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Elementary and secondary school enrollment in the nation increased 14 percent between 1992 and 2005 (slide 2). Growth is expected to continue, with another 10 percent increase projected by 2017.

Although growth was evident in both the elementary and secondary grades, enrollment at the secondary level increased by 26 percent between 1992 and 2005, while enrollment at the elementary grades increased by 9 percent over the same time period.  However, between 2005 and 2017 National Center for Education Statistics projections show that enrollment in the elementary grades is projected to increase an additional 12 percent, compared to a projected increase of 4 percent in the secondary grades.

The NCES projections also show that the expected growth is not shared equally by individual States (slide 3). Virginia is one of 37 States with a projected increase in enrollment. In 2007-08, the Virginia Department of Education reported enrollments of over 1.2 million full-time students (1,231,987).

Looking at Virginia compared to its bordering states, Virginia, with the largest enrollments in this group of states, is expected to experience a 13 percent increase in enrollment between 2005 and 2017.  Five of the other six states are also expected to experience growth.  In contrast, West Virginia is expected to experience a small decline (3.5 percent). 

Although enrollments in Virginia increased during the 1990’s and in this decade, not all subgroups within the Virginia public school student population have shared in the increases.  Virginia Department of Education data on enrollment by race and ethnicity show that the number (not shown) and the percent of Virginia’s students who are White decreased between 1997 and 2007 (slide 4).  The number of students who are Black increased, but their relative share remained steady since the increases in the number of Hispanic and to a lesser extent the number of Asian Students resulted in an increase of the percentage of students in these groups.

In 1997, two-thirds of Virginia’s public school elementary and secondary students were White, 27 percent were Black, and Hispanic and Asian students each accounted for 4 percent of the student population.  By 2007, the percent White was at 57 percent, 26 percent of Virginia’s students were Black, 5 percent were Asian, and 9 percent were Hispanic.  There has also been some increase in the number of students reported with race/ethnicity not specified—from just under 1 percent in 2002, when this category was first reported, to 2.5 percent in 2007.  
Comparing data from the two ends points, we see that between 1997 and 2007 there was a 5 percentage point increase in the relative size of the Hispanic student population, accompanied by increases just over 2 percent for students of unspecified race/ethnicity and just under 2 percent for Asian students (slide 5). Over the same period, there was a 1 percent decrease in the relative size of the Black student population in Virginia, and an 8 percentage point decrease in the size of the White student population.
Data from the Virginia Department of Education show that over the same time period Virginia experienced an increase in the percent of students who are considered to be English Language Learners (ELL) (slide 6).  In 1997 and 1998, just a little over 2 percent of the students enrolled in Virginia’s schools were English Language Learners, by 2007, English language learners accounted for 7 percent of Virginia’s student population. 

Low-income students qualify for the federal school lunch program based on a federal poverty formula that takes both family income and family size into account.  Thus enrollments in the federal school lunch program are often used as a proxy for students in poverty.

Approximately one-third of Virginia’s public school students are eligible for the federal school lunch program (slide 7). The Virginia Department of Education has published annual data on students’ eligibility for the school lunch program since 1995. Both overall participation and participation in the free lunch component of the program show a slight decline in eligibility between 1996 and 2000 (free lunch eligibility declined 3.2 percentage points during that period). That was followed by an increase between 2000 and 2004 (when free lunch eligibility increased by 2.8 percentage points), with the percentage holding around 33 percent since 2004. Since 1995, the number and percentage of students who are eligible for the reduced price lunch program increased slightly from just under 6 percent  (5.8 percent) to just over 7 percent (7.2 percent). Over the 13-year period the number of students reported as eligible for the school lunch program (free and reduced price combined) fluctuated between 30 and 33 percent.

In addition to these public school based data on the student population, there is a new resource that is just coming on-line that will provide a wealth of information about states and about school districts (slide 8). The US Decennial Census has undergone a major redesign.  In fact, 2000 marked the last time that the Department of Commerce attempted to conduct the basic Census that is used to enumerate the population for official counts, simultaneous with collecting a broader set of data on social, economic and housing conditions. Every 10 years, every household in the US receives the basic Census—known as the short form; but for a number of decades, a sample of households have received a longer survey that covers a broader range of topics—that survey is known as the long form. The long form is used to collect data that are needed to administer various federal programs enacted by Congress. 

The Census redesign separates the data collections used for the long and short forms. Every 10 years, every household will receive the short form like always.  But, the information collected on the long form is now in a data collection known as the American Community Survey. Instead of going into the field to collect the data from a very large sample of the population once every 10 years, the American Community Survey collects data from a smaller sample of people every month of each year.  There are two direct benefits of this change.  First, the administration, staffing and cost of the “long form” data is more evenly distributed throughout the decade. Second, more data are available more frequently.  The number of households sampled over a 12-month period is sufficient to support annual estimates at the national and state levels, as well as for subpopulations of 65,000 or more people.  Then over a three-year period, enough households are included in the survey to support estimates for populations with 20,000 or more persons. Finally, the data can be accumulated over a 5 year period to produce estimates for those entities that are smaller than 20,000. At a minimum, compared to new data once every 10 years, the nation will have new data for every subpopulation every 5 years, for some populations every 3 years, and for some every year. 

I am telling you all this, because through a collaboration between the Census Bureau and the National Center for Education Statistics, the Census Bureau is including school districts as one of their basic units of geography used in reporting results from the American Community Survey. As a result, you can visit the Census Bureau web site and use a tool called the America Fact Finder to access American Community Survey data on individual school districts. Nationally, only about 6.5 percent of all school districts have annual ACS estimates available. But, in Virginia, about 20 percent of the school districts have a large enough population base to support annual estimates. There are ACS data available for those districts for 2005, 2006, and as of late September, for 2007. On December 9th of this year, the Census Bureau will release the first set of three years estimates for the broader group of populations with sizes of 20,000 or more. (Nationally this will provide data for about 17 percent of all school districts. But in Virginia, data will be available for a little over half (54 percent) of the school districts.

There are a number of data elements in the American Community Survey that can help describe the population in Virginia, surrounding states, and in individual school districts.
Let’s start with State level data to see where Virginia ranks relative to the nation and other states. Slide 9 shows the percent of households in each state with at least one child under age 18. While all states and DC are displayed in the chart, the labeled bars in the chart represent Virginia (in red), the Nation (in blue), the states with the highest and lowest values, and the states that share borders with Virginia.  Overall, 34.6 percent of households in the United States include children. DC, at 21.3 percent, has the lowest percent of households with children, and Utah, at 43.1 percent, has the highest percent of households with children present.  Virginia ranks 20th, with 34.2 percent of households with children.

To illustrate the types of American Community Survey data available at the school district level, I selected three of the school districts that have population bases above the 65,000 threshold. Slide 10 shows that the percent of households with children does not vary considerably across these three districts. In the area served by the Fairfax County Public School District, 33 percent of the households have children under the age of 18; in the area served by the Hampton City School District, the percent is 30, and it is 31 percent in the Norfolk City School District. 
Slide 11

While data are not yet available for school districts with population bases under 65,000, the Census Bureau does make the data available disaggregated by Public Use Microdata Areas, known as PUMAs. Each PUMA represents an area with a population of at least 100,000. So while you can not get specific data for districts serving smaller populations, You can locate those districts on the map of Virginia and see the data for the surrounding area. The Census mapping tool also allows you to select one PUMA as the reference point to conduct statistical comparisons relative to the other PUMAs in the State. The hatch marks indicate that the estimate for that PUMA are not different from the estimate for the reference point assuming a .10 significance level. In other words, there is a 90 percent probability that the estimate will be within the range bounded by the estimate plus or minus the margin of error.  

In the map on slide 11, the area that includes Hampton City is the reference point.  The first thing to notice is that in this case the PUMA estimate of 33.9 is a few points different from the estimate for Hampton City Public School District. The second point is that this estimate is not significantly different from the other estimates in the same size range or from many of the estimates in the categories immediately above and below. The margin of error for the reference PUMA is +/- 3.9 percentage points. Thus, there is a 90 percent probability that the estimate is between 30 and 37.8 percent. The estimates for the PUMAs that are marked as not different from the reference PUMA have estimates that are in the range of possible estimates for the reference PUMA when their individual margins of error are taken into consideration. The margin of error tends to increase as the population size decreases.  This should serve as a reminder to not treat the ACS data the same way you might use data from the Virginia Department of Education, as those data include all students, and as a result do not have sampling error.  

All these qualifiers aside, the important message from this slide is that although the estimate for the state is 31 percent, the percent of households with children under age 18 varies considerably across the state-from a low of 15.8 percent to a high of 48.1 percent

The American Community Survey data can be used to describe the social and economic environment that affects the daily lives of today’s students.

The education level of adults in the population is one indicator of the general socioeconomic level of a population (slide 12). The next three slides show the percent of the population age 25 and above who completed a high school education, a Bachelor’s degree, and an advanced degree. 

Taking the country as a whole, 84 percent of all people age 25 or older had a high school education in 2006 (slide 13). The percent for Virginia was at 86 percent, and the percents in other states ranged from 78 percent in Mississippi to 91 percent in Minnesota.
Just over a quarter (27 percent) of all adults age 25 and above in the United States held a Bachelor’s degree in 2006 (slide 14). In Virginia, one-third of all adults age 25 and above were college-educated. Across individual states, the size of the college-educated population ranged from 16.5 percent in West Virginia to 46 percent in DC. 
In 2006, one in ten adults in the U.S. (9.9 percent) held advanced degrees beyond the Bachelor’s degree (slide 15). Virginia, at 13 percent, had the sixth highest percentage of adults with advanced degrees. Across all states, there are 34 states that had 10 percent or fewer adults holding advanced degrees in 2006.  

In slide 16, the results for the three example districts show that although the percent of the population with a high school education is high and varies by only about 10 percentage points across the three districts (see the first set of bars), the percent of the adult population with Bachelor’s or advanced degrees varies considerably more.
Using 2006 ACS PUMA data for Virginia, it is evident that there is considerable variation across the state in the percent of the adult population who have completed high school—with a range from 68.7 percent to 95.9 percent (slide 17). Note on this slide that there is a band of PUMAs across the south central and southwestern borders of the state that have a high school completion rates in the range of 68.7 to 75.6 percent.

While there is a larger range in percent of the population within each PUMA with Bachelor’s degrees (from 9.8 to 69.8 percent) the patterns on the map on slide 18 generally mirror those on the high school completion map.

The ACS data include a number of data elements that can help describe the income resources and the economic well being of today’s students (slide 19).

Median family income, displayed in this chart, provides an indication of the amount of family financial resources. The median family income in the US in 2006 was $58,526 (slide 20). The 2006 median family income of $66,886 in Virginia was 8th from the top. The median family income of $78,154 in Connecticut, with the highest median income, was $35,349 dollars higher than the median family income of $42,805 in Mississippi, the state with the lowest median family income. 

Slide 21 shows a wide range in median income levels across the three example districts. Even taking the margin of error into account, the median income in the Fairfax County public school district is 2 times the median income level in the Hampton City public school district (1.9 lower bound for higher versus upper bound for lower), and at least 2.5 times the median income level in the Norfolk City public school district (2.5 lower bound for higher versus upper bound for lower). Unfortunately there is not a PUMA map available for median income values. 
Home ownership is another indication of relative wealth. In 2006, two thirds of all American households were owned by the occupants (slide 22). In Virginia, the occupants owned approximately 70 percent of the households. This percent varied across states, ranging from a low of 46 percent in DC to a high of 76 percent in Minnesota. 
But, as we have seen recently, the relative amount of the debt associated with home mortgages can be problematic. The chart  on slide 23 shows that nationwide 37 percent of homeowners spent 30 percent or more of their household income on monthly owner costs. In Virginia, just over one-third (34.2 percent) of homeowners with mortgages spent at least 30 percent of the household’s income on owner costs. Across the states, this measure ranged from a low of 23 percent in North Dakota to a high of 52 percent in California.  In all, 2006 saw 38 states with 30 percent or more of their mortgage holders spending 30 percent or more of their household income on monthly owner costs.
One third of American households are in rental properties, with state data showing a range from 54 percent in DC to 33 percent in Minnesota.  Slide 24 shows that, on average, renters spend more of their income on housing. In 2006, just over one half (54 percent) of American householders who rent their homes spent at least 30 percent of their income on rent and utilities. In Virginia, 30 percent of the householders in 2006 rented their homes, and in four out of ten of those households (42 percent) rent and utilities cost 30 percent or more of the household income. In 2006, at least 40 percent of renters in 44 states spent 30 percent or more of their household income on rent and utilities.
Slide 25 shows the estimates for these three housing variables for Virginia and the three example school districts. There is considerable variability in the percent of occupied households that are occupied by owners, and the district with the lowest percentage of owner–occupied households appears to have the highest percent of those households spending 30 percent or more of their income on monthly owner costs. There is less variability in the percent of rental households spending 30 percent or more of their income on rent and utilities (42 to 47 percent).

The map on slide 26 shows the PUMA data for the percent of occupied housing units that are owner occupied, while the range is from 46 to 83.5 percent, the majority of the PUMAs fall at or above the two-thirds mark (melon, red, and dark red areas on the map). Hampton City is the reference point, and it falls below the two-thirds level, with 60 percent of the occupied housing units own-occupied.

Slide 27 shows a concentration of mortgaged households that are spending 30 percent or more of their income on monthly owner costs in part of Northern Virginia and in a band across part of the southern edge of Virginia running from the south central region to southeastern corner of the state.
The percent of people living in families and households below the poverty level is another barometer of the well being of the population. Thirteen percent of the American population lived below the poverty level in 2006 (slide 28). Just under 10 percent of people in Virginia in 2006 lived below the poverty level. The size of the population in poverty ranged from just under 8 percent in Maryland to 21 percent of the population in Mississippi. 
Larger shares of children live in poverty. In 2006, approximately 18 percent of America’s children lived in poverty (slide 29). The percent of Virginia children in poverty in Virginia 12 percent) in 2006 was lower than the percent in the majority of states, including those states sharing borders with Virginia.  The percent of children living in poverty in Virginia’s neighboring states ranged from 20 percent in North Carolina to 33 percent in DC. Across the country, the size of this group of children ranged from about 10 percent in New Hampshire to close to 33 percent in DC. 
The data on slide 30 of the example school districts provides another example of variability across school districts. 
The ACS PUMA data for Virginia show that the percent of children under age 18 living below the poverty level ranged from 2.9 percent to just under a third (31.1 percent) (slide 31). Hampton City, with 14 percent of their children living in poverty, is the reference PUMA on this map. With a margin of error of plus or minus 5.4 percent, this estimate was not significantly different from those for many other PUMAs in the state. 

Recent decades have seen an increase in female labor force participation (slide 32). And an increased demand for more child care, including non-family child care, is driven, at least in part, by increased levels of female labor force participation.  
In 2006, both the husband and wife were in the labor force in over one-half (53.5 percent) of all married-couple families in the U.S. (slide 33).  In Virginia, the husband and wife both worked in 56 percent of the married-couple families in the state. In fact, the husband and wife both worked in 2006 in over one-half of all married couple households in 41 states, with the percent ranging from 43 percent in West Virginia to 64 percent in South Dakota.
How does this increased labor force participation affect children?  Let’s look first at how many of the married couple households include children.  In 2006, a little more than 20 percent (21.6 percent) of all married couples in the U.S. had children of their own living with them (slide 34) . In Virginia, 22 percent (21.9 percent) of married couples had their own children living with them. Across the states, 18 to 22 percent of the married couple households included children of their own in 38 states.  DC, at 7.3 percent, had a lower percent, and 12 states had own children present in a higher percent of married couple households—with the highest, 32 percent, in Utah.  
While there is not a separate state ranking chart available on single parent households, slide 35 includes young children in both married couple and single parent households and shows the percent of children in each state under the age of 6 who do not have a parent staying at home.  These children have both parents in the labor force in mother father households or one parent working in single parent households.   

Overall, 61.6 percent of children under the age of 6 have parents in the labor force. In Virginia, 63.6 percent of young children do not have a stay-ay-home mother or father. Close to one-half or more of young children in each state do not have a stay-at-home mother or father. Utah, at 49.3 percent, has the lowest percent of young children with all parents in the labor force and at the upper end of the distribution, 74 percent of the young children in South Dakota do not have a stay at home parent.
The chart on slide 26 adds the percent of children of school age who have both their parents in two parent families or their only parent in single parent families in the labor force. At the state level, in Virginia, about 9 percent more school age children fall into this group than is the case for children under age 6. The 20-percentage point difference on these two variables in the Hampton City public school district is larger than the difference between the experiences of young children and school age children statewide or in the other two example school districts. Nonetheless, more than half of the young children in each of these example districts and the state do not have a stay at home parent, and two-thirds or more of the school age children in these districts and in the state do not have a stay at home parent.

Looking at the percent of young children without a stay at home parent across the state shows that there is one PUMA, in the southwestern corner of the state, where over half of the young children have a stay at home parent (i.e., 42.2 percent do not have a stay at home parent) (slide 37). In the rest of the state half or more (53.0 percent) of young children do not have a stay at home parent. Near the southeastern edge of the state there is a cluster of PUMAs that have between 71.5 and 82.2 percent of young children without a stay at home parent. 
The percent of the population who are members of racial or ethnic minority groups is one measure of cultural diversity (slide 38). The country of origin of the population provides another measure of the cultural diversity in the population. Language usage, and particularly the language spoken at home and the ability of parents to use English, affects the resources need in our schools to teach English Language Learners and to communicate with the parents of all children in our schools.

By 2007, as was shown earlier, the percent White was at 57 percent, 26 percent of Virginia’s students were Black, 5 percent were Asian, and 9 percent were Hispanic.

In 2006, forty percent of the students enrolled in public schools in Virginia were Black, Asian, or Hispanic (slide 39).  By comparison, 32.4 percent of the total population in the state was reported as minorities. Approximately 34 percent of the American population was identified as minorities in 2006, and the percent minority in individual states ranged from 4.4 percent in Vermont to 75 percent in Hawaii.

Twelve and a half percent of the U.S. population in 2006 was made up of people who were not born in the U.S., Puerto Rico, or out-lying territories of the U.S. (slide 40). In 2006, one in every 10 Virginians was foreign born. The two largest groups of the foreign born population in Virginia are those from Asia, who account for 40 percent, and those from Latin America, who account for 36 percent. By comparison, approximately 13 percent are from Europe and just under 9 percent are from Africa. 

Virginia is one of 18 states in which 10 percent or more of the population was foreign born in 2006, the largest percent was 27 percent in California.  In contrast, 33 states had fewer than 10 percent of their residents who were foreign born, and 20 of those states had less than 5 percent foreign born.
While 1 in 10 Virginians are foreign born, that statistic does not really capture the experience in many parts of the state.  Slide 41 shows that in the example districts there is a considerable range, with 26.8 percent of the population in the area served by the Fairfax county public school district reported as foreign born, compared to 5 percent in the Hampton City Public School District area and 6.5 percent for the Norfolk City public school district area.

This point is further illustrated on the map of the state on slide 42, where the two yellow categories identify areas where less than 5 percent of the population is foreign born.

When data for the foreign born population in Virginia are examined by country of origin at the PUMA level, only a small cluster of PUMAs near DC have large enough foreign born populations to report.  Those data show that in the area to the north and west of DC 50 percent or more of the foreign born are Asian and 22 to 32 percent are from Latin America (data not shown).  They also show that the areas immediately bordering DC have more mixed populations of foreign born, with roughly 30 percent each from Asia and Latin America.

Because Congressional districts are larger and thus have larger populations, they provide the most detail for the largest amount of the state.  Those maps show that in addition to Northern Virginia, there is a high percentage of foreign born from Asia in the south eastern corner of the state (data not shown).  The Congressional district maps also show that the Latin American population comprises about 40 to 60 percent of the foreign born population in the district that shares its border with central West Virginia and then down the eastern part of Virginia in the districts that are just in from the coast.

The percent of the population age 5 and above who speak a language other than English at home is larger than the foreign born population; this is likely attributable primarily to the fact that U.S. born family members in households with foreign born family members talk at home in the native language of the foreign born family member. In fact, 84 percent of the foreign born in Virginia were reported to speak a language other than English at home.

The chart on slide 43 shows that two out of every 10 people age 5 or above in the U.S. were reported as speaking a language other than English at home in 2006. The percent reported in Virginia in 2006 is lower, at 13 percent. Across the country, in 2006, less than 10 percent of the population age 5 or above spoke a non-English language at home in one-half of the states (26), with percents ranging from 9.6 in North Carolina to 2.3 in West Virginia. Conversely, 10 percent or more of the population age 5 or above spoke a non-English language in one-half of the states (25), with percents ranging from 10.1 percent in Idaho to 42.5 percent in California; in fact, in 8 states, more than one-quarter of the population age 5 or above spoke a non-English language at home.
We know from recent Census reports that have been in the news that the size of the Hispanic population in the U.S. is increasing, with the size of the Hispanic population rivaling the size of the Black population in the U.S. for the position of largest minority group.  This growth is due both to immigration and to the birth rate among Hispanic women in the U.S. This leads us to examine the percent of people age 5 and above who speak Spanish at home. 

Twelve percent of all people age 5 and above in the U.S. in 2006 spoke Spanish at home. In Virginia the estimate was approximately 7 percent (slide 44).  This percent was over 10 percent in 10 states in 2006, with a high of 29 percent in Texas. In contrast, fewer than 5 percent of the population age 5 and above in one half of the states (25) spoke Spanish at home in 2006.  

When the data in this chart are compared to those in the previous chart, more than 30 percent of those who reported speaking a language other than English at home in 2006 reported speaking Spanish at home in all but 5 states, and more than 50 percent of those who spoke a non-English language at home spoke Spanish in 27 States.
Overall, just under 9 percent of people age 5 and over were reported as speaking English less than “very well” (slide 45). Across the range went from just under 1 percent in West Virginia to 20 percent in California.  By comparison, in Virginia this estimate was just under 6 percent of the total population, but further analysis shows that the estimate was 45 percent for the foreign born (data not shown). 

Mirroring the results for the foreign born population, slide 46 shows that within the example districts, the area served by Fairfax County Public School District has the highest percent at age 5 or above who speak a language other than English at home, who speak Spanish at home, and who do not speak English “very well.”  Note also, that their were too few people in these three categories for data to be reported for the Hampton City public school district area.
A low number of cases is repeated in a number of the PUMAs in Virginia, as evident from the amount of grey space on the map on slide 47—signifying too few cases to report. For those areas with a large enough population to support estimates, the percent speaking a language other than English at home ranged from 5.6 to 43.7 percent.  Notice that there is one PUMA at 43.7 percent in the highest category (dark red), and that the second highest category, the red PUMAs, ranged from 27.0 to 32.8, then there is one PUMA at 20.5 percent (melon), with the rest at 12.5 percent or lower. Note, that these categories are not contiguous because the default selection on the ACS Census mapping function is natural breaks.  You can also specify other procedures such as even splits over a set number of categories, or you can define your own.
The one variable that the ACS has directly related to health is the percent of the population in different age ranges who were reported as having disabilities (slide 48). 

The state ranking chart on slide 49 shows that nationwide 6.5 percent of the population ages 5 to 20 had a disability reported in 2006, the estimate for the state of Virginia was not significantly different, at 6.2 percent.  Across the states, the percent in this age range with disabilities ranged from a low of 4.0 percent in Nevada to a high of 10.0 percent in Maine.

Note that in the American Community Survey a disability is defined as a long-lasting physical, mental, or emotional condition. This condition can make it difficult for a person to do activities such as walking, climbing stairs, dressing, bathing, learning, or remembering. This condition can also impede a person from being able to go outside the home alone or to work at a job or business. This is a more restrictive definition than the definition specified in the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) that guides the provision of educational services to children with disabilities.  That definition includes a child evaluated as having mental retardation, a hearing impairment (including deafness), a speech or language impairment, a visual impairment (including blindness), a serious emotional disturbance, an orthopedic impairment, autism, traumatic brain injury, an other health impairment, a specific learning disability, deaf blindness, or multiple disabilities, and who, by reason thereof, needs special education and related services. When the number of children in Virginia in 2006 ages 5 to 20 who the Virginia Department of Education reported as having received special education services for any of these disabilities (161,982) is compared to the number of children in Virginia in 2006 ages 5 to 20 from the American Community Survey (1,651,003), the percent of the 2006 Virginia population ages 5 to 20 with a disability increases to 9.8 percent, which is 3.6 percentage points higher than the ACS based estimate for the same population.
The narrow range shown on slide 50 for the three example districts reflects the narrow national range. Taking the margins of error into account, the estimate for the Fairfax County Public School District is significantly lower than the estimates for Virginia and for Norfolk City, but none of the any other apparent differences are significant.
This map of Virginia on slide 51 shows that only a subset of the ACS PUMAs have a sufficient number of cases reported with disabilities in this age range to support estimates.  However for those with data, the percent ranged from 3.3 to 15.3 percent. But, note that once again, there is only one PUMA at 15.3, with the next highest values falling between 7.9 and 9.7 percent.

ACS data mapped at the Metropolitan and Micropolitan level show additional areas with disabilities occurring in 9 to 10 percent of the population ages 5 to 20.  These areas are along the southern border of Virginia—in the middle of the state and near the southwestern corner.
Now that we have explored a number of data elements that describe the environment today’s students live in, we can turn to assessment data to see how today’s students are performing, and whether and how this has changed over time (slide 52). The National Assessment of Educational Progress is conducted by the National Center for Education and currently assesses students in grades 4 and 8 in reading and mathematics every other year.  While these data are not used in No Child Left Behind Annual Yearly Progress measurement, they do provide a measuring stick against which the progress of different groups of students can be viewed.  

The results for Virginia on slide 53show an increase in the math scores of 4th graders in Virginia from 1992 through 2007.

The general pattern of increase is evident in the math scores of 4th graders in Virginia across the major race/ethnicity groups (slide 54). Note that the gap between the scores of White and Black students has narrowed over time.
NAEP, like other school based studies uses eligibility for the federal school lunch program as a measure of poverty.  The chart on slide 55 shows that like those students not eligible, students eligible for the school lunch program have increased their scores since 1996. However the performance gap between these two groups of students has not narrowed over time.
NAEP also includes data on whether or not a student is an English Language Learner (slide 56).  While the time period is shorter, there has been improvement over the period with available data.
There are a number of additional data elements in NAEP that have been identified as factors that could be related to school performance. The chart on slide 57 shows the percent of students in each group, using the orange bar with dots.  While half of the 4th graders reported that they had not missed any school in the month before they were tested, 29 percent reported missing 1 to 2 days, and one-quarter of the 4th graders reported missing 3 or more days.  The chart also shows the mathematics scores of 4th graders by the number of days missed.  As the days of school missed in the preceding month goes up the score goes down, resulting in a 20 point gap between those 4th graders who reported missing more than 10 days compared to those who reported missing no days of school.    
Slide 58 shows a somewhat different relationship between NAEP mathematics scores and how often the 4th graders reported discussing their studies at home. While the most frequently reported response, which was reported by 35 percent of the 4th graders, was everyday; the only difference among the scores was for the 22 percent of fourth graders who reported discussing their studies at home 2 or 3 times a week.  Those students scored, on average 6 to 10 points higher than the other students.
The 8th grade mathematics scores in slide 59 show a pattern of results similar to that reported for the fourth grade, with increasing scores between 1990 and 2007 for the population taken as a group.
Among 8th graders, the scores also increased across the different race/ethnicity groups (slide 60). Note, however, that the size of the differences between groups remained unchanged over time.
The scores also increased over time, both for 8th graders eligible for the school lunch program, and for those not eligible (slide 61). As was the case among 4th graders, the performance gap between those eligible and those not eligible did not decrease over time.

The chart on slide 62 shows a different way of looking at the school lunch eligibility data.  Remembering that NAEP uses eligibility for the federal school lunch program as a proxy for poverty, these data can be aggregated at the school level—by the percent of students in the school who are eligible for the lunch program. 

Using data from the 2007 assessment, the scores decline as the percent of students eligible increases, from an average score of 311 for 8th graders in schools with 1 to 5 percent of all students eligible for the lunch program to an average score of 258 for 8th graders in schools with more than 75 percent of all students eligible for the school lunch program. This chart also shows the percent of students enrolled in each category of schools.  For example, 24 percent of the 8th graders in 2007 were enrolled in schools in which 35 to 50 percent of the students in the school were eligible for the lunch program.
The chart on slide 63 on days of school missed and 8th grade mathematics scores, shows a pattern similar to that noted earlier for the 4th grade, with scores decreasing as the number of days missed in the preceding month increases. 

Slide 64 shows that the mathematics scores of 8th graders who discuss their studies at home at least once a week are all higher than those of students who discuss their studies at home less often. Note, however, that close to half (46 percent) of the 8th graders in Virginia falls in the latter group—the group that discusses their studies at home less once a week.

Virginia’s students have not shown similar gains in their reading scores (slide 65). The relationships between groups are similar to those described for 4th and 8th grade mathematics, so I have only included the overall reading scores over time for the 4th grade—which you see here.  
There is also no trend over time in the 8th grade reading scores, with scores between 266 and 269 over the time period (slide 66).
Data from the Virginia Department of Education web site can be used to compute the Averaged Freshman Graduation Rate for students in Virginia (slide 67). This measure, promulgated by the U.S. Department of Education, based on work done at NCES, is a proxy for “on-time” graduation.  The best measure to use to get an accurate on-time graduation rate is one based on a student record system that accurately tracks students as they transfer out to other school districts or as they drop out, and also tracks “new” students that transfer in to a school district—placing each new student with the year cohort that the student was in as a first-time 9th grader.  Many states are currently developing the needed student record systems. In the absence of those data, NCES conducted a comparison of various proposed proxy rates with student record based cohort rates to evaluate the performance of the proxy measures, and the AFGR was the best performer, especially at the state level.

Slide 68 shows the AFGR for Virginia from Spring and summer 2001 through spring and summer 2007.  In most years the Virginia AFGR has been between 75 and 76 percent.

Data are currently available for the nation through spring and summer 2006, and are very similar to the Virginia rates.  There is some evidence of a small increase from 71.7 percent in 2001 to 75 percent in 2004 at the national level.

In addition to the regular and advanced diplomas that are included in the AFGR as regular diplomas, each year Virginia grants High school completion status through Special Diplomas, Certificates of Program Completion, GED Certificates, ISAEP, GAD Diplomas, and Modified Standard Diplomas. Some of these are used to recognize the efforts of students who complete an IEP and some are for adults returning to school to complete a high school equivalency. Over the most recent 4 years, about 10 percent of the high school graduations and completions were in one of these alternatives (data not shown). All students completing high school are asked a set of questions concerning their future plans. 

Close to one-half of these students report plans to attend a four-year college when they leave high school (slide 69). Another quarter report plans to attend a two-year college. Fewer than one in ten students report some other continuing education plans, and that number dropped in 2002-03 when response options for military service and employment were added.  About 12 percent report employment plans, and about 3 percent report plans to join the military.

