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Introduction

The 2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment was designed to collect
socioeconomic, demographic, and community perception information from
residents that is useful to service providers providing and planning programs in
Fairfax County, the City of Fairfax, and the City of Falls Church.  The 2000
Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment, conducted at the end of calendar
year 2000, is a five-year follow-up survey to the 1995 Fairfax-Falls Church
Community Needs Assessment.  In addition to providing current information,
this report looks at changes and trends that have taken place over time. 

The report is organized into seven sections – Overview of the Fairfax-Falls
Church Area, Community Perceptions, Poverty Status, Language Spoken at
Home, Children 18 Years and Younger, Persons 65 Years and Older, and Persons
with Disabling Conditions.  The Overview and Community Perception chapters
provide a general summary, while the other chapters investigate certain topical
areas more thoroughly.

Although the findings of the 2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment
are similar to those from the 2000 Decennial Census on items that appear on
both instruments, it should be noted that there are differences between how these
two studies are conducted that cause differences in the results.
  
• Question and response wording are not identical on the two instruments.
• The Census was conducted in April 2000, whereas the Fairfax-Falls Church

Community Assessment was conducted at the end of calendar year 2000.  
• The Community Assessment is a sample, not a census.  
• The Community Assessment only collected information from persons living in

housing units (household population), whereas the Decennial Census includes
population living in group quarters, such as nursing homes, dormitories,
correctional facilities, and military bases.  

The 2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment, conducted by mail, was
a stratified random sample.  The results contained in this report are based on
responses provided by 6,859 households containing 16,499 persons.  The overall
response rate was 63 percent.  The study was sponsored jointly by Fairfax
County, the City of Falls Church, the City of Fairfax, and the Fairfax-Falls Church
United Way.  A copy of the survey questionnaire is provided in Appendix A and a
detailed description of the methodology is provided in Appendix C.  The following
page is a map of the study area showing the locations of the five human services
regions in Fairfax County and the Cities of Fairfax and Falls Church.
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Overview of the Fairfax-Falls Church Area

The 2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment was conducted in three
jurisdictions – Fairfax County, the City of Fairfax, and the City of Falls Church.
These three jurisdictions combine to form the survey area that hereinafter will be
referred to as the Fairfax-Falls Church Area or simply the area.  Fairfax County
(County) was further subdivided into five geographic sub-areas for analysis.  The
boundaries of these sub-areas correspond to the County’s five human services
regions (regions). 

Population Characteristics

According to the Census
Bureau, from 1990 to 2000,
the total population in the
Fairfax-Falls Church Area
rose by 18.1 percent. While
the population increase in
the area outpaced the
national growth rate (13.2
percent), it has slowed from
the 35 percent growth rate
experienced in the Fairfax-
Falls Church Area between
1980 and 1990.  In Fairfax
County, total population
grew by 18.5 percent
between 1990 and 2000,
compared to a 9.6 percent incre
increase in the City of Falls Chu
population of 969,749 persons 
Fairfax and 10,377 persons for 
Census total population numbe
in group quarters such as nursi
prisons which are not included 
the Fairfax-Falls Church Comm
population comprises only 1 pe
not preclude comparisons betw
Assessment’s results and those 
attributes.  From the 2000 Com
household population as of late
County, 21,000 persons in the C
Falls Church.  Throughout the r
as the base for analysis of the in
Community Assessment.
3

1990 to 2000 Population Growth

18.1% 18.5%

8.3% 9.6%

Total Area Fairfax County City of Falls
Church

City of Farfax

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, 1990 and 2000 Decennial Censuses, Summary File 1.

ase in the City of Fairfax and an 8.3 percent
rch.  The 2000 Decennial Census reports a total
for Fairfax County, 21,498 persons for the City of
the City of Falls Church as of April 1, 2000.
rs include approximately 11,000 persons residing
ng homes, military bases, dormitories, and
in the household population numbers reported in
unity Assessment.  This group quarters

rcent of total area population and, therefore, does
een the 2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community
of the 2000 U.S. Decennial Census on many
munity Assessment results, the estimated

 calendar year 2000 is 959,500 persons in Fairfax
ity of Fairfax and 10,300 persons in the City of
eport, it is this household population that is used
formation from the 2000 Fairfax-Falls Church
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Racial/Ethnic Distribution
Fairfax-Falls Church Area

1990 Population
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8.3%

2000 Population

Other
6.3%

Black
8.0%
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10.6%

White
62.4%
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12.7%

Sources:  U.S. Census Bureau, 1990 Decennial Census, Summary File 1 and
                 2000 Fairfax Falls Church Community Assessment.

Race and Ethnicity 

One measure of diversity is the
racial or ethnic distribution of
the area.  Racial and ethnic
minority populations grew
substantially in all three
jurisdictions between 1990 and
2000, expanding the
racial/ethnic diversity of the
Fairfax-Falls Church Area.
Although the Fairfax-Falls
Church Community
Assessment results include
only household population and
therefore vary slightly from
total population in
composition, the racial/ethnic
distribution can be compared
to that of the 1990 Census total
population.  The Hispanic
population has increased more
rapidly than any other
racial/ethnic group between
1990 and 2000, increasing
from 6.3 percent of total
population to 10.6 percent of
household population.  The
Asian population also
increased rapidly, growing
from 8.3 percent of 1990 total
population to 12.7 percent of
2000 household population.
The Black population grew as a percent of population from 7.5 percent in 1990 to
8.0 percent in 2000.  However, the White population decreased as a percent of
population in the area from 77.6 percent to 62.4 percent.  Although the White
population now comprises a smaller proportion of total population than in 1990,
the actual number of White persons did grow slightly during the decade when
Census counts are compared. 

Age and Sex Distributions

Age and sex distributions and how these distributions are changing over time are
important information for many service providers.  Persons in different age
groups require different menus of services – for example, school and childcare
services for children and specialized housing and health services for older adults.
Sex distributions are particularly important to health care providers as males
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Population by Age and Sex
Fairfax-Falls Church Area

1990 Population
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Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, 1990 and 2000 Decennial Censuses,
              Summary File 1.

have health needs that differ from females.  In general the Fairfax-Falls Church
Area has grown older over the past decade and males have increased as a
proportion among the older age groups.

The ratio of men to women
decreases as age increases.
In the below 20 years of
age group, there are more
males than females.  The
1990 male/female ratio
among those 19 years and
younger was 106 males to
100 females.  However
among men and women
age 65 to 74, the ratio
dropped to 82 males per
100 females and then
declined substantially to
50 males per 100 females
among those 75 and older.

In 2000, approximately
half of all people in the
Fairfax-Falls Church Area
are male (49.6 percent)
and half are female (50.4
percent).  The 2000 ratios
of males to females by age
group are similar to those
in 1990 except for the age
group 75 years and older.
Among this age group, 75
years and older, the male
to female ratio in 2000 is
62 males per 100 females,
an increase of 12 males for
every 100 females over the
decade.  Under 20 years of
age, the male-female ratio
is 107 males per 100 females.  Among persons 65 to 74 years, there are 88 males
per 100 females.  

As measured by median age, Fairfax County has the youngest population among
the three jurisdictions comprising the Fairfax-Falls Church Area.  The 1990
Decennial Census reported the median age of Fairfax County residents was 33.2
years; the median age in the City of Fairfax was 33.8 years of age, while the City
of Falls Church had the highest median age of 38.9 years.  During the 1990 to
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Population Growth by Jurisdiction
1990 to 2000

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, 1990 and 2000 Decennial Censuses, Summary File 1.
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2000 decade, the City of Falls
Church had the smallest
increase in median age, 0.8
years, while the City of Fairfax
had the largest increase, 3.2
years.  Median age in Fairfax
County increased by 2.7 years
over the decade.  The small
change in the City of Falls
Church’s median age can be
partially explained by looking
at population growth by age
group.

Although the overall
population of the Fairfax-Falls
Church Area has grown by 18.1
percent between 1990 and
2000, there has been uneven
growth among age groups. In
addition, the fastest and
slowest growing age groups are
not consistent across
jurisdictions.  Population
growth among age groups
shows a similar pattern
between Fairfax County and
the City of Fairfax but the City
of Falls Church has a unique
growth pattern.

Area-wide, the slowest growing
age group is persons age 25 to
34 years.  From 1990 to 2000
this age group decreased in all
three jurisdictions with the
greatest declines occurring in
the two cities.  The number of
persons age 15 to 24 years also
have declined area-wide
although there is slight growth
in this age group in the City of
Falls Church.  The City of Falls
Church, unlike the other two
jurisdictions, also experienced
a dramatic decline in persons
age 65 to 74 years, falling by a



Median Income by Educational Attainment
Full Time Workers Age 25 and Older
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third.  Although the 65 to 74 years age group grew in the City of Fairfax, it only
grew at half the rate of the City’s total population.  In the County, the number of
persons age 65 to 74 years grew at a rate faster than the growth of the County’s
total population.

The fastest growing age group area-wide is persons age 75 years and older.  The
number of persons 75 years and older grew faster than total population in each of
the jurisdictions and is the fastest growing age group in both Fairfax County and
the City of Fairfax.  In the City of Falls Church, however, the age group consisting
of persons 75 years and older grew slower than those groups of persons younger
than 15 years and 45 to 64 years.  The City of Falls Church’s fastest growing age
group is persons 45 to 54 years, growing 69.2 percent from 1990 to 2000.

Educational Attainment

Educational attainment is
defined as the highest grade of
school completed or the
highest degree received.  It is
an important indicator of
economic wellbeing because
persons with more education
tend to earn more income and
to have more career
opportunities.  The results of
the 2000 Fairfax-Falls Church
Community Assessment show
a strong relationship between
educational attainment and
income.  For each additional level of education achieved, median individual
income rose substantially.  Full-time workers age 25 and older with a bachelor’s
degree earned a median individual income nearly double that earned by full time
workers with only a high school diploma.  Full-time workers with a post graduate

education have a median
individual income that is
2000 Educational Attainme

United States and Fairfax-Falls Ch
Persons Age 25 and Older

15.9% 33.1% 25.4%

8.3% 10.6% 22.2% 28.3%

United States

Fairfax-Falls
Church Area

Less than HS HS/GED Some College/Assoc/Other BS 

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, Current Population Survey, March 20
               2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.
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urch Area

17.0% 8.6%

30.6%

Degree Post Grad

00 and

$20,000 above that for
persons with a bachelor’s
degree.

The educational attainment
of persons 25 years and
older in the Fairfax-Falls
Church Area is considerably
higher than that of the
nation.  Nationally,
approximately half of all
persons 25 years and older



1990 and 2000 Educational Attainment

Employment Status
Persons Age 16 and O

Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Comm
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have pursued education beyond high school compared to more than four out of
five people in the Fairfax-Falls Church Area.  Fairfax-Falls Church residents are
nearly four times more likely to have a graduate or professional degree and only
half as likely not to have completed high school than persons 25 years and older
in the nation.

From 1990 to 2000, the
educational attainment of
people age 25 and older in
the Fairfax-Falls Church
Area has increased, most
notably in the post
graduate and professional
degree category.
According to the 1990
Census, a fifth of all adults
age 25 and older had a post
graduate or professional
degree in the Fairfax-Falls
Church Area.  As of 2000,
nearly a third of all adults
age 25 and older had
earned post graduate or profe
percentage have less than a hi
those who have completed hig
attainment with a high school

Employment Characteri

The labor force participation r
Fairfax-Falls Church Community
 Persons Age 25 and Older

8.7% 17.0% 25.4% 28.7% 20.3%

8.3% 10.6% 22.2% 28.3% 30.6%

1990

2000

Less than HS HS/GED Some College/Assoc/Other BS Degree Post Grad

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, 1990 Decennial Census, Summary File 3 and 
               2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

ssional degrees.  Approximately the same
gh school diploma in 2000 as in 1990 but among
h school, fewer are ending their educational
 diploma.

stics

ate is defined as the percentage of all persons, age
16 years or older, who are
either employed or
8

 by Sex
lder

unity Assessment.

6.5% 3.0% 14.3%

5% 4.2% 28.0%

ed Not in Labor Force

unemployed but seeking
work.  Labor force
participation rates in the
Fairfax-Falls Church Area
have remained stable since
1990 and do not vary much
by jurisdiction.  In 2000, the
Fairfax-Falls Church Area
labor force participation rate
for men is 85.7 percent and
for women is 72.0 percent.
These labor force
participation rates are above
the national rates of 74.7
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Working Multiple Jobs by Sex
Employed Persons Age 16 and Older
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Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

percent for men and 60.2 percent for women.1  One reason the Fairfax-Falls
Church Area has higher labor force participation rates is because this area has
fewer persons who are 65 years and older.  A second reason is the high
educational attainment level of the area’s adults.  Because there are so many
women in the labor force in the Fairfax-Falls Church Area, the demand for
childcare also is high.  About a third of the children age 12 and younger (62,400
children) are currently in or need childcare.

Unemployment in the Fairfax-Falls Church Area is generally low. This is partly
due to the influence of the federal government, which helps to moderate
recessions.   Fairfax-Falls Church Area women are more likely than men to
indicate that they are unemployed and seeking work.  Among those who are
employed, men are much more likely to work full time jobs than women are.  In
the Fairfax-Falls Church Area, three-quarters of employed women work full time
while 9 out of 10 employed men work full time. 

Working for multiple employers often is associated with financial stress.
Research on multiple jobholders found that one out of every five worked multiple
jobs to meet regular household expenses or to pay off debts.2  The 2000
Community Assessment asked two questions about working multiple jobs.  One
question was a community perception question that asked if working multiple
jobs to make ends meet was a local community problem.  Over a third of Fairfax-
Falls Church Area households perceived working multiple jobs to make ends
meet to be a moderate or major local community problem.

An additional question on
the 2000 Community
Assessment asked
household members how
many employers they work
for in a typical week.  In
the Fairfax-Falls Church
Area the percentage of
employed persons working
multiple jobs is nearly
double that nationally.
Nationally, 5.6 percent of
all employed persons age
16 and older held more
than one job in 2000.3  Of
those persons age 16 and
older who are employed in
the Fairfax-Falls Church Area, nearly 8 percent work for two employers, and 2.6
percent work for three or more employers.  Overall, persons living in the City of

                                                  
1 U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, December 2000, Seasonally Adjusted.
2 Ibid., Monthly Labor Review, October 2000.
3 Ibid., Household Data, Annual Averages 2000.



Fairfax were more likely to hold multiple jobs.  In Fairfax County, women were
more likely than men to work more than one job.  In the cities, women and men
were nearly equally likely to hold multiple jobs.

One measure of financial
stress that can be
10

Households Running Out of Money to
Meet Basic Needs by Number of Jobs
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Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

ascertained from the
information contained in
the Fairfax-Falls Church
Community Assessment is
whether the household ran
out of money to pay for
basic needs such as rent or
mortgage, utilities, food,
and/or medicine.
Households that cannot
meet these basic needs are
financially at risk.  Persons
who work multiple jobs in
the Fairfax-Falls Church

Area are more likely to live in households that ran out of money for basic needs.
In fact, households where at least one member held multiple jobs are three times
more likely to run out of money for basic needs.  In households where no
members worked multiple jobs 11.8 percent ran out of money for basic needs, but
in households where at least one member worked multiple jobs nearly a third ran
out of money for basic needs.  In those households with members working
multiple jobs, 21.2 percent ran out of money for basic needs one or two times
during the past year and 9.2 percent ran out three or more times.

Household Characteristics

Household Size and Structure

As of the 2000 Community Assessment, there is an estimated 363,200
households in the area, with 350,700 households in Fairfax County, 8,000
households in the City of Fairfax and 4,500 households in the City of Falls
Church.  The overall average number of persons per household (average
household size) has changed very little between 1990 and 2000 in the Fairfax-
Falls Church Area.  This is because of the increasing racial/ethnic diversity of the
area.  While average household sizes by race of the household head have fallen for
each racial/ethnic category except Hispanic, the overall household size has not
decreased because Asian and Hispanic households, which have been the fastest
growing segments, have larger average household sizes than White or Black
households.  The largest change in average household size occurred in the City of
Falls Church where average household size increased from 2.27 persons per
household in 1990 to 2.31 persons per household in 2000.  However, the City of
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Household Structure, 2000

Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.
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Falls Church’s average household
size in 2000 is still smaller than
that of Fairfax County (2.74
persons per household) or the City
of Fairfax (2.61 persons per
household).  In Fairfax County
and the City of Fairfax, average
household size changed by only
0.01 persons per household over
the decade, decreasing in the
County and increasing in the City.4   

Within each of the jurisdictions
that comprise the Fairfax-Falls
Church Area, the mix of
households by type has not
changed much since 1990.  The
City of Falls Church has a much
lower average household size than
the other two jurisdictions because
more than a third of its
households are one-person
households, compared to a quarter
in the City of Fairfax and a fifth in
Fairfax County.  The City of Falls
Church has a smaller proportion
of households that are family
households (57.9 percent) than
Fairfax County (74.0 percent) or
the City of Fairfax (69.0 percent).  

Although there is a greater
proportion of family households in
the City of Fairfax, a greater
proportion of City of Falls Church
households contain children age
18 and younger, 30.6 percent and
33.2 percent respectively.  In
Fairfax County 40.1 percent of
households contain children.  Of
those households containing
children in the Fairfax-Falls
Church Area, four out of five have
two parents.

                                                  
4 U.S. Census Bureau, 1990 and 2000 Decennial Censuses, Summary File 1.



The City of Fairfax contains the highest proportion of married-couple households
that do not have children age 18 and younger, 33.1 percent.   In Fairfax County
28.8 percent of households are married-couple households without children.  In
the City of Falls Church 22.5 percent of households are married-couple
households without children.

Housing Type

Type of occupied housing units
varies within each jurisdiction.
The percentage of occupied
single-family dwelling units is
fairly consistent among the
jurisdictions – 47.2 percent of
the occupied dwelling units are
single family homes in the City
of Falls Church, 51.6 percent in
the County, and 54.6 percent in
the City of Fairfax.  The County
is the only jurisdiction with
mobile homes.  The mobile
home units are combined with
the multifamily units in Fairfax
County for this analysis and accou
housing units in the combined mu
proportion of occupied townhouse
jurisdiction to the next.  Multi-fam
apartment complexes as well as ow
City of Falls Church, more than tw
family, compared to three out of te
County. The County has the highe
townhouses, 22.9 percent.  In con
in the City of Falls Church and 15.

Homeownership

Homeownership rates are directly
housing in each part of the Fairfax
Falls Church community, the hom
67.4 percent5 of all occupied housi
has increased since 1995.  While h
percent) is below the national rate
from the 1995 rate of 55 percent.6 

                                                  
5 U.S. Census Bureau, Current Population Sur
6 1995 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Need
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Occupied Housing Units by Type and Jurisdiction
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2000 is 74.4 percent, which is
up from 71 percent in 1995.7

The homeownership rate in
Human Services Region 2 is
the same as the national rate
of 67.4 percent, while all
other sub-areas have higher
rates of homeownership than
the national average.  The
highest homeownership rate
is in Region 5 where more
than four out of five
households live in housing
they own.

Language Spoken at Home

During the past decade, the Fairfax-Falls Church Area has experienced a rapid
increase in the number of households speaking a language other than English at
home.  The 1990 Decennial Census revealed that 60,000 households (19.6
percent) spoke a language other than English at home.  From the 2000 Fairfax-
Falls Church Community Assessment, an estimated 104,400 households (28.7
percent) speak a language other than English at home, an increase of more than
44,000 households.  Among the three jurisdictions, the City of Fairfax had the
sharpest increase in the percentage of households speaking a language other than
English at home rising from 15.8 percent of households in 1990 to 28.2 percent in

2000.  Fairfax County (28.8
percent) has the largest
percent of households
13

Than English at Home, 1990 and 2000
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1990 2000
Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, 1990 Decennial Census, Summary File 3 and 
               2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

speaking a language other
than English at home in
2000 and the City of Falls
Church (21.0 percent) has
the smallest percent.
Within Fairfax County,
Human Services Region 2
and Region 5 have the
highest percents of
households speaking a
language other than English
at home, 38.9 percent and
32.1 percent respectively.

                                                  
7 Ibid.



Speaks English Very Well
1990, 1995, and 2000
 Persons Age 5 and Older

92% 88%
82%

95% 88% 88% 92% 87%
81%

Fairfax County City of Falls Church City of Fairfax

1990 1995 2000

Sources:  U.S. Census Bureau, 1990 Decennial Census, Summary File 3, and 1995 and 2000
                Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessments

Patterned after the decennial censuses, the 1995 and 2000 Fairfax-Falls
Community Assessments asked a question about spoken English ability - does
this person speak English “Very Well,” “Well,” “Not Well,” or “Not at All?”  The
U.S. Census Bureau defines linguistically isolated households as households that
speak a language other than English at home, with none of the members 14 years
and older speaking English very well.  The percentage of persons in the area who
speak English very well has decreased incrementally since 1990.  The number of
persons who speak English
very well has decreased ten
percentage points in the City o
Fairfax and Fairfax County
since 1990.  In the City of Fall
Church the percentage of
persons who speak English
very well has decreased by
seven percentage points.
These decreases in the
percentage of persons who
speak English very well have
resulted in an increase in
linguistically isolated Fairfax-
Falls Church Area households
from 3.6 percent in 1990 to 7.
percent in 2000.

Economic Characteristic
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ability to be financially self-su
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status, housing costs, and the 
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Household Income
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f

s

1

14

s

hose that provide a measure of a household’s
fficient.  The economic characteristics collected by
 Community Assessment include income, poverty
ability to pay for basic needs such as rent or

edicine.

f adults are strongly correlated with educational
erience, and the ability to communicate clearly in
owever, is considered the single most important
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Household Income Dis
 1994 and 200

10.6%

21.8%
25.4%

16.7%
1

6.6%
16.4% 21.0% 16.1% 15.9%

Under
$25K

$25K-
$49.9K

$50K-
$74.9K

$75K-
$99.9K

$100K-
$124.9K

2000 1994

Source:  1995 and 2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Com

FICA, Medicare, union dues, etc.  Capital gains, in-kind income, gifts and
inheritances and other lump-sum receipts are not included.  

Fairfax County households
have had the highest median
household income in the area
since 19898.  Median
household income has grown
more quickly in the last half
of the decade than in the first
half.  Between 1989 and 1994,
Fairfax County’s median
household income grew 11.3
percent, the City of Falls
Church’s median household
income grew 9.8 percent, and
the City of Fairfax’s median
household income remained
constant.  Between 1994 and
2000 median household income
two cities, a 24.2 percent increas
income rose 25.0 percent while t
median household income at 35.

diminish as income rises until re
category, an increase in the perce
2000 household income distribu
rapidly growing income categorie

                                                  
8 The 1990 Decennial Census and the 1995 C
year and collected income earned in the pri
conducted at the end of the calendar year an
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Median Household Income
1989, 1994, and 2000
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$66,00
0 $82,00

0

$51,01
1

$56,00
0

$70,00
0

$50,91
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$51,00
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0

F a irf a x  C o u n ty C ity  o f  F a lls
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C ity  o f  F a irf a x
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Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, 1990 Decennial Census, Summary File 3 and 1995 and 
               2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessments.

tribution
0

1.2%
6.2% 8.2%

8.2%
15.8%

$125K-
$149.9K

$150K or
more

munity Assessments.

 in Fairfax County grew more slowly than in the
e.  In the City of Falls Church, median household
he City of Fairfax had the highest increase in
3 percent.

The overall shape of the
2000 Fairfax-Falls
Church Area household
income distribution is
similar to the 1994
household income
distribution.  Using
$25,000 increments, the
percentage of households
in each income category
rises and peaks in the
$50,000 to $74,999
category for both years.
The percentage of
households in the income
categories above $74,999

aching $150,000.  In the $150,000 and above
ntage of households occurs.  The curve of the
tion is flatter than that for 1994 and the most
s are the highest income brackets.  In

ommunity Assessment were conducted early in the calendar
or calendar year.  The 2000 Community Assessment was

d collected income information for that year, 2000.



comparing 1994 and 2000, the percentage of households earning $100,000 or
more has grown 14.3 percentage points since 1994 and the percentage of
households earning $150,000 or more has nearly doubled.

Poverty Status 
                                                                
The U.S. Department of Health and Human Services publishes poverty
guidelines, a simplification of the poverty thresholds, annually in the Federal
Register.  The poverty guidelines and multiples of the guidelines (i.e. 125 percent
of poverty or 200 percent of poverty) are used to determine eligibility for a
number of social services programs.  The 200 percent of poverty level reflects
income levels close to but still generally lower than those calculated by the Wider
Opportunities for Women’s self-sufficiency income analysis for Fairfax County.
The 1998 analysis by Wider Opportunities for Women estimated that a family
composed of two adults, a teenager and an elementary school age child would
need a household income of more than $40,000 to be self-sufficient in Fairfax
County9.  In 2000, a family of four is considered at or below poverty if their
income is $17,650 or less and at or below 200 percent of poverty if their income
is $35,300 or less.  For each additional person above four, the poverty guideline
is adjusted upward by $3,020.  Alternatively, the poverty guideline is adjusted
downward by $3,020 for each person fewer than four.

Poverty rates have varied by less than a percentage point in the Fairfax-Falls
Church Area during the last decade.  By jurisdiction, 3.5 percent of persons in

Fairfax County, 5.2 percent
in the City of Falls Church
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Poverty Rates by Jurisdiction
1989 and 1999

3.5%
5.2%

6.0%
4.5% 4.2%

5.7%

1989 1999

Fairfax County City of Falls Church City of Fairfax

Source:  U. S. Census Bureau, 1990 and 2000 Decennial Censuses, Summary File 3.

and 6.0 percent in the City
of Fairfax lived in poverty
in 1989.  In 1999, the
poverty rate of Fairfax
County was 4.5 percent,
the City of Falls Church
was 4.2 percent and the
City of Fairfax was 5.7
percent.  As population has
grown in the area, the
number of persons in
poverty has increased from
an estimated 29,864
persons to 45,033
persons.10 

                                                  
9 Wider Opportunities for Women, The Self-Sufficiency Standard for the Washington, DC Metropolitan
Area, Fall 1999.
10 U.S. Census Bureau, 1990 and 2000 Decennial Censuses, Summary File 3.



Average Monthly Housing Costs
All Housing 1995 and 2000

$1,157
$1,387

$1,012
$1,279

$897
$1,166

Fairfax County City of Falls
Church

City of Fairfax

1995 2000

Source:  1995 and 2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessments.

Monthly Housing Costs 

Housing and food often are
the largest reoccurring
expenses that households
have.  Average monthly
housing costs rose more
slowly than median income
in Fairfax County and the
City of Fairfax from 1995 to
2000.  In the City of Falls
Church, average monthly
housing costs rose more
rapidly than median
income.  Average monthly
housing costs for both
owners and renters in the City of Fairfax rose from $897 in 1995 to $1,166 in
2000 – a 30.0 percent increase compared to a 35.3 percent increase in median
household income from 1994 to 2000.  While average monthly housing costs
were highest in Fairfax County in both 1995 and 2000, it had the lowest increase
in these costs, 19.9 percent.  In the City of Falls Church, average monthly housing
costs rose from $1,012 in 1995 to $1,279 in 2000.  This represents a 26.4 percent
increase in monthly housing costs compared to a 25.0 percent increase in median
household income between 1994 and 2000.  

Monthly housing costs of
17

Average Monthly Owner and Renter
Housing Costs, 2000

$1,030

$1,507
$1,041

$1,436

$964
$1,258

Fairfax County City of Falls
Church

City of Fairfax

Renter Owner

Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

owners include principle,
interest, taxes and insurance.
Monthly housing costs of
renters include utilities that
are paid as part of the rent
payment but usually exclude
utility costs.  Average
monthly housing costs of
owners are above those for
renters in the Fairfax-Falls
Church Area.  The largest
differential between average
monthly owner costs and
renter costs paid in 2000
occurs in Fairfax County,

nearly $480.  The City of Fairfax had both the lowest average monthly owner
costs and renter costs among the three jurisdictions in 2000.  



Housing Costs as a Percen

56.8%

25.2%

13.0%
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51.3%

24.7%

16.2%
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Fairfax County City of Falls Church

Under 20% of Income 20-29
30-49% of Income 50%

Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community

City of Fairfax residents
have incurred the largest
increase in average monthly
housing costs since 1995,
with costs increasing by
more than 28 percent.
Although large, this increase
in housing costs was less
than the increase in median
household income for City
of Fairfax households of
35.3 percent from 1994 to
2000.  The City of Falls
Church had the next largest
increase in average monthly
housing costs.  Average
monthly renter costs in the City
household income, 28.5 percen
monthly owner costs rose more
costs for Fairfax County househ
income which rose 24.2 percen
City of Falls Church, average m
costs.  In the City of Fairfax, ren

Housing Costs as a Perce

When households spend more t
housing costs it is associated w
percent or more of their househ
risk of becoming homeless.  Th
household income has remaine
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1995 to 2000 Percent Change in Average
Monthly Owner and Renter Housing Costs

20.0% 18.1%

28.5%
21.6%

28.7% 28.0%

Fairfax County City of Falls
Church

City of Fairfax

Renter Owner

Source:  1995 and 2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessments.

t of Income

55.2%

25.9%

14.4%
4.5%

City of Fairfax

% of Income
 or More of Income

 Assessment.

 of Falls Church rose more quickly than median
t and 25.0 percent respectively, while average
 slowly, 21.6 percent.  Average monthly housing
olds rose more slowly than median household

t from 1994 to 2000.  In Fairfax County and the
onthly renter costs rose more quickly than owner
ter and owner costs rose at about the same rate.

nt of Income

han 30 percent of their household income on
ith financial stress.  Households spending 50
old income on housing costs are at the greatest

e distribution of housing costs as a percent of
d very stable since the 1995 Fairfax-Falls Church

Community Needs
Assessment was conducted
and there are not dramatic
differences between
jurisdictions.  

Based on the 2000 Fairfax-
Falls Church Community
Assessment, the majority of
households spend less than
20 percent of household
income on housing costs.
Area-wide, however, more
than 65,000 households
spend at least 30 percent of
their household income on



Housing Costs as a Percent o
By Age of Household H

50.7%

30.5%

14.4%
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55.1%

27.4%
13.0%
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63.5%

21.3%
11.1%
4.1%

Under 35 yrs 35 to 49 yrs 50 to 64 yrs

Under 20% of Income 20-29%
30-49% of Income 50% or

Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Ass

housing costs and more than 18,000 households spend at least 50 percent.
Households in the City of Falls Church are the most likely to spend 30 percent or
more of household income on housing costs, 23.9 percent of households.  Less
than a fifth of the households in Fairfax County and the City of Fairfax spend 30
percent or more of household income on housing.  City of Falls Church
households (7.7 percent) are the most likely to spend 50 percent or more of their
household income on housing whereas 4.5 percent of households in the City of
Fairfax and 5.0 percent of Fairfax County households spend 50 percent or more
of their income on housing. 

When viewed by tenure, renter
occupied households spend a
greater proportion of their
household income on housing
costs than owner occupied
households.  More than a
quarter of renter occupied
households spend 30 percent
or more of their household
income on housing whereas
15.3 percent of owner occupied
households spend 30 percent
or more of their household
income on housing.  Almost
twice the proportion of renter
occupied households compared to
or more of their household income
occupied households (61.3 percen
income on housing costs compare
households.
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Housing Costs as a Percent of Income
By Household Tenure
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Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.
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 of Income
 More of Income
essment.

 owner occupied households spend 50 percent
 on housing costs.  The majority of owner

t) spend less than 20 percent of household
d to 43.8 percent of renter occupied

Excluding households
headed by persons age 65
and older, there is little
variation by age of
household head on the
proportion of households
spending 30 percent or
more of household income
on housing costs.  Younger
households, however, are
less likely to be spending
less than 20 percent of
household income on
housing costs.  Households
headed by adults age 65
and older are the most
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Ran Out of Money for Basic Needs by Percent
of Household Income Spent on Housing
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Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

Ran out of Money for Basic Needs
1995 and 2000
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Sources:  1995 and 2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessments.

Fairfax County City of Falls Church City of Fairfax

likely to be spending 30 percent or more of household income on housing costs
and are twice as likely to be spending 50 percent or more of household income on
housing costs.  

Running out of Money for Basic Needs

On both the 1995 and
2000 Fairfax-Falls Church
Community Assessments
households were asked if
they had run out of money
in the past year to pay for
basic needs such as rent or
mortgage, utilities, food, or
medicine.  Households that
have difficulty meeting
basic needs are at risk
financially.  These
households are financially
overextended, are
incurring unexpected
expenses or losses of
income, or are having difficulty managing their money.  An estimated 51,900
Fairfax-Falls Church households ran out of money to pay for basic needs at least
once during 2000.  In all three jurisdictions a higher percent of households in
2000 than in 1995 indicated they had run out of money one or two times in the
last year to pay for basic needs and a smaller percent indicated they had run out
of money three or more times. In Fairfax County and the City of Falls Church, the
proportion of households running out of money to pay for basic needs at least
once during a year increased while the proportion remained constant in the City
of Fairfax.  

There is a direct correlation
between percent of
household income spent on
housing and the likelihood
of running out of money to
pay for basic needs.  As
housing costs consume a
higher proportion of
income, households
become much more likely
to incur severe financial
difficulties.  Whereas 7.6
percent of households that
spend less than 20 percent
of household income on
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Where Households That Ran Out
of Money Turned for Help, 2000
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housing costs ran out of money for basic needs in the past year, 40.5 percent of
households that spend 50 percent or more of household income on housing costs
ran out of money.  Households that spend 30 to 39 percent of their household
income on housing costs are four times more likely to run out of money than
those that spend less than 20 percent on housing costs.

Although the questions are somewhat different, both the 1995 Fairfax-Falls
Church Community Needs Assessment and the 2000 Fairfax-Falls Church
Community Assessment asked households that ran out of money for basic needs
what they did when they ran out of money.  Households were given a list of
organizations and coping mechanisms and could select more than one answer;
thus, the answer categories sum to more than 100 percent.  Many of the answer
categories on the 1995 Community Assessment varied from those on the 2000
Community Assessment.  Three answer categories were the same – family or
friends, government, and faith/community organizations.  In both 1995 and
2000, the most often used resource was family and friends, 55 percent and 54.5
percent respectively of those households running out of money.  The use of debt,
which was the second most popular coping method in 2000, was not investigated
in 1995.  Few households used government or faith/community organizations to
help when they ran out of money to pay for basic needs.  In 1995, 11 percent of
households that ran out of money used faith/community organizations and 9
percent turned to government for help.  In 2000 even fewer households turned to
these services for help – 7.7 percent of households that ran out of money used
faith/community organizations and 6.1 percent used government. 

In the 2000 Fairfax-Falls Church
Community Assessment, the
differences by jurisdiction of where
households that ran out of money for
basic needs sought help were few.  In
all three jurisdictions, households
were more likely to seek help from
family or friends than from any other
source – 54 percent or more of the
households needing help in each
jurisdiction.  Households in the City of
Fairfax were slightly more likely to
turn to family or friends than those in
the other two jurisdictions.  The
second most frequently used coping
mechanism among households
running out of money to pay for basic
needs was to increase credit card or
other types of debt – approximately
half of all households that ran out of
money.  All other sources of help
and/or coping mechanisms were used
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Households with Internet Access
By Jurisdiction
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Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

Households with Internet Access
By Household Income
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much more rarely.  Overall, faith and community based organizations (7.7
percent) were sought out as sources of aid more frequently than government (6.1
percent) except in the City of Falls Church.  Falls Church households sought help
from government (10.0 percent) more frequently than from faith and community
organizations (7.9 percent).  City of Fairfax households rarely sought help from
government, only 1.4 percent of those who ran out of money for basic needs, but
turned just as frequently to faith and community organizations as households in
other jurisdictions.  

Internet Access

A new question on the 2000
Fairfax-Falls Church
Community Assessment
asked households if they had
access to the Internet from
home.  The Internet provides
households with access to
information and tools that
cannot be easily obtained
through other channels.  In
addition, the Internet
provides a platform for the
delivery of certain types of
services to residents.  The
majority of households in all three jurisdictions have Internet access – 79.0
percent in Fairfax County, 73.3 percent in the City of Fairfax, and 68.9 percent in
the City of Falls Church.  

The differences in the
percentage of households
with Internet access
between the three
jurisdictions are partially
due to differences in age
and household income
profiles.  Among
households headed by
persons younger than 65
years, over four-fifths have
Internet access at home.
Whereas among
households headed by
persons 65 years and older,
only slightly more than half

have Internet access.  There also is a very strong relationship between household
income and Internet access.  As household income increases the likelihood of the
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Residents Without Health Insurance
Coverage, 2000
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               Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

household having Internet access increases.  Only 35.4 percent of households
with income below $25,000 have Internet access but almost every household
with an income of $125,000 or more has Internet access.  

Health Issues

Health Insurance Coverage

Health insurance coverage is an indicator of access to medical care.  Persons
without health insurance are less likely to have access to health care for
preventive services such as physicals and immunizations.  Persons without health
insurance also are less likely to have a regular health care provider who has
access to long-term health records for the individual and tracks their health
status over time.  

Nationwide, as of March 2000, the Census Bureau estimated that 14.0 percent of
the nation’s population did not have health insurance.11  The Fairfax-Falls Church
Area has a much lower proportion of population without health insurance
coverage than the nation.  In the Fairfax-Falls Church Area, 8.3 percent of the
household population lacks health insurance coverage.  This percent translates
into an estimated 82,100 Fairfax-Falls Church Area residents without health care
coverage.  

Among the sub-areas
surveyed, Human Services
Region 2 has the largest
proportion of population
without health insurance,
14.4 percent, roughly equal
to the national rate.  Human
Services Region 3 has the
lowest proportion, 5.5
percent.  Among the three
jurisdictions, the City of
Fairfax has the highest rate
of uninsured residents, 11.5
percent – 8.2 percent of
Fairfax County residents are
uninsured and 7.0 percent of the City of Falls Church residents.

Lack of health insurance is related to income, age, employment status, and
educational attainment.  As income rises so does the probability of health
insurance coverage.  Among Fairfax-Falls Church residents at or below 200
percent of poverty, 37.0 percent lack health insurance, whereas only 5.3 percent
of residents above 200 percent of poverty lack health insurance.  When health

                                                  
11 U.S. Census Bureau, Current Population Survey, March 2000.



Persons Without Health Insurance
Coverage by Household Income, 2000
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insurance rates are
examined by household
income, the Fairfax-Falls
Church Area has a greater
proportion of persons
without health insurance
than nationally at
household income levels
below $50,000.  Among
Fairfax-Falls Church
residents living in
households with incomes
under $25,000, more
than a third (34.7
percent) lack health
insurance compared to
22.7 percent nationally.  In households with incomes of $25,000 to $49,999, a
fifth (19.7 percent) of Fairfax-Falls Church Area residents are uninsured, whereas
17.0 percent are uninsured nationally.12

Young adults are more likely than other age groups not to have health insurance.
These young adults are too old to be included on their parents’ health insurance
policies and often have not obtained their own health insurance.  A fifth of
Fairfax-Falls Church adults age 20 to 24 years lack health insurance and 12.0
percent of adults age 25 to 34 years lack health insurance.  Among those who are
10 to 19 years old, 10.0 percent lack health insurance, a rate that is higher than
that for younger children.  Among persons age 65 and older, the Fairfax-Falls
Church Area has a much larger proportion of uninsured persons than nationwide.
Nationwide less than 1 percent of persons age 65 and older lack health

insurance,13 whereas in the
Fairfax-Falls Church Area 7.1
24

Residents Without Health Insurance
Incidence Rates by Age, 2000
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percent of this age group
report that they have no
health insurance.  A closer
look at persons age 65 and
older without health
insurance in the Fairfax-Falls
Church Area finds that only a
quarter speak English “very
well” and nearly half did not
speak English at all.  This
suggests that the majority of
these persons age 65 and
older without health
insurance may be

                                                  
12 Ibid.
13 Ibid.
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Residents Without Health Insurance
Coverage by Educational Attainment, 2000
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immigrants.  National statistics indicate that foreign born residents are nearly
three times more likely to be uninsured than native born residents.14

Nationwide, 64.1 percent of the population with health insurance were covered by
an employment based health insurance plan.15  Although most persons receive
health insurance through employer sponsored plans, being employed does not
guarantee that the employee and/or their family has health insurance. Nearly
two-thirds of those persons age 16 and older without health insurance are
employed – 47.1 percent have full-time jobs and an additional 17.4 percent have
part-time jobs.  By employment status, full-time workers (93.5 percent) age 16
and older are more likely to have health insurance than part-time workers (87.1
percent).  Persons age 16 and older who are unemployed but seeking work (65.3
percent) are the least likely to have health insurance coverage.

When looking at the health insurance status of persons age 25 and older, there is
a strong correlation
between educational
attainment and health
insurance coverage.
Adults that have more
education are less likely to
be without health
insurance.  As educational
attainment increases so
does income and the
likelihood of working for
an employer that offers
health insurance benefits.
Nearly a third of residents
who have less than a high
school education lack
health insurance, whereas only 3.2 percent of adults with a bachelor’s degree and
less than 2 percent of those adults with post graduate education lack health
insurance.

                                                  
14 Robert J. Mills, Current Population Reports, Health Insurance Coverage: 2000, Series P60-215, U.S.
Census Bureau, Economics and Statistics Administration, September 2001.
15 Ibid.



There also is a strong relationship between race and/or ethnicity and health
insurance coverage.  National health insurance rates by race/ethnicity have a
similar pattern to those for the Fairfax-Falls Church Area.  Racial/ethnic
minorities are less likely to
have health insurance.
Hispanic residents are the
most likely not to have health
insurance – nearly a third
nationwide and a quarter in
the Fairfax-Falls Church
Area.  Asian residents are the
next most likely group to lack
health insurance.  Locally,
approximately the same
proportion of Asians lack
health insurance as nationally
– 18.7 percent and 18.0
percent respectively.16  

Longitudinal trends of health ins
discussed for Fairfax County bec
the two cities.  In Fairfax County
have remained fairly stable since
except among Black residents.  T
in Fairfax County since 1996, fro
higher than that for the entire Fa

Mental Health

For each household member the 
Assessment asked, “Over the pas
anxiety, mental, emotional, or be
was needed?”  Mental health pro
disability among persons in deve
disability.17  Households contain
only incur emotional effects but a
effects.  Area-wide 8.9 percent of
indicated that they experienced m
increase in incidence from the 19
7.4 percent of the population ind

                                                  
16 U.S. Census Bureau, Current Population S
17 World Health Organization, World Bank, 
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Persons Without Health Insurance
Coverage by Race or Ethnicity, 2000
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9.7%
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18.5%
13.4%

18.0%
18.7%

All Persons

White

Hispanic

Black

Asian

United States Fairfax-Falls Church Area

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, Current Population Survey, March 2000 and 2000 Fairfax-Falls 
              Church Community Assessment.

urance coverage by race/ethnicity only can be
ause comparable information is unavailable for
, the rates of uninsured persons by race/ethnicity
 the 1996 Fairfax County Household Survey
he rate of uninsured Black residents has doubled
m 6.6 percent to 13.6 percent (a rate slightly
irfax-Falls Church Area).

2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community
t year, did this person experience depression,
havioral problems to the degree you felt help
blems are one of the most common causes of
loped countries as measured in days of
ing members with mental health problems not
lso may incur productivity and economic
 the population (an estimated 88,200 persons)
ental health problems in 2000.  This is a slight

95 Community Assessment where an estimated
icated mental health problems.

urvey, March 2000.
and Harvard University, Global Burden of Disease Study, 1996.



Persons With Mental Health Problems

Persons with Mental Health 
Incidence Rates by Age,

6.5%0 to 19 yrs

20 to 34 yrs

35 to 49 yrs

50 to 64 yrs

65 yrs & older

Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Asses

The overall incidence rates of
mental health problems by
sub-area vary by three
percentage points but more
distinct differences are seen
between incidence rates by
sex.  Females are more likely
to indicate mental health
problems than males, 10.3
percent and 7.4 percent
respectively, and there is less
variation in mental health
incidence rates for males
between geographic sub-
areas than for females.
Among sub-areas, mental
health incidence rates for males v
vary by 5.5 percentage points for
highest incidence rates of mental
9.2 percent for males and 13.6 pe
occur in Human Services Region
health problem and 8.1 percent o

health problems in the Fairfax-F
national incidence rates for mood
Surgeon General’s Report on Me
by Sub-Area and Sex, 2000

8.1%
6.5%

12.0%
8.3%

10.8%
6.6%

10.1%
8.6%

9.7%
6.9%

10.3%
7.4%

13.6%
9.2%

10.9%
7.6%

Region 5
Region 4
Region 3
Region 2
Region 1

Fairfax County
City of Falls Church

City of Fairfax

Female Male

Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

ary by less than three percentage points but
 females.  The City of Falls Church has the
 health problems for both males and females –
rcent for females.  The lowest incidence rates
 5 where 6.5 percent of males indicated a mental
f females.  

The incidence of mental
health problems varies with
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Problems
 2000

10.6%

10.4%

8.8%

7.7%

sment.

age and peaks between ages
20 to 49 years in the Fairfax-
Falls Church Area.  Among
children under age 20, only
6.5 percent were identified as
having mental health
problems.  From age 20 to 49
years, one out of every ten
adults suffer from mental
health problems.  After age
50, the incidence of mental
health problems decreases as
age increases.  Generally, the
incidence rates of mental

alls Church Area by sex and age are similar to
 or depressive disorders published in the

ntal Health released in December 1999.



Long-lasting Conditions

The 1995 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Needs Assessment and the 2000
Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment took different approaches to collect
information on disabling conditions.  The 1995 Community Assessment asked
two questions about disabling conditions: “Do any of the children or adults in
your household have a permanent disability that limits their activities?” and
“Over the past year, did you or any of the adults in your household need help with
bathing/toileting, dressing, eating, walking, climbing stairs, and/or memory or
reasoning?”  The 2000 Community Assessment asked one question about
disabling conditions: “Does this person have any of the following long-lasting
conditions?”  Due to differences in the language of the questions in 1995 and
2000, it is not possible to report trends between the two years.  The 1995
Assessment estimated that 4.2 percent of the household population had a
permanent disability and that 2.3 percent of those age 18 or older needed help
with bathing, dressing, etc.  The question on the 2000 Assessment found that 5.7
percent of the household population has a long-lasting condition or an estimated
56,300 persons.  

Persons with disabling
conditions often find
themselves less able to care for
themselves and to compete in
the job market.  In addition,
persons with disabling
conditions may need additional
resources to support their
special needs.  Of the 5.7
percent of Fairfax-Falls Church
residents who have long-
lasting conditions, 3.0 percent
have a condition that
substantially limits physical
activities such as walking,
climbing stairs, bathing or
dressing; 2.3 percent have a sever
have a severe learning or memory
rates than the two cities.  The high
the cities are primarily due to the 
65 years and older.

                                                  
18 The individual conditions will not sum to th
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Long-lasting Conditions by Jurisdiction
2000

5.6%

2.9%
2.3%

1.2%

6.6%

3.4% 3.3%

1.2%

6.8%

4.0%
3.1%

0.9%

Fairfax County City of Falls Church City of Fairfax

One or More Conditions Physical Limitations
Vision/Hearing Impairment Learning/Memory Impairment

Note:  Persons could select multiple categories of long-lasting conditions.
Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

e vision or hearing impairment; and 1.2 percent
 problem.18  Fairfax County has slightly lower
er rates of long-lasting conditions reported in

cities having a greater percent of residents age

e whole because some persons have more than one condition.



Persons with Long-lasting Conditions
The likelihood of disabling
conditions increases
dramatically after age 65.
Only about 3 percent of
Fairfax-Falls Church
residents under age 35 report
long-lasting conditions.
Between age 50 and 64, the
proportion of persons with
long-lasting conditions
doubles to 6.6 percent – but
after age 64, a quarter of all
Fairfax-Falls Church
residents report a long-lasting
condition.
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Incidence Rates by Age, 2000

2.7%

3.1%

3.9%

6.6%

25.6%

0 to 19 yrs

20 to 34 yrs

35 to 49 yrs

50 to 64 yrs
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Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.



30



Community Perceptions

The 2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment asked residents to give their
perceptions about twenty issues facing their local communities.  For each issue,
residents were asked if they felt the issue was a major problem, moderate problem,
minor problem, or not a problem.  In addition, residents were given the option of
answering “don’t know.”  The community perception questions provide insight on
what residents perceive as problems in their local community, as opposed to
reporting facts about the residents themselves.  Because perceptions sometimes can
differ from factual data, careful analysis of perception data may highlight possible
gaps in information, education, or advocacy.  
31

Generally, the Fairfax-Falls Church Area is perceived by its residents to have few
major problems.  For all twenty issues, more than a fifth of all households perceive
them as not a problem.  For seven issues, more than 40 percent of all households
perceive them as not a problem.  On only two issues, lack of affordable housing and
lack of affordable medical care, did more than a fifth of all households perceive a
major problem in their local communities.

Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community  Assessment.

Community Perceptions
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The issues most frequently identified as a major problem are affordable housing
(25.7 percent), affordable medical care (22.7 percent), affordable childcare (18.8
percent), and poor English skills (17.9 percent).  In the 1995 Community Needs
Assessment, the same four issues were most often perceived as major problems in
the local community.  These results reflect a consistent concern among residents
about their ability to pay for housing, health care, and childcare.  Poor English skills
are considered a greater problem by households that speak a language other than
English at home; this may indicate a concern among those households about the
need for sufficient English skills to live successfully in the community.  Crime and
alcohol/drug abuse, which were perceived as the fifth- and sixth-ranked major
problems in 1995, drop to the tenth- and eleventh- ranked major problems in the
2000 Community Assessment.  Other community perception issues remain relatively
stable in their ranking from 1995 to 2000.
 
Although most focus is placed on what issues residents perceive as moderate or
major problems, it is equally important to look at issues residents perceive as not
being problems and at issues for which residents indicate they “don’t know” whether
a problem exists.  The issues with the highest percentage of households responding
“not a problem” are homelessness (55.6 percent), hunger (49.4 percent), mental
illness (46.8 percent), lack of recreational facilities or programs (46.4 percent),
alcoholism and/or substance abuse (44.8 percent), restaurant food safety (43.6
percent), and poverty (41.7 percent).  It is an interesting juxtaposition to note that
while lack of affordable housing is the most pressing concern among residents,
homelessness receives the most “not a problem” responses.  A possible interpretation
of these incongruent results is that residents do not perceive the community as
having a problem with abject poverty and homelessness but feel housing is too
expensive and that they must live in more cramped and less desirable quarters than
they prefer.  

For issues that receive a substantial number of “don’t know” responses, it may
indicate a lack of knowledge, education, or direct experience with the issue.  The
issues that elicited the highest percent of households answering “don’t know” are
AIDS or other sexually transmitted diseases (35.9 percent), affordable adult care
(32.9 percent), family violence (22.6 percent), and affordable childcare (20.5
percent).  Although lack of affordable childcare is perceived as a major community
problem by nearly a fifth of households, even more indicate they lacked knowledge
about whether childcare costs are a problem.  In general, households without young
children are much more likely to respond “don’t know” to the childcare issue.
Similar results can be seen for the affordable adult care issue.  Households that have
never sought care for an adult are more likely to respond with a “don’t know”
answer.



Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.
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Community Perceptions
Public Transportation by Area

Community Perceptions

Regional Differences

On most of the twenty
community perception
issues there are only minor
differences by region or
sub-area.  The community
perception issues with the
most dramatic differences
between sub-areas are
discussed in this section.  

The community perception
question on lack of public
transportation elicited
strong differences by
geographic location.  Over 40 percent of households located in Regions 3 and 4 (the
western part of the Fairfax-Falls Church Area) think lack of public transportation is a
moderate or major community problem.  Approximately a third of households in
Regions 2 and 5 perceive lack of public transportation as a moderate or major
community problem.  But less than a quarter of City of Fairfax, City of Falls Church,
and Region 1 households think lack of public transportation is a moderate or major
community problem and half feel it is not a problem.  

Regional variation in
perceptions also occurs
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Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.
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City of Falls Church

City of Fairfax
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Poor English Skills by Area on the issue of poor
English skills.  Region 2
households are much
more likely to perceive
poor English skills as a
major or moderate
problem than
households elsewhere
in the area.  Region 2
contains a much larger
percent of households
that speak a language
other than English at
home, nearly 40
percent.  These

households are more likely than are English-speaking households to perceive lack of
English skills as a local community problem.
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Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.
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Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

Community Perceptions
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The 2000 Fairfax-Falls
Church Community
Assessment contained
two perception
questions regarding
criminal activity – one
on youth violence and
the other on crime in
general.  Crime rates,
especially violent crime
rates1, are low
throughout the Fairfax-
Falls Church Area.  In
Fairfax County, crime
rates and violent crime
rates have fallen over
the past five years.  The
2000 violent crime rate
for Fairfax County is
91.73 offenses per
100,000 persons.2  The
national violent crime
rate of 506.1 offenses
per 100,000 persons3 is
more than five times
the County’s rate.
Despite the low crime
rates enjoyed in the
Fairfax-Falls Church
Area, more than a third
of all households
perceive crime to be a

moderate or major problem and 8.9 percent perceive crime as a major problem.  By
sub-area the results of the youth violence and crime questions are similar.
Households in the City of Falls Church are the least likely to perceive crime or youth
violence as major problems in their local community, while Human Services Regions
1 and 2 households are the most likely.  

                                                          
1 Violent crimes are murder and nonnegligent manslaughter, forcible rape, robbery, and aggravated assault.
2 Fairfax County Police Department, Fairfax County Index Crime Rate per 100,000 Population.
3 Federal Bureau of Investigation, 2000 Uniform Crime Reports.



Lack of affordable
housing is perceived as
Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

Community Perceptions
Lack of Affordable Housing by Area
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the most pressing
problem of the twenty
issues for each sub-area
except Region 2, where
it ranks second behind
poor English skills.
Area-wide, 25.7 percent
of households perceive
lack of affordable
housing as a major
problem.  However,
between the City of
Falls Church and
Human Services Region
5 there was nearly a 10

percentage point difference in the percentage of households that perceive lack of
affordable housing as a major local problem.  A third of the households in the City of
Falls Church perceive that lack of affordable housing is a major problem while only
22.4 percent of households in Region 5 feel this way.

In general, Fairfax-Falls
Church households feel
their local communities
have adequate
recreational facilities and
programs – more than 40
percent in each sub-area.
Only one out ten or
fewer households in each
sub-area think lack of
recreational facilities or
programs is a major local
community problem.
However, households in
Region 1, Region 2,
Region 4 and the City of
Falls Church are more than 
recreational facilities or prog
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Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

Community Perceptions
Recreational Facilities or Programs by Area
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twice as likely as households in Region 3 to think lack of
rams are a major local community problem.  
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Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

Community Perceptions
Poverty by Area
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Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

Community Perceptions
Homelessness by Area
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As with lack of recreational facilities or programs, poverty and homelessness are not
considered major community problems by very many households.  There are,
however, differences by
sub-area in how
households responded to
these questions.
Households in Regions 1
and 2 are more than
twice as likely as are
households in Regions 3
and 4 to perceive poverty
as a major local
community problem.  In
addition, a larger percent
of Regions 1 and 2
households perceive
poverty as a moderate
problem than do
households elsewhere in
the community.

In every sub-area of the
Fairfax-Falls Church
Area, a larger percent of
households responded
that homelessness is not
a problem than they did
for poverty.  Area-wide,
55.6 percent of
households feel
homelessness is not a
local community
problem.  Whether
residents see homeless
persons in public places probably influences how households respond to this
question.  City of Falls Church households along with those in Regions 1 and 2 are
the most likely to perceive homelessness as a moderate or major local community
problem.  Households in Regions 3, 4, and 5 are the most likely to feel that
homelessness is not a local community problem.
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Poverty Status 

Introduction

The term poverty is generally associated with a lack of money or material
possessions, but there is a considerable amount of discussion among
organizations and individuals about how the concept should be defined and
measured.  Currently, the federal government produces two official definitions or
measures of poverty – poverty thresholds and poverty guidelines.  Poverty
thresholds form the basis for reporting statistical series on the number of persons
and families in poverty.  Poverty guidelines are a simplification of the poverty
thresholds and are used by health and human services programs to determine
eligibility.

Mollie Orshansky, the originator of poverty thresholds, introduced poverty
thresholds as a measure of income inadequacy.1  These poverty thresholds were
originally developed while she was employed by the Social Security
Administration during the 1960’s. The poverty thresholds were based on the cost
of purchasing the cheapest of four food plans (the economy food plan) developed
by the Department of Agriculture and the assumption that families spent
approximately one third of their after-tax income on food.  To obtain poverty
thresholds the cost of the economy food plan was multiplied by three and
adjusted for family size.  To account for inflation over time, poverty thresholds
are adjusted annually by changes to the consumer price index.  

The U.S. Census Bureau uses the Social Security Administration’s poverty
thresholds with a slight modification to calculate poverty statistics.  When
calculating poverty status, the Census Bureau applies the thresholds to before-tax
money rather than after-tax income.  This modification reduces the income
households have available to spend below that intended by the original creator of
poverty thresholds.  

The U.S. Department of Health and Human Services annually publishes poverty
guidelines, a simplification of the poverty thresholds, in the Federal Register.
The poverty guidelines and multiples of the guidelines (i.e., 125 percent of
poverty or 200 percent of poverty) are used to determine eligibility for a number
of social services programs.  While the poverty guidelines do provide a common
definition of “poverty” for program eligibility, they do not provide information
about the level of income necessary for financial self-sufficiency in any given
community.  The current federal measures of poverty do not take into
consideration the value of in-kind benefits such as food stamps, ignore significant
differences in cost of living across geographic areas of the nation, and have not

                                                  
1 Fisher, Gordon M., Department of Health and Human Services, The Development and History of the U.S.
Poverty Thresholds – A Brief Overview.



been revised for changes to the underlying relationships between costs of basic
needs in four decades.2

Federal Poverty Guidelines by Household Size
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The 200 percent of poverty guideline reflects annual income levels close to but
still generally lower than those calculated by the Wider Opportunities for
Women’s self-sufficiency income analysis for Fairfax County.  Wider
Opportunities for Women estimated that a family of four would need to earn
more than $40,000 in 1998 to be self-sufficient in Fairfax County.3  Using 2000
income, 200 percent of poverty would be only $35,300 for a family of four.  A
family of four is considered at or below poverty if their income is $17,650 or less.
For each additional person, the poverty guideline is adjusted upward by $3,020.
The 200 percent of poverty amount is adjusted upward by $6,040 for each
additional family member.

Using these guidelines, family and single-person households that responded to
the 2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment were identified, based on
size of the household, as being at or below 100 percent of poverty, above poverty
to 200 percent of poverty, or above 200 percent of poverty.  These poverty status
calculations, however, do not take into consideration wealth or assets but are
based solely on money income.  Thus, it is possible to have a person or family at
or below poverty that may hold considerable assets.

In this report, roommate or boarder households are not included in the
household analyses for poverty status, because the poverty status of the
individuals in these non-family households may be mixed among several poverty
categories.  Roommate or boarder households comprise 4.5 percent of the total
households in the Fairfax-Falls Church Area.  Approximately 11 percent of
persons who are at or below poverty and four percent of persons who are above
poverty to 200 percent of poverty live in roommate or boarder households.
These individuals living in roommate or boarder households are included in the
person-level analyses on poverty status.

                                                  
2 Citro, Constance F. and Michael, Robert T., editors, Panel on Poverty and Family Assistance, National
Research Council, Measuring Poverty:  A New Approach, National Academy Press, Washington, D.C., 1995
3 Wider Opportunities for Women, The Self-Sufficiency Standard for the Washington, DC Metropolitan
Area, Fall 1999.  Assumes at least one child 12 years or younger.

One Two Three Four Five Six

100% of poverty $8,590 $11,610 $14,630 $17,650 $20,670 $23,690
200% of poverty $17,180 $23,220 $29,260 $35,300 $41,340 $47,380

Source:  U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, February 2001, based on 2000 income data.

Number of Persons



1999 Poverty Rates by Age

4.3%

4.3%

5.2%
4.2%

3.8%

6.0%

4.0%

4.1%

2.1%

Fairfax
County

City of
Falls

Church

City of
Fairfax

65 Years a

18 Years a

Related Ch
Under 18 Y

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census, Summary

U.S. Decennial Census

In the Fairfax-Falls Church
Area, poverty rates have
remained relatively constant,
varying by approximately a
percentage point over the past
20 years.  Poverty rates in the
City of Fairfax have been
slightly higher than the rates in
the other two jurisdictions
since 1979.  Between 1989 and
1999 poverty rates as measured
by the Census Bureau
decreased for the two cities but
increased for Fairfax County.
Due to population growth, the
actual number of persons in pover
increased each decade despite fluc
counted 24,414 persons in poverty
that number had risen to 29,864. 
persons in poverty in the Fairfax-F

                                                  
4 U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1980, 1990 and 2
poverty statistics are based on income earned
Poverty Rates by Jurisdiction
1979, 1989 and 1999
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5.2%
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4.9%
6.0%

5.7%

Fairfax County

City of Falls
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City of Fairfax

1979 1989 1999

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, 1980, 1990 and 2000 Decennial Censuses, Summary File 3.

ty in the Fairfax-Falls Church Area has
tuating rates.  In 1979 the U.S. Census Bureau
 in the Fairfax-Falls Church Area and by 1989

 The number grew again to an estimated 45,033
alls Church Area in 1999.4

Based on the 2000 Census, Fairfax-
39

nd Older

nd Older

ildren
ears

 File 3.

Falls Church Area children under age
18 years are more likely to live in
poverty than adults 18 years or older.
Area-wide, persons age 65 and older
generally have lower poverty rates
than other age groups.  However,
poverty rates for children (4.3
percent) in the City of Fairfax are
lower than poverty rates for adults
age 18 years or older (6.0 percent).  

Among the three jurisdictions, the
highest poverty rates for children
occur in Fairfax County (5.2 percent).
The poverty rates for children in the
two cities are 4.3 percent.  The City of
Fairfax has the highest adult poverty
rate of 6.0 percent compared to 4.2
percent in Fairfax County and 3.8

000 Decennial Censuses, Summary File 3.  U.S. Census
 in the prior year.



percent in the City of Falls Church. Except in the City of Falls Church, persons 65
years and older have lower poverty rates than the poverty rates for all adults.  The
poverty rates for persons age 65 years and older range from 2.1 percent in the
City of Fairfax to 4.0 percent in Fairfax County and 4.1 percent in the City of Falls
Church.

2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment

At the time this report went to publication, the U.S. Census Bureau had not
released detailed profiles about persons or households in poverty – only a few
summary statistics had been released.  Most of the detailed profiles in this report
rely on the results of the Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment, which has
a lower estimate of poverty (3.2 percent) in the Fairfax-Falls Church Area than
the 2000 Census (4.5 percent).  Differences between the results of the 2000
Census and the 2000 Community Assessment can be attributed to sampling
error, the time difference in when the surveys were conducted, and differences in
populations sampled.  Unlike the Census, the 2000 Community Assessment does
not include group quarters population such as persons living in nursing homes,
shelters, and other institutions or armed forces personnel and their families
living on military bases.

Although self-sufficiency
studies suggest that income
above 200 percent of poverty
is needed to live in the
Fairfax-Falls Church Area,
over ten percent of the area’s
residents live in households
that have incomes below this
threshold.  Based on the
Fairfax-Falls Church
Community Assessment
results, an additional 7.0
percent of household
population (69,600 persons)
are above poverty to 200
percent of poverty.  Persons at or
the Fairfax-Falls Church Area bu
percent of poverty varies across s
more than one out of every seven
The City of Fairfax has the next h
residents is at or below 200 perc
Fairfax may partially be due to th
in the City.  Human Services Reg
below 200 percent of poverty, on
40

At or Below 200 Percent of Poverty by Area
2000

9.3%
8.1%

6.2%
15.6%

14.7%
10.2%

9.1%
12.1%

Region 5

Region 4

Region 3

Region 2

Region 1

Fairfax County

City of Falls Church

City of Fairfax

Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

 below 200 percent of poverty live everywhere in
t the percentage of persons at or below 200
ub-areas.  In Human Services Regions 2 and 3
 persons is at or below 200 percent of poverty.
ighest rates, where nearly one out of every eight

ent of poverty.  The higher rates in the City of
e large numbers of college students who reside
ion 3 has the lowest percentage of residents at or
ly 6.2 percent.
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Racial/Ethnic Distribution

Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.
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Population
Characteristics

 Racial/Ethnic
Distribution

Racial and ethnic minorities
living in the Fairfax-Falls
Church Area are more likely
to be at or below 200 percent
of poverty.  While the White
population accounts for two
thirds of the persons above
200 percent of poverty, it
comprises only 22.2 percent
of those at or below poverty
and 28.5 percent of those at
101 to 200 percent of poverty.
Hispanics who make up less
than a tenth of the population
above 200 percent of poverty
account for a quarter of the
population at or below
poverty and a third of those at
101 to 200 percent of poverty.
Blacks are 7.2 percent of the
population above 200 percent
of poverty but are nearly a
fifth of those at or below
poverty and are a seventh of
those at 101 to 200 percent of
poverty.  While Asians
comprise 12.4 percent of the
population above 200 percent
of poverty, they comprise
22.8 percent of the
population at or below
poverty and 18.1 percent of
the population at 101 to 200
percent of poverty.  Persons
classified as being of other
race or ethnicity include those
of other races such as Native
Americans, persons who did
not designate a race, and



persons who designated that they are multiracial.  Among persons at or below
poverty, there is twice the proportion of persons whose race is “Other” than
among those above poverty. 
Poverty Rates by Race or Ethnicity

6.5% 7.7%

1.1% 3.2%

7.1% 20.7%

7.7% 12.5%

5.5% 9.7%

Other

White

Hispanic

Black

Asian

At or Below Poverty 101% to 200% of Poverty
Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

Looking at poverty rates by
race or ethnicity, Blacks and
Hispanics are the most likely
to be at or below poverty, 7.7
percent of Blacks and 7.1
percent of Hispanics.
However, a much larger
proportion of Hispanics (20.7
percent) have incomes above
poverty to 200 percent of
poverty than Blacks (12.5
percent).  Whites have the
lowest poverty rates, 1.1
percent at or below poverty
and 3.2 percent above poverty

but at or below 200 percent of poverty.  Asians are 3.5 times more likely to be at
or below 200 percent of poverty than Whites, 5.5 percent of Asians are at or
below poverty and 9.7 percent have incomes above poverty to 200 percent of
poverty. 

Poverty Status by Sex

Women experience higher
poverty rates than men.  While
2.7 percent of Fairfax-Falls
Church Area males are at or
below poverty, 3.4 percent of
females are at or below
poverty.  An additional 6.4
percent of males are above
poverty to 200 percent of
poverty and 7.5 percent of
females.  

Because there are more
females than males in the
general population, the actual
number of females at or below
poverty is nearly 37 percent highe
Of persons at or below poverty, 57
are males.  For those above povert
females and 44.2 percent are male
over 25 percent.  Among persons w
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Poverty Status by Sex
2000

2.7% 6.4%

3.4% 7.5%

Male

Female

At or Below Poverty 101 to 200% of Poverty

Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

r than the number of males at or below poverty.
.8 percent are females and only 42.2 percent
y to 200 percent of poverty, 55.8 percent are
s – the number of females exceeding males by
ho are above 200 percent of poverty, 51.2



percent are females and 48.8 percent are males – the number of females
exceeding males by less than 5 percent.

Educational Attainment

Higher levels of educational attainment provide wider employment opportunities
and are associated with higher income levels.  When looking at educational
attainment by poverty status, adults 25 years and older who are above 200
percent of poverty are much more likely to have attained a college education than

adults who are at or below
200 percent of poverty.  Over
43

Educational Attainment by Poverty Status
Persons Age 25 Years and Older

34.9% 27.2% 21.6% 10.4%5.9%

35.4% 17.9% 27.7% 13.6%5.4%

6.0%9.8% 21.8% 30.0% 32.4%

At or Below Poverty

101% to 200% of
Poverty

Above 200% of
Poverty

Less than HS HS/GED Some College/Assoc/Other BS Degree Post Grad

Source: 2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

four fifths of the adults age 25
and older who are above 200
percent of poverty have
pursued education beyond
high school, 62.4 percent have
earned a four year college
degree or more education,
and 32.4 percent have
pursued education beyond a
four year college degree.
Educational attainment
profiles for adults at or below
poverty and at 101 to 200
percent of poverty are similar.

Among both of these poverty status groups, over a third of the adults 25 years
and older lack a high school diploma, fewer than a fifth have obtained a four year
college degree or more education, and less than 6 percent have education beyond
a four year college degree.  A slight difference between these two groups occurs in
the proportions that have pursued some education beyond high school.  For those
adults age 25 and older who are at 101 to 200 percent of poverty, a higher
proportion (almost 47 percent) have pursued at least some education beyond
high school than among adults at or below poverty (almost 38 percent). 

Employment Characteristics

Employment characteristics are examined for persons age 16 years and older.
Overall in the Fairfax-Falls Church Area, 63.1 percent of residents age 16 years
and older are working full-time and 11.8 percent are working part-time.  Only 3.6
percent of residents report they are unemployed, seeking work; and 21.5 percent
are unemployed, not seeking work.  This latter group includes homemakers,
retirees, students, and others who are not actively seeking work.
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Employment Status by Poverty Status
Persons Age 16 and Older
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Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

Although some persons, notably those who are retired, may have income that is
not related to employment, the 2000 Community Assessment results are
consistent with the notion that people work to increase their income.  As income
rises in the Fairfax-Falls
Church Area, the proportion
of full time workers increases
and the proportion of persons
unemployed and seeking
work decreases.  High rates of
persons unemployed but
seeking work is an indicator
of financial risk and job
instability.  Of persons 16
years or older who are above
200 percent of poverty, over
three quarters are employed
– 66.4 percent full time and
11.4 percent part time.  Only
2.9 percent of this group are
unemployed and seeking work.  In contrast, among persons 16 years and older
who are at or below poverty, less than a quarter are employed full time, 15.9
percent are employed part time, and 17.0 percent are unemployed and seeking
work.  The proportion of persons working full time increases to 43.6 percent
while the proportion of persons unemployed and seeking work drops to 10.4
percent among those persons age 16 and older who are at 101 to 200 percent of
poverty.  Persons who are unemployed seeking work are nearly 6 times more
likely to live at or below poverty than those who work full time and are twice as
likely to be at or below poverty than those who work part time.

In the Fairfax-Falls Church Area, nearly 90 percent of the employed persons age
16 and older had only one employer, while 7.9 percent had two employers and 2.6
percent had three or more employers.  As discussed in the Overview Chapter,
Fairfax-Falls Church Area households with multiple jobholders are three times
more likely than other households to run out of money for basic needs such as
rent or mortgage, utilities, food, and/or medicine.  The breakdown by poverty
status suggests that many people with more than one employer are working
multiple jobs in order to make ends meet.  A national study also supports this
conclusion, finding that one out of every five persons working multiple jobs did
so to meet regular household expenses or to pay off debt.5  

Fairfax-Falls Church Area workers below 200 percent of poverty are more likely
to work for multiple employers than workers above 200 percent of poverty.
Workers who are at 101 to 200 percent of poverty are the most likely to work for
multiple employers in the Fairfax-Falls Church Area – 22.9 percent compared to
10.1 percent of those above 200 percent of poverty and 15.2 percent of those at or

                                                  
5 U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Monthly Labor Review, October 2000.



Working for Multiple Employers
By Poverty Status
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Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

below poverty.  Perhaps the
rate of working for multiple
employers is higher in this
group than in the at or
below poverty group
because as workers take on
multiple jobs it tends to
raise their income enough to
move them out of the at or
below poverty category.
Those persons working
multiple jobs tend to
comprise a very financially
fragile group.

Households in the Fairfax-Falls Church Area were asked if they thought working
multiple jobs to make ends meet was a problem in their local community.  There
are significant differences between poverty status groups in how they perceive
this issue.  Households with income at or below 200 percent of poverty (over 27
percent) are twice as likely to perceive working multiple jobs as a major
c munity problem as those households with incomes above 200 percent of
p

om
Working Multiple Jobs t
Is a Problem in the Lo

18.7% 21.5% 14

15.5% 26.4% 9.

11.4% 38.2%

At or Below
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overty (12.8 percent).  On the o
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o Make Ends Meet
cal Community

.1% 18.5% 27.2%

6% 21.1% 27.4%

16.7% 20.9% 12.8%

Moderate Problem Major Problem

unity Assessment.

ther end of the scale an opposite pattern is
found.  Nearly two
out of every five
households above
200 percent of
poverty feel working
multiple jobs to
make ends meet is
not a community
problem, whereas
21.5 percent of
households at or
below poverty and
26.4 percent of
households at 101 to
200 percent of
poverty feel this
way.  
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Child Day Care Needs By Poverty Status
Children Age 12 Years and Younger
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Child Day Care Needs

Children, age 12 years and
younger, who live in very low-
income households are more
likely to need day care services
but are less likely to get these
services.  Among children 12
years and younger at or below
poverty, 37.1 percent need day
care services but nearly half of
these children (18.0 percent)
are not receiving day care
services.  In families with
incomes at 101 to 200 percent
of poverty, 30.0 percent of the
children 12 years and younger
need day care services but 9.9
percent are not receiving these services – a third of those who need services.
Among families with incomes exceeding 200 percent of poverty, a third of all
children 12 years and younger need day care services but only 4.4 percent are not
receiving these services.

It is likely that lack of
affordable day care
services is the
primary reason for
the large proportion
of children who need
but are not receiving
day care services
among families with
incomes at or below
200 percent of
poverty.  The issue of
affordable childcare
was investigated as a
community
perception question.
Over 38 percent of
households at every

income level perceive the lack of affordable childcare as a moderate or major
problem, making this issue one of the most prominent concerns among the
community perception questions.  Although the combined moderate/major
problem percents were similar among the three poverty status categories,
households with incomes at or below 200 percent of poverty were more likely to



respond that lack of affordable childcare is a major problem.  More than a quarter
of the households with incomes at or below 200 percent of poverty feel affordable
childcare is a major problem, whereas less than a fifth of those with incomes over
200 percent of poverty answered this way.

Household Characteristics

As noted in the introduction, poverty status is determined for one-person
households and family households.  Poverty status is not determined for non-
family households of more than one person, such as roommate and boarder
households, because individual members may have varying poverty statuses.
Approximately 11 percent of persons who are at or below poverty live in
roommate/boarder households and four percent of persons who are above
poverty to 200 percent of poverty live in roommate/boarder households.  For all
income groups, a total of 16,500 Fairfax-Falls Church Area households (4.5
percent) are not included in the discussion of household characteristics by
poverty status. 

One-person and family households in the Fairfax-Falls Church Area are
categorized by poverty status, with 8,700 households (2.5 percent) at or below
poverty, 20,400 households (5.9 percent) above poverty to 200 percent of
poverty, and 317,700 households (91.6 percent) above 200 percent of poverty.
The poverty rates for households are lower than the rates for individuals because
households with incomes at or below 200 percent of poverty tend to contain
more members and are more likely to contain children than households above
200 percent of poverty. 

Household Size

On average, households
with incomes at or below
poverty contain 3.04
persons and households
with incomes of 101 to
200 percent of poverty
contain 3.34 persons.  In
contrast, households with
incomes above 200
percent of poverty contain
on average only 2.72
persons.  As might be
expected, the household
size distribution pattern
for households earning above
distribution by size for all are
below poverty, there is a sma
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Household Size
By Poverty Status
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 200 percent of poverty is very close to the pattern of
a households.  For households with income at or
ller proportion with three persons and a larger
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Household Structure
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proportion with four or more
persons than in the households
with incomes above 200 percent
of poverty.  Households with
earnings above poverty to 200
percent of poverty are less likely
to have one or two persons and
are more likely to have four and
especially five or more persons.
Households with five or more
members are more than twice as
likely to have incomes at or below
200 percent of poverty than are
households with three or fewer
members.

Household Structure

Household structure can provide
insight into stress and support
factors at work within the
household.  For example, family
households share resources and
provide emotional and financial
support to each other although
the presence of children increases
expenses.  Stress factors are often
higher in single-parent families
because income tends to be lower,
particularly in those headed by
females, and often there are not
other adults to provide emotional
support.  

Single-parent families with
children 18 years and younger are
disproportionately represented
among households at or below
200 percent of poverty.  Only 5.1
percent of households with
incomes above 200 percent of
poverty are single-parent
families.  Single-parent families
account for 33.1 percent of
households with income at or
below poverty and for 24.2
percent of households earning



Language Spoken at Home
by Poverty Status
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between poverty and 200 percent of poverty.  The percentage of childless married
couples is lower among households at or below 200 percent of poverty than
among households above 200 percent of poverty.  Nearly a third of households
above 200 percent of poverty are married couples without children, whereas only
17.8 percent of households at or below poverty and 11.7 percent of households at
101 to 200 percent of poverty are married couples without children.  Low income
impacts heavily on children – over 51 percent of households at or below poverty
and 64 percent of households at 101 to 200 percent of poverty include parent(s)
with their own children 18 years and younger.  Only 41.1 percent of households
earning over 200 percent of poverty are parent(s) living with their own children
18 years and younger.  

Language Spoken at
Home

Households that speak
languages other than English at
home are more likely to have
incomes at or below 200 percent
of poverty.  Over 60 percent of
the households at or below 200
percent of poverty speak a
language other than English at
home and more than one
quarter do not speak any
English at home.  These
statistics are reversed among
households with incomes above 200 percent of poverty.  Among higher-income
households, 72.5 percent speak only English at home and only 27.5 percent speak
a language other than English at home.  Furthermore, only 6.0 percent of higher-

come households do not speak any English at home.
in
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Spoken English Proficiency
Persons Age 5 and Older
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Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

The spoken English skills of
the members of these
households are important for
financial self-sufficiency.
Adults who lack good English
language skills are more likely
to be very low income.
Without good spoken English
skills, job opportunities and
advancement are limited.
More than a fifth of all
persons age 5 or older who
are at or below 200 percent of
poverty speak English “not
well” or “not at all.”  In



contrast, only 4.3 percent of those who are above 200 percent of poverty speak
English “not well” or “not at all.”   Among persons age 5 and older who are above
200 percent of poverty 84.7 percent speak English very well whereas only slightly
more than half of those at or below 200 percent of poverty speak English very

ell.
w
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Poor English Skills Are a
 Problem in the Local Community
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Housing Type
By Poverty Status
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A community
perception question
was asked on the
2000 Fairfax-Falls
Church Community
Assessment asking
households if they
perceived that poor
English skills
(reading, writing, and
speaking) were a
problem in their local
community.   Lower-
income households
were more likely to
feel that poor English
skills are a major
problem in their local

community than higher-income households.  Among households with incomes at
or below poverty, 28.4 percent perceive poor English skills as a major problem.
More than a fifth of households earning 101 to 200 percent of poverty and 17.3
percent of households earning more than 200 percent of poverty feel poor
English skills are a major community problem.

Housing Type and Tenure

While households with
incomes at or below poverty or
between poverty and 200
percent of poverty live in all
types of housing, they are
much more likely to live in
multifamily dwellings and
mobile homes than are
households with incomes
above 200 percent of poverty.
Nearly 61 percent of
households at or below poverty
and almost 53 percent of those
between poverty and 200
percent of poverty live in



multifamily dwellings or mobile homes, while only 23.1 percent of households
earning above 200 percent of poverty live in multifamily dwellings or mobile
homes.  Conversely, 54 percent of the wealthier group live in single family
dwellings, while just over 21 percent of households at or below poverty and less
than 27 percent of households earning between poverty and 200 percent of

overty reside in single family structures. 
p
Tenure by Poverty Status
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Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

Housing tenure, which is the
owner/renter status of
households, reflects a similar
pattern with homeownership
rates rising with income.
There is a nearly even
distribution between renters
(53.5 percent) and owners
(46.5 percent) for households
earning between poverty and
200 percent of poverty.
Households at or below
poverty are twice as likely to
be renters (67.6 percent) as
owners (32.4 percent), while

households above 200 percent of poverty are nearly four times as likely to be
owners (78.2 percent) as they are to be renters (21.8 percent). 

Economic Characteris cs

Housing Costs

The data from the 2000
Community Assessment
show that the amount a
household spends on
housing depends to a
considerable extent on
the amount of income
available.  Three-fifths
(59.0 percent) of
households with incomes
at or below poverty spend
under $700 per month on
housing costs; this group
includes households that
receive some form of
housing subsidy.
Another 16.0 percent
ti
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Monthly Housing Costs
By Poverty Status
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Under $700 $700-$999 $1,000-$1,249 $1,250 or More

Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.
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Housing Cost as a Percent of Income
By Poverty Status

26.7%
15.9%

57.4%

19.7%

44.9%

35.4%

86.5%

11.4%
2.1%

At or Below Poverty 101% to 200% of
Poverty

Above 200% of
Poverty

Under 30% of Income 30-49% of Income 50% or More of Income

Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

spend $700 to $999 per month on housing costs, while a quarter of households
with incomes at or below poverty spend $1,000 or more per month.  Below
poverty households spending $1,000 or more per month on housing costs fall
into many different categories – some are large families with five or more
members, some are students or seniors drawing down on wealth, while others are
households where a head has become unemployed.  The majority of households
(61.3 percent) earning between poverty and 200 percent of poverty pay less than
$1,000 per month for housing but almost two-fifths pay $1,000 or more per
month.

The pattern for households earning above 200 percent of poverty is virtually
reversed when compared with those at poverty or below.  Over half (51.7 percent)
of these households pay $1,250 or more per month for housing, while only 11.5
percent pay less than $700 per month.  An additional 18.6 percent pay $700 to
$999 per month and 18.3 percent pay from $1,000 to $1,250 per month. 

Housing affordability is typically defined as housing costs that do not exceed 30
percent of income.  This standard is used in most federal housing subsidy
programs and is a typical guideline for determining whether a prospective renter
or mortgage borrower has income sufficient to “afford” monthly rent or mortgage
payments.  Housing costs in excess of 50 percent of income are considered a
severe cost burden.  Data from the 2000 Community Assessment were analyzed
in percentiles of income paid for housing costs, using the reported income and
rent or mortgage figures. 

The impact of poverty on this
picture is striking.  For
households with incomes at
or below poverty, 57.4
percent (5,000 households)
pay 50 percent or more of
income for housing, and 35.4
percent or an estimated
7,200 households with
incomes at 101 to 200
percent of poverty pay 50
percent or more of income
for housing costs.  These two
groups account for more
than two-thirds of all
households with a severe

cost burden for housing.  Less than a fifth (19.7 percent) of households earning
above poverty to 200 percent of poverty pay less than 30 percent of income for
housing costs, while nearly half (44.9 percent) pay between 30 and 49 percent of
income for housing.  In contrast, only 2.1 percent of households earning above
200 percent of poverty have housing costs of 50 percent or more of income, while



86.5 percent of these households pay under 30 percent of income for housing
costs. 

Some benefit of housing subsidies and/or below-market rental units appears to
be evident for households with incomes at or below poverty.  A larger proportion
of the at or below poverty group (26.7 percent) pay less than 30 percent of
income for housing costs than of the 101 to 200 percent of poverty group (19.7
percent).  As noted above, however, the remaining poverty households (57.4
percent) have an extreme cost burden paying more than 50 percent of their
incomes for housing costs.

In addition to the economic information collected from each household about
housing costs, two community perception questions about housing issues were
asked.  One question investigated whether lack of affordable housing is a
community problem, while the second question investigated whether
homelessness is a commun y problem.  Very different results were obtained from
these two questions.

Households of all
income levels identified
lack of affordable
housing as the most
prominent concern
among all of the
community perception
questions – half of all
households feel lack of
affordable housing is a
moderate or major
community problem.
However, lower-income
households were much
more likely to consider
affordable housing as a
major community
problem.  Over 36 percent o
perceive lack of affordable h
quarter of households with
with incomes above 200 pe
lack of affordable housing a
problem” than households 
it
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Lack of Affordable Housing Is a
Problem In the Local Community

7.9% 20.3% 13.5% 20.7% 37.6%

10.2% 18.9% 14.5% 20.1% 36.3%

8.9% 22.9% 18.2% 25.3% 24.8%

At or Below Poverty

101% to 200% of
Poverty

Above 200% of
Poverty

Don't Know Not a Problem Minor Problem Moderate Problem Major Problem

Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

f households at or below 200 percent of poverty
ousing as a major problem compared to less than a

 incomes above 200 percent of poverty.  Households
rcent of poverty also were slightly more likely to view
s “not a problem,” “a minor problem,” or “a moderate
with incomes at or below 200 percent of poverty.



Unlike the affordable housing issue, the majority of households regardless of
poverty status did not perceive homelessness as a local community problem.
However, a higher percent of low-income households perceive homelessness as a
major community
problem than higher-
income households.
While approximately
one out of ten
households with
incomes at or below
200 percent of poverty
perceive homelessness
as a local community
problem, less than one
out of twenty
households earning
more than 200 percent
of poverty feel this
way.

Meeting Basic Needs

The 2000 Community Ass
during the last year for ba
food or medicine.  When h
expenses, it is a strong ind
runs out of money multipl
out of money are financial
income, incurred unexpec
money.  As discussed in th
needs is strongly correlate
households spend a larger
more likely to run out of m
spent less than 20 percent
needs.  In contrast, nearly
income on housing and 40
income on housing ran ou

Lower-income households
are much more likely to ru
households earning above
for housing, utilities, food
discussed previously, near
incomes spend 30 percent
spend 50 percent or more
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Homelessness Is a Problem
In the Local Community

11.2% 55.3% 14.2% 9.9% 9.5%

15.6% 52.2% 15.5% 6.2% 10.3%

10.7% 55.8% 19.8% 9.6% 4.0%

At or Below Poverty

101% to 200% of
Poverty

Above 200% of
Poverty

Don't Know Not a Problem Minor Problem Moderate Problem Major Problem

Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

essment asked whether households ran out of money
sic needs, specifically, for rent or mortgage, utilities,
ouseholds are unable to meet these basic living
icator of financial stress – especially when a household
e times during a year.  Oftentimes households that run
ly overextended, have incurred an interruption of
ted expenses, and/or have difficulty managing their
e Overview Chapter, running out of money for basic
d to the percentage of income spent on housing – as
 proportion of income on housing they become much
oney.  Area-wide, only 7.5 percent of households that

 of income on housing costs ran out of money for basic
 a third of those spending 30 to 49 percent of their
.5 percent of those spending 50 percent or more of
t of money.    

 spend larger proportions of income on housing and
n out of money for basic needs.  Twelve percent of
 200 percent of poverty report running out of money
 or medicine at least one time in the past year.  As
ly three-quarters of households with poverty level
 or more of their income on housing and 57.4 percent
 of income on housing.  Thus, it is not surprising that



Poverty Is a Problem in the Local Community

Don't Know Not a Problem Minor Problem Moderate Problem Major Problem

Ran Out of Money for Housing, Utilities, Food
or Medicine by Poverty Status

27.8%

28.8%

29.7%

14.7%

9.2%
2.8%

At or Below Poverty 101% to 200% of
Poverty

Above 200% of
Poverty

Ran Out 1 or 2 Times Ran Out 3 or More Times

Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

56.6 percent of households
with poverty level incomes
report running out of money
for basic needs and 28.8
percent of those households
ran out three or more times
in the last year.  Although a
larger proportion (80.3
percent) of households with
incomes above poverty to
200 percent of poverty
spend 30 percent or more of
income on housing, a
smaller proportion (35.4
percent) spends 50 percent
or more of income on housing.  With slightly more income to spend, 44.4 percent
of these households indicate that they ran out of money for basic needs one or
more times and 14.7 percent of those households ran out of money three or more
times in the past year. 

Among the
community
perception questions
was one asking if
poverty was a local
community problem.
Although poverty is
not perceived as one
of the more
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13.0% 34.3% 13.6% 22.5% 16.7%

15.5% 31.1% 18.8% 23.0% 11.6%

11.3% 42.9% 26.0% 15.6% 4.2%

At or Below Poverty

101% to 200% of
Poverty

Above 200% of
Poverty

Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

prominent
community issues,
those households
living at or below 200
percent of poverty
were more likely than
higher-income
households to
perceive poverty as a

moderate or major community problem.  Poverty-level households are four times
more likely to perceive poverty as a major local community problem than
households with incomes above 200 percent of poverty.  One ninth of households
with incomes above poverty to 200 percent of poverty perceive poverty as a major
problem.  In addition, more than 22 percent of households at or below 200
percent of poverty feel poverty is a moderate community problem, whereas 15.6
percent of households above 200 percent of poverty feel this way.



Hunger Is a Problem In the Local Community

Don't Know Not a Problem Minor Problem Moderate Problem Major Problem

Hunger was another
topic in the community
perception questions.
Approximately half of
all area households
responded that this
issue was not a
community problem.
But as with poverty,
lower-income
households were more
likely to perceive
hunger as a moderate
or major community
problem.  Only 12.9
percent of households
with incomes above
200 percent of poverty
perceive hunger as a mode
incomes at 101 to 200 per
moderate or major proble
hunger is a moderate or m

Health Issues

Three questions on the Co
These questions queried h
have health insurance cov
problems to the point of n
conditions.  Additional inf
perceptions of respondent
affordability of health care
community problems.

Health Insurance Co

Health insurance coverage
without health insurance 
such as physicals and imm
insurance are less likely to
health records.  Nationally
coverage obtain coverage 
Unfortunately health insu
an employer.  Nationwide

                                               
6 U.S. Census Bureau, Current Pop
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12.3% 45.7% 17.0% 17.0% 8.1%

18.4% 42.8% 17.3% 11.9% 9.7%

14.7% 50.3% 22.1% 9.1% 3.8%

At or Below Poverty

101% to 200% of
Poverty

Above 200% of
Poverty

Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

rate or major problem.  Among households with
cent of poverty, 21.6 percent perceive hunger as a
m.  For poverty level households, 25.1 percent feel
ajor problem.

mmunity Assessment related directly to health issues.
ouseholds as to whether members of the household
erage; experience mental, emotional, or anxiety
eeding help; and have long-lasting disabling
ormation on health concerns is illustrated by the
s on certain issues in their communities, such as the
 and whether mental illness or emotional problems are

verage

 provides a direct link to access to health care.  Persons
have less access to routine and preventive health care
unizations.  In addition, persons without health
 have a regular provider who has access to long-term
, about three-quarters of persons with health insurance

through an employer sponsored program.6

rance is costly, especially if it is not obtained through
 in 1999, the average annual cost of employment-based

   
ulation Survey, March 2000 and 2001.
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Health Insurance Coverage
By Poverty Status

61.2%

63.7%

94.7%

At or Below
Poverty

101% to 200% of
Poverty

Above 200% of
Poverty

Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

Lack of Affordable Medical Care
Is a Problem In the Local Community

8.9% 18.1% 12.9% 21.8% 38.3%

12.3% 19.6% 10.5% 18.9% 38.6%

13.7% 24.4% 18.1% 21.8% 21.9%

At or Below Poverty

101% to 200% of
Poverty

Above 200% of
Poverty

Don't Know Not a Problem Minor Problem Moderate Problem Major Problem

Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

health insurance premiums was $2,325 for single coverage and $6,058 for family
coverage.  On average, employees contributed $420 annually to pay single
coverage premiums and $1,438 annually to pay family coverage premiums.7  

Due to the high cost of health
insurance premiums, low-
income persons have a more
difficult time purchasing
health insurance coverage than
high-income persons.  The
percentage of persons at or
below 200 percent of poverty
who have health insurance
coverage is considerably lower
than for persons above 200
percent of poverty.  Slightly
more than 60 percent of those
living at or below 200 percent
of poverty have health
insurance while nearly 95
percent of persons living above 200 percent of poverty have health insurance.
Because there are nearly nine times as many people above 200 percent of poverty
as at or below 200 percent of poverty, the majority of persons without health
insurance (56.1 percent) are above 200 percent of poverty.

As with many of the
other community
perception questions,
households with
incomes at or below
poverty and households
with incomes at 101 to
200 percent of poverty
answered similarly as to
whether affordable
medical care was a local
community problem.
Lower-income
households were much
more likely to perceive
affordable medical care
as a local community
problem.  Nearly twice

                                                  
7 The Henry J. Kaiser Family Foundation, State Health Facts Online,
http://www.statehealthfacts.kff.org/cgi-bin/healthfacts.cgi?



Experiencing Mental/E
By Poverty

At or Below
Poverty

101% to 200% of
Poverty

Above 200% of
Poverty

Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Co

the proportion of households at or below 200 percent of poverty perceive
affordable health care as a major problem than do households earning above 200
percent of poverty. 

Mental Health

The 2000 Community Ass
any household members e
the point of needing help 
problem in the communit

to 200 percent of poverty 
13.9 percent reporting me
needing help. 

The perception of
mental health as a
ommunity issue also

reveals variation
between the poverty
status groups.  Nearly 14
percent of households
with incomes at or
below poverty, 8.4
percent of households
with incomes at 101 to
200 percent of poverty,
and less than five
percent of households
with incomes above 200
percent of poverty
perceive mental illness
motional Problems
 Status

17.8%

13.9%

8.7%

mmunity Assessment.

Mental Illness or Emotional Problems

essment asked two mental health questions – whether
xperience mental, emotional, and anxiety problems to

and whether mental health concerns are perceived as a
y.  The results of both questions vary by poverty status.  

When a member of a
household has a mental
health problem it affects all
members of the household.
The effects of mental health
problems include not only
emotional effects but also
productivity and economic
effects.  Persons living at or
below poverty are twice as
likely to report that they
experience mental health
problems as persons living
above 200 percent of poverty.
Persons living above poverty

fall in between the other two poverty status groups with
ntal, emotional, or anxiety problems to the point of
c
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Are a Problem In the Local Community

17.3% 39.6% 16.6% 12.6% 13.9%

20.8% 45.4% 9.4% 16.0% 8.4%

18.5% 46.3% 17.9% 12.4% 4.8%

At or Below Poverty

101% to 200% of
Poverty

Above 200% of
Poverty

Don't Know Not a Problem Minor Problem Moderate Problem Major Problem

Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.



Long-lasting Co
By Poverty S

15.2%

9.5%

4.0%5.6%

9.6%

5.8%
3.5%

1

At or Below Poverty 101% to 200% 
Poverty

One or More Conditions
Vision/Hearing Impairment

Note:  Persons could select multiple categ
Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Comm

as a major problem in the local community.  On the other end of the scale, a large
proportion of households at every income level perceives that mental illness is
not a community problem.   Nearly 40 percent of households at or below poverty,
45.4 percent of households at 101 to 200 percent of poverty, and 46.3 percent of
households above 200 perc nt of poverty responded that this issue was not a
community problem.  

Long-Lasting Conditio

Long-lasting conditions inc

200 percent of poverty repo

Substantial physical limitat
reported by persons who liv
affect 9.5 percent of person
poverty to 200 percent of p

00 percent of poverty repo
ercentages are small, it is 

affected 5.6 percent of pers
percent, respectively, of the
status groups less than 4 pe
impairments. 
e

nditions
tatus

.6%

5.0%
2.5%2.1%1.1%

of Above 200% of
Poverty

Physical Limitations
Learning/Memory Impairment

ories of long-lasting conditions.
unity Assessment.

ns

lude substantial physical limitations, severe vision
and/or hearing impairments,
and severe learning and/or
memory problems.  Although
persons living in lower-
income households were less
likely to have health
insurance, they were more
likely to report one or more
long-lasting conditions.
Overall, 15.2 percent of
persons at or below poverty
reported one or more long-
lasting conditions, while 9.6
percent of persons at 101 to
200 percent of poverty and
5.0 percent of persons above

rted long-lasting conditions. 

ions account for the preponderance of the conditions
e in lower-income households.  Physical limitations
s at or below poverty and 5.8 percent of those above
overty.  In contrast, only 2.5 percent of persons above
rt substantial physical limitations.  Although the

notable that severe learning and/or memory problems

2
p
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ons at or below poverty, but only 1.6 percent and 1.1
 two higher poverty status groups.  Among all poverty
rcent of persons report severe vision and/or hearing
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Extent to Which English is Sp
Home by Area

74.4%

20.3%
5.4%

61.1%

25.2%

13.7%

74.7%

20.3%
4.9%

73.8%

20.7%
5.5%

67.9%

22.7%
9.4%

Region 1 Region 2  Region 3 Region 4 Region 5

English Only English & Other Language Oth

Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessm

Language Spoken at Home

Household Characteristics

During the past decade, the
Fairfax-Falls Church Area has
experienced a rapid increase in
the number of households
speaking a language other than
English at home.  The 1990
Decennial Census revealed that
59,683 households (19.6
percent) spoke a language
other than English at home.
From the 2000 Fairfax-Falls
Church Community
Assessment, an estimated
104,400 households (28.7
percent) speak a language
other than English at home, an
increase of 44,700 households.  Am
has had the sharpest increase in th
language other than English at ho
1990 to 28.2 percent in 2000.  Fai
percent) of households speaking a
and the City of Falls Church has th
Fairfax County, Human Services R
of households speaking a language
32.1 percent respectively.
Households Speaking a Language Other
Than English at Home, 1990 and 2000

19.8%

28.8%

13.3%

21.0%
15.8%

28.2%

Fairfax County City of Falls Church City of Fairfax

1990 2000

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, 1990 Decennial Census, Summary File 3 and 
               2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

ong the three jurisdictions, the City of Fairfax
e percentage of households speaking a

me rising from 15.8 percent of households in
rfax County has the largest percent (28.8
 language other than English at home in 2000,
e smallest percent (21.0 percent).  Within
egion 2 and Region 5 have the highest percents
 other than English at home, 38.9 percent and

Three quarters of the
households that speak a
61

oken at

79.0%

17.0%
4.0%

71.8%

20.9%
7.3%

City of Falls
Church

City of
Fairfax

er Language Only

ent.

language other than English
at home also speak some
English in their homes.
Households located in
Human Services Region 2 are
the most likely not to use
English at home, with 13.7
percent of all households not
speaking any English at
home.  Nearly one out of ten
households in Human
Services Region 5 and 7.3



Use of English at Home
By Households Speaking Languages

Other Than English

82.5%

50.6%

78.8%

57.7%

70.2%

83.3%

Other Language

Vietnamese

Spanish

Korean

Chinese

Arabic

Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

percent of the households in the City of Fairfax do not speak any English at home.
In Human Services Regions 1, 3, and 4 and the City of Falls Church, 4.0 to 5.5
percent of households do not speak any English at home.

The most prevalent language
other than English spoken at
home is Spanish (11.4 percent
of households), followed by
Vietnamese (2.3 percent),
Korean (2.0 percent), Arabic
(1.7 percent), and Chinese (1.7
percent).  More than three-
quarters of the Spanish-
speaking households
indicated that they use a
mixture of Spanish and
English at home.  Only
slightly more than half of the
Vietnamese-speaking
households use a mixture of
English and Vietnamese at home, and 57.7 percent of the Korean-speaking
households use a mixture of English and Korean.

Linguistic Isolation

Households that speak a language other than English at home often have
members who speak English.  By coupling language spoken at home with the
ability of the household members to speak English, a measure of linguistic

isolation can be
determined.  The U.S.
62

Linguistically Isolated Households
1990 and 2000

3.6%

7.1%

3.2%
4.9%

3.2%

7.7%

Fairfax County City of Falls Church City of Fairfax

1990 2000
Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, 1990 Decennial Census, Summary File 3 and 
               2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

Bureau of the Census
considers a household
linguistically isolated if a
language other than
English is spoken at home
and none of the household
members, age 14 or older,
speak English “very well.”
A linguistically isolated
household is more likely to
experience stress
associated with being
unable to effectively
communicate with others

in the community, the household’s children may have difficulty in school, and the
household’s adults may have more difficulty obtaining good jobs.   In 1990, the



U.S. Bureau of the Census estimated that 3.6 percent of the households in the
Fairfax-Falls Church Area were linguistically isolated.  The rate of linguistic
isolation across the three jurisdictions comprising the Fairfax-Falls Church Area
was relatively constant.  By 2000 the percentage of linguistically isolated
households had grown to 7.1 percent in the total area.  The City of Fairfax had the
largest percent of linguistically isolated households at 7.7 percent. Fairfax
County’s rate was 7.1 percent, and the City of Falls Church had the lowest rate at
4.9 percent.  

More than half of the households (54.2 percent) that only speak a language other
than English at home, and 15.0 percent of those households that use a mixture of
English and another language at home are linguistically isolated.  Linguistically
isolated households are more likely to contain children, are more likely to be low
income, and are nearly twice as likely to run out of money for basic needs such as
housing, utilities, food, or medicine.

In addition to asking factual
information about each
household and its members,
the Fairfax-Falls Church
Community Assessment also
asked households their
perceptions about 20 issues
in their local community
and if these issues were
problems.  One of the issues
was poor English reading,
writing, and speaking skills.
Households that speak only
another language at home
are more likely to perceive
poor English
communication skills as a
major or moderate problem in 
least some English at home.  Al
English at home identified poor
additional 28.0 percent identifi
their local community.  For hou
percent think poor English skil
and 24.6 percent think it is a m
combination of English and ano
those households that speak on
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Poor English Skills Are a
 Problem in the Local Community

8.1% 31.6% 18.1% 24.6% 17.6%
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English Only

English & Other
Language

Other Language
Only

Don't Know Not a Problem Minor Problem Moderate Problem Major Problem

Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

their community than households that speak at
most a quarter of households that do not use
 English skills as a major problem, and an
ed poor English skills as a moderate problem in
seholds that only speak English at home, 17.6

ls are a major problem in their local community
oderate problem.  Households that speak a
ther language at home responded similarly to

ly English at home.



Household Size and Structure
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Household Size
By Language Spoken at Home

25.3% 35.4% 16.4% 16.2% 6.7%

12.2% 25.8% 21.9% 21.9% 18.1%

10.4% 20.4% 21.3% 24.3% 23.6%

English  On ly

Eng lish  &  Other
Language

Other Language
Only

1 P erson 2 P erson 3 P erson 4 P erson 5+ P ersons

Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

other than English at
home tend to have
more members than
those that speak only
English at home.
Some of the difference
in household sizes
between these groups
can be attributed to
different age
characteristics.
English-only
households have a
larger proportion of
older household
heads whose children

ay now be grown.  On average, households that speak only English have 2.49
embers, households that speak a mixture of English and another language have

.24 members, and households that do not speak any English at home have 3.58
embers.  The majority of households (60.7 percent) that speak only English at

ome are one- or two-person households.  This compares with those households
hat use a mixture of English and another language where only 38.0 percent are
ne-or two-person households.  Among those households that do not speak any
nglish at home, less than a third are one-or-two person households.

ousehold structure is a factor that influences wellbeing.  On the positive, family
ouseholds – two or more persons living together who are related by birth,
arriage, or adoption – provide each other support and share resources.  On the

ther hand, the presence of children in a household increases the household’s
xpenses; and single-parent family households are often associated with lower
conomic status, especially those headed by female parents.  Nationwide, 68.1
ercent of all households are family households.1  Generally, households in the
airfax-Falls Church Area are more likely to be family households (73.7 percent),
nd households that speak a language other than English at home are even more
ikely to be family households (84.7 percent).

                                                 
 U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census, Summary File 1.
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Household Structure

English Only

One Person
25.7%

Single Parent
6.0%

Other Family
4.4%

Married - No
Children

30.3%

Married - Own
Children

28.7%

Roommates
4.9%

English and Other Language

One Person
12.4%

Single Parent
6.5%

Other Family
6.0%

Married - No
Children

25.4%

Married - Own
Children

45.6%

Roommates
4.1%

Other Language Only

One Person
10.5%

Single Parent
7.1%

Other Family
8.6%

Married - No
Children

24.1%

Married - Own
Children

47.5%

Roommates
2.2%

Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

Fairfax-Falls Church Area households
are more likely to contain children
(39.9 percent) and be headed by a
married couple (62.4 percent) than
are households nationwide.  National
estimates show that 36.0 percent of
all households contain children and
married couples head 51.7 percent of
all households.2  Fairfax-Falls Church
Area households that speak a
language other than English at home
are more likely to contain children
under 18 years old than those that
only speak English at home.  The
majority of households that do not
speak English at home or that speak a
mixture of English and another
language at home contain children,
54.6 percent and 52.1 percent
respectively.  In contrast, only slightly
more than a third of the households
that speak only English at home
contain children. In addition, Fairfax-
Falls Church Area households that
speak languages other than English at
home are more likely to be married-
couple households.  More than 70
percent of those households that
speak a language other than English
at home are married-couple
households, whereas 59.0 percent of
those households that speak only
English at home are married-couple
households.

One-person households or
households containing two or more
unrelated persons are considered
non-family households.  Almost a
third of the households (30.6 percent)
that speak only English at home are
non-family households.  In sharp
contrast, only 16.5 percent of those
households that speak a mixture of
English and another language are

                                                  
2 Ibid.
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Housing Type
By Language Spoken at Home
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Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

non-family households, and only 12.7 percent of those households that do not
speak English at home are non-family households.  Age is a factor in these
statistics.  One-person households are often young adults or seniors.  The
English-only speaking population has a greater proportion of seniors than the
other two groups.

Housing Type and Homeownership

Single-family detached homes comprise just over half of all dwelling units in the
Fairfax-Falls Church Area, and townhouses (townhouses, duplexes, and
multiplexes) represent just under a quarter of all dwelling units.  The remaining
quarter of dwelling units are comprised primarily of multifamily condominiums
and apartments along with a very small number of mobile homes.  In general,
single-family homes are the most expensive housing and multifamily and mobile
home dwellings the most affordable.  

Fairfax-Falls Church Area
households that speak a
language other than
English at home are more
likely to live in
multifamily dwellings
and be renters.  The
majority of households
(55.4 percent) that speak
only English at home live
in single family homes,
22.1 percent live in
townhouses, and 22.4
percent live in
multifamily dwellings
and mobile homes.
Among households that speak a mixture of English and another language at
home, 44.0 percent live in single-family homes, a quarter live in townhouses, and
30.5 percent live in multifamily dwellings and mobile homes.  Slightly more than
a third of households that do not speak English at home live in single-family
homes, 18.6 percent live in townhouses, and 45.6 percent live in multifamily
dwellings and mobile homes.

Homeownership is often considered an indicator of financial wellbeing and a
measure of neighborhood commitment.  Overall, homeownership rates in the
Fairfax-Falls Church Area are higher than those nationwide.  Nationwide 67.4
percent3 of households are owner-occupied whereas in the Fairfax-Falls Church
Area 74.4 percent are owner-occupied.  Much of the difference between national

                                                  
3 U.S. Census Bureau, Current Population Survey/Housing Vacancy Survey, 2000 Annual Statistics.
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Homeownership
By Language Spoken at Home
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Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

homeownership rates and
those of the Fairfax-Falls
Church Area can be
explained by higher
homeownership rates
locally among single
parent families and one-
person households.
Stratifying by language
spoken at home, the
highest homeownership
rates are associated with
households that speak
only English at home
(78.0 percent are
homeowners).  Slightly

more than half (53.3 percent) of the households that do not speak English at
home are homeowners, and 69.3 percent of those households that speak a
mixture of English and another language are homeowners.  

Population Characteristics

In the Fairfax-Falls Church Area, the 1990 Decennial Census estimated that
147,675 persons age 5 years or older (18.7 percent) spoke a language other than
English at home.  The 2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment
provides estimates for household population which excludes those persons living
on military bases or in group quarters such as nursing homes, dormitories, and
correctional facilities.  Based on household population, it is estimated that in
2000 the number of persons age 5 years or older who spoke a language other
than English at home has more than doubled to 320,000 persons.  This
represents more than a third (34.8 percent) of all persons age 5 years or older in
the Fairfax-Falls Church Area.  An additional 27,200 children under the age of 5
years live in homes where a language other than English is spoken at home.  Of
those persons who live in a home where a language other than English is spoken,
more than a quarter (27.1 percent) live in homes where no English is spoken.
These facts highlight the increased linguistic diversity of the areas included in the
Community Assessment survey.
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Age Distribution
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Age Distribution

Age is a factor that influences
many aspects of community life.
For example, seniors need a
different menu of services than
children; older teens and young
adults are likely to participate in
different recreational activities
than older adults; and working-
age adults are the most likely to
contribute to traffic congestion.
Persons who only speak English
at home tend to be older as a
group than those who speak
another language at home.  At
each age cohort under 35 years,
there is a smaller proportion of
persons who speak only English
at home than among those groups
who speak another language at
home.  Of those who speak only
English at home, 43.2 percent are
under 35 years of age.  Among
those who speak English and
another language at home, 54.2
percent are younger than 35
years; and among those who
speak no English at home, 54.5
percent are younger than 35
years.  At age 35 and above, each
age cohort shows a larger percent
for those persons who speak only
English at home than the other
language groups.  These age
distributions reflect that a
substantial proportion of the in-
migration of young adults and
children to this area are persons
who do not speak English as their
native language. 
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Racial/Ethnic Distribution
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Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

Race or Ethnicity

The Fairfax-Falls Church Area
has become much more racially
and ethnically diverse since 1980.
In 1980 more than 86 percent of
the population of this area was
White not of Hispanic origin.  By
1990, the White not of Hispanic
origin population had decreased
to under 78 percent of the
Fairfax-Falls Church Area
population.  As of 2000, the
White not of Hispanic origin
population had fallen to under 65
percent of the area’s total
population.4  The change in the
racial and ethnic composition of
the Fairfax-Falls Church Area
provides only partial clues to its
changing diversity.  The
composition of each racial/ethnic
category has become much more
diverse over the past two decades
as well.  Some of this cultural
diversity within racial/ethnic
categories can be seen by the
increasing language diversity
within each racial/ethnic
category.

Persons who speak a language
other than English at home are
more likely to be Asian or
Hispanic and are less likely to be
White or Black.  Of those persons
who speak a language other than
English at home, 32.3 percent are
Asian, 28.2 percent are Hispanic,
26.1 percent are White, 5.6
percent are Black, and 7.8 percent
are other races or multiracial.
Only 2.2 percent of persons who
speak only English at home are

                                                  
4 U.S. Census Bureau, 1980, 1990, and 2000 Decennial Censuses, Summary File 1.
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Language Spoken at Home
By Race/Ethnicity
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Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

Asian, but 27.5 percent of those persons who speak a mixture of English and
another language at home are Asian and 45.2 percent of those persons who only
speak another language at home are Asian.  Hispanics comprise only 1.0 percent
of the population who speak English exclusively at home but comprise a quarter
of the population who speak English and another language at home and 34.8
percent of those who do not speak any English at home.  Conversely, Whites
comprise 82.1 percent of the population who speak only English at home, 32.0
percent of the population who speak a combination of English and another
language, and 10.2 percent of the population that does not speak English at
home.

Persons who identified
themselves as Asian or
Hispanic have very
different English usage
profiles from persons
who identified
themselves as Black or
White.  Asian and
Hispanic residents are
much more likely not to
use any English at home
or to use a mixture of
English and another
language.  Of those
persons who identified
themselves as Asian,
only one ninth indicated that they only spoke English at home.  More than half
(55.2 percent) of the Asian population speaks a mixture of English and another
language at home and a third speaks only another language at home.  A similar
profile is revealed for those persons who identified themselves as Hispanic.
Nearly a third of all Hispanics do not use English at home, and 62.5 percent use a
mixture of English and another language at home.  Only 6.1 percent of Hispanics
use English exclusively at home.  

Those persons who indicated their race as either Black or White exhibit a very
different profile for language spoken at home.  Among Blacks, three quarters
speak only English at home while 18.1 percent speak English and another
language and 6.5 percent only speak another language at home.  An even larger
percent of those persons who indicated their race as White speak only English at
home (85.4 percent).  A very small percent of Whites (1.5 percent) do not speak
any English at home, and 13.1 percent speak a combination of English and
another language at home.  A majority (56.5 percent) of the persons who
indicated that they were multi-racial or indicated a race or ethnicity other than
Asian, Black, Hispanic, or White spoke only English at home, 37.0 percent spoke
a mixture of English and another language, and 6.6 percent spoke only another
language at home.



Educational Attainment

Educational attainment refers to the highest grade of school completed or highest
degree received by a person and is one of the most important indicators of
economic wellbeing.  The educational attainment of adults age 25 years or older
is closely tied to employment opportunities and income.  Adults with less than a
high school education have more limited employment prospects and tend to earn
lower incomes than those adults who have a high school degree or who have
pursued college education.  In addition, higher educational attainment rates are
associated with lower unemployment rates and better health status.  Nationally

among adults age 25
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Educational Attainment
By Language Spoken at Home
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Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

Persons Age 25 Years and Older

years or older, 15.9
percent have less than a
high school education
and slightly more than a
quarter (25.6 percent)
have a four year college
degree or more
education.5  The
percentage of adults age
25 years or older who
have attained a four year
college degree or more
education in the Fairfax-
Falls Church Area is
higher than the national
rate for each of the

language spoken at home groups.  At least a four year college degree has been
attained by almost two thirds of those who speak only English at home, 53.1
percent of those who speak a combination of English and another language, and a
third of those who only speak another language at home.  

Looking at the other end of the educational spectrum, adults with less than a high
school education, there are large disparities between the language spoken at
home groups.  The two groups that use at least some English at home have a
lower percent of adults without a high school degree than all households
nationwide.  Among those that only speak English at home, 3.9 percent of adults
age 25 years or older have less than a high school degree; and among those that
use a combination of English and another language at home, 11.3 percent have
less than a high school degree.  In dramatic contrast, a third of adults who only
speak another language at home have less than a high school degree – twice the
national rate.

                                                  
5 U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Survey, March 2000.



Employment Characteristics
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Male and female labor force pa
language spoken at home.  Mal
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years and older who speak a
language other than English
at home.  The slightly higher
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The unemployment rate
for men who speak only
English at home is 2.5
percent.  For men who
speak a combination of
English and another
language at home, 3.3
percent are unemployed;
and, for men who only
speak another language at
home, 4.6 percent are
unemployed.  The
unemployment rates for
women are 2.6 percent for
those speaking only
English, 6.1 percent for
those speaking English and
another language, and 10.0 percent for those speaking only a language other than
English at home.
Working for Multiple E
By Language Spoken
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7 U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Month
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Working Multiple Jobs to Make Ends Meet
Are a Problem in the Local Community
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When households were
asked if they perceived
that working multiple
jobs to make ends meet
was a problem in their
local community, more
than a third responded
that they thought it
was a not a local
community problem.
Households that speak
a language other than
English at home were
slightly more likely to
perceive this issue as a
major problem.
Working multiple jobs
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English English & Other
Day Care Needs of Households Only Other Language Language Only

  Household Has No Day Care Needs 88.7% 82.2% 80.6%
  Child Currently Using Day Care 9.7% 12.3% 10.8%
  Child Not in Day Care But Needs Day Care 1.0% 3.9% 6.4%
  Day Care Needs for Someone Over Age 13 Years 0.8% 2.3% 3.3%

Note:  Percents may sum to more than 100 percent because persons could select multiple answers.

Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

Day Care Needs of Households
By Language Spoken at Home

to make ends meet was
perceived as a major problem by 15.4 percent of households that only speak a
language other than English at home, 15.9 percent of households that speak a
combination of English and another language, and 12.8 percent of households
that only speak English.

Day Care

The high labor force participation rates among both men and women in the
Fairfax-Falls Church Area result in high demand for day care services.  Area-
wide, two-thirds of all children live in homes where all of the adults present are in
the labor force and a third of children under the age of 13 years are currently in or
need day care.  One out of eight Fairfax-Falls Church Area households have
children who are enrolled in day care or not currently enrolled in day care but
need these services.  



75

Median Household Income
By Language Spoken at Home
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Households that speak a language other than English at home are more likely to
use and/or need child day care services.  More than 11 percent of the households
that only speak English at home use and/or need day care services.  These
services are primarily needed for children age 12 years or younger.  Nearly 18
percent of the households that speak a mixture of English and another language
and 19.4 percent of the households that only speak a language other than English
use and/or need day care services.  While two-thirds of the households that
currently have children in day care only speak English at home, nearly two-thirds
of the households who say their children are not in day care but need these
services are households that speak a language other than English at home.

Economic Characteristics

Economic characteristics attempt to measure the ability of households to be
financially self-sufficient.  The 2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community
Assessment captured four primary indicators of economic health.  These
economic indicators are household income, housing costs, poverty rates, and the
ability of households to meet basic needs such as housing costs, utilities, food,
and medicine.

Household Income

Household income is a
very important economic
indicator because it shows
the level of pooled
financial resources within
the household.  The
individual income levels of
adults are strongly
correlated with educational
attainment, years of work
experience, and the ability
to communicate clearly in
English.  The Fairfax-Falls
Church Area is one of the
wealthiest places in the
nation with a median 2000
household income of
$81,000, well above the national median household income of $42,148.8

However, due to high housing costs and other living expenses, a recent self-
sufficiency study suggested that a four-person household in Fairfax County would

                                                  
8 U.S Census Bureau, Housing and Household Economic Statistics Division.



Household Income

need a 1998 household income of more than $40,000 just to meet basic living
expenses.9  Households that only speak English at home have a higher median
household income ($88,000) than that for the Fairfax-Falls Church Area as a
whole, whereas households that use other languages at home have lower median
household incomes.  Households speaking a mixture of English and another
language at home have a median household income of $75,000, and households
that only speak a language other than English at home have a median household
income of $54,000.

The distribution of household income by language spoken at home provides
additional information on economic self-sufficiency.  Among households that
only speak English at home, 5 percent have household incomes below $25,000
and another 14.4 percent have incomes between $25,000 and $49,999.  On the

other end of the
income spectrum,
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more than a quarter of
the households that
only speak English at
home have incomes of
$125,000 or more.  In
sharp contrast are the
households that do not
speak English at home
– more than two out of
every five of these
households have
household incomes
below $50,000 with
18.8 percent below
$25,000.  Only 9

percent of the households that only speak another language at home have
incomes of $125,000 or more.  Among those households that speak a mixture of
English and another language at home, 7.2 percent have incomes below $25,000,
19.3 percent have incomes between $25,000 and $49,999, and 21.7 percent have
incomes of $125,000 or more.

                                                  
9 Wider Opportunities for Women, “The Self-Sufficiency Standard for the Washington, DC Metropolitan
Area,” Fall 1999. Assumes at least one child 12 years or younger.



Poverty Status

Poverty is a federal definition.  Poverty thresholds were originally developed by
the Social Security Administration during the 1960’s, based on the assumption
that families spend approximately one-third of their after-tax income on food.  To
obtain poverty thresholds, the cost of the Department of Agriculture’s economy
food plan was multiplied by three and adjusted for family size.  When calculating
poverty status, the Census Bureau, however, applies the thresholds to before-tax
money rather than after-tax income.  This further reduces the income households
have available to spend.  Poverty thresholds are adjusted annually by changes to
the consumer price index.

The U.S. Department of Health and Human Services publishes poverty guidelines
annually in the Federal Register.  The poverty guidelines and multiples of the
guidelines (i.e., 125 percent of poverty or 200 percent of poverty) are used to
determine eligibility for a number of social services programs.  In this report, a
family of four is considered at or below poverty if their income is $17,650 or less
and at or below 200 percent of poverty if their income is $35,300 or less.  For
each additional person above four, the poverty guideline is adjusted upward by
$3,020.  Alternatively, the poverty guideline is adjusted downward by $3,020 for
each person fewer than four.

Persons who speak a language other than English at home are much more likely
to be at or below poverty and at or below 200 percent of poverty.  Less than 5
percent of those persons who only speak English at home are at or below 200
percent of poverty, and only
1.7 percent of those who
speak only English at home
are at or below poverty.
Among those persons who
speak no English at home,
30.0 percent are at or below
200 percent of poverty and
9.2 percent are at or below
poverty.  Persons who speak a
mixture of English and
another language at home
have approximately half the
poverty rate of those who
speak only another language
other than English at home.
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Poverty Is a Problem in the Local Community
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Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

Monthly Housing Cost

every 20 households in
the Fairfax-Falls
Church Area perceives
poverty as a major
problem for their local
community.  However,
a dramatically different
perception emerges
between those
households that do not
speak any English at
home and those that
do.  Nearly one out of
every eight households
(12.2 percent) that do
not use English at

ome perceives poverty as a major issue in their local community.  In contrast,
.8 percent of households that speak a mixture of English and another language
nd 3.6 percent of households that only speak English at home perceive poverty
 the local community as a major problem. 

ousing Costs

long with food, housing costs tend to be one of the largest household
xpenditures. Average monthly housing costs do not vary dramatically between
nguage groups.  The highest average monthly housing costs ($1,446) are paid
y households that speak a mixture of English and another language at home.
or households who
nly speak English at
ome, average monthly
ousing costs are
1,377.  The average
onthly housing costs
r those who only

peak a language other
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re $1,237.  One reason
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r those who only

peak English at home
an for those who
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Housing Cost as a Percent of Income

language may be the larger proportion of older residents among the English-only
speaking population.  It is likely that these older residents have owned their
housing longer and purchased it at lower prices. 

A glance at the distribution of monthly housing costs shows that a third of those
households who only speak English at home pay less than $1,000 per month for
their housing and 15.4 percent pay less than $700 per month.  Nearly 42 percent
of those households that speak no English at home pay less than $1,000 per
month for housing and 14.3 percent pay less than $700 per month.  Among those
households that speak a mixture of English and another language at home, less
than a third pay less than $1,000 per month and only 8.9 percent pay less than
$700 per month for housing.

Although monthly housing
costs do not vary
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dramatically among
language groups, the
percentage of income spent
on housing does vary
dramatically.  Mortgage
companies and rental
complexes use 30 percent
of income as an upper
guideline for housing costs
when qualifying potential
buyers or renters.
Households that expend 30
to 49 percent of their

income on housing are considered to be at financial risk of losing their housing if
they incur an unexpected decrease in income or increase in other expenditures.
Generally, households spending half or more of their income on housing are
considered to be at the greatest risk of becoming homeless.  Of those households
that do not speak English at home, one out of eight spends 50 percent or more of
their income on housing and a quarter spend 30 to 49 percent of their income on
housing.  One out of twelve of those households that speak a combination of
English and another language at home spend 50 percent or more of their income
on housing, and 17.1 percent spend 30 to 49 percent of their income on housing.
Very few (3.5 percent) of the households that speak only English at home spend
50 percent or more of their income on housing, and 10.3 percent spend 30 to 49
percent of their income on housing.



Ran Out of Money for Housing, Utilities, Food

Hunger Is a Problem In th

16.1% 48.7%

14.6% 50.8%

17.8% 51.5

English Only

English & Other
Language

Other Language
Only

Don't Know Not a Problem Minor Problem

Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Chu

Meeting Basic Needs

To help evaluate self-sufficiency, the Fairfax-Falls Church Community
Assessment asked households if they had run out of money to pay for basic needs
such as rent or mortgage,
utilities, food, or medicine
during the past year.  Area-
wide, one out of every seven
households indicated that
they had difficulty paying
for these basic needs one or
more times during the past
year.  Lower income
households were more likely
to encounter difficulties
than higher income
households.  Households
that only spoke English at
home were less likely to run
out of money than those that
spoke other languages at home
money to pay for basic needs w
English at home, 19.1 percent o
and another language at home,
language other than English at 

local community.  Of those hou
problem in their local commun
language other than English at 
or Medicine by Language Spoken at Home

8.5%

3.3%
14.7%

4.4%

17.1%

7.6%

English Only English & Other
Language

Other Language
Only

Ran Out 1 or 2 Tim es Ran Out 3 or More Tim es

Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

.  The percentage of households running out of
as 11.8 percent of households that speak only
f households that speak a combination of English
 and 24.7 percent of households that speak only a
home.

The Fairfax-Falls
Church Community
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e Local Community

23.0% 9.3% 2.9%

19.0% 9.9% 5.6%

% 13.4% 9.1% 8.2%

Moderate Problem Major Problem

rch Community Assessment.

Assessment asked
households if they
perceived hunger as a
local community
problem.  Overall, few
households perceive
hunger as being a
major local
community problem.
Regardless of
language spoken at
home, approximately
half of all households
said that hunger was
not a problem in their

seholds that perceived hunger as being a major
ity, a larger proportion of households that speak a
home answered this way.  Only 2.9 percent of



Health Insurance Coverage

those households that only speak English at home perceived hunger as a major
problem in their local community, whereas 8.2 percent of households that speak
only another language at home felt hunger was a major problem.  Households
that speak a combination of English and another language fell between these
groups with 5.6 percent perceiving hunger as a major problem.  This difference in
perception is likely associated with income differences between these groups.       

Health Issues

The Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment asked several questions about
health issues affecting household members – health insurance coverage, mental
health problems, and long-lasting conditions.  In addition, the survey asked
households about their perceptions of whether various health issues were
problems within the community.  These community perception issues included
“lack of affordable medical care,” “mental illness or emotional problems,”
“alcoholism and/or drug abuse,” “AIDS or other sexually transmitted diseases,”
“safety of restaurant food,” and “health hazards due to air pollution.”

Health Insurance Coverage

Health insurance coverage is an indicator of access to medical services.  Persons
who are uninsured are less likely to seek preventive health services such as
routine physicals and are less likely to have a regular healthcare provider.
Nationwide, 14.0 percent of the population lacks health insurance10 whereas only
8.3 percent of the household population in the Fairfax-Falls Church Area lacks
health insurance.  However, the Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment
found that persons who speak a language other than English at home are much
more likely not to have health
insurance coverage.  Nearly
30 percent of those persons
who live in households where
no English is spoken at home
do not have health insurance.
In households where a
mixture of English and
another language is spoken,
13.4 percent of the members
are uninsured.  In sharp
contrast, only 3.3 percent of
those persons who live in
households where only
English is spoken lack health
insurance.

                                                  
10 U.S. Census Bureau, Current Population S
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By Language Spoken at Home

96.7%

86.6%

70.5%

English Only

English & Other
Language

Other Language
Only

Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

urvey, March 2000.



When asked if they thought lack of affordable medical care was a problem for
people in their local community, households that spoke a language other than
English at home were more likely to indicate that this was a major problem in the
community.  Nearly a third of households that do not speak any English at home
feel lack of
affordable
medical care is a
major
community
problem.  Slightly
more than a
quarter of the
households that
speak a
combination of
English and
another language
and a fifth of the
households that
only speak
English at home
agreed that lack
of affordable medica
that only speak Engl
the other two groups
medical care is a pro

Mental Health

Mental health proble
disability among per
disability.11  Mental h
of a household with 
economic effects.  To
Falls Church Commu
did any member of t
emotional, or behavi
needed?”  Area-wide
mental, emotional, a
Women and girls (10
percent) to indicate 
other than English a
was experiencing me
English was spoken 

                                     
11 World Health Organizatio
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Lack of Affordable Medical Care
Is a Problem In the Local Community
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11.6% 19.6% 15.2% 21.7% 31.9%

English Only

English & Other
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Only
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Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

l care is a major community problem.  However, households
ish at home (14.9 percent) were somewhat more likely than
 (11.6 percent) to say they did not know if lack of affordable
blem in the community.

ms comprise four of the ten most common causes of
sons in developed countries as measured in days of
ealth problems can have a profound effect on the wellbeing

effects including emotional effects as well as productivity and
 obtain a measure of mental health problems, the Fairfax-
nity Assessment asked households if “Over the past year,

he household experience depression, anxiety, mental,
oral problems to the degree the respondent felt help was
, 8.9 percent of the population indicated that they experience
nd/or anxiety problems to the point of needing help.
.3 percent) were more likely than men and boys (7.4

mental health problems.  Persons who speak a language
t home, generally, were less likely to think a family member
ntal health problems.  Whether or not a language other than

at home, females were more likely to be identified as having

             
n, World Bank, and Harvard University, Global Burden of Disease Study, 1996.
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English English & Other
Long-Lasting Condition Only Other Language Language Only

  No long-lasting condition 94.4% 95.1% 91.6%
  Substantial physical limitations 3.1% 2.4% 3.1%
  Severe vision/hearing impairment 2.2% 2.1% 3.5%
  Severe learning/memory problems 1.0% 0.9% 3.3%

Note:  Percents may sum to more than 100 percent because persons could select multiple answers.
Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

By Language Spoken at Home

Experiencing Mental/Emotional Problems
By Language Spoken at Home and Sex

7.6% 7.5%

5.1%

11.0%
9.2% 8.9%

Males Females

English Only English & Other Language Other Language Only

Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

mental health problems
than males.  In response
to the mental health
question on the Fairfax-
Falls Church
Community Assessment,
11.0 percent of females
who only speak English
at home, 9.2 percent of
females who speak a
combination of English
and another language at
home, and 8.9 percent
of females who speak
only a language other
than English indicated
mental health concerns. 

Long-lasting Conditions

The Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment asked if household members
had any of the following long-lasting conditions – severe vision or hearing
impairment, a condition that substantially limits physical activities, and/or
severe learning or
memory
problems.
Persons with
these types of
disabling
conditions often
find themselves
less able to
compete in the
job market, may
have lower
incomes, and
may need
additional resources to support their special needs.  Area-wide 5.7 percent of the
population indicated they had a long-lasting condition.  Persons age 65 years and
older are much more likely to indicate a long-lasting condition.  Approximately a
quarter of all persons 65 years or older indicated having one or more long-lasting
conditions.

Although persons who only speak a language other than English at home tend to
be younger than the general population, this group has a higher rate of long-
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lasting conditions at 8.4 percent.  The rate of long-lasting conditions for persons
who only speak English at home is 5.6 percent; for those who speak a
combination of English and another language at home, it is 4.9 percent.  The
difference in rates between the latter two groups may be due primarily to a
greater proportion of older persons among the English-only speaking population.
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Children 18 Years and Younger
Percent of Population, 1990 and 2000

25.7% 27.5%

20.2%
24.2%

20.3% 21.8%

Fairfax County City of Falls
Church

City of Fairfax

1990 2000
Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, 1990 Decennial Census, Summary File 1 and 
               2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

Children 18 Years and Younger

The 2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment classifies individuals age
18 years and younger as children.  The age ceiling of 18 years was chosen because
it captures the majority of children through their senior year of high school.
However, the U.S. Census Bureau uses age 17 as the top age bracket for
classifying individuals as children.  This slight difference in the age definition of
children does not prevent some comparisons with national data published by
Census.  Estimates from the 2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment
also vary from those of the 2000 Decennial Census because of two additional
factors.  First, the Census was conducted in April 2000 and the Community
Assessment was conducted at the end of calendar year 2000.  Secondly, the
Community Assessment does not include group quarters population – persons
living in group quarters such as dormitories, military bases, correctional
facilities, nursing homes, etc. – but the Census does.

In addition to asking factual information about each household and its members,
the 2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment asked each household
their perceptions about 20 issues and whether these issues are problems in their
local community.  In this chapter on children and households with children, the
community perceptions questions will only be discussed when the perceptions of
households with children differ from those for households that do not have
children.

General Demographics

Over the past decade, children have increased as a percent of total population in
the Fairfax-Falls Church Area.  That is, children 18 years and younger as a group
have grown slightly more
rapidly than total
population from 1990 to
2000.  The 1990 Decennial
Census estimated 216,493
children 18 years and
younger in the Fairfax-
Falls Church Area,
comprising 25.5 percent of
total population.  The
2000 Fairfax-Falls Church
Community Assessment
estimates 270,900
children comprising 27.3
percent of the household
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Age of Children by Area

33.0%
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32.9%
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28.1%
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28.0%
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City of
Fairfax

Under 5 Years 5 to 12 Years 13 to 18 Years

Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

41,746 35,736 57,058 71,335 57,953

2,499
4,562

population.  By jurisdiction, there are an estimated 263,800 children in Fairfax
County, 4,600 children in the City of Fairfax, and 2,500 children in the City of
Falls Church.  The most rapid growth in children occurred in the City of Falls
Church where children increased from 20.2 percent to 24.2 percent of total
population.

Age

For analytical purposes, this report groups children by the following age
categories: under age 5 years, 5 to 12 years, and 13 to 18 years.  These categories
are based on age levels where service and developmental needs tend to change.
Children under age 5 are infants and preschoolers who have not entered
kindergarten and have not begun their formal education years.  At this young age,
there is little peer influence and the children are mostly influenced by their
primary caregivers.  Children 5 to 12 years generally attend kindergarten through
sixth grade.  These children develop closer peer relationships, but peer influence
still tends to be less of an influence than when the child becomes a teen.  Children
5 to 12 years still qualify for federal tax incentives for day care services.  At age 13,
children enter their teenage years; and although adult influence is still very
important, these children are strongly influenced by peers.  After age 12, children
no longer qualify for most formal day care programs and different types of
services become important to this group.

In the Fairfax-Falls
Church Area, a quarter
of all children are under
age 5 years (an
estimated 72,100
children), 43.8 percent
are 5 to 12 years (an
estimated 118,600
children), and 29.6
percent are 13 to 18
years (an estimated
80,200 children).
Human Services Region
1 has the highest
proportion of children
under age 5 years – a
third of all children in
that region.  Region 5 and the City of Falls Church have the smallest proportion
of children under age 5 years – about a fifth of all children.  Region 5 has the
largest proportion of children 5 to 12 years (47.0 percent).  The City of Falls
Church has the highest proportion of teenagers with 37.0 percent; and Region 1,
with 23.7 percent, has the smallest proportion of teenagers.



Race/Ethnicity

Children in the Fairfax-Falls Church Area are more racially and/or ethnically
diverse than the population as a whole.  A smaller proportion of children
indicates they are White (56.7 percent) or Asian (11.9 percent) than the general
population where 62.4 percent are White and 12.7 percent are Asian.  A larger
proportion of children indicates they are Black (9.2 percent), Hispanic (12.3
percent), or Other including multi-racial (9.8 percent) than the general
population which is 8.0 percent Black, 10.6 percent Hispanic, and 6.3 percent
Other.

Region 2 contains the largest proportions of children who are Asian (15.6
percent) or Hispanic (24.5 percent). The City of Falls Church contains the
smallest proportion of
children who are Asian
(5.0 percent), and
Region 4 contains the
smallest proportion of
children who are
Hispanic (7.5 percent).
The largest proportion
of Black children is
contained in Human
Services Region 1 where
more than a fifth of the
children are Black.  The
City of Falls Church
with 2.1 percent has the
smallest proportion of
Black children.  The City
of Falls Church also has
the highest proportion of W
proportions of children who

Households

Between the 1990 and 2000
containing children 17 year
remained nearly constant e
Church, households contain
without children – from a q

From the 2000 Fairfax-Fal
households (33.4 percent) i
percent) in the City of Fairf
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Race/Ethnicity of Children by Area
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Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.
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County contain children 18 years and younger.  Among the Fairfax County
human services regions, Regions 4 and 5 have the largest proportions of
households containing children, 46.9 percent and 49.5 percent respectively.  In
addition, Regions 4 and 5 contain the highest proportions of households with
school-age children (age 5 through 18 years): 43.5 percent of the households in
Region 5 and 35.3 percent of the households in Region 4.  Region 4 also contains
the largest proportion
of households (19.0
percent) with
preschool age
children (under age
5).  Region 1 with 17.1
percent of
households
containing preschool
age children has the
next highest
proportion.  The City
of Falls Church
contains the smallest
proportion (8.8
percent) of
households with
preschool age
children.

Family Characterist
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Households with Children by Area
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Another way to view these data are to look at children’s living arrangements
rather than household structure – that is, what percent of children live with two
parents rather than what percent of households containing children are two-
parent households.  Nationwide, 69 percent of all children lived with two parents
in 2000, 22 percent of children lived only with their mothers, 4 percent lived only
with their fathers, and 4 percent lived with neither parent.2  In addition, national
data collected in 1996 found that half of the children living with neither parent
lived with a grandparent, a quarter lived with other relatives, and slightly more
than a fifth lived with persons to whom they were not related.3  In the Fairfax-
Falls Church Area, a larger percent of children (83.6 percent) than nationwide
lived with two parents.  In addition, the proportion of children living with only
their mothers (11.3 percent), living only with their fathers (2.6 percent), or living
with neither parent (2.5 percent) were about half the national rate. 

Human Services Regions 3 and 4 had the largest proportions of children living
with two parents, more
than 87 percent.
Region 1 and the City
of Fairfax had the
largest proportions of
children living with
only their mother (19.6
percent and 16.0
percent respectively),
and Region 2 had the
largest proportion (4.3
percent) of children
living only with their
father.  The City of
Fairfax had the largest
proportion of children
living with neither
parent, 5.3 percent.
However, the higher perce
Fairfax may be due to the 
of 17- and 18-year old stud

Type of Housing

Fairfax-Falls Church Area
family homes (60.8 percen
percent) than households 
live in single-family dwell

                                               
2 U.S. Census Bureau, Current Pop
3 U.S. Census Bureau, 1996 Survey
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Living Arrangements of Children by Area
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Homeownership

Housing of Families with Children by Area
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Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

the same proportions of families with children (23.1 percent) and all households
(22.6 percent) live in townhouses.  

The City of Falls
Church has the highest
concentration of
multifamily housing in
the Fairfax-Falls
Church Area, but
families with children
in Region 2 are the
most likely to reside in
multifamily housing
(36.1 percent).  Human
Services Region 3, with
one of the highest
concentrations of
single-family
dwellings, has the
highest concentration
of families with children living in single-family housing, 71.4 percent.  The
highest concentration of townhouses is found in Region 1 as well as the highest
concentration of families with children living in townhouses, 36.9 percent.  

Homeownership is an indicator of community attachment, stability, and financial
wellbeing.  Homeownership rates in the Fairfax-Falls Church Area are slightly

higher than those
nationwide, 74.4 percent

h
p
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and 67.4 percent4

respectively.  Among
households with children
in the Fairfax-Falls
Church Area, the
homeownership rate is
higher, 77.3 percent, than
that for all households.
Two-parent families are
more likely than single-
parent families to own
their home.  Slightly more
than half (54.0 percent)
of all single parents are

x-Falls Church Area compared to 82.0 percent of two-

   
ulation Survey/Housing Vacancy Survey, 2000 Annual Statistics.



Linguistic Isolatio
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Language Spoken at Home and Linguistic Isolation

Households containing children in the Fairfax-Falls Church Area are more likely
to speak a language other than English at home than households without
children.  Area-wide, 28.7 percent of all households speak a language other than
English at home and 38.0 percent or an estimated 57,300 households containing
children speak a language other than English at home.  Of those households with
children that speak a language other than English at home, almost three-quarters
speak some English at home.

Households with children
in Human Services
Region 2 are more likely
to speak a language other
than English at home
than elsewhere in the
Area.  More than half of
the households with
children in Region 2
speak a language other
than English at home and
more than a fifth only
speak a language other
than English at home.
Households with children
in the City of Falls Church
are the least likely to
speak a language other than 
5, and the City of Fairfax, mo
children only speak a langua
Language Spoken at Home by Area
Households with Children
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Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.
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unity Assessment.

a language other than
English at home does not
mean that the household is
linguistically isolated.  A
household is linguistically
isolated only if none of the
members age 14 years or
older can speak English
“very well.”  Children who
live in linguistically isolated
households are more at risk
for school failure, and their
parents or guardians have



fewer employment opportunities open to them.  Young children in linguistically
isolated households sometimes take on the role of interpreter for their families,
and this can cause family stress.  In the Fairfax-Falls Church Area, 7.1 percent of
all households are linguistically isolated and nearly a tenth of households with
children are linguistically isolated.  A fifth of households with children in Region
2 are linguistically isolated and a seventh of those in the City of Fairfax.  In
contrast, only 4.0 percent of households with children are linguistically isolated
in the City of Falls Church.  

Work Status of Parents and Guardians

Labor force participation is the percentage of persons age 16 and older who are
currently employed or are unemployed but actively seeking employment.  The
Fairfax-Falls Church Area has higher labor force participation rates for women
(72.0 percent) and men (85.7 percent) than the national rates of 60.2 percent and
74.7 percent5 respectively.  The high labor force participation rates among women
are seen by some as a measure of women’s economic independence while others
see it as a measure of financial stress.

Two-thirds of the
children in the Fairfax-
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Falls Church Area live
in households where all
of the adults, age 20
years or older, are in the
labor force; this is an
estimated 182,700
children.  The
percentage of children
who live in households
where all adults are in
the labor force does not
vary much by the age of
the children.  In Human
Services Regions 1, 2,
and 5, the percentage of

children who live in households where all adults are in the labor force increases
as the age of the child increases.  In the other sub-areas, there are not increasing
trends based on the age of the child.

                                                  
5 U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics.
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Day Care

Studies evaluating day
care and its impact on
children’s wellbeing are
not conclusive, but a
substantial proportion of
children age 12 and
younger spend at least
some time in day care
arrangements.  Although
two-thirds of the children
in the Fairfax-Falls
Church Area live in
households where all the
adults are in the labor
force, only one-third of
the children age 12 and
younger are currently in
or need day care.  An
estimated 52,600 children cu
percent or an estimated 9,70
but need these services in th
has the highest percent of ch
Services Region 2 and the Ci
currently not enrolled in day
percent respectively).

For families with young child
expense.  One community pe
Day Care Status by Area
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ty Assessment.
e categories if they have more than one child.

community.  The
results of this
question show an
association between
the ages of children in
the household and
whether lack of
affordable childcare is
perceived as a
community problem.
Households
containing young
children are much
more likely to



perceive lack of affordable childcare as a moderate or major community problem.
The majority of households (57.3 percent) with children under age 5 years think
lack of affordable day care is a moderate or major local community problem, and
a third of these households think it is a major problem.  Nearly half of the
households (48.9 percent) with children age 5 to 12 years think lack of affordable
day care is a moderate or major problem, and more than a quarter perceive it is a
major problem.  Even households with teenage children are more likely than
households without children to perceive lack of affordable child day care as a
problem. 

Access to Recreational Facilities

Generally, households
appear to be satisfied with
the amount of recreational
opportunities in the
Fairfax-Falls Church Area.
Nearly half think lack of
facilities and programs are
not a problem.  However,
households with children
are more likely to perceive
lack of recreational
facilities or programs as
moderate or major local
community problems than
are households without
children.  Households with
teenagers are the most
likely to perceive lack of recre
major community problem, 32
with children age 12 and youn
is a moderate or major proble
children feel this way.

Economic Characteristic

The Fairfax-Falls Church Com
measures of economic wellbei
and the ability of households t
food, and medicine.  These eco
households to be financially se
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Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.
Note:  Households may be included in multiple categories if they have more than one child.
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Median Household Income by Area
Households with Children
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Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

Household Income

Household income is the single most important indicator of financial wellbeing
because it shows the level of pooled financial resources available to the
household.  The median income of all households in the Fairfax-Falls Church
Area is $81,000.  The median income for households containing children is

higher – $93,000.
Primary reasons that
median household
income is higher for
households with children
is that these households
have a larger percent of
two-income earners and
few of the heads of these
households have reached
retirement age.  Region 3
households with children
have the highest median
household income –
$120,000.  Households
with children in Region 2
and the City of Fairfax

have the lowest median household income – $70,000 (42 percent lower than that
of Region 3). 

Although the median household incomes of households with children are well
above the national median household income of $42,148,6 the cost of living in the
Fairfax-Falls Church Area also is well above that of many areas of the United
States.  A 1998 self-sufficiency study estimated that a Fairfax County family
composed of four persons and at least one child 12 years or younger would need
an income of more than $40,000 to meet basic living expenses.7  In the Fairfax-
Falls Church Area, 18.5 percent or an estimated 27,900 families with children
had a 2000 household income less than $50,000.  In the City of Fairfax and
Human Services Regions 1 and 2, nearly a third of households with children have
incomes under $50,000.  In contrast, more than a third of all households with
children in Region 3 have annual household incomes of $150,000 or more.

                                                  
6 U.S. Census Bureau, Housing and Household Economic Statistics Division.
7 Wider Opportunities for Women, “The Self-Sufficiency Standard for the Washington, DC Metropolitan
Area,” Fall 1999.
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Poverty Status

Poverty thresholds were first developed in the 1960’s by an analyst with the
Social Security Administration to provide a measure of income inadequacy.  The
poverty thresholds were based on the assumption that a typical household spends
one-third of its after-tax income on food.  The cost of the Department of
Agriculture’s least expensive food plan was multiplied by three to calculate
varying poverty thresholds for different size households.  Over time, poverty
thresholds are adjusted by the consumer price index to reflect changes in
inflation.  Although the poverty thresholds originally were meant to be applied to
after-tax income, the Census Bureau determines poverty status using before-tax
income.  Poverty status calculated for this report uses before-tax income.

The U.S. Department of Health and Human Services is responsible for publishing
annual poverty guidelines in the Federal Register.  Poverty guidelines are a
simplification of the poverty thresholds and are used to determine eligibility for
many social services programs.  The poverty guidelines are not adjusted for
differing costs of living in the 48 contiguous states and the District of Columbia.
Using 2000 income, the poverty ceiling for a family of four was $17,650.  For
each additional person in the family, $3,020 is added.  If there are fewer than
four persons, $3,020 is subtracted for each person less than four.  The 200
percent of poverty level is twice the poverty ceiling for each family size.  For a
family of four, 200 percent of poverty is $35,300.

City of
Falls City of Area

Region 1 Region 2 Region 3 Region 4 Region 5 Church Fairfax Total

Less than $25,000 8.8% 10.4% 3.7% 4.1% 4.9% 5.4% 7.2% 5.8%
$25,000 to $49,999 21.4% 19.5% 8.1% 7.8% 12.1% 12.4% 22.1% 12.7%
$50,000 to $74,999 20.2% 22.6% 13.9% 18.5% 16.4% 13.7% 22.5% 17.9%
$75,000 to $99,999 17.7% 18.0% 11.1% 15.6% 22.3% 22.0% 20.3% 16.9%
$100,000 to $124,999 14.1% 10.1% 18.5% 22.8% 20.5% 21.2% 12.0% 18.3%
$125,000 to $149,999 6.6% 6.4% 9.7% 11.7% 9.8% 7.0% 6.9% 9.3%
$150,000 or more 11.2% 13.0% 35.0% 19.5% 13.8% 18.3% 9.1% 19.1%

Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

Fairfax County Human Services Region
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Poverty Status of Children
Under Age 18 Years by Area

14.5%
8.3%

19.9%

5.2% 4.3% 4.3%

Fairfax County City of Falls Church City of Fairfax
At or Below Poverty At or Below 200% Poverty

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census, Summary File 3 and 
               2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

Average Monthly Housing Costs by Area
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All Households Households with Children
Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

The 2000 Decennial Census counted 12,616 children in Fairfax County, 184
children in the City of Fairfax, and 103 children in the City of Falls Church that
were 17 years and younger living in poverty.  Children in Fairfax County are more
likely to live in poverty or live at or below 200 percent of poverty than are adults.
Among persons of all ages in Fairfax County, 4.5 percent live at or below poverty
and 10.2 percent live at or below 200 percent of poverty.  Among children under
age 18 years in Fairfax
County, 5.2 percent live
at or below poverty and
14.5 percent live at or
below 200 percent of
poverty.  

Poverty rates for
children under age 18
years in the two cities
are the same, 4.3
percent.  In the City of
Falls Church the poverty
rate for children is
almost the same as the
overall poverty rate for
persons of all ages, 4.2
percent.  The poverty rate for children in the City of Fairfax, however, is lower
than the overall rate for persons of all ages, 5.7 percent.  The 200 percent of
poverty rate for children under age 18 years in the City of Falls Church (8.3
percent) is less than half the City of Fairfax rate (19.9 percent).  In the City of
Falls Church the 200 percent of poverty rate for children is lower than that for
persons of all ages (9.1 percent) but in the City of Fairfax the 200 percent of
poverty rate for children is well above that for persons of all ages (12.1 percent).

Housing Costs

Housing costs are one
of the largest recurring
expenditures in most
household budgets.  For
households with
children, monthly
housing costs are higher
on average because a
larger percent of these
households live in
single-family units and
few of these households
have reached the stage
in life where they have
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Housing Cost as a Percent of Income by Area
Households with Children
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Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

paid off their mortgages.  Average monthly housing costs for Fairfax-Falls Church
Area households with children are $1,628, nearly $250 above the average for all
households.  The highest average monthly housing cost is found in Human
Services Region 3 where households with children pay an average of $2,121 per
month.  In addition, the gap between what households with children and all
households pay for housing is largest in Region 3, more than $450.  The City of
Fairfax has the most affordable average monthly housing cost.  Households with
children in the City of Fairfax pay an average of $1,284 per month, more than
$800 less than in Region 3.  In Human Services Regions 1 and 2, the average
monthly housing costs for households with children are only slightly higher than
the costs in the City of Fairfax at $1,318 and $1,345 respectively.

Thirty percent of income often is considered an upper guideline for housing costs
when qualifying potential buyers or renters for housing.  A household that spends
30 to 49 percent of its income on housing costs carries a moderate amount of
financial risk in its ability to pay for its housing if an unexpected decrease in
income or increase in
expenditures should
occur.  Households
spending more than half
of their income for
housing are at the
greatest risk of becoming
homeless.  Nationwide,
28 percent of households
with children under age
18 pay more than 30
percent of income for
housing costs.8  In the
Fairfax-Falls Church
Area, the vast majority of
households with children
pay less than 30 percent
of income for housing but a fifth pay 30 percent or more with 5.9 percent pay 50
percent or more of their income for housing.  Region 1, Region 2, and the City of
Fairfax have the greatest proportions of households with children paying 30
percent or more of income for housing (23.6 percent, 25.3 percent, and 25.1
percent respectively).  Region 1 and the City of Falls Church have the largest
proportions of households with children paying 50 percent or more of income for
housing (8.6 percent and 7.8 percent respectively).

One of the community perception questions on the Fairfax-Falls Church
Community Assessment asked households if they thought lack of affordable
housing was a local community problem.  Half of all households perceive the lack
of affordable housing as a moderate or major problem in the local community. 
                                                  
8 Federal Interagency Forum on Child and Family Statistics, America’s Children: Key National Indicators of
Well-Being 2001, Washington, DC, U.S. Government Printing Office, July 2001.
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Note:  Households may be included in multiple categories if they have more than one child.

Households with
children are more likely
than are households
without children to
perceive lack of
affordable housing as a
moderate or major local
community problem.
Households with very
young children, 5 years
or younger, are more
concerned about the
lack of affordable
housing in the local
community than other
households.  Nearly a
third of households with
very young children
perceive the lack of affordable housing in the local community as a major
problem and an additional quarter perceive it as a moderate problem.

Meeting Basic Needs

To help evaluate the ability of households to pay for basic needs such as housing,
utilities, food, and medicine, the Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment
asked if the household had run out of money to pay for these items.  Households
that run out of money to pay for basic needs are showing signs of financial stress,

especially if cash flow
problems occur three or
Ran Out of Money for H
or Medicine - Househ

1 7 .9 %

1 0 .7 %

2 0 .2 %
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more times per year.  In
the Fairfax-Falls Church
Area, households with
children (19.6 percent)
are more likely to run out
of money for rent or
mortgage, utilities, food,
or medicine than are all
households (14.3
percent).  More than 28
percent of the households
with children in Region 1,
Region 2, and the City of
Fairfax indicate that they
had run out of money for
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Hunger Is a Problem in the Local Community
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Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.
Note:  Households may be included in multiple categories if they have more than one child.

Internet Access by Area
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basic needs at least once last year.  In Region 1, one out of every ten households
with children indicate they had run out of money for basic needs three or more
times during the past year.

In addition to asking
households if they were
having difficulty paying for
basic needs, the
Community Assessment
asked households if they
perceived hunger to be a
local community problem.
The majority of households
does not know or does not
perceive hunger as a local
community problem.
Regardless of the age of
children in the household,
households with children
are slightly more likely to
perceive hunger as a
moderate or major problem in the local community.  Only 11.7 percent of
households without children perceive hunger as a moderate or major local
community problem, whereas more than 15 percent of households with children
feel this way.

Internet Access

Children who have computers and Internet services available to them have access
to an immense amount of educational resources.  Area-wide, 78.7 percent of all
households have a computer at home that is connected to the Internet.  Among

households with children age
18 and younger, a larger
proportion have computers
with Internet access, 86.1
percent.  Internet access of
households is correlated to
the wealth of the household
– as wealth increases
Internet access is more
likely.  Human Services
Regions 3 and 4 have the
largest proportions of
households with children
that have Internet access,
93.1 percent and 92.8
percent respectively. 



Regions 1 and 2 have the lowest levels of Internet access among households with
children, 73.2 percent and 73.5 percent respectively.

Health Issues

Both factual and community perception questions were asked about health issues
on the Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.  The factual questions about
health asked if household members were covered by health insurance,
experienced mental health problems, or had a long-lasting condition.  Two of the
community perception questions asked about lack of affordable medical care and
mental illness or emotional problems.

Health Insurance Coverage

Without health insurance, access to medical care is limited.  Children without
health insurance often go without preventive health care such as routine
physicals, are less likely to have a primary healthcare provider who is familiar
with the child’s health history, and are more likely not to receive immunizations.
Nationwide, 11.6 percent of children age 17 or younger lack health insurance.9  At
7.0 percent, the percentage of children age 18 or younger lacking health
insurance in the Fairfax-Falls Church Area is below the national rate.  This
represents an estimated 19,100 children in the area.  Similar to national trends,
children in the Fairfax-Falls Church Area are more likely to lack health insurance
as they become older – 5.9 percent of children age 5 and younger, 7.0 percent of
children 5 to 12 years, and 8.1 percent of children 13 to 18 years lack health
insurance.  

Lack of health insurance
varies dramatically by race
and ethnicity among
children.  With the exclusion
of Non-Hispanic White
children, the percentage of
children lacking health
insurance by race and
ethnicity are similar
nationally and locally.
Nationally, 7.3 percent of
Non-Hispanic White
children age 17 and younger
lack health insurance.  In
the Fairfax-Falls Church
                                                  
9 U.S. Census Bureau, Current Population
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Note:  Data for the United States are for children age 17 and younger and data for the Fairfax-Falls
          Church Area are for children age 18 and younger.

Children Without Health Insurance
By Race or Ethnicity
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Black

Hispanic
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United States Fairfax-Falls Church Area

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, Current Population Survey, March 2000 and 2000 Fairfax-Falls 
          Church Community Assessment.

 Survey, March 2000.
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Area, only 1.6 percent of Non-Hispanic White children age 18 and younger lack
health insurance.  Among Black children, 13.5 percent nationally and 12.5 percent
locally lack health insurance.  The lack of health insurance among Asian children
is higher in the Fairfax-Falls Church Area (16.0 percent) than that nationally
(14.0 percent).  Hispanic children are the most likely group to be uninsured –
20.8 percent locally and 24.9 percent nationwide.  

The City of Fairfax, Region
1, and Region 2 have the
largest proportions of
children that have no health
insurance (14.5 percent,
10.9 percent, and 13.3
percent respectively).  The
other areas of the Fairfax-
Falls Church Area have
much lower percents of
uninsured children.
Children without health
insurance comprise 4.2
percent of all children in
Region 3, 5.1 percent in
Regions 4 and 5, and 6.3
percent in the City of Falls Chu
contain 28.6 percent of all child
uninsured children live in these

When responding to the comm
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children to perceive
lack of affordable
medical care as a
moderate or major
problem in their local
community.  The
responses of
households with
children to this
community perception
question did not differ
based on the ages of
children in the
household.  Nearly half
of all households with
children think lack of
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Experiencing Mental/Emotional Problems By Age
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Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

affordable medical care is a moderate or major local community problem and
nearly a quarter think it is a major problem.  A fifth of households without
children perceive lack of affordable medical care as a major local community
problem and an additional fifth perceive it as a moderate problem.  Households
without children also are more likely to respond that they did not know if lack of
affordable medical care is a local community problem.

Mental Health

When a member of a household has a mental health problem it can have a
profound effect on other members of the household – increasing the emotional
stress level of the household considerably.  In addition, mental health problems
tend to stretch over long periods of time and may be life-long illnesses.  To help
measure the extent of mental health problems in the Area, the Fairfax-Falls
Church Community Assessment asked households if “Over the past year, did any
member of the household experience depression, anxiety, mental, emotional, or
behavioral problems to the degree the respondent felt help was needed?”

The incidence of mental
health problems among
children did not vary much
by sub-area of the Fairfax-
Falls Church Area.  Most of
the variation by sub-area
can be attributed to differing
social-economic factors –
age, sex and race/ethnicity.
Among children, however,
there is a strong association
between the age of the child
and the reporting of mental
health problems.  Parents
and guardians rarely
associate mental health problems with preschool age children (1.3 percent), but
as children enter school the incidence of guardians reporting mental health
concerns rises sharply.  One out of every 20 elementary school-age child is
reported to have depression, anxiety, mental, emotional, or behavioral problems
to the degree that the parent or guardian felt help was needed.  Once a child
becomes a teenager, parents and guardians report mental health problems at a
rate higher than for the population as a whole.  While 8.9 percent of all persons in
the Fairfax-Falls Church Area are reported to have mental health problems, 12.5
percent of teenagers are reported to have mental health problems.



The mental health problems of parents and guardians can have a profound effect
on their children.  In addition to emotional stresses, mental health problems of
adults can result in financial stress because of lost work productivity and
increased health care costs.  Among persons in developed countries, mental
health problems comprise four of the ten most common causes of disability as
measured in days of disability.10  In the Fairfax-Falls Church Area, 13.8 percent of
children age 18 and younger live with a parent or guardian who experiences
depression, anxiety, mental, emotional or behavioral problems to the degree that
help is needed.  

Nearly half of all
Fairfax-Falls Church
households do not
perceive mental illness
or emotional problems
as local community
problems, and an
additional fifth do not
know if these are
community problems.
Households with
school-age children, age
5 to 18 years, are
somewhat more likely to
perceive mental illness
or emotional problems
as local community
concerns than
households without childre

Long-Lasting Conditio

The Fairfax-Falls Church C
members had a long-lasting
condition that substantially
stairs, bathing or dressing; 
Households that have child
higher health care costs.  Ch
education services and may
Parents and guardians also
support to children with lon

                                                  
10 World Health Organization, World
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Mental Illness or Emotional Problems
Are a Problem in the Local Community

21.2% 46.7% 15.5% 11.3% 5.2%

20.5% 47.0% 16.6% 12.0% 4.0%

17.2% 44.9% 19.2% 13.2% 5.4%

14.3% 46.7% 17.5% 15.3% 6.1%

No Children in
Household

Children Under 5
Yrs in Household

Children 5-12 Yrs
in Household

Children 13-18 Yrs
in Household

Don't Know Not a Problem Minor Problem Moderate Problem Major Problem

Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.
Note:  Households may be included in multiple categories if they have more than one child.

n and households with children under age 5.

ns

ommunity Assessment asked if any household
 condition: a severe vision or hearing impairment; a
 limits physical activities such as walking, climbing
and/or a severe learning or memory problem.
ren with severe disabling conditions may experience
ildren with disabling conditions may need special

 miss more school due to these chronic conditions.
 may need to provide more physical and emotional
g-lasting conditions.  

 Bank, and Harvard University, Global Burden of Disease Study, 1996.
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Long-Lasting Conditions by Age

5.7%

1.4%

2.0%

4.9%

All Ages

Under 5 Years

5 to 12 Years

13 to 18 Years

Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

Few children age 18 and
younger are identified as
having any long-lasting
conditions and there is
little variation across
geographic sub-area.
Older children are more
likely to be identified as
having a long-lasting
condition than are younger
children.  Among persons
of all ages, 5.7 percent of
the population is identified
as having one or more
long-lasting conditions.
Only 1.4 percent of
children under age 5 years,
2.0 percent of children age 5 to 12 years, and 4.9 percent of children age 13 to 18
years are identified as having one or more long-lasting conditions. 
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Persons 65 Years and Older - 1980, 1990 and 2000

Persons 65 Years and Older

Population Characteristics

The results of the 2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment closely
mirror those of the 2000 Decennial Census where information is available from
both sources.  The Community Assessment results, however, do not include
group quarters population such as persons living in institutions, dormitories and
on military bases.  Thus, Census data are used in this report to summarize total
population figures and age information.  Census data, however, are not available
to provide a social and economic profile of persons age 65 years and older, thus
Community Assessment data are used for these purposes.

In 2000, persons 65 years and older account for nearly 12.4 percent of the
nation’s total population.1  The Federal Interagency Forum on Aging-Related
Studies predicts that when the “baby boom” generation begins to turn 65 in 2011,
the population of older Americans will begin to expand more rapidly in the
United States.  By 2030, one in five people will be age 65 or older, doubling the
size of this age group over the next 30 years.  The growth of the 65 and older
population will continue to affect every aspect of our society, presenting
challenges as well as opportunities to policymakers, families, businesses, and
health care providers.2

The growth of the population of persons age 65 years and older in the Fairfax-
Falls Church Area has been faster than that nationally.  The local increase in the
number of persons age 65 years and older from 1980 to 1990 was 94.4 percent

a
1
y
to
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Population Age 65 and 
Older

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Fairfax County 26,989 4.5% 53,544 6.5% 76,818 7.9%
City of Falls Church 1,316 13.8% 1,439 15.0% 1,262 12.2%
City of Fairfax 1,080 5.6% 2,135 10.9% 2,753 12.8%
TOTAL 29,385 4.7% 57,118 6.7% 80,833 8.1%

Source:  1980, 1990 and 2000 U.S. Decennial Censuses, Summary File 1.

1980 1990 2000

nd from 1990 to 2000 was more than 40 percent, compared to 22 percent and
2 percent3 nationally.  During this two-decade period the number of persons 65
ears and older in the Fairfax-Falls Church Area has grown from 29,385 persons
 80,833 persons.  

                                                
.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census, Summary File 1.

Federal Interagency Forum on Aging-Related Studies, Older Americans 2000:  Key Indicators of Well-
eing, Government Printing Office, August 2000.
U.S. Census Bureau, 1980, 1990 and 2000 Decennial Censuses, Summary File 1.



Despite the growth in the number of persons 65 years and older area-wide, the
City of Falls Church, unlike the other two jurisdictions, experienced a decline in
its population of persons age 65 years and older between 1990 and 2000.  In
2000 the City of Falls Church’s population of persons age 65 and older (1,262
persons) is smaller than that age group’s population two decades ago in 1980
(1,316 persons).  Even with this decline, persons 65 years and older account for a
relatively large proportion (12.2 percent) of the City of Falls Church’s total
population in 2000.

The western part of the
Fairfax-Falls Church Area
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Persons 65 Years and Older as a Percent of
2000 Population by Area

7.2%

5.5%

9.9%

11.0%

8.2%

7.9%

12.2%

12.8%

Region 5

Region 4

Region 3

Region 2

Region 1

Fairfax County

City of Falls Church

City of Fairfax

Source:  U.S Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census, Summary File 1 and
              2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

contains the smallest
proportion of seniors in
relation to total population,
while the two cities contain
the greatest proportions.
The percentage of
population that persons 65
years and older comprise in
Human Services Region 4
is 5.5 percent.  In contrast,
persons age 65 years and
older make up 12.8 percent
of the population in the
City of Fairfax and 12.2

ercent in the City of Falls Church.   Human Services Region 2 with 11.0 percent
ontains the highest concentration of persons 65 years and older in Fairfax
ounty.

opulation Growth by Age

 comparison of local and national 1990 to 2000 population growth rates by age
r persons 45 years and older reveals major differences among jurisdictions and
om the national rates.  The overall population growth rate of Fairfax County
8.5 percent) was greater than the national rate (13.2 percent) while the two

ities grew more slowly – 9.6 percent for the City of Fairfax and 8.3 percent for
e City of Falls Church.  Nationally, the number of persons age 65 to 74 years

rew more slowly than total population while the number of persons age 45 to 64
ears and 75 years or older grew more rapidly than total population.  

 Fairfax County all of the age groups 45 years and older grew more rapidly than
e County’s total population.  Fairfax County’s 45 to 54 year age group grew at

bout the same rate as that age group nationally, but the growth rates for all of
e age groups 55 years and older grew much more rapidly in Fairfax County than
 the nation, exceeding national growth rates by more than three times.
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In the City of Fairfax, the number of persons age 45 to 54 years and 75 years or
older grew faster than the City’s total population.   When comparing the City of
Fairfax to national data, the number of persons age 45 to 64 grew more slowly in
the City while the number of persons age 65 years or older grew approximately
three times more rapidly.  

The City of Falls Church has a very different population growth profile from the
nation and the other two jurisdictions.  The City of Falls Church was the only area
to experience a significant decline in an age group – the number of persons age
65 to 74 years declined by more than a third.  The number of persons 75 years or
older grew much more slowly in Falls Church (14.0 percent) than nationally (26.4
percent) or locally in Fairfax County (86.9 percent) and the City of Fairfax (73.5
percent).  On the other hand, the City of Falls Church had much stronger
population growth in the number of persons age 45 to 54 years (69.2 percent)
than nationally or locally.

Population Growth by Age – 1990 to 2000

13.2%

49.4%

14.8%

1.6%

26.4%

All Ages

45-54

55-64

65-74

75 & Older

United States Fairfax County

18.5%

46.1%

45.8%

22.7%

86.9%

All Ages

45-54

55-64

65-74

75 & Older

City of Fairfax

9.6%

36.7%

5.7%

4.9%

73.5%

All Ages

45-54

55-64

65-74

75 & Older

8.3%

69.2%

17.3%

-33.5%

14.0%

All Ages

45-54

55-64

65-74

75 & Older

City of Falls Church

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 1990 and 2000 Decennial Censuses, Summary File 1.



Racial/Ethnic Distribution

2000 Population by Age and Sex
Fairfax-Falls Church Community

Each gridline equals 5,000 people

85 Years & Older 

65 to 69 Years

75 to 79 Years

80 to 84 Years

70 to 74 Years

Male Female

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census, Summary File 1.

48.9% 51.1%

44.2%

41.1%

40.4%

28.9%

55.8%

58.9%

59.6%

71.1%

Distribution by Sex

Both nationally and in the
Fairfax-Falls Church Area,
women outnumber men and
the ratio of males to females
decreases with age.  In the
Fairfax-Falls Church Area,
men represent 49.6 percent
and women represent 50.4
percent of the total
population.  In the 65 to 69
year age group, men account
for 48.9 percent and women
51.1 percent – nearly the
same proportion as in the
total population.  After age
70, the proportion of the population that is female increases dramatically with
age.  Among residents 85 years or older, there are nearly three women for every
man.

Race or Ethnicity

As the older population
grows larger, it will also
grow more diverse,
reflecting the demographic
changes in the U.S.
population as a whole.4  In
the Fairfax-Falls Church
Area, the racial/ethnic
diversity of the population
65 years and older is
different than in the nation.
The Black and White
populations are smaller
proportions in the Fairfax-
Falls Church Area than in
the nation.  Hispanics
account for a slightly greater pro
than nationally, but Asians accou
group’s population in the local ar

                                                  
4 Federal Interagency Forum on  Aging-Rela
Being, Government Printing Office, August
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Persons 65 Years and Older

Other
1.0%

Hispanic
5.0%

Black
8.1%

White
83.6%

Asian
2.3%

United States
Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census, Summary File 1 and 
               2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

9.3%

6.1%
4.2% 3.6%

76.7%
White

OtherBlack
Hispanic

Asian

Fairfax-Falls Church Area

portion of local population 65 years and older
nt for a much larger proportion of that age
ea.

ted  Statistics, Older Americans 2000:  Key Indicators of Well-
 2000.



Persons Who Speak No English or Speak
English “Not Well”

1.6%

6.3%

4.2% 4.7%

Speaks No English Speaks English "Not Well"

All Persons Persons 65 Years and Older

Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

Language Spoken at
Home

According to the Federal
Interagency Forum on
Aging-Related Statistics,
the degree to which
persons 65 years and
older speak English
influences the ease of the
delivery of services to
assist in promoting
independence.  The
English proficiency of
persons 65 years and
older varies from that of

the general population.  More than 6 percent or 5,200 persons 65 years and older
speak no English compared to only 1.6 percent of all persons in the Fairfax-Falls
Church Area.  An additional 4.7 percent or 3,800 persons 65 years and older
speak English “not well.”  The number of persons 65 years and older who speak
English “not well” or “not at all” may reflect a growing number of
multigenerational households. 

Educational Attainment

Educational attainment is
defined as the highest level
of school completed or
highest degree earned by a
person.  It is considered an
important indicator of
economic wellbeing.
“Educational attainment
influences socioeconomic
status, and thus can play a
role in wellbeing at older
ages.  Higher levels of
education are usually
associated with higher
incomes, higher standards
of living, and above-average
health status among older Ame
generations as a group have pu
the Fairfax-Falls Church Area o

                                                  
5 Ibid.
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Educational Attainment
Persons Age 25 and Older and Persons  65 Years and Older

69.5%
91.7%

81.5%

15.6%

58.9%
41.6%

U.S. Persons 65 & Older All Area Persons 25 & Old
Area Persons 65 & Older

High School Diploma Bachelor's Degree or Higher

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, Current Population Survey, March 2000 and
               2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

ricans.”5  Both locally and nationally, younger
rsued more education than older generations.  In
ver 90 percent of all adults age 25 years or older



have graduated from high school whereas slightly more than 80 percent of
persons age 65 or older have high school diplomas.  Similarly 58.9 percent of
local residents age 25 and older have earned a four year college degree while 41.6
percent of local residents age 65 years and older have that much education.  Local
educational attainment rates for persons age 65 years and older are higher than
those nationwide.   Nationally, 69.5 percent of persons 65 years and older have a
high school diploma and only 15.6 percent have a four-year college degree.

Employment Characteristics

Labor force participation is measured as the percentage of population that is
employed or actively seeking employment.  According to the Federal Interagency
Forum on Aging-Related Studies, labor force participation rates have been
declining among men ages 55 years and older for nearly four decades.  Most of
the decline occurred prior to 1980.  Some reasons for the decline in male labor
force participation among men 55 years and older include the drop in age
eligibility from 65 to 62 for Social Security benefits in the early 60’s and greater
wealth allowing Americans to retire earlier.  In contrast to the rates for men,
labor force participation rates have risen among women age 55 or older during
recent decades6.  

In the Fairfax-Falls Church
Area, men who are age 65
and older are nearly twice as
likely to be in the labor
market as women age 65
and older – over a quarter of
the men compared to 14.1
percent of the women.  Of
those persons 65 years and
older who are in the labor
force, half are employed full
time and slightly less than
half part time.  Only 1.0
percent are unemployed and
seeking employment.

                                                  
6 Ibid.
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Labor Force Participation
 Persons 65 Years and Older

27.8%

14.1%

M en W om en

Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.



Note:  Percentages may not sum to 100 because households
           more than one person was moved.
Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

Current Living Arrangements of 
Persons Who Were Mov

 Fairfax-Falls Church Area b

44.0%

18.4%
15.1% 1

In Household
Initiating Move

In a Senior
Residence

In a Nursing
Home

L
Indep

Household Characteristics

Household Structure

According to the Federal
Interagency Forum on
Aging, marital status can
strongly affect a person’s
emotional and economic
wellbeing by influencing
living arrangements and
availability of caregivers
among older Americans.
Like marital status, the
living arrangements of
America’s older population
are important because they
are closely linked to income,
health status, and the availabili
Area, one-person households a
almost one-third of the househ
Three-quarters of persons 65 ye
Fairfax-Falls Church Area.  The
sex differences in life expectanc
slightly older, and higher remar
women.8    Slightly more than 3
years and older are seniors livin
containing seniors include fami

                                                  
7 Ibid.
8 Ibid.
Household Structure
Households with at Least One Member 65 Years and Older

Living with 
Roommates

0.8%

Living Alone
29.8%

Living with 
Family Other 
than Spouse*

33.0%

Living with 
Spouse Only

36.4%

Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.
*Note:  Spouse may or may not be present.

Senior or Disabled

ty of caregivers.7  In the Fairfax-Falls Church
ccount for 21.4 percent of all households but
olds containing persons 65 years and older.
ars and older who live alone are women in the
 higher percentage of women living alone reflects
y, the tendency for women to marry men who are
riage rates for older widowed men than widowed
6 percent of households containing persons 65
g only with their spouse, and third of households
ly members other than a spouse (spouse may or

may not be present).  Less
than 1 percent of
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 could select multiple answers if

ed to the
y Households

0.6%
15.2%

ives
endently

Not Applicable/
Deceased

households containing a
member 65 years and older
are non-family households
containing two or more
unrelated persons. 

One question on the 2000
Community Assessment
asked, “In the past five
years, have you moved an
elderly or disabled person
to Fairfax County, the City
of Fairfax, or the City of
Falls Church from outside



of these areas?”  Almost 5 percent of all area households responded that they had
moved an elderly or disabled person from outside the area.  The largest
proportion of seniors or disabled persons moved to this area currently live with
the household that initiated the move, 44.0 percent.  Only a tenth of the seniors
or disabled persons moved here during the past five years live independently,
18.4 percent live in a senior residence, and 15.1 percent live in a nursing home.

Housing Type and Homeownership

The type of housing lived in
is an important factor as
people age in place.  Persons
65 years and older who live
in single-family homes may
be more isolated from
needed resources.  In the
Fairfax-Falls Church Area,
51.6 percent of all
households live in single
family homes.  Among
households where at least
one member is 65 years or
older, 66.6 percent live in
single family homes.  A
smaller proportion of
households containing a memb
compared to all households.  Am
nearly half live in a single famil
housing. 

Households containing membe
homeowners than all household
percent of households with a m
compared to 74.4 percent of all

Economic Indicators

Poverty Status

The official measure of poverty
yearly basis and is based on fam
living alone would be considere
exceed $8,590.  For each additi
poverty guideline would increa
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Housing Type
All Households and Households with Persons 65 Years and Older

51.6%
66.6%

22.6%
10.7%

25.8% 22.7%

Single Family Townhome Multifamily/
Mobile Home

Total Area Households Households with Persons 65 Years and Older

Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment

er 65 years or older live in multifamily housing
ong persons 65 years and older who live alone,

y home, and two-fifths live in multifamily

rs 65 years and older are more likely to be
s in the Fairfax-Falls Church Area.  More than 84

ember 65 years and older are homeowners
 households in the area.

 is formulated by the federal government on a
ily size and annual income.  In 2000, a person

d at or below poverty if their income did not
onal family member living in the household, this
se by $3,020.  The poverty guideline is a measure



Poverty
 Problem in the Lo

12.2% 41.7%

11.9% 55

10.4% 45.5%

All Households

Senior Household
Head

Senior Member but
not Household Head

Don't Know Not a Problem Minor Prob

Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church C

of income and does not take into consideration assets or wealth that older
persons may have accumulated.  

Information from the
2000 Decennial
Census indicates that a
slightly lower percent
of persons 65 and
older are living below
poverty in the Fairfax-
Falls Church Area than
in the general
population.  The
poverty rates for all
persons and persons
age 65 and older are
similar in Fairfax
County and the City of
Falls Church.  The City
of Fairfax, however, has a v
age 65 and older have less t
population.  In addition, th
the City of Fairfax is half th
other jurisdictions.

Although most Fairfax-Fall
ommunity problem, it is in

46 percent say poverty is no
Poverty Status
All Persons and Persons 65 and Older

4.5%
4.0% 4.2% 4.1%

5.7%

2.1%

Fairfax County City of Falls Church City of Fairfax

All Persons Persons 65 Years  and Older

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census, Summary F ile  3.

ery different profile.  In the City of Fairfax, persons
han half the poverty rate of the city’s overall
e poverty rate among persons 65 years and older in
e poverty rates for those same age groups in the two

s Church Area households do not perceive poverty as a
teresting to note that households headed by persons

65 and older are even less

c
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 as a
cal Community

25.5% 15.9% 4.7%

.0% 17.9% 13.3%1.9%

23.2% 14.3% 6.6%

lem Moderate Problem Major Problem

ommunity Assessment.

likely to view poverty as a
local community
problem.  The majority of
households (55.0
percent) headed by
persons age 65 and older
perceive that poverty is
not a local community
problem.  Households
where a senior is a
member but not the head
of the household perceive
poverty as a community
problem in a manner
more similar to all
households – less than

t a local community problem.  



Household Income

Typically income declines when primary wage earners reach retirement age.  In
over 80 percent of the Fairfax-Falls Church Area households with a member age

5 or older, the person who is 65 years or older is a head of the household.  Thus,
it is not a surprise that
6
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Housing Costs as a Percent of Income
All Households and Households with Persons 65 Years and Older

56.7% 58.5%

25.3%
17.6%

13.1% 15.7%
5.0% 8.2%

All Households Households with Persons 65 Years and Older

Under 20%
of Income

20-29 % of
Income

30-49 % of
Income

Over 50 % of
Income

Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

Household Income
All Households and Households with Persons 65 Years and Older

6.6% 16.4% 21.0% 16.1% 15.9% 24.0%

14.2% 24.1% 23.0% 10.5% 13.6% 14.5%

All Households

Households with
Persons 65 Years &

Older

Under $25,000 25,000-$49,999 $50,000-$74,999
$75,000-$99,999 $100,000-$124,999 $125,000 or More

Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

the median household
income of households
containing persons 65
years and over is lower
than that for all
households - $60,000
compared to $81,000
for all households.
More than 38 percent
of households with
persons 65 years and
older have incomes of
under $50,000 while
only 23.0 percent of all
area households have
incomes under

$50,000.  The proportion of households with a member age 65 or older that have
incomes of $50,000 to $74,999 is similar to that of all Fairfax-Falls Church
households.  However, the proportion of households with incomes of $75,000 or
more is smaller for households containing members who are 65 years or older.

Housing Costs as a Percent of Income

Housing costs are a major
recurring expense faced
by most households.
When housing costs
exceed 30 percent of
income, they put financial
stress on the household.
When housing costs
exceed 50 percent of
income, the financial
stress is severe.
Households that pay
more than 30 percent of
their income on housing
costs are more likely to
run out of money and are
at risk of losing their



housing.  Households with members who are 65 and over are somewhat more
likely to spend over 30 percent of their income on housing costs than are all area
households.  While 23.9 percent of households with members age 65 or older
spend more than 30 percent of income on housing, 18.1 percent of all households
spend this much on housing.

When asked if
117

Affordable Housing as a
 Problem in the Local Community

9.6% 22.6% 18.0% 24.0% 25.7%

14.2% 42.8% 10.9% 17.4% 14.7%

11.8% 21.0% 20.6% 21.7% 24.9%

All Households

Senior Household Head

Senior Member but not
Household Head

Don't Know Not a Problem Minor Problem Moderate Problem Major Problem

Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

Ran out of Money for Basic Needs
All Households and Households with Persons 65 Years and Older

10.4%

3.9%

5.8%

1.4%

All Households Households with Persons
65 Years & Older

Ran out 1 or 2 Times Ran out 3 or More Times
Source:   2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

affordable housing was
a local community
problem, the answers
given by households
where the member age
65 or older was not the
head of the household
were similar to the
answers given by all
households.  However,
households with a
senior as the head of
household feel that
affordable housing is
less of a local
community problem.

Only 14.7 percent of households with a head age 65 or older think affordable
housing is a major local community problem and 42.8 percent think it is not a
problem.  In contrast, a quarter of all households thinks affordable housing is a
major problem and only 22.6 percent think it is not a problem.

Running Out of Money for Basic Needs

The 2000 Community Assessment asked the question, “During the past year, did
your household run out of
money to pay for basic
needs such as rent or
mortgage, utilities, food or
medicine?”  The answer
choices were no, yes once or
twice, or yes three or more
times.  Households
containing members age 65
and older are slightly less
likely to run out of money
for basic needs than all
households in the Fairfax-
Falls Church Area.  Almost 6
percent of households
containing persons 65 years



Without Health Insurance

and older ran out of money one or two times for basic needs in the year preceding
the Community Assessment, compared to 10.4 percent of all households in the
Fairfax-Falls Church Area.  Another 1.4 percent of households with a member age
65 or older ran out of money for basic needs three or more times, compared to
3.9 percent of all households in the area.  As with all households, households
containing persons 65 years and older prefer to turn to family and friends for
assistance and, as a second choice, increase their credit card or other debt.

Health Issues

Health Insurance Coverage

Health insurance coverage is an indicator of access to medical services.  Persons
with health insurance are more likely to access preventive health care and not
postpone needed medical care.  In the 2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Assessment,
92.9 percent of persons 65 years and older have health insurance.  This rate was
similar to the health insurance coverage rate for all persons in the area at 91.7
percent.  

The percentage of Fairfax-
Falls Church residents age 65
and older without health
insurance coverage (7.1
percent) is higher than the
national rate for this same
age group of 0.7 percent9 and
exceeds the previous rate for
this age group from the 1996
Fairfax County Household
Survey of 2.1 percent.  A
closer look at Fairfax-Falls
Church residents 65 years
and older without health
insurance reveals that the
majority of those without
insurance speak English “not we
many of the persons 65 years and
Falls Church Area may be immig

                                                  
9 U.S. Census Bureau, Current Population S
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Persons 65 Years and Older
1996 and 2000

1.1%
2.1%

0.7%

7.1%

U.S. Rate Fairfax County
Rate

U.S. Rate Fairfax-Falls
Church Area

Rate

Sources:  U.S. Census Bureau, Current Population Survey, March 1996 and 2000;
                2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment; and 1996 Fairfax County
                Household Survey.

1996 2000

ll” or “not at all.”  These findings suggest that
 older lacking health insurance in the Fairfax-

rants who are not eligible for Medicare.

urvey, March 2000.



As with many
community perception
Affordable Medical Care as a
 Problem in the Local Community

13.9% 24.0% 17.4% 22.1% 22.7%

14.8% 38.2% 12.5% 18.4% 16.1%

13.2% 23.5% 18.5% 16.3% 28.5%

All Households

Senior Household
Head

Senior Member but
not Household Head

Don't Know Not a Problem Minor Problem Moderate Problem Major Problem

Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

questions, the
responses given to the
question on affordable
medical care as a
community problem
are different between
households with
seniors as the head of
household and
households containing
seniors who are not the
head of household.
Households where the
person age 65 or older
is the head of the

household had a different perspective on whether affordable medical care is a
local community problem.  Households headed by older persons were less likely
to perceive affordable medical care as a local community problem.  Of households
where the head is 65 years and older, only 16.1 percent think affordable medical
care is a major community problem and 38.2 percent think it is not a problem.  In
contrast among all area households, 22.7 percent think affordable medical care is
a major local community problem and 24.0 percent think it is not a problem.
Households containing persons 65 years and older who are not household heads
were the most likely to perceive affordable medical care as a major community
problem – 28.5 percent. 

Mental Health

The 2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment asked if any member of
the household experienced depression, anxiety, mental, emotional or behavioral

problems in the past year to
the degree it was felt that
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Persons With Mental Health Problems by Sex
All Persons and Persons 65 Years and Older

7.4%

5.1%

10.3% 9.8%

Male Female

All Persons Persons 65 Years and Older

Source: 2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

help was needed.  When a
household member suffers
from mental health
problems, it not only causes
emotional stress but can
result in lower productivity
and higher financial costs.  In
regards to mental health
issues, persons age 65 and
older experience problems at
about the same rate as the
general population – 7.7
percent of persons 65 years



and older compared to 8.9 percent of all persons in the Fairfax-Falls Church
Area.  Women age 65 and older are nearly twice as likely to experience mental
health problems than their male counterparts, 9.8 percent and 5.1 percent
respectively.

Long-Lasting Conditions

Disability rates increase with age.  Persons with disabilities often suffer from a
diminished capacity to function, have an increased need for health care and
assistance, are less able to remain in the labor force, and may be less able to live
independently.  These factors can result in additional economic impacts on this
population.  Based on responses to the 2000 Community Assessment,
approximately 20,900 individuals 65 years and older report a long-lasting
condition.  The most common long-lasting condition reported is a condition that
substantially limits physical activities such as walking, climbing stairs, bathing or
dressing.  Nearly 18 percent
of persons age 65 and older
reported a physical condition
limiting activities compared
to only 3.0 percent of the
general population.  In
addition, a tenth of all
persons age 65 and older
report a severe vision or
hearing impairment
compared to 2.3 percent of
the general population.  Only
a small proportion, 3.4
percent, of persons age 65
and older report a severe
learning or memory problem.

Adult Day Care Needs

A small percentage, 1.3 percent, o
day care services. However, anot
services but indicate they need th
represent an estimated 2,900 pe
or need adult day care assistance
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Long-Lasting Conditions
All Persons and Persons 65 Years and Older

3.0%

17.9%

2.3%

9.9%

1.2%
3.4%

Substantial Physical
Disabilities

Vision/Hearing
Impairment

Learning/Memory
Problems

All Persons Persons 65 Years and Older
Note: Persons could select multiple categories of long-lasting conditions.
Source: 2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

f persons 65 and older is currently using adult
her 2.3 percent are not using adult day care
ese services.  Together these percentages

rsons 65 years and older that are currently using
. 



Households with
senior members who
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Available Adult Day Care as a
 Problem in the Local Community

32.9% 26.1% 13.9% 15.8% 11.4%

26.0% 39.5% 12.2% 12.8% 9.5%

24.7% 23.6% 14.7% 20.3% 16.6%

All Households

Senior Household
Head

Senior Member but
not Household Head

Don't Know Not a Problem Minor Problem Moderate Problem Major Problem

Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

are not head of
household consider
the availability of
community adult day
care to be more of a
problem than
households with
seniors as heads or
than all other area
households.  Nearly
40 percent of
households with a
member age 65 or
older who is not a
household head
perceive affordable

care for adults during the day a moderate or major community problem.
However, only 27.2 percent of all households and 22.3 percent of households
with a senior head of household feel this is a moderate or major community
problem.  Furthermore, households with a head age 65 or older were the most
likely to respond that affordable adult care during the day was not a community
problem, 32.9 percent.  Among all types of households a large percent responded
“don’t know.”  This may indicate a lack of knowledge about adult day care
services.

Internet Access

There is some thought that in the future seniors could be notified of
appointments, of the time to take medication, and/or of social events and
activities via the Internet.  In this way, Internet access may be able to provide
assistance to individuals who are homebound and/or disabled.  More than 78
percent of all households in the Fairfax-Falls Church Area have Internet access.
Although households containing persons 65 years and older are less likely to have
Internet access, the majority (58.1 percent) of these households currently have
access.



122



Persons with Disabling Conditions

Introduction

A major drawback in reporting disability information is the lack of consistency in
how this information is collected.  The U.S. Census Bureau has modified its
disability questions frequently making it difficult to use this source for
comparison information.  In addition, the questions on the 1995 Fairfax-Falls
Church Community Needs Assessment about disabling conditions were different
from the question on the 2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

Two primary questions were asked on the 1995 Community Assessment about
disabling conditions.  One question asked households if any of the children or
adults in the household had a permanent disability that limited their activity.
The answer responses were “no disability,” “yes, physical disability,” “yes, visual
disability,” “yes, hearing disability,” “yes, mental disability,” “yes, learning
disability,” and “yes, other disability.”  The second question on the 1995
Community Assessment asked households if any adults in the household needed
help with activities of daily living  (ADLs), such as bathing/toileting, dressing,
eating, walking, climbing stairs, and or memory or reasoning.  The answer
categories were “no help needed,” “yes, help bathing/toileting,” “yes, help
dressing,” “yes, help eating,” “yes, help walking,” “yes, help climbing stairs,” and
“yes, help with memory or reasoning.”

One question replaced the two questions asked in 1995 on the 2000 Community
Assessment.  In addition, the 2000 Community Assessment question asked about
each member of the household specifically.  For each person in the household,
the 2000 Community Assessment asked, “Does this person have any of the
following long-lasting conditions?”  The possible answers were “severe vision or
hearing impairment,” “a condition that substantially limits physical activities
such as walking, climbing
stairs, bathing or dressing,”
“severe learning or memory
problems,” and “none of the
above.”

General Trends

Because questions were
asked differently in 1995
and 2000, longitudinal
trends cannot be analyzed
directly.  It is impossible to
determine what effects on
the results are due to
changes in the questions
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Households Reporting Members with
Disabling Conditions,  1995 and 2000

10.0%

5.0%

12.7%
11.7%

Permanent
Disability

Need Help
with ADLs

Disability or
ADL

Long-
Lasting

Condition

Source:  1995 and 2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessments.

1995
2000



Incidence by Type of Long-Lasting

Distribution by 

50-64 Yrs
17.4%

35-49 Yrs
27.2%

65 + Yrs.
8.3%

20-34 Yrs
18.9%

0-19 Yrs
28.2%

Source: 2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Comm

All Area Persons
990,700 Persons

50-64 Yrs
20.6%

65 + Yrs.
37.4%

Perso

and what are due to changes in the community.  In 1995, 12.7 percent of Fairfax-
Falls Church Area households (41,700 households) reported one or more
members with either a permanent disability or needing help with activities of
daily living (ADLs).  In 2000, 11.7 percent of area households (42,600
households) report one or more members with a long-lasting condition. 

Population Characteristics

Unlike the 1995 Community
Assessment, the 2000
Community Assessment
asked about the disability
status of each member of
the household.  From the
2000 Community
Assessment, it is estimated
that 5.7 percent of the
Fairfax-Falls Church Area’s
household population
(56,300 persons) had a
disabling condition.
Looking more closely at type
of disabling condition, 3.0
percent of the area’s
household population reported
percent reported severe vision/
severe learning or memory prob

disabling condition nearly two 
older.  Nearly half of the area’s 
Conditions
3.0%

2.3%

1.2%

Physical
Limitations

Vision/Hearing
Impairment

Learning/Memory
Problems

Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.
Note:  Persons could select multiple categories of long-lasting conditions.

 having substantial physical limitations, 2.3
hearing impairment, and 1.2 percent reported
lems. 

Disabling Conditions
by Age
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Age

unity Assessment.

0-19 Yrs
13.0%

20-34 Yrs
10.4%

35-49 Yrs
18.7%

ns with Disabling Conditions
56,300 Persons

The likelihood of a
disabling condition
increases with age.  While a
quarter of all persons 65
years and older reported a
long-lasting condition, less
than 3 percent of those
under age 20 reported a
long-lasting condition.
Only 8.3 percent of the
area’s household
population is 65 years or
older.  Of the people with a

of every five persons (37.4 percent) are 65 years or
household population is younger than 35 years



Distribution by 

Source:   2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Commu

51.6%

57.1%

Female

All Area Persons

Persons with
Disabling 
Conditions

but less than a quarter of persons with disabling conditions are younger than 35
years.   Therefore as the baby boom generation ages, the percentage of persons
with disabling conditions is likely to rise as this generation increases the
percentage of population 65 years and older. 

Because of the strong
association with age, sub-
areas of the Fairfax-Falls
Church Area that contain a
larger proportion of persons
age 65 years and older tend
to contain larger
proportions of persons with
disabling conditions.
Human Services Region 2
and the Cities of Fairfax and
Falls Church have the
highest percentages of
persons with disabling
conditions as well as the
highest percentages of
persons age 65 years or older.  

compared to the Fairfax-Falls C
51.6 percent are female and 48.
Percent of Persons with Disabling
Conditions by Area

5.8%
5.0%
5.0%

7.3%
5.9%

5.6%
6.6%

6.8%

Region 5

Region 4

Region 3

Region 2

Region 1

Fairfax County

City of Falls Church

City of Fairfax

Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

Disabling Conditions
by Sex
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Sex

nity Assessment.

48.4%

42.9%

Male

A greater number of
women have disabling
conditions than men.  This
is due partially to the fact
that there are more women
than men in the 65 years
and older population, both
nationally and in the
Fairfax-Falls Church Area.
Among persons of all ages
with disabling conditions,
57.1 percent are female and
42.9 percent are male as

hurch Area’s total household population where
4 percent are male.  



      Persons with
Disabling Conditions

12.7%

10.6%

8.0%

62.4%

6.3%

White

Hispanic

Asian

Black
Other

11.8%

10.4%

7.6%
5.0%

65.2%
White

Other
Black

Hispanic

Asian

All Area Persons

Racial/Ethnic Distribution

Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

Race and Ethnicity

The racial/ethnic
distribution of persons with
disabling conditions is
similar to that of the area’s
total household population.
Among people with
disabling conditions, an
estimated 36,700 persons
are White, 6,600 persons
are Asian, 5,900 persons are
Hispanic, 4,300 persons are
Black, and 2,800 persons
are other races or
multiracial. 

Language Proficiency and Language Spoken at Home

The Federal Interagency Forum on Aging-Related Statistics states that English
language proficiency influences the ease of the delivery of services to assist in

promoting independence.
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Spoken English Proficiency
Persons Age 5 and Older

82.2%

12.1%
5.8%

69.7%

16.8%
13.5%

All  Area Persons Persons with
Disabling Conditions

Very Well Well Not at All or Not Well

Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

The U.S. Census Bureau
considers persons who do
not speak English “very
well” linguistically isolated
if they do not live with
someone 14 years or older
who speaks English “very
well.”  In the Fairfax-Falls
Church Area, slightly more
than 30 percent of persons
with disabling conditions
do not speak English “very
well” compared to almost
18 percent of all persons
living in the area.  

Households containing members with disabling conditions are slightly more
likely to speak a language other than English at home.  Approximately 22 percent
of both households containing persons with disabilities and all area households
speak a combination of English and another language at home.  However, 7.2
percent of all area households speak only another language at home while 10.3
percent of households containing persons with disabling conditions speak only
another language at home.



Educational Attainment

Educational attainment refers to the highest grade of school completed or highest
degree received by a person.  Educational attainment among adults is strongly
correlated to income and is an important indicator of economic wellbeing.  Adults
with higher levels of educational attainment tend to have more career
opportunities and earn more income.  

Adults, age 25 and older,
Educational Attainment
Persons Age 25 and Older

84.1% 91.7%
76.7%

25.6%

58.9%

33.7%

 U.S. - All Persons All Area Persons Area Persons with Disabling Conditions

High School Diploma Bachelor's Degree or Higher

Source:  U.S Census Bureau, Current Population Survey, March 2000; and
               2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

with disabling conditions in
the Fairfax-Falls Church
Area are less likely to have
a high school diploma than
all persons age 25 and older
locally or nationwide.
While over 23 percent of
adults with disabilities have
less than a high school
diploma, only 8.3 percent
of all persons age 25 and
older in the local area have
less than a high school
diploma.  Fairfax-Falls
Church Area adults with

disabling conditions are somewhat more likely to have a bachelors degree or
more education than all persons 25 years or older nationwide but are
considerably less likely to have pursued a four year college degree than all adults
locally. 

Employment Characteristics

Labor force participation
rates are measured as the
percentage of population age
16 years and older that is
employed or actively seeking
employment (unemployed).
Persons age 16 and older with
disabling conditions are
much less likely to be in the
labor force and to be
employed full time than
persons without disabling
conditions.  When compared
to all persons in the Fairfax-
Falls Church Area, persons
with disabling conditions are hal
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Employment Status
Persons Age 16 and Older

63.1%

11.8%
3.6%

21.5%

32.7%
10.2%
5.2%

51.9%

All Area Persons Persons with Disabling
Conditions

Full Time Part Time Unemployed Not in Labor Force

Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

f as likely to work full time and are twice as likely



to not be in the labor force.  Less than half of persons age 16 and older with
disabling conditions are in the labor force, whereas 78.5 percent of all persons
age 16 and older are in the labor force.  Only 32.7 percent of persons age 16 and
older with disabling conditions have full-time jobs compared to 63.1 percent of all
persons age 16 and older.  Much, but not all, of the differences in employment
status are due to differences in the proportions of these two populations that are
65 years or older.

A major purpose of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 was to increase
the employment rate of persons with disabilities by making it illegal to practice
discrimination against individuals who have a disability.  Data confirm that
employment, while gradually increasing, continues to be a problem for persons
with disabilities.  According to the U.S. Census Bureau, the likelihood of being
employed varies by type of disability among persons 21 to 64 years old.  Persons
with hearing difficulties and visual difficulties were more likely to be employed
than were those with physical disabilities that impair movement, such as
difficulty walking. 1  

Data from the 2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment found similar
relationships between disability and employment status as those described by the
U.S. Census Bureau.  Among Fairfax-Falls Church Area residents age 21 to 64
years, persons with disabling conditions were less likely to be employed and there
were differences in employment status by disabling condition.  Three quarters of
persons age 21 to 64 years
who have no disabling
conditions work full time
and an additional 10.6
percent work part time.
Among persons in this
same age group with one
or more disabling
conditions, 56.0 percent
work full time while 12.0
percent work part time.  

When employment status
is analyzed by type of
disabling condition,
dramatic differences can
be seen between those who ha
impairment) and those who h
activities such as walking, clim
sensory impairments are mor
physical limitations.  Nearly tw
impairments are employed fu

                                                          
1 U.S. Census Bureau, Census Brief: Di
128

Employment Status by Disabling Condition
Persons Age 21 to 64
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Source:   2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

ve sensory conditions (severe visual and/or hearing
ave a condition that substantially limits physical
bing stairs, bathing or dressing.  Persons with

e likely to be employed than those with substantial
o-thirds of persons age 21 to 64 years with sensory

ll time and an additional 11.1 percent work part

sabilities Affect One-Fifth of All Americans, December 1997.



time.  In comparison, only 43.3 percent of Fairfax-Falls Church residents age 21
to 64 years with substantial physical limitations are employed full time and 9.3
percent work part time.

Household Characteristics

Household Structure

According to the Census
Bureau about 80 percent
of the people who take the
role of primary helpers for
persons with disabilities
are relatives, and nearly
half of these primary
helpers live with the
person who has a
disability.2  It is interesting
to note that household
structure for households
containing persons with
disabling conditions is
similar to all households in
the Fairfax-Falls Church Area
containing persons with disab
percent) than for all area hous
Area, nearly the same percent
disabling conditions are heade
children under 18 years (36.1 
are headed by married couple
households containing person
to be other types of family hou
all area households.  

Another dimension of how sup
conditions was investigated by
This question asked, “In the p
disabled person to Fairfax Cou
from outside of these areas?” 
percent of households contain
that they had moved an elderl
Area during the past five years
disabling condition that have 
three quarters of these househ

                                                          
2 Ibid.
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Household Structure

One Person
21.7%

Single Parent
6.3%
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5.0%
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Children
28.8%
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Children
33.6%

Roommates
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Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

All Area Households

One Person
17.9%

Single Parent
7.6%

Other Family
9.7%

Married - No 
Children

33.1%

Married - Own 
Children

28.5%

Roommates
3.2%

Households Containing 
Member with Disabling Conditions

, though a slightly larger percent of households
ling conditions are family households (78.9
eholds (73.7 percent).  In the Fairfax-Falls Church
age of households containing members with
d by married couples (61.6 percent) and contain

percent) as for all households where 62.4 percent
s and 39.9 percent contain children.  However, area
s with disabling conditions are slightly more likely
seholds, 9.7 percent compared to 5.0 percent for

port is being provided to persons with disabling
 a question on the 2000 Community Assessment.

ast five years, have you moved an elderly or
nty, the City of Fairfax or the City of Falls Church

 Almost 5 percent of all area households and 13.8
ing a member with a disabling condition responded
y or disabled person into the Fairfax-Falls Church
.  Of those households containing a member with a

moved a senior or disabled person to the area, over
olds indicated that the person(s) who was moved



Current Living Arrangements of Senior or
Disabled Persons Who Were Moved to the
 Fairfax-Falls Church Area by Households

44.0%

78.3%

18.4%
7.7%

15.1%
6.5% 10.6%

2.5%
15.2%

6.4%

Own Household Sr. Residence Nursing Home Independent NA/Deceased

All Households Contains Member with Disabling Condition

Note:  Percentages may not sum to 100 because households could select multiple answers if
           more than one person was moved.
Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

to the area is currently
residing in their home.  In
contrast among all area
households that moved a
senior or disabled person
to the area, only 44.0
percent indicated that the
person was currently living
in their home.  What these
data suggest are that
seniors without disabilities
who are moved to the
Fairfax-Falls Church Area
are more likely to live
independently or in a
senior residence, whereas those persons with disabling conditions are more likely
to live with other family members.

Housing Type and Tenure

The distribution by type of housing units among households containing persons
with disabling conditions is similar to that for all area households.  As with all

households in the Fairfax-
Housing Typ
Households

51.6% 54.5%

22.6%
17.7%

Single Family Townhouse

All Area Households Contains Mem

Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Com

measure of neighborhood com
containing persons with disab
households in the Fairfax-Fall
national homeownership rate 
Church Area rate.3  

                                                          
3 U.S. Census Bureau, Current Populati
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25.8% 27.8%

Multifamily/Mobile Home

ber with Disabling Condition

munity Assessment.

Falls Church Area, just over
half of the households
containing persons with
disabling conditions live in
single family homes.  A
slightly lower percent of
households containing a
member with a disabling
condition live in
townhouses than do all area
households.

Homeownership is
considered an indicator of
financial wellbeing and a

mitment.  The same percentage of households
ling conditions are homeowners as are all
s Church Area, approximately 74 percent.  The
at 67.4 percent is lower than the Fairfax-Falls

on Survey/Housing Vacancy Survey, 2000 Annual Statistics.



Economic Indicators 

Household Income

The presence of a
disability is associated
with lower levels of
income and an increased
likelihood of being in
poverty.4  The median
household income for
households containing
persons with disabling
conditions is $63,000,
compared to $81,000 for
all households in the
area.  Households
containing members with
disabling conditions are
2.4 times more likely to
have household incomes belo
Fairfax-Falls Church Area, 2
below $50,000 but 35.5 perc
disabling conditions have an

Poverty Status

The U.S. Department of Hea
guidelines.  These guidelines
four members is considered 
For each additional or fewer
upward or downward by $3,
of four is considered at or be
guideline is adjusted accordi
members. 

In the Fairfax-Falls Church A
likely to live at or below pove
conditions, the highest pover
where 14.4 percent were at o
also are twice as likely to live
compared to 10.2 percent of 

                                                          
4 John McNeil, Current Population R
Census Bureau, Housing and Househ
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Household Income Distribution
Households

6.6% 16.4% 21.0% 16.1% 39.9%

16.0% 19.5% 20.7% 13.1% 30.6%

All Area
Households

Contains Member
with Disabling

Condition

Under $25,000 25,000-$49,999 $50,000-$74,999 $75,000-$99,999 $100,000 or More

Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

w $25,000 than are all area households.  In the
3.0 percent of all households have annual incomes
ent of households containing members with
nual incomes below $50,000.

lth and Human Services publishes annual poverty
 vary by family size.  For 2000 income, a family with
at or below poverty if their income is $17,650 or less.
 family members, the poverty guideline is adjusted
020 per person.  The income level at which a family
low 200 percent of poverty is $35,300 and the
ngly by $6,040 for each additional or fewer family

rea, persons with disabling conditions are twice as
rty, 8.1 percent.  For persons with disabling
ty rates were experienced in the City of Falls Church
r below poverty.  Persons with disabling conditions
 at or below 200 percent of poverty, 19.8 percent,
all persons in the area.  

eports, Americans With Disabilities: 1991-92, Series P70-33, U.S.
old Economic Statistics Division.



Poverty Status by Area
Persons with Disabling Conditions

6.3% 6.3%
8.3% 13.3%

4.3% 8.6%
10.5% 14.0%

10.8% 15.8%
8.0% 11.6%

14.4% 15.3%
7.5% 13.2%

Region 5

Region 4

Region 3

Region 2

Region 1

Fairfax County

City of Falls Church

City of Fairfax

At or Below Poverty 101% to 200% of Poverty
Source:   2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

Geographically, the highest
rates of persons with
disabling conditions at or
below 200 percent of
poverty occur in the City of
Falls Church (29.7
percent), Human Services
Region 1 (26.6 percent)
and Human Services
Region 2 (24.5 percent).
The lowest rates are found
in Regions 3 and 5 where
12.9 percent and 12.6
percent, respectively, of
persons with disabling
conditions are at or below
200 percent of poverty.

Housing Costs as a Percent of Income

Housing costs are one of the largest reoccurring costs for most households.
There is a strong association between the amount of income spent on housing
and the likelihood of running out of money for basic needs.  Households that
spend 30 percent or more of their income on housing costs are at risk financially
if they incur unexpected expenditures or an interruption of income.  Households
spending 50 percent or more of their income on housing are at severe financial
risk and have a high likelihood of becoming homeless.  

Fairfax-Falls Church Area
Housing Costs as a Perc
Households

56.7%
25.3%
13.1%
5.0%

48

23
19
8

All Area Households Contains 
Disabling

Under 20% of Income 20
30-49% of Income 50

Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Comm

percent of income for housing
persons with disabling conditi
housing compared to 13.1 perc
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ent of Income

.4%

.5%

.7%
.4%

Member with
 Conditions

-29% of Income
% or More of Income
unity Assessment.

households containing
persons with disabling
conditions are more likely
to spend a greater
percentage of their income
on housing than all
households.  Over 80
percent of all area
households spend less than
30 percent of household
income on housing, but less
than 72 percent of
households containing
members with disabling
conditions pay less than 30

.  Almost 20 percent of households containing
ons spend 30 to 49 percent of their income on
ent of all households in the area.  An additional 8.4



percent of households containing persons with disabling conditions spend 50
percent or more of their income on housing compared to 5.0 percent of all
households. 

Running Out of Money for Basic Needs

The 2000 Community Assessment asked the question, “During the past year, did
your household run out of money to pay for basic needs such as rent or mortgage,
utilities, food or medicine?”  The answer choices were “ no,” “yes, once or twice,”
and “yes, three or more times.”  Households that are unable to meet basic
monthly expenses are
having difficulty
maintaining financial self-
sufficiency.  Households
containing persons with
disabling conditions were
nearly twice as likely as
other households to run out
of money for basic needs in
the Fairfax-Falls Church
Area. Over a quarter of
households containing
persons with disabling
conditions ran out of money
one or more times in the
preceding year, compared to
14.3 percent of all area
households. 

Households containing persons
money for basic needs used stra
to cope.  The majority (56.4 per
disabling conditions that ran ou
help and 44.3 percent increased
smaller percentages of these ho
percent), sought assistance from
percent), and/or used other str

Internet Access

The likelihood of having a comp
household income level.  House
upper income households, and 
tend to be lower income househ

                                                          
5 Some households used more than one s
households by type of help sought will su
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Ran out of Money for Basic Needs
Households

10.4%

3.9%
18.2%

7.3%

All Households Contains Member with
Disabling Condition

Ran out 1 or 2 Times Ran out 3 or More Times

Source:   2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

 with disabling conditions that did run out of
tegies similar to those used by all area households
cent) of households containing persons with
t of money turned to family and/or friends for
 credit card and other forms of debt.  Much

useholds sought assistance from government (9.6
 religious and community organizations (13.0

ategies (12.1 percent)5.

uter with Internet access is associated with
holds with Internet access are more likely to be
conversely households without Internet access
olds.  The 2000 Community Assessment results

trategy when they ran out of money.  Therefore, the percentage of
m to more than 100 percent.



Health Insurance Coverage

91.7%
85.5%

8.3% 14.5%

With Health Insurance Without Health Insurance

All Area Persons Persons with Disabling Conditions
Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

show that two-thirds (67.0 percent) of the households containing persons with
disabling conditions have Internet access.  Area-wide, 78.7 percent of all
households have Internet access.

Health Issues 

Health Insurance
Coverage

In the Fairfax-Falls Church
Area, fewer persons with
disabling conditions have
health insurance (85.5
percent) than in the general
household population (91.7
percent).  Health insurance
coverage is an indicator of
access to medical services.
Those who are not insured
are less likely to have access to preventive heath care such as routine physicals
and are less likely to have a regular health care provider. Nationwide, the
presence of a disability is associated with an increased likelihood of health
insurance coverage from the Federal Government and a reduced likelihood of
private insurance coverage.  An association also was found between the severity
of the disability and the likelihood of private coverage – the more severe the
disability the less likely was private coverage.6 
Affordable Medical 
 Problem in the Local 

14.0% 24.5% 18.2%

12.8% 21.9% 12.4%

No Members with
Disabling Conditions

Member with
Disabling Conditions

Don't Know Not a Problem Minor Problem M

Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church C

                                                          
6 John McNeil, Current Population Repo
Census Bureau, Housing and Household 
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Care as a
Community

21.8% 21.5%

22.6% 30.3%

oderate Problem Major Problem

ommunity Assessment.

In the Fairfax-Falls
Church Area, households
containing persons with
disabling conditions
(30.3 percent) are more
likely to perceive lack of
affordable medical care
as a major community
problem than households
without disabled
members (21.5 percent).
This perception may be
related to the fact that
persons with disabling
conditions are less likely

rts, Americans With Disabilities: 1991-92, Series P70-33, U.S.
Economic Statistics Division.



Experiencing Mental/Emotion
By Type of Long-Lasting C

7.7%

28.5% 29.1%
2

No Disabling
Condition

Some Disabling
Conditions

Physical
Limitations

Visio
Imp

Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community As

to have health insurance coverage and thus have diminished access to health
care. 

Adult Day Care 

Overall, households
containing persons with
disabling conditions were
more concerned about the
availability of affordable adult
care during the day in their
local community than
households without members
with disabling conditions.  In
comparison to households
that contained no members
with disabling conditions, a
smaller percent of households
containing persons with
disabling conditions claimed
not to know if affordable
adult day care was a problem in t
that it was a major or moderate p

Mental Health

For each household member, the
past year, did this person experie
behavioral problems to the degre
mental health problem often is le
Affordable Adult Day Care as a Problem in
the Local Community

34.2% 26.0% 13.8% 15.3% 10.6%

25.1% 24.6% 14.7% 19.4% 16.2%

No Members with
Disabling Conditions

Member with
Disabling Conditions

Don't Know Not a Problem Minor Problem Moderate Problem Major Problem

Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

al Problems

he community and a larger percent indicated
roblem.

 2000 Community Assessment asked, “Over the
nce depression, anxiety, mental, emotional or
e you felt help was needed?”  A person with a
ss able to be productive at school, work and/or

home; may encounter
higher health care costs
135

ondition

3.9%

46.7%

n/Hearing
airment

Learning/Memory
Problems

sessment

associated with mental
health treatments; and may
be less able to offer other
persons who reside with
them emotional support.
The results of the 2000
Community Assessment
show that persons with
disabling conditions are
nearly four times more
likely to have mental health
problems than persons with
no disabling conditions.  In
addition, the incidence of
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Mental Illness or Emotional Problems are
a Problem in the Local Community

19.5% 47.7% 16.8% 11.5% 4.5%

17.7% 39.0% 16.4% 18.4% 8.4%

No Members with
Disabling Conditions

Member with
Disabling Condition

Don't Know Not a Problem Minor Problem Moderate Problem Major Problem

Source:  2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment.

mental health problems varies by type of long-lasting condition.  Over the past
year, nearly half of those persons with severe learning or memory problems
experienced depression, anxiety, mental, emotional or behavioral problems to the
extent it was felt help was needed.  Among persons with severe vision or hearing
impairments, 23.9 percent experienced mental health problems, and among
persons with conditions that substantially limit physical activities, 29.1 percent
experienced mental health problems.

With a higher rate of
mental health problems
among persons with a
disabling condition, it is
not surprising that
households containing
these persons were
more likely to feel that
mental illness or
emotional problems are
a major or moderate
problem in their local
communities. While
only 16.0 percent of
households without any
members with disabling
conditions feel mental illness or emotional problems are moderate or major
community problems, 26.8 percent of households containing members with
disabling conditions feel this way. 



A-1

2000 Fairfax – Falls Church
Community Assessment Survey

Appendix A





A-3

Dear Resident:

Your needs are important. . .tell us about them.

When help such as child care, employment services, financial assistance, health
care, counseling, and so forth are needed, community organizations and local
government agencies strive to offer programs and services responding to these
needs.

The Cities of Fairfax and Falls Church, the County of Fairfax, and the Fairfax-Falls
Church United Way are working together to regionally address the needs of our
citizens.  The 15 minutes that you take to respond to the enclosed questions will
make a difference.  Your answers combined with those given by other residents will
help give an accurate picture of what is important to Fairfax-Falls Church residents
and what types of services are needed.  The combination of all information provided
by residents will enable your local government and community organizations to
better plan and target scarce resources.

Your household is one of a small number of households randomly selected to
participate in a community-wide effort to better understand the human care needs of
Fairfax-Falls Church residents.  Your cooperation in completing this survey is
needed in order to provide accurate results.

Your answers are confidential.  Specifically, the answers you give us will be
handled in a manner that prevents the identification of any individual or household.

If you need help or have a question about the survey, please call 703-324-7167 or 1-
800-828-1120 (TDD) any weekday between 8:30 a.m. and 4:00 p.m.  Once you have
completed the questionnaire, please mail it back in the enclosed self-addressed
stamped envelope to Community Needs Assessment, P.O. Box 1124, Fairfax, VA
22030.

On behalf of our community, we thank you.

County Executive City Manager
County of Fairfax City of Fairfax

City Manager Regional Director
City of Falls Church Fairfax-Falls Church United Way

This is a joint partnership between the County of Fairfax, City of Fairfax,
       City of Falls Church, and the Fairfax-Falls Church United Way.
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Need Help or Have Questions?
Call 703-324-7167 or 1-800-828-1120 (TDD)

SI NECESITA AYUDA LLAME AL 703-324-7134
CAN GUIP ÐO BANG TIENG VIET XIN GOI 703-533-5772

                703-533-5785

Frequently Asked Questions

Q How will you protect my confidentiality?

A To protect your confidentiality, all information that could identify you or your household, including your
address, will be erased from the survey records when your response is received.  In addition, the
answers you give us will be handled in a manner that prevents the identification of any individual or
household.

Q Who is considered part of my household?

A Every child or adult who shares your house, apartment or mobile home.  These children or adults may
or may not be part of your family.  Please include persons who work for you that live in your home and
persons who are temporarily away on trips.  Do NOT include persons who live elsewhere such as
college students, military personnel or persons who have recently moved out of your home.

Q How was I picked to receive this survey?

A Your street address, not you directly, was selected to be part of this survey.  Your street address was
randomly picked from all of the addresses in the Fairfax-Falls Church area.

Q How will this information be used?

A The Fairfax-Falls Church area has been growing rapidly.  As the area grows, its community needs
grow and change.  The information you give us will be combined with information we receive from
other households.  In turn, the results of this survey will be combined with other information collected
by organizations providing services to the community.  We also will compare the information from this
survey with prior surveys.  This will provide us with a picture of the needs of the Fairfax-Falls Church
community, and how those needs are changing over time.

Q Why are the forms numbered?

A The survey form you have received is numbered for mailing purposes.  The number on your survey
form will enable us to erase your address from our files once your survey is received.  Households that
do not respond will be contacted again.  It is very important that you respond because your household
represents many others in your community.

Q Why do you need to know my income?

A By collecting information on income, family size and housing costs, we can measure how many
families in our community are under financial stress and how many families are at risk of becoming
financially stressed.  In addition, this information will help us to determine and update eligibility criteria
for programs and services.



g   2000 COMMUNITY ASSESSMENT   g

We ask that this questionnaire be completed by an ADULT
household member in whose name the house is owned or rented.

If none exists, the survey can be completed by any adult living in the house.

Tell us about your COMMUNITY.  For each of the issues listed below, please tell us if you
think it is not a problem, is a minor problem, is a moderate problem, or is a major problem
for people in your local community.

Circle ONE letter per item. Not a
Problem

Minor
Problem

Moderate
Problem

Major
Problem

Don’t
 Know

 1. Lack of Public Transportation A B C D E

 2. Working Multiple Jobs to Make Ends Meet A B C D E

 3. Mental Illness or Emotional Problems A B C D E

 4. Alcoholism and/or Drug Abuse A B C D E

 5. Homelessness A B C D E

 6. Crime A B C D E

 7. Youth Violence A B C D E

 8. Family Violence (Abuse of Children or Adults) A B C D E

9. Poor English Skills (Reading, Writing, Speaking) A B C D E

10. Poverty A B C D E

11. Hunger A B C D E

12. Lack of Affordable Day Care for Children A B C D E

13. Lack of Affordable Care for Adults During the Day A B C D E

14. Lack of Recreational Facilities or Programs A B C D E

15. Lack of Affordable Housing A B C D E

16. Lack of Affordable Medical Care A B C D E

17. AIDS or Other Sexually Transmitted Diseases A B C D E

18. Racial or Ethnic Discrimination A B C D E

19. Safety of Restaurant Food A B C D E

20. Health Hazards Due to Air Pollution A B C D E

Continue to the next page.  K



COMPLETE A SEPARATE COLUMN FOR EACH ADULT OR CHILD IN THE HOUSEHOLD.

 SELF (PERSON 1) PERSON 2 PERSON 3 PERSON 4 PERSON 5 PERSON 6 PERSON 7

21. How is this person
related to you
(Person 1) in the
first column?
Circle ONE letter for
each person.

Start in this column with
yourself (Person 1). 
Then complete a
separate column for
each additional member
of your household.

A Husband or wife
B Son or daughter
C Parent
D Brother or sister
E Grandchild
F Roommate/boarder
G Other ___________

A Husband or wife
B Son or daughter
C Parent
D Brother or sister
E Grandchild
F Roommate/boarder
G Other ___________

A Husband or wife
B Son or daughter
C Parent
D Brother or sister
E Grandchild
F Roommate/boarder
G Other ___________

A Husband or wife
B Son or daughter
C Parent
D Brother or sister
E Grandchild
F Roommate/boarder
G Other ___________

A Husband or wife
B Son or daughter
C Parent
D Brother or sister
E Grandchild
F Roommate/boarder
G Other ___________

A Husband or wife
B Son or daughter
C Parent
D Brother or sister
E Grandchild
F Roommate/boarder
G Other ___________

22. Sex  Circle ONE
letter for each
person.

A Male
B Female

A Male
B Female

A Male
B Female

A Male
B Female

A Male
B Female

A Male
B Female

A Male
B Female

23. Race/Ethnic
Background
Circle ALL letters
for each person that
apply.

A White
B Black
C Asian
D Hispanic
E Other___________

A White
B Black 
C Asian
D Hispanic
E Other___________

A White
B Black 
C Asian
D Hispanic
E Other___________

A White
B Black
C Asian
D Hispanic
E Other___________

A White 
B Black
C Asian
D Hispanic
E Other___________

A White
B Black
C Asian
D Hispanic
E Other___________

A White
B Black
C Asian
D Hispanic
E Other___________

24. Age  in years for
each person

________________
Age in years

________________
Age in years

________________
Age in years

________________
Age in years

________________
Age in years

________________
Age in years

________________
Age in years

25. What is this
person’s
employment
status?
Circle ONE letter for
each person.

A Employed full-time
B Employed part-time

(less than 35 hrs/wk)
C Unemployed and

seeking work
D Not employed and

not seeking
work/retired

A Employed full-time
B Employed part-time

(less than 35 hrs/wk)
C Unemployed and

seeking work
D Not employed and

not seeking
work/retired

A Employed full-time
B Employed part-time

(less than 35 hrs/wk)
C Unemployed and

seeking work
D Not employed and

not seeking
work/retired

A Employed full-time
B Employed part-time

(less than 35 hrs/wk)
C Unemployed and

seeking work
D Not employed and

not seeking
work/retired

A Employed full-time
B Employed part-time

(less than 35 hrs/wk)
C Unemployed and

seeking work
D Not employed and

not seeking
work/retired

A Employed full-time
B Employed part-time

(less than 35 hrs/wk)
C Unemployed and

seeking work
D Not employed and

not seeking
work/retired

A Employed full-time
B Employed part-time

(less than 35 hrs/wk)
C Unemployed and

seeking work
D Not employed and

not seeking
work/retired

26. How many
employers does
this person work
for in a typical
week?  Count self-
employed as one
employer.  Circle
ONE letter for each
person.

A None

B One

C Two

D Three or more

A None

B One

C Two

D Three or more

A None

B One

C Two

D Three or more

A None

B One

C Two

D Three or more

A None

B One

C Two

D Three or more

A None

B One

C Two

D Three or more

A None

B One

C Two

D Three or more

27. What is the
highest degree or
level of school
this person has
COMPLETED? 
Circle ONE letter or
grade for the
highest grade
completed or
degree received.  

A None completed
B Preschool-nursery

Grade

K    1    2    3    4    5    6  
7     8       9     10      11

C 12th Gr./no diploma
D HS diploma/GED
E Some college
F Associate degree
G Bachelor’s degree
H Post graduate
I Other___________

A None completed
B Preschool-nursery

Grade
K    1    2    3    4    5    6  
7     8       9     10      11

C 12th Gr./no diploma
D HS diploma/GED
E Some college
F Associate degree
G Bachelor’s degree
H Post graduate
I Other___________

A None completed
B Preschool-nursery

Grade
K    1    2    3    4    5    6  
7     8       9     10      11

C 12th Gr./no diploma
D HS diploma/GED
E Some college
F Associate degree
G Bachelor’s degree
H Post graduate
I Other___________

A None completed
B Preschool-nursery

Grade
K    1    2    3    4    5    6  
7     8       9     10      11

C 12th Gr./no diploma
D HS diploma/GED
E Some college
F Associate degree
G Bachelor’s degree
H Post graduate
I Other___________

A None completed
B Preschool-nursery

Grade
K    1    2    3    4    5    6  
7     8       9     10      11

C 12th Gr./no diploma
D HS diploma/GED
E Some college
F Associate degree
G Bachelor’s degree
H Post graduate
I Other___________

A None completed
B Preschool-nursery

Grade
K    1    2    3    4    5    6  
7     8       9     10      11

C 12th Gr./no diploma
D HS diploma/GED
E Some college
F Associate degree
G Bachelor’s degree
H Post graduate
I Other___________

A None completed
B Preschool-nursery

Grade
K    1    2    3    4    5    6  
7     8       9     10      11

C 12th Gr./no diploma
D HS diploma/GED
E Some college
F Associate degree
G Bachelor’s degree
H Post graduate
I Other___________

bsweet
COMPLETE A SEPARATE COLUMN FOR EACH ADULT OR CHILD IN THE HOUSEHOLD.
SELF (PERSON 1) PERSON 2 PERSON 3 PERSON 4 PERSON 5 PERSON 6 PERSON 7
Start in this column with
yourself (Person 1).
Then complete a
separate column for
each additional member
of your household.
A Husband or wife
B Son or daughter
C Parent
D Brother or sister
E Grandchild
F Roommate/boarder
G Other ___________
A Husband or wife
B Son or daughter
C Parent
D Brother or sister
E Grandchild
F Roommate/boarder
G Other ___________
A Husband or wife
B Son or daughter
C Parent
D Brother or sister
E Grandchild
F Roommate/boarder
G Other ___________
A Husband or wife
B Son or daughter
C Parent
D Brother or sister
E Grandchild
F Roommate/boarder
G Other ___________
A Husband or wife
B Son or daughter
C Parent
D Brother or sister
E Grandchild
F Roommate/boarder
G Other ___________
A Husband or wife
B Son or daughter
C Parent
D Brother or sister
E Grandchild
F Roommate/boarder
G Other ___________
A Male
B Female
A Male
B Female
A Male
B Female
A Male
B Female
A Male
B Female
A Male
B Female
A Male
B Female
A White
B Black
C Asian
D Hispanic
E Other___________
A White
B Black
C Asian
D Hispanic
E Other___________
A White
B Black
C Asian
D Hispanic
E Other___________
A White
B Black
C Asian
D Hispanic
E Other___________
A White
B Black
C Asian
D Hispanic
E Other___________
A White
B Black
C Asian
D Hispanic
E Other___________
A White
B Black
C Asian
D Hispanic
E Other___________
________________
Age in years
________________
Age in years
________________
Age in years
________________
Age in years
________________
Age in years
________________
Age in years
________________
Age in years
A Employed full-time
B Employed part-time
(less than 35 hrs/wk)
C Unemployed and
seeking work
D Not employed and
not seeking
work/retired
A Employed full-time
B Employed part-time
(less than 35 hrs/wk)
C Unemployed and
seeking work
D Not employed and
not seeking
work/retired
A Employed full-time
B Employed part-time
(less than 35 hrs/wk)
C Unemployed and
seeking work
D Not employed and
not seeking
work/retired
A Employed full-time
B Employed part-time
(less than 35 hrs/wk)
C Unemployed and
seeking work
D Not employed and
not seeking
work/retired
A Employed full-time
B Employed part-time
(less than 35 hrs/wk)
C Unemployed and
seeking work
D Not employed and
not seeking
work/retired
A Employed full-time
B Employed part-time
(less than 35 hrs/wk)
C Unemployed and
seeking work
D Not employed and
not seeking
work/retired
A Employed full-time
B Employed part-time
(less than 35 hrs/wk)
C Unemployed and
seeking work
D Not employed and
not seeking
work/retired
A None
B One
C Two
D Three or more
A None
B One
C Two
D Three or more
A None
B One
C Two
D Three or more
A None
B One
C Two
D Three or more
A None
B One
C Two
D Three or more
A None
B One
C Two
D Three or more
A None
B One
C Two
D Three or more
A None completed
B Preschool-nursery
Grade
K 1 2 3 4 5 6
7 8 9 10 11
C 12th Gr./no diploma
D HS diploma/GED
E Some college
F Associate degree
G Bachelor’s degree
H Post graduate
I Other___________
A None completed
B Preschool-nursery
Grade
K 1 2 3 4 5 6
7 8 9 10 11
C 12th Gr./no diploma
D HS diploma/GED
E Some college
F Associate degree
G Bachelor’s degree
H Post graduate
I Other___________
A None completed
B Preschool-nursery
Grade
K 1 2 3 4 5 6
7 8 9 10 11
C 12th Gr./no diploma
D HS diploma/GED
E Some college
F Associate degree
G Bachelor’s degree
H Post graduate
I Other___________
A None completed
B Preschool-nursery
Grade
K 1 2 3 4 5 6
7 8 9 10 11
C 12th Gr./no diploma
D HS diploma/GED
E Some college
F Associate degree
G Bachelor’s degree
H Post graduate
I Other___________
A None completed
B Preschool-nursery
Grade
K 1 2 3 4 5 6
7 8 9 10 11
C 12th Gr./no diploma
D HS diploma/GED
E Some college
F Associate degree
G Bachelor’s degree
H Post graduate
I Other___________
A None completed
B Preschool-nursery
Grade
K 1 2 3 4 5 6
7 8 9 10 11
C 12th Gr./no diploma
D HS diploma/GED
E Some college
F Associate degree
G Bachelor’s degree
H Post graduate
I Other___________
A None completed
B Preschool-nursery
Grade
K 1 2 3 4 5 6
7 8 9 10 11
C 12th Gr./no diploma
D HS diploma/GED
E Some college
F Associate degree
G Bachelor’s degree
H Post graduate
I Other___________

bsweet
A Husband or wife
B Son or daughter
C Parent
D Brother or sister
E Grandchild
F Roommate/boarder
G Other ___________
A Male
B Female
A White
B Black
C Asian
D Hispanic
E Other___________
________________
Age in years
A Employed full-time
B Employed part-time
(less than 35 hrs/wk)
C Unemployed and
seeking work
D Not employed and
not seeking
work/retired
A None
B One
C Two
D Three or more
A None completed
B Preschool-nursery
Grade
K 1 2 3 4 5 6
7 8 9 10 11
C 12th Gr./no diploma
D HS diploma/GED
E Some college
F Associate degree
G Bachelor’s degree
H Post graduate
I Other___________

bsweet
A Husband or wife
B Son or daughter
C Parent
D Brother or sister
E Grandchild
F Roommate/boarder
G Other ___________
A Male
B Female
A White
B Black
C Asian
D Hispanic
E Other___________
________________
Age in years
A Employed full-time
B Employed part-time
(less than 35 hrs/wk)
C Unemployed and
seeking work
D Not employed and
not seeking
work/retired
A None
B One
C Two
D Three or more
A None completed
B Preschool-nursery
Grade
K 1 2 3 4 5 6
7 8 9 10 11
C 12th Gr./no diploma
D HS diploma/GED
E Some college
F Associate degree
G Bachelor’s degree
H Post graduate
I Other___________

bsweet
A Husband or wife
B Son or daughter
C Parent
D Brother or sister
E Grandchild
F Roommate/boarder
G Other ___________
A Male
B Female
A White
B Black
C Asian
D Hispanic
E Other___________
________________
Age in years
A Employed full-time
B Employed part-time
(less than 35 hrs/wk)
C Unemployed and
seeking work
D Not employed and
not seeking
work/retired
A None
B One
C Two
D Three or more
A None completed
B Preschool-nursery
Grade
K 1 2 3 4 5 6
7 8 9 10 11
C 12th Gr./no diploma
D HS diploma/GED
E Some college
F Associate degree
G Bachelor’s degree
H Post graduate
I Other___________

bsweet


bsweet


bsweet


bsweet


bsweet


bsweet


bsweet


bsweet


bsweet


bsweet


bsweet


bsweet

bsweet


bsweet


bsweet


bsweet




28. How well does this
person speak
English?  Circle ONE
letter for each person

A Not at all
B Not Well
C Well
D Very Well

A Not at all
B Not Well
C Well
D Very Well

A Not at all
B Not Well
C Well
D Very Well

A Not at all
B Not Well
C Well
D Very Well

A Not at all
B Not Well
C Well
D Very Well

A Not at all
B Not Well
C Well
D Very Well

A Not at all
B Not Well
C Well
D Very Well

29. Is this person in
child or adult day
care?  Circle ONE
letter for each person

A Yes
B No, but needs day

care
C No

A Yes
B No, but needs day

care
C No

A Yes
B No, but needs day

care
C No

A Yes
B No, but needs day

care
C No

A Yes
B No, but needs day

care
C No

A Yes
B No, but needs day

care
C No

A Yes
B No, but needs day

care
C No

30. Is this person
covered by health
insurance?  Circle
ONE letter for each
person.

A Yes

B No 

A Yes

B No 

A Yes

B No 

A Yes

B No 

A Yes

B No 

A Yes

B No 

A Yes

B No 

31. Over the past year,
which types of
medical care did this
person need but not
get because of
cost?  Circle ALL
letters for each person
that apply.

A Routine medical care
B Medicine/

prescriptions
C Dental care
D Eye care/glasses
E Other                      
F Received all needed

medical care

A Routine medical care
B Medicine/

prescriptions
C Dental care
D Eye care/glasses
E Other                      
F Received all needed

medical care

A Routine medical care
B Medicine/

prescriptions
C Dental care
D Eye care/glasses
E Other                      
F Received all needed

medical care

A Routine medical care
B Medicine/

prescriptions
C Dental care
D Eye care/glasses
E Other                      
F Received all needed

medical care

A Routine medical care
B Medicine/

prescriptions
C Dental care
D Eye care/glasses
E Other                      
F Received all needed

medical care

A Routine medical care
B Medicine/

prescriptions
C Dental care
D Eye care/glasses
E Other                      
F Received all needed

medical care

A Routine medical care
B Medicine/

prescriptions
C Dental care
D Eye care/glasses
E Other                      
F Received all needed

medical care

32. Does this person
have any of the
following long-
lasting conditions? 
Circle ALL letters for
each person that
apply.

A Severe vision or
hearing impairment

B A condition that
substantially limits
physical activities
such as walking,
climbing stairs,
bathing or dressing

C Severe learning or
memory  problems

D None of the above

A Severe vision or
hearing impairment

B A condition that
substantially limits
physical activities
such as walking,
climbing stairs,
bathing or dressing

C Severe learning or
memory  problems

D None of the above

A Severe vision or
hearing impairment

B A condition that
substantially limits
physical activities
such as walking,
climbing stairs,
bathing or dressing

C Severe learning or
memory  problems

D None of the above

A Severe vision or
hearing impairment

B A condition that
substantially limits
physical activities
such as walking,
climbing stairs,
bathing or dressing

C Severe learning or
memory  problems

D None of the above

A Severe vision or
hearing impairment

B A condition that
substantially limits
physical activities
such as walking,
climbing stairs,
bathing or dressing

C Severe learning or
memory  problems

D None of the above

A Severe vision or
hearing impairment

B A condition that
substantially limits
physical activities
such as walking,
climbing stairs,
bathing or dressing

C Severe learning or
memory  problems

D None of the above

A Severe vision or
hearing impairment

B A condition that
substantially limits
physical activities
such as walking,
climbing stairs,
bathing or dressing

C Severe learning or
memory  problems

D None of the above

33. Over the past year,
did this person
experience 
depression, anxiety,
mental, emotional or
behavioral problems
to the degree you
felt help was
needed?  Circle ONE
letter for each person.

A Yes

B No 

A Yes

B No 

A Yes

B No 

A Yes

B No 

A Yes

B No 

A Yes

B No 

A Yes

B No 

34. What was this
person’s total
income during 
the past 12
months?  Include:
wages,  business,
SSI, retirement,
interest, alimony,
child support, etc.

$__________________
Total yearly income of

 Person 1

$__________________
Total yearly income of 

Person 2

$__________________
Total yearly income of 

Person 3

$__________________
Total yearly income of 

Person 4

$__________________
Total yearly income of

 Person 5

$__________________
Total yearly income of

 Person 6

$__________________
Total yearly income of

 Person 7

Questions on this page ask for general information about your household.

bsweet
A Not at all
B Not Well
C Well
D Very Well
A Not at all
B Not Well
C Well
D Very Well
A Not at all
B Not Well
C Well
D Very Well
A Not at all
B Not Well
C Well
D Very Well
A Not at all
B Not Well
C Well
D Very Well
A Not at all
B Not Well
C Well
D Very Well
A Not at all
B Not Well
C Well
D Very Well
A Yes
B No, but needs day
care
C No
A Yes
B No, but needs day
care
C No
A Yes
B No, but needs day
care
C No
A Yes
B No, but needs day
care
C No
A Yes
B No, but needs day
care
C No
A Yes
B No, but needs day
care
C No
A Yes
B No, but needs day
care
C No
A Yes
B No
A Yes
B No
A Yes
B No
A Yes
B No
A Yes
B No
A Yes
B No
A Yes
B No
A Routine medical care
B Medicine/
prescriptions
C Dental care
D Eye care/glasses
E Other
F Received all needed
medical care
A Routine medical care
B Medicine/
prescriptions
C Dental care
D Eye care/glasses
E Other
F Received all needed
medical care
A Routine medical care
B Medicine/
prescriptions
C Dental care
D Eye care/glasses
E Other
F Received all needed
medical care
A Routine medical care
B Medicine/
prescriptions
C Dental care
D Eye care/glasses
E Other
F Received all needed
medical care
A Routine medical care
B Medicine/
prescriptions
C Dental care
D Eye care/glasses
E Other
F Received all needed
medical care
A Routine medical care
B Medicine/
prescriptions
C Dental care
D Eye care/glasses
E Other
F Received all needed
medical care
A Routine medical care
B Medicine/
prescriptions
C Dental care
D Eye care/glasses
E Other
F Received all needed
medical care
A Severe vision or
hearing impairment
B A condition that
substantially limits
physical activities
such as walking,
climbing stairs,
bathing or dressing
C Severe learning or
memory problems
D None of the above
A Severe vision or
hearing impairment
B A condition that
substantially limits
physical activities
such as walking,
climbing stairs,
bathing or dressing
C Severe learning or
memory problems
D None of the above
A Severe vision or
hearing impairment
B A condition that
substantially limits
physical activities
such as walking,
climbing stairs,
bathing or dressing
C Severe learning or
memory problems
D None of the above
A Severe vision or
hearing impairment
B A condition that
substantially limits
physical activities
such as walking,
climbing stairs,
bathing or dressing
C Severe learning or
memory problems
D None of the above
A Severe vision or
hearing impairment
B A condition that
substantially limits
physical activities
such as walking,
climbing stairs,
bathing or dressing
C Severe learning or
memory problems
D None of the above
A Severe vision or
hearing impairment
B A condition that
substantially limits
physical activities
such as walking,
climbing stairs,
bathing or dressing
C Severe learning or
memory problems
D None of the above
A Severe vision or
hearing impairment
B A condition that
substantially limits
physical activities
such as walking,
climbing stairs,
bathing or dressing
C Severe learning or
memory problems
D None of the above
A Yes
B No
A Yes
B No
A Yes
B No
A Yes
B No
A Yes
B No
A Yes
B No
A Yes
B No
$__________________
Total yearly income of
Person 1
$__________________
Total yearly income of
Person 2
$__________________
Total yearly income of
Person 3
$__________________
Total yearly income of
Person 4
$__________________
Total yearly income of
Person 5
$__________________
Total yearly income of
Person 6
$__________________
Total yearly income of
Person 7

bsweet

bsweet


bsweet


bsweet


bsweet


bsweet


bsweet

bsweet


bsweet


bsweet


bsweet


bsweet




35. Wh at is the to tal num ber of fa mily

members/relatives and other persons residing

at this address?  Please include persons who

normally live here, but are temporarily away such

as pe rson s on t rips.  D O N OT  includ e fam ily

members living elsewhere, such as college

stud ents  or m ilitary pe rson nel.

___________________ Total Persons

36. How  man y perso ns in yo ur hou seho ld are in

each of the following age groups?  Enter

number of persons in spaces provided.

Age Group Number of Persons

0 to 4 _________

5 to 18 _________

19 to 34 _________

35 to 49 _________

50 to 64 _________

65 years and older _________

37. Wh at is the m onth ly amo unt yo ur hou seho ld

pays for living quarters?

Living Quarters Dollars P er Mon th

Renters

(Inclu de re nt payme nt on ly) $_____________

Owners

(Include p rincipal, interes t, $_____________

taxes and insurance)

38. What languages are spoken in your home? 

Circ le ALL tha t app ly.

A English F Vietnamese

B Arab ic G Tagalog

C Chinese H Urdu

D Korean I Farsi

E Spanish J Other____________

39. Is there a computer with Internet access in your

home?

A Yes

B No

40. In the p ast five  years, ha ve you  mov ed an  elderly

or disabled person to Fairfax County, the City of

Fairfax or the City of Falls Ch urch from o utside of 

these areas?

A  Yes

B   No  

41. If you m oved  a senio r or disa bled p erson  to this

area, where are they living?  Circ le ALL tha t app ly.

A In your home

B In a senior residence

C In a nursing home

D Living independently, not in a senior residence

E Not a pplica ble

42. During the past year, did your household run out

of money to pay for basic needs such as rent or

mortgage, utilities, food or medicine?

A No

B Yes, once or twice

C Yes, three or more times

43. If yes, where did you turn for help when your

househo ld ran out of m oney?

Circ le ALL tha t app ly.

A Family or friends

B Gove rnm ent 

C Religious or community organization

D Increased credit card or other debt

E Other_____________________________

F Not a pplica ble

Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey.
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General Overview Fact Sheet

Appendix B





Falls
Church Fairfax Area

Region 1 Region 2 Region 3 Region 4 Region 5 City City Total
159,863 151,666 218,060 244,841 185,023 10,306 20,970 990,729

Under 5 years old 8.6% 6.8% 6.4% 8.6% 6.1% 4.9% 6.1% 7.3%
5 to 9 years old 6.9% 6.8% 7.1% 8.0% 9.1% 6.5% 6.1% 7.6%
10 to 14 years 6.9% 6.1% 7.3% 7.4% 9.6% 6.9% 5.3% 7.5%
15 to 19 years 4.1% 5.1% 6.2% 6.0% 7.5% 6.5% 5.4% 5.8%
20 to 24 years 5.2% 5.1% 3.5% 4.4% 3.4% 4.2% 6.1% 4.3%
25 to 34 years 16.9% 17.4% 12.2% 17.0% 10.1% 14.0% 15.7% 14.6%
35 to 44 years 20.2% 16.9% 17.1% 20.6% 19.0% 17.3% 17.6% 18.8%
45 to 54 years 15.0% 14.4% 19.2% 14.4% 18.2% 19.1% 14.4% 16.3%
55 to 64 years 8.0% 10.5% 11.2% 8.2% 9.8% 9.2% 10.8% 9.5%
65 years and older 8.2% 11.0% 9.9% 5.5% 7.2% 11.5% 12.6% 8.3%

Male 47.2% 48.0% 49.0% 49.1% 48.2% 46.7% 48.6% 48.4%
Female 52.8% 52.0% 51.0% 50.9% 51.8% 53.3% 51.4% 51.6%

Asian 7.2% 16.4% 11.8% 14.2% 14.1% 6.2% 12.0% 12.7%
Black 19.0% 5.6% 4.7% 5.4% 8.2% 2.8% 4.7% 8.0%
Hispanic 11.7% 19.7% 8.0% 6.8% 10.1% 8.0% 13.5% 10.6%
White 55.7% 51.7% 68.7% 67.9% 61.2% 76.9% 64.8% 62.4%
Other 4.4% 3.7% 4.8% 4.0% 3.7% 4.0% 3.8% 4.1%
Multiracial 1.9% 2.9% 2.1% 1.7% 2.6% 2.1% 1.2% 2.2%

Speaks No English 1.3% 3.3% 1.2% 1.0% 1.6% 0.6% 1.2% 1.6%
Does Not Speak English Well 3.2% 8.8% 2.6% 3.2% 4.2% 2.6% 4.2% 4.2%
Speaks English Well 12.6% 17.0% 9.0% 10.7% 13.4% 9.0% 13.1% 12.1%
Speaks English Very Well 82.8% 70.9% 87.2% 85.1% 80.8% 87.8% 81.4% 82.2%

Less than High School Diploma 11.3% 14.7% 3.8% 6.1% 8.4% 6.4% 9.7% 8.3%
High School Diploma or GED 13.5% 13.7% 7.4% 9.0% 11.3% 8.4% 14.3% 10.6%
Some College, No Degree 18.8% 15.6% 14.1% 14.5% 19.2% 13.8% 18.7% 16.2%
Associate's Degree 6.1% 3.7% 3.8% 6.2% 6.0% 4.1% 6.6% 5.2%
Bachelor's Degree 24.3% 26.1% 30.7% 32.5% 25.4% 27.7% 26.7% 28.3%
Post Graduate or more Education 25.3% 25.6% 39.3% 30.8% 29.0% 39.1% 23.4% 30.6%
Other 0.8% 0.5% 0.8% 1.0% 0.7% 0.6% 0.6% 0.8%

81.8% 78.4% 75.7% 80.5% 76.9% 77.2% 76.3% 78.5%
Male 86.5% 84.2% 84.0% 89.2% 84.5% 84.8% 82.0% 85.7%
Female 78.1% 73.6% 67.6% 72.7% 69.8% 71.1% 70.8% 72.0%

Full-time work 67.9% 62.6% 61.0% 64.7% 60.5% 62.6% 59.5% 63.1%
Part-time work 9.9% 11.4% 12.1% 12.0% 13.0% 10.8% 13.4% 11.8%
Unemployed, seeking work 3.9% 4.5% 2.7% 3.7% 3.4% 3.8% 3.3% 3.6%
Unemployed, not seeking work 18.2% 21.6% 24.3% 19.5% 23.1% 22.8% 23.7% 21.5%

One 88.0% 87.9% 90.6% 91.4% 89.0% 90.5% 86.7% 89.6%
Two 9.3% 9.1% 6.6% 6.7% 8.4% 7.1% 9.8% 7.9%
Three or more 2.7% 3.0% 2.9% 1.9% 2.6% 2.4% 3.5% 2.6%

89.8% 85.6% 94.5% 93.4% 93.2% 93.0% 88.5% 91.7%

8.4% 9.3% 8.8% 10.1% 7.3% 11.5% 9.3% 8.9%
Male 6.9% 8.6% 6.6% 8.3% 6.5% 9.2% 7.6% 7.4%
Female 9.7% 10.1% 10.8% 12.0% 8.1% 13.6% 10.9% 10.3%

No long-lasting conditions 94.1% 92.7% 95.0% 95.0% 94.2% 93.4% 93.2% 94.3%
Substantial physical limitations 3.2% 3.5% 2.7% 3.1% 2.3% 3.4% 4.0% 3.0%
Severe vision/hearing impairment 2.6% 3.3% 2.1% 1.4% 2.5% 3.3% 3.1% 2.3%
Severe learning/memory problems 1.2% 1.5% 0.7% 1.3% 1.7% 1.2% 0.9% 1.2%

3.5% 5.6% 2.5% 2.4% 2.9% 3.2% 3.2% 3.2%

14.7% 15.6% 6.2% 8.1% 9.3% 9.1% 12.1% 10.2%

Race:

At or Below 200% Poverty

With Health Insurance Coverage:

At or Below Poverty

Experiencing Mental/Emotional/Anxiety
Problems to the Point of Needing Help:

Long-Lasting Conditions:
(Percents may sum to more than 100 because persons could select more than one category.)

Profile of Persons

Number of Employers-Employed Persons 16 Years and Older:

English Proficiency-Persons 5 Years and Older:

Educational Attainment-Persons 25 Years and Older:

Persons 16 Years and Older:

Employment Status-Persons 16 Years and Older:

Labor Force Participation Rate-

Fairfax County Human Service Region

Total Household Population

Sex:



Falls
Church Fairfax Area

Region 1 Region 2 Region 3 Region 4 Region 5 City City Total
65,133 52,567 79,840 89,972 63,201 4,471 8,035 363,219

One-Person Household 27.4% 26.3% 22.1% 16.7% 15.6% 34.7% 24.1% 21.4%
Two-Person Household 30.8% 32.2% 36.0% 31.3% 30.1% 31.2% 37.1% 32.3%
Three-Person Household 18.4% 16.3% 15.5% 20.2% 19.1% 14.3% 17.2% 17.9%
Four-Person Household 15.6% 15.4% 17.6% 21.2% 19.7% 15.1% 13.2% 18.0%
Five or more Person Household 7.9% 9.8% 8.8% 10.7% 15.5% 4.7% 8.4% 10.4%

Family households
  Married couple, no children under 18 yrs 24.9% 30.1% 33.3% 26.8% 29.1% 22.5% 33.1% 28.8%
  Married couple, own children under 18 yrs 27.3% 25.8% 32.2% 40.5% 40.3% 26.4% 23.9% 33.6%
  Single mother, own children under 18 yrs 7.2% 5.5% 3.9% 4.0% 4.9% 5.7% 5.9% 5.0%
  Single father, own children under 18 yrs 1.4% 1.5% 0.5% 1.1% 2.2% 1.1% 0.8% 1.3%
  Other family household 6.2% 5.8% 3.8% 5.4% 4.4% 2.2% 5.3% 5.0%
Nonfamily households
  One-person household 27.8% 26.6% 22.5% 17.0% 15.8% 35.3% 25.1% 21.7%
  Roommate/boarder household 5.2% 4.7% 3.9% 5.2% 3.3% 6.7% 5.9% 4.5%

English only 74.4% 61.1% 74.7% 73.8% 67.9% 79.0% 71.8% 71.3%
English and other language(s) 20.3% 25.2% 20.3% 20.7% 22.7% 17.0% 20.9% 21.5%
Other language(s) only 5.4% 13.7% 4.9% 5.5% 9.4% 4.0% 7.3% 7.2%

69.9% 69.5% 83.3% 86.3% 80.4% 68.9% 73.3% 78.7%
By race of household head:
  Asian 83.0%
  Black 68.5%
  Hispanic 62.0%
  White 81.7%
  Other & Multiracial 74.6%
By annual household income:
  Less than $25,000 35.4%
  $25,000-$49,999 55.0% 54.2% 59.6% 68.7% 58.4% 49.3% 62.5% 58.7%
  $50,000-$74,999 69.1% 74.2% 80.4% 79.5% 79.1% 69.1% 75.5% 76.4%
  $75,000-$99,999 78.4% 87.2% 86.1% 91.9% 86.1% 84.4% 84.6% 86.0%
  $100,000-$124,999 88.1% 83.7% 89.4% 94.9% 87.3% 88.6% 89.2% 89.9%
  $125,000 or more 91.9% 93.6% 97.7% 96.2% 96.0% 90.2% 95.5% 95.8%

Less than $25,000 8.0% 10.0% 5.6% 4.9% 5.2% 10.8% 7.9% 6.6%
$25,000-$49,999 22.8% 22.4% 12.3% 11.7% 15.6% 20.2% 23.3% 16.4%
$50,000-$74,999 24.6% 22.4% 19.3% 20.9% 17.8% 20.9% 24.7% 21.0%
$75,000-$99,999 17.9% 15.7% 13.6% 14.9% 19.6% 15.8% 17.2% 16.1%
$100,000-$124,999 12.0% 13.0% 16.4% 19.8% 16.8% 13.8% 12.5% 15.9%
$125,000 to $149,999 6.5% 6.4% 7.4% 10.6% 9.6% 5.7% 5.2% 8.2%
$150,000 or more 8.2% 10.0% 25.4% 17.1% 15.4% 12.7% 9.2% 15.8%

$68,000 $70,000 $96,000 $95,000 $87,000 $70,000 $69,000 $81,000
By race of household head:
  Asian $67,000
  Black $58,000
  Hispanic $60,000
  White $90,000
  Other & Multiracial $88,000
By age of household head:
  34 years old and younger $60,000 $73,000 $71,000 $80,000 $72,000 $60,000 $60,000 $70,000
  35 to 44 years old $70,000 $66,000 $100,000 $100,000 $88,000 $84,000 $72,000 $85,000
  45 to 64 years old $79,000 $77,000 $110,000 $108,000 $102,000 $81,000 $82,000 $100,000
  65 years old and older $50,000 $46,000 $60,000 $51,000 $55,000 $42,000 $50,000 $51,000

Single Family 38.6% 50.8% 57.8% 50.9% 58.8% 47.2% 54.6% 51.6%
Townhome 30.4% 11.1% 18.0% 26.8% 25.6% 10.0% 15.3% 22.6%
Multifamily 29.7% 38.1% 24.2% 21.7% 15.6% 42.7% 30.1% 25.4%
Mobile Home 1.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4%

Renters 31.1% 32.6% 23.8% 23.7% 17.8% 38.8% 30.3% 25.6%
Owners 68.9% 67.4% 76.2% 76.3% 82.2% 61.2% 69.8% 74.4%

Language Spoken at Home:

Household Structure:

Profile of Households

Median Household Income

 Housing Type:

Housing Tenure:

 Household Size:

Household Income:

Households with Internet Access

Fairfax County Human Service Region

Total Households

Insufficient observations to break out by survey area.

Insufficient observations to break out by survey area for each racial 
category.

Insufficient observations to break out by survey area for each racial 
category.



Falls
Church Fairfax Area

Region 1 Region 2 Region 3 Region 4 Region 5 City City Total
65,133 52,567 79,840 89,972 63,201 4,471 8,035 363,219

Renters
  Less than $700 18.5% 17.4% 11.1% 8.9% 9.1% 15.5% 16.2% 13.3%
  $700 to $999 51.1% 45.6% 31.4% 30.7% 40.7% 43.0% 43.8% 39.8%
  $1,000 to $1,249 12.2% 24.7% 31.1% 31.1% 23.9% 18.9% 19.7% 24.4%
  $1,250 or more 18.2% 12.2% 26.5% 29.3% 26.2% 22.7% 20.3% 22.5%
Owners
  Less than $700 15.6% 23.7% 15.3% 8.4% 12.1% 17.8% 18.2% 14.1%
  $700 to $999 17.8% 13.5% 8.4% 11.0% 12.2% 11.2% 16.2% 12.2%
  $1,000 to $1,249 20.4% 15.3% 11.2% 15.9% 21.7% 12.0% 18.4% 16.6%
  $1,250 to $1,499 14.0% 12.7% 7.7% 18.0% 12.8% 15.2% 15.1% 13.2%
  $1,500 to $1,999 19.3% 18.8% 18.6% 24.0% 22.8% 19.0% 17.6% 20.9%
  $2,000 or more 12.8% 15.9% 38.8% 22.8% 18.5% 24.8% 14.5% 22.9%

Housing Cost as a percent of Household Income:
Under 20 percent of income 54.2% 52.2% 59.5% 59.5% 56.1% 51.3% 55.2% 56.7%
20 to 29 percent of income 26.5% 26.9% 22.8% 24.4% 26.7% 24.7% 25.9% 25.3%
30 to 49 percent of income 13.4% 15.2% 13.5% 11.5% 12.4% 16.2% 14.4% 13.1%
50 percent or more of income 6.0% 5.7% 4.2% 4.6% 4.8% 7.7% 4.5% 5.0%

Did not run out of money last year 81.3% 82.4% 88.4% 87.0% 88.1% 87.5% 81.7% 85.7%
Ran out 1 or 2 times last year 12.5% 13.6% 9.1% 9.4% 8.5% 8.9% 13.7% 10.4%
Ran out 3 or more times last year 6.2% 4.0% 2.5% 3.6% 3.4% 3.6% 4.7% 3.9%

Family/Friends 54.6% 56.7% 47.9% 58.6% 52.5% 54.0% 60.4% 54.5%
Government 4.9% 9.8% 5.0% 6.6% 5.0% 10.0% 1.4% 6.1%

Religious/Community Group 10.7% 9.4% 11.3% 4.2% 1.1% 7.9% 8.5% 7.7%
Increased Credit/Other Debt 49.5% 45.7% 50.7% 48.6% 48.8% 49.7% 51.1% 48.8%

Other 10.0% 9.0% 11.2% 12.4% 10.7% 12.2% 13.3% 10.8%
Not applicable 2.7% 3.7% 4.2% 1.5% 1.3% 0.7% 4.0% 2.7%

3.7% 3.7% 4.1% 5.8% 6.7% 2.8% 5.2% 4.9%
44.0%
18.4%
15.1%
10.6%
15.2%

and college dormitories.

Profile of Households

Unless otherwise noted, person-level data are based on household population and household data are based on total households
for each survey area.  Household population excludes persons living in group quarters such as correctional facilities, nursing homes,

Ran out of Money for Rent or Mortgage, Utilities, Food or Medicine:

Where Households that Ran Out of Money Turned for Help:

In my home
In a senior residence

In a nursing home

Senior/disabled person living:

Independently

Monthly Housing Costs:

Fairfax County Human Service Region

Total Households

Note:  Percentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding.

Not applicable/deceased

Area From Outside the Area:
Moved Senior/Disabled Person Into

Percentages 
based on the 
14.3 percent of 
households 
running out of 
money at least 
once last year.

Percentages for where the senior/disabled person is living are based on the 4.9 percent of 
households moving a senior or disabled person to the area from outside the area, and add to more 
than 100 percent because of multiple responses.  Percentages are provided only for the entire 
survey region because numbers for individual areas are too small for tabulation by area.
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Methodology: 2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community
Assessment

The 2000 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Assessment is a follow up to the 1995
Community Needs Assessment.  The 2000 Community Assessment was designed to
collect socioeconomic and demographic information for households and their
members and to determine residents' perceptions of community issues.  This
information will help provide human service organizations with reliable information
that can be used for effective planning.  The data also help providers of human
services to forecast the human and fiscal impacts of many program and service
changes. 

A mail survey was used in 2000 as in 1995 to better accommodate the special
difficulties involved in reaching poverty-level populations, which may not have
telephones.  The primary reasons for conducting the Community Assessment as a
mail survey were:

• The sample for the Community Assessment could be drawn from local real estate
assessment files.  The completeness of these real estate assessment files allowed
precise probabilities of inclusion to be determined prior to sampling and provided
precision in determining geographic and housing type strata.

• The sample drawn from the real estate assessment files allowed certain types of
information to be left off the questionnaire because it could be obtained from
these records (i.e. housing type, home value, etc.).

• Mail surveys typically allow more detailed and complex answer choices than
telephone surveys.

• Many of the special populations to be studied, such as persons with disabilities,
comprise a small proportion of the total population of the Fairfax-Falls Church
Community.  Mail surveys better accommodate the large sample sizes needed to
obtain enough responses to reliably measure these special populations.

To accommodate language minority households, the mailing envelopes were printed
with information in Spanish, Korean and Vietnamese-the three most frequently
spoken languages other than English in the community.  Telephone hotlines were
established to respond to persons needing help in those languages in addition to one
for the English-speaking population.  Persons staffing these hotlines were provided
training on responding to the special needs of these callers.
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Questionnaire

The processes and questionnaire used in 1995 were reviewed and changes made. 
The revision process for the 2000 Community Assessment involved gathering
feedback from human service providers and representatives from the project partners
(Fairfax County, City of Fairfax, City of Falls Church, and the Fairfax-Falls Church
United Way) to determine what information was most desired.  A core set of
questions asking about number of persons, housing costs, relationships, sex, race,
age, employment status, ability to speak English, and income was retained from
1995 for longitudinal purposes, while other questions were added or dropped
depending on current priorities for information.  Where new questions were formed,
a search was conducted to obtain examples of surveys measuring similar subject
matter.

Changes adopted for the 2000 Community Assessment included: 

• Modifying the questionnaire format in order to collect person-level information
rather than household information collected in 1995;

• Dropping questions and topics from the 1995 questionnaire with too few
responses to provide valid cross-tabulations of data;

• Changing the terminology of "permanent disabilities" to "long-lasting conditions"-
-the latter term being one that asks respondents to assess only whether the
condition has been persisting for a length of time as opposed to whether it is
considered to be "permanent" in the future; and

• Adding questions on multiple employers, living arrangements of seniors and/or
persons with disabilities brought into the community, Internet access, pollution,
and restaurant food safety.

The parts of the questionnaire mailer package included the outside mailer envelope,
the introductory letter, the survey questionnaire and a postage-paid return envelope.
Various parts of the questionnaire mailer and postcards, used for follow-up
procedures, were revised.  Special care was used in making these modifications
because they may affect who responds and how respondents answer.  A mock-up of
the introductory letter, instructions, and questions were pre-tested with community
groups.  Persons of all income levels, ages, and racial and ethnic backgrounds were
represented among those pre-tested.  The survey instrument and methodology
underwent a peer review by prominent statisticians and human service experts not
associated with the project.  The results of the pretest and peer review process were
used to further refine the questionnaire.



Population and Sample Size Estimation 

In 2000, there were 372,340 total housing units in the Survey Area and 363,219
occupied housing units with an estimated household population of 990,729 persons.
This household population does not include persons living in group quarters, on
federally owned property, or the homeless which are estimated to be an additional
12,900 persons.  

The sample was stratified into seven geographic areas representing service delivery
areas – five County human services regions, the City of Fairfax and City of Falls
Church.  The geographic stratification allows information for each of these areas to
be collected in a statistically reliable manner.  Within each geographic stratum, a
second stratification was made to enable the over-sampling of housing units most
likely to contain low and moderate-income residents and to reduce sampling
variance.  Past results revealed that more low-income people reside in multi-family
and mobile homes than in single-family homes or townhouses.  Further, the
response rate among low-income persons is lower than among the general
population.  To compensate for the low response rates among low-income
households and the small proportion of low-income persons in the Area, multi-family
and mobile homes were over-sampled. 

The 1995 and 2000 Community Assessments take a conservative approach in
estimating sample size to produce statistically reliable results for different geographic
areas by treating each of the geographic areas as though they are separate random
samples.  The sample size for each geographic area is determined by deciding the
level of precision desired for these areas in isolation. Table 1 shows the sample sizes
determined for the strata and substrata of the Survey.

The total sample size for the 2000 Community Assessment was 11,200 housing

Table 1:  SAMPLE SIZE OF STRATA

Percent of All Percent of All
Total Sample Multi-Family Single-Family Multi-Family Single-Family

Geographic Area Size Strata Strata Housing Housing
City of Fairfax 1,400 600 800 24.2% 13.4%
City of Falls Church 1,300 775 525 53.2% 15.7%
Fairfax County
Region 1 1,700 825 875 4.0% 1.9%
Region 2 1,700 931 769 4.6% 2.3%
Region 3 1,700 800 900 4.1% 1.5%
Region 4 1,700 800 900 3.9% 1.3%
Region 5 1,700 800 900 8.0% 1.7%
TOTAL 11,200 5,531 5,669 5.8% 2.1%

Note:  The total sample size for the Cities of Fairfax and Falls Church are smaller than those in Fairfax
C-5

          County due to the finite population correction factor.
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units. These units were randomly selected from each of the geographic substrata. 
The final address list was compiled from the County and Cities' real estate parcel files
and supplemented by information supplied by apartment complexes on unit
addresses.  In addition to address information, geographic area and housing type
information were obtained from the real estate parcel files.  The information from the
real estate parcel files was combined with the response information in the final data
set.

Data Collection Procedures and Response Rates

The questionnaire package was mailed bulk-rate to the randomly selected addresses.
The forms were imprinted with an identification number linking each questionnaire
to a specific address for follow-up purposes.  Approximately two weeks following the
initial mailing of the questionnaire, a follow-up postcard was mailed via first class
mail to every address selected.  The postcard thanked those who had already
returned the questionnaire and reminded those who had not returned it that their
response was important.  As questionnaires were returned, their mailing addresses
were removed from the data files to protect the household’s confidentiality.

A second mailing of the questionnaire occurred approximately three weeks after the
postcard follow-up.  It was mailed only to those households that had not yet
responded.  A third mailing to addresses that had not responded occurred about
three weeks after the second mailing.  A fourth and final mailing was sent to
households that did not respond to the third mailing.

Of the 11,200 households selected in the sample, 6,859 households, containing
16,499 persons, returned usable questionnaires.  After compensating for the 250
surveys returned from vacant units and 51 sent back for incorrect or incomplete
mailing information, a 63 percent response rate was obtained from the pool of viable
residential addresses.  Among the geographic strata, the response rates ranged from
a low of 59.0 percent in Fairfax County Human Services Region 2 to a high of 66.8
percent in the City of Fairfax.

Data Editing and Coding

For the 2000 Community Assessment, the data editing process included manual
edits and computer edits.  As the surveys were returned, each form was inspected for
completeness and consistency.  Manual edits were made on the forms to clarify how
items should be keypunched and to complete, where possible, missing information. 
For example, if respondents provided their age for one question but left it blank on
another, the age information was completed.
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Once the data from the questionnaires were keypunched, extensive computer edits
were performed.  Computer edits checked skip patterns and question-to-question
answer consistency, out-of-range answers, and outlying data.  Survey forms were
pulled and reviewed when the computer edits flagged them as problems.  Keypunch
and response errors were corrected and, where possible, additional missing
information was completed.  Information for household members living elsewhere,
such as live-away college students and military personnel stationed elsewhere, was
deleted. 

Upon completion of the computer edits, new analysis variables were created. 
Analysis variables that were created from other response information included a
household income variable, a tenure variable, family and non-family structure
variables, and poverty status variables.  The final step of the edit process was to
attach household level information to hierarchical person-level observations.

Data Weighting

The creation of weights for the 2000 Community Assessment was a multi-step
process.  The final weights are frequency weights, which enable estimates of the
number of persons or households in the Area exhibiting a particular characteristic to
be generated.  The procedures used to analyze and create the weighted data set are
similar to those used for the Fairfax County Household Surveys.  This methodology
has been extensively peer reviewed by statisticians and researchers in the field to
confirm that it follows acceptable research standards.  In determining the weights, the
following principles were applied:

• Respondents were weighted to eliminate the effects of the disproportionate
sampling caused by the way the sample was stratified by geography and housing
unit type, and

• Respondents were weighted to reduce the effects of non-response bias.

There is a wealth of literature in the survey research field investigating non-response
bias.  The research indicates that racial minorities, young males, the very poor, the
very wealthy, etc. are less likely to respond to surveys than other groups.  Non-
response bias on the 2000 Community Assessment was estimated by comparing its
results with the 2000 U.S. Decennial Census.  This comparison revealed that the
groups not responding to the survey were similar to those identified generally in the
research literature.  Most of the non-response bias occurred because racial and
ethnic minority residents were less likely to respond.  Therefore, adjustments were
made to the survey results to reduce this ethnic or racial non-response bias.
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An assumption made when determining how to adjust for ethnic or racial non-
response bias was that minority households that respond are similar to those who do
not respond.  Unfortunately, this assumption is not entirely true.  Evidence suggests
those non-responding households within each racial or ethnic category tend to be
less wealthy.  However, the differences within racial or ethnic groups are less
pronounced than the differences between racial groups.

The racial or ethnic correction factors were derived for each of the five County
human services regions, the City of Fairfax and City of Falls Church.  The non-
response adjustments developed from comparing the 2000 Community Assessment
data with the 2000 Decennial Census data for each of these geographies were based
on the following formula:

Where:      Nir =   Number of persons in r racial or ethnic group living in all
housing units in geographic area i from the 2000 U.S.
Decennial Census.

NiT = Total number of persons living in housing units in
geographic area i from the 2000 U.S. Decennial Census.

nir = Number of persons in r racial or ethnic group in
geographic area i from the dwelling unit weighted 2000
Community Assessment.

niT = Total number of persons living in housing units in
geographic area i from the dwelling unit weighted 2000
Community Assessment.

Fir = 2000 correction factor for non-response bias for r racial or
ethnic group for geographic area i.

The 2000 Community Assessment non-response adjustment factors (Fir) derived for
each racial or ethnic group within each geographic area were attached to the
individual person-level observations based on the race of the household head.  In
effect, these racial bias adjustment factors allow respondents from under-represented
groups to represent more than one survey response while respondents from over-
represented groups will represent less than one survey response.  

F=
)n/n(

)N/N(
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After the racial bias adjustment factors were applied, frequency weights were derived
to expand the sample to all occupied housing units by strata.  The resulting racial
distributions for each of the seven geographic regions were carefully reviewed and
compared to 2000 Census data.  In addition, age distributions for each geographic
strata were reviewed carefully to ensure that the application of racial bias weights did
not adversely affect age distributions of residents.  The combination of the racial
adjustment factors and the occupied housing unit weights result in the final
frequency weights for households.

When the resulting 2000 Community Assessment population estimates, using the
housing unit weights, were compared to Census 2000 population estimates, there
were slight differences.   Primarily these differences were due to slight differences in
household size.  To adjust the 2000 Community Assessment population estimates to
more closely reflect those of Census, population correction factors were determined.
 Thus, different weight variables are used when generating household statistics than
when generating population statistics. 

The final non-response bias adjusted frequency weights for household (HHLDWGT)
and person level (POPWGT) analyses were generated by the following formulas:

Where: Hij = The number of occupied housing units (households) of j
type housing units in geographic area i.

Ar = Racial adjustment or correction factor for nonresponse
bias for r racial or ethnic group employing 2000 Census
information.

Ci = The population correction factor for geographic area i.

qijr = Questionnaire returned from a household with a head of r
racial or ethnic origin from a j type of housing unit in
geographic area i.

mj = The number of questionnaires returned from a racial or
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ethnic stratum (tertiary strata) living in j type housing units
within a geographic area.

ni = The number of questionnaires returned from a housing unit
stratum (secondary strata) within a geographic area.

Data Tabulation

The 2000 Community Assessment data set consists of hierarchical person-level
observations with two types of weights, a person-level weight and a household-level
weight.  When analyses are conducted on person-level data (population
characteristics), the person level weights are applied.  When analyses are conducted
on household statistics, the data set first is transformed to household observations by
including a programming statement so that only one observation per household are
kept in the analysis file and then the household-level weights are applied.

Precision of Estimated Proportions

The standard errors and confidence intervals of the estimated proportions measure
the precision of the estimates derived from the survey.  That is, if every person or
household in the area had been interviewed, the actual percent of persons or
households exhibiting a particular characteristic would fall within the confidence
interval derived from the standard error.  The following formula was used to
calculate the confidence interval for the proportions derived from the 2000
Community Assessment:

Where: p  = the proportion responding affirmatively

Wh = each stratum weight Nh
N

ph = the proportion responding affirmatively from strata h

qh = the proportion responding negatively from strata h

nh = the number sampled from the strata
A confidence coefficient of 0.95 was used.  If a weight stratum contained only one
observation, the maximum variance among strata for that variable was assumed for

1-n
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that stratum’s contribution to the overall precision.  Table 2 shows the percent and
confidence intervals for selected questions about individuals (population).  Table 3
shows the percent and confidence intervals for selected questions estimating
household characteristics.

Precision of Estimated Means

Confidence intervals for estimates of the numerical means were interpreted similarly
to those of proportions.  That is, if the sample were replicated, 95 times out of 100
times the mean would fall within the confidence interval.  The formula for estimating
the 95 percent confidence interval of means derived from questions asking numerical
information was:

Where: xw  = The weighted mean of the sample.

N   = Total number of units in the sample.

nh  = Number of units in the sample of stratum h.

Wh  = The stratum weight.

 sh  = Sample variance of each stratum.

Where: nh = Number of units in the sample of stratum h.

hy  = The weighted mean of stratum h.

 yhi  = Individual observation within each stratum h.
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The means and confidence intervals of selected numeric estimates from the 2000
Community Assessment are shown in Table 4.

TABLE 2
2000 FAIRFAX-FALLS CHURCH COMMUNITY ASSESSMENT 

ESTIMATES AND CONFIDENCE INTERVALS OF PERSON-LEVEL PERCENTS

Confidence Interval
No. Question Topic % of

Population
±  %

Lower Bound Upper Bound

22 Percent Male 48.39% 0.93% 47.46% 49.32%

  23 Percent White 62.42% 0.46% 61.96% 62.88%

  25 Labor Force Participation Rate
Persons 16 and older

78.51% 0.82% 77.69% 79.33%

25 Labor Force Participation Rate 
Females 16 and older

72.02% 1.25% 70.77% 73.27%

25 Labor Force Participation Rate
Males 16 and older

85.74% 1.00% 84.74% 86.74%

27 Has Bachelor's Degree or Higher
Persons 25 and older

58.87% 1.03% 57.84% 59.90%

29 In or Need Day Care
Persons under age 13

32.26% 2.12% 30.14% 34.38%

30 Has Health Insurance 91.71% 0.47% 91.24% 92.18%

32 Has Long Lasting Condition
Severe physical, vision and/or
memory learning problem

5.68% 0.40% 5.28% 6.08%

33 Has Mental Health Needs
Experiencing anxiety, depression,
emotional or mental problems to
the point of needing help

8.87% 0.52% 8.35% 9.39%

NA At or Below Poverty 3.20% 0.49% 2.71% 3.69%

NA At or Below 200% of Poverty 10.23% 0.84% 9.39% 11.07%
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TABLE 3
2000 FAIRFAX-FALLS CHURCH COMMUNITY ASSESSMENT 

ESTIMATES AND CONFIDENCE INTERVALS OF HOUSEHOLD-LEVEL PERCENTS

Confidence Interval
No. Question Topic % of

Households
 ± %

Lower Bound Upper Bound

38 Only English Spoken in Home 71.27% 1.01% 70.26% 72.28%

39 Household Has Internet Access 78.72% 1.05% 77.67% 79.77%

40 Household Moved Senior or
Disabled Person Into Area in Last
Five Years

4.85% 1.80% 3.05% 6.65%

42 Household Ran out of Money for
Basic Needs
One or more times in last year

14.29% 0.97% 13.32% 15.26%

NA One-Person Households and
Families at or Below Poverty

2.51% 0.49% 2.02% 3.00%

NA One-Person Households and
Families at or Below 200% of
Poverty

8.38% 0.84% 7.54% 9.22%

NA Owner Occupied Household 74.37% 0.94% 73.43% 75.31%

TABLE 4
2000 FAIRFAX-FALLS CHURCH COMMUNITY ASSESSMENT 

ESTIMATES AND CONFIDENCE INTERVALS OF PERSON- AND HOUSEHOLD-LEVEL
MEANS

No.
Confidence Interval

Question Topic Mean

±
Lower Bound Upper Bound

24 Age 35.00 0.32 34.68 35.32
34 Household Income $99,633 $4,499 $95,134 $104,132
34 Family Income $110,607 $6,427 $104,180 $117,034
37 Monthly Rental Cost $1,029 $18 $1,011 $1,047
37 Monthly Owner Cost $1,501 $28 $1,473 $1,529
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