when the automobile was 
the major means of transportation.

Using 2000 Census population data, we can also 
compare Nassau and Suffolk to counties served  
by Metro-North. Although this data is not com­
pletely comparable to the 2007 data for residential 
buildings, it shows some interesting findings. These 
shares are determined by a number of factors—the 
amount of rail service, the county’s overall density 
and concentrations near the stations. In other 
words, counties with higher population densities 
and larger numbers of rail stations (Nassau and 
Westchester) also have the highest percentage of 
population within a half-mile of stations, while 
those counties with low population density and 
scarce rail stations (Orange, Putnam, Dutchess 
and New Haven) have very low percentages.

Westchester and Nassau Counties have by far the 
highest percentages of population living within  
a half-mile of a rail station. They also have the 
highest number of rail stations and the greatest 
population densities. However, Westchester 
County—where 22% of its residents lived within 
a half-mile—has a higher share than Nassau’s 
19% even though it has fewer stations and a lower 
population density. Much of Westchester’s popu­
lation is clustered in cities around the rail station 
while much of the northern county remains 
sparsely populated. Suffolk has almost as many 
rail stations as Westchester, but is over twice the 
land area and has only 6% of its population near 
transit. The Metro-North counties most compa­
rable in terms of people living near transit are 
Rockland County (6%) and Connecticut’s Fair­
field County (8%), even though both of these 
have fewer train stations and lower densities than 
Suffolk County.
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Indicator:

Home Mortgage Trends

High-cost loans account for 24% of all mort­
gages on Long Island between 2004 and 2007.

Why is this important?
Despite high home prices, high housing costs and 
anemic new construction on Long Island, homes 
continued to sell at record levels through 2006 
and did not drop off until mid-2007. In part the 
expansion of the real estate market was due to a 
national trend to make credit more easily avail­
able. In some cases mortgages were made possible 
to prospective home buyers who did not meet the 
traditional credit thresholds by offering higher 
than usual interest rates, referred to as “subprime 
loans.” Learning who received these loans and 
how many were made are critical facts to under­
standing which communities are most at risk of 
losing their homes through foreclosure.

How are we doing?
High-cost loans are defined as those which exceed 
the federal Treasury rate by three percentage points 
or more for a Treasury security of comparable 
maturity. Subprime loans are those loans where 
the recipient is considered a higher risk of poten­
tial default due to a lower credit score. While not 
all high-cost loans are subprime, the relationship 
is consistent enough that many housing research­
ers now use high-cost as a proxy for subprime. 
Based on data collected under the federal Home 
Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA), high-cost 
loans on Long Island rose from 12% of all mort­
gages in 2004 (the first year for which data is 
available) to 35% of all mortgages just two years 
later. In fact, during the four year period from 
2004 to 2007, high-cost loans accounted for 24% 
of all mortgages on Long Island.
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The subprime market did help to diversify Long 
Island’s housing market with an influx of non-
White home buyers. From 2004 to 2006 there was 
a steady and substantial increase in the number  
of Black and Latino homebuyers coupled with a 
decrease in White homebuyers. However, the 
loans that the majority of Blacks and Latinos were 
obtaining fell into the high-cost category. The 
percentages across race/ethnicity categories of 
prime loans were relatively consistent throughout 
this period. But the proportion of high-cost loans 
purchased by Whites was relatively small to begin 
with (less than 40% in 2004) and fell to less than 
30% in 2006. The percent of high-cost loans to 
Blacks, Latinos, and Asians grew from 50% to 
almost 60% in the same time.

As the economy weakens and the terms of many 
of the high-cost loans are resetting, recent evi­
dence from the Federal Reserve Bank of New 
York and the U.S. Department of Housing and 
Urban Development indicate that Long Island’s 
communities of color are at greatest risk of fore­
closures. In an August 2008 study based on the 
Federal data, by Empire Justice Center on the 
impact of foreclosures on the Black community  
in particular, they found that in Nassau County, 
Black homeowners are four times more likely to 
live in the most impacted ZIP codes than White 
homeowners. In Suffolk County, Black homeown­
ers are three times more likely to live in the most 
impacted ZIP codes than White homeowners. 
Similar statistics for Latino homeowners were  
not available.

 For more information on home mort- 
gage trends, see Communities Indicators, at  
www.longislandindex.org.
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Goal #6—Safety Net

We assure that people are provided with basic 

necessities such as food and shelter.

INDICATOR:

Poverty

Poverty rates increase.

Why is this important?
For both individuals and for families, the experi­
ence of economic hardship places greater strains 
on the quality of life in many aspects. The ability 
to obtain adequate shelter, nutrition, clothing and 
education are directly tied to one’s economic 
situation.

How are we doing?
Long Island has lower rates of poverty than exist 
in New York State and nationally. In 2007, the 
poverty rate for individuals on Long Island was 
5.3%. This compares with a NYS rate of 14% and 
a national rate of 13.2%. The poverty rate for chil­
dren under 18 was somewhat higher. In 2007, 6.3% 
of Long Island children were in poverty.

The trend between 2003 and 2007 is toward 
increasing poverty. There was a 22% increase in 
poverty through that period.
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INDICATOR:

Hunger

Reliance on Food Stamps and other food  
supplement programs continue to increase.

Why is this important?
The existence of a growing population of people 
without reliable access to adequate nutritious food 
is a major national concern. The Food Stamp 
Program is a nationally funded program that gives 
low-income families secure access to nutritious 
foods. Most food stamp recipients are children 
and the elderly. The Special Supplemental Nutrition 
Program for Women, Infants and Children (WIC) 
serves low-income (185% of the official poverty 
level) pregnant, postpartum and breastfeeding 
women, and infants and children up to age 5 who 
are at nutrition risk.

How are we doing?
On Long Island, there was a 33% increase in  
the number of households receiving food stamps 
between 2002 and 2007 but the figures were  
generally stable between 2006 and 2007.

The number of WIC recipients increased 37% 
between 2002 and 2007. There were 7% more 
WIC recipients in 2007 than in 2006. The per­
centage of children under 5 years of age receiving 
WIC increased 41% between 2002 and 2008. 
Over 13% of Long Island’s children under the  
age of 5 are enrolled in the WIC program.
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Goal #7—Transportation

We increase mobility by investing in an inte­

grated, regional transportation system and 

by encouraging creative problem solving to 

find transportation alternatives.

Indicator:

Transit Ridership

The Long Island Rail Road saw an increase in  
ridership in 2007 but growth still lags other 
rail systems in the larger New York region.

Why is this important?
Increased transit ridership helps reduce traffic  
congestion by taking motor vehicles off the road. 
An efficient transit system can provide quicker 
access to jobs, reduce air pollution and help to 
improve the overall livability of our communities.

How are we doing?
In 2007, the Long Island Rail Road experienced 
one of its largest gains in ridership in recent years, 
growing 5% over 2006. There are likely multiple 
reasons for increased ridership, including a growing 
economy in 2007, increasing gas prices, service  

improvements and growing highway congestion 
that gives people a greater incentive to use transit. 
Bus ridership, by contrast, leveled off after several 
years of strong growth in both Nassau and Suffolk.

Since 2000, the Long Island Rail Road has grown 
more slowly than other commuter rail systems in 
the New York region. Its 2% growth from 2000–
2007 compares to 12% for Metro-North and 20% 
for New Jersey Transit. Some of this is the result  
of faster population growth in their service areas. 
However, both Metro-North and New Jersey 
Transit have added services including Metro-
North’s third track and New Jersey’s increased 
commuter trains, while the LIRR has not.

The Long Island Bus, which has experienced an 
8% gain in ridership since 2000, has grown signifi­
cantly more than the LIRR. Suffolk County Transit 
has grown by 35% over the same time period, a 
much more robust growth than other commuter 
bus systems in the region. This is due in part to 
population growth in Suffolk and in part to ser­
vices that were added earlier in the decade. Many 
of these bus services provide a connection from 
local neighborhoods to LIRR stations and/or pro­
vide limited north/south intra-island mobility for 
Long Islanders.
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Indicator:

Vehicle Miles Traveled

Long Islanders are driving more, and currently 
drive 35–40 miles per day for each vehicle 
they own.

Why is this important?
The number of miles traveled by cars, trucks and 
other motor vehicles is a major factor in determin­
ing the amount of congestion on our roads and 
highways. The more we drive, the more crowded 
our roadways become, leading to lost work time 
and productivity and higher air pollution.

How are we doing?
The average person in Nassau travels 35 miles per 
day for each vehicle he or she owns, compared to 
40 miles per day in Suffolk. Nassau is on par with 
New York City; Suffolk is only slightly higher 
than the average for the rest of New York State. 
Presumably, the higher number for Suffolk County 
is because there are longer distances between 
downtowns, job centers and other destinations 
than in Nassau, and because transit is less 
available.

From 1997 to 2006 the number of vehicles grew 
by 12% in Suffolk but only 2% in Nassau. From 
this data we can infer that the number of miles 
traveled increased substantially in Suffolk but only 
modestly in Nassau. This does not necessarily 
mean that congestion has grown more in Suffolk 
than in Nassau. Nassau is already densely settled, 
and a small increase in auto use can result in a 
disproportionate increase in congestion. On the 
whole, the data indicate that an increasing num­
ber of cars on the road have added to highway 
congestion over the last decade. With limited road 
capacity and high levels of existing congestion, 
any future increases could have a disproportionate 
affect on time spent in traffic. By comparison, the 
number of vehicles declined in New York City 
and grew by 7% in the rest of New York State 
during the same period. A large increase in sub­
way and bus ridership in New York City may help 
explain the decline in auto ownership during  
this period.
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Health

Goal #8—Healthy People

All people have access to quality affordable health care that focuses on disease and illness 

prevention.

INDICATOR:

Paying for Hospital Care

Health care coverage is unavailable for almost 15% of Long Islanders.

Why is this important?
Health care costs are a major factor in almost every household budget. Costs associated with a single hospital 
stay may quickly wipe out savings and move people into debt. Thus, having some reliable and comfortable 
way of covering major medical costs is an important element in preserving our quality of life.
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How are we doing?
For the period between 2004 and 2006, about 
14% of adults on Long Island did not have any 
health care coverage at all compared to 16% for 
New York State as a whole. During that same 
period, about 4% of adult residents of Long Island 
report that they did not receive health care treat­
ment because they could not afford it (compared 
to 7.5% for the state as a whole).

When looking at hospitalizations, the combina­
tion of Medicare (46%) and commercial insurance/ 
HMO plans (37%) continues to provide health 
care coverage for most adults on Long Island. 
With respect to pediatric hospitalizations, 64% 
were covered by commercial insurance/HMO 
plans, and 28% were covered by Medicaid.
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Education

Goal #9—Educational Readiness

All students are prepared to learn at each stage of the educational pipeline.

Indicator:

Poverty Index

While overall poverty levels on Long Island are low, there are areas where at least 50% of the  
children receive free lunch.

Why is this important?
Scholarly research shows that poverty is the most significant factor in determining how a child will perform 
in school. A child’s own family income is central, but it is not the whole story. The socioeconomic status of 
the community in which a child lives and goes to school is also important. Concentrated poverty—where 
many families in a certain area are poor—is far more disadvantageous than individual poverty alone.

A common measure of school poverty is the percentage of students in a school who are federally defined as 
eligible for free lunch. Using percent free lunch, schools can be thought of as “high” and “low.” In “high- 
poverty schools,” many students receive free lunch and thus poverty is highly concentrated. In “low-poverty 
schools,” few students receive free lunch.
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How are we doing?
In 2007, 13% of students in Long Island schools 
received free lunch. This rate has stayed constant 
since 2004. The trend for New York State is more 
dramatic with state schools averaging 24% free 
lunch in 2007.

On Long Island, the concentration of poverty is 
extreme. In 2007, the 10% of schools classified as 
“high-poverty” schools had 56% of their students 
receiving free lunch, “middle-poverty” schools 
(80% of all schools) averaged about 9% of students 
qualifying for free lunch, and the 10% of schools 
classified as “low-poverty” had almost no students 
qualify for free lunch (.13%). Since 2001, the pro­
found separation of school children by income 
levels has continued unabated in this period.

Race, ethnicity and education

Historically, racial and ethnic groups in the United 
States, particularly Blacks and Latinos, are over­
represented among the poor. The cumulative 
impact of economic and racial segregation means 
that these populations are also over-represented in 
schools impacted by poverty. This creates a cycle 
in which those who need quality education most 
to raise their future socioeconomic statuses tend 
to go to schools that have highly concentrated 
poverty. On Long Island, Black and Latino 

students are much more likely to attend a high-
poverty school (defined as 10% of schools with 
the highest proportion of students receiving free 
lunch) than either White or Asian students. 89% 
of students in high-poverty schools are either 
Black or Latino. In contrast, in low-poverty 
schools, only 14% of students are either Black  
or Latino.
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EDUCATION CH 4_6

Percent of Students with Limited English Proficiency (LEP)
in NYS and Long Island Schools

Source: New York State Education Department; Hofstra University.
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Indicator:

Percent of Students with Limited 
English Proficiency (LEP)

One out of four students in high-poverty 
schools has limited English proficiency.

Why is this important?
Not all children experience economic and social 
conditions that allow them to perform their best 
in our public school system. Like poverty, Limited 
English Proficiency (LEP) is an indicator of stu­
dents at risk of performing poorly in school. It 
also reflects Long Island’s changing population 
and the resulting increase in disparity across 
schools and districts.

How are we doing?
Overall, Long Island as well as New York State 
schools are experiencing steady growth in the 
number of LEP students. The year 2007 represents 
the seven-year high of the students having limited 
English proficiency. On Long Island, however, the 
number of LEP students has remained constant  
in the low-poverty and middle-poverty schools.  
It is the high-poverty schools that are bearing  
the overwhelming responsibility. In 2001, one in 
seven students was LEP in these schools; in 2007, 
the numbers increased to one in four. As a result 
of the concentration of students requiring addi­
tional resources in a small number of school dis­
tricts, the challenge for these districts is high, 
both financially and educationally.
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EDUCATION CH 4_6

Percent of Students with Limited English Proficiency (LEP)
in NYS and Long Island Schools

Source: New York State Education Department; Hofstra University.
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Indicator:

Performance Tests

Overall Long Island schools’ outperform New 
York State. But the gap between low-poverty 
and high-poverty schools remains consistent.

Why is this important?
According to the NYS Education Department, 
the Grade 4 English Language Arts (ELA) exam 
and the Grade 8 Mathematics exam reflect bench­
marks that identify those students who are on  
target to pass, and those who may have difficulty 
passing, the English and Mathematics Regents 
Exams when they reach high school. These are 
part of the requirements for graduating with NYS’ 
Regents Diploma.



page 69

EDUCATION CH 7_9

Education client excel chart #8 Eighth Grade Mathematics:
Percent of Students Meeting NYS Standard       

Pe
rc

en
t M

ee
ti

ng
 N

Y
S 

St
an

da
rd

Source: New York State Education Department; Hofstra University.

Low-Poverty 
Schools (10%)

Mid-Poverty 
Schools

High-Poverty 
Schools (10%)

1.0

20.8

40.6

60.4

80.2

100.0 High-Poverty Schools (10%)

Mid-Poverty Schools

Low-Poverty Schools (10%)

'07'06’05’04’03’02’01

Education client excel chart #7 School Poverty on Long Island:
Percent of Students Meeting Fourth Grade ELA

’07’06’05’04’03’02’01

Source: New York State Education Department; Hofstra University.

’01 ’02 ’03 ’04 ’05 ’06 ’07 ’01 ’02 ’03 ’04 ’05 ’06 ’07

Students in
Long Island Schools

Students in
NYS Schools

Pe
rc

en
t M

ee
ti

ng
 N

Y
S 

St
an

da
rd

0

20

40

60

80

100 '07

'06

’05

’04

’03

’02

’01
Students in LI SchoolsStudents in NYS Schools

0

20

40

60

80

100%

0

20

40

60

80

100 High-Poverty Schools (10%)

Mid-Poverty Schools

Low-Poverty Schools (10%)

'07'06’05’04’03’02’01

Education client excel chart #9

0

20

40

60

80

100%

Pe
rc

en
t M

ee
ti

ng
 N

Y
S 

St
an

da
rd

Source: New York State Education Department; Hofstra University.

Low-Poverty 
Schools (10%)

Mid-Poverty 
Schools

High-Poverty 
Schools (10%)

School Poverty on Long Island:
Percent of Students Meeting NYS Eighth Grade Mathematics       

’07’06’05’04’03’02’01
0

20

40

60

80

100%

EDUCATION CH 7_9

Education client excel chart #8 Eighth Grade Mathematics:
Percent of Students Meeting NYS Standard       

Pe
rc

en
t M

ee
ti

ng
 N

Y
S 

St
an

da
rd

Source: New York State Education Department; Hofstra University.

Low-Poverty 
Schools (10%)

Mid-Poverty 
Schools

High-Poverty 
Schools (10%)

1.0

20.8

40.6

60.4

80.2

100.0 High-Poverty Schools (10%)

Mid-Poverty Schools

Low-Poverty Schools (10%)

'07'06’05’04’03’02’01

Education client excel chart #7 School Poverty on Long Island:
Percent of Students Meeting Fourth Grade ELA

’07’06’05’04’03’02’01

Source: New York State Education Department; Hofstra University.

’01 ’02 ’03 ’04 ’05 ’06 ’07 ’01 ’02 ’03 ’04 ’05 ’06 ’07

Students in
Long Island Schools

Students in
NYS Schools

Pe
rc

en
t M

ee
ti

ng
 N

Y
S 

St
an

da
rd

0

20

40

60

80

100 '07

'06

’05

’04

’03

’02

’01
Students in LI SchoolsStudents in NYS Schools

0

20

40

60

80

100%

0

20

40

60

80

100 High-Poverty Schools (10%)

Mid-Poverty Schools

Low-Poverty Schools (10%)

'07'06’05’04’03’02’01

Education client excel chart #9

0

20

40

60

80

100%

Pe
rc

en
t M

ee
ti

ng
 N

Y
S 

St
an

da
rd

Source: New York State Education Department; Hofstra University.

Low-Poverty 
Schools (10%)

Mid-Poverty 
Schools

High-Poverty 
Schools (10%)

School Poverty on Long Island:
Percent of Students Meeting NYS Eighth Grade Mathematics       

’07’06’05’04’03’02’01
0

20

40

60

80

100%

How are we doing?

4th Grade English Language Arts

In 2007, 81% of Long Island students met the 
ELA Grade 4 standard. State-wide 68% of stu­
dents met the standard. Both represent a small 
improvement from the previous year. The gap 
between low-poverty schools and high-poverty 
schools remains wide: 88% meeting the standard 
compared to 63% for each, respectively.

8th Grade Mathematics

Both NYS and Long Island schools improved in 
Grade 8 Math performance, correcting a slight 
decrease over the previous three years. In 2007, 
75% of students in Long Island schools met the  

Math 8 standard, while state-wide 52% of students  
met standard. Both the high-poverty and low- 
poverty schools improved by 10 percentage points.  
The gap between the high- and low-poverty schools 
becomes significantly wider by the middle school 
years and there has been no change in the size of 
the gap over the past seven years. While in 4th 
Grade, 63% of the students in poor schools were 
meeting the English Language Arts standard,  
by middle school only 44% meet the standard for 
the 8th Grade Mathematics requirement. There  
is no comparable drop-off in the low-poverty 
schools where 88% meet the English standard in 
elementary school and 81% meet the 8th Grade 
Math standard.



Indicator:

College Readiness

College readiness has been essentially flat 
since 2004, but declined slightly between 
2006 and 2007. There is a sizable gap in the 
performance between high- and low-poverty 
schools.

Why is this important?
As we continue into the 21st century, higher edu­
cation plays an increasing role in determining 
people’s life chances. Success at the college level 
is a key individual stepping stone to full partic­
ipation in society and economic security. At the 
same time, having a well-educated workforce is an 
important component in maintaining the region’s 
position in an increasingly complex and compet­
itive world system. The extent to which our pri­
mary and secondary schools are preparing their 
students for college-level work is a key element.

How are we doing?
Overall, Long Island high schools outperform 
New York State high schools. On average Long 
Island high schools report that 37% of their stu­
dents who took Regents Examinations in 2007 
scored at least 85% on more than one exam. This 
is down two points from 2006. State-wide, there 
was a similar decline to 26% in 2007.

As with other educational indicators, the school-
level measure of college preparedness is strongly 
correlated with poverty. Low-poverty schools 
report very strong scores on our measure of col­
lege readiness (47% in 2007), but high-poverty 
schools report much lower scores (15% in 2007). 
High schools with a large percentage of economi­
cally poor students face a much greater challenge 
in academically preparing their students for 
college.
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Indicator:

Availability of Child Care

Only 46% of Long Island’s children under 
the age of 6 are in a formal, regulated child 
care program.

Why is this important?
Child care enables parents to be employed and 
productive, thus reducing welfare and improving 
the economy. It prepares children for school, and 
when provided in a high quality program it can 
reduce grade repetition, drop-out rates and juve­
nile delinquency. Early education for children in 
poverty and those with developmental delays and 
non-English speaking parents can lower future 
costs that the public schools would otherwise 
assume.

Over the past decade new brain research has  
demonstrated return on investment from high 
quality preschools. Studies have demonstrated 
that children in higher quality programs perform 
better cognitively and socially while in child care, 
during transition to school and through second 
grade, and that at-risk children are affected more 
by the quality of the child care experience than 
children from middle and upper-income families. 
Hence, the availability of sufficient, high quality 
programs is critical as a component of Long 
Island’s economy, educational system and as a  
way to meet the needs of working parents.

How are we doing?
Demand for Child Care: There are 133,185 children 
under the age of 6 on Long Island where there is 
no one in the household over the age of 16 as an 
available caregiver. These children require child 
care in order for their parents to work.

Supply of Child Care: There are an estimated 
61,841 children who could be served in the formal, 
regulated market of child care programs on Long 
Island. This means that only 46% of children 
under the age of 6 can be served by programs that 
offer some oversight of health and safety standards 
and the provision of several quality standards. 
Thus, the majority of Long Island’s preschoolers, 
54%, are in the unregulated market of child care 
(e.g., friends, family and neighbors), and there is 
no data about whether these environments are 
safe, nurturing or educational.

Of the children in child care programs, 59% spend 
their day in child care programs, including Head 
Start. Care in the home of a regulated provider 
with either 6 children or 12 (family child care or 
group family child care) accounts for 21% of the 
children. The part-day programs offered by pre­
schools, nursery schools and pre-kindergarten  
programs can serve 18% of the children needing 
care, with the obvious need for other care for the 
rest of the day. A little more than one percent of 
children are with family members or neighbors 
who register with the county and can receive gov­
ernment reimbursement for taking care of eligible 
children. While many more grandparents and 
neighbors provide such care, many parents are 
ineligible for government subsidies or the provider 
does not want to report the income and isn’t iden­
tified to the county agencies. This group of family 
members and neighbors constitutes much of the 
informal market of care.

For parents who work full-time, it is difficult to 
use the 21% of regulated care that is available for 
less than three hours per day (e.g., nursery schools 
and pre-K programs) and if they do use it, they 
must rely on other child care options for the bal­
ance of the day. The Child Care Councils also 
report that parents will have a hard time finding 
infant care on Long Island as well as care during 
evenings, weekends or on a rotating basis.

 For more information on availability of 
child care including definitions of each type of 
child care program, see Education Indicators, at 
www.longislandindex.org.
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Indicator:

Child Care Affordability

76% of families on Long Island pay more 
than 10% of their household income for 
licensed child care programs.

Why is this important?
The affordability of child care will affect a family’s 
ability to work outside the home and help to 
determine whether their children are in healthy, 
high quality environments while parents work. 
With increasing emphasis on the importance  
of the early years particularly in relationship to 
brain development, and the potential impact on  
a child’s later success in school and life, ensuring 
high quality child care has become increasingly 
more important.

How are we doing?
The affordability of child care depends on several 
factors including: the number and age of the chil­
dren requiring care, the hours and type of care 
used, the fees charged, family income, geographic 
location and whether the family is eligible for any 
government subsidies. Given the gaps in available 
programs, many parents piece together several 
programs to meet all of their needs.

An analysis of actual child care rates on Long 
Island for full-year, full-time care using data from 
licensed child care programs indicates that the 
average cost is $13,629—more for younger chil­
dren, less for older ones.

For most Long Island families with young chil­
dren, these costs exceed economist’s recommen­
dation to spend no more than 10% of household 
income on child care. For a family needing to pro­
vide care for two children under school age, the 
costs could be as high as $27,282 ($14,282 for a 
baby plus $13,000 for an older child). In fact a 
review of census data reveals that 76% of Long 
Island families choosing licensed child care  
programs are paying more than 10% of their 
household income on child care.

Given the high cost of licensed programs, per­
sonal preference or convenience, many parents 
choose to use family, friends, or neighbors to care 
for their children, all of whom are not licensed, 
but some are registered so they can receive subsi­
dies for the children in their care. On Long Island 
the average cost for these “legally exempt provid­
ers” is $8,476 for full-year, full-time care (data for 
non-registered programs is not available). Given 
these rates, 52% of Long Island families choosing 
“legally exempt providers” are paying more than 
10% of their household income on childcare.

 For more information on child care  
affordability, see Education Indicators, at  
www.longislandindex.org.

EDUCATION 12
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Our Environment

Goal #10—Natural Resource Conservation

We promote the conservation and efficient use of the region’s natural resources.

Indicator:

Land Preservation

Number of acres preserved improved slightly but the region is still falling behind its goals despite 
record spending.

Why is this important?
Land preservation is important on Long Island for reasons both environmental and economic. Preserved 
lands protect the Island’s drinking water, provide critical habitat for wildlife, ensure the viability of the 
Island’s farming industry and maintain the strength of its tourism sector.
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How are we doing?
Since 1977, New York State, both counties and 
numerous towns across the Island cumulatively 
expended over $1.3 billion for the preservation of 
57,535 of Long Island’s approximately one million 
acres. With experts forecasting the Island’s final 
build-out to take place within the next decade,  
the Department of Environmental Conservation’s 
(DEC) 2006 plan calls for the additional preserva­
tion of 25,000 acres of environmentally open space 
and 12,000 acres of working farmland before that 
time. These goals would leave the Island with 
92,147 acres of preserved land, nearly 1/10th of its 
total land mass, at the time of final build-out.

Though Long Island cumulatively spent a record 
$285 million on preservation efforts in 2007, the 
1,999 acres preserved was still significantly less 
than would be needed to reach the Island’s preser­
vation goals. The 3,457 acres preserved in 2006 
and 2007, combined, represents approximately 10% 
of the Island’s total preservation goal. At current 
rates, it would take over 20 years to preserve the 
37,000 targeted acres. If final build-out does occur 
within the next decade, Long Island is on course 
to fall far short of its goals.

One reason for the difficulty in achieving the 
Island’s preservation goals has been the tremendous 
escalation in the cost of land. In 2007, preservation 
entities paid, on average, approximately $143,000 
per acre. That represents a 22% increase over the 
approximately $112,000 per acre spent in 2006 and 
a staggering 71% increase over the $41,579 spent 
per acre in 2000. The recent slow down in the real 
estate market may represent a reprieve from these 
escalations over the next few years.
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Indicator:

Brownfields Redevelopment

Known sites of environmental contamination 
are located in more than 100 Long Island 
communities.

Why is this important?
New York State defines a brownfield as properties 
where the presence or potential presence of a haz­
ardous substance, pollutant, or contaminant may 
complicate plans for expansion, redevelopment  
or reuse. These sites include buildings that were 
former factories, dry cleaners, warehouses, vacant 
commercial lots, shuttered gas stations and auto 
shops. In addition to frequently being an eyesore 
in a community, they may pose environmental 
threats to surrounding areas and may affect ground 
water and the air supply. Further, they can be 
obstacles in the way of downtown and community 
redevelopment. Revitalizing brownfields is critical 
both for environmental needs as well as to capture 
potential tax revenue and to fully utilize a com­
munity’s assets.

How are we doing?
Long Island is home to an estimated 6,800 poten­
tial brownfield sites. This number is based on 
known sites of contamination due to historic land 
uses, and chemical or oil spills. New York State 
Department of Environmental Conservation has 
identified 1,837 known (as opposed to potential) 
brownfield and state superfund sites, of which 
Long Island has 231 sites, representing 11% of  
the total number of brownfields statewide.

The road to cleaning up these sites varies by the 
type, extent and location of contamination. There 
are three programs that New York State has cre­
ated to facilitate brownfields redevelopment. In  
all three cases, Long Island is lagging behind in 
applying for and receiving state funding for rede­
veloping brownfields.

The first program, the Brownfield Cleanup Pro­
gram, focuses on helping private property owners. 
In these situations the state provides guidance 
throughout the cleanup process, offers generous 
tax credits to help cover the cleanup and redevel­
opment costs, and issues Certificates of Completion 
at the end of the cleanup. Of the 15 Long Island 
sites that have enrolled in the program, none have 
finished the program.

The second, the Brownfield Opportunity Area 
Program, offers state funding for local governments 
and community organizations to work together 
and plan for the redevelopment of these sites. In 
2004, the first year of the Brownfield Opportunity 
Area Program and the only year that data is avail­
able, 6 grants (12%) out of 46 statewide were 
given to Long Island which represents 8% of the 
total $7 million allocated.

The third, the Environmental Restoration Pro­
gram, funds the remediation of brownfield sites 
owned by municipalities. As a region, Long Island 
municipalities have received just over $1.1 million 
dollars out of the $200 million dollars allocated 
for the program.

In addition to the above programs, there are both 
federal and state Superfund programs where the 
goal is to ensure that the worst polluter pays for 
the cleanup. Nationwide about 70% of the clean­
ups regulated by the federal government are paid 
by polluters, while on Long Island, the polluters 
paid for only 50% of the cleanups. Under the state 
program 66% of the Superfund sites on Long Island 
are being cleaned by the polluter, which is consis­
tent with the statewide average.

 To see a map of brownfield sites on Long 
Island, go to www.longislandindex.org and launch 
the Interactive Maps.
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 $137,929.27 

 $94,000.00 

 $4,919,961.21 

 $2,000,000.00 

 $1,095,835.74 

 $1,000,000.00 

 $15,803.16 

 $17,650,333.84 

 $600,000.00 

 $3,274.26 

 $3,008,474.72 

 $11,000,000.00 

 $3,000,000.00 

 $574,497.62 

 $70,850,000.00 

 $6,388,796.75 

 $60,000.00 

 $5,954,567.53 

 $249,544.23 

 $1,000,000.00 

 $20,800.00 

 $617.21 

 $225,000.00 

 $967,351.38 

 Known State and
Federal Funding for
Selected Sites and
Communities** 

Number
of

Sites*Community

Massapequa

Medford

Melville

Merrick

Mineola

New Cassel

New Hyde Park

North Bellmore

North Hempstead

North Hempstead/Westbury

North Merrick

North Park

North Sea

Noyack/Sag Harbor

Oceanside

Old Bethpage

Oyster Bay

Oyster Bay/Glen Head

Patchogue

Plainview

Port Jefferson Station

Port Jefferson Station

Port Washington

Riverhead

Rockville Centre

Rocky Point

Ronkonkoma

Roosevelt

Roslyn

Sag Harbor

Seaford

Shirley

Shoreham

Smithtown

Southampton

Southampton/Westhampton

Southold

Speonk

Syosset

Upton

Valley Stream

Wantagh

West Babylon

West Brentwood

West Islip

West Sayville

Westbury

Westhampton Beach

Wyandanch

Yaphank

Grand Total

3

1

2

3

4

8

3

1

2

1

1

1

1

1

5

6

1

1

2

2

1

1

6

2

2

1

1

3

1

4

1

1

1

2

1

1

1

1

2

2

3

1

4

1

1

1

8

3

4

1

278

 $8,000,000.00 

 $380,000.00 

 $99,468.90 

 $65,000.00 

 $38,000,000.00 

 $7,000,000.00 

 $4,000,000.00 

 $1,225,874.42 

 $3,000,000.00 

 $1,236,421.55 

 $1,250,818.54 

 $6,403,924.36 

 $271,591.51 

 $808,170.00 

 $202,558,056.20 

 Known State and
Federal Funding for
Selected Sites and
Communities** 

Number
of

Sites*Community

Brownfield Sites by Community

  *Sites counted include: New York State Brownfield Cleanup Program, NYS Environmental Restoration Program, NYS Voluntary Cleanup Program, Federal and State Superfund
     sites, and communities that have received Federal and State funding for Brownfields redevelopment sites may be duplicated if both on the National and State Superfund List.
**Funding includes EPA Assessment and Clean Up Grants, Federal Superfund for remediation activities, NYS Superfund for remediation Activities, Environmental Restoration
    Program Grants Including Pre-2003 Funding.    
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Note: Results may not add to 100% due to rounding.

Source: U.S. EPA eGRid (solar and wind estimated).

Fuel Sources for Long Island Power Generation, 2005
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Indicator:

Energy Consumption

Long Island’s electricity and natural gas  
consumption keeps growing as well as our 
carbon emissions.

Why is this important?
Data from the U.S. Energy Information Admin­
istration shows that buildings, commercial and 
residential, are responsible for almost half (48%) 
of all energy consumption and greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emissions in the United States. Green­
house gas emissions, particularly carbon dioxide 
(CO2), are widely accepted as the main con­
tributing factors in global climate change. With 
1,180 miles of shoreline, Long Island is uniquely 
disposed to sea level rise and other impacts of  
climate change. Recent modeling released by 
Architecture 2030, a leading organization study­
ing the potential impacts of climate change, 
shows that a sea level rise of even one meter 
would have serious consequences for the U.S.,  
leaving it vulnerable to catastrophic property  
and infrastructure loss with large population  
disruptions and economic hardships.

To help mitigate the potential impacts of climate 
change, New York State mandates are to:

	 •	�Reduce energy consumption 15% by 2015

	 •	�Reduce CO2 emissions 25% by 2025

	 •	�Generate 25% of the state’s energy from renew­
able sources by 2013

How are we doing?
The world’s leading climate scientists have issued 
warnings that we need to drastically reduce green­
house gas emissions in order to avoid catastrophic 
and irreversible effects of climate change. Many 
now believe that reductions of 80% below 1990 
levels are needed by 2050 or even earlier.

New York State has several stated policy goals to 
reduce energy consumption and CO2 emissions, 
among them the Renewable Portfolio Standard 
requiring 25% of the state’s electricity to come 
from renewable fuels like solar and wind by 2013 
and the 15 x 15 initiative with the goal to reduce 
electricity consumption 15% by 2015.

Unfortunately, we are neither on track to achiev­
ing such goals nor have we formulated clear and 
binding plans to do so.
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Electricity Consumption

Data from the Long Island Power Authority shows 
that residential, commercial and industrial elec­
tricity consumption in 2007 increased 2.5% over 
the previous year, continuing its steady upward 
trend of 21% over the preceding ten years. Resi­
dential electricity use has grown 27% while popu­
lation grew less than 9% during the same time.

In order to achieve the state’s 15 x 15 goals, Long 
Island would need to curtail its annual electric 
consumption growth to less than 4/10 of one per­
cent instead of the present 2.5%.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

To satisfy this growing hunger for electricity, the 
Island’s fossil fueled power plants pumped millions 
of tons of climate changing greenhouse gas emis­
sions into the global atmosphere. According to 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
data, despite reducing the rate of carbon dioxide 
emissions per kilowatt-hour slightly (4%), total 
CO2 emissions from Long Island’s power plants in 
2005 (the most recent data available) increased  
by almost 90,000 tons to more than ten million 
(10,201,971) tons.

Instead of reducing CO2 emissions by about 2%  
a year to reach an 80% reduction by mid-century, 
Long Island’s power plants increased emissions  
of this greenhouse gas by about 1% from 2004  
to 2005 and there is no plan in place that would 
allow us to reach the needed reductions.

Power Sources

While most of Long Island’s electricity is still  
produced on Long Island, a growing share of it is 
purchased and transported through long-distance 
transmission lines and undersea cables from off-
Island power sources. In 2005, LIPA imported 37% 
of our electricity from off-Island sources; in 2007 
imports made up 41% of our electric diet.

Long Island’s power plants are antiquated and  
inefficient in converting fuel into electricity but 
many have the capability to switch from oil to  
natural gas depending on fuel prices and other  
factors. In 2005 Long Island’s generators produced 
59% of the electricity by burning oil, 35% came 
from natural gas, and 6% from waste-to-energy 
incinerators and other fossil sources.

Natural Gas

Long Island’s residential, commercial and indus­
trial users bought almost 14% more natural gas 
(90,898,704 dekatherms) from National Grid  
in 2007 than in the prior year which resulted  
in 5,317,574 tons of carbon dioxide emissions. 
However, a considerable portion of that increase 
resulted from converting space heating equipment 
from oil to natural gas which reduces carbon diox­
ide emissions by almost a third based on the same 
energy input.

Renewable Energy

On the renewable energy front, there are about 
1,400 solar roofs on Long Island with a total of 
about 10 MW of capacity. LIPA recently issued a 
request for proposals for 50 MW of solar electric 
panels. However, despite this step, total solar  
generation output over the next few years would 
amount to less than ½ of one percent of fossil- 
generated electricity, nowhere near state goals.

Note: Results may not add to 100% due to rounding.

Source: U.S. EPA eGRid (solar and wind estimated).
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Governance

Goal #11—Managing for Results

Long Island’s counties, towns, villages and other jurisdictions manage their costs and provide 

quality local and regional services.

Indicator:

Expenditures and Revenues

Long Island relies more heavily on property taxes as a percentage of total revenues than the rest of 
the state and property taxes have increased 20% in the past ten years compared to 6% statewide.

Why is this important?
Long Island has a large number of local government entities with associated expenditures that are large and 
growing. In 2007, local taxpayers contributed 79% of the total cost of local government, compared to 66% 
in other areas of New York State.1 A ten-year history of local government expenditures and revenues, and 
comparable figures for local governments and school districts, allows Long Islanders to evaluate whether or 
not efforts to mitigate growth in the cost of local government have been effective.

1�All benchmark comparisons herein are for all other areas outside of Long Island excluding NYC.
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2 �There were also large differences in sales tax growth over the period. Long Island’s grew by 21%, compared to 80% in the rest of the state. The primary reason for 
the discrepancy involves new accounting treatment rules instituted by the Governmental Accounting Standards Board in 2006. According to the new rules,  
counties with local sales tax sharing agreements were required to begin recording gross sales tax receipts (i.e., including all revenues, even those to be distributed 
with local governments). As a result, starting in 2007 many counties across the state showed sharp increases in sales tax revenues. Nassau County, by contrast, has 
always accounted for its shared sales tax in this way, so the new standards did not result in a similar increase. As Suffolk does not have a sharing agreement, the new 
standard did not affect it.

How are we doing?
Long Island relies more heavily on property taxes 
as a percentage of total revenues than the rest of 
the state (49% of all revenues for Long Island in 
2007, compared to 33% for the rest of the state). 
From 1998 to 2007, property taxes increased 20% 
above the rate of inflation on Long Island, com­
pared to 6% for the rest of the state.2 The largest 
increases during this time period were attributable 
to cities, school districts and fire districts.

State revenues are a smaller portion of Long 
Island’s total revenues (17%) than for other New 
York State local governments (27%). Also, Long 
Island’s local governments rely more heavily on 
local property taxes, and depend slightly more on 
sales tax revenues, than do other New York State 
governments.

Fewer Long Islanders feel they are getting back an 
excellent or good value from their property taxes 
in terms of the quality of education in 2008 than 
they did two years ago, 41% today compared to 
48% in 2006.

GOVERNANCE 1-2

Note: Results may not add to 100% due to rounding.

Source: New York State Office of State Comptroller (OSC); CGR.
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ADDITIONAL 4-6

Over half (54%) of all Long Islanders continue to report that it is somewhat or
very difficult to meet their monthly rent or mortgage payments.
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Fewer Long Islanders feel they are getting back an excellent or good value from
their property taxes in terms of the quality of education in 2008 than they did
two years ago, 41% today compared to 48% in 2006.
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Please think about the quality of education provided
by your local schools. What would you say is the value
local residents get back from property taxes in terms
of the quality of education?  

Note: Results may not add to 100% due to rounding.

THE TABLE THAT USED TO BE HERE IS NOW IN 
COMMUNITIES 27, MAKE ALL CORRECTIONS TO 
THAT VERSION. THANKS :)
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3 �Local governments included in this report were all counties, cities, towns, villages, school districts and fire districts that filed annual reports with the New York 
State Office of the State Comptroller. Independent special districts on Long Island are not included, as the Comptroller database does not include information from 
all these districts. However, based on the information available on reporting districts, CGR believes the total expenditures for special districts not included in these 
totals is less than $200 million, or less than 1.5% of the total counted in these tables.

4 �There are only two cities on Long Island, both in Nassau.

Expenditures

Total expenditures by Long Island’s local govern­
ments3 amounted to $19.6 billion in 2007. School 
districts were the largest component of local gov­
ernment expenditures, with county government 
expenditures the second highest. The functional 
distribution of expenditures among Long Island’s 
local governments is reasonably similar to other 
local governments in the state. 

Spending by all local governments on Long Island 
grew 20% faster than inflation between 1998 and 
2007. The growth rate reflects the fact that expen­
ditures and revenues for Nassau County prior to 
2000 included the county hospital, which was 
spun off from county operations to a public benefit 
corporation in 1999 and thus removed from the 
county numbers. In addition to being the largest 
component of local government spending (51%),  

school districts had the second-greatest increase  
in spending, rising 39% higher than the rate of 
inflation over the ten-year period. City expendi­
tures rose 58% higher than inflation, but city 
expenditures only represent less than 1% of total 
local government expenditures on Long Island.4 
The third fastest increase in expenditures was in 
fire districts, up 28% higher than inflation. Fire 
districts represented 1.5% of total local govern­
ment expenditures.

Expenditures by school districts on Long Island 
grew faster than those in the rest of the state  
due to higher increases in payroll, equipment and 
capital costs. At the same time, Long Island’s 
school districts held down expenses for employee 
benefits, goods/services and debt better than the 
rest of the state.

GOVERNANCE 1-2

Note: Results may not add to 100% due to rounding.

Source: New York State Office of State Comptroller (OSC); CGR.
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Revenues

Local governments in New York rely primarily on 
three sources of revenue—local revenues, state 
funding and federal funding.5 In 2007, 79% of Long 
Island’s total local government revenues were gen­
erated from local sources, either property tax, sales 
tax, interest and earnings or other fees and taxes, 
up slightly from 78% in 1998. 17% came from state 
sources and 4% from federal sources in 2007.

As noted, on Long Island local revenues were 79% 
of all revenues, compared to 66% for the rest of 
the state. The difference may help to explain in 
part why Long Islanders perceive such a heavy 
local tax burden. The data show that the relative 
local tax burden differential between Long Island 
and the rest of the state has not changed signifi­
cantly over the last ten years.

5�A fourth source of funding is debt financing; however, the debt burden is paid from local, state or federal revenue sources and is included in the figures used in this analysis.
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GOVERNANCE 7

Governance client excel chart #7

Source: New York State Office of State Comptroller (OSC); CGR.
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6 �The amount needed to support total governmental appropriations minus revenues from all other sources.

7 �For this report, real property full taxable value as calculated by the state is used to adjust for different assessment rates in local governments on Long Island.

Property taxes

High property taxes have been identified as a sig­
nificant concern for Long Islanders starting with 
the very first Index report. As noted above, real 
property taxes account for 49% of the revenue for 
local governments on Long Island, which is by far 
the largest revenue source. Thus, there are two 
sides to the story about property taxes. On the one 
hand, they are a significant burden on local tax­
payers. On the other hand, they are a critically 
important source of revenues, without which local 
governments could not provide the level of services 
currently offered, unless corresponding other reve­
nue sources can be found to offset any losses in 
property taxes collected.

Property tax rates are calculated by dividing the 
real property tax levy6 by the taxable assessed 
value of the property within the jurisdiction of 
each government.7 The property tax levy can be 
affected most directly, on a year-by-year basis by 
local governments exercising control over costs 
that have to be paid from local taxes. Local 

governments have less direct control over the 
value of taxable real properties, as these are subject 
to supply and demand forces from regional and 
national trends as well as local conditions.

During the period from 1998 to 2006 (the most 
recent data available from the Office of State 
Comptroller), real property tax levies for all forms 
of local government on Long Island grew faster 
than the rate of inflation, but slower than the rate 
of growth of real property values. For example, real 
property tax levies for all school districts on Long 
Island grew 172%, compared to inflation, which 
grew 127%. However, the real property full taxable 
value grew by an average of 234%. As another 
example, for all village governments on Long 
Island, real property tax levies grew 150% com­
pared to the 127% inflation growth. A key indi­
cator for the future will be, if real property values 
fall on Long Island, will local governments reduce 
costs at a corresponding rate so that local tax bur­
dens do not increase even more.
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Nassau County Cities, Towns, Villages and Hamlets

Town of 
Oyster Bay

City of 
Glen Cove

Town of 
North Hempstead

Town of 
Hempstead

City of
Long Beach
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Suffolk County Towns, Villages and Hamlets
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New Interactive Mapping Feature available at www.longislandindex.org

We have launched a new feature on our website that makes data about Long Island come alive using innovative 
mapping tools displaying local and regional trends in revealing ways. Users can choose which data elements 
they want to see in relation to each other and mix and match data to suit their individual needs and reveal 
complex relationships in easily understood ways. The visualization tools allow users to quickly find information 
without having to search multiple sites and resources.

Some of the things you can find here include:

	 •	�Detailed property-level patterns of residential, commercial, industrial, and other land use types within 
each village and across Long Island.

	 •	�Key population and housing characteristics shown on the maps, plus statistics listed dynamically as users 
zoom in to each community.

	 •	�Transportation and reference features such as satellite photos, bus and LIRR routes, incorporated and 
unincorporated villages, special districts and legislative districts.

	 •	�Bar charts comparing Census statistics.

	 •	�Regional views showing villages that meet certain characteristics, such as all the villages across Long 
Island with more than 10% population growth.

	 •	�New mapping tools such as a “dynamic transparency slider” to reveal land use patterns or aerial photos 
underneath Census maps and Microsoft’s “bird’s eye view” photos integrated directly into the maps  
(accessible with the click of a mouse).

We will continue to add more data in the coming months and will update current data when new information 
is available. And as always you can find indicator data, reports and surveys, graphs and the monthly article 
What Every Long Islander Should Know on our site.
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