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Equity in Nassau County 
 

About one-third of the students in Nassau County come from poverty homes and 
7% are LEP eligible (Table 1). When the regional subgroup report for grade six 
ELA is reviewed, it can be seen that the achievement gap for LEP students’ suc-
cess is 45.5% lower and that the gap for poverty students is 30% lower.  Thus, it 
can be seen that there is an achievement gap for students from low income fami-
lies and for students who are limited English proficient. 

 

The data may lead to the question, “ Do students from less wealthy communities 
have the same opportunity and access to an adequate education?”  A related ques-
tion would be, “ Are there less wealthy districts that have a smaller achievement  
gap compared to more wealthy districts than other less wealthy districts?”  
 
Research seems to indicate that there is a direct connection between student 
achievement and economic status and that it is possible to narrow the achieve-
ment gap between more wealthy and less wealthy districts (Perry and McConney, 
2010, p. 1). The Knoeppel, R. C. and Brewer, C. A., 2011, study included four 
years, 2004 through 2007, of achievement data. Two of the dependent variables 
were proficiency rate in reading and proficiency rate in mathematics. The inde-
pendent variables included students participating in free and reduced lunch and 
local wealth which was calculated as the per pupil assessment. Schools were clas-
sified as elementary, middle, or high school. The authors used multiple regression 
to identify relationships among dependent and independent variables. “The linear 
relationship enabled researchers to examine the relationship between student 
achievement, local wealth, level of schooling, and measures of students demo-
graphic[s]” (p.10). In this study, the amount of variance in achievement scores 
that was explained by local wealth showed a downward trend over the four years. 
This suggests that progress was being made “in efforts to ameliorate the relation-
ship between local wealth and student achievement scores” (p.11). The 
“relationship between local wealth and reading proficiency was not found to be 
statistically significant” in the last three of the four years when the data for all 
schools was aggregated (p.12). A statistically significant relationship (p ≤ 0.05) 
was found for all schools between local wealth and rates of proficiency in mathe-
matics for all four years. The trend data revealed that the percentage of variance 
in mathematics proficiency rates explained by local wealth was decreasing over 
the four years. Perry and McConney (2010) report that the school’s SES has more 

Table 1         

Regional subgroup analysis by performance level 2017 NYSED grade 6 ELA  

  

Total 
Students 

% of 
Total 

% at 
Level 1 

% at 
Level 2 

% at 
Level 3 

% at 
Level 4 

% at L3 
+ L4 

Not Low Income 5,611 66.9% 10.8% 34.6% 24.9% 29.7% 54.7% 

Poverty - From Low 
Income Family 

2,782 33.1% 33.2% 42.0% 14.2% 10.5% 24.7% 

             
LEP Eligible 544 6.5% 77.8% 20.0% 1.8% 0.4% 2.2% 

Not LEP Eligible 7,849 93.5% 14.1% 38.2% 22.7% 25.0% 47.7% 
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of an influence on  student achievement than the student’s SES.  
 
Standards based education reform has two goals that seem to compete and conflict (Knoeppel, R. C. and 
Brewer, C. A., 2011).  One goal is to accommodate individual student differences. The second goal is to raise 
performance goals in the aggregate. The college and career readiness focus is about all students being pre-
pared to compete and succeed in the economy.  
 
The study by Brown, Benkovitz, Muttillo, and Urban (2011) examined differences in leadership practice be-
tween schools that had small achievement gaps and those that had large achievement gaps between white and 
minority students. The 24 schools in their study had similar attendance, minority, economically disadvan-
taged, and limited English proficiency rates. They were also similar for programmatic issues such as overca-
pacity, class size, suspensions/expulsions, and internet access. The small gap schools had more teachers 
(51%) with 10+ years of experience than the small gap schools (43%).  
 
The review of the literature by Brown, et al., indicated that small gap schools encouraged academic achieve-
ment, offered frequent, purposeful, and ongoing instructional feedback, and expected excellence (p. 58). 
Schools that encouraged academic achievement provided a rigorous curriculum, honored outstanding perfor-
mance, and emphasized appropriate and effective attendance and discipline policies. Small gap schools pro-
vided students with the support needed to achieve academic success.  
 
In the Brown et al. study, small and large gap schools differed in their perception of school climate.  Teachers 
in small gap schools talked about students meeting learning benchmarks when asked about a caring climate.  
However, teachers in large gap schools referenced good manners and feeling safe at school. Small gap 
schools spoke with passion about welcoming parents. 
 
Their (Brown et al.) research indicated that the principals of small gap schools were more deliberate in cele-
brating academic achievement, monitoring teaching and learning, offering instructional feedback and sup-
port, and expecting excellence for each student. The principals created an environment that resulted in teach-
ers who enjoyed coming to work each day. The principals of large gap schools were more passive.  Brown et 
al indicated that small gap principals attend professional development with their teachers and frame teacher 
evaluation as a tool for reflection and continuous improvement rather than as a means of documenting perfor-
mance and making teachers fearful of losing their jobs (p. 76).  
 
According to the Brown et al. study, small gap schools used data for “decision-making about  hiring, resource 
allotment, professional development, and teaching practices” (p.81). Student data is used to identify the needs 
of individual students. In large gap schools, the emphasis was on using data to identify students for remedia-
tion programs.  
 
“The impediments to learning in students’ environments outside of school should never become a basis for 
lowering expectations about what can be done to help them learn well in school.” (Guskey, 2007). Closing 
the achievement gap is challenging. There is research evidence that the gap can be narrowed when educators 
change their approach to instruction and educational  leadership. Substantial closing of the achievement gap 
is achievable (Rebell and Wolff, 2012). Rebell and Wolff report that schools in the United States with pov-
erty rates below 25% rank first in the world among advanced industrial countries. The other side of this is 
that the “child poverty rate in the United States is the highest among wealthy nations in the world” (Rebell 
and Wolff).   
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