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Introduction

The Measure X Community Advisory Board (MXCAB) believes in giving people an opportunity
and the resources to live lives of dignity, meaning, and positivity. We also believe that Measure
X funds should support, empower, and robustly resource the most vulnerable and impacted
members of our community.

MXCAB is committed to uplifting Measure X’s intent to protect vulnerable populations and
support critical safety net services. The priority funding we recommend below is based on local
needs identified during several community input sessions, Bay Area Equity Atlas reporting, and
other qualitative and quantitative data.

Measure X provides a direct portal to greater equity of services and outcomes for all county
residents and an opportunity to address and redress some of the massive gaps and
disparities—both their causes and effects—in our region’s healthcare, education, housing,
public safety, economic, and environmental sectors, among others. As an instrument of
transitional justice, equity-focused investments address historical, pervasive, and ongoing
racism to lay the groundwork for a more fair, just, and humane society. Our commitment to
equity recognizes situatedness, relationships, and context, i.e., that we are all positioned
differently with respect to resources, institutions, systems, and structures.

Thousands of people living in Contra Costa are in dire need of food, housing, and healing from
direct harm caused by public institutions and an imposed scarcity of resources. The most basic
necessities—for nourishment, shelter, and connection—are not being met. This deprivation and
devastation is disproportionately impacting Contra Costa County’s Black, Indigenous, Persons of
Color (BIPOC) community, low-income residents, children, and seniors. In recognition of this
vital fact, based on research and data, and in deference to our community members’ lived
experiences, MXCAB’s recommendations for this current round of funding are intended to
prioritize the needs, voices, and experiences of those most harmed by systemic, structural,
institutional, and interpersonal racism; those most vulnerable to economic exploitation,
instability, and volatility; and those most prone to social and political marginalization.
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Our recommendations also elevate the principles and values that have guided MXCAB’s work
over the past two and half years. These principles and values include:

Shared responsibility to practice core values of equity, justice, inclusion, compassion
Importance of a strong safety net

Address prevention as well as current system gaps

Actively seek transformational ideas

Leverage other funding sources

I T o

Resident point of view: Interconnected and intersectional solutions rather than turf and

silos

7. Name inequities and disparities, and those most harmed by them (especially anti-Black
racism)

8. Economic opportunity and equity are at the heart of our work

9. Create a culture of inclusion, welcoming, and belonging

After six public meetings dedicated to gathering community input and articulating our
decision-making process, and after hearing testimony from more than 170 members of the
public, the Measure X Community Advisory Board is compelled to bring to the attention of the
Board of Supervisors how deeply our community is hurting. Accordingly, we have prioritized the
following core areas to purposefully ameliorate this pain:

e The African American Holistic Wellness and Resource Hub
Food security
Mental health services
Guaranteed income
Services for older adults and disabled residents
Services for LGBTQI+ residents

Methodology and Timeline for Developing Recommendations

Public Meetings

At our July 19" meeting, MXCAB began the process of developing recommendations for the
$4.67M (which later increased to $5,602,737 at the Nov. 28, 2023 Board of Supervisors
meeting) in unallocated Measure X funds. At that meeting, MXCAB members asked Chair
Mariana Moore to email the Board of Supervisors to request that each of them hold community
forums in their respective districts on the new Measure X funds available for allocation and that
the Board or County Administrator's Office send an additional memo to county departments
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reminding them to consider MXCAB's vision and operating principles when developing their
proposals.

At the July 19" MXCAB meeting, there was one public comment and 22 virtual participants.

At the MXCAB meeting on August 16™ Chair Moore reviewed the process and timeline to create
and submit funding recommendations to the Board of Supervisors, integrate community
outreach, and consider previous MXCAB funding recommendations and processes. Public input
on emerging and current unmet community needs was invited and received by 20 members
of the public. Most individuals supported funding related to the African American Holistic
Wellness and Resource Hub and children's services, including mental health, tutoring, child care,
parent engagement, and transitional age youth. 76 members of the public were virtual
participants.

Because of the abbreviated timeline for public solicitation, MXCAB scheduled a special meeting
on September 5" to receive additional input from community members and stakeholders.
Public comment on emerging and current unmet community needs was received by 27
members of the public. Most comments supported funding related to mental health services,
specifically early childhood mental health; senior services; food insecurity; the African
American Holistic Wellness and Resource Hub; and LGBTQI+ services. At that meeting, there
were 68 virtual participants.

Additional community outreach was invited by Supervisor John Gioia at a hybrid town hall
meeting in Richmond on September 14th. Forty-five members of the public from all areas of
the county spoke, and most advocated for services for the LGBTQI+ community, early childhood
mental health support, and affordable housing opportunities.

At the regularly scheduled meeting on September 20", Chair Moore provided updates on input
received to date from residents [See Community Needs Tracker summary, which charted
community input provided through September 14], community stakeholders, and county
leaders on funding priorities. MXCAB members discussed potential criteria and processes for
determining funding recommendations. Five members of the public spoke, all supporting
allocation of available Measure X funds to address food insecurity.

At its October 18th meeting, MXCAB reviewed data on current trends, emerging needs, and
growing disparities in Contra Costa County, including a January 2023 analysis by Bay Area Equity
Atlas. MXCAB's summary of resident/stakeholder input on unmet community needs, and a list
of Measure X funding requests submitted by County departments. MXCAB also continued to
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discuss potential criteria and processes to determine priority recommendations for the Board of
Supervisors.

Potential criteria included:
e Honoring unfunded MXCAB recommendations from 2021
e Aligning with input from residents and stakeholders during the most recent community
input process
Benefiting residents most harmed and marginalized by racial and economic inequities
Meeting an urgent, emergent, or ongoing need that has intensified since 2021
Promoting innovation and flexibility

An initial open-ended MXCAB member poll was conducted to identify each member's top three
funding priorities. Poll results were reviewed and 29 members of the public provided public
comment. Most of the comments advocated funding wellness programs for African-Americans,
food insecurity programs, and senior services.

Prior to their November 15th meeting, MXCAB members were polled a second time, utilizing
categories based on the results of the first poll, and asked to identify their top five funding
priorities. The results of this second poll, which was structured as a forced choice and weighted
poll, were shared at the meeting. Nineteen MXCAB members participated in the poll (poll
results included).

Approximately 25 members of the public, including approximately 15 youth, attended the
meeting in person, and two others spoke via Zoom. We were deeply moved by their testimony,
particularly by the young people who raised their voices. Youth are vastly underrepresented in
official civic spaces; their compelling pleas for an African American Holistic Wellness and
Resource Hub, for a place to belong and resources for healing and affirmation, profoundly
shaped our ensuing discussion and the consolidation of MXCAB’s recommendations.

MXCAB also received approximately 30 emails requesting funding for specific projects. Twenty
of them advocated funding the African American Holistic Wellness and Resource Hub, and five
requested funding for library services. An additional 40 emails were sent to the Board of
Supervisors stating the necessity for an African American Holistic Wellness and Resource Hub,
all of which were forwarded to MXCAB.

At this meeting, MXCAB members also discussed the impact of receiving direction from County
staff about a potential conflict with the use of the term “African American” as applied to the
title and service scope of the African American Holistic Wellness and Resource Hub, due to
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Proposition 209 constraints. It was later clarified to the Board of Supervisors that these legal
constraints were not relevant to MXCAB’s deliberations, and Supervisor Gioia attended the
MXCAB meeting to acknowledge and apologize for the harm caused by the County’s error.

At the special meeting held on November 29, MXCAB members received public comment from
21 community members, all focused on the African American Holistic Wellness and Resource
Hub and services for seniors and disabled residents.

MXCAB’s Recommended Funding Priorities

In this current funding round, MXCAB’s goal was to assess the county’s existing landscape of
social welfare and networks of collective care in an effort to explore and expose what has
changed and/or emerged since MXCAB’s initial recommendations made to the Board of
Supervisors in 2021. Over the past several months, MXCAB members have listened and
deliberated, reflected and reimagined. We have heard directly from diverse county residents
and stakeholders who have graciously and bravely shared their stories and expertise. Behind the
data that routinely expose the outcomes of disparate resourcing and deliberate divestment are
stories—stories shared, uniquely and in a collective chorus, by our community. These stories
clearly and unequivocally highlight the ongoing harms caused by racial disparities, collective
trauma, social isolation, emotional pain, and economic struggle that affect a significant portion
of our county’s population, and affect some residents in disproportionate measure to others.

Exclusions, harms, prejudices, and disparities are interpersonal, societal, systemic, and
institutional; they cut across varied dimensions of human experience with singular and yet
unified impact. Relative to the scale and scope of needs, the current pot of Measure X funds is
quite small. In adhering to our core principles and attuning to our community’s input, we have
focused on how best to use this money to build a more equitable and care-centered county.
This means not only allocating toward areas of greatest need but also focusing on investments
where Measure X funds can make the greatest impact and benefit community members in
intersectional ways. The issues MXCAB identified as top priorities affect our youth and our
seniors, individual lives and community well-being, mental health and economic security. They
encompass the full spectrum of human life and human needs.

Our intent in making these recommendations is to earn the trust of communities most harmed
in our county and restore hope, power, and resources to them.
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MXCAB Funding Recommendations

After much discussion and deliberation, MXCAB recommends that the Board of Supervisors
prioritize the following funding recommendations (listed in priority order):

1. African American Holistic Wellness and Resource Hub
Programs to address food insecurity

3. Mental health services for the following priority populations: children ages 0-5,
school-aged children ages 6-18, young adults up to age 26, and LGBTQI+ residents
Guaranteed income pilot programs

5. Services for seniors and disabled residents that are aligned with the priorities identified
in the County’s Master Plan on Aging needs assessment process

6. Capacity-building grants for community-based organizations (including tax-exempt and
fiscally-sponsored), prioritizing but not limited to organizations founded and based in
East Contra Costa

Following are brief descriptions of each of the six funding priorities listed above.

1. African American Holistic Wellness and Resource Hub

One person’s harm is another person’s responsibility; we bear shared responsibility for shared
suffering. The issues uplifted by our African American community are not those of an aggrieved
minority—they are fundamental issues of justice. MXCAB members collectively believe that the
County has a deep responsibility for creating the conditions to foster more just relationships
and sustainable pathways to repair and regeneration.

The African American Holistic Wellness and Resource Hub will provide culturally responsive and
essential safety net services to a disproportionately impacted and significantly vulnerable
population. Cities across Contra Costa, including Concord, Pittsburg, Antioch, and others, have
seen large growth in their African American and Latino communities. (See An Equity Profile of
the Five-County San Francisco Bay Area Region, p. 22). Communities of color face significant
health and economic challenges. Nearly one in four U.S.-born Black residents, and more than
one in five Native Americans in the Bay Area, live below the poverty level, as compared with
one in 15 U.S.-born white residents. Black residents are nearly four times as likely as their white
counterparts to be in poverty. (See An Equity Profile of the Five-County San Francisco Bay Area
Region, pp. 63 and 42). Based on the data, the populations that most need the African American
Holistic Wellness and Resource Hub are growing significantly in Contra Costa County,
particularly East County. The compelling stories powerfully and passionately shared by many
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Antioch and East County community members with lived experience elevated the urgency of
funding this critical African American Holistic Wellness and Resource Hub. For this reason,
MXCAB specifically recommends that Measure X funding be designated to create an African
American Holistic Wellness and Resource Hub in East Contra Costa, with the understanding that
the Hub will be open to residents countywide.

We received in-person, virtual, and written testimony from middle and high schoolers, parents,
grandparents, and church members about the necessity and importance of establishing an
African American Holistic Wellness and Resource Hub. This Measure X funding clearly benefits
the residents most harmed and marginalized by racial and economic inequities.

The Board of Supervisors demonstrated through past funding decisions that equity in action,
healthy communities, and welcoming and safe communities are Measure X goal areas. The
African American Wellness and Resource Hub fits squarely within all of them. However, the
Board of Supervisors did not allocate funding to this cause in the first round of funding in 2021.
MXCAB requests that the Board of Supervisors fund the establishment of the Hub as a top
priority in the current round of Measure X funding, with funding commencing immediately
directed to existing, on-the-ground community organizations in Antioch and East County that
serve this population and can address urgent needs. In other words, we do not want to see
funding delayed while awaiting completion of the current feasibility process. The needs are
present, palpable, and urgent, and we must meet them now by providing additional resources
to those who are already doing this critical care work. MXCAB also recommends that the Board
of Supervisors provide additional dedicated funding over the next several funding cycles to
bring this vital project to full fruition.

2. Programs to address food insecurity

Food is a basic human need. MXCAB received in-person and virtual testimony from those with
lived experience regarding the dire level of food insecurity affecting so many county residents,
including seniors, working adults, and children. Public testimony highlighted that since the
pandemic, more people are now utilizing food banks and food distribution programs, even while
funding has become increasingly scarce due to the end of federal Covid relief funds.

Programs that address food insecurity align with all five goal areas previously identified by the
Board of Supervisors, which include mental well-being, equity in action, healthy communities,
intergenerational thriving, and welcoming and safe communities.

(https://www.contracosta.ca.gov/8530/Measure-X). In addition to affecting psychological and

emotional well-being, food insecurity is often linked to and exacerbated by economic
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vulnerability. It is worth noting that seniors comprise one of the most vulnerable populations
and fastest-growing populations in the County, and MXCAB received significant public testimony
regarding support for senior services. The County cannot have healthy, welcoming, and safe
communities if all residents do not have access to food. Funding programs to address food
insecurity is funding crucial safety net services and protecting vulnerable populations. This
funding meets an urgent, emergent, and ongoing need that has intensified since 2021.

3. Mental health services for the following priority populations: children ages 0-5,
school-aged children ages 6-18, young adults up to age 26, and LGBTQI+ residents

Children ages 0-5: Early childhood services were explicitly named in the Measure X ballot
language, in recognition of the importance of investing in preventative programs and upstream
solutions. Additionally, mental health services for children, especially for those ages 0-5, was an
unfunded area from the original 2021 MXCAB recommendations.

The need for these services has grown exponentially in the last two years. Early mental health
interventions mitigate stresses on children and families and help prevent issues from
compounding as children grow older. These services provide young children, families, and
caregivers with concrete skills and practical strategies to stay healthy and foster positive
relationships.

Across the county, there are significant unmet needs for early childhood mental health services.
For young children to thrive, counties and communities must support their social-emotional
health and that of the adults in their lives. During the community input process, many
stakeholders emphasized the urgent need for funding community-based early childhood mental
health supports, including counseling, support groups, screenings, home visiting, consultations
for child care providers and more.

School-aged children and adolescents (ages 6-18): The importance of accessible mental health
services for school-age children and adolescents was also voiced during the MXCAB community
input process. Mental health issues have skyrocketed since the pandemic, and this is a critical
area to intervene to promote wellness, belonging, and stability for our youth, amidst significant
gaps and disparities in school-based mental health supports.

Young adults up to age 26: Young people have been experiencing increased symptoms of
anxiety and depression since the onset of the pandemic, especially in African-American and
Latino communities. Young adults are living with stress, anxiety, and depression, exacerbated by
family hardships and uncertainty about their future. Systemic injustices, including the
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disproportionate engagement of Black and Brown youth and young adults in the carceral
system, deeply impact the need for mental health services for this population. The
disproportionate impact of Covid on these populations has both created and heightened mental
health challenges. Culturally responsive, community-provided mental health services can help
young adults chart a clearer path to a thriving future.

The best way to ensure young adults are not incarcerated is to improve our schools; increase
access to healthcare, including mental health; strengthen social networks; and expand
economic opportunity. Young adults who don’t receive preventative mental health services
often become part of the school to prison pipeline. According to the Contra Costa County Racial
Justice Coalition’s Services not Cells 2017 report, the detention of people with mental iliness is a
national crisis. Young adults with severe mental illness disproportionately suffer from
homelessness, unemployment, lack of health insurance, substance abuse, and arrest. Although
the vast majority of people experiencing mental illness are not violent, when they are detained,
they suffer irreparable harms and often endure longer sentences than people who do not
experience mental illness.

LGBTQI+ residents: A report by the National Institutes of Health found that, due to stigma and

discrimination, LGBTQI+ people experience poorer mental health outcomes than heterosexual
and cisgender community members. Testimony provided to MXCAB by the Rainbow Community
Center emphasized that the growth in the number of hate crimes targeting LGBTQI+ residents,
added to an already-hostile environment experienced in the workplace, schools, and other
community spaces, has led to an unprecedented and rapidly increasing number of LGBTQI+
residents seeking mental health support from trusted, community-based organizations.

4. Guaranteed income pilot programs

Guaranteed income consists of unconditional, unrestricted cash payments distributed to a
defined population for a set period of time. Payments made to participants typically range from
$300 to $1,800 a month for periods of six months to three years. Pilots, which now number in
the hundreds, have focused specifically on Black mothers, foster youth, unhoused or unstably
housed individuals and families, students, formerly incarcerated individuals, and economically
marginalized individuals in specific catchment areas. These pilots have explicitly referenced and
attempted to ameliorate the effects of generational poverty, the trauma of racial discrimination,
and the deliberate under-resourcing of low-income communities and those of Color.

Guaranteed income addresses the inherent violence of poverty and the interface of barriers,
vulnerabilities, harms, and negative outcomes that accrue with it. Economic security lays the
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groundwork for a healthy life and community: elevated well-being, safe and stable housing,
strong family networks, food security and enhanced nutrition, pathways to better employment
and educational outcomes, and an abundance of intangible rewards and reliefs. Guaranteed
income is a critical intervention, but it is just one part of broader systemic changes that must
happen to shift resources more robustly, swiftly, and consistently to points of need and
channels of prevention.

One of MXCAB's goals is to support innovative and transformational ideas. Guaranteed income
is equity-based, data-driven, and prevention-focused. It responds to the immediacy and urgency
of residents’ uplifted needs. Declining social mobility, widening income inequality, and rising
living costs are impoverishing individuals, straining families, and fragmenting communities
within our county. The pandemic widened existing inequities and created new ones, and our
region’s recovery has been drastically uneven across population sectors, as evidenced by the
Bay Area Equity Atlas’s January 2023 report to the Board of Supervisors.

Data from dozens of guaranteed income pilots around the country, targeted toward diverse
populations, show uniformly positive impacts on health, belonging, and self-worth, among
other concrete achievements, like paying off debt, boosting savings, and securing better jobs.
Aside from providing for people’s basic needs, these regular, unconditional payments are also
building people up in other ways—through self-care; educational advancement; and time off
from work to attend an interview for a better job, chaperone a child’s school field trip, or
volunteer. Investing in and empowering individuals’ economic security also helps to build
stronger, more cohesive communities. We believe it is urgent and timely for Contra Costa
County to invest Measure X funds to support additional guaranteed income pilot programs in
our county.

5. Services for older adults and disabled residents

MXCAB believes that to serve underserved populations, it is vital to focus on supporting the
fastest growing segment of our population: older adults and people with disabilities. In 2010,
the California Department of Finance released projections for age demographics in Contra Costa
for the next fifty years. These numbers, coupled with the recent findings that the largest
growing unhoused population in Contra Costa is older adults, make these investments
imperative.

10
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California Department of Finance Age 50-Year Demographic Projections (2010)

Total Preschool School College Working Young Mature Seniors (85
Population Age (0-4) Age Age Age Retirees Retirees & over)
Increase (5-17) (18-24) (25-64) (65-74) (75-84)
54% 41% 25% 54% 38% 125% 198% 299%

In 2015, Contra Costa aging- and disability-focused nonprofits, government agencies, for-profit
providers, and community members began to develop an Aging Policy Platform for Contra Costa
County. That work culminated in a four-year plan, with a focus on services that allow everyone
to age in place. The plan was presented to the Board of Supervisors, who adopted the
recommended policy priorities and subsequently incorporated them into the County’s state and
Federal legislative platforms.

In 2019, the Advisory Council on Aging (ACOA), in partnership with Choice in Aging, convened a
broad array of aging and disability communities and service providers to begin working on a
statewide Master Plan for Aging (MPA). In subsequent years, as the plan was being developed at
the state level, the ACOA and Choice in Aging continued to bring together a range of
stakeholders to help identify and prioritize the areas most important to our aging and disability
community.

Once the State’s Master Plan for Aging was released in January 2021, the Contra Costa Area
Agency on Aging began working with the ACOA and Choice in Aging to assume leadership of the
Master Plan for Aging’s local implementation, including continuing to engage diverse
stakeholders throughout the county. They were able to combine the analysis of stakeholder
feedback with their four-year Area Plan and compile a comprehensive field of data to use for
service gap identification and delivery mapping.

Contra Costa MPA’s work is centered on equity and prioritization of the most historically
underserved populations, coupled with a deep community engagement process, in alignment
with MXCAB'’s core values. The Aging & Adult Services Division is poised to distribute any newly
allocated Measure X funding quickly to an existing provider network that is ready to meet
already-identified critical needs.

11
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6. Capacity-building grants for community-based organizations (including tax-exempt 501c3s
and those that are fiscally sponsored), prioritizing but not limited to organizations founded
and based in East Contra Costa

In numerous community settings, including Board of Supervisors meetings, the recent STRONG
Funders convening in East County, and testimony provided by residents and stakeholders during
MXCAB'’s public input process, a recurring theme has been the need to build the capacity and
resources of community organizations -- including those with tax-exempt status, those that are
fiscally sponsored, faith organizations, and other civic organizations -- so that they can fund,
sustain, amplify, and coordinate their work within high-priority local communities to achieve
greater individual and collective impact for the populations that most need our support.
MXCAB’s recommendation is to create a fund that will issue capacity-building and incubation
grants directly to organizations that serve our priority communities. In contrast to the County’s
current Innovation Fund, this work should be informed and led by community residents from
the most impacted communities, as described throughout this report.

Prioritizing community-provided services

On a final important note, MXCAB members strongly recommend that this current round of
Measure X funds be allocated to work led by community-led organizations, rather than County
departments. While we acknowledge and appreciate the County’s vital role in providing services
to residents, we believe that the first round of funding disproportionately prioritized
County-provided services. The next round should focus on community-led and
community-provided services, with a particular focus on organizations that are founded and
based in local communities and that are led and staffed by people who represent the
demographics and life experiences of the priority populations described above.

Process Recommendations

MXCAB members recognize the immense need for community-defined, community-centered,
community-led pathways to healing and wellness. Through these recommendations, we aspire
to create and sustain a culture of repair by building and maintaining institutional accountability.
Making such a cultural shift entails requesting that the County enact a deliberately-designed
process that brings community directly into the spaces of decision-making, implementation,
impact, and evaluation. In both allocation and dispensation, we strongly recommend that the
community organizations and members who are already doing this work, often with little to
no compensation, should lead and be funded for this work.

12
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We understand that the costs of the MXCAB-recommended programs will require the allocation
of all of the limited funds available in this funding cycle. We have also learned that as we near
the end of the fiscal year it is likely that additional Measure X funds will become available. It is
with this information in mind that MXCAB would like to propose the following funding
strategies:

1. Prioritize distributing Measure X funds quickly to address urgent current needs and
ensure community-based organizations can launch and sustain their work.

2. Multi-year, strategic funding: Large and complex initiatives such as the African American
Holistic Wellness and Resource Hub will benefit from an upfront commitment to funding
various phases of planning and implementation work over the next several years. As
Measure X monies become available, programs and services can be created or expanded
to meet the community’s evolving needs.

3. While the African American Holistic Wellness and Resource Hub is being developed,
make small grants to existing community- and faith-based organizations that are
already doing the work and can best define services that address system harms and
racial disparities. Amplifying these efforts through increased funding will create more
immediate impact for a greater number of people and feed into the success of the Hub
once established. Community members testified that the greatest need for these
services is in Antioch.

4. Responsible contracting practices: During the joint Board of Supervisors/MXCAB
meeting on November 28, we heard compelling testimony from community-based
organizations that were harmed by the County’s incredibly slow contracting process.
Specific examples include the Employment and Human Services Department’s decision
to shift Measure X funds from the prior funding round out of Older Adult services and
into a proposed third youth center; senior-serving organizations expressed frustration
that the entire fiscal year went by with no opportunity to apply for the allocated
Measure X funds. In addition to harming the fiscal well-being of community-based
organizations, these process challenges also hamper mission delivery, and most
importantly, harm the ability of residents to get the services they need, deserve, and are
paying for with their tax dollars.

5. Community input from County advisory bodies: MXCAB recommends that the Board of
Supervisors require departments to inform and consult with their relevant advisory
bodies on program design for key initiatives and before proposing a reallocation of
Measure X funds to the Board of Supervisors. As an example, members of the Advisory
Council on Aging testified that they were completely unaware of the Employment and
Human Services Department’s plan to shift $1.7 million in Measure X funds from the
prior round from senior services to a third planned youth center.

13
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6. Prioritize people over capital projects. MXCAB members feel strongly that the spirit and
intent of Measure X is not to simply back-fill County needs. As stated in our Vision and
Operating Principles, MXCAB members -- and the hundreds of community members who
have shared their hopes, needs, and expertise with us -- believe that Measure X funds
should be strategically prioritized to address the needs of those who are most
vulnerable in our community and who have been most harmed by persistent system
injustices, including racial and economic discrimination. While we recognize that
infrastructure improvements are often critical to maintaining services and expanding
their delivery capacity, we feel strongly that this should not come at the expense of
prioritizing human needs and investments.

MXCAB members understand the complex financial landscape of our large County and the many
demands on limited funds. We recognize that County departments have come before the Board
of Supervisors with requests that exceed the current Measure X funding available for new
programs and projects and for improvements to current operations. We acknowledge that you
have difficult decisions before you.

As you determine how Measure X dollars are to be spent in this funding cycle, we respectfully
ask that you consider prioritizing programs and services that address the intent of the voters
who agreed to pay an additional sales tax and reflect the landscape of community needs and
input shared over the past few months. County residents have spoken at community meetings
and sent written correspondence asking that their tax dollars be spent to ensure that residents
in our community are not harmed by racism and other forms of discrimination, do not go to bed
hungry, and do not suffer emotional anguish. Please act on their appeals and fund MXCAB’s
recommendations. Thank you.

Attachments:
e MXCAB member poll #1 results summary
e MXCAB member poll #2 results summary
e Community needs tracker (summary of public comment)
e Summarizing the State of Equity in Contra Costa County (Bay Area Equity Atlas, January
2023)
e An Equity Profile of the Five-County San Francisco Region (PolicyLink, 2017)

14



Measure X Priorities Poll #2 Results - 11/15/23

Priority #1

Total

African American holistic wellness hub

East Bay Radio Communications System
Food insecurity

Guaranteed income pilot program

Mental health services for children ages 0-5
Grand Total

Priority #2

12

N

19

Total

Priorities Summary

Totals

African American holistic wellness hub

Fire Training Facility & Emergency Communications Center
Food insecurity

Guaranteed income pilot program

Mental health services - school-age children/adolescents
Mental health services for children ages 0-5

Services in East County

Grand Total

Priority #3
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Total

African American holistic wellness hub

Capacity building for community-based organizations (CBOs)
Fire Training Facility & Emergency Communications Center
Food insecurity

Guaranteed income pilot program

Mental health services - older adults

Mental health services - school-age children/adolescents
Mental health services for children ages 0-5

Services for seniors - food insecurity

Services for seniors - general

Spay/neuter services

Supportive housing for unhoused residents

Grand Total

Priority #4
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Total

African American holistic wellness hub

Food insecurity

Guaranteed income pilot program

Mental health services for children ages 0-5

Mental health services - school-age children/adolescents
Mental health services - LGBTQ+

Supportive housing for unhoused residents

Fire Training Facility & Emergency Communications Center
Capacity building for community-based organizations (CBOs)
Mental health services - transition-age youth

Services for seniors - food insecurity

Services for seniors - general

Mental health services - older adults

Services for youth

Services in East County

East Bay Radio Communications System

Other: Mental health support for Asian Pacific Islander resident
Services for seniors - legal services

Spay/neuter services
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African American holistic wellness hub

Fire Training Facility & Emergency Communications Center
Food insecurity

Guaranteed income pilot program

Mental health services - LGBTQ+

Mental health services - older adults

Mental health services - transition-age youth

Mental health services for children ages 0-5

Other: Mental health support for Asian Pacific Islander residents
Services for seniors - legal services

Services for youth

Services in East County

Supportive housing for unhoused residents

Grand Total

Priority #5
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Total

African American holistic wellness hub

Capacity building for community-based organizations (CBOs)
Food insecurity

Guaranteed income pilot program

Mental health services - LGBTQ+

Mental health services - school-age children/adolescents
Mental health services - transition-age youth

Mental health services for children ages 0-5

Services for seniors - food insecurity

Services for seniors - general

Services for youth

Supportive housing for unhoused residents

Grand Total

W EP NP PRPNEPNRPRPRPRPNNN

[y
©o

Grand Total
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Measure X Community Advisory Board -

Priority categories

Polling Results for Priorities, 10/18/23

Total

Mental health (4)
Mental health - Children (8)
Mental health - LGBTQ (1)
Food insecurity
African American Wellness
Guaranteed income
Senior services (2)
Senior services - Housing support (1)
Senior services - Legal (1)
Early childhood services
CBO capacity building
East Bay Radio Communications System
East County services

Fire Training Facility and Emergency Communications Center

Healthy communities
Intergenerational thriving
LGBTQ services
Spay/neuter services
Supportive Housing
Wellness programs
Workforce development
Youth services
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MXCAB community needs tracker - Fall 2023

Meeting Date *MXCAB goal areas. Many | Specific focus of Speaker **Aligns with | Addresses Evidence of |Addresses |Prevention | Region(s) of |Demographic Notes
address multiple goals; see need/request MXCAB immediate community [inequities & | focused County population(s)
goals listed at bottom of Operating | needs/ gaps interest/ disparities served served
column Principles need? (# of
speakers)

MXCAB -9/5/23 Equity in action 1, 5 AAPI Coalition Vy Vo 1 X 3 X X Full County AAPI Focus needs to be on
vulnerable communities; hate
speech

Sup. Gioia 9/14/23 Equity in action 1,5 AAPI community’s |Sary Tatapour 1 X 3 X X Full County AAPI Able Community Development

health and needs Foundation &the Asian Pacific
Islander Coalition/Stop the Hate
MXCAB - 9/5/23 Equity in action 3 AAPI health study |Sary Tatapour 1 X 3 X X Full County AAPI 100k in county. Matching state
grant 200k/2yeard
MXCAB - 9/5/23 Equity in action 1,5 African American  [Phil Arnold 4 X 12 X X East County AA 40 Voices Campaign
Holistic Wellness

MXCAB- 9/5/23 Equity in action1,5 African American | Jeralynn Brown- 4 X 12 X X East County 7] Urgent & unmet need
Holistic Wellness  |Blueford
Hub

MXCAB 9/5/23 Equity in action 1,5 African American | Stephanie 4 X 12 X X East County AA Adultification of Black children
Holistic Wellness | Taddeo
Hub

MXCAB 9/5/23 Equity in action 1,5 African American  |Alphonso 4 X 12 X X East County AA Support 40 Voices
Holistic Wellness  |Edwards
Hub

MXCAB 8/16/23 Mental well-being 2,5 African American Elder Desiree 4 X 12 X X East County AA Trauma, pain and shock from
Holistic Wellness  |Rushing abuse by police
Hub

MXCAB 8/16/23 Mental well-being 2,5 African American | Jeralyyn Brown- 4 X 12 X X East County AA Place of hope and safety to
Holistic Wellness | Bluford gather, learn, and help one
Hub another

MXCAB 9/5/23 Mental well-being 2,5 African American  |Barbara Howard 4 X 12 X X East County AA Remember to listen to the
Holistic Wellness community with an open heart
Hub

MXCAB - 9/5/23 Equity in action 1,5 African American  [Wanda Johnson 4 X 12 X X East County AA AA’s are 9% of CCC population,
Holistic Wellness but make up 41% of
Hub-NAMI incarcerated youth.

MXCAB 8/16/23 Mental well-being 2,5 African American | Stephanie 4 X 12 X X East County AA Need a fully funded center not
Wellness Hub Taddeo just $80k for feasibility study.

MXCAB 8/16/23 Mental well-being 2,5 African American  |Barbara Howard 4 X 12 X X East County AA Stand up for people who can’t
Wellness Hub speak for ourselves (seniors,

children), people most harmed.
MXCAB 8/16/23 Mental well-being 2,5 African American  |Wanda Johnson 4 X 12 X X East County AA Mental health issues - AAs are
Wellness Hub more affected

MXCAB 8/16/23 Mental well-being 2,5 African American  [Phil Arnold 4 X 12 X X East County AA A very real idea that can greatly
Wellness Hub benefit our community.

Sup. Gioia 9/14/23 Healthy Communities Animal Services- [Bara Sapir 3 X 4 Full County Animals Need more funding for more
reduce animal spay and neuter.
euthanasia

Sup. Gioia 9/14/23  |Healthy Communities Animal Services T — Central 3 X 4 Full County Animals  |Allocate $10 million for 2024 for

County resident

Animal Services.

10/12/2023




MXCAB community needs tracker - Fall 2023

Meeting Date *MXCAB goal areas. Many | Specific focus of Speaker **Aligns with | Addresses Evidence of |Addresses |Prevention | Region(s) of |Demographic Notes
address multiple goals; see need/request MXCAB immediate community [inequities & | focused County population(s)
goals listed at bottom of Operating | needs/ gaps interest/ disparities served served
column Principles need? (# of
speakers)

Sup. Gioia 9/14/23 Healthy Communities Animal Services- [Therese Breen 3 X 4 Full County Animals People for Animal Advocacy and
spay/neuter Welfare
programs

Sup. Gioia 9/14/23 Healthy Communities Animal Services- [Malu 3 X 4 Full County Animals More support for animal
spay/neuter services and spay/neuter
programs

Sup. Gioia 9/14/23 Equity in action Ballot disclosures |Carol Weed 1 2 X Full County Voters Use funds to pay to better

inform voters about ballot
initiatives

Sup. Gioia 9/14/23 Equity in action Ballot measure Renee Zeimer 1 2 X Full County Voters Economic Opportunity Council.
supporters/oppone Support more transparency to
nts to be listed voters.

MXCAB 8/16/23 BJC- unfunded Sara Gurdian 1 1 Full County 23 unfunded priorities from MX
MXCAB 2021 funding cycle
recommendations

MXCAB 8/16/23 Intergenerational thriving |Black Parent Zelon Harrison 2 X 1 X X West County | AA Parents |Pregnant women and children
Resource Center up to 5 years old

Sup. Gioia 9/14/23 Equity in action Black Women and |Jim Becker 2 X 1 X X West County | Women and |Richmond Community
Girls Support Girls Foundation Priority

Sup. Gioia 9/14/23 Mental Well-Being Early Childhood Judy Bendix 3 X 12 X X Full County Children Funding cuts
Mental Health

Sup. Gioia 9/14/23 Mental Well-Being Early Childhood Christine 3 X 12 X X Full County Children  |Greater support for Children’s
Mental Health Rottger Mental Health services.

Sup. Gioia 9/14/23 Mental Well-Being Early Childhood Jeff Sloan 3 X 12 X X Full County Children  |Greater needs for mental health.
Mental Health

MXCAB 8/16/23 Mental well-being Early Childhood Margaret 3 X 12 X X Full County Children  [Need early child mental health
Mental Health Wicker-Jacobs services for children.

CoCo Kids

MXCAB - 9/5/23 Mental well-being Early Childhood John Jones 3 X 12 X X Full County Children Early Intervention is key
Mental Health
CoCo Kids

MXCAB 8/16/23 Mental well-being Early Childhood Camilla Rand 3 X 12 X X Full County Children  [Pandemic exacerbated mental
Mental Health First health needs, trauma, adverse
5 early experiences.

MXCAB - 9/5/23 Mental well-being Early Childhood Camilla Rand 3 X 12 X X Full County Children 10,000 children have unmet
Mental Health First mental health need
5

MXCAB 9/5/23 Mental well-being Early Childhood Dr. Fernandez 3 X 12 X X Full County Children  [In process of expanding to early
Mental Health La childhood mental health
Concordia
Wellness Center

Sup. Gioia 9/14/23 Mental Well-Being Early Childhood Samantha 3 X 12 X X Full County Children  [Recent cuts will impact services

Mental Health
program

Watson-Alvarado

10/12/2023




MXCAB community needs tracker - Fall 2023

Meeting Date *MXCAB goal areas. Many | Specific focus of Speaker **Aligns with | Addresses Evidence of |Addresses |Prevention | Region(s) of |Demographic Notes
address multiple goals; see need/request MXCAB immediate community [inequities & | focused County population(s)
goals listed at bottom of Operating | needs/ gaps interest/ disparities served served
column Principles need? (# of
speakers)
Sup. Gioia 9/14/23 Mental Well-Being Early Childhood Wanda Davis 3 X 12 X X Full County Children  [First 5 Contra Costa.
Mental Health
Services
Sup. Gioia 9/14/23 Mental Well-Being Early Childhood Roxanne Bellotti 3 X 12 X X Full County Children [ Therapist for We Care Services
Mental health
services
MXCAB 8/16/23 Mental well-being Early Childhood Kelly Ransom 3 X 12 X X Full County Children Early childhood mental health
Mental Health We services were a high priority
Care recommendation by MXCAB yet
was not funded in the original
round by BOS.
MXCAB 8/16/23 Mental well-being Family Support Natasha 3 1 X Full County All Counseling, support groups and
Center COPE Paddock home visiting services
Sup. Gioia 9/14/23 Healthy Communities 2 |Food Insecurity Becky Coburn 2 X 14 X Full County All More funding for food insecurity
White Pony programs
Express
MXCAB - 9/20/23 Healthy Communities 2 |Food Insecurity Keva Dean 2 X 14 X Full County All 60% of food served at the Food
Food Bank of Bank is fruits, veggies, proteins.
Solano & CCC
MXCAB 9/5/23 Equity in action 3 Food Insecurity Jeanette 2 X 14 X Full County All Expand # partners in program
Loaves & Fishes Kennedy
MXCAB 8/16/23 Equity in action 3 Food Insecurity Jeanette 2 X 14 X Full County All Four-fold increase in demand
Loaves & Fishes Kennedy since pandemic started and it's
challenging to keep up with the
demand
MXCAB 9/20/23 Healthy Communities 2 Food Insecurity Tina 2 X 14 X Full County All Dining room manager. Food
Loaves & Fishes security; hot meals
MXCAB - 9/20/23 Healthy Communities 2  |Food Insecurity Nick 2 X 14 X Full County All 1 in 6 residents of Contra Costa
Loaves & Fishes is food insecure. 1 in 5 children
are food insecure. 35% of
residents who are unhoused
have a full-time job.
MXCAB 9/20/23 Healthy Communities 2  |Food Insecurity Janette 2 X 14 X Full County All Hot meal costs $2.08 per
Loaves & Fishes Kennedy person. Loaves & Fishes is the
only organization in Contra
Costa serving hot meals
MXCAB -9/20/23 Healthy Communities 2  |Food Insecurity Brittany 2 X 14 X Full County All American Cancer Center-
Loaves & Fishes important for all cancer patients
to have access to nutritious
food.
Sup. Gioia 9/14/23 Intergenerational thriving |Food Insecurity Nick Wilson 2 X 14 X Full County All 1 in 5 children are food insecure
Sup. Gioia 9/14/23 Healthy Communities 2 Food Insecurity Janette 2 X 14 X Full County All Funding for food insecurity
Loaves a& Fishes [Kennedv issues
MXCAB 8/16/23 Intergenerational thriving |Food Insecurity Caitlin Sly 2 X 14 X Full County All Increased needs older adults,

3

Meals on Wheels
Diablo Region

housing,food, transportation

10/12/2023




MXCAB community needs tracker - Fall 2023

Meeting Date *MXCAB goal areas. Many | Specific focus of Speaker **Aligns with | Addresses Evidence of |Addresses |Prevention | Region(s) of |Demographic Notes
address multiple goals; see need/request MXCAB immediate community [inequities & | focused County population(s)
goals listed at bottom of Operating | needs/ gaps interest/ disparities served served
column Principles need? (# of
speakers)
MXCAB 9/5/23 Intergenerational thriving |Food Insecurity Caitlin Sly 2 X 14 X Full County All Growing needs of older adults in
3 Meals on Wheels our community.
Diablo Region
Sup. Gioia 9/14/23  |Healthy Communities 2  |Food Insecurity Jennifer Costa X 14 X Full County All With Federal funds for food cut,
MXCAB -9/5/23 Intergenerational thriving |Food Insecurity Eve Birge X 14 X Full County All Food insecurity - provide access
3 White Pony to healthy, nutritious meals
Express
MXCAB 8/16/23 Equity in action Guaranteed Keva Dean 8 X 5 X X Full County All Intersectionality across
Income homelessness, hunger, and
constant stress among children.
MXCAB 8/16/23 Equity in action Guaranteed Sherina Criswell 8 X 5 X X Full County All Aged out foster care kids (18-
income 26) homeless
MXCAB 8/16/23 Equity in action Guaranteed Reshonda 8 X 5 X X Full County All Homelessness people need
Income pilot Trammel housing.
MXCAB - 9/5/23 Equity in action Guaranteed Lauren Dalbert 8 X 5 X X Full County All CCC’s unincorporated areas -s
income pilot uffer from higher unemployment,
food insecurity,homelessness,
MXCAB - 9/5/23 Intergenerational thriving |Guaranteed Michelle Hayes 8 X 5 X X Full County All Poverty was 4th leading cause
income Richmond of death
Com on Aging
Sup. Gioia 9/14/23 Healthy Communities Health Asthma J.J. —LifeLong 2 X 2 X Full County | People with |Support for Asthma Home
Home Visiting Medical Care asthma Visiting Program.
Program
Sup. Gioia 9/14/23 Healthy Communities 2  |Healthcare for Max Perrey 2 X 2 X X Full County All Aliados Health (Community
those who do not Clinic Consortium of Contra
qualify for Medi-Cal Costa)
Sup. Gioia 9/14/23 Healthy Communities 2  |Housing - Andrew Becker 2 X 8 X X East County All Care Association and Re-
affordable housing Imagining Antioch
Sup. Gioia 9/14/23 Healthy Communities 2  |Housing Affordable |Meemee Khine 2 X 8 X X West County Lao Lao Family Community
and transitional Development
Sup. Gioia 9/14/23 Healthy Communities 2  |Housing Affordable |Jim Becker 2 X 8 X X West County All Richmond Community
home ownership Foundation Priority
MXCAB - 9/5/23 Healthy Communities 2 |Housing Francyne Hari 2 X 8 X X Full County All Provide housing and ensure
Consortium of East people can sustain their housing
Bay
Sup. Gioia 9/14/23 Healthy Communities 2 |Housing Highly Kyndelle J. 2 X 8 X X West County All Base Building Coordinator for
affordable small Richmond Land Housing
units
MXCAB - 9/5/23 Healthy Communities 2  |Housing Resources | Courtney Pal 2 X 8 X X Full County All Rental assistance,rehab of
for Community affordable housing,Interim
Development housing programs
Sup. Gioia 9/14/23 Healthy Communities 2 Housing Miguel Dwin 2 X 8 X X Full County All Transitional home for people
Transitional coming out of incarceration.
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MXCAB community needs tracker - Fall 2023

Meeting Date *MXCAB goal areas. Many | Specific focus of Speaker **Aligns with | Addresses Evidence of |Addresses |Prevention | Region(s) of |Demographic Notes
address multiple goals; see need/request MXCAB immediate community [inequities & | focused County population(s)
goals listed at bottom of Operating | needs/ gaps interest/ disparities served served
column Principles need? (# of
speakers)
Sup. Gioia 9/14/23 Healthy Communities 2  |Housing-Homeless |Jackie Lowery 2 X 8 X X Full County All Hope Solutions Wraparound
issues and services needed
affordable housing
MXCAB - 9/5/23 Healthy Communities Innovation Fund Barbara Hunt 4 X 2 X X Full County All Getting Ahead program -
Getting Ahead participants develop their own
plan to get ahead in a
supportive group
MXCAB 8/16/23 Healthy Communities Innovation Fund St. |Barbara Hunt 4 2 X X Full County All Intensive introspection and
Vincent de Paul study re: how to move
themselves out of poverty.
Sup. Gioia 9/14/23 Equity in Action 1 LGBTQ+Rainbow |Jorge Chamorro 7 X 13 X X Full County Support LGBTQ+ services.
Community Center Intersectional
LGBTQl+
Sup. Gioia 9/14/23 Mental Well-Being 2 LGBTQI+ Mental | Christopher 7 X 13 X X Full County Rainbow Community Center-
health services Holden Intersectional |only LGBTQ+ center in CCC
LGBTQI+
Sup. Gioia 9/14/23 Equity in Action 1 LGBTQI+ Rainbow |Dee Vieira 7 X 13 X X Full County |Intersectional |Allocate money to Rainbow
Community Center LGBTQI+ |Community Center.
Sup. Gioia 9/14/23 Equity in Action 1.3 LGBTQI+Rainbow |Gretchen 7 X 13 X X Full County Funding for mental health, HIV
Community Center |Burgess Intersectional |education and prevention,
LGBTQI+ [housing, food for queer
population.
Sup. Gioia 9/14/23 Equity in Action 1 LGBTQI+Rainbow |Johanna Meyer- 7 X 13 X X Full County Support for LGBTQ+ population.
Community Center |Mitchell Intersectional
LGBTQI+
Sup. Gioia 9/14/23  |Equity in Action 1 LGBTQI+Rainbow |Kirwan McHarry 7 X 13 X X Full County Kaiser Permanente transgender
Community Center Intersectional |advisory committee
LGBTQl+
Sup. Gioia 9/14/23  |Equity in Action 1 LGBTQI+Rainbow |Christina 7 X 13 X X Full County Funding for LGBTQ+ services
Community Center |Zaldana Intersectional [and food pantry services
LGBTQI+
Sup. Gioia 9/14/23 Equity in Action 1 LGBTQI+Rainbow |Dana Johnson 7 X 13 X X Full County LGBTQ+ services — youth
Community Center Intersectional |housing program
LGBTQI+
Sup. Gioia 9/14/23  |Equity in Action 1 LGBTQI+Rainbow |Jonathan Lee 7 X 13 X X Full County More funding for LGBTQ+
Community Center Intersectional |services.
LGBTQl+
Sup. Gioia 9/14/23 Equity in Action 1 LGBTQI+Rainbow |Christian 7 X 13 X X Full County RCC serves over 600 people
Community Center |Aguirre Intersectional |per year including people of
LGBTQI+ |color.
MXCAB - 9/5/23 Equity in action 1,3 LGBTQI+Rainbow |Christian 7 X 13 X X Full County Increase in # cases in seniors
Community Center |Aguirre Intersectional [(60+) & youth (14-18) especially
HIV education LGBTQI+ |communities of color (Latinx and
Black)
MXCAB - 9/5/23 Equity in action 1, 3 LGBTQI+Rainbow |Jorge Chamorro 7 X 13 X X Full County HIV prevention - work with
Community Center Intersectional |various cities. Youth, seniors
HIV prevention LGBTQI+
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MXCAB community needs tracker - Fall 2023

Meeting Date *MXCAB goal areas. Many | Specific focus of Speaker **Aligns with | Addresses Evidence of |Addresses |Prevention | Region(s) of |Demographic Notes
address multiple goals; see need/request MXCAB immediate community [inequities & | focused County population(s)
goals listed at bottom of Operating | needs/ gaps interest/ disparities served served
column Principles need? (# of
speakers)
MXCAB - 9/5/23 Equity in action 1,3 LGBTQI+RCC Dana Johnson 7 X 13 X X Richmond Wraparound services for
youth housing Intersectional |different marginalized groups -
program LGBTQI+ |intersection w/ BIPOC
Sup. Gioia 9/14/23 Equity in Action Parent Education- |Hank Roberts 3 X 2 X X Full County AA Calif NAACP Education
address Committee and Parent
achievement gap Engagement Initiative
MXCAB 8/16/23 Intergenerational thriving |Parent Hank Roberts 3 X 2 X X Full County AA To grow parent power and
Engagement improve outcomes around
NAACP state attendance, academics, and
education behavior.
committee
Sup. Gioia 9/14/23 Healthy Communities Re--entry Shantina 8 X 2 X X Full County | Formerly |More funding for the formerly
population Jackson- incarerated |incarcerated — helping them
Romero with housing, training, etc.
Sup. Gioia 9/14/23 Healthy Communities Re-entry and Nicole Green 8 X 2 X X Full County | Formerly Housing, pre post release,
justice impacted incarerated |employment, substance abuse,
population support mental health
MXCAB - 9/5/23 Mental well-being 3 Recovery House- [John Dante 4 X 1 X X Full County | Substance |Recovery from addiction;
tech-based Use Disorder |homelessness, crime
MXCAB - 9/5/23 Intergenerational thriving |Senior Legal Matt Hulse 2 X 5 X X Full County Seniors Funding in US for seniors is not
Services enough
Sup. Gioia 9/14/23  |Healthy Communities 4  |Senior services, Claudia Madiro 2 X 5 X X Full County Seniors More funding
food programs,
animal services
Sup. Gioia 9/14/23 Healthy Communities 4 | Seniors Adult Paul Mansingh 1 X 5 X X West County Seniors West County Adult Education
Education services
MXCAB - 9/5/23 Intergenerational thriving |Seniors Susannah 1 X 5 X X Full County Seniors Advocate for quality of life,
3 Empowered Aging |Meyer protect against exploitation
Sup. Gioia 9/14/23  |Intergenerational thriving 1, |Seniors Older adult |Leslie Reckle 1 X 5 X X Full County Seniors Older adult loneliness and
3 education program isolation is a serious problem.
WCCCUSD
Sup. Gioia 9/14/23 Equity in Action Workforce services | Gloribel 8 X 2 X X Full County All Rubicon Services , services for
for the most Pastrano smaller and mid size businesses
vulnerable to hire local
Sup. Gioia 9/14/23  |Healthy Communities 2  |Workforce training |Brianna 8 X 2 X X Full County All Opportunity Junction
for low income job |Robinson
seekers
MXCAB 8/16/23 Mental well-being 3 YES Nature to Angelica 7 X 1 X X Richmond | Those most |Prioritize funding to help families
Neighborhoods Delgado harmed by [in communities
war on drugs |disproportionately harmed by
war on drugs
MXCAB - 9/5/23 Equity in action 5 Youth aging out of |Rina Criswell 7 X 1 X X Full County All Small grassroots orgs deserve

foster care

support
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Meeting Date

10/12/2023

*MXCAB goal areas. Many | Specific focus of Speaker
address multiple goals; see need/request
goals listed at bottom of
column

* 5 GOAL AREAS:

1. Mental Well-being
2. Equity in Action

3. Healthy Communities
4. Intergenerational Thriving

5. Welcome & Safe
Community

**Aligns with
MXCAB
Operating
Principles

*MXCAB
Operating
Principles

1.Shared
responsibility
to practice
core values of
equity,
justice,

2.Importance
of strong
safety net

3. Address
prevention as
well as
current
system gaps

4 Actively seek
transformational
ideas
5. Leverage
other funding
sources
6. Resident
POV:
Interconnected,
intersectional
vs. turf and
silos

7. Name
inequities &
disparities,
and those

most harmed
by them
(especially
anti-Black
racism)

8. Economic
opportunity
and equity
are at the
heart of our

work

Addresses Evidence of
immediate community
needs/ gaps interest/
need? (# of
speakers)

Addresses |Prevention | Region(s) of |Demographic

inequities &
disparities

focused

County
served

population(s)
served

Notes
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Meeting Date *MXCAB goal areas. Many | Specific focus of Speaker **Aligns with | Addresses Evidence of |Addresses |Prevention | Region(s) of |Demographic Notes
address multiple goals; see need/request MXCAB immediate community [inequities & | focused County population(s)
goals listed at bottom of Operating | needs/ gaps interest/ disparities served served

column Principles need? (# of

speakers)
9. Create a
culture of
inclusion,
welcoming,

and belonging
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Bay Area
Equity Atlas

Summarizing the State of Equity
in Contra Costa County

January 24, 2023
to the Contra Costa County Board of Supervisors
by Ryan Fukumori, Ph.D., Senior Associate, PolicyLink

Y ] P r PolicyLink
and Regional Equity



How do we measure community health and wellbeing
from an equity perspective?

« Offer a high-level summary of equity concerns in Contra Costa County to
TODAY'S inform Supervisors’ considerations re: budget allocation

GOALS - Support government and community efforts to operationalize the county’s
Office of Racial Equity and Social Justice in 2023

» Data snapshots from US Census & American Community Survey

MAIN
« Excerpts from our analytical reports and data tools (Bay Area Equity Atlas DATA
and National Equity Atlas)
SOURCES

» Testimonials from Contra Costa County community members

Equity Atlas S L PolicyLink



http://www.bayareaequityatlas.org/
http://www.nationalequityatlas.org/

Bay Area Equity Atlas (bayareaequityatlas.org)

A comprehensive data support system to track the state of equity across the region
and equip community leaders with data to inform solutions for inclusive prosperity.

People Place Power

« 23 equity indicators for 272 geographies_l—> — : .
.. . ace/ethnicity xtreme iversity o
(cities, counties, Census tracts, etc.) Nativity and commuting electeds
ancestry Housing burden Voting
* POl'Cy SO|UtI0nS College readiness Homeownership Linguistic isolation
Edu?ational Market rent qur!omic EILEH
 Original demographic & socioeconomic attainment Gentrficationrisk  pmanate rent
. Disconnected :
research/analysis youth Affordable housing  Ecanomic gains:
Employment ‘ .Raclal equity in
Tall Neighborhood income
) Tra”‘“ng Median earnings opportunity
Income growth Business‘
» Data support for advocacy campaigns Police use offorce  °""e"*P

Business revenue

Bay Area Equity Atlas SFF s Dornsi PolicyLink



http://www.bayareaequityatlas.org/

THREE KEY TRENDS

#1: THEENDURING LEGACY of RACIALEXCLUSION

Despite a more diverse population, significant racial disparities in housing have persisted
in the County despite the enactment of fair housing laws in the 1960s.

#2: THEINEQUITABLE LANDSCAPE BEFORE COVID-19
Existing housing, employment, and health disparities in Contra Costa County led to
residents of color facing higher financial and health risks during, and after, the shelter-in-
place order.

#3 : ONGOING DISPARITIES IN COVID-19 RECOVERY

Residents of color have been slower to financially recover from the COVID-19 pandemic,
reinforcing if not worsening these longstanding inequities.

Equity Atlas Sl PolicyLink




TREND #1: THE ENDURING LEGACY of RACIALEXCLUSION
Since the 1960s, Contra Costa County has become more racially diverse.

Percent of White Residents by

Census Tract, 1960 - 2020

Insufficient data 30% to 40%

- <1% 40% to 60%
- 1% to 5% 60% to 75%

5% to 10% - 75% to 90%
10% to 15% - 90% to 95%
15% to 30% - >95%

(includes Hispanic/Latino residents who
identify as white)

Source: 1970 US Census & 2016-2020 American Community Survey Data, mapped on Social Explorer

EqUity Atlas : Do PolicyLink




TREND #1: THE ENDURING LEGACY of RACIAL EXCLUSION
However, major racial inequities have persisted in Contra Costa County since the
Civil Rights Era.

Homeownership Rate in CCC by Decade Poverty Rate in CCC by Decade
70% S
20%
60% T~
—— \ T

o 10%
50% \/\" _—
40% 0%

1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 2020 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 2020
=A|| Residents =—Black =—Latino = A|| Residents =—Black =—Latino

In 2020, 45% of all county residents living in families met HUD standards for low-income or very
low-income status, vs. 59% of Black and 60% of Latino family household members.

Source: 1970 US Census & 2016-2020 American Community Survey Data, via Social Explorer and IPUMS

Equity Atlas ' Domsfe PolicyLink




TREND #1: THE ENDURING LEGACY of RACIAL EXCLUSION
Contra Costa County is home to 5 of the 20 most segregated wealthy, white
Census tracts* in the 9-County Bay Area, per arecent Bay Area Equity Atlas study.

Black-White Index of Concentration at the Extremes, 2019

Onein 10 Bay Area T o ow

Neighborhoods are

Segregated Areas of White b a o
Wealth \

July 27,2022 -

*These neighborhoods make up parts of
Orinda, Lafayette, and Alamo.

Equity Atlas PolicyLink



https://bayareaequityatlas.org/mapping-segregation

TREND #2 : THE INEQUITABLE LANDSCAPE BEFORE COVID-19

In the decades leading up to the COVID-19 pandemic, renters in Contra Costa
County faced growing challenges with housing affordability.

+ Between 2000 and 2020:

o The county’s median rent increased by 42%, while It's not fair that working
the median household income for renters increased people have to [strugg/e ]
by just 11%. for a roof over their head

o The share of rent-burdened households* grew by 9 that s literally crumbling.

percentage points (41% to 50%).
EDITH PASTRANO, ALLIANCE of

« Compared to white households, Black households were CALIFORNIANS for COMMUNITY
: kel to b dod in2020. Lati EMPOWERMENT, to the ASTBAY
twice as likely to be overcrowded in . Latino TIVES (2022)

households were 8 times as likely to be overcrowded.**

ALL MONETARY FIGURES WERE INFLATION ADJUSTED TO 2021 DOLLAR VALUES. " Defined as spending more than 30% of income on rent and utilties.
Source: 2000 US Census & 2016-2020 American Community Survey Data, via Social Explorer Defined as more than one occupant per room in the unit, minus kitchens and bathrooms.
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https://www.eastbaytimes.com/2022/07/08/richmond-tenants-are-pushing-back-against-rent-hikes-alleging-poor-living-conditions/
https://www.eastbaytimes.com/2022/07/08/richmond-tenants-are-pushing-back-against-rent-hikes-alleging-poor-living-conditions/

TREND #2 : THE INEQUITABLE LANDSCAPE BEFORE COVID-19 c ) )
. L. arned Income Growth for Full-Time Workers in
Income inequality in Contra Costa Contra Costa County, 1980 - 2019

County has worsened over the past two
generations.

Since 1980, pay for the highest-wage
workers has increased, while earned

income has decreased for those with the
lowest paying jobs.

-22%

Very low-wage Low-wage workers Middle-wage workers High-wage workers Very high-wage
workers workers

Source: ReWork the Bay Data Dashboards for Contra Costa County
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TREND #2 : THE INEQUITABLE LANDSCAPE BEFORE COVID-19
Prior to COVID-19, local residents of color were disproportionately represented in
occupations that predisposed workers to COVID-19 risk.

Contra Costa County Residents by % of Workforce in Service, % of Workforce in Business,
Race/Ethnicity (2020 Data) Manufacturing, & Transportation Finance, STEM, and Arts
Non-Hispanic White 18% 55%

Asian American 22% 55%

ALLRESIDENTS 26% 46%

Black 32% 37%

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 37% 26%

Latino A41% 25%

American Indian/Alaskan Native 41% 26%

Source: 2016-2020 American Community Survey Data, via Social Explorer
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TREND #2 : THE INEQUITABLE LANDSCAPE BEFORE COVID-19
Residents of color are concentrated in areas adjacent to the refineries, which elevate
asthma rates. These respiratory disabilities can make COVID-19 more dangerous.

Percent of Nonwhite Residents by
Census Tract, 2020

Pollution Burden by P Y A
census Tract, 20]7 Pollution Burden of Contra Costa County

W A
omda
- 30% to 40% ‘
AAAAA
.
1% to 5% - 60% t0 75% ool

5% to 10% 75% to 90%

10% to 15% 90% to 95%

- 15% to 30% - >95%

Source: 2016-2020 American Community Survey Data, mapped on Social Explorer; Reina Rau, “Asthma rates near oil refineries and terminals in Contra Costa County” (2017)

A few people in my family have respiratory issues. The elderly people in my Eﬁ@';g{l mﬁﬁifﬁéﬁy&ﬁgé%m%ﬂ%
family, my mom and my auntie - they can’t breathe and they’re always sick. RESIDENT, to THE GUARDIAN (2022)
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https://www.ocf.berkeley.edu/~reinarau/2017/12/03/asthma-rates-near-refineries-in-contra-costa-county/
https://www.theguardian.com/us-news/2022/aug/07/chevron-fire-richmond-pollution-activism

TREND #3 : ONGOING DISPARITIES IN COVID-19 RECOVERY

COVID-19 Cases and Deaths Relative to White Residents, Contra Costa County (Through December 2020)

-

Cases

Deaths 1.3x 1.7x 0.9x

Source: Contra Costa County COVID-19 Coordinating Body: December 19, 2020 Equity Presentation Summary

Increased spread of the disease can also lead to increased levels of long COVID, which threatens to remove people
from the workforce and imperil households dependent on the incomes of newly disabled family members.
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TREND #3 : ONGOING DISPARITIES IN COVID-19 RECOVERY

We estimate that, as of December 2022:

» There are 11,700 households in Contra Costa County that
are behind onrent.

 The cumulative rental debt totals $51.2 million, or an average
of $4,400 per household.

* Roughly 6,600 children live in these households behind on
their rent.

For these families (and many others), surging inflation and the
looming threat of a recession can only compound their ongoing
financial burdens.

Source: National Equity Atlas, "Rent Debt in America” interactive dashboard (orig. 2021, updated Dec. 2022)

Equity Atlas

Since tenants didn’t have
lawyers, [landlord] stories
became over-simplifieq,
morally and legally, in ways
that forced families from
their homes.

REV. MILLIE PHILLIPS, FAITH ALLIANCE
foraMORAL ECONOMY,
RECOUNTING THEIR EXPERIENCE
AS AN EVICTION COURT OBSERVER
IN CONTRA COSTA COUNTY (2022)

PolicyLink



https://nationalequityatlas.org/rent-debt
https://en.calameo.com/read/0035532337516edf4240f?authid=YnqCTa0ys7zd
https://en.calameo.com/read/0035532337516edf4240f?authid=YnqCTa0ys7zd

TREND #3 : ONGOING DISPARITIES IN COVID-19 RECOVERY

Percent of Bay Area Households Reporting Employment Income Loss (L) and Experiencing Food Insecurity (R), Aug. 2020 to Oct. 2022

as% 2%

22%
30%

20%

18%
25%

16%
20% 14%

12%
1% 10%

%
10%

%

%
5%

2%
0% b

T po e e Py preTS e P e 8120 0420 121120 21 41 621 M1 0MR1 1221 M2 4MR2 622 822 10122

Source: Bay Area Equity Atlas, "Bay Area Recovery Tracker” interactive dashboard (2022)
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THREE KEY TAKEAWAYS

Antidiscrimination and equal opportunity policies alone have not flattened the racial and class
disparities present over the past 60 years. Advancing racial equity requires long-term
commitment and explicit attention to the legacies of historical injury.

Without equitable recovery efforts, the COVID-19 pandemic threatens to worsen
generations-old racial wealth gaps. The pandemic must be a lesson about how future
crises (earthquakes, fires, floods) could also exacerbate long-term inequities.

Building equity demands robust data collection and tracking, including the sustained
input of residents who have lived experiences navigating the systems, structures, and
institutions we seek to make more equitable.

Equity Atlas s USCDomsife _ PolicyLink




Bay Area
Equity Atlas

Thank youl!

Explore more data about our region on the Bay Area Equity Atlas at:
http://bayareaequityatlas.org

Questions? Contact me at: ryan@bayareaequityatlas.org

San Francisco USCDornsife . .
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and Regional Equity




PolicyLink

An Equity Profile of the
Five-County San Francisco
Bay Area Region

2017 updated analyses and projections

THE

SAN
FRANCISCO
FOUNDATION




An Equity Profile of the Five-County San Francisco Bay Area Region PolicyLink and PERE

Table of contents

3 Summary
Equity Profiles are products of a partnership
between PolicyLink and PERE, the Program
/ Foreword for Environmental and Regional Equity at the
. University of Southern California.
8 Introduction
The views expressed in this document are
14 Demographlcs those of PolicyLink and PERE, and do not
necessarily represent those of The San
26 Economic vitality Francisco Foundation.
62 Readiness
75 Connectedness
88 Economic benefits

94 Data and methods



An Equity Profile of the Five-County San Francisco Bay Area Region PolicyLink and PERE

Summary

The five-county San Francisco Bay Area region is already a
majority people-of-color region, and communities of color will
continue to drive growth and change into the foreseeable
future. The region’s diversity is a tremendous economic asset
— if people of color are fully included as workers,
entrepreneurs, and innovators. But while the Bay Area
economy is booming, rising inequality, stagnant wages, and
persistent racial inequities place its long-term economic
future at risk.

In fact, closing racial gaps in income would boost the regional
economy by nearly $138 billion. Equitable growth is the path
to sustained economic prosperity. To build a Bay Area
economy that works for all, regional leaders must commit to
putting all residents on the path to economic security through
strategies to grow good jobs, build capabilities, remove
barriers, and expand opportunities for the people and places
being left behind.
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Foreword

The 2017 Five-County San Francisco Bay Area Equity Profile is an update to the initial profile released two years ago. The revised profile includes the following changes.
*Updated information on a wide variety of indicators from the 2014 five-year American Community Survey
*Updated demographic projections that extend to 2050
*More detail on immigrant and native-born residents
*An updated analysis of access to healthy food
*New industry and occupational projections for the region
*An updated and more detailed analysis of the economic benefits of inclusion

For similar data on the nine-county Bay Area, please see the Nine-County San Francisco Bay Area Equity Profile.

Advancing economic and racial equity is the defining challenge of our time. In the Bay Area, far too many of our families are being left behind, struggling to
make ends meet, spending two-thirds of their income on housing and transportation alone. As a region, we are experiencing some of the greatest inequities in
wealth and income in the nation.

Our region is also the second most diverse in the country, and a microcosm of the nation’s future. Communities of color are already the majority in the Bay
Area. Our diverse, growing population is a major asset that can only be fully realized when all communities have the resources and opportunities they need to
participate, prosper, and reach their full potential.

This Five-County San Francisco Bay Area Equity Profile adds to the growing body of research that finds that greater economic and racial inclusion fosters
stronger economic growth and a more equitable region. When we are talking about innovation, when we are talking about making the economy work for
families and children, we are talking about geography, race, and class. We must take bold steps to build pathways of opportunity for communities of color and
those at the lowest rungs of the economic ladder in partnership with the public and private sectors.

Our call to action is clear. When we innovate and create new models for economic growth here in the Bay Area, we are making change that will become a
model for our nation. This work will take patience. It will take partnership. It will take fortitude. Now is the time to take action to achieve new models for
economic growth.

Fred Blackwell

Chief Executive Officer

The San Francisco Foundation



An Equity Profile of the Five-County San Francisco Bay Area Region PolicyLink and PERE 8

Introduction




An Equity Profile of the Five-County San Francisco Bay Area Region

Introduction
Overview

Across the country, regional planning
organizations, local governments, community
organizations and residents, funders, and
policymakers are striving to put plans,
policies, and programs in place that build
healthier, more vibrant, more sustainable, and
more equitable regions.

Equity — fair and just inclusion into a society
in which all can participate, prosper, and reach
their full potential - is an essential element of
the plans.

Knowing how a region stands in terms of
equity is a critical first step in planning for
greater equity. To assist communities with
that process, PolicyLink and the Program for
Environmental and Regional Equity (PERE)
developed an equity indicators framework
that communities can use to understand and
track the state of equity in their regions.

PolicyLink and PERE

This document presents an equity analysis of
the five-county San Francisco Bay Area
region. It was developed to help The San
Francisco Foundation effectively address
equity issues through its grantmaking for a
more integrated and sustainable region.
PolicyLink and PERE also hope this will be a
useful tool for advocacy groups, elected
officials, planners, and others.

The data in this profile are drawn from a
regional equity database that includes data
for the largest 150 regions in the United
States. This database incorporates hundreds
of data points from public and private data
sources including the U.S. Census Bureau, the
U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, the Behavioral
Risk Factor Surveillance System (BRFSS), and
Woods & Poole Economics, Inc. See the "Data
and methods" section of this profile for a
detailed list of data sources.
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Introduction

Throughout this profile and data analysis, the
five-county Bay Area region is defined as the
San Francisco-Oakland-Fremont Metropolitan
Statistical Area, which includes Alameda,
Contra Costa, Marin, San Francisco, and San
Mateo counties.

Unless otherwise noted, all data presented in
the profile follow this five-county geography,
which is sometimes referred to simply as the
“Bay Area” or “five-county region.” Some
exceptions due to lack of data availability are
noted beneath the relevant figures.
Information on data sources and
methodology can be found in the “Data and
methods” section beginning on page 94.

San Mateo
County

PolicyLink and PERE

Contra Costa County

Alameda County

10
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Introduction

Why equity matters now

The face of America is changing.

Our country’s population is rapidly
diversifying. Already, more than half of all
babies born in the United States are people of
color. By 2030, the majority of young workers
will be people of color. And by 2044, the
United States will be a majority people-of-
color nation.

Yet racial and income inequality is high and
persistent.

Over the past several decades, long-standing
inequities in income, wealth, health, and
opportunity have reached unprecedented
levels. Wages have stagnated for the majority
of workers, inequality has skyrocketed, and
many people of color face racial and
geographic barriers to accessing economic
opportunities.

Racial and economic equity is necessary for
economic growth and prosperity.

Equity is an economic imperative as well as a
moral one. Research shows that inclusion and
diversity are win-win propositions for nations,
regions, communities, and firms.

For example:

* More equitable regions experience stronger,
more sustained growth.?

* Regions with less segregation (by race and
income) and lower income inequality have
more upward mobility.?

* The elimination of health disparities would
lead to significant economic benefits from
reductions in health-care spending and
increased productivity.?

* Companies with a diverse workforce achieve
a better bottom line.#

* A diverse population more easily connects
to global markets.”

* Less economic inequality results in better
health outcomes for everyone.®

The way forward is with an equity-driven
growth model.

To secure America’s health and prosperity, the
nation must implement a new economic
model based on equity, fairness, and
opportunity. Leaders across all sectors must
remove barriers to full participation, connect
more people to opportunity, and invest in
human potential.

PolicyLink and PERE 11

Regions play a critical role in shifting to
inclusive growth.

Local communities are where strategies are
being incubated to foster equitable growth:
growing good jobs and new businesses while
ensuring that all - including low-income
people and people of color - can fully
participate as workers, consumers,
entrepreneurs, innovators, and leaders.
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Introduction
What is an equitable region?

Regions are equitable when all residents - regardless of their
race/ethnicity and nativity, gender, or neighborhood of residence -
are fully able to participate in the region’s economic vitality,
contribute to the region’s readiness for the future, and connect to
the region’s assets and resources.

Strong, equitable regions:

* Possess economic vitality, providing high- * Are places of connection, where residents
quality jobs to their residents and producing can access the essential ingredients to live
new ideas, products, businesses, and healthy and productive lives in their own
economic activity so the region remains neighborhoods, reach opportunities located
sustainable and competitive. throughout the region (and beyond) via

transportation or technology, participate in

* Are ready for the future, with a skilled, political processes, and interact with other

ready workforce, and a healthy population. diverse residents.

12
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Introduction

Equity indicators framework

The indicators in this profile are presented in five sections. The first section describes the
region’s demographics. The next three sections present indicators of the region’s economic
vitality, readiness, and connectedness. The final section explores the economic benefits of
equity. Below are the questions answered within each of the five sections.

Demographics:

Who lives in the region, and how is this

changing?

* Is the population growing?

» Which groups are driving growth?

» How diverse is the population?

* How does the racial composition vary by
age?

Economic vitality:

How is the region doing on measures of

economic growth and well-being?

* Is the region producing good jobs?

* Can all residents access good jobs?

* Is growth widely shared?

* Do all residents have enough income to
sustain their families?

* Are race/ethnicity and nativity barriers to
economic success?

» What are the strongest industries and
occupations?

Readiness:

How prepared are the region’s residents for

the 215t century economy?

* Does the workforce have the skills for the
jobs of the future?

* Are all youth ready to enter the workforce?

* Are residents healthy? Do they live in
health-promoting environments?

* Are health disparities decreasing?

* Are racial gaps in education decreasing?

Connectedness:

Are the region’s residents and neighborhoods

connected to one another and to the region’s

assets and opportunities?

* Do residents have transportation choices?

* Can residents access jobs and opportunities
located throughout the region?

* Can all residents access affordable, quality,
convenient housing?

* Do neighborhoods reflect the region’s
diversity? Is segregation decreasing?

PolicyLink and PERE 13

Economic benefits:

What are the benefits of racial economic

inclusion to the broader economy?

* What are the projected economic gains of
racial equity?

* Do these gains come from closing racial
wage or employment gaps?
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Demographics

* The five-county San Francisco Bay Area is 58 People-of-color pOpU |at|Oﬂ

percent people of color. Asians or Pacific share in 2014:
Islanders and Latinos make up a growing

share of the population accounting for 24

and 22 percent, respectively, of the total

population.

* The region is the second most diverse

among the largest 150 metro areas, Dive rS|ty ran k (OUt Of the
surpassed only by Vallejo-Fairfield, la I’geSt 150 I’egiOﬂS)I

California.

* Asians or Pacific Islanders and Latinos will
continue to drive growth and change in the
region over the next several decades.

« Marin County is the least diverse of the five Latino pOpU|atiOﬂ share by

counties in the region, but the people-of- 2050:
color population grew more than eight

times as fast as the total population since

2000.

* There is a large racial generation gap
between the region’s mainly White senior
population and its increasingly diverse
youth population.
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Demographics

Fifty-eight percent of residents in the San
Francisco Bay Area region are people of color,
including many different racial and ethnic
groups. Non-Hispanic Whites are the single
largest group (42 percent) followed by Asians
or Pacific Islanders (24 percent) and Latinos
(22 percent).

The Latino population is predominately of
Mexican ancestry (57 percent), though a
significant proportion are of Salvadoran
ancestry (7 percent). The Asian or Pacific
Islander population is also diverse with
people of Chinese, Filipino, and Indian
ancestries making up the largest subgroups.

PolicyLink and PERE 16
Race/Ethnicity and Nativity, 2014
White, U.S.-born ) . = .
White, Immigrant Latino and Asian or Pacific Islander Populations by
Black, U.S.-born Ancestry, 2014
Black, Immigrant
Latino, U.S.-born Latino Population
M Latino, Immigrant Mexican 552,448
QE:' IU.S.-.bOI’nt Salvadoran 65,815
, Immigran
B Native An;gerican Guatemalan 32,448
Mixed/other Nicaraguan 23,141
Puerto Rican 16,996
H0.2% '
All other Latinos 284,319
4% Total 975,167
15% Asian or Pacific Islander Population
379 Chinese 403,419
° Filipino 216,486
9% Indian 130,799
Vietnamese 55,077
Japanese 41,965
Korean 39,077
All other Asians 201,722
5%
7% Total 1,088,545
0.5%

Source: Integrated Public Use Microdata Series; U.S. Census Bureau.

Note: Data represent a 2010 through 2014 average. The Integrated Public Use
Microdata Series American Community Survey (ACS) microdata was adjusted
to match the ACS summary file percentages by race/ethnicity.

Source: Integrated Public Use Microdata Series.
Note: Data represent a 2010 through 2014 average.
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Demographics

One of the most diverse regions

(continued)

The five-county Bay Area region is the
nation’s second most diverse metropolitan
area out of the largest 150 regions. The Bay
Area has a diversity score of 1.39; only the
Vallejo-Fairfield region is more diverse.

The diversity score is a measure of
racial/ethnic diversity a given area. It
measures the representation of the six major
racial/ethnic groups (White, Black, Latino,
Asian or Pacific Islander, Native American,
and Other/mixed race) in the population. The
maximum possible diversity score (1.79)
would occur if each group were evenly
represented in the region - that is, if each
group accounted for one-sixth of the total
population.

Note that the diversity score describes the
region as a whole and does not measure racial
segregation, or the extent to which different
racial/ethnic groups live in different
neighborhoods. Segregation measures can be
found on pages 77-78.

PolicyLink and PERE
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The Bay Area is the second most diverse region
Diversity Score in 2014: Largest 150 Metros Ranked

Vallejo-Fairfield, CA: #1 (1.45)

Bay Area: #2 (1.39)

Source: U.S. Census Bureau.
Note: Data represent a 2010 through 2014 average.

Portland-South Portland-
Biddeford, ME: #150 (0.36)




An Equity Profile of the Five-County San Francisco Bay Area Region

Demographics
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Dramatic growth and change over the past several decades

Despite a decreasing White population since
1980, the Bay Area has experienced
significant population growth. The five-county
region grew from nearly 3.3 million to 4.5
million residents between 1980 and 2014.

In the same time period, it has become a
majority people-of-color region, increasing
from 34 percent people of color to 58 percent
people of color.

People of color have driven the region’s
growth over the past three decades,
contributing 97 percent of the growth in the
1980s and driving all growth in the 1990s and
2000s.

The population has rapidly diversified
Racial/Ethnic Composition, 1980 to 2014

Mixed/other
M Native American
M Asian or Pacific Islander
M Latino
M Black
1 White

16%

14%

11%

59%

IN
9
N

S I
[e))
[e)}
R

1980 1990 2000

Source: U.S. Census Bureau.

Note: Data for 2014 represent a 2010 through 2014 average. Much of the
increase in the Mixed/other population between 1990 and 2000 is due to a

change in the survey question on race.

The White population has declined each decade since 1990
while the people-of-color population has grown
Composition of Net Population Growth by Decade, 1980
to 2014

1 White

® People of Color

575,203
511,893
422,021
13,941
1980t01990  1990t0 2000 2000 to 2014
-138,055
-169,382

Source: U.S. Census Bureau.
Note: Data for 2014 represent a 2010 through 2014 average.
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Since 2000, the Bay Area’s Asian or Pacific
Islander population grew fastest - by 35
percent — adding over 283,000 residents to
the total population. The Latino population
followed closely, growing by 33 percent, or
nearly 242,000 residents.

Over the same time period, the region’s
White, Black, and Native American
populations decreased. The White population
saw the greatest absolute decrease of
169,000 people.

Immigration played a larger role in the growth
of the Bay Area’s Asian or Pacific Islander
population than its Latino population: 53
percent of the growth in the Asian or Pacific
Islander population was from foreign-born
residents, while only 23 percent of growth in
the Latino population was from immigrants.
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Growth Rates of Major Racial/Ethnic Groups,
2000to 2014

White: -8%

Black -11%

Latino [N 33%

Asian or Pacific Islander
NofVelAmencaml  -18%

Mixed/other 22%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau.
Note: Data for 2014 represent a 2010 through 2014 average.

35%

Share of Net Growth in Latino and Asian or Pacific Islander
Population by Nativity, 2000 to 2014

® Foreign-born Latino
U.S.-born Latino

77%

Foreign-born API
U.S.-born API

47%

53%

Source: Integrated Public Use Microdata Series.
Note: Data for 2014 represent a 2010 through 2014 average.
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People of color are driving growth throughout the region

All counties in the region experienced
population growth over the past decade, and
in every county the people-of-color
population grew at a faster rate than the
population as a whole.

Alameda County grew 8 percent overall, but
the people-of-color population grew 22
percent. Similarly, while Contra Costa
County’s total population grew 14 percent, its
people-of-color population grew three times
faster at 45 percent — more than any other
county in the region.

Marin County, the least diverse of the five
counties, had a significantly larger growth in
its people-of-color population compared to
the total population. In fact, people-of-color
growth was more than eight times as high as
total population growth. The people-of-color
population grew the slowest in San Francisco
County, but still faster than the total
population.

The people-of-color population is growing faster than the overall population in every county
Percent Change in Population, 2000 to 2014 (in descending order by 2014 county population)

m People-of-Color Growth
m Total Population Growth

22%
Alameda County

45%
Contra Costa County

7%

11%
San Francisco County

23%

San Mateo County
B

34%
Marin County

4%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau.
Note: Data for 2014 represent a 2010 through 2014 average.
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People of color are driving growth throughout the region

(continued)

Mapping the growth in people of color by
census block group illustrates growing
communities of color throughout all of the
region’s counties. Although this growth is
slower in the most diverse, inner-core areas in
the region (San Francisco and Oakland), the
people-of-color population is increasing most
rapidly in the eastern portions of Contra
Costa and Alameda counties and in San
Mateo County as well.

Significant growth in communities of color throughout the region
Percent Change in People of Color by Census Block Group, 2000 to 2014

Il Decline of 15% or more

I Decline of less than 15% or no growth
Increase of less than 36%
Increase of 36% to 85%
Increase of 85% or more

5 10 20 Mile:

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, Geolytics, Inc.; TomTom, ESRI, HERE, DeLorme, MaymyIndia, © OpenStreetMap contributors, and the GIS user community.

Note: One should keep in mind when viewing this map and others that display a share or rate that while there is wide variation in the size (land area) of the census
block groups in the region, each has a roughly similar number of people. Thus, a large block group on the region’s periphery likely contains a similar number of
people as a seemingly tiny one in the urban core, so care should be taken not to assign an unwarranted amount of attention to large block groups just because they
are large. Data for 2014 represent a 2010 through 2014 average.
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Suburban areas are becoming more diverse

Since 1990, the region’s population has Diversity is spreading outwards
grown by 780,000 residents. This growth can Racial/Ethnic Composition by Census Block Group, 1990 and 2014

. . Race/ethnicity
be seen throughout the region, but is most 1 Dot = 35 people
notable in the inland areas - particularly ° ‘\é‘\:'hitke
. L] ac
eastern Contra Costa and Alameda counties. e Latino
- . . Asi Pacific Island
The cities of Concord, Pittsburg, Antioch, kgl

Dublin, and Livermore have seen large growth “ Mixed/other

in their Latino and African American
communities. The Asian or Pacific Islander 3
population has grown significantly in the East Y
Bay in Oakland, Union City, and Fremont, and X" B
along the Peninsula between San Francisco R g
and San Jose. .
| e L
1] 5

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, Geolytics, Inc.; TomTom, ESRI, HERE, DeLorme, MaymyIndia, © OpenStreetMap contributors, and the GIS user community.
Note: Data for 2014 represent a 2010 through 2014 average.
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At the forefront of the nation’s demographic shift

The five-county Bay Area has long been more
diverse than the nation as a whole. While the
country is projected to become majority
people of color by the year 2044, the Bay
Area passed this milestone in the 2000s. By
2050, 72 percent of the region’s residents -
predominantly Latinos and Asians or Pacific
Islanders - are projected to be people of
color. At the same time, the Black and White
population shares are projected to decrease.
The Black population is projected to make up
just 5 percent of the population while the
White population is projected to make up 27
percent of the population by 2050.

The share of people of color is projected to increase through 2050

Racial/Ethnic Composition, 1980 to 2050

U.S. % White
Mixed/other

B Native American

Asian or Pacific Islander

M Latino
= Black
White

66%

1980

59%

1990

4% 4%

(o)
r 3 24%

o

[9)

49%
42%

2000 2010

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau; Woods & Poole Economics, Inc.

Note: Much of the increase in the Mixed/other population between 1990 and 2000 is due to a change in the survey question on race. Figures may not sum to total

due to rounding.

5% 5% 6% 6%
26% 29% i A |}
(e}
(e}
(o]
(o]
B 5%
38%
2020 2030 2040 2050,
Y
Projected
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Youth are leading the demographic shift
occurring in the region. Today, 69 percent of
the Bay Area’s youth (under age 18) are
people of color, compared with 43 percent of
the region’s seniors (over age 64). This 26
percentage point difference between the
share of people of color among young and old
can be measured as the racial generation gap,
and has grown slightly since 1980.

Examining median age by race/ethnicity
reveals how the region’s fast-growing Latino
population is more youthful than its White
population. The median age of the Latino
population is 30, which is 15 years younger
than the median age of the White population.
The population of mixed/other races has the
lowest median age at just 23 years old.
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Racial Generation Gap: Percent People of Color (POC) by
Age Group, 1980 to 2014

=== Percent of seniors who are POC
e Percent of youth who are POC

69%
26 percentage
point gap
23 percentage
point gap
21%
1980 1990 2000 2014

Source: U.S. Census Bureau.
Note: Data for 2014 represent a 2010 through 2014 average.

Median Age by Race/Ethnicity, 2014

Al I 38

White 45

Black 39

Latino N 30

Asian or Pacific Islander 39

Native American NG 42

Mixed/other 23

Source: Integrated Public Use Microdata Series.
Note: Data represent a 2010 through 2014 average.
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A growing racial generation gap

(continued)

The five-county San Francisco Bay Area’s 26 The Bay Area ranks near the middle of the largest 150 metros on the racial generation gap
percentage point racial generation gap is the The Racial Generation Gap in 2014: Largest 150 Metros Ranked

same as the national average, ranking the
region 60" among the largest 150 metro

. Naples-Marco Island, FL: #1 (49)
areas on this measure.

Bay Area: #60(26)

Honolulu, HI:
#150 (06)

Source: U.S. Census Bureau.
Note: Data represent a 2010 through 2014 average.
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Economic vitality
Highlights

How is the region doing on measures of economic growth and well-being?

» The Bay Area’s economy has shown
consistent growth over the past few
decades, but job growth is not keeping pace
with growth in economic output, and job
growth per person has been slower than the
national average since the early 1990s.

* Income inequality has sharply increased in
the region. Since 1979, the highest paid
workers have seen their wages increase
significantly, while wages for the lowest paid
workers have declined.

* Since 1990, poverty and working-poverty
rates in the region have been consistently
lower than the national averages. However,
people of color are more likely to be in
poverty or working poor than Whites.

* Although education is a leveler, racial and
gender gaps persist in the labor market. At
nearly every level of educational
attainment, people of color have worse
outcomes than Whites. Women of color
earn less than their counterparts at every
level of educational attainment.
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Decline in wages for
workers at the 10t
percentile since 1979:

-10%
O
Wage gap between college-

educated White and Latino
workers:

$12/nr

Income inequality rank (out
of largest 150 regions)

#14




An Equity Profile of the Five-County San Francisco Bay Area Region

Economic vitality

Strong long-term economic growth

Economic growth - as measured by increases
in jobs and gross regional product (GRP), the
value of all goods and services produced
within the region - has been consistently
strong in the Bay Area over the past several
decades. After the downturn in the late
1990s, the region fell behind the national
average in job growth, but the gap has been
narrowing since 2012. GRP growth, on the
other hand, has consistently remained above
the national average. By 2014, cumulative
growth in GRP was 151 percent in the Bay
Area compared with 106 percent in the
country overall.
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Job growth has fallen behind the national average since
the late 1990s
Cumulative Job Growth, 1979 to 2014

e Bay Area
== Jnited States

155%

115%

75%

64%

62%

35%

279979 1984 1989 1994 1999 2004 2009 2014

Source: U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis.

Gross regional product (GRP) growth has consistently
outpaced the nation
Cumulative Growth in Real GRP, 1979 to 2014

e Bay Area
= Jnited States

155% 151%

115%
106%

75%

35%

71979 1984 1989 1994 1999 2004 2009 2014

Source: U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis.
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Economic resilience through the downturn

The Bay Area’s economy was affected by the
economic downturn in ways similar to the
nation as a whole. During the 2006 to 2010
economic downturn, unemployment sharply
increased, putting the rate at the national
average.

Importantly, the unemployment rate
decreased more rapidly in the Bay Area than
in the nation. By 2015, unemployment was a
full percentage point lower in the Bay Area
than in the nation.

Unemployment is below the national average
Unemployment Rate, 1990 to 2015

e Bay Area
== Jnited States

12%
Downturn
2006-2010
8%
5.3%
4% 4.3%
0%
1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015

Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. Universe includes the civilian non-institutional population ages 16 and older.
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Job growth is not keeping up with population growth

While overall job growth is essential, the real Job growth relative to population growth has been lower than the national average since 1989
question is whether jObS are growing at a fast Cumulative Growth in Jobs-to-Population Ratio, 1979 to 2014
enough pace to keep up with population ~—Bay Area

growth. Despite the region’s continued job = United States

growth, job growth per person has been
slower than the national average for the past
few decades. The number of jobs per person
has only increased by 14 percent since 1979,
while it has increased by 16 percent for the
nation overall. The jobs-to-population ratio
was lowest in 2010 after declining throughout
the recession, but it has since rebounded.

16%
14%

1979 984 1989 1994 1999 2004 2009 2014

Source: U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis.
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Black and Native American residents face starkest labor

market challenges

Another key question is who is getting the
region’s jobs? Examining unemployment by
race over the past two decades, we find that,
despite some progress, racial employment
gaps persist in the Bay Area. Despite
comparable labor force participation rates
(either working or actively seeking
employment) to White residents, Latinos have
slightly higher unemployment rates. High
unemployment rates for Black and Native
American residents suggest that the lower
labor force participation rates are due to long-
term unemployment. Black and Native
American residents have at least double the
unemployment rates of White residents.

African Americans and Native Americans participate in
the labor market at lower rates

Labor Force Participation Rate by Race/Ethnicity, 1990
and 2014

1990
m2014

83.2%

VT ¢ 5%

Black 73.1%
I 73.5%
80.3%
Lt
. N 5129

80.5%

Asian or Pacific Islander D 317%

75.5%

Native American
Y N N 65.6%

80.9%

Mixed/oth
xedoh O 79.7%

81.4%

Al I 1o

Source: Integrated Public Use Microdata Series. Universe includes the civilian
non-institutional population ages 25 through 64.
Note: Data for 2014 represent a 2010 through 2014 average.

White residents in the labor force have the lowest
unemployment rate

Unemployment Rate by Race/Ethnicity,

1990 to 2014

m 1980
1990
2000

m 2014

White

_/_92%
— 104%

Black 8.2%
15.9%
_/—62%
Latino 55/ 6.6%
8.3%
_|_37%

Asian or Pacific Islander 3,5% 461;/?’/
(]

—— 3-8%

Native American 2 9008-8%
12.0%

e 4.9% N
Mixed/other 49% 9.0%
9.7%

4.4%

All 4.4%
J 7.6%

Source: Integrated Public Use Microdata Series. Universe includes the civilian
non-institutional labor force ages 25 through 64.
Note: Data for 2014 represent a 2010 through 2014 average.
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Black and Native American residents face starkest labor

market challenges

(continued)

People of color are much more likely to be
jobless than White residents. Black
unemployment is more than double the rate
of White unemployment, and Native
American unemployment is nearly double the
White unemployment rate. The
unemployment rates for people of
mixed/other races (9.7 percent) and Latinos
(8.3 percent) are also high in the Bay Area.

Black residents have the highest unemployment rates in the region followed by Native Americans
Unemployment Rate by Race/Ethnicity, 2014

White 6.4%

Black I 15.9%
Latino IR 8.3%

Asian or Pacific Islander 6.8%

Native American R 12.0%

Mixed/other 9.7%

Al N 7.6%

Source: Integrated Public Use Microdata Series. Universe includes the civilian non-institutional labor force ages 25 through 64.
Note: Data represent a 2010 through 2014 average.
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High unemployment in urban communities of color and in

the outer suburbs

Knowing where high-unemployment
neighborhoods are located in the region can
help the region’s leaders develop targeted
solutions.

As the maps to the right illustrate,
concentrations of unemployment exist in
pockets throughout the region, many of
which are also high people-of-color
communities. The darkest tracts, representing
neighborhoods where unemployment is 12
percent or higher, are clustered in East
Oakland, Richmond, and Bayview in San
Francisco.

Clusters of unemployment can be found throughout the region and in communities of color
Unemployment Rate by Census Tract, 2014

Less than 5% 82% or more people of color

5% to 7%

7% to 9%

9% to 12%

12% or more

%]Etaa

N
o

Source: U.S. Census Bureau; TomTom, ESRI, HERE, DeLorme, MaymyIndia, © OpenStreetMap contributors, and the GIS user community. Universe includes the
civilian non-institutional population ages 16 and older. Note: Data represent a 2010 through 2014 average. Areas in white have missing data.
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Increasing income inequality

Income inequality has grown in the Bay Area
over the past 30 years and surpassed the level
of inequality in the nation overall by 1999.
Inequality grew most rapidly in the region
over the 1990s - increasing from 0.42 in
198910 0.47 in 1999.

Inequality here is measured by the Gini
coefficient, which is the most commonly used
measure of inequality. The Gini coefficient
measures the extent to which the income
distribution deviates from perfect equality,
meaning that every household has the same
income. The value of the Gini coefficient
ranges from zero (perfect equality) to one
(complete inequality, one household has all of
the income).

34

Household income inequality has increased steadily since 1979
Gini Coefficient, 1979 to 2014

«=m==Bay Area
«=0==nited States

Level of Inequality

0.50

Gini coefficent measures income equality on a 0 to 1 scale.
0 (Perfectly equal) ------ >1 (Perfectly unequal)

0.48

0.45

0.40
0.40
0.35
1979 1989 1999 2014

Source: Integrated Public Use Microdata Series. Universe includes all households (no group quarters).
Note: Data for 2014 represent a 2010 through 2014 average.
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Increasing income inequality

(continued)

In 1979, the five-county San Francisco Bay
Area ranked 45 out of the largest 150
regions in terms of income inequality. Today,
it ranks 14t leaving it between Trenton-
Ewing, New Jersey (13t), and Port St. Lucie-
Fort Pierce, Florida (15%). Compared with
other similarly sized metros in the West, the
level of inequality in the Bay Area is about the
same as Los Angeles (0.49) and higher than
San Diego (0.47) and San Jose (0.46).

35

The Bay Area’s income inequality rank is 14th highest compared with other regions
The Gini Coefficient in 2014: Largest 150 Metros Ranked

Bridgeport-Stamford-Norwalk,
CT: #1 (0.54)

Bay Area: #14(0.48)

Higher < Income Inequality - Lower

Source: Integrated Public Use Microdata Series. Universe includes all households (no group quarters).
Note: Data represent a 2010 through 2014 average.

Ogden-Clearfield, UT:
#150 (0.40)
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Declining wages for low-wage workers

Wage gains at the top of the distribution play
an important role in the region’s increasing
inequality, alongside real wage declines at the
bottom. After adjusting for inflation, growth
in wages for middle earners, and top earners
in particular, has been significantly higher in
the Bay Area than for the nation overall. For
the full-time worker at the 90t percentile,
real earned income growth was 54 percent
since 1979 in the Bay Area compared with a
17 percent increase at the national level.

And while wages at the bottom have not
fallen quite as fast as they have nationwide,
the end result is widened inequality between
the top and the middle, as well as between
the middle and the bottom of the wage
distribution. The full-time Bay Area worker at
the 10t percentile of the income distribution
experienced a real decline in income of 10
percent while the worker at the 20t
percentile experienced a 2 percent decline.

Wages grew only for middle- and high-wage workers and fell for low-wage workers
Real Earned Income Growth for Full-Time Wage and Salary Workers Ages 25-64,1979 to 2014

m Bay Area
m United States

54%

45%

15% 17%

6%
-10% -11% -2% -10% 7% B
nPe i
10t..tile 20th P tile 50th P tile 80th Percentile 90th Percentile

Source: Integrated Public Use Microdata Series. Universe includes civilian non-institutional full-time wage and salary workers ages 25 through 64.
Note: Data for 2014 represent a 2010 through 2014 average.
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Uneven wage growth by race/ethnicity

Wage growth has been uneven across
racial/ethnic groups since 2000. Despite
having the lowest median wage in 2000,
Latino immigrants experienced the greatest
decline in median hourly wages from 2000 to
2014. At the same time, median hourly wages
have increased by nearly $5/hour for Asian or
Pacific Islander immigrant and Native
American workers and by nearly $6/hour for
White immigrant workers.

Median hourly wages for Latino workers, especially Latino immigrant workers, have declined since 2000
Median Hourly Wage by Race/Ethnicity, 2000 and 2014

12000
2014

$39.30

$35.80
$33.
§31.60 $32:80
$30.50 62050 $30.210 93010 ¢4 15439 19 627,60
$27.
$24.50 24.6 $23 90 $25.60 - 52430
3.60 $23 $23.70 $23.9
$17.80
I5 |

Source: Integrated Public Use Microdata Series. Universe includes civilian non-institutional full-time wage and salary workers ages 25 through 64.
Note: Data for 2014 represent a 2010 through 2014 average. Values are in 2014 dollars.
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A shrinking middle class

The Bay Area’s middle class is shrinking: since
1979, the share of households with middle-
class incomes decreased from 40 to 36
percent. The share of upper-income
households also declined, from 30 to 26
percent, while the share of lower-income
households grew from 30 to 38 percent.

In this analysis, middle-income households
are defined as having incomes in the middle
40 percent of household income distribution.
In 1979, those household incomes ranged
from $39,130 to $94,010. To assess change in
the middle class and the other income ranges,
we calculated what the income range would
be today if incomes had increased at the same
rate as average household income growth.
Today’s middle-class incomes would be
$57,626 to $138,446, and 36 percent of
households fall in that income range.

The share of middle-class households declined since 1979
Household by Income Level, 1979 and 2014

$94.010 $138,446
36%
40% Middle
$57,626
$39,130
L 38%
30% ower
1979 1989 1999 2014

Source: Integrated Public Use Microdata Series. Universe includes all households (no group quarters).
Note: Data for 2014 represent a 2010 through 2014 average. Dollar values are in 2014 dollars.
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Though the middle class is shrinking, it is representative

The demographics of the middle class reflect The middle class reflects the region’s racial/ethnic composition
the region's changing demographics While Racial Composition of Middle-Class Households and All Households, 1979 and 2014
the share of households with middle-class B Native American
incomes has declined since 1979, middle- Mixed/other
class households have become more racially . fastlﬁnno
an ethnicallyj.iverse as the population has = Black

ecome more diverse. White

. (o] M

In 2014, 51.2 percent of all households were 9oy B 8.2% 22.9% 21.7%
headed by White householders and 51.3 . 10.3% . 11.2%
percent of middle-class households were . 16.0% . 15.5%
headed by White householders. Asian or D 6.6% 849
Pacific Islander households are slightly
overrepresented in middle-class households 79.2% 72 4%

while Black households are slightly

1.3% 9
underrepresented. 51.3% 51.2%

Middle-Class All Households Middle-Class All Households
Households Households

1979 2014

Source: Integrated Public Use Microdata Series. Universe includes all households (no group quarters).
Note: Data for 2014 represent a 2010 through 2014 average.
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Comparatively low, but slowly rising poverty and working

poor

Poverty rates have been fairly consistent in
the Bay Area over the past 30 years, and have
been much lower than the national average.
Still, today, about one in every 10 Bay Area
residents (11 percent) lives below the federal
poverty level, which is just under $24,000 a
year for a family of four.

The share of the working poor, defined as
working full time with an income below 200
percent of the poverty level, has also been
consistently below average and has risen,
though not dramatically. About 5 percent of
the region’s 25- to 64-year-olds are working
poor, compared with 9 percent nationally.
Importantly, cost of living in the Bay Area is
much higher than the national average.

Poverty consistently lower than the national average
Poverty Rate, 1980 to 2014

e Bay Area
== Jnited States

/ o

= g

/ o

1980 1990 2000 2014

Source: Integrated Public Use Microdata Series. Universe includes all persons
not in group quarters. Note Data for 2014 represents a 2010 through 2014
average.

Working poverty also lower than national average
Working-Poverty Rate, 1980 to 2014

e Bay Area
= Jnited States

1980 1990 2000 2014

Source: Integrated Public Use Microdata Series. Universe includes the civilian
non-institutional population ages 25 through 64 not in group quarters.
Note: Data for 2014 represents a 2010 through 2014 average.
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Comparatively low, but slowly rising poverty and working

poor

(continued)

The Bay Area ranks 142" highest in terms of
working poverty among the largest 150
metros. Compared to other similarly sized
metros in the West, the working-poverty rate
in the Bay Area is about the same as in San
Jose (5 percent) and much lower than in Los
Angeles (11 percent).

The Bay Area has the 142"d highest working-poverty rate
Working-Poverty Rate in 2014: Largest 150 Metros Ranked

Brownsville-Harlingen, TX: #1 (22%)

Bay Area: #142 (5%)

Boston-Cambridge-Quincy,
MA-NH: #150 (4%)

Source: Integrated Public Use Microdata Series. Universe includes the civilian non-institutional population ages 25 through 64 not in group quarters.
Note: Data represent a 2010 through 2014 average.
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People of color are more likely to be in poverty and among

the working poor

Despite low overall poverty rates, racial
disparities exist. Nearly one in four U.S.-born
Black residents and over one in five Native
Americans in the Bay Area live below the
poverty level - compared with one in 15 U.S.-
born White residents. In other words, among
the U.S. born, Black residents are nearly four
times as likely as their White counterparts to
be in poverty. Poverty is also higher for
Latinos, people of mixed/other races, and
Asians or Pacific Islanders compared with
U.S.-born Whites.

Latino immigrants are by far the most likely to
be working poor compared with all other
groups, with a near 18 percent working poor
rate compared with the 5 percent average for
all residents (not shown). African Americans
and Native Americans also have an above-
average working poor rate. U.S.-born Whites
have the lowest rate of working poverty, at
just 2 percent.

Poverty is highest for Native Americans and African
Americans
Poverty Rate by Race/Ethnicity and Nativity, 2014

White, U.S.-bom
White, Immigrant
Black, U.S.-bom
M Black, Immigrant
Latino, U.S.-bom
B | atino, Immigrant
AP, U.S.-born
APl, Immigrant
B Native American 30%

Mixed/other
24.2%
I 91.8%
20%
. 18.0%
16.3% = 16.3%
13.1%
[o)
969 10fl 10.6%
8.2%
6.6%
0%

Source: Integrated Public Use Microdata Series. Universe includes all persons
not in group quarters.
Note: Data represent a 2010 through 2014 average.

Latino immigrants have the highest working-poverty rate
Working-Poverty Rate by Race/Ethnicity and Nativity,
2014
White, U.S.-bom
White, Immigrant
Black, U.S.-bom
M Black, Immigrant
Lating, U.S.-bom
M | atino, Immigrant

API, U.S.-born
API, Immigrant
B Native American o
_ 20%
Mixed/other
17.8% s
10%
[ ] 7.8%
6.6%
N 6.2%
5.7%
5.2%
3.6%
3.1%
2.5%
2.0%

0%
Source: Integrated Public Use Microdata Series. Universe includes the civilian
non-institutional population ages 25 through 64 not in group quarters.

Note: Data represent a 2010 through 2014 average. Data for some
racial/ethnic groups in some years are excluded due to small sample size.
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Black workers face highest unemployment at every

education level

In general, unemployment decreases with
higher educational attainment. But at all
education levels, Black workers are the most
likely to be unemployed. The unemployment
rate for African Americans with less than a
high school diploma is particularly high
compared with other groups with the same
level of education: 37 percent of Black
residents without a high school diploma are
unemployed compared with 15 percent of
Whites and 9 percent of Latinos.

Even at the highest education levels, Black
residents are twice as likely as White
residents to be unemployed. Unemployment
is also higher among the population of
mixed/other races compared with overall
unemployment across education levels.

People of color have higher unemployment than Whites at nearly every education level
Unemployment Rate by Educational Attainment and Race/Ethnicity, 2014

m All
White

m Black

B Latino
Asian or Pacific Islander
Mixed/other

36.9%
19.4%
10.5% 16.9%
15.3 14.8% ? 9.3%

10.7 . 14.0% o 47%

11.6% || 12 3A) 94% 10.1% 12 1% 125% =07
: 1o 7% o, 4.8%

8%| 39% 9.6%
6.7%
I I I I 4% 5 0% .9%\

Less than a HS Diploma, Some College, AA Degree, BA Degree
HS Diploma no College no Degree no BA or higher

Source: Integrated Public Use Microdata Series. Universe includes the civilian non-institutional labor force ages 25 through 64.
Note: Data represent a 2010 through 2014 average. Data for some racial/ethnic groups are excluded due to small sample size.
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Workers of color earn less than White workers at all

educational levels

Wages rise as education levels increase but

racial gaps persist. At every level of education,

Latino workers have the lowest median wage.
The White-Latino wage gaps are the largest at
the lower and higher ends of the education
distribution: White workers without a high
school diploma have a median wage that is
$8/hour higher than Latino workers with the
same level of education. Among the workers
with a bachelor’s degree or higher, White
workers have a median wage that is $12/hour
higher than Latino workers.

Asian or Pacific Islander workers with a high
school diploma or less have median wages
comparable to Latino workers while Asian or
Pacific Islander workers with a bachelor’s
degree or higher have the highest median
wage among workers of color.

Latino workers have the lowest median wage at nearly every education level
Median Hourly Wage by Educational Attainment and Race/Ethnicity, 2014
m All
White
= Black
m Latino
Asian or Pacific Islander
Mixed/other
m People of Color

$50
$42.30 ‘ $36.90
$40.00 39.80
$40
$ $19.30 62210 . 504 70 4450 98 3
30 $28. 60 $22.10 242
16.40 25.90
$237 ’ o5 $2420 $2/2 ;‘l 237 24 10
$20 $21.10 §1200 $1890 19 00 210
$15.00 . $17.00
$13.40 2,7(/ $12.90
B II I
$0
Lessthana HS Diploma, Some College, = AA Degree, BA Degree
HS Diploma no College no Degree no BA or higher

Source: Integrated Public Use Microdata Series. Universe includes civilian non-institutional full-time wage and salary workers ages 25 through 64.
Note: Data represent a 2010 through 2014 average. Data for some racial/ethnic groups are excluded due to small sample size. Values are in 2014 dollars.
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There is also a gender gap in work and pay

While men and women of color with higher
education levels have higher unemployment
rates than White men and women, women
and men of color have lower unemployment
rates at lower levels of education. Still,
women of color across the board have the
lowest median hourly wages. College-
educated women of color with a bachelor’s
degree or higher have a median wage that is
$15 an hour less than their White male
counterparts.

Unemployment is higher for women and men of color than
White women and men at higher education levels
Unemployment Rate by Educational Attainment,
Race/Ethnicity, and Gender, 2014

Women of color
B Men of color

White women
= White men

BA Degree N 5.4%
or higher —  4.6%

AA Degree, IS 7 8%
no BA .0%
~—7.6%

_—10.7%
Some College, IEE—— 11.7%

no )eg ee 8.5/0
r _\
8.8 A)

_—10.8%
HS Diploma, 10.6%

no College 10.7%

I
~~10.7%

O,
Less thana 10‘162%%/0

N
‘ploma °16.7%

Source: Integrated Public Use Microdata Series. Universe includes the civilian
non-institutional labor force ages 25 through 64.
Note: Data represent a 2010 through 2014 average.

Women of color earn less than their male counterparts at
every education level

Median Hourly Wage by Educational Attainment,
Race/Ethnicity, and Gender, 2014

Women of color
B Men of color

White women
B White men

-~ $33.30

BA Degree NN $40.90
or higher $36.70

$48.10

$22.90
AA Degree, mmmmm—  $25.30
no BA $27.50

= $31.20

Some College, _3;21—00 $22.40

no Degree $25.30
$30.70

HS Diploma, 20
$21.10

no College e
$25.00

$17.50

$11.40
Lessthana B $14.30

HS Diploma — $18.50
T 2250

Source: Integrated Public Use Microdata Series. Universe includes civilian non-
institutional full-time wage and salary workers ages 25 through 64. Note: Data
represent a 2010 through 2014 average. Values are in 2014 dollars.
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The region’s middle-wage job growth is the weakest

Fo||owing the national trend, over the past High-wage jobs are growing fastest and they had the most earnings growth
WO decades,job growth in the Bay Area has Growth in Jobs and Earnings by Industry Wage Level, 1990 to 2015
been concentrated in high-wage and low- Low-wage
. . . . Middle-wage
wage jobs. Middle-wage jobs have increased m High-wage
in the region in the past two decades, but at a
much slower pace than those on the upper
and lower end.

Wage growth for high-wage workers was

nearly three times that of low-wage workers. 115%
Importantly, earnings per worker increased by
40 percent among low-wage industries.
O,
44% 40%
35%
26%
7%
Jobs Earnings per worker

Sources: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics; Woods & Poole Economics, Inc. Universe includes all private sector jobs covered by the federal Unemployment Insurance
(UI) program
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Wage growth fast at the top, slow in the middle and bottom

The region’s high-wage industries have fared A widening wage gap by industry sector
well over the past two decades. Those Industries by Wage-Level Category in 1990 and 2015

working in information, finance and

Average Average Percent
. . . Shareof
Insurance, and management of companies Annual Annual Changein Jobs
and enterprises have seen their incomes more Earnings Earnings Ei’g"g"(‘fs
than double. Workers in some middle-wage Wage Category Industry 1990 2015 2015 2015
industries, such as those in manufacturing, Mining $110,743 $123,159 11%
real estate and rental and leasing, and Utilities $88,421 $150,564 70%
wholesale trade, have also seen strong wage Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services $74,376 $137,187 84% 26%
growth. Earnings have also increased among Management of Companies and Enterprises $73,591 $167,994 128%

. . . L. . Finance and Insurance $70,325 $175,962 150%
low-wage industries like administrative and N $66.913 §187.433 -
support and waste management and Wholesale Trade $63,640 $90,135 42%
remediation services. Construction $62,411 $76,345 22%

Transportation and Warehousing $61,147 $64,749 6%
Middle Manufacturing $60,385 $101,912 69% 47%
Real Estate and Rental and Leasing $49,830 $76,528 54%
Health Care and Social Assistance $48,637 $57,843 19%
Retail Trade $37,540 $40,168 7%
Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation $35,676 $51,345 44%
Administrative and Supp(?rt 'amd Wa§te $33.186 $56.149 69%
Management and Remediation Services
Low Other Services (except Public Administration) $32,422 $43,739 35% 27%
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing and Hunting $31,333 $35,316 13%
Education Services $30,761 $46,448 51%
Accommodation and Food Services $21,639 $26,865 24%

Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics; Woods & Poole Economics, Inc. Universe includes all private sector jobs covered by the federal Unemployment Insurance
(UI) program. Note: Dollar values are in 2015 dollars.
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Professional and business services and education service,
health care, and social assistance projected to grow most

By 2024, professional and business services will add over 80,000 jobs and education services, health care, and social assistance will add another 75,000 jobs
Industry Employment Projections, 2014 to 2024

Annual
Numeric Change  Average Total Percent
2014-2024 Percent Change

Industry Change
Professional and Business Services 440,900 523,900 83,000 1.7% 19%
Educational Service, Health Care, and Social Assistance 318,800 394,200 75,400 2.1% 24%
Leisure and Hospitality 248,300 297,600 49,300 1.8% 20%
Construction 100,800 124,400 23,600 2.1% 23%
Self Employment 153,000 171,400 18,400 1.1% 12%
Information 78,500 91,600 13,100 1.6% 17%
Trade, Transportation, Warehousing, and Utilities 354,900 366,300 11,400 0.3% 3%
Manufacturing 121,900 129,200 7,300 0.6% 6%
Other Services (excludes 814-Private Household Workers) 82,300 86,100 3,800 0.5% 5%
Financial Activities 126,900 127,500 600 0.0% 0%
Mining and Logging 900 1,300 400 3.7% 44%
Government 302,600 302,800 200 0.0% 0%
Total Farm 3,600 3,600 0 0.0% 0%
Private Household Workers 7,800 7,100 -700 -0.9% -9%
Total Employment 2,341,000 2,627,000 286,000 1.2% 12%

Source: State of California Employment Development Department, Labor Market Information Division. Figures may not sum to total due to rounding and/or issues relating to the projection methodology.
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Food service and computer and mathematical occupations
will see the fastest growth

Food preparation and serving related occupations are projected to add nearly 43,000 jobs by 2024 while computer and mathematical occupations add another 32,000 jobs
Occupations Employment Projections, 2014 to 2024

Annual Total
Numeric Change  Average Percent
2014-2024 Percent e

Occupation Change
Food Preparation and Serving Related Occupations 195,360 238,050 42,690 2.0% 22%
Computer and Mathematical Occupations 119,250 151,470 32,220 2.4% 27%
Business and Financial Operations Occupations 168,990 196,150 27,160 1.5% 16%
Management Occupations 181,000 205,480 24,480 1.3% 14%
Personal Care and Service Occupations 131,240 155,570 24,330 1.7% 19%
Construction and Extraction Occupations 99,640 121,830 22,190 2.0% 22%
Healthcare Practitioners and Technical Occupations 99,260 115,450 16,190 1.5% 16%
Education, Training, and Library Occupations 125,110 137,410 12,300 0.9% 10%
Life, Physical, and Social Science Occupations 43,540 54,340 10,800 2.2% 25%
Transportation and Material Moving Occupations 121,990 131,930 9,940 0.8% 8%
Healthcare Support Occupations 46,840 56,370 9,530 1.9% 20%
Office and Administrative Support Occupations 332,760 341,190 8,430 0.3% 3%
Sales and Related Occupations 223,630 231,050 7,420 0.3% 3%
Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maintenance Occupations 84,500 91,650 7,150 0.8% 8%
Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, and Media Occupations 56,430 63,480 7,050 1.2% 12%
Architecture and Engineering Occupations 51,730 57,690 5,960 1.1% 12%
Community and Social Service Occupations 35,660 40,430 4,770 1.3% 13%
Protective Service Occupations 45,560 50,250 4,690 1.0% 10%
Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations 62,440 66,330 3,890 0.6% 6%
Production Occupations 84,000 87,570 3,570 0.4% 4%
Legal Occupations 28,760 30,800 2,040 0.7% 7%
Farming, Fishing, and Forestry Occupations 3,000 2,820 -180 -0.6% -6%
Total, All Occupations 2,341,000 2,627,000 286,000 1.2% 12%

Source: State of California Employment Development Department, Labor Market Information Division. Figures may not sum to total due to rounding and/or issues relating to the projection methodology.
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Identifying the region’s strong industries

Understanding which industries are strong
and competitive in the region is critical for
developing effective strategies to attract and

grow businesses. To identify strong industries I nd ust ry St re ngth i n dex —

in the region, 19 industry sectors were
categorized according to an “industry
strength index” that measures four Size + Concentration+ Jobquality +  Growth

(2005 to 2015)

characteristics: size, concentration, job (2015) (2015) (2015)
quality, and growth. Each characteristic was
given an equal weight (25 percent each) in
determining the index value. “Growth” was an
average of three indicators of growth (change
in the number of jobs, percent change in the
number of jobs, and wage growth). These
characteristics were examined over the last
decade to provide a current picture of how
the region’s economy is changing.

Note: This industry strength index is only meant to provide general guidance on the strength of various industries in the region, and its interpretation should be
informed by an examination of individual metrics used in its calculation, which are presented in the table on the next page. Each indicator was normalized as a cross-
industry z-score before taking a weighted average to derive the index.
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Professional services, information, and management of
companies and enterprises dominate

According to the industry strength index, the region’s strongest employment base. Health care and social assistance was the largest
industries are professional, scientific, and technical services; industry in terms of employment in 2015 and saw the largest increase
information; and management of companies and enterprises. in employment from 2005 to 2015, but a relatively low average annual
Professional services ranks first because of its high concentration of wage and declining real wages push this industry to fourth on the
jobs in the region, high and growing wages, and a large and growing index.

Professional, scientific, and technical services, information, and management of companies and enterprises are strong and expanding in the region
Industry Strength Index

Job Quality Growth Industry
Average annual Change in % Change in Real wage growth IR AN
wage employment employment

Industry (2015) (2015) (2015) (2005 to 2015) (2005 to 2015) (2005 to 2015)

Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services 269,383 1.9 $137,187 89,804 50% 23% 162.2
Information 83,562 1.9 $187,433 12,006 17% 68% 123.0
Management of Companies and Enterprises 60,707 1.7 $167,994 18,431 44% 32% 89.9
Health Care and Social Assistance 273,847 0.9 $57,843 97,446 55% -5% 55.9
Accommodation and Food Services 217,874 1.0 $26,865 52,800 32% 10% 18.9
Finance and Insurance 89,460 1.0 $175,962 -28,912 -24% 22% 17.3
Utilities 9,323 1.0 $150,564 -40 0% 13% -1.9
Construction 109,873 1.1 $76,345 -4,034 -4% 14% -12.2
Administrative and Support and Waste Management and Remediation Services 126,668 0.9 $56,149 15,638 14% 14% -15.0
Transportation and Warehousing 76,261 1.0 $64,749 8,280 12% 12% -21.2
Retail Trade 206,178 0.8 $40,168 303 0% 0% -21.7
Real Estate and Rental and Leasing 39,150 1.2 $76,528 -273 -1% 19% -21.7
Wholesale Trade 76,662 0.8 $90,135 1,953 3% 18% -22.5
Manufacturing 125,960 0.6 $101,912 -12,188 -9% 9% -25.1
Education Services 49,846 1.1 $46,448 12,040 32% 8% -25.7
Other Services (except Public Administration) 84,177 1.2 $43,739 -12,223 -13% 25% -27.2
Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation 37,711 1.1 $51,345 4,882 15% 9% -37.4
Mining 1,272 0.1 $123,159 -186 -13% -5% -84.3
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing and Hunting 3,375 0.2 $35,316 -726 -18% -2% -125.3

Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics; Woods & Poole Economic, Inc. Universe includes all private sector jobs covered by the federal Unemployment Insurance (Ul) program.
Note: Dollar values are in 2015 dollars.
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Understanding which occupations are strong
and competitive in the region can help
leaders develop strategies to connect and
prepare workers for good jobs. To identify
“high-opportunity” occupations in the region,
we developed an “occupation opportunity
index” based on measures of job quality and
growth, including median annual wage, wage
growth, job growth (in number and share),
and median age of workers. A high median
age of workers indicates that there will be
replacement job openings as older workers
retire.

Job quality, measured by the median annual
wage, accounted for two-thirds of the
occupation opportunity index, and growth
accounted for the other one-third. Within the
growth category, half was determined by
wage growth and the other half was divided
equally between the change in number of
jobs, percent change in the number jobs, and
median age of workers.

Occupation opportunity index =

Job quality Growth

Median Annual Wage Real wage growth

Change in the
number of jobs

Percent change in
the number of jobs

Median age of
workers

Note: Each indicator was normalized as a cross-occupation z-score before taking a weighted average to derive the index.
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Lawyers, judges, and related workers and health diagnosing
and treating practitioners rank highest

The two highest opportunity occupations listed below require some 32,500 jobs and have a median annual wage of $129,600. Other
postsecondary education or certification. Lawyers, judges, and related health-care practitioners and technical occupations had the greatest
workers and health diagnosing and treating practitioners collectively employment growth - increasing by 431 percent - but real wages
account for nearly 80,000 jobs in the region but require more than a declined.

bachelor’s degree. Operations specialties managers account for another

Preschool, primary, secondary, and special education school teachers saw the largest growth in real wages

Occupation Opportunity Index Job Quality JE— .
Occupation
Median Annual Wage  Real Wage Growth | Change in | % Change in | Median Age Opportunity Index
Employment Employment
Occupation (2011) (2011) (2011) (2005-11) (2005-11) (2010)
Lawyers, Judges, and Related Workers 14,610 $151,506 8% 2,390 20% 45 2.38
Health Diagnosing and Treating Practitioners 64,980 $117,683 16% 14,750 29% 45 1.90
Operations Specialties Managers 32,490 $129,593 11% 850 3% 43 1.88
Advertising, Marketing, Promotions, Public Relations, and Sales Managers 16,640 $133,181 7% 210 1% 39 1.84
Top Executives 39,480 $130,557 3% 370 1% 47 1.79
Other Management Occupations 40,220 $101,543 11% 970 2% 45 1.27
Engineers 26,330 $101,470 7% 2,100 9% 42 1.18
Computer Occupations 87,550 $95,094 3% 11,140 15% 38 1.01
Physical Scientists 6,370 $90,626 11% 790 14% 39 0.96
Mathematical Science Occupations 2,830 $89,328 6% -320 -10% 43 0.86
Life Scientists 11,810 $86,346 0% 3,930 50% 37 0.70
Architects, Surveyors, and Cartographers 3,770 $83,418 3% -910 -19% 46 0.67
Social Scientists and Related Workers 6,800 $83,625 4% -2,600 -28% 45 0.66
Financial Specialists 45,120 $79,626 5% 3,590 9% 42 0.65
Business Operations Specialists 60,880 $78,751 10% -6,290 -9% 42 0.61
Other Healthcare Practitioners and Technical Occupations 2,550 $69,992 -14% 2,070 431% 49 0.56
Postsecondary Teachers 22,790 $79,856 -1% -110 0% 43 0.51
Plant and System Operators 2,400 $70,710 3% 1,090 83% 46 0.51
Supervisors of Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Workers 4,720 $74,370 2% -710 -13% 47 0.47
Sales Representatives, Wholesale and Manufacturing 22,500 $70,570 7% -1,370 -6% 44 0.45
Supervisors of Construction and Extraction Workers 5,400 $81,420 -5% -3,180 -37% 45 0.42
Legal Support Workers 6,030 $64,769 11% 570 10% 40 0.38
Sales Representatives, Services 29,840 $75,122 -4% -1,410 -5% 41 0.31
Supervisors of Production Workers 4,640 $62,950 6% -1,470 -24% 46 0.25
Electrical and Electronic Equipment Mechanics, Installers, and Repairers 8,800 $53,720 9% 4,550 107% 42 0.24
Life, Physical, and Social Science Technicians 7,050 $55,659 14% 2,080 42% 34 0.22
Drafters, Engineering Technicians, and Mapping Technicians 10,290 $62,726 3% -630 -6% 45 0.20

Sources: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics; Integrated Public Use Microdata Series. Universe includes all nonfarm wage and salary jobs.
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Identifying high-opportunity occupations

Once the occupation opportunity index score
was calculated for each occupation,
occupations were sorted into three categories
(high-, middle-, and low-opportunity). The
average index score is zero, so an occupation
with a positive value has an above-average
score while a negative value represents a
below-average score.

Because education level plays such a large
role in determining access to jobs, we present
the occupational analysis for each of three
educational attainment levels: workers with a
high school diploma or less, workers with
more than a high school diploma but less than
a bachelor’s degree, and workers with a
bachelor’s degree or higher.

All jobs

(2011)

Middle-opportunity

(27 occupations)

Note: The occupation opportunity index and the three broad categories drawn from it are only meant to provide general guidance on the level of opportunity
associated with various occupations in the region, and its interpretation should be informed by an examination of individual metrics used in its calculation, which
are presented in the tables on the following pages.
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High-opportunity occupations for workers with a high
school diploma or less

Supervisorial positions are high-opportunity jobs for workers without postsecondary education
Occupation Opportunity Index: Occupations by Opportunity Level for Workers with a High School Diploma or Less

Job Quality Growth Occupation
Median Annual Real Wage Growthl Change in | % Change in e e Opportunity Index
Wage Employment Employment

Occupation (2011) (2011) (2011) (2005-11) (2005-11) (2010)
High- Supervisors of Construction and Extraction Workers 5,400 $81,420 -5.4% -3,180 -37.1% 45 0.42
Opportunity Supervisors of Production Workers 4,640 $62,950 5.7% -1,470 -24.1% 46 0.25
Supervisors of Transportation and Material Moving Workers 4,840 $54,656 -5.8% -460 -8.7% 45 -0.14
Supervisors of Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maintenance Workers 3,360 $47,238 -3.4% -550 -14.1% 49 -0.23
Vehicle and Mobile Equipment Mechanics, Installers, and Repairers 15,670 $51,541 -4.2% -590 -3.6% 40 -0.24
Other Construction and Related Workers 4,540 $54,159 -9.6% -890 -16.4% 45 -0.24
Middle- Other Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations 26,650 $47,934 -1.7% -2,890 -9.8% 45 -0.25
Opportunity Motor Vehicle Operators 36,560 $37,859 4.1% 1,520 4.3% 44 -0.32
Construction Trades Workers 50,740 $58,920 -1.8% -32,290 -38.9% 37 -0.40
Nursing, Psychiatric, and Home Health Aides 25,140 $30,172 3.9% 6,390 34.1% 44 -0.42
Metal Workers and Plastic Workers 10,330 $40,431 -3.5% -1,620 -13.6% 45 -0.44
Supervisors of Food Preparation and Serving Workers 12,760 $34,196 3.7% 680 5.6% 36 -0.51
Helpers, Construction Trades 1,940 $33,550 6.8% -760 -28.1% 29 -0.59
Printing Workers 3,650 $41,679 -12.3% -420 -10.3% 43 -0.59
Assemblers and Fabricators 11,720 $31,854 3.3% -7,280 -38.3% 44 -0.60
Other Production Occupations 23,600 $32,705 -0.5% -1,830 -7.2% 41 -0.60
Building Cleaning and Pest Control Workers 45,950 $27,768 1.9% -470 -1.0% 44 -0.62
Material Recording, Scheduling, Dispatching, and Distributing Workers 54,360 $36,564 -5.5% -5,270 -8.8% 42 -0.63
Personal Appearance Workers 7,110 $25,987 -3.0% 3,710 109.1% 41 -0.63
Grounds Maintenance Workers 12,360 $30,884 1.0% -2,990 -19.5% 39 -0.66
Other Personal Care and Service Workers 22,220 $30,897 -4.2% 1,120 5.3% 42 -0.66
Low- ) Textile, Apparel, and Furnishings Workers 6,740 $24,366 2.4% -2,270 -25.2% 47 -0.69
Opportunity \ terial Moving Workers 44,180 $29,506 1.5% 6,770 133% 37 073
Other Protective Service Workers 21,580 $29,521 -2.5% -2,060 -8.7% 38 -0.75
Other Transportation Workers 4,650 $24,860 -0.1% -160 -3.3% 40 -0.76
Cooks and Food Preparation Workers 45,130 $23,831 -1.1% 4,700 11.6% 34 -0.81
Other Food Preparation and Serving Related Workers 26,740 $20,648 3.2% 5,910 28.4% 26 -0.86
Food and Beverage Serving Workers 86,450 $20,818 1.7% 6,840 8.6% 29 -0.86
Food Processing Workers 8,260 $28,056 -12.0% -900 -9.8% 38 -0.95
Retail Sales Workers 111,500 $24,070 0.1% -10,850 -8.9% 30 -1.00
Animal Care and Service Workers 2,350 $25,465 -11.9% 560 31.3% 33 -1.01

Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics; Integrated Public Use Microdata Series. Universe includes all nonfarm wage and salary jobs for which the typical worker is estimated to have a high school degree or less.
Note: Dollar values are in 2011 dollars.
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High-opportunity occupations for workers with more than a
high school diploma but less than a bachelor’s degree

Plant and system operators and supervisors of maintenance and repair workers are high-opportunity occupations for workers with more than a high school diploma but less than a

bachelor’s degree
Occupation Opportunity Index: Occupations by Opportunity Level for Workers with More Than a High School Diploma but Less Than a Bachelor’s Degree

Job Quality Growth OCC“Pati?"
Median Annual o, Wage Growth Change in % Change in Median Age OPF:°:‘““"‘Y
Waca Emnlavmant Emnlavmant naex
Occupation (2011) (2011) (2011) (2005-11) (2005-11) (2010)
Plant and System Operators 2,400 $70,710 2.9% 1,090 83.2% 46 0.51
Supervisors of Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Workers 4,720 $74,370 2.2% -710 -13.1% 47 0.47
High- Legal Support Workers 6,030 $64,769 11.2% 570 10.4% 40 0.38
Opportunity Electrical and Electronic Equipment Mechanics, Installers, and Repairers 8,800 $53,720 8.9% 4,550 107.1% 42 0.24
Life, Physical, and Social Science Technicians 7,050 $55,659 14.4% 2,080 41.9% 34 0.22
Drafters, Engineering Technicians, and Mapping Technicians 10,290 $62,726 2.5% -630 -5.8% 45 0.20
Health Technologists and Technicians 33,120 $61,109 -1.5% 9,530 40.4% 39 0.17
Supervisors of Office and Administrative Support Workers 22,350 $60,200 3.5% -1,280 -5.4% 45 0.15
Supervisors of Sales Workers 18,340 $50,453 0.3% -2,070 -10.1% 42 -0.18
Middle- Secretaries and Administrative Assistants 60,520 $49,176 -0.4% -2,020 -3.2% 45 -0.18
Opportunity Financial Clerks 44,980 $42,565 3.6% -8,820 -16.4% 44 -0.34
Other Education, Training, and Library Occupations 20,440 $36,180 2.2% 2,200 12.1% 45 -0.37
Other Healthcare Support Occupations 22,290 $39,383 -0.3% 4,640 26.3% 35 -0.41
Information and Record Clerks 65,660 $38,780 2.3% -7,180 -9.9% 34 -0.54
Other Office and Administrative Support Workers 48,620 $37,019 6.0% -21,630 -30.8% 40 -0.61
Low- Opportunity  Entertainment Attendants and Related Workers 8,050 $22,552 7.0% 570 7.6% 28 -0.80
Communications Equipment Operators 2110 $32,220 -10.1% -930 -30.6% 38 -0.84

Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics; Integrated Public Use Microdata Series. Universe includes all nonfarm wage and salary jobs for which the typical worker is estimated to have more than a high school degree but less than a BA. Note: Dollar
values are in 2011 dollars.
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Economic vitality
High-opportunity occupations for workers with a
bachelor’s degree or higher

Legal fields, health diagnosing, and operations specialties managers are all high-opportunity occupations for workers with a bachelor’s degree or higher
Occupation Opportunity Index: Occupations by Opportunity Level for Workers with a Bachelor’s Degree or Higher

Job Quality Growth Occupation
" . . Opportunity
Oy
Median Annual Real Wage Growth Change in % Change in Median Age Index
Wage Employment Employment

Occupation (2011) (2011) (2011) (2005-11) (2005-11) (2010)
Lawyers, Judges, and Related Workers 14,610 $151,506 7.6% 2,390 19.6% 45 2.38
Health Diagnosing and Treating Practitioners 64,980 $117,683 16.0% 14,750 29.4% 45 1.90
Operations Specialties Managers 32,490 $129,593 10.7% 850 2.7% 43 1.88
Advertising, Marketing, Promotions, Public Relations, and Sales Managers 16,640 $133,181 6.9% 210 1.3% 39 1.84
Top Executives 39,480 $130,557 2.6% 370 0.9% 47 1.79
Other Management Occupations 40,220 $101,543 11.1% 970 2.5% 45 1.27
Engineers 26,330 $101,470 7.4% 2,100 8.7% 42 1.18
Computer Occupations 87,550 $95,094 3.1% 11,140 14.6% 38 1.01
High Physical Scientists 6,370 $90,626 10.9% 790 14.2% 39 0.96
Oppolrgtu-nit Mathematical Science Occupations 2,830 $89,328 6.5% -320 -10.2% 43 0.86
y Life Scientists 11,810 $86,346 0.1% 3,930 49.9% 37 0.70
Architects, Surveyors, and Cartographers 3,770 $83,418 2.6% -910 -19.4% 46 0.67
Social Scientists and Related Workers 6,800 $83,625 4.0% -2,600 -27.7% 45 0.66
Financial Specialists 45,120 $79,626 4.9% 3,590 8.6% 42 0.65
Business Operations Specialists 60,880 $78,751 9.9% -6,290 -9.4% 42 0.61
Other Healthcare Practitioners and Technical Occupations 2,550 $69,992 -14.0% 2,070 431.3% 49 0.56
Postsecondary Teachers 22,790 $79,856 -0.9% -110 -0.5% 43 0.51
Sales Representatives, Wholesale and Manufacturing 22,500 $70,570 7.4% -1,370 -5.7% 44 0.45
Sales Representatives, Services 29,840 $75,122 -4.2% -1,410 -4.5% 41 0.31
Librarians, Curators, and Archivists 3,380 $60,266 0.0% -670 -16.5% 49 0.13
Media and Communication Equipment Workers 3,880 $51,629 9.2% 1,680 76.4% 40 0.12
Media and Communication Workers 12,240 $61,477 -5.5% 1,510 14.1% 42 0.03
Art and Design Workers 13,500 $58,130 -3.7% 3,920 40.9% 40 0.01
Middle- Specialists 27,510 $50,043 2.5% 6,510 31.0% 42 -0.02
Opportunity Preschool, Primary, Secondary, and Special Education School Teachers 47,080 $58,328 -1.7% -2,960 -5.9% 42 -0.04
Entertainers and Performers, Sports and Related Workers 8,960 $49,936 2.1% 530 6.3% 37 -0.17
Other Teachers and Instructors 15,540 $46,484 -5.2% 2,330 17.6% 39 -0.33
Other Sales and Related Workers 11,440 $52,598 -22.5% 10 0.1% 45 -0.50

Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics; Integrated Public Use Microdata Series. Universe includes all nonfarm wage and salary jobs for which the typical worker is estimated to have a BA degree or higher.
Note: Dollar values are in 2011 dollars.
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Economic vitality

Latinos and African Americans have the least access to
high-opportunity jobs

Examining access to high-opportunity jobs by
race/ethnicity and nativity, we find that U.S.-
born Asians or Pacific Islander workers and

White immigrant workers are most likely to be

employed in the region’s high-opportunity
occupations. U.S.-born Black and Latino
workers are most likely to be found in middle-
opportunity occupations while Latino
immigrants are the most likely to be in low-
opportunity occupations.

Differences in education levels play a large
role in determining access to high-
opportunity jobs, but racial discrimination;
work experience, social networks; and, for
immigrants, legal status and English language
ability, are also contributing factors.

58

Latinos and African Americans are least likely to access high-opportunity jobs
Opportunity Ranking of Occupations by Race/Ethnicity and Nativity, All Workers

m High Opportunity
Middle Opportunity
® Low Opportunity

40% 43%
36%

35%
27% 359, 34%
33% 9% I 30%
X \J N\
QO N >
o ’b S o ’b 0 > ‘Q\
N \6\ \l-*\> S N \(Q N ) \(’\\ e \~\g’
C (\JP .

Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics; Integrated Public Use Microdata Series. Universe includes the employed civilian non-institutional population ages 25
through 64.
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Economic vitality
Access to high-opportunity jobs by race for workers with a
high school diploma or less

Among workers with low education levels, Of those with low education levels, Latino and Asian or Pacific Islander immigrants are least likely to access high-

White workers and workers of mixed/other opportunity jobs ) o » ) ) )
. L . Opportunity Ranking of Occupations by Race/Ethnicity and Nativity, Workers with Low Educational Attainment
races are most likely to be in high-opportunity

m High Opportunity
jobs, followed by U.S.-born Asian or Pacific Middle Opportunity

Islander workers. Latino and Asian or Pacific ® Low Opportunity
Islander immigrants are by far the least likely

to be in high-opportunity jobs and the most l l
likely to be in low-opportunity jobs. Black 36%

: . o P 30%
workers are less likely than White workers to 41% 47% 39%

be in high-opportunity jobs and more likely to 47% 42% 41% 42%
be in low-opportunity jobs.

Q X N X X X
s q‘o\'z’(\ Q},bo )00« | o’ébQ o & | Qé,zg 0{5\@ N
o & o0 & o &
INIEERS IS Q\\\) N @‘3’
., & Q,s . Q O A o)
& & & v ¢
N

Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics; Integrated Public Use Microdata Series. Universe includes the employed civilian non-institutional population ages 25
through 64 with a high school degree or less. Note: Data for some racial/ethnic groups are excluded due to small sample size.
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Economic vitality
Access to high-opportunity jobs by race for workers with
more than a high school diploma but less than a BA

Of those with middle education levels, Latino immigrants, African Americans, and Asian or Pacific Islander immigrants
Among workers with middle education levels, are least likely to access high-opportunity jobs
White workers. workers of mixed/other races Opportunity Ranking of Occupations by Race/Ethnicity and Nativity, Workers with Middle Educational Attainment
) . or m High Opportunity
and U.S-born Asian or Pacific Islander workers Middle Opportunity
are most likely to be found in high- ® Low Opportunity

opportunity jobs. Latino immigrants have the

least access to high-opportunity jobs,
followed by U.S.-born Black workers. U.S.-born
Latino workers are most likely to be in middle-
opportunity jobs, while Black and Latino 45%
38%

immigrants are the most likely to be in low- 45% 48%
: : ° 34% 5 43%
opportunity occupations. o 44% 42% 41%
43%
X X X X <
\oo‘(\ & ,Qo* & ,oo‘ & Qé & ® w»
c,)f 6\\% (_)i 6\\00 (_)' ((\\% (,)f <Q\QO 6\0
NN NIEERN NS VT & @
& @ ’b&\ & & ??\‘ Q™ )
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Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics; Integrated Public Use Microdata Series. Universe includes the employed civilian non-institutional population ages 25
through 64 with more than a high school degree but less than a BA. Note: Data for some racial/ethnic groups are excluded due to small sample size.
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Economic vitality
Even among college graduates, Black and Latino workers

have less access to high-opportunity jobs

Differences in access to high-opportunity Differences in occupational opportunity by race/ethnicity and nativity shrink somewhat for college-educated workers
Opportunity Ranking of Occupations by Race/Ethnicity and Nativity, Workers with High Educational Attainment

occupations tend to decrease even more for

. m High Opportunity
workers with college degrees, though Middle Opportunity
racial/ethnic and nativity gaps remain. Asian = Low Opportunity
or Pacific Islander workers, regardless of

nativity, and Whites are the most likely to be
in high-opportunity occupations. Latino
immigrants with college degrees have by far
the least access to high-opportunity jobs and
are more likely to be in low-opportunity
occupations.
35%
33% 34%

9 29%
29% n 26% 2% 21% ° 27%
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Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics; Integrated Public Use Microdata Series. Universe includes the employed civilian non-institutional population ages 25
through 64 with a BA degree or higher. Note: Data for some racial/ethnic groups are excluded due to small sample size.
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Readiness

Percent of Latino immigrants
* There is a skills and education gap for

people of color, with the share of future jobs Wlth at |eaSt an associate’s

requiring at least an associate’s degree in degree:
the state being higher than the proportion

of people with the requisite education level

in the region.

* Education levels differ dramatically among

immigrant groups. For example, South and Num ber O]C B | aCk
East Asian immigrants have high education i
levels and Southeast Asian, Mexican, and disconnected yOUth:

Central American immigrants have relatively
low levels of education.

* Educational attainment and pursuit of it has
increased dramatically for youth of color.
However, youth of color are still far less

likely to finish high school than their White Percent Of adults who are
counterparts. overweight or obese:

» Communities of color are facing significant
health challenges, with over 68 percent of
the region’s African Americans and Latinos
obese or overweight.
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Readiness

The region has large differences in
educational attainment by race/ethnicity and
nativity. Over half of Asians or Pacific
Islanders and Whites have a bachelor’s degree
or higher, compared with 19 percent of
Latinos, 23 percent of Native Americans, 25
percent of Blacks, and 46 percent of people of
mixed/other races.

While not shown in the graph, people of every
race/ethnicity and nativity improved their
education levels since 1990. Despite this
progress, African Americans and Latinos, who
will account for an increasing share of the
region’s workforce, are still less prepared for
the future economy than their White
counterparts.
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Educational Attainment by Race/Ethnicity, 2014

W Bachelor's degree or higher
M Associate's degree
Some college
High school diploma
Less than high school diploma

25%
D
32%
19%
24%
12%
O,
3% 9%
White Black

19%
6%

19%

25%

31%

Latino

15%

14%
11%
Asian or

Pacific
Islander

23%

27%

26%

15%

Native
American

Source: Integrated Public Use Microdata Series. Universe includes all persons ages 25 through 64.

Notes: Data represent a 2010 through 2014 average.

37%
46%

™
I

24%
19%
15%
17%
6%

Mixed/other People of
Color
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Readiness

The region will face a skills gap unless
education levels increase. By 2020, 44
percent of the state's jobs will require an
associate’s degree or higher. Only 39 percent
of U.S.-born Latinos, 35 percent of Blacks, 33
percent of Native Americans, and 15 percent
of Latino immigrants have that level of
education.

65
Share of Working-Age Population with an Associate’s Degree or Higher by Race/Ethnicity and Nativity, 2014 and
Projected Share of Jobs that Require an Associate’s Degree or Higher, 2020
66%
61%
55%
O,
39% 44%
35%
33% .
15%
Latino, Native Black Latino, US.-  Mixed/other API White Jobs in 2020
Immigrant American born

Sources: Georgetown Center for Education and the Workforce; Integrated Public Use Microdata Series. Universe for education levels of working-age population
includes all persons ages 25 through 64.

Note: Data for 2014 by race/ethnicity and nativity represent a 2010 through 2014 average for the Five-County Bay Area region; data on jobs in 2020 represent a
state-level projection for California.
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Readiness

Relatively high education levels overall

The Bay Area ranks eighth among the largest
150 metro regions on the share of residents
with an associate’s degree or higher. The
region’s share of residents with an associate’s
degree or higher is 54 percent, slightly lower
than the share in San Jose (56 percent).

The region also ranks 8™ highest on the share
of residents with a bachelor’s degree or
higher. Roughly 47 percent of the population
has a bachelor’s degree or higher in the Bay
Area compared with 49 percent in San Jose.

66

The region ranks in the top ten on the share of residents with an associate’s degree or higher

Percent of the Population with an Associate’s Degree or Higher in 2014: Largest 150 Metros Ranked

#1: Ann Arbor, MI (60%)

#8: Bay Area
(54%)

Source: Integrated Public Use Microdata Series. Universe includes all persons ages 25 through 64.
Note: Data represent a 2010 through 2014 average.

#150: Visalia-Porterville,
CA(21%)
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Readiness

There is a lot of variation among education
levels for Asian or Pacific Islander immigrants:
Taiwanese, Indian, and Japanese immigrants
have the highest education levels while
Laotian and Tongan immigrants have the
lowest levels. Just 13 percent of Laotian
immigrants have an associate’s degree or
higher compared to 66 percent of Thai
immigrants and 87 percent of Taiwanese
immigrants. Among all Pacific Islanders, 21
percent have an associate’s degree or higher.

There is also wide range in education levels
among Latino immigrants. Immigrants from
Central America and Mexico tend to have very
low education levels while those from South
America tend to have higher education levels.
For example, 57 percent of immigrants from
Colombia have at least an associate’s degree
compared with 9 percent of Mexican
immigrants.

PolicyLink and PERE

Asian or Pacific Islander Immigrants, Percent with an
Associate’s Degree or Higher by Origin, 2014

All APl immigrants
South Asian (all)
Indian

Pakistani
Southeast Asian (all)
Burmese
Vietnamese
Cambodian
Laotian

Thai

Filipino

East Asian (all)
Chinese

Japanese

Korean

Taiwanese

Pacific Islander (all)

Tongan

58%
81%
83%
67%
53%
55%
39%
26%
13%
66%
58%
55%
50%
80%
71%
87%
21%
12%

Source: Integrated Public Use Microdata Series. Universe includes all persons

ages 25 through 64.

Note: Data represent a 2010 through 2014 average.

Latino Immigrants, Percent with an Associate’s Degree or

Higher by Origin, 2014

All Latino Immigrants M 15%

Mexican

Central American (all)

Nicaraguan

Honduran

Salvadoran

Guatemalan

South American (all)

Colombian

Peruvian

9%

14%

25%
14%
12%
10%
45%
57%
41%

Source: Integrated Public Use Microdata Series. Universe includes all persons

ages 25 through 64.

Note: Data represent a 2010 through 2014 average.
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Readiness

The share of youth who do not have a high
school education and are not pursuing one
has declined considerably since 1990 for all
racial/ethnic groups. Despite the overall
improvement, youth of color (with the
exception of Asian or Pacific Islander youth)
are still less likely to finish high school than
White youth. Latinos have particularly high
rates of dropout or non-enrollment, with 12
percent lacking and not pursuing a high
school diploma.

Percent of 16- to 24-Year-Olds Not Enrolled in School and Without a High School Diploma, 1990 to 2014

m 1990
2000
2014
29.2%
24.2%
15 59 16.6%
143% .77 15.2%
11.8%
o, [¢) O,
6.9% 7.2% 6.1% 7.1% 7.0%
5.1% 4.4%
3.2%
2.0% 1.9%
White Black Latino Asian or Pacific Mixed/other People of Color
Islander

Source: Integrated Public Use Microdata Series.
Note: Data for some racial/ethnic groups are excluded due to small sample size. Data for 2014 represents a 2010 through 2014 average.
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Readiness

While trends in the pursuit of education have
been positive for youth of color, the number
of “disconnected youth” who are neither in
school nor working remains high. Of the
region’s 55,400 disconnected youth, 36
percent are Latino, 26 percent are White, 17
percent are Black, and 15 percent are Asian or
Pacific Islander.

Since 2000, the number of disconnected
youth decreased slightly. This was largely due
to improvements among Black and Latino
youth; all other groups saw a slight increase.

PolicyLink and PERE
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Disconnected Youth: 16- to 24-Year-Olds Not in Work or School, 1980 to 2014

M Native American or Other
Asian or Pacific Islander

m Latino
Black
White
958

5,369

1 2

17,086

35,390

1980

Source: Integrated Public Use Microdata Series.

Note: Data for 2014 represent a 2010 through 2014 average.

13,854

10,584
19,706

11,245
1990 2000

3,363

8,422

9,195

14,310

2014
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Readiness
Many youth remain disconnected from work or school

(continued)

Despite the drop in disconnected youth over The Bay Area ranks among the bottom third of regions in its share of disconnected youth
the last decade, 11 percent of the Bay Area’s Percent of 16- to 24-Year-Olds Not in Work or School, 2014: Largest 150 Metros Ranked
youth are not working or in school. This
places the region at 119t out of the largest
150 metro areas - compared to similarly sized
metro areas in the West, the region is doing
better than Los Angeles which is ranked 75,
but worse than San Jose, which is ranked
139th,

Bakersfield, CA: #1 (24%)

Bay Area: #119 (11%)

Madison, WI:
#150 (04%)

Source: Integrated Public Use Microdata Series.
Note: Data represent a 2010 through 2014 average.
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Limited supermarket access areas (LSAs) are
defined as areas where residents must travel
significantly farther to reach a supermarket
than the “comparatively acceptable” distance
traveled by residents in well-served areas with
similar population densities and car
ownership rates.

Black and Native American residents are the
most likely to live in LSAs while White
residents are the least likely: just 3.5 percent
of White residents live in LSAs compared with
7.5 percent of Black residents.

PolicyLink and PERE

71

Percent Living in Limited Supermarket Access Areas by Race/Ethnicity, 2014

Al I 4.5%

White

Black I 7.5%

3.5%

Latino I 4.9%

Asian or Pacific Islander

Native American I 7.1%

Mixed/other

4.9%

4.3%

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau; The Reinvestment Fund. See the “Data and Methods” section for details.

Note: Data on population by race/ethnicity reflect a 2010 through 2014 average.
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72

Those living in limited supermarket access

areas (LSAs) are also more likely to fall below Poverty Composition of Food Environments, 2014
200 percent of the federal poverty level than iggcyigpgoxerty orrtabove
L . -199% poverty
those living in areas with better access to 100-149% poverty
healthy food. For example, 19 percent of m Below poverty

residents in LSAs are below poverty compared
with 11 percent of the total population.

61%
75% 74%
9%
10% 7% 7%
7% 7%
19%
°
Limited Supermarket ~ Supermarket Total Population
Access Accessible

Sources: The Reinvestment Fund, 2014 LSA analysis; U.S. Census Bureau. Universe includes all persons not in groups quarters.
Note: Data on population by poverty status reflects a 2010 through 2014 average.
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Readiness
LSAs are located in all counties except Marin County

The region’s limited su permarket access areas LSAs are found throughout the region, but are more concentrated in the East Bay
(LSAs) are scattered th roughout the region, Percent People of Color by Census Block Group and Limited Supermarket Access Block Groups, 2014

and can be found in the East Bay, San ;‘;2?;327202% Limited Supermarket Access
Francisco, and near Martinez and Walnut 47% to0 66%

Creek in Contra Costa County. LSAs in eastern [ 66%to83%

Contra Costa County are less diverse and M 83% ormore

more affluent than those in the East Bay and

on the peninsula south of San Francisco.

Source: The Reinvestment Fund, 2014 LSA analysis; U.S. Census Bureau; TomTom, ESRI, HERE, DeLorme, MaymylIndia, © OpenStreetMap contributors, and the GIS
user community. Note: Data on population by race/ethnicity represent a 2010 through 2014 average. Areas in white are missing data.
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Readiness

The region’s African Americans have particularly high rates of obesity,
diabetes, and asthma. Latinos are at high risk of being overweight and
obese but have rates of diabetes and asthma close to the overall
average. Whites do better than average on all measures except for
asthma. Despite having lower obesity rates, Asians or Pacific Islanders
have higher-than-average rates of diabetes.

Adult Overweight and Obesity Rates by Race/Ethnicity, 2012 Adult Diabetes Rates by Race/Ethnicity, 2012 Adult Asthma Rates by Race/Ethnicity, 2012

® Overweight

Obese
36% 19%
Al I Al N 7.9% Al I 93%
35% 18%
White G White 6.0% White 9.6%
35% 33%
Black [N Black I 13.9% Black W 124%
41% 27%
Latino I Latino N 8.9% Latino NN 7.9%
32%  10%
Asian/Pacific Islander [N Asian or Pacific Islander 9.9% Asian or Pacific Islander 8.3%
33% 21%
Other NN Mixed/other 4.2% Mixed/other 12.7%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80%
Source: Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. Universe Source: Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. Universe Source: Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. Universe
includes adults ages 18 and older. includes adults ages 18 and older. includes adults ages 18 and older.

Note: Data represent a 2008 through 2012 average. Note: Data represent a 2008 through 2012 average. Note: Data represent a 2008 through 2012 average.
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Connectedness
Highlights

Are the region’s residents and neighborhoods connected to one another and to the region’s assets and opportunities?

* The Bay Area is less auto dependent than Share Of Asian or Paciﬂc
much of the nation, with 61 percent of )
residents driving alone to work. Islander households without
a vehicle:

» Communities of color have higher housing

burdens, especially for those who are O
renters. O

* Residential segregation is declining at the
regional scale for all groups, but Black-White Share Of jobs that are low
segregation remains high and Latino-White wage:
and Latino-Asian or Pacific Islander

segregation is increasing. O
» While 20 percent of the region’s jobs are O
low wage, just 12 percent of rental housing

units are affordable to low-wage worker
households.

Share of renters who are
burdened by housing costs:

0%
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Connectedness
Segregation is steadily decreasing

The Bay Area is less segregated by Residential segregation is decreasing over time at the regional scale
race/ethnicity than the nation, and Residential Segregation, 1980 to 2014
segregation has steadily declined over time as m—Bay Area
. . —e— United States
the region has become more diverse.

Segregation is measured by the entropy index,
which ranges from a value of 0, meaning that

all census tracts have the same racial/ethnic 044 0.44
composition as the entire metropolitan area
(maximum integration), to a high of 1, if all 0.38
census tracts contained one group only
(maximum segregation). 0.36
- 925 0.24
Multi-Group Entropy Index
0 = fully integrated | 1 = fully segregated =2 (.19
1980 1990 2000 2014

Source: U.S. Census Bureau; Geolytics. See the “Data and methods” section for details of the residential segregation index calculations.
Note: Data for 2014 represents a 2010 through 2014 average.
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Segregation remains high between some groups and White-
Latino segregation is increasing

While racial segregation overall has been on
the decline in the region, it remains very high
between certain groups, and is increasing for
others.

The chart at the right displays the
dissimilarity index, which estimates the share
of a given racial/ethnic group that would need
to move to a new neighborhood to achieve
complete integration with the other group.

This index shows that Black-White
segregation remains high: 62 percent of
White Bay Area residents would need to move
to achieve integration with Black residents.

It also shows that segregation is increasing
between several groups. Latinos and Whites
are more segregated from each other now
than in 1990, and the same is true for Latinos
and Asians or Pacific Islanders. Native
Americans are also more segregated from all
other groups than they were in 1990.

Segregation among many groups of color has decreased, but this is not the case for all race/ethnic groups

Residential Segregation, 1990 and 2014, Measured by the Dissimilarity Index

1990
2014

White

Black

Latino

API

Black

Latino

API

Native American
Latino

API

Native American
API

Native American

Native American

67%
62%
44%
49%
46%
47%
43%
64%
55%
43%
59%
56%
61%
63%
43%
47%
42%
63%
51%
62%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau; Geolytics, Inc. Data reported is the dissimilarity index for each combination of racial/ethnic groups.
See the “Data and methods” section for details of the residential segregation index calculations. Data for 2014 represents a 2010 through 2014 average.
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Connectedness
Poverty a challenge for communities of color

The overall poverty rate is1ll percent but this Areas of high poverty (18 percent or higher) are found primarily in the cities of Oakland, San Francisco, Richmond,

. . Hayward, and Pittsburg
varies from less than 4 percent among inland Percent Population Below the Poverty Level by Census Tract, 2014
East Bay neighborhoods to 18 percent or

. : . Less than 4% 82% or more people of colot
higher in neighborhoods throughout Oakland, 1 491079
San Francisco, Richmond, Hayward, and W 7%tol11%
Pittsburg. Neighborhoods with the highest B 11%t018%
M 18% or more

share of people of color (82 percent or more)
tend to have higher poverty rates than those i
with smaller shares of people of color.

g\a

20 Mile:

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau; TomTom, ESRI, HERE, DeLorme, MaymyIndia, © OpenStreetMap contributors, and the GIS user community. Universe includes all
persons not in group quarters. Note: Data represent a 2010 through 2014 average. Areas in white have missing data.
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People of color are more likely to rely on the region’s
transit system to get to work

Income and race both play a role in
determining who uses the Bay Area’s bus and
rail systems to get to work. Very low-income
African Americans and Asian or Pacific
Islander immigrants are most likely to get to
work using public transit, but transit use
declines rapidly for these groups as incomes
increase. For Whites and U.S.-born Asians or
Pacific Islanders, public transit use actually
increases among higher-income workers.

Households of color are also less likely to own
cars than White households. Across the
region, 11 percent of White households do
not have access to a car, but the share is
nearly doubled for Native American
households. Nearly a quarter of Black
households do not have a car. Households of
mixed/other races and Asian or Pacific
Islander households are also more likely to be
carless than Whites.

Transit use varies by income and race
Percent Using Public Transit by Annual Earnings and
Race/Ethnicity and Nativity, 2014
White
Black
Latino, U.S.-born
== Latino, Immigrant
API, U.S.-born
API, Immigrant
Mixed/other
= People of Color
e A\l

30%

25%

20% \
15%
10%
5%
0%
<$15,000 $15,000- $35,000- >$65,000
$35,000 $65,000

Source: Integrated Public Use Microdata Series. Universe includes workers
ages 16 and older with earnings.
Notes: Data represent a 2010 through 2014 average.

Households of color are less likely to own cars
Percent of Households Without a Vehicle by
Race/Ethnicity, 2014

Black 23.6%

Native American NGNS 00.7%

Mixed/other 15.3%

Asian or

(o)
Pacific Islander 13.9%

Latino TN 10.8%

White 10.6%

Al N 12.6%

Source: Integrated Public Use Microdata Series. Universe includes all
households (no group quarters).
Notes: Data represent a 2010 through 2014 average.
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Low-income residents are less likely to drive alone to work

While the majority of residents in the region -
61 percent - drive alone to work, a lower
share of workers drive to work in the Bay Area
than in other metro areas. Single-driver
commuting also varies by income. Only 51
percent of very low-income workers (earning
under $10,000 per year) drive alone to work,
compared with 63 percent of workers who
make over $75,000 a year. In addition,
roughly the same share of lower income
workers and higher income workers use
public transit to get to work.

Lower-income residents are less likely to drive alone to work

Means of Transportation to Work by Annual Earnings, 2014

Worked at home
Other

Walked

Public transportation
Auto-carpool

Auto-alone
8% 7%
39% 4%
B 6%
17%
17%

12%
12%

519% 55%

Lessthan  $10,000 to
$10,000 $14,999

6%
4%
5%

15%

13%

57%

$15,000 to
$24,999

5%
3%
5%

14%

12%

61%

$25,000 to
$34,999

5%
3%
4%

13%

11%

64%

$35,000 to
$49,999

5%
3%
3%

14%

11%

65%

$50,000 to
$64,999

Source: Integrated Public Use Microdata Series. Universe includes workers ages 16 and older with earnings.

Note: Data represent a 2010 through 2014 average. Dollar values are in 2014 dollars.

5%
3%
3%

15%

11%

64%

$65,000 to
$74,999

6%
4%
3%
16%

8%

63%

More than
$75,000
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Carless households are concentrated in denser, more
transit-rich parts of the region

Although most households have access to at
least one vehicle, vehicle access varies across
the region. Neighborhoods with relatively
high shares of carless households are found in
denser portions of the Bay Area with greater
access to public transit, such as San Francisco,
Oakland, and Berkeley.

Concentrations of households without a vehicle are located in the cities of San Francisco, Oakland, and Berkeley
Percent of Households Without a Vehicle by Census Tract, 2014

Less than 2% 82% or more people of color
2% to 5%

5% to 9%

9% to 18%

18% or more

Sdnta
Ri%a

NI 5 10 20 Mile:

Source: U.S. Census Bureau; TomTom, ESRI, HERE, DeLorme, MaymyIndia, © OpenStreetMap contributors, and the GIS user community. Universe includes all
households (no group quarters). Note: Data represent a 2010 through 2014 average. Areas in white have missing data.
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Long commutes for residents throughout the region

Workers living in San Mateo County and along
western Alameda County have the shortest
commutes. Many of the outer-suburb areas of
Contra Costa and Alameda counties, the
western neighborhoods in San Francisco, and
Bolinas in Marin County have the longest
commutes for workers.

Workers throughout the region have long commute times, including neighborhoods in San Francisco
Average Travel Time to Work by Census Tract, 2014

Less than 27 minutes 82% or more people of color
27 to 29 minutes

29 to 31 minutes

31 to 33 minutes

33 minutes or more

20 Mile:

®
Y

!

Source: U.S. Census Bureau; TomTom, ESRI, HERE, DeLorme, MaymyIndia, © OpenStreetMap contributors, and the GIS user community. Universe includes all
persons ages 16 or older who work outside of home. Note: Data represent a 2010 through 2014 average. Areas in white have missing data.
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Half of renters in the region are housing burdened

The Bay Area ranks 84t in renter housing The Bay Area ranks toward the middle for rent-burdened households compared with other regions
burden. but ranks 13t in homeowner housing Share of Households that Are Rent Burdened, 2014: Largest 150 Metros Ranked
burden among the largest 150 metros. Half of
renters are housing burdened, defined as
spending more than 30 percent of their
income on housing. Compared with other
metros in the West, this is much better than Miami-Fort Lauderdale-Miami Beach,
Los Angeles (59 percent) but slightly worse FL: #1(63%)
Bay Area: #84(50%)

than San Jose (47 percent).
Des Moines, A:
#150 (42%)

Source: Integrated Public Use Microdata Series. Universe includes renter-occupied households with cash rent (excludes group quarters).
Note: Data represent a 2010 through 2014 average.
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People of color face higher housing burdens

People of color are much more likely than
Whites to spend a large share of their income
on housing, whether they rent or own. Asian
or Pacific Islander renters have a similar
housing burden to White renters, but Asian or
Pacific Islander homeowners have higher
housing burdens than Whites. Housing
burden is defined as paying more than 30
percent of household income toward housing.

Native American renters have the highest
renter burden at 62 percent. Black and Latino
households are consistently more likely than
the population as a whole to be cost-
burdened regardless of whether they rent or
own.

85

African Americans, Native Americans, and Latinos have
the highest renter housing burden
Renter Housing Burden by Race/Ethnicity, 2014

m All
White
Black
B Latino
Asian or Pacific Islander
m Native American
Mixed/other
m People of Color

61.9%
61.0%

I 59.0%

54.4%
53.5%
50.3%

45.4%
44.9%

Source: Integrated Public Use Microdata Series. Universe includes all renter-

occupied households (no group quarters) with cash rent.
Note: Data represent a 2010 through 2014 average.

Latinos and African Americans have the highest
homeowner housing burden
Homeowner Housing Burden by Race/Ethnicity, 2014

m All
White
Black
B Latino
Asian or Pacific Islander
® Native American
Mixed/other
m People of Color

46.1%
. 44.3%

e 39.9%
39.7%

35.1%
—36.5%
33.0% n—
31.6%

Source: Integrated Public Use Microdata Series. Universe includes owner-

occupied households (no group quarters).
Note: Data represent a 2010 through 2014 average.
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Connectedness
Jobs-housing mismatch for low-wage workers in some parts
of the region

Low-wage workers in the region are not |ike|y Most counties have a gap between the percentage of low-wage jobs and affordable rental housing
to find affordable rental housing Across the Low-Wage Jobs and Affordable Rental Housing by County, 2014

region, 20 percent of jobs are low-wage W Share of jobs that are low-wage

(paying $1,250 per month or less) and only 12 i Share of rental housing units that are affordable

percent of rental units are affordable (defined
as having rent of $749 per month or less,
which would be 30 percent or less of two low-
wage workers’ incomes).

20%
Bay Area

12%

San Mateo, Marin, and Contra Costa counties
have far more low-wage jobs than affordable
rental housing units. Moreover, the higher

21%
Alameda County

13%

share of affordable rental housing units in Sar I 5
Francisco i likely due to stronger renter B o i
protections and rent control.

S e

San Mateo County so;
(e}

23%
Contra Costa County 10%
(]

. 22%
Marin County

Source: Housing data from the U.S. Census Bureau and jobs data from the 2012 Longitudinal-Employer Household Dynamics.
Note: Housing data represent a 2010 through 2014 average.
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Jobs-housing mismatch for low-wage workers in some parts
of the region

(continued)

A low-wage jobs to affordable rental housing The range of jobs-housing ratios throughout the region, with San Mateo having the highest affordability mismatch
ratio that is higher in a county than the Low-Wage Jobs, Affordable Rental Housing, and Jobs-Housing Ratios by County

regional average indicates a lower availability

of affordable rental housing for low-wage

workers in that county relative to the region

overall.
Jobs
San Mateo, Marin, and Contra Costa counties (2012)
all have higher ratios than the regional Low-wage
Affordable All Jobs: Jobs-
average, indicating a potential shortage of All Low-wage Al Rental” Rental*  AllHousing | Affordable
affordable units. San Mateo’s ratio is Rentals
particu|ar|y h|gh, at more than double the Alameda County 671,397 138,430 551,734 252,717 31,785 12 4.4
regional average. San Francisco County 608,225 113,086 348,832 215423 38,123 17 30
San Mateo County 340,932 59,856 258,683 102,404 5,252 13 114
Contra Costa County 335,248 76,130 380,183 129,104 12,697 09 6.0
Marin County 104,964 23,419 103,034 37,298 3,319 1.0 7.1
Bay Area 2,060,766 410,921 1,642,466 736,946 91,176 1.3 4.5

*Includes only those units paid for in cash rent.

Source: Housing data from the U.S. Census Bureau and jobs data from the 2012 Longitudinal-Employer Household Dynamics.
Note: Housing data represent a 2010 through 2014 average.
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Economic benefits
Highlights

What are the benefits of racial economic inclusion to the broader economy?

* The region’s economy could have been Potential gain in GDP Wlth
nearly $138 billion stronger in 2014 if its ) ) ) o
racial gaps in income had been closed. racial equity (I n bill IOI']S)Z

* Latino residents would see a 139 percent
gain in average annual income with racial
equity. Black residents would also see their P

average annual income more than double

with a 116 percent gain. o .
Potential increase in

. Mostt ofthese gains would come from average annua | Latino
closing racial wage gaps between workers of )
color and White workers. INcCome:

139%



An Equity Profile of the Five-County San Francisco Bay Area Region

Economic benefits of inclusion
A potential $138 billion per year GDP boost from racial

equity

The Bay Area stands to gain a great deal from
addressing racial inequities. The region’s
economy could have been $138 billion
stronger in 2014 if its racial gaps in income
had been closed: a 34 percent increase.

Using data on income by race, we calculated
how much higher total economic output
would have been in 2014 if all racial groups
who currently earn less than Whites had
earned similar average incomes as their White
counterparts, controlling for age.

PolicyLink and PERE 90

The Bay Area’s GDP would have been $138 billion higher if there were no racial gaps in income

Actual GDP and Estimated GDP Without Racial Gaps in Income, 2014

1 GDP in 2014 (billions)

= GDP if racial gaps in income were eliminated (billions)

$600

$450

$408.1

$300

$150

$0

Source: Integrated Public Use Microdata Series; Bureau of Economic Analysis.
Note: Data represent a 2010 through 2014 average. Values are in 2014 dollars.

Equity Dividend:
$137.7 billion

$545.8
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Economic benefits
Average annual incomes for Blacks and Latinos would more
than double with racial equity

People of color as a whole would see their Latino, Native American, and Black residents in the Bay Area would experience the largest income increases with racial
equity

Incomes grow by roughly 83 percent with Percentage Gain in Income with Racial Equity by Race/Ethnicity, 2014

racial equity. Latinos would see the largest

. . . Bay Area
increase in average annual income at 139 ® California
percent. Both Black and Latino average
incomes would more than double with racial
equity.
Income gains were estimated by calculating 138.9%
the percentage increase in income for each 115.9% 124.5%
racial/ethnic group if they had the same e
average annual income (and income 91.0%
distribution) and hours of work as non- 82.5%80.1%
Hispanic Whites, controlling for age. 71.0% 68.5% 69.3%
49.4% 48.3%
[e)
27.9% I 33.7% 34.3%
Black Latino Asian or Native  Mixed/other People of All
Pacific American Color
Islander

Source: Integrated Public Use Microdata Series.
Note: Data represent a 2010 through 2014 average. Data for some racial/ethnic groups are excluded due to small sample size.
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Economic benefits

Average incomes for people of color would increase by

$31,000

People of color as a whole would see their
average income grow by roughly 83 percent
with racial equity, which translates to a
$31,000 increase in annual average income.
Latinos would see their average income
increase by nearly $40,000 - growing from
$28,700 a year to over $68,500 a year.

Latino and Black workers in the Bay Area would experience the largest gains with racial equity
Gain in Average Income with Racial Equity by Race/Ethnicity, 2014

Average income
m Average income with racial equity

$68,819 $68,541 $68,618 $69,200  $68,668 $68,624  $68,758

51,408
$45,933
40,56
. $36,228 § / $37,602
31,872
28,688

Black Latino Asian or Native  Mixed/other People of All
Pacific American Color
Islander

Source: Integrated Public Use Microdata Series.
Note: Data represent a 2010 through 2014 average. Values are in 2014 dollars.
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Economic benefits
Most of the potential income gains would come from closing
the racial wage gap

We also examined how much of the region’s Most of the racial income gap is due to differences in wages

racial income gap was due to differences in Source of Gains in Income with Racial Equity By Race/Ethnicity, 2014
wages and how much was due to differences
in employment (measured by employment
rates and hours worked). In the Bay Area,
most of the racial income gap is due to

differences in wages.
For Latinos, just 23 percent of the racial
income gap is due to differences in 77%
employment and 77 percent of the gap is due 73% 71%
to differences in wages. The differences are
, 58%
more balanced among the mixed/other 56%
population and Native American population,
with 44 and 42 percent of the gap,
respectively, due to differences in
employment.

Black Latino Asian or Pacific Native Mixed/other People of Color
Islander American

© Employment
m Wages

Source: Integrated Public Use Microdata Series.
Note: Data represent a 2010 through 2014 average.
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Assembling a complete dataset on employment and wages
by industry

Growth in jobs and earnings by industry wage level, 1990 to 2015
Analysis of occupations by opportunity level

Health data and analysis

Analysis of access to healthy food

Measures of diversity and segregation

Estimates of GDP without racial gaps in income
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Data and methods

Unless otherwise noted, all of the data and
analyses presented in this profile are the
product of PolicyLink and the USC Program
for Environmental and Regional Equity (PERE),
and reflect the Five-County San Francisco Bay
Area region. The specific data sources are
listed in the table shown here.

While much of the data and analysis
presented in this profile are fairly intuitive, in
the following pages we describe some of the
estimation techniques and adjustments made
in creating the underlying database, and
provide more detail on terms and
methodology used. Finally, the reader should
bear in mind that while only a single region is
profiled here, many of the analytical choices
in generating the underlying data and
analyses were made with an eye toward
replicating the analyses in other regions and
regions and the ability to update them over
time. Thus, while more regionally specific data
may be available for some indicators, the data
in this profile draws from our regional equity
indicators database that provides data that
are comparable and replicable over time.

Source

PolicyLink and PERE 95

Dataset

Integrated Public Use Microdata Series (IPUMS)

1980 5% State Sample

1990 5% Sample

2000 5% Sample

2010 American Community Survey, 5-year microdata sample
2010 American Community Survey, 1-year microdata sample
2014 American Community Survey, 5-year microdata sample

U.S. Census Bureau

1980 Summary Tape File 1 (STF1)

1980 Summary Tape File 2 (STF2)

1990 Summary Tape File 2A (STF2A)

1990 Modified Age/Race, Sex and Hispanic Origin File (MARS)
1990 Summary Tape File 4 (STF4)

2000 Summary File 1 (SF1)

2010 Summary File 1 (SF1)

2014 American Community Survey, 5-year summary file
2012 Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics, LODES 7
2014 National Population Projections

2015 Population Estimates

2015 ACS 1-year Summary File (2015 1-year ACS)

2010 TIGER/Line Shapefiles, 2010 Census Block Groups
2014 TIGER/Line Shapefiles, 2014 Census Tracts

2010 TIGER/Line Shapefiles, 2010 Counties

Geolytics

1980 Long Form in 2010 Boundaries
1990 Long Form in 2010 Boundaries
2000 Long Form in 2010 Boundaries

Woods & Poole Economics, Inc.

2016 Complete Economic and Demographic Data Source

U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis

Gross Domestic Product by State
Gross Domestic Product by Metropolitan Area
Local Area Personal Income Accounts, CA30: Regional Economic Profile

U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics

Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages
Local Area Unemployment Statistics
Occupational Employment Statistics

Centers for Disease Control and Prevention

Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance System (BRFSS)

The Reinvestment Fund

2014 Analysis of Limited Supermarket Access (LSA)

State of California Employment Development Department

2014-2024 Industry Projections
2014-2024 Occupational Projections

Georgetown University Center on Education and the
Workforce

Updated projections of education requirements of jobs in 2020,
originally appearing in: Recovery: Job Growth And Education
Requirements Through 2020; State Report
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Data and methods

Broad racial/ethnic origin

In all of the analyses presented, all

categorization of people by race/ethnicity and

nativity is based on individual responses to
various census surveys. All people included in
our analysis were first assigned to one of six
mutually exclusive racial/ethnic categories,
depending on their response to two separate
questions on race and Hispanic origin as
follows:

* “White” and “non-Hispanic White” are used
to refer to all people who identify as White
alone and do not identify as being of
Hispanic origin.

* “Black” and “African American” are used to
refer to all people who identify as Black or
African American alone and do not identify
as being of Hispanic origin.

* “Latino” refers to all people who identify as
being of Hispanic origin, regardless of racial
identification.

» “Asian American and Pacific Islander,” “Asian
or Pacific Islander,” “Asian,” and “API” are
used to refer to all people who identify as
Asian American or Pacific Islander alone and
do not identify as being of Hispanic origin.

* “Native American” and “Native American
and Alaska Native” are used to refer to all
people who identify as Native American or
Alaskan Native alone and do not identify as
being of Hispanic origin.

* “Mixed/other” and “other or mixed race” are
used to refer to all people who identify with
a single racial category not included above,
or identify with multiple racial categories,
and do not identify as being of Hispanic
origin.

* “People of color” or “POC” is used to refer
to all people who do not identify as non-
Hispanic White.

Nativity

The term “U.S.-born” refers to all people who
identify as being born in the United States
(including U.S. territories and outlying areas),
or born abroad to American parents. The term
“immigrant” refers to all people who identify
as being born abroad, outside of the United
States, to non-American parents.

Detailed racial/ethnic ancestry
Given the diversity of ethnic origin and large

PolicyLink and PERE 96

presence of immigrants among the Latino and
Asian populations, we sometimes present
data for more detailed racial/ethnic
categories within these groups. In order to
maintain consistency with the broad
racial/ethnic categories, and to enable the
examination of second-and-higher generation
immigrants, these more detailed categories
(referred to as “ancestry”) are drawn from the
first response to the census question on
ancestry, recorded in the Integrated Public
Use Microdata Series (IPUMS) variable
“ANCESTR1. For example, while country-of-
origin information could have been used to
identify Filipinos among the Asian population
or Salvadorans among the Latino population,
it could do so only for immigrants, leaving
only the broad “Asian” and “Latino” racial/
ethnic categories for the U.S.-born
population. While this methodological choice
makes little difference in the numbers of
immigrants by origin we report - i.e., the vast
majority of immigrants from El Salvador mark
“Salvadoran” for their ancestry - it is an
important point of clarification.
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Data and methods

Other selected terms Educational Development (GED) certificate. the March Supplement of the Current
Below we provide definitions and clarification ~ * The term “full-time” workers refers to all Population Survey, which did not experience a

for some of the terms used in the profile:

* The term “region” may refer to a city but
typically refers to metropolitan areas or
other large urban areas (e.g., large cities and
counties). The terms “metropolitan area,’
“metro area,” and “metro” are used
interchangeably to refer to the geographic
areas defined as Metropolitan Statistical
Areas under the December 2003 definitions
of the U.S. Office of Management and
Budget (OMB).

* The term “neighborhood” is used at various
points throughout the profile. While in the
introductory portion of the profile this term
is meant to be interpreted in the colloquial
sense, in relation to any data analysis it
refers to census tracts.

* The term “communities of color” generally
refers to distinct groups defined by
race/ethnicity among people of color.

* The term “high school diploma” refers to
both an actual high school diploma as well
as a high school equivalency or a General

persons in the IPUMS microdata who
reported working at least 45 or 50 weeks
(depending on the year of the data) and
who usually worked at least 35 hours per
week during the year prior to the survey. A
change in the “weeks worked” question in
the 2008 American Community Survey
(ACS), as compared with prior years of the
ACS and the long form of the decennial
census, caused a dramatic rise in the share
of respondents indicating that they worked
at least 50 weeks during the year prior to
the survey. To make our data on full-time
workers more comparable over time, we
applied a slightly different definition in
2008 and later than in earlier years: in
2008 and later, the “weeks worked” cutoff
is at least 50 weeks while in 2007 and
earlier it is 45 weeks. The 45-week cutoff
was found to produce a national trend in
the incidence of full-time work over the
2005-2010 period that was most
consistent with that found using data from

change to the relevant survey questions. For
more information, see:
https:/www.census.gov/content/dam/Census
/library/working-
papers/2012/demo/Gottschalck 2012FCSM

VII-B.pdf.

General notes on analyses

Below, we provide some general notes about

the analysis conducted:

* With regard to monetary measures (income,
earnings, wages, etc.) the term “real”
indicates the data has been adjusted for
inflation. All inflation adjustments are based
on the Consumer Price Index for all Urban
Consumers (CPI-U) from the U.S. Bureau of
Labor Statistics.
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Data and methods

Although a variety of data sources were used,
much of our analysis is based on a unique
dataset created using microdata samples (i.e.,
“individual-level” data) from the Integrated
Public Use Microdata Series (IPUMS), for four
points in time: 1980, 1990, 2000, and 2010-
2014 pooled together. While the 1980
through 2000 files are based on the decennial
census and each cover about 5 percent of the
U.S. population, the 2010-2014 files are from
the ACS and cover only about 1 percent of the
U.S. population each. Five years of ACS data
were pooled together to improve the
statistical reliability and to achieve a sample
size that is comparable to that available in
previous years. Survey weights were adjusted
as necessary to produce estimates that
represent an average over the 2010-2014
period.

Compared with the more commonly used
census “summary files,” which include a
limited set of summary tabulations of
population and housing characteristics, use of
the microdata samples allows for the
flexibility to create more illuminating metrics

of equity and inclusion, and provides a more
nuanced view of groups defined by age,
race/ethnicity, and nativity for various
geographies in the United States.

The IPUMS microdata allows for the
tabulation of detailed population
characteristics, but because such tabulations
are based on samples, they are subject to a
margin of error and should be regarded as
estimates - particularly in smaller regions and
for smaller demographic subgroups. In an
effort to avoid reporting highly unreliable
estimates, we do not report any estimates
that are based on a universe of fewer than
100 individual survey respondents.

A key limitation of the IPUMS microdata is
geographic detail. Each year of the data has a
particular lowest level of geography
associated with the individuals included,
known as the Public Use Microdata Area
(PUMA) for years 1990 and later, or the
County Group in 1980. PUMAs are generally
drawn to contain a population of about
100,000, and vary greatly in geographic size
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from being fairly small in densely populated
urban areas, to very large in rural areas, often
with one or more counties contained in a
single PUMA.

While the geography of the IPUMS microdata
generally poses a challenge for the creation of
regional summary measures, this was not the
case for the five-county San Francisco Bay
Area region, as the regional geography could
be assembled perfectly by combining entire
1980 County Groups and 1990, 2000, and
2010 PUMAs.
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Data and methods

For the racial generation gap indicator, we
generated consistent estimates of
populations by race/ethnicity and age group
(under 18, 18-64, and over 64 years of age)
for the years 1980, 1990, 2000, and 2014
(which reflects a 2010-2014 average), at the
city and county levels, which were then
aggregated to the regional level and higher.
The racial/ethnic groups include non-Hispanic
White, non-Hispanic Black, Hispanic/Latino,
non-Hispanic Asian and Pacific Islander, non-
Hispanic Native American/Alaska Native, and
non-Hispanic Other (including other single-
race alone and those identifying as
multiracial, with the latter group only
appearing in 2000 and later due to a change
in the survey question). While for 2000 and
later years, this information is readily
available in SF1 and in the ACS, for 1980 and
1990, estimates had to be made to ensure
consistency over time, drawing on two
different summary files for each year.

For 1980, while information on total
population by race/ethnicity for all ages
combined was available at the city and county

levels for all the requisite groups in STF2, for
race/ethnicity by age group we had to look to
STF1, where it was only available for non-
Hispanic White, non-Hispanic Black, Hispanic,
and the remainder of the population. To
estimate the number of non-Hispanic Asian
or Pacific Islanders, non-Hispanic Native
Americans, and non-Hispanic Others among
the remainder for each age group, we applied
the distribution of these three groups from
the overall city and county populations
(across all ages) to that remainder.

For 1990, the level of detail available in the
underlying data differed at the city and
county levels, calling for different estimation
strategies. At the county level, data by
race/ethnicity was taken from STF2A, while
data by race/ethnicity and age was taken from
the 1990 MARS file - a special tabulation of
people by age, race, sex, and Hispanic origin.
However, to be consistent with the way race
is categorized by the OMB’s Directive 15, the
MARS file allocates all persons identifying as
“other race alone” or multiracial to a specific
race. After confirming that population totals
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by county (across all ages) were consistent
between the MARS file and STF2A, we
calculated the number of “other race alone” or
multiracial people who had been added to
each racial/ethnic group in each county by
subtracting the number who were reported in
STF2A for the corresponding group. We then
derived the share of each racial/ethnic group
in the MARS file (across all ages) that was
made up of “other race alone” or multiracial
people and applied it to estimate the number
of people by race/ethnicity and age group
exclusive of “other race alone” or multiracial
people and the total number of “other race
alone” or multiracial people in each age

group.

For the 1990 city-level estimates, all data
were from STF1, which provided counts of the
total population for the six broad racial/ethnic
groups required but not counts by age. Rather,
age counts were only available for people by
single-race alone (including those of Hispanic
origin) as well as for all people of Hispanic
origin combined. To estimate the number of
people by race/ethnicity and age for the six
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broad racial/ethnic groups that are detailed in
the profile, we first calculated the share of
each single-race alone group that was
Hispanic based on the overall population
(across all ages). We then applied it to the
population counts by age and race alone to
generate an initial estimate of the number of
Hispanic and non-Hispanic people in each
age/race alone category. This initial estimate
was multiplied by an adjustment factor
(specific to each age group) to ensure that the
sum of the estimated number of Hispanic
people across the race alone categories within
each age group equated to the “actual”
number of Hispanic origin by age as reported
in STF1. Finally, an Iterative Proportional
Fitting (IPF) procedure was applied to ensure
that our final estimate of the number of
people by race/ ethnicity and age was
consistent with the total population by
race/ethnicity (across all ages) and total
population by age group (across all
racial/ethnic categories) as reported in STF1.
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National projections

National projections of the non-Hispanic
White share of the population are based on
the U.S. Census Bureau’s 2014 National
Population Projections. However, because
these projections follow the OMB 1997
guidelines on racial classification and
essentially distribute the other single-race
alone group across the other defined
racial/ethnic categories, adjustments were
made to be consistent with the six

broad racial/ethnic groups used in our
analysis.

Specifically, we compared the percentage of
the total population composed of each
racial/ethnic group from the Census Bureau’s
Population Estimates program for 2015
(which follows the OMB 1997 guidelines) to
the percentage reported in the 2015 ACS 1-
year Summary File (which follows the 2000
Census classification). We subtracted the
percentage derived using the 2015
Population Estimates program from the
percentage derived using the 2015 ACS to
obtain an adjustment factor for each group

(all of which were negative, except for the
Mixed/other group) and carried this
adjustment factor forward by adding it to the
projected percentage for each group in each
projection year. Finally, we applied the
resulting adjusted projected population
distribution by race/ethnicity to the total
projected population from the 2014 National
Population Projections to get the projected
number of people by race/ethnicity in each
projection year.

County and regional projections

Similar adjustments were made in generating
county and regional projections of the
population by race/ethnicity. Initial county-
level projections were taken from Woods &
Poole Economics, Inc. Like the 1990 MARS
file described above, the Woods & Poole
projections follow the OMB Directive 15-race
categorization, assigning all persons
identifying as Other or multiracial to one of
five mutually exclusive race categories: White,
Black, Latino, Asian or Pacific Islander, or
Native American. Thus, we first generated an
adjusted version of the county-level Woods &
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Poole projections that removed the Other or
multiracial group from each of these five
categories. This was done by comparing the
Woods & Poole projections for 2010 to the
actual results from SF1 of the 2010 Census,
figuring out the share of each racial/ethnic
group in the Woods & Poole data that was
composed of Other or mixed-race persons in
2010, and applying it forward to later
projection years. From these projections, we
calculated the county-level distribution by
race/ethnicity in each projection year for five
groups (White, Black, Latino, Asian or Pacific
Islander, and Native American), exclusive of
Other and mixed-race people.

To estimate the county-level share of
population for those classified as Other or
mixed-race in each projection year, we then
generated a simple straight-line projection of
this share using information from SF1 of the
2000 and 2010 Census. Keeping the
projected Other or mixed-race share fixed, we
allocated the remaining population share to
each of the other five racial/ethnic groups by
applying the racial/ethnic distribution implied
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by our adjusted Woods & Poole projections
for each county and projection year. The
result was a set of adjusted projections at the
county level for the six broad racial/ethnic
groups included in the profile, which were
then applied to projections of the total
population by county from the Woods & Poole
data to get projections of the number of
people for each of the six racial/ethnic
groups.

Finally, an Iterative Proportional Fitting (IPF)
procedure was applied to bring the county-
level results into alignment with our adjusted
national projections by race/ethnicity
described above. The final adjusted county
results were then aggregated to produce a
final set of projections at the regional, metro
area, and state levels.
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The data on national gross domestic product
(GDP) and its analogous regional measure,
gross regional product (GRP) - both referred
to as GDP in the text - are based on data from
the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA).
However, due to changes in the estimation
procedure used for the national (and state-
level) datain 1997, and a lack of
metropolitan-area estimates prior to 2001, a
variety of adjustments and estimates were
made to produce a consistent series at the
national, state, metropolitan-area, and county
levels from 1969 to 2014.

Adjustments at the state and national levels
While data on gross state product (GSP) are
not reported directly in the profile, they were
used in making estimates of gross product at
the county level for all years and at the
regional level prior to 2001, so we applied the
same adjustments to the data that were
applied to the national GDP data. Given a
change in BEA's estimation of gross product
at the state and national levels from a
standard industrial classification (SIC) basis to
a North American Industry Classification

System (NAICS) basis in 1997, data prior to
1997 were adjusted to prevent any erratic
shifts in gross product in that year. While the
change to a NAICS basis occurred in 1997,
BEA also provides estimates under an SIC
basis in that year. Our adjustment involved
figuring the 1997 ratio of NAICS-based gross
product to SIC-based gross product for each
state and the nation, and multiplying it by the
SIC-based gross product in all years prior to
1997 to get our final estimate of gross
product at the state and national levels.

County and metropolitan area estimates
To generate county-level estimates for all
years, and metropolitan-area estimates prior
to 2001, a more complicated estimation
procedure was followed. First, an initial set of
county estimates for each year was generated
by taking our final state-level estimates and
allocating gross product to the counties in
each state in proportion to total earnings of
employees working in each county — a BEA
variable that is available for all counties and
years. Next, the initial county estimates were
aggregated to the metropolitan-area level,
and
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were compared with BEA’s official
metropolitan-area estimates for 2001 and
later. They were found to be very close, with a
correlation coefficient very close to one
(0.9997). Despite the near-perfect
correlation, we still used the official BEA
estimates in our final data series for 2001 and
later. However, to avoid any erratic shifts in
gross product during the years until 2001, we
made the same sort of adjustment to our
estimates of gross product at the
metropolitan-area level that was made to the
state and national data — we figured the 2001
ratio of the official BEA estimate to our initial
estimate, and multiplied it by our initial
estimates for 2000 and earlier to get our final
estimate of gross product at the
metropolitan-area level.

We then generated a second iteration of
county-level estimates - just for counties
included in metropolitan areas - by taking the
final metropolitan-area-level estimates and
allocating gross product to the counties in
each metropolitan area in proportion to total
earnings of employees working in each
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county. Next, we calculated the difference
between our final estimate of gross product
for each state and the sum of our second-
iteration county-level gross product estimates
for metropolitan counties contained in the
state (that is, counties contained in
metropolitan areas). This difference, total
nonmetropolitan gross product by state, was
then allocated to the nonmetropolitan
counties in each state, once again using total
earnings of employees working in each county
as the basis for allocation. Finally, one last set
of adjustments was made to the county-level
estimates to ensure that the sum of gross
product across the counties contained in each
metropolitan area agreed with our final
estimate of gross product by metropolitan
area, and that the sum of gross product across
the counties contained in state agreed with
our final estimate of gross product by state.
This was done using a simple IPF procedure.
The resulting county-level estimates were
then aggregated to the regional and metro-
area levels.

We should note that BEA does not provide
data for all counties in the United States, but
rather groups some counties that have had
boundary changes since 1969 into county
groups to maintain consistency with historical
data. Any such county groups were treated
the same as other counties in the estimate
techniques described above.
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To analyze middle-class decline over the past
four decades, we began with the regional
household income distribution in 1979 - the
year for which income is reported in the 1980
Census (and the 1980 IPUMS microdata). The
middle 40 percent of households were
defined as “middle class,” and the upper and
lower bounds in terms of household income
(adjusted for inflation to be in 2010 dollars)
that contained the middle 40 percent of
households were identified. We then adjusted
these bounds over time to increase (or
decrease) at the same rate as real average
household income growth, identifying the
share of households falling above, below, and
within the adjusted bounds as the upper,
lower, and middle class, respectively, for each
year shown. Thus, the analysis of the size of
the middle class examined the share of
households enjoying the same relative
standard of living in each year as the middle
40 percent of households did in 1979.
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Analysis of jobs and wages by industry,
reported on pages 46-47, and 50-51, is based
on an industry-level dataset constructed
using two-digit NAICS industries from the
U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics’ Quarterly
Census of Employment and Wages (QCEW).
Due to some missing (or nondisclosed) data
at the county and regional levels, we
supplemented our dataset using information
from Woods & Poole Economics, Inc., which
contains complete jobs and wages data for
broad, two-digit NAICS industries at multiple
geographic levels. (Proprietary issues barred
us from using Woods & Poole data directly, so
we instead used it to complete the QCEW
dataset.)

Given differences in the methodology
underlying the two data sources (in addition
to the proprietary issue), it would not be
appropriate to simply “plug in” corresponding
Woods & Poole data directly to fill in the
QCEW data for nondisclosed industries.
Therefore, our approach was to first calculate
the number of jobs and total wages from
nondisclosed industries in each county, and

then distribute those amounts across the
nondisclosed industries in proportion to their
reported numbers in the Woods & Poole data.

To make for a more accurate application of
the Woods & Poole data, we made some
adjustments to it to better align it with the
QCEW. One of the challenges of using Woods
& Poole data as a “filler dataset” is that it
includes all workers, while QCEW includes
only wage and salary workers. To normalize
the Woods & Poole data universe, we applied
both a national and regional wage and salary
adjustment factor; given the strong regional
variation in the share of workers who are
wage and salary, both adjustments were
necessary. Another adjustment made was to
aggregate data for some Woods & Poole
industry codes to match the NAICS codes
used in the QCEW.

It is important to note that not all counties
and regions were missing data at the two-
digit NAICS level in the QCEW, and the
majority of larger counties and regions with
missing data were only missing data for a
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small number of industries and only in certain
years. Moreover, when data are missing it is
often for smaller industries. Thus, the
estimation procedure described is not likely
to greatly affect our analysis of industries,
particularly for larger counties and regions.

The same above procedure was applied at the
county and state levels. To assemble data at
for regions and metro areas, we aggregated
the county-level results.
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The analysis on pages 46-47 uses our filled-in
QCEW dataset (see the previous page) and
seeks to track shifts in regional job
composition and wage growth by industry
wage level.

Using 1990 as the base year, we classified all
broad private sector industries (at the two-
digit NAICS level) into three wage categories:
low-, middle-, and high-wage. An industry’s
wage category was based on its average
annual wage, and each of the three categories
contained approximately one-third of all
private industries in the region.

We applied the 1990 industry wage category
classification across all the years in the
dataset, so that the industries within each
category remained the same over time. This
way, we could track the broad trajectory of
jobs and wages in low-, middle-, and high-
wage industries.

This approach was adapted from a method
used in a Brookings Institution report by
Jennifer S. Vey, Building From Strength:
Creating Opportunity in Greater Baltimore's
Next Economy (Washington D.C.: Brookings
Institution, 2012).

While we initially sought to conduct the
analysis at a more detailed NAICS level, the
large amount of missing data at the three- to
six-digit NAICS levels (which could not be
resolved with the method that was applied to
generate our filled-in two-digit QCEW
dataset) prevented us from doing so.
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The analysis of occupations on pages 52-61
seeks to classify occupations in the region by
opportunity level. To identify “high-
opportunity” occupations, we developed an
“occupation opportunity index” based on
measures of job quality and growth, including
median annual wage, wage growth, job
growth (in number and share), and median
age of workers (which represents potential
job openings due to retirements). Once the
“occupation opportunity index” score was
calculated for each occupation, they were
sorted into three categories (high, middle, and
low opportunity). Occupations were evenly
distributed into the categories based on
employment.

There are some aspects of this analysis that
warrant further clarification. First, the
“occupation opportunity index” that is
constructed is based on a measure of job
quality and set of growth measures, with the
job-quality measure weighted twice as much
as all of the growth measures combined. This
weighting scheme was applied both because
we believe pay is a more direct measure of

“opportunity” than the other available
measures, and because it is more stable than
most of the other growth measures, which are
calculated over a relatively short period
(2005-2011). For example, an increase from
$6 per hour to $12 per hour is fantastic wage
growth (100 percent), but most would not
consider a $12-per-hour job as a “high-
opportunity” occupation.

Second, all measures used to calculate the
“occupation opportunity index” are based on
data for metropolitan statistical areas from
the Occupational Employment Statistics
(OES) program of the U.S. Bureau of Labor
Statistics (BLS), with one exception: median
age by occupation. This measure, included
among the growth metrics because it
indicates the potential for job openings due
to replacements as older workers retire, is
estimated for each occupation from the 2010
5-year IPUMS ACS microdata file (for the
employed civilian noninstitutional population
ages 16 and older). It is calculated at the
metropolitan statistical area level (to be
consistent with the geography of the OES
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data), except in cases for which there were
fewer than 30 individual survey respondents
in an occupation; in these cases, the median
age estimate is based on national data.

Third, the level of occupational detail at which
the analysis was conducted, and at which the
lists of occupations are reported, is the three-
digit standard occupational classification
(SOCQ) level. While considerably more detailed
data is available in the OES, it was necessary
to aggregate to the three-digit SOC level in
order to align closely with the occupation
codes reported for workers in the ACS
microdata, making the analysis reported on
pages 58-61 possible.

Fourth, while most of the data used in the
analysis are regionally specific, information on
the education level of “typical workers” in
each occupation, which is used to divide
occupations in the region into the three
groups by education level (as presented on
pages 55-57), was estimated using national
2010 IPUMS ACS microdata (for the
employed civilian noninstitutional population
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ages 16 and older). Although regionally
specific data would seem to be the better
choice, given the level of occupational detail
at which the analysis is conducted, the sample
sizes for many occupations would be too
small for statistical reliability. And, while using
pooled 2006-2010 data would increase the
sample size, it would still not be sufficient for
many regions, so national 2010 data were
chosen given the balance of currency and
sample size for each occupation. The implicit
assumption in using national data is that the
occupations examined are of sufficient detail
that there is not great variation in the typical
educational level of workers in any given
occupation from region to region. While this
may not hold true in reality, it is not a terrible
assumption, and a similar approach was used
in a Brookings Institution report by Jonathan
Rothwell and Alan Berube, Education, Demand,
and Unemployment in Metropolitan America
(Washington D.C.: Brookings Institution,
September 2011).

We should also note that the BLS does publish
national information on typical education

needed for entry by occupation. However, in
comparing these data with the typical
education levels of actual workers by
occupation that were estimated using ACS
data, there were important differences, with
the BLS levels notably lower (as expected).
The levels estimated from the ACS were
determined to be the appropriate choice for
our analysis as they provide a more realistic
measure of the level of educational
attainment necessary to be a viable job
candidate - even if the typical requirement
for entry is lower.

Fifth, it is worthwhile to clarify an important
distinction between the lists of occupations
by typical education of workers and
opportunity level, presented on pages 55-57,
and the charts depicting the opportunity level
associated with jobs held by workers with
different education levels and backgrounds by
race/ethnicity, presented on pages 59-61.
While the former are based on the national
estimates of typical education levels

by occupation, with each occupation assigned
to one of the three broad education levels
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described, the latter are based on actual
education levels of workers in the region (as
estimated using 2010 5-year IPUMS ACS
microdata), who may be employed in any
occupation, regardless of its associated
“typical” education level.

Lastly, it should be noted that for all of the
occupational analysis, it was an intentional
decision to keep the categorizations by
education and opportunity broad, with three
categories applied to each. For the
categorization of occupations, this was done
so that each occupation could be more
justifiably assigned to a single typical
education level; even with the three broad
categories some occupations had a fairly even
distribution of workers across them
nationally, but, for the most part, a large
majority fell in one of the three categories. In
regard to the three broad categories of
opportunity level and education levels of
workers, this was done to ensure reasonably
large sample sizes in the 2010 5-year IPUMS
ACS microdata that was used for the analysis.
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Health data presented are from the
Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance System
(BRFSS) database, housed in the Centers for
Disease Control and Prevention. The BRFSS
database is created from randomized
telephone surveys conducted by states, which
then incorporate their results into the
database on a monthly basis.

The results of this survey are self-reported
and the population includes all related adults,
unrelated adults, roomers, and domestic
workers who live at the residence. The survey
does not include adult family members who
are currently living elsewhere, such as at
college, a military base, a nursing home, or a
correctional facility.

The most detailed level of geography
associated with individuals in the BRFSS data
is the county. Using the county-level data as
building blocks, we created additional
estimates for the region, state, and country.

While the data allow for the tabulation of
personal health characteristics, it is important
to keep in mind that because such tabulations
are based on samples, they are subject to a
margin of error and should be regarded as
estimates - particularly in smaller regions and
for smaller demographic subgroups.

To increase statistical reliability, we combined
five years of survey data, for 2008-2012. As
an additional effort to avoid reporting
potentially misleading estimates, we do not
report any estimates that are based on a
universe of fewer than 100 individual survey
respondents. This is similar to, but more
stringent than, a rule indicated in the
documentation for the 2012 BRFSS data of
not reporting (or interpreting) percentages
based on a denominator of fewer than 50
respondents (see
https://www.cdc.gov/brfss/annual data/2012
/pdf/Compare 2012.pdf). Even with this
sample size restriction, county and regional
estimates for smaller demographic subgroups
should be regarded with particular care.
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For more information and access to the BRFSS
database, see
http://www.cdc.gov/brfss/index.html.
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Analysis of access to healthy food is based on
the 2014 Analysis of Limited Supermarket
Access (LSA) from the The Reinvestment Fund
(TRF). LSA areas are defined as one or more
contiguous census block groups (with a
collective population of at least 5,000) where
residents must travel significantly farther to
reach a supermarket than the “comparatively
acceptable” distance traveled by residents in
well-served areas with similar population
densities and car ownership rates.

The methodology’s key assumption is that
block groups with a median household
income greater than 120 percent of their
respective metropolitan area’s median (or
nonmetro state median for nonmetropolitan
areas) are adequately served by supermarkets
and thus travel an appropriate distance to
access food. Thus, higher-income block
groups establish the benchmark to which all
block groups are compared, controlling for
population density and car ownership rates.

An LSA score is calculated as the percentage
by which the distance to the nearest
supermarket would have to be reduced to
make a block group’s access equal to the
access observed for adequately served areas.
Block groups with an LSA score greater than
45 were subjected to a spatial connectivity
analysis, with 45 chosen as the minimum
threshold because it was roughly equal to the
average LSA score for all LSA block groups in
the 2011 TRF analysis.

Block groups with contiguous spatial
connectivity of high LSA scores are referred to
as LSA areas. They represent areas with the
strongest need for increased access to
supermarkets. Our analysis of the percent of
people living in LSA areas by race/ethnicity
and poverty level was done by merging data
from the 2014 5-year ACS summary file with
LSA areas at the block group level and
aggregating up to the city, county, and higher
levels of geography.
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For more information on the 2014 LSA
analysis, see
https:/www.reinvestment.com/wp-

content/uploads/2015/12/2014 Limited Sup

ermarket Access Analysis-Brief 2015.pdf.
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In the profile, we refer to measures of
residential segregation by race/ethnicity (the
“diversity score” on page 17, the “multi-group
entropy index” on page 77 and the
“dissimilarity index” on page 78). While the
common interpretation of these measures is
included in the text of the profile, the data
used to calculate them, and the sources of the
specific formulas that were applied, are
described below.

Both measures are based on census-tract-
level data for 1980, 1990, and 2000 from
Geolytics, and for 2014 (which reflects a
2010-2014 average) from the 2014 5-year
ACS. While the data for 1980, 1990, and 2000
originate from the decennial censuses of each
year, an advantage of the Geolytics data we
use is that it has been “re-shaped” to be
expressed in 2010 census tract boundaries,
and so the underlying geography for our
calculations is consistent over time; the
census tract boundaries of the original
decennial census data change with each
release, which could potentially cause a
change in the value of residential segregation
indices even if no actual change in residential

segregation occurred. In addition, while most
of the racial/ethnic categories for which
indices are calculated are consistent with all
other analyses presented in this profile, there
is one exception. Given limitations of the
tract-level data released in the 1980 Census,
Native Americans are combined with Asians
or Pacific Islanders in that year. For this
reason, we set 1990 as the base year (rather
than 1980) in the chart on page 78, but keep
the 1980 data in the chart on page 77 as this
minor inconsistency in the data is not likely to
affect the analysis.

The formulas for the diversity score and the
multi-group entropy index were drawn from a
2004 report by John Iceland of the University
of Maryland, The Multigroup Entropy Index
(Also Known as Theil’s H or the Information
Theory Index) available at
https://www.census.gov/topics/housing/hous
ing-patterns/about/multi-group-entropy-
index.html. In that report, the formula used to
calculate the diversity score (referred to as
the “entropy score” in the report), appears on
page 7, while the formulas used to calculate
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the multigroup entropy index (referred to as
the “entropy index” in the report), appear on
page 8. The formula for the other measure of
residential segregation, the dissimilarity
index, is well established, and is made
available by the U.S. Census Bureau at
https://www.census.gov/library/publications/
2002/dec/censr-3.html.
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Estimates of the gains in average annual
income and GDP under a hypothetical
scenario in which there is no income
inequality by race/ethnicity are based on the
2014 5-Year IPUMS ACS microdata. We
applied a methodology similar to that used by
Robert Lynch and Patrick Oakford in chapter
two of All-In Nation: An America that Works for
All, with some modification to include income
gains from increased employment (rather
than only those from increased wages). As in
the Lynch and Oakford analysis, once the
percentage increase in overall average annual
income was estimated, 2014 GDP was
assumed to rise by the same percentage.

We first organized individuals ages 16 or older
in the IPUMS ACS into six mutually exclusive
racial/ethnic groups: White, Black, Latino,
Asian or Pacific Islander, Native American,
and Mixed/other (with all defined
non-Hispanic except for Latinos, of course).
Following the approach of Lynch and Oakford
in All-In Nation, we excluded from the non-
Hispanic Asian/Pacific Islander category
subgroups whose average incomes were

higher than the average for non-Hispanic
Whites. Also, to avoid excluding subgroups
based on unreliable average income estimates
due to small sample sizes, we added the
restriction that a subgroup had to have at
least 100 individual survey respondents in
order to be included.

We then assumed that all racial/ethnic groups
had the same average annual income and
hours of work, by income percentile and age
group, as non-Hispanic Whites, and took
those values as the new “projected” income
and hours of work for each individual. For
example, a 54-year-old non-Hispanic Black
person falling between the 85th and 86th
percentiles of the non-Hispanic Black income
distribution was assigned the average annual
income and hours of work values found for
non-Hispanic White persons in the
corresponding age bracket (51 to 55 years
old) and “slice” of the non-Hispanic White
income distribution (between the 85th and
86th percentiles), regardless of whether that
individual was working or not. The projected
individual annual incomes and work hours
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were then averaged for each racial/ethnic
group (other than non-Hispanic Whites) to
get projected average incomes and work
hours for each group as a whole, and for all
groups combined.

One difference between our approach and
that of Lynch and Oakford is that we include
all individuals ages 16 years and older, rather
than just those with positive income. Those
with income values of zero are largely non-
working, and were included so that income
gains attributable to increased hours of work
would reflect both more hours for the those
currently working and an increased share of
workers — an important factor to consider
given differences in employment rates by
race/ethnicity. One result of this choice is
that the average annual income values we
estimate are analogous to measures of per
capita income for the age 16- and-older
population and are thus notably lower than
those reported in Lynch and Oakford. Another
is that our estimated income gains are
relatively larger as they presume increased
employment rates.
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