Accountabllity L eft Behind:

While Children and Schools Face High Stakes Testing,
Tutoring Companies get a Free Ride

A study by
The Association of Community Organizationsfor Reform Now
and The American Institute for Social Justice

AIS]

ACORN AlS]

Association of Community American Institute for
Organizations for Reform Now Social Justice

739 8" Street S.E. 5353 M aple #200
Washington, D.C. 2003 Dallas, TX 75235
(202) 547-2500 (214) 826-1443

www.acorn.org




Executive Summary

When it comesto children and schools, under the No Child Left Behind Act, testing and
evauation isregular and on-going, but testing and evauation of the private companies
receiving public education dollarsis virtudly non-existent. This report examines the
supplementd services system which provides free tutoring to some low income children in
Title | schools. Asthis school year begins, private companies are recaiving millionsin Title
| funds despite their being scant evidence that the services they are providing areincreasing
academic achievement. Thismoney comes straight out of the Title | funds that school
districts could be using for more teachers and educationd aides or other programs.

For this report ACORN and AlSJ successfully surveyed 91 school districts and 30 state
Departments of Educeation around the country. In these digtricts over 205,000 students
received supplemental services at a cost of between $200 and $300 million dollars.
Because we did not survey al 50 states and dl of the school didtricts, the total amount spent
on supplementd servicesis much larger than this. Some of these dollars go to school
digtricts and non-prafits providing services, but more and more dollars go to for-profit
companies where the market for in-school services including supplementa servicesis
estimated to be $20 hillion to $30 hillion.

In order to monitor these expenditures, states are charged under the law with evauating the
success of the supplemental services providers after two (2) years of operation. Despite this
requirement, of the 29 states and the Didtrict of Columbiathat we successfully surveyed of
which 24 had been providing supplemental servicesin their areasfor a least 2 years, only 6
or 25% had finished their evauations of the 2003-04 performance data. States are trying to
evauate the program but are not succeeding with this unfunded mandate. This means that
parents are choosing providers for their children right now without being ableto tdll if the
children will be getting real help with their academics.

From our survey and discussion with states and digtricts, ACORN and Al SJ have drawn the
following condusons

1) Between $200 million and $300 million have been spent in these 91 districts with amost
no scientific evidence that this spending has contributed to academic achievement.

2) Even parentswho areinteresting in enrolling their children in the supplementa services
program are being excluded through confusion, too many steps and too much paperwork, a
lack of convenient locations and alack of home computers.

3) The programs that got better reviews from districts and states worked closely with the
individual schools. This supports ACORN’s generd position that al schools should have
after school programs to help the students.

4) States need to be more timely in their evaluation process in order to allow parentsto
make informed choices.

5) States would need added resources and computer support to be able to properly evaluate
the programs.

6) States need to conduct Ste vidts as part of their evaluation process.
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Section |: What are supplemental servicesand how arethey
supposed to be evaluated?

Supplementa Servicesis a system of free tutoring now offered to some low income
childrenin Title | schools. This report examinesif States have completed the required
evauations that would alow for an assessment of the money spent under this program.
Under the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 2001 (ESEA -- often referred to
as No Child Left Behind) one of the measures put in place as a help to students in schools
receiving Title | funds which have not met Adequate Y early Progress (AY P) for three
yearsin arow was to require the schools to notify parents that they could sign up their
children for tutoring, known as supplementa services.

States and schoal digtricts each have obligations under the law as part of the
implementation of supplementa services. The saesarerequiredto a) setthe AYP
gandards;, b) designate which schools are required to notify parents about supplemental
savices, ¢) have asystem for identifying and gpproving the providers who will be able

to help students academicaly and d) evauate the performance of the providers. School
digricts are required to @ notify parents that they can sgn up their children for the
sarvices, and b) help prepare and sign acontract among the digtrict, the provider and the
parent. While the digtricts are not required to eva uate the performance of the providers,
itiscertanly in thar interest to do so.

Section |1: How many students ar e getting supplemental
services and what doesthis cost?

For this report ACORN and AlSJ successfully surveyed 91 school districts around the
country.! We asked the districts to give us figures for the 2003-04 school year so that we
could see how many students were being served by Supplementd Services. We cdled
118 schoal didtricts plus 30 state Departments of Education plus the Digtrict of
Columbia'. Despite repeated cals and e-mails we were not able to get information from
1 state and 31 school digtricts.

The 59 didtricts that were required to offer supplementa services reported that
approximately 911,818 students were digible for supplemental services. Of these
students, only 205,791 or 23% of students received services. The percentage of students
inindividua didtricts receiving services out of those digible ranged from zero (0%) to
92%." The chart below shows that for most digtricts, avery smal percentage of digible
Sudents were enrolled. 58% of the digtricts enrolled fewer than 20% of the digible
students and a full 82% of the didtricts enrolled less than 40% of the digible students.
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AlSJand ACORN were not able to determine the exact amount of funds expended on
supplementa servicesin these 91 didtricts during the last school year. However, it is
possible to make a conservative estimate of these expenditures. Each didtrict usesa
formula to caculate the maximum amount that can be spent on tutoring per student.
Quoting directly from the ESEA:

“ The amount that a local educational agency shall make available for
supplemental educational services for each child receiving those services
under this subsection shall be the lesser of (A) the amount of the agency's
allocation under subpart 2, divided by the number of children from
families below the poverty level counted under section 1124(c)(1)(A); or
(B) the actual costs of the supplemental educational services received by
the child.”

In generd this amount ranges from $900 to $1700 or more per child. Using afigure of
$1000 paid per child receiving supplementa services, in the 2003-2004 school year, we
edtimate that these didtricts have spent at least $200 million dollars on supplementd
services. Using afigure of $1500 per student, the spending is over $300 million . Some
of these services were provided by the digtricts themsdlves (if they were approved as
supplementd service providers by their respective sates), but much of this money went

to outside providers, many of whom are for-profit companies.

Private companies, Wall Street anaysts and other interested in the growth of private
enterprise in public school systems have started to take notice of the supplementa
services market. As an example, the Batimore Sun has been closdly following this
subject since the parent company for Sylvan (Educate, Inc.) islocated in Maryland. As
reported by the Sun: “ ‘My guessisthat the [in-school services] market is somewhere
around $20 [billion] to $30 hillion — and expanding — ayear,” said Henry Levin, director
of the Nationa Center for the Study of Privatization in Education at Columbia
Universty.”" In another article the paper noted that “Anaysts believed that the company
[Educete, Inc.] wasin for awindfall when Presdent Bush's landmark legidation to



reform schools was passed in 2001. The money has been dow in maeridizing, but
Educateisfindly beginning to fed the effect. No Child Left Behind revenueincreased
savenfold the firgt half of this yeer, to $21.3 million from $2.8 million during the
comparable period last year.”" If, as expected, more and more schools in the future will
have to offer parents supplementa services, this market will only continue to grow,
meaking any lack accountability a bigger problem.

Despite the current amount of services provided, states and local school districts reported
avariety of concerns and problems which they believed kept them from providing
services to as many sudents as they could have even at exigting funding levels. A
number of didtricts reported that many more parents were interested in signing their
children up for the program than findly finished the enrollment process. They sated that
this was true due to trangportation, trust and paperwork hurdles. The problems most often
mentioned by digtricts and states were:

a) Transportation — the didtricts reported that where the programs were not

offered at local schools, parents were not able to provide the needed to

trangportation to get sudents to the programs, some of which were only located in

more affluent parts of town.

b) Programs new to parents — some digtricts reported that parents were suspicious

of programs new to the district which were not meeting directly at the schools.

One schooal digtrict found that their parents distrusted the outside providers so

much that they bdieve that the digtrict itsalf should apply to be a provider so that

sudents will have the opportunity to get this extra tutoring.

c) Comptition with exigting programs — in calling some digtricts we were told

that parents did not sign up their sudents due to existing after school and tutoring

programs, mosily run by the didtricts.

d) Attendance — Didtricts and States reported that there were problemsin getting

some students to attend the programs regularly and through the entire course of

the program. This problem varied grestly from provider to provider.

€) Pricing for services — digtricts found the providers sometime tried to increase

their prices to use up the money available, making contract negotiations difficult.

f) Internet access— in some cases the only providers were internet providers and

the parents of the students most in need did not have internet access at home.

g) Inadequate enrollment — Some providers, even though approved by the state,

would only provide sarvicesif a least aminimum number of students signed up

with them, which was not aways the case.

Section I11: Do weknow if the supplemental services
expenditures have been effectivein improving academic
perfor mance?

ACORN and AlSJ found that most states and many didtricts have failed to evduate the
supplementa service providers so that they would know whether or not the supplemental
services provided during the 2003-2004 school year increased academic achievement in
time for parents to choose their providers for the current school year. The states under



the ESEA have the obligation to evauate the providers of services after 2 years of service
provison. In Section 1116(e)(4)(D) of the ESEA it states that state education agencies
areto
“develop, implement, and publicly report on standards and techniques for
monitoring the quality and effectiveness of the services offered by
approved providers under this subsection, and for withdrawing approval
from providers that fail, for 2 consecutive years, to contribute to
increasing the academic proficiency of students...”

Much about the services has not been evauated.

?? Of the 29 gtates and the Didtrict of Columbia that we successfully surveyed, 24

had supplementa servicesin their areasfor at least 2 years, but only 6, or 25%,
hed finished their evaluations of the 2003-2004 performance data.

?? Of the 59 didtricts that provided supplemental services during 2003-04 that were
surveyed, only 33 or alittle more than haf had reported doing any kind of
evauations and most of those evaluations were based on the pre- and post- tests
done by the providers themsdves, not on any evidence that students receiving the
services were doing better on the state mandated tests.

?? Only 3 datestold usthat they had taken any kind of action againgt providers who
were not delivering the promised services.

?? 41 of the 59 didtricts providing services (68%) reported monitored if the providers
were sending reports home to the parents. A number of these digtricts reported
that the providers were not consstent in sending home the information necessary
to help parents be active participantsin their child’ s learning.

The chart below shows the number of districts who are monitoring the programs.



Monitoring by Districts
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None of the states or digtricts said that they hed evaluated the cost of providing the
sarvices compared to the academic increases the students made. Thisisaparticularly
disturbing fact given the amount of money spent on these programs. We have gathered a
couple of comments which show how little is known about the cost providing
supplementa services. A gaff person for the state of North Carolina reported that based
on the figures submitted to her by the providers 48 students had received 56 hours of
service during the 2002- 2003 school yesar at a cost of $37,455 of $674 an hour. Students
did make a 50 point gain on their tests, but the cost per hour was extremely high. Ina
story published on July 4, 2004 the Philade phia Inquirer reported that “ According to the
digtrict, state-approved private tutoring companies charge the district $1,815 per student
for 36 to 40 hours of tutoring. The digtrict's extended- day program, which uses
curriculum developed by state-approved providers, costs $300 per student for 160 hours
of help.” Thisagain shows tha the supplementa services program overdl may not be
very codt efficient. Unfortunately there does not seem to be any good datato usein
making an informed judgment.

For parents this means that they do not have adequate information on which to base their
choice of asupplementa service provider. For taxpayers, this means we have no way of
knowing if our money has been well spent or not. So even though the law talks about
providers and programs having to be “research based” the results are not being subject to
this same standard.

In talking to states and districts about the problems encountered in administering this
program and evauating the results, ACORN and AlSJ heard avariety of problems.
Below are a sample of comments and concerns that were expressed to our survey takers.

a Many didrictsleft al of the evaluation work up to the Sates.



b) Some digtricts were unable to complete their evauations since they had not
gotten dl of the reports from the providers as late as the end of the summer.

c) Some districts wanted to do their own oversght and evauation but felt that
they did not have the personnd or financia resourcesto do this.

d) Onedistrict reported that they had a per child alocation of $1440 and that the
providerstried to raise ther rates to get that full amount with alower number of
hours.

€) Some digtricts were pleased with the help students were getting, athough the
digtricts generdly relied on anecdotd evidence.

f) Some digtricts reported that the programs went better when the programs were
run directly in the schools.

g) Insome programs many of the sudents who started the program did not
complete the program.

h) The best state and district monitoring programs involved on Ste vists.

i) Many states and digtricts reported that they are trying to run and monitor this
program with the same amount of staff as they had before supplementa services
came aong and do not fed that they are able to properly monitor and evauate the
program.

]) The providers varied widdly on how well, if at dl, they communicated with
parents.

Section 1V: Conclusions

1) Between $200 million and $300 million have been spent in these 91 digtricts
with dmost no scientific evidence that this spending has contributed to academic
achievement.

2) Even parentswho are interesting in enrolling their children in the

supplementa services program are being excluded through confusion, too many
steps and too much paperwork, alack of convenient locations and alack of home
computers.

3) The programsthat got better reviews from districts and state worked closdly
with the individua schools. This supports ACORN’ s generd position that dl
schools should have after school programs to help the students in those schools.

4) States need to be moretimely in their evaluation processin order to alow
parents to make informed choices.

5) States would need added resources and computer support to be able to
properly evauate the programs.

6) States need to conduct site vigits as part of their evaluation process.



M ethodology:

This report investigates the implementation of the supplemental services provison under
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 2001, commonly known as No Child
Left Behind. The study reports on 30 states plus the Didtrict of Columbiaand 91 school
digricts. The states and districts were chosen based on the location of ACORN
neighborhood groups.

The study was complied from the U.S. Department of Education website, Sate
department of education websites and loca school digtrict websites as well as telephone
cdls. Welooked at the use of supplemental services and the evauation of providers only
for the 2003-2004 school year. Cdls were made to the state education departments
between August 10, 2004 and September 22, 2004. Cals were made to district offices
between August 31, 2004 and September 24, 2004.

Endnotes:

' For acompletelist of districtsreached please see Attachment B.
" For acomplete list of states called please see Attachment A.

"' The figures given by districts for the number of student eligible were not consistent. Some districts
clearly gave estimates of the total number of studentsin the schools which had to | et parents know about
the supplemental services option. Other districts gave the number of studentsthey identified as eligible on
some basis of income and test scores. Other districts didn’t know this number. And some districts gave the
number they would have the ability to provide services to based on the financial formulain the law.

"V The Baltimore Sun, Business Section, September 24, 2004

¥ The Baltimore Sun, Business Section, September 22, 2004




ATTACHMENT A: State Evauation of Supplementa Service Providers

State | Did they What isthe status of the | What analysiswas/ will be | Other Were any actions
finish their | evaluation done based on academic taken against
evaluation performance? providerswho
for wer e not
2003-2004 performing?

AR | No Forms sent out to collect They did remove

data some providers who
weren't being
selected by parents

AZ |Yes In process Did on-gte evaluaions and

standardized contracts
between the digtrict and the
providersin Spanish and
English
CA | No In process Only measured by the Met with some providers, No, providers may
providersinterna tests aretrying to get more be removed until
providers June 2005
CO | No Only got the number of No, working on this (snce
children served the providerstests are dl
different and not digned to
the curriculum)
CT No Surveys sent out They have anew daff
person coming on to hep
with the evdudions
DC | No In the process of Will indude quantitative
developing indruments analyses of student
achievement.
DE | NA 04-05isther first year to NA NA NA
have SES
FL NA 04-05istheir firg year to NA NA NA

have SES




State | Did they What isthe status of the What analysswas/ will be | Other Were any actions
finish their | evaluation done based on academic taken against
evaluation performance? providerswho
for wer e not
2003-2004 performing?

GA |Yes Last year’ sdatadoesn't have | They want to add academic

academic progress progress to reports, did over
100 on-gdtevigts, hired a
second person to help in the
department

HI No They have garted to

develop their evaduation
toal.
IL No The datais being analyzed. Got evidence in prior year In June 2004 the state board | Did remove one
based on provider tests approved a monitoring provider from the
ingrument lig for not
providing good
savice
IN No They are just sarting the Based on provider tests
process since they want to
capture data from the
ummer
KY | No Developing thar evduation Did stevigtsto dl but one
tool to do their firg full provider
evaudion after the end of
the 2004-05 school year
LA |Yes They now have aweb ste Did stevistsand were

linking the students getting
SES and their test scores

very drict on the
diagnogticsand
methodologies the
providers had to use




State | Did they What isthe status of the | What analysiswas/ will be | Other Were any actions
finish their | evaluation done based on academic taken against
evaluation performance? providerswho
for wer e not
2003-2004 performing?

MD | Yes Will release this next week Collected pre and post test

totheTitle| offices information but because
these are based on avariety
of teststhe data are hard to
compare and are not reliable

MA | Yes Based on provider tests Did do stevistsand gave

the providers feedback

Ml No They are sarting their New gtaff personin place

ProCess Nnow.
MN | NA They only have 1 year of Starting to meet with
data since 2003-04 was digricts
their firgt year of providing
services

MO | NA They only have 1 year of They might make
data since 2003-04 was some adjustments
ther first year of providing during the school
services year

NV | No Developing their review The state coordinator wasin

form touch with the 17 didtrict
Title | coordinatorstoiron
out problems

NM | No Information being Goingtouse03-04 asa

compiled now basdline year and then
compare

NJ No Coallecting theinformation Academic information is
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State | Did they What isthe status of the What analysswas/ will be | Other Were any actions
finish their | evaluation done based on academic taken against
evaluation performance? providerswho
for wer e not
2003-2004 performing?

now included in the survey and
using the student #s
NY | No Being prepared now They are not yet ableto use Did onefor 02-03
the State test data
NC | No Being prepared now Thiswill be included Did one for 02-03 and mid
year 03-04

OH | No Being tabulated now Thiswill be induded If no progress for two years

is shown they will be
terminated

OR | No Being finished now Unclear

PA No They are monitoring things Did remove one

through the school didtricts, provider
will have an evauator track
scores over the next 2 years

RI NA They only have 1 year of NA

data since 2003-04 was
thar firgt year of providing
Services
X NA They have had no schools NA
which provided services for
2 years.
WA | Yes All data provided by Only 6 to 10 out of 25
providers providers actualy sgned
digtrict contracts

VA | Unknown We were not able to get any

information from VA.
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ATTACHMENT B: District Evaluation of Supplemental Service Providers

Did the Did the district
2003-04] 2003-04] % of eligible| district do a monitor if
# of schools 2003-04 # students students| analysis of reports were
that have to| | # of eligible enrolled in enrolled inf| academic  provided to

State City School District offer SES students SES SES| progress? parents?
AR Little Rock Little Rock 7 3,000 90, 3 yes yes

AZ Glendale Cartwright 2 1,000 0 0 na na

AZ Glendale Glendale Elementary 8 3,000 0 0 na na

AZ Glendale Glendale Union 0 na na na na na

AZ Mesa Mesa 1 1,000 0 0 na na

AZ Phoenix Phoenix Union 10 24,000 0 0 na na

AZ Phoenix Roosevelt 5 2,500 225 9 vyes unknown
AZ Tucson Tuscon 11 4,800 0 0 na na

CA Contra Costa Mt. Diablo 0 na na na na na

CA Contra Costa Pittsburg Unified 4 2,600 100 4 yes yes

CA Contra Costa Antioch Unified 0 na na na na na

CA Contra Costa West County Unified 11 1,744 1,600 92 unknown unknown
CA Fresno Fresno Unified 25 21,362 123 1 no yes

CA Los Angeles Los Angeles 106 186,000 18,500 100 no yes

CA Oakland Oakland Unified 18 8,800 2,300 26| yes unknown
CA Sacramento Sacramento City 5 2,823 1,202 43 yes yes

CA San Diego San Diego City 25 10,000 274 3 unknown unknown
CA San Francisco  San Fran Unified 13 1,000 800 80| yes yes

CA San Jose Alum Rock 1 530 160 30| unknown yes

CcoO Denver Denver Public 32 12,000 1,200 10| yes yes

CT Bridgeport Brideport Public 2 1,100, 212 19 yes yes

CT Hartford Hartford Public 3 1,500 434 29 no no

CT Waterbury Waterbury 0 na na nal na na

DC Washington DC Public Schools 15 9,000 2,600 29| yes yes
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Did the Did the district
2003-04 2003-04 % of eligible| district do a monitor if
# of schools 2003-04 # students students| analysis of reports were
that have to| | # of eligible enrolled in enrolled in| academic  provided to

State City School District offer SES students SES SES| progress? parents?
DE Wilmington Christiana 2 unknown 12 -4 no yes

DE Wilmington Brandywine 0 na na nal na na

FL Ft. Lauderdale Broward 0 na na na na na

FL Jacksonville Duval 0 na na na na na

FL Miami Dade 0 na na nal na na

FL Orlando Orange 0 na na na na na

FL Palm Beach Cnty Palm Beach 0 na na nal na na

FL St. Petersburg Pinnelas 0 na na nal na na

FL Tampa Hillsborough 0 na na na na na

GA Atlanta Atlanta 40, 4,249 2,430 57| yes yes

HI Honolulu Hawaii (one district) 81 1,406 unknown -4 - (see state) ----- (see state)
IL Chicago Chicago 219 133,000 64,474 48 no unknown

IN Indianapolis Indianapolis Public 4 1,199 544 45 yes yes

KY Louisville Jefferson County 4 1,863 350, 19| vyes yes

LA Baton Rouge East Baton Rouge 1 524 341 65 yes yes

LA Lake Charles Calcasieu Parish 0 na na na na na

LA New Orleans New Orleans 16 30,000 1,500 5 vyes yes

MA Boston Boston Public 42 15,744 4,238 27 yes unknown
MD Baltimore Baltimore City 60 21,360 5,568 26| yes yes

MI Detroit Detroit Public 108 60,000 6,859 11 vyes yes

MN Minneapolis Minneapolis 10 2,000 1,415 714 no unknown
MN St. Paul St. Paul 3 2,000 125 6| yes unknown
MO Kansas City Kansas City 5 1,828 300, 16| yes yes

MO St. Louis St. Louis Public 12 4,100 807 20| yes yes

IL East St. Louis Madison 3 750 0 0 na na

IL East St. Louis Venice 2 210 85 40/ unknown unknown
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Did the

Did the district

2003-04 2003-04 % of eligible| district do a monitor if
# of schools 2003-04 # students students| analysis of reports were
that have to| | # of eligible enrolled in enrolled in| academic  provided to

State City School District offer SES students SES SES| progress? parents?
NC Charlotte Charlotte Mecklenburg 0 na| na| na na na

NV Las Vegas Clark County Schools 4 2,000 226 11 yes yes

NJ Jersey City Jersey City 18 9,773 2,115 22| yes yes

NJ Newark Newark 35 3,500 2,004 57| yes yes

NJ Paterson Paterson 16 11,000 1,717 16| yes yes

NJ Trenton Trenton 12 1,011 12 1 vyes yes

NJ Passaic Passaic 6) 763 400 52 no yes

NJ Perth Amboy Perth Amboy 2 1,400, 100 7| yes yes

NM Albuguerque Albuquerque 19 11,000 1,500 14 yes yes

NY Bronx/Brooklyn  NYC Dept of Ed 263 212,000 65,000 31 no yes

NY Buffalo Buffalo 19 8,905 1,875 21y unknown unknown
NY Hempstead Elmont 0 na na na na na

NY Hempstead Wyandanch 3 2,500 60 2l yes yes

NY Hempstead Westbury 0 na na na na na

NY Hempstead Roosevelt 1 900 80 9 vyes yes

OH Cincinnati Cincinnati 19 4,959 680 14 no yes

OH Cleveland Cleveland 15 9,000 300 3 no unknown
OH Columbus Columbus 22 3,700 900 241 yes yes

OH Toledo Toledo 11 1,800, 579 32 yes yes

OR Portland Reynolds 0 na na nal na na

OR Portland Portland Centennial 0 na na na na na

OR Portland Portland 4 1,810, 385 21 no yes

PA Allentown Allentown 0 na na na na na

PA Philadelphia Philadelphia 162 40,000 7,625 190 no yes

PA Pittsburgh Pittsburgh 0 na na nal na na

RI Woonsocket Woonsocket 1 265 2 1 no yes
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Did the

Did the district

2003-04 2003-04 % of eligible| district do a monitor if
# of schools 2003-04 # students students| analysis of reports were
that have to| | # of eligible enrolled in enrolled in| academic  provided to

State City School District offer SES students SES SES| progress? parents?

RI Providence Providence 11 5,400 1,200 22| yes yes

TX Arlington Arlington ISD 0 na na na na na

TX Dallas Dallas ISD 0 na na na na na

TX El Paso Socorro ISD 0 na na na na na

TX Ft. Worth Fort Worth ISD 0 na| na| nal na na

TX Houston Houston ISD 0 na na nal na na

TX Irving Irving ISD 0 na| na| na na na

TX San Antonio Edgewood ISD 0 na na na na na

TX San Antonio Harlandale ISD 0 na na na na na

WA Seattle Highline 2 750 46 6| unknown unknown
VA Tidewater area Norfolk 0 na| na| nal na na

VA Tidewater area Portsmouth 3 1,390, 117 8 vyes yes

VA Tidewater area  Virginia Beach 0 na na nal na na

VA Tidewater area Hampton city 0 na na nal na na

VA Tidewater area Suffolk 0 na na na na na
TOTALS 911,818 205,791 23
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