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Abstract

Executive Summary

How This Atlas Will Contribute

Highlights

Raettig, Terry L.; EImer, Dawn M.; Christensen, Harriet H. 2001. Atlas of social and economic conditions
and change in southern California. Gen. Tech. Rep. PNW-GTR-516. Portland, OR: U.S. Department of
Agriculture, Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Research Station. 66 p.

This atlas illustrates the spatial and temporal dimensions of social and economic changes in the social-economic
assessment region in the decade since 1987/1988. Maps, interpretive text, and accompanying tables and
graphs portray conditions, trends, and changes in selected social, economic, and natural resource-related
indicators for the 26 counties of the diverse region during a period of particularly rapid and intense demo-
graphic, social, and economic change. This information about the people, communities, and resources of the
region serves as a tool for natural resource planners and managers, economic development practitioners,
and citizens interested and involved in the future of the region. It also serves as a baseline for monitoring
and evaluating potential impacts of ecosystem management strategies.

Keywords: Social-economic assessment, southern California, social and economic indicators, GIS, atlas,
regional scale, county scale.

The social-economic assessment (SEA) provides information to support an effort to address ecosystem man-
agement issues for the Angeles, Cleveland, Los Padres, and San Bernardino National Forests in southern
California. The SEA is part of the management process to update the forest plans in the SEA region. The SEA
region includes 26 southern and western California counties that have social and economic ties to the four
national forests. The SEA region is diverse and includes a portion of the agriculturally important Central Valley
and the Los Angeles, San Francisco, and San Diego metropolitan areas.

Rapid demographic, economic, and social change has been typical of California and the SEA region for many
decades. Between 1960 and 1998, the rate of population increase for California was more than twice that of the
Nation’s as a whole. This continuing change in social and economic conditions has occurred during a period of
both explosive growth and the recession of the early 1990s, which was particularly prolonged and severe in
California. In 1998, 76 percent of the total population of California lived in the SEA region.

National forest management in southern California historically has focused on wildlife, recreation, and watershed
management because of the large and mostly urban population in the surrounding counties. Market outputs
from national forest lands in the SEA region are relatively unimportant compared with the private sector
economy in the SEA region, but nonmarket outputs and services to people are important.

The past 20 years have been a time of rapid and intense change in California and the SEA region. These
changes have and will continue to directly affect the management of federal lands in general and specifically
the four national forests in the SEA region.

The county-level illustrations in this atlas depict indicators of the social and economic functioning and changes in
the SEA region. We show the location and magnitude of social and economic change in the SEA region through
context and figures. The atlas is a tool that decisionmakers, planners, and economic development specialists
can use to assess the social and economic dimensions of the SEA counties.

We have discussed some of the potential reasons for changes in specific indicators, but the atlas does not
focus on the cause-and-effect relations that are implicit in the figures. The emphasis is on showing county-level
changes in the region with the understanding that many of these changes are related to broader scale influences
that occur at the state and national level.

Four base maps, including a Mylar! overlay provide a geographic overview of the SEA region. The atlas
addresses six questions with maps and accompanying text, tables, and graphs. The six questions are as
follows:

1. How are the economies of the SEA region and counties performing, and how has the economic performance
been changing?

2. What is the economic structure of the SEA region and counties, and how has the economic structure been
changing?

3. What are the general characteristics of the population of the SEA region and counties, and what changes
have been important?

4. How have social conditions in the SEA region and counties been changing?
5. What is the relative importance of payment from federal lands for SEA counties?
6. What has been the change in the acreage of lands used for agriculture in SEA counties?

Each map and accompanying material tries to answer the relevant question in the most direct manner possible
given data accessibility and display limitations. A list of specific maps and highlights for each section follow:

1The use of trade or firm names in this publication is for
reader information and does not imply endorsement by the
U.S. Department of Agriculture of any product or service.



Section 1: Overlay and
Base Maps

Section 2: Change in Economic
Conditions: Economic
Performance

Section 3: Structural
Economic Change

Section 4: Characteristics
of the Population

Map 1: County Names
» Boundaries and names of the 26 California counties included in the SEA region. (Map 1 has a corresponding
Mylar overlay for use with all other maps in the atlas.)

Map 2: Federal and Tribal Lands

« Lands owned or managed by various federal agencies and tribes. The map is color coded to show each
agency or class of owner. Location, shape, and size of each parcel of land is displayed to the limits of the
map resolution.

Map 3: Population Distribution: 1990 Census Places
 All census designated places and incorporated regions in the SEA region by population size class.

Map 4: Nonmetropolitan Counties
« Only three of the 26 SEA counties are not classified as metropolitan counties. Map 4 highlights these three
nonmetropolitan counties and shows interstate and U.S. highways.

Map 5: Unemployment Rate Compared to Region

« Unemployment rates in California and the SEA region generally have followed national trends since 1980, but
rates have been higher than the national rate since the early 1990s because of a national recession, which
was prolonged and severe in California.

» Within the SEA region, unemployment rates have been highest in the central valley and central coast; lower
in the San Francisco Bay area and southern California.

Map 6: Change in Total Employment

» Total employment growth in the SEA region between 1987 and 1997 reflects the effects of the severe reces-
sion. There are few patterns of employment change within the region. Two of the three nonmetropolitan coun-
ties had high rates of employment growth during the period and high unemployment rates.

Map 7: Wage Trends

* Wages are an important indicator of job quality and labor market conditions. The only consistent trend of
increasing wages in the SEA region was in five of the San Francisco Bay area counties, but wages in
California and the SEA region have been higher than the national average wage per job for more than 20
years.

» Wages in the three nonmetropolitan counties in the SEA region have consistently been lower than wages in
metropolitan SEA counties, and the gap has been increasing steadily.

Map 8: Wage Level
» The average wage level per job has been highest in the San Francisco Bay Area, Sacramento County, and
two counties in southern California.

* None of the counties with wage levels ranked in the lower one-third of SEA counties have a trend of increas-
ing wages. Relative wage level rankings within the region are not likely to change much in the near future.

Map 9: Economic Diversity

« Economic diversity is measured by the presence and relative importance of different industries in an economy.
In the SEA region, the economic diversity is highest in the counties along the Pacific coast from Santa Barbara
County to San Diego County, two counties in the San Francisco Bay Area and Contra Costa County. Economic
diversity increased throughout the 1980s in the SEAregion but has been relatively stable since 1990.

Map 10: Fastest Growing Nonfarm Industries

* The United States and the SEA region have been experiencing a transformation from a manufacturing-based
economy to a service and knowledge-based economy for several decades. The fastest growing industries in
most of the SEA counties from 1987 to 1997 were services, finance and related sectors, and state and local
government.

Map 11: Slowest Growing Nonfarm Industries

« The prolonged recession in California is reflected in the list of slowest growing industry. Construction was the
slowest growing industry in almost one-half of the SEA counties (12 counties). Retail trade, durable goods
manufacturing, and the military were sectors that each declined in three SEA counties.

Map 12: Change in County Population

« Changes in social and economic conditions can lead to population changes, which can, in turn, lead to
changes in social and economic conditions. The population of California and the SEA region historically have
been growing much faster than that of the rest of the United States. Population growth has been slower since
1990, yet still at a rate faster than that of the United States as a whole.

e The slowest growth in the SEA region has been in six counties scattered along the Pacific coast, in contrast
to higher rates of population growth between 1990 and 1998 for inland and Central Valley counties.

Map 13: Change in Unincorporated and Incorporated Population
e The SEA region is predominantly urban, and only two SEA counties have more than 50 percent of the popu-
lation living in unincorporated areas.

» The percentage of growth in the population of unincorporated portions of the SEA region is greater than
in the incorporated portion, and the proportion of the population of the SEA region living in unincorporated
areas is increasing slowly. But the total number of people living in unincorporated areas in the region is so
small relative to the number living in incorporated areas that large percentage changes in the unincorporated
part of the region represent only a small increase in numbers of people.



Characteristics of the Population

Section 5: Social Conditions

Section 6: Federal Assistance

Map 14: Migration Status and Trends

 California and the SEA region experienced high immigration from the early 1970s to the end of the 1980s.
Net migration accounted for about one-half of the total population growth for the five-county Los Angeles
area between 1970 and 1990 (Dear 1996). Net domestic migration in the SEA region was negative from
1988 through 1996. More than half of the SEA counties had both low immigration and low outmigration from
1988 through 1986.

Map 15: Change in Race and Hispanic Origin

» The racial and ethnic composition of a community is a strong determinant of self-identity, and changes in
racial and ethnic composition of a community may indicate changing needs, interests, and values. The ethnic
category of Hispanic or Latino experienced the greatest percentage of increase in its portion of the popula-
tion for 21 of the SEA counties. The racial category of Asian or Pacific Islander experienced the greatest
percentage of increase in population in four counties of the San Francisco Bay Area.

Map 16: Educational Attainment

» Educational attainment is an indicator of socioeconomic success of an individual and economic and social
viability of a community. Kings, Imperial, and Merced Counties had the lowest percentage of population, 25
years or older, with postsecondary degrees and the highest percentage of population without high school
diplomas. The counties with the highest percentage of population 25 years and older with postsecondary
degrees are the San Francisco Bay area counties of Marin, San Francisco, and Santa Clara. The remaining
counties had educational attainment levels between these two extremes.

Map 17: Disability

« Disabilities may represent difficulties in accomplishing tasks, greater social isolation, and diminished options
and opportunities for an individual. Analyses of the data did not reveal much variability in the percentage of the
noninstitutionalized, 16-years-and-older population that is with any disability among the 26 SEA counties.

« In all the SEA counties, about half of all individuals with a disability had either a severe disability or multiple
disabilities requiring assistance to perform functional activities or the activities of daily living.

Map 18: Change in Income Maintenance

« Income maintenance includes funds and other assistance that allow a family to maintain a livable income
during times of economic hardship. The level of income maintenance administered to members of a commu-
nity may be used as a proxy for economic distress and poverty. Between 1987 and 1997, every SEA county
experienced an average annual per capita increase in income maintenance. In general, the counties with the
greatest need for income maintenance per capita experienced the greatest increases in income maintenance
during the recession years of 1990-92. Since 1993, income maintenance payments in many SEA counties
have been falling or increasing only slightly in response to recovery from the recession and changes in wel-
fare policies.

Map 19: Change in Poverty Rate

« An individual living in poverty is considered to be in financial distress and may have few options and opportu-
nities to improve his or her situation. All counties in the SEA region experienced an increase in poverty rate—
except San Francisco County, which exhibited a 4.1-percent decline in poverty rate from 1989 through 1995.

« All but two of the SEA counties—San Francisco and Alameda—experienced a poverty rate higher than the
national rate from 1989 to 1995. The southern counties of San Bernardino, Imperial, Riverside, San Diego,
and Orange all had poverty rates well above twice the national rate during this time.

Map 20: Change in Violent Crime Rates

* Violent crime is considered an indicator of social and economic stress, and increases in the violent crime rate
may indicate impeded human adaptation to changing circumstances. Fourteen SEA counties did not show a
consistent trend in violent crime rates. Eleven counties experienced either clear or probable downward trends
in violent crime rates, and only one county—Merced—experienced an upward trend in its violent crime rate.

« In 1997, the violent crime rate for the SEA region as a whole was higher than the Nation’s but lower than the
rate for the state of California as a whole.

Map 21: Change in Property Crime Rates

« Increases in property crime rates may reflect rising social and economic distress. No county in the SEA
region exhibited an upward trend in property crime rates. Four counties displayed a probable downward
trend, and 15 counties experienced a clear downward trend in property crime rates. No clear trend was
evident in seven SEA counties.

« In 1997, both California and the SEA region had property crime rates substantially lower than that for the
Nation as a whole.

Map 22: Alcohol-Related Collisions

« Alcohol-related collisions are reflective of the presence of substance abuse in a community, and changes in
alcohol-related collisions may indicate changing levels of social stress. The percentage of collisions that was
alcohol related ranged between 8.33 percent and 14.20 percent for the SEA counties. The more rural coun-
ties exhibited the greatest percentages of collisions as alcohol related, and the more densely populated,
urban counties exhibited lower rates of alcohol related collisions.

Map 23: Federal Lands-Related Payments to Counties
« Payments in Lieu of Taxes (PILT) and other federal lands-related revenue sharing payments are only a small
portion of total county expenditures in the SEA region.

» Federal lands-related payments make up less than one-tenth of 1 percent of the county expenditures in the
SEA region as a whole. Federal lands-related payments ranged from a high of nine-tenths of 1 percent of
county expenditures in Imperial County to a low of zero percent in Santa Cruz County.



Section 7: Change in
Agricultural Land

Summation

Map 24: Change in Acreage of Farmland

» The acreage of farmland has decreased by 9.5 percent in California and 9.9 percent in the SEA region
between 1987 and 1997 (U.S. Department of Agriculture 1999). But the acreage of cropland decreased only
slightly in California in the same period and increased slightly in the region. The acreage of cropland harvested
increased by more than 10 percent in both the state as a whole and the region during the same period, and it
is difficult to determine the impact of decreases in the acreage of land in farms on the agricultural sector.

* Unanswered questions are, Will the farmland acreage decreases ultimately cause decreases in cropland
areas? and Are the increases in harvested cropland and the slight increases in cropland masking important
losses in the best quality agricultural lands?

California and the SEA region have experienced profound social and economic changes in the past 20 years.

Many of these changes directly impact the management of federal lands in the region. This atlas uses county,

subregional, regional, and state-level data to provide a basis for interpreting the magnitude and location of

some of the changes.?

The atlas is organized into these six subject matter sections that, together with a base map section, display
and analyze 20 social and economic indicators for the SEA region:

1. Change in economic conditions—economic performance

2. Structural economic change

3. Characteristics of the population

4. Social conditions

5. Federal lands-related payments to counties

6. Change in agricultural land

This atlas serves as a baseline for key economic and social variables and is designed to allow for future

analysis and the creation of new displays as new information becomes available. It provides the necessary
context for monitoring social and economic changes that will impact management of federal lands.

2 On some of the maps, the categories are assigned subjective
terms such as low, medium, or high. In this context, the counties
are labeled in reference to each other and not a state or national
standard; therefore, what may be considered high in the SEA
area may be considered low or medium in another region.
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Introduction

The social-economic assessment (SEA) is part of a process to update forest plans and address ecosystem
management issues for the Angeles, Cleveland, Los Padres, and San Bernardino National Forests in southern
California. The SEA region includes 26 California counties from the San Francisco Bay Area in the north to
Imperial and San Diego Counties in the south that have social and economic ties to the four national forests.
The region is geographically and socially diverse and includes one of the premier agricultural regions in the
United States, the Central Valley, as well as the Los Angeles, San Francisco, and San Diego metropolitan areas,
the 2nd, 5th and 17th largest metropolitan areas in the United States in 1998 (U.S. Census Bureau 2000a).

California and the SEA region have experienced change at a profound pace for many decades. Between 1960
and 1998, the population of California increased by 108 percent, a rate of population growth markedly faster
than the 51-percent increase for the Nation as a whole. By 1963, California replaced New York as the most
populous state in the Nation. This increase in population and coincidental changes in social and economic
conditions took place during a period of both booming growth and the recession of the early 1990s, which
was particularly prolonged and severe in California. The SEA region had 76 percent of the total population
and a disproportionate share of the state’s economic activity in 1998.

The large urban populations adjacent to the national forests in southern California as well as the vegetation
patterns and commodity production potential have meant that national forest management historically has
focused on wildlife, recreation, and watershed management rather than timber production, as was typical for
national forests in other parts of California and the west coast (USDA 1986, n.d.a, n.d.b, n.d.c). Commaodity
resource outputs from national forest lands in the region are insignificant in economic terms when compared
with the large private sector economy in the region. Noncommodity outputs and services to people are, in
contrast, very important.

The maps, tables, graphics, and interpretations included in this atlas focus on the 26 counties that are included
in the SEA region (map 1). Frequently, comparisons and contrasts are made between conditions and changes in
the region and larger geographic areas, primarily the state of California and the United States as a whole. Within
the region, the analysis addresses conditions and changes at the county level, but many of the discussions also
use subregions within the region as a tool for interpreting changes and conditions at a multicounty intermediate
level.

The subregion breakdown of the SEA region used in this atlas is the five subregions defined for other SEA
assessment activities. The subregions include three groups of counties defined by local government associa-
tions and two groups of counties that are cohesive regions on the basis of social, economic, and geographic
variables. These five subregions for the SEA region discussions and analysis are:

1. San Francisco Bay Area (Association of Bay Area Governments region): Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin,
Santa Clara, San Francisco, San Mateo, and Solano Counties.

2. Central Valley: Fresno, Kern, Kings, Merced, Sacramento, San Benito, San Joaquin, and Stanislaus Counties.
3. Central Coast: Monterey, San Luis Obispo, Santa Barbara, and Santa Cruz Counties.

4. Southern California (Southern California Association of Governments region): Imperial, Los Angeles, Orange,
Riverside, San Bernardino, and Ventura Counties.

5. San Diego (San Diego Association of Governments region): San Diego County.

Many of the counties in the region cover large geographic areas representing a diverse array of social and
economic conditions spread in complex uneven patterns across the landscape. For example, Riverside and
San Bernardino Counties in the southern California subregion both have a dense concentration of population
and economic activity in the western portion of the county and large undeveloped areas in the eastern portion
of the county. All the illustrations of social and economic variables in this atlas address changes at a county
level, and there may be a tendency to associate patterns on the maps with homogenous conditions within a
county. This may lead to invalid interpretations in many cases because of the heterogeneity inherent in SEA
counties (and many other counties in the West).

Most of the variables in this atlas directly or indirectly relate to conditions and attributes of people. County geo-
graphic size does not imply intensity or relative importance of such variables. A relatively small county may have
a large population and actually be more important in terms of the variable of interest than a large county that
“seems” important on the map because of the large area of the defining display color or pattern.

Within-county and subcounty variation can be an important consideration but is difficult to address in illustrations
that focus on annual changes or changes between noncensus years because the decennial census and related
information is virtually the only consistent source of subcounty demographic, social, and economic data. Most
secondary data series of annual or quarterly social and economic variables only provide information down to

a county or metropolitan area level.

There are several research efforts that have produced excellent displays of subcounty information from the
decennial census, information derived from the census, or specialized data sources for all or parts of the region.
The most noteworthy is “The Digital Atlas of California” (Bowen, n.d.), which includes census tract level map
displays of important social and demographic variables from the 1990 census. “The Digital Atlas of California” is
part of a family of digital atlases that also has volumes focusing on major metropolitan areas including Los Angeles,
Sacramento, San Diego, and San Francisco. Another useful source is the two-volume “Atlas of Southern California”
(Dear 1996) that has analysis and maps showing various social, economic, environmental, and governmental
variables for the five-county Los Angeles area. Both of these sources offer useful site-specific information that
complements the map displays and analysis in this atlas.

This atlas is modeled on a similar atlas published for the Northwest Forest Plan region in Washington, Oregon,
and northern California (Christensen and others 2000) and is intended to serve as a basic reference on the loca-
tion, direction, and magnitude of social and economic change in the SEA region. We focused on the changes in
key social and economic variables for the past decade (generally 1987 to 1998 with differences owing to specific
data protocols) but also included displays for specific years or other comparison periods when necessary to help
complete a comprehensive picture of the SEA region. We have developed a monitoring baseline of the social
and economic dimensions of the region that can be updated as new information becomes available.



Telling the Story

Organization of the Atlas

Four base maps, including a Mylar overlay provide a geographic overview of the SEA region. The rest of the
atlas addresses the following six questions:

1. How are the economies of the SEA region and counties performing, and how has the economic performance
changed?

2. What is the economic structure of the SEA region and counties, and how has the economic structure been
changing?

3. What are the general characteristics of the population of the SEA region and counties, and which changes
have been important?

4. How have social conditions in the SEA region and counties been changing?
5. What is the relative importance of payment from federal lands for SEA counties?
6. What has been the change in the acreage of lands used for agriculture in the SEA counties?

The maps in this atlas represent end results of the complex forces and dynamic interactions in the social and
economic functioning of the region. We have portrayed the location and magnitude of social and economic
change, and, where appropriate, have included interpretations, supporting information, and graphics that more
fully describe the nature of these changes and the social and economic background of the region. Where possi-
ble, we have discussed some of the potential reasons for changes in specific indicators, but the atlas does not
attempt to examine or explain all the cause-and-effect relations that are implicit in the maps.

There are seven sections in the atlas:

. Overlay and base maps

. Change in economic conditions—economic performance
. Structural economic change

. Characteristics of the population

. Social conditions

. Federal lands-related payments to counties

. Change in agricultural land

~NOoO b WNBRE

The Mylar overlay has the 26 SEA region counties and county names and can be used as an overlay for the
other maps in this atlas.



Section 1:

Overlay and Base Maps

County Names
Federal and Tribal Lands
Population Distribution: 1990 Census Places

Nonmetropolitan Counties



Map 1-County Names
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Map 2-Federal and Tribal Lands
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Unemployment Rate
Compared to Region

10

The U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics collects basic labor force, employment, and unemploy-
ment statistics in the United States monthly as part of the current population survey. A cooperative program
between the federal government and the individual states, in turn, develops estimates of employment and
unemployment for local areas (including counties and metropolitan areas) across the Nation from the Current
Population Survey data (Bureau of Labor Statistics 1999). The Bureau of Labor Statistics provides place of
residence-based estimates of the size of the civilian labor force, the number of people unemployed, and the
unemployment rate. The unemployment rate is the most commonly used measure of unemployment and is
defined as the percentage of the labor force that is unemployed for the specified area and period. The basis
for map 5 is the average annual unemployment rate for the SEA region and counties for 1987 through 1998.

The unemployment rate for California generally has followed the unemployment rate for the United States with
a recession driving rates higher in the early 1990s followed by a sustained recovery that brought unemployment
rates down (fig. 1). There are, however, important differences in the magnitude and timing of the changes. The
national recession that occurred in 1990-91 coincided with reductions in defense spending, and consequently
severely impacted the economy of California because of the importance of defense and defense-related manu-
facturing in California (California Trade and Commerce Agency 2000). Recovery from the recession in California
trailed the national economy, and unemployment rates in California did not begin to fall until 1994. Unemployment
rates in California continued to fall gradually through the rest of the decade, and by spring 2000, the rate was
under 6 percent but still above national rates. The unemployment rate for both the state of California and for the
region has been at least a full percentage point above the national rate every year since 1990.

The pattern of changes in the unemployment rate in the SEA region follows that of the state of California (fig. 1).
The lowest unemployment rates for 1987-98 in the SEA region occurred before the onset of the recession in
1991. By 1992, the average annual unemployment rate for the region was at 9.1 percent, well above the national
rate of 7.5 percent. Unemployment rates in the SEA region peaked the following year at 9.2 percent and began a
slow, steady decline coinciding with the economic recovery in the SEA region and California. By 1998, the rate for
the SEA region was almost down to prerecession levels at 5.8 percent.

The pattern of recovery from the recession of the early 1990s has differed across the SEAregion. Counties in the
San Francisco Bay Area began to recover earlier than other counties because of strength in technology-related
sectors. In contrast, counties in southern California were particularly hard hit by the recession because of the
concentration of sectors dependent on defense spending. Recovery from the recession in southern California
did not begin until late in the decade (California Trade and Commerce Agency 2000).

Map 5 shows three patterns of unemployment rates in the SEA region. Those counties that had consistently
high unemployment rates during 1987-98 have been designated “Consistently higher than the regional rate.”
Counties were assigned this designation when they had an unemployment rate remaining at least one standard
deviation (between 2.0 and 2.9 percent, depending on the year) above the regional rate 70 percent of the

time. Those counties that had consistently low unemployment rates during 1987-98 have been designated
“Consistently lower than the regional rate.” This designation is defined as the rate remaining one standard
deviation below the regional rate at least 70 percent of the time. Those counties that remained within one stan-
dard deviation of the regional rate at least 70 percent of the time are designated as “Consistently remains
close to the regional rate.”

Three counties in the San Francisco Bay Area, Marin, Santa Clara, and San Mateo, and one county in Southern
California, Orange County, consistently show unemployment rates that are one standard deviation (2.3 to 2.9
percent or more) or more below the regional unemployment rate. The strength of high-technology sectors as
well as specialized manufacturing, biotechnology, and export-related industries contribute to the economic health
of these counties (California Trade and Commerce Agency 2000).
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In contrast, the unemployment rate in Imperial County has consistently been the highest in the region. The unem-
ployment rate has been above 20 percent for every year of the 1987-98 period and was at 25.7 for 1998, more
than five times the national rate. Imperial County’s dependence on agriculture and lack of metropolitan areas as
well as uniqgue employment and labor force factors related to its location on the United States-Mexico border
contribute to the persistent high unemployment rate.

Eight other counties in the region, Fresno, Kern, Kings, Merced, Monterey, San Benito, San Joaquin, and Stanislaus
Counties, have consistently had unemployment rates one standard deviation or more above the regional rate. All
the counties in this group are in the Central Valley and central coast subregions and had unemployment rates in
excess of 10 percent in 1998, more than twice the rate for the United States (table 1). The Central Valley counties
as well as the rural northern counties in California consistently have high unemployment rates (Christensen and
others 2000). This is due, in part, to seasonal jobs in the agricultural, forestry, and tourism-related industries
(California Trade and Commerce Agency 2000).

The Central Valley is a highly productive agricultural area on both a national and international scale. A large portion
of the economy in these counties is in agriculture and related sectors such as food and kindred products processing,
agricultural services, and transportation of agricultural products. Employment in agriculture and food processing is
often highly seasonal and subject to variability owing to changes in markets and crops. The county unemployment
rates in the Central Valley reflect the dependence on agriculture, and the unemployment rate for Central Valley coun-
ties is generally well above the rate for the rest of the area and for the state of California as a whole (Umbach 1998).
By the fourth quarter of 1999, all counties in the Central Valley had unemployment rates below 10 percent.

Table 1—Unemployment rates for social-economic assessment counties with consistently high unem-
ployment: 1987-98

Unemployment rates?

County 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998
Percent
Fresno 10.7 10.7 10.0 105 12.6 15.7 15.4 13.8 14.1 13.1 13.3 14.3
Imperial 20.1 22.1 22.3 20.0 21.3 29.4 28.5 26.2 29.3 29.5 26.6 25.7
Kern 9.9 9.9 10.5 105 11.8 15.5 15.8 14.7 13.7 12.7 12.2 12.1
Kings 10.0 10.0 10.1 10.8 12.8 15.3 15.3 13.7 14.6 13.0 13.0 13.7
Merced 10.9 10.9 11.0 12.2 14.6 16.5 17.0 15.5 17.1 16.3 15.4 15.1
Monterey 8.3 8.3 8.1 9.0 10.9 12.4 12.9 12.1 12.4 11.1 10.8 10.8

San Benito 12.9 129 124 128 172 169 156 137 137 117 110 10.4
San Joaquin 9.7 9.7 9.4 98 120 139 140 126 123 11.2 106 105
Stanislaus 12.0 120 113 115 143 165 167 157 155 141 130 122

a Expressed as a percentage of the civilian labor force unemployed during the given period.

Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics 1999.
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Figure 1—Social-economic assessment (SEA) region unemployment rate compared to
the United States and California, 1987-98 (U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor
Statistics 1999).
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Change in Total Employment
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Change in total employment for all sectors in an economy provides one indicator that can be used to monitor
changes in the overall health of that economy. Change in total employment also can serve as an indirect indi-
cator of the availability of potential opportunities for new entrants in the labor force as well as alternative
opportunities for unemployed workers.

Map 6 shows the change in total employment for SEA counties between 1987 and 1997. The total employ-
ment data are from the 1969-97 Regional Economic Information System (REIS) (U.S. Department of Commerce,
Bureau of Economic Analysis 1999). These employment estimates are on a “place-of-work” basis and are by
industry at the Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) one-digit level of detail. Employment is defined as the
average annual number of jobs, including full- and part-time jobs. The REIS employment estimates include
both wage and salary workers and self-employed workers (U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic
Analysis 2000). Wage and salary employment estimates are derived from the Bureau of Labor Statistics (U.S.
Department of Labor) ES-202 series. Monthly employment and quarterly payrolls for the ES-202 series are
collected by the employment or employment security departments in each state at the individual firm level.
Information is then summarized with guarantees on the confidentiality of firm level data (U.S. Department of
Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis 2000, Washington State Employment Security Department 1997).

The 1990 recession halted the economic expansion of the 1980s and growth in employment the United States,

but nationally the recession ultimately proved to be relatively mild and short lived (Council of Economic Advisors

1993). Economic expansion and growth in employment in California and the region also stopped with the onset
of the national recession—a recession that proved to be far more severe and persistent in California and particu-
larly the Los Angeles metropolitan area than for the Nation as a whole. Total employment in the region declined
for 3 consecutive years between 1991 and 1993.

Recovery from the recession in California and the region was hampered by the cutbacks in important aero-
space and defense-related industries as well as a large stock of residential and commercial buildings that low-
ered demand for new construction (Dear 1996). Growth in employment in California and the region resumed in
1994 as the recovery from the recession began, and by 1997, total employment for the region had increased
almost 9 percent from the recession level. For the entire 10-year period, from 1987 to 1997, California has had
a 17.1-percent increase in total employment, and the SEA region has had a 16-percent increase. The services
sector continues to provide large increases in total employment in California with an increase of 346,500 jobs
in the first 11 months of 1999 alone (California Trade and Commerce Agency 2000).

The SEA counties are divided into three classes of employment increases—small, moderate, and large—with
each class representing about one-third of the SEA counties. The terms small, moderate, and large refer to
employment increase relative to the SEA counties and are not meaningful in absolute terms or comparison
with employment increases for other geographic areas.

Three counties in the region, Riverside, Imperial, and San Benito, had large increases (35.6 percent to 52 per-
cent) in total employment during the 1987-97 period. Riverside and Imperial Counties rank in the top 10 for large
increases of total employment every year during this period, and relatively large total employment increases in
San Benito County began with the recovery from the recession. San Benito and Imperial Counties are non-
metropolitan counties that have had high unemployment rates during this same period because the labor force
is increasing even faster than total employment. The relatively large percentage of increase in total employment
in these two counties has not had a corresponding impact on the relative increase in total employment for the
region as a whole because the absolute number of employees in these nonmetropolitian counties is small.

Sixteen other counties dispersed across the region had moderate increases (20 to 35 percent) in total employ-
ment during this period. The remaining seven counties in the region, Orange, Alameda, Merced, Monterey,
Santa Barbara, San Francisco, and Los Angeles Counties, had the smallest (3.0- to 19.6-percent) relative
increase in total employment during the 10-year period. San Francisco, Monterey, and Los Angeles Counties
show the smallest relative gains in total employment during this period and had an important impact on the
percentage of gain for the region as a whole because Los Angeles County alone accounts for almost one-third
of the total employment in the entire region (fig. 2). In all, 19 out of 26 SEA counties exceeded both the state
increase in total employment of 17.1 percent and the SEA region increase of 16 percent for the years 1987-97.

Employment trends in the nonmetropolitan and metropolitan counties in the region show similar patterns of
employment growth and decline in employment through cycles of recession and recovery (fig. 3). Recovery
following both the early 1970s recession and the early 1980s recession was relatively rapid with total employment
growing to prerecession levels within 2 to 2 1/2 years. Recovery from the 1990-91 recession was noticeably more
prolonged in California with about 5 years needed for recovery to prerecession employment levels (Dardia and
Luk 1999). By 1997, total employment in all the SEA counties was above 1987 levels.
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Wage Trends
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Wages are another indicator of economic well-being and also serve as an indicator of labor market conditions
and relative job quality (Christensen and others 2000). Map 7 shows wage trends from 1987 through 1997
based on wages measured by average earnings per job. Wages were obtained for each SEA county, the United
States, and the state of California from the Bureau of Economical Analysis 1969-97 REIS (U.S. Department of
Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis 1999). Income data from REIS are a comprehensive source for esti-
mates of personal income at state and county levels. Data from REIS are also useful for monitoring income
sources and changes over time (Salant 1990). Only wage and salary income is included in this analysis. The
wages were adjusted to account for inflation by adjusting all figures to constant 1992 dollars by using the chain-
type price indices for gross domestic product, from the Council of Economic Advisors (1999).

Wage and salary income in California historically has been higher than that for the rest of the Nation. Wages for
both the region and the state of California were above those of the Nation every year from 1980 through 1997
(fig. 4). Earnings per job for the region generally follow the wage trends for the state of California, but the varia-
tion over time has been greater in the region.

Four SEA counties, San Bernardino, Riverside, Imperial, and Kings Counties, show a “general downward trend”
in earnings. A county is designated as having a downward trend in wages when 1997 average earnings are
lower than 1987 earnings, and the earnings have been declining for at least 70 percent of the period. For San
Bernardino County, the decline in annual earnings per year has been relatively small. Riverside County fluctuated
more, with a large decline of $1,252 in average annual earnings during the recession in 1990 to 1991. Imperial
County had a large decline of $2,222 in average annual earnings from 1988 to 1989 and another large decrease
of $3,135 in earnings from 1993 to 1994. There also have been large fluctuations in average annual earnings in
Kings County, with a large decline in earnings of $1,075 from 1996 to 1997, and a decrease of $1,052 during the
recession from 1990 to 1991.

Although there was a downward trend in average annual earnings in both Riverside and Imperial Counties, employ-
ment was increasing at a relatively rapid rate during the same period (map 6). These apparent contradictions are
common in economic data and illustrate the need to consider many variables and trends when assessing the
economic health of a region or county. In this case, an examination of the wages and relative mix of jobs in the
economy by sector indicates that the divergence in these indicators is caused by a relative increase in the num-
ber of jobs in the lower wage trade and service sectors and labor market factors.

San Mateo, Santa Clara, Alameda, San Francisco, and Marin Counties in the San Francisco Bay Area and San
Diego County had a “general upward trend” in earnings. A county is designated as having a “general upward
trend” in wages when 1997 average earnings are higher than 1987 earnings, and the earnings have been
increasing for at least 70 percent of this period.

Average annual earnings in the San Francisco Bay Area are high compared to the rest of California. Marin
County is a suburban county adjacent to the San Francisco metropolitan area and was not as severely affected
as the other SEA counties by the recession. Earnings declined in Marin County during the 1990s recession, but
subsequently increased and were over $1,000 per year above the 1987 annual average by 1997. Alameda
County has had an expanding construction industry and an increase of $2,600 in average annual earnings
since 1987. Other counties with an upward trend in earning located in the San Francisco Bay area include San
Francisco County with an increase of $5,335 in earnings since 1987, San Mateo County with a $5,207 increase,
and Santa Clara County with an increase of $8,804 in average annual earnings since 1987, the highest in the
region.

Most of the counties (16), located in the interior and western parts of the region, show “no clear trend” in aver-
age earnings per job. “No clear trend” is defined as counties that do not meet either of the 1987 and 1997 annual
average earnings comparisons, and earnings trend screens (increasing or decreasing) defined for “clear upward
trend “or “clear downward trend.”
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Figure 4—Wage trends across the United States, California, and the social-economic assess-
ment (SEA) region, 1980-97, in 1992 dollars (U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of
Economic Analysis 1999).
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When metropolitan and nonmetropolitan areas are compared, average earnings for metropolitan areas in the
region exceeded average annual earnings for the United States and were at or slightly above the average
annual earnings for the state of California from 1969 through 1997 (fig. 5). Average annual earnings in non-
metropolitan areas have been below the average for the United States and have also been below the average
for the state of California (fig. 6). The difference between metropolitan area average annual earnings and non-
metropolitan area average annual earnings in the region generally has been increasing since 1980 (fig. 7).

Average annual earnings in the three nonmetropolitan counties in the SEA region (Imperial, Kings, and San
Benito Counties) have been declining relative to earnings in metropolitan areas in the region, the state of
California, and the United States as a whole. These same counties also have relatively high unemployment
and a large proportion of jobs that are seasonal jobs in agriculture. This indicates that these counties are losing
ground in economic terms compared to other parts of the region.
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Map 8 shows the wage level by using 1997 adjusted annual average earnings per job. The earnings were
adjusted for inflation to constant 1992 dollars by using the chain-type price indices for gross domestic product
(Council of Economic Advisors 1999). The counties have been divided into thirds, based on a ranking of 1997
earnings per job, with nine counties in the lowest third, eight counties in the middle third, and eight counties in
the highest third. Average annual earnings per job for SEA counties are on a place-of-employment basis from
the REIS (U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic analysis 1999).

In 1997, the average wage level for the nonmetropolitan counties in the region was well below the wage level for
the metropolitan SEA counties, the state of California, and the Nation as a whole. Adjusted annual average earn-
ings in 1997 for the three nonmetropolitan SEA counties were almost $9,000 (in 1992 dollars), or 29 percent less
than the average for metropolitan SEA counties. This difference in wage levels between nonmetropolitan and
metropolitan counties has increased markedly since the 1970s.

Six of the highest wage level counties in 1997 (average earnings per job of $28,000 to $42,900) were the
metropolitan counties of Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, Santa Clara, San Francisco, and San Mateo in the San
Francisco Bay Area. The high wage level in these counties is due, in part, to the high-technology industries with
earnings exceeding $60,000 per year for many high-tech positions in the computer industry. Both Los Angeles
and Orange Counties were also in the upper third of average earnings per job for 1997. The high wages in the
California entertainment industry, with statewide average earnings of $67,700 per job, also contribute to the high
wage level in this part of the region (California Trade and Commerce Agency, n.d.). Sacramento County was the
final SEA county in the top nine counties for 1997 wage levels, a reflection of the large numbers of state govern-
ment employees with wage levels above the average for nonfarm jobs.

Counties in the middle third are scattered throughout the region, with the 1997 wage level ranging from $24,000
to $27,999. Counties in the lower third (average annual income in 1997 of $21,000 to $23,999) are scattered
across the region with a concentration of five counties in the Central Valley. The Central Valley accounts for
1.8 million jobs and is the major agricultural region in California. Wage levels in the agricultural industries are
generally low. For example, the eight counties in the San Joaquin Valley, extending from San Joaquin County to
Kern County in the Central Valley, would rank 40t in the Nation compared to other states on the basis of median
household income (Umbach 1998). The manufacturing and service sectors of the Central Valley have expanded
recently, as people have migrated out of the heavily populated coastal regions of northern and southern California
and wage levels have begun to increase (California State Legislative Analysts Office 2000).

When the 1997 wage level map (map 8) is compared to the wage trend map (map 7), none of the counties
with the lowest 1997 wage levels showed an upward trend in average annual earnings per job between 1987
and 1997. In contrast, five of the six SEA counties with an upward trend in wage levels are also counties that
are in the upper one-third of SEA counties for wage levels. This indicates that recent trends in wage levels
are not likely to lead to widespread changes in the wage level ranking of the SEA counties. Wage levels in a
county are an end result of a complex array of economic factors including the mix of industries present in the
local economy, labor markets, the seasonality of local industries, and external market factors.
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Economic Diversity
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Economic diversity is one way to assess the structure of an economy. The presence and relative importance of
different industries in an economy determine the economic diversity. An economy with economic activity well
distributed across an array of industrial sectors has a higher economic diversity than an economy with economic
activity concentrated in a few closely related sectors. Generally, a highly diverse economy is more resilient and
resistant to adverse changes caused by outside market forces than a less diverse economy, but other factors
also need to be considered. Economic resiliency is not enhanced in a local economy if the economic diversity

is based on sectors that respond similarly to outside market forces (Christensen and others 2000).

We use the Shannon-Weaver entropy function in map 9 as a way to examine economic diversity, by using a
normalized value on a scale of zero (no diversity) to one (perfect diversity). The Shannon-Weaver entropy
indices have been computed by using two-digit SIC level IMPLAN data for 70 sectors by the USDA Institute for
Inventory and Monitoring. IMPLAN is an input-output system for regional economic impact analysis and is based
on a proprietary database that is updated as new data become available (Minnesota IMPLAN Group, Inc. 1997).
If a county has no economic diversity, all employment is in one industry. Perfect diversity means employment is
equally distributed across all 70 industries.

The SEA counties are grouped on map 9 according to the 1996 diversity indices. The SEA counties are divided
into thirds, with diversity indices for counties in the “low-diversity” category ranging from 0.6855 to 0.7474; from
0.7495 to 0.7828 for “moderate diversity” counties; and from 0.7840 to 0.8261 for “high diversity” counties on
the diversity scale of zero to one. The diversity classes are relevant only in comparison with SEA counties. The
diversity indices are not “high” or “low” in an absolute sense and not as compared to counties or areas outside
the SEA region. The total spread of diversity indices for the SEA region is not very large.

Overall, the SEA region and California as a whole have relatively high economic diversity indices. The region
currently is slightly higher than the state as a whole in diversity and has had a higher diversity throughout the
1982-96 period (fig. 8). Diversity indices for both the region and the state of California increased throughout the
recovery and expansion from the recession of the early 1980s but stopped increasing with the 1990s recession.
There was a small decline in the diversity indices between 1993 and 1996.

All three nonmetropolitan counties (Imperial, San Benito, and Kings Counties) are classified as having “low
diversity,” and Imperial and Kings Counties are the two least diverse counties in the region. The low-diversity
counties are generally those with more rural, agriculturally based economies or those with a predominant single
industry such as state government in Sacramento County. The other six counties with low-diversity economies
are scattered across the region. Five counties along the Pacific coast, San Diego, Orange, Los Angeles, Ventura,
and Santa Barbara Counties; two counties in the San Francisco Bay Area, San Francisco and Alameda Counties;
and San Joaquin County in the Central Valley have economies with high diversity.

The average diversity indices for each group of counties on the map (low, moderate, and high diversity) was
calculated for all the years IMPLAN data were available. The change in the average diversity index during
specific periods for each group was then displayed (fig. 9). In the first half of the 1980s, those counties in the
lowest diversity group had the largest increase in diversity indices. From 1985 to 1996, all three groups had
similar patterns of change in the average diversity index.
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Figure 8—Average economic diversity indices for California and the social-
economic assessment (SEA) region, 1982 to 1996. Circle indicates recession
period (U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service 2000b).
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Map 10 is based on county-level industry earnings information at the one- and two-digit SIC level for 1987 and
1997 from the REIS (U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis 1999). Earnings for the SEA
counties were summarized for these industry sectors and sector groups:

¢ Agricultural services, forestry, fishing, and other
* Mining
¢ Construction
¢ Manufacturing:
e Durable goods
* Nondurable goods
* Transportation and public utilities
* Wholesale trade
* Retail trade
* Finance, insurance, and real estate
* Services
¢ Government:
* Federal, civilian
* Military
» State and local government

Industry earnings are expressed in 1992 dollars by using the chain-type price indices for gross domestic product
(Council of Economic Advisors 1999).

Only those industry sectors that accounted for 5 percent or more of the total nonfarm earnings of a specific
county in both 1987 and 1997 were included as part of the analysis. The growth in nonfarm earnings was then
determined by calculating the compound rate of change in industry earnings between 1987 and 1997 for each
sector. Those industries with the highest compound growth rate in earnings were considered the “fastest growing
nonfarm industries” for a given county, and those industries with the lowest compound growth rate in earnings
were considered the “slowest growing nonfarm industries” for that county.

Economic growth in the United States during the first half of the 20th century was led by rapid growth in manu-
facturing sectors (Council of Economic Advisors 1991). Subsequent economic growth for the Nation as well as
the region and California has centered on expanding service, financial, and knowledge-based industries (Council
of Economic Advisors 1991, U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis 1999). This trend is
evident in the region with 16 out of the 26 counties in the region having services as the fastest growing industry
sector between 1987 and 1997.

The fastest growing sectors in other counties were state and local government (Kern, Kings, Monterey, and
Santa Barbara Counties) and finance, insurance, and real estate (Sacramento, San Francisco, and San Joaquin
Counties). Three sectors fell under the “other” category with one county each (table 2). Because the industries
for map 10 are at the one- and two-digit level of detail, many specific industry sectors are included in the aggre-
gates. The services sector, for instance, includes a wide array of specific industries, and changes in economic
activity in a specific county may be concentrated in certain portions of the services sector. Finance sectors include
such diverse industries as real estate, insurance, and the traditional financial industries such as banking.

Table 2—Fastest growing industry for counties designated “other”

County Fastest growing industry?@
Alameda Durable goods

Imperial Transportation and public utilities
Orange Wholesale trade

@ Designated as “other” on map.

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis 1999.
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Map 11 displays the slowest growing nonfarm industries for the SEA counties by using the same data set as was
used for the fastest growing nonfarm industries map. The industries that had the lowest percentage of growth in
earnings between 1987 and 1997 are identified on the map. In some counties, the slowest growing sectors were
sectors that had a negative growth rate in earnings—a decrease in total earnings over the period. As was true
for map 10, only those industrial sectors with 5 percent or more of the total nonfarm earnings of a county in
1987 and 1997 were included in the analysis.

Construction was the slowest growing sector in 12 of the 26 SEA counties between 1987 and 1997. These coun-
ties were scattered across the entire region. Construction sector activity is closely linked to business cycles, and
the slow growth reflects the prolonged 1990s recession in California and the SEA region. The retail trade sector
was the slowest growing sector in three SEA counties; durable goods manufacturing was the slowest growing
sector in three other SEA counties; and the military (a federal government sector) sector was the slowest grow-
ing sector in three additional counties. This distribution of sectors is a reflection of the prolonged recession and
the cutbacks in military spending. These counties are not concentrated in any one of the SEA subregions.

Transportation, another sector closely linked to business cycles and the overall level of economic activity, was
the slowest growing industry in San Francisco and Stanislaus Counties. Three counties, designated as “other”
on map 11 had unigue sectors as the slowest growing industry (table 3).

Table 3—Slowest growing industry for counties designated “other”

County Slowest growing industry?

Imperial Agricultural services, forestry, fishing, and other
San Benito Nondurable goods manufacturing

Santa Clara State and local government

2 Designated as “other” on map.

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis 1999.
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Population changes for a specific area are often linked to changes in basic economic and social conditions
(Christensen and others 2000). The quality of life for a specific locality, housing costs and other cost of living
components, cultural traditions, social networks, and labor market conditions are some of the factors that can
impact population changes. These factors can act in combinations to impact both the migration and natural
increase components of population change. The impacts can occur in both directions. Changes in the social
and economic conditions can lead to population changes, and population changes can, in turn, lead to changes
in social and economic conditions.

Map 12 displays population changes for the SEA counties from April 1990, the date of the decennial census,
through July 1, 1998. The U.S. Bureau of the Census Population Estimates Program develops population esti-
mates for intercensal years by using data sources such as birth and death information, tax returns, and migra-
tion records. These estimates are made as of July 1 for each intercensal year and include revisions for previous
estimates back to the last census (U.S. Census Bureau 2000b).

The population growth in California has exceeded, and often far exceeded, the population growth rate for the
United States almost every year since the 1970s. The only exception was a period in the 1990s when California
was experiencing the effects of a prolonged and severe recession. Still, the growth rate for the 1990-98 period
for California was 9.7 percent, more than 2 percent above the growth in population for the United States during
the same period. The growth in population for the region during the 1990-98 period was less than the growth
rate for California as a whole at 8.6 percent.

The slowest growth has occurred in six counties along the Pacific coast. These counties include Marin, Santa
Cruz, and San Francisco Counties in the San Francisco Bay area; Monterey and Santa Barbara Counties in
the central coast area; and Los Angeles County. All these counties had growth rates of less than 6 percent for
the 1990-98 period, substantially below the population growth rates for both the state of California and the SEA
region as a whole. Monterey, Santa Barbara, San Francisco, and Los Angeles are included among those counties
that had the smallest (3.0 percent to 19.6 percent) increase in total employment during the same period. This is
an indication that slow employment growth (and other factors such as housing costs and high cost of living) may
more than offset the potential positive effects of high wage levels and quality of life considerations on population
changes.

At the other end of the population growth scale, Kern, Kings, and San Benito Counties in the Central Valley,
and Imperial, Riverside and San Bernardino Counties in southern California had growth rates of 15.3 percent
or higher during the period. This was more than double the population growth rate for the United States. All
three nonmetropolitan counties are located in this list of counties and were among the counties that had con-
sistently high unemployment rates from 1987 through 1997, an indication that the unemployment rate by itself
may not be a good predictor of population growth. The other 14 SEA counties had population growth rates
between 7.4 and 15.1 percent for the 1990-98 period.

Change in the population of a county may not show what is happening in different communities within the
counties. Many of the SEA counties are large and geographically heterogeneous and may include declining or
stagnant communities as well as rapidly growing communities. Population growth rates of incorporated places
by size class for the entire region (table 4) show that population growth was the fastest in communities with a
population of 2,500 to 9,999 and less for both smaller and larger places. Incorporated and unincorporated areas
are explored in more detail on map 13.

Table 4—Population change in incorporated places, by size class, 1990 to 1999

Size of incorporated places in 1990 Population change, 1990 to 1999
Percent
Under 2,500 15.3
2,500 to 9,999 34.6
10,000 to 49,999 17.4
50,000 to 99,999 15.3
100,000 to 499,999 14.6
Over 500,000 12.3

Source: U.S. Census Bureau 2000b.
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The population change in the unincorporated and incorporated portions of a county can provide a useful per-
spective on the nature of population change within a county, but incorporated and unincorporated population
change is not a perfect definition of rural and urban population changes. Incorporation is an artificial designa-
tion, and some smaller incorporated places are, in fact, rural and some unincorporated areas are geographically
linked with an urban area and are urban in character (Christensen and others 2000). Census data and intercensal
population estimates produced by the Population Estimate Program of the U.S. Bureau of the Census for the
period April 1990-July 1998 are used in map 13. Changes in the unincorporated and incorporated population
estimates include the impact of areas that were unincorporated in 1990 and became incorporated by 1998.

The designated threshold for change in this analysis is a greater than or less than 10-percent increase in the
incorporated or unincorporated population component over the 1990-98 period. There are four possible population
growth combinations for a given county: both the incorporated and unincorporated component have increased
greater than 10 percent; the incorporated component has increased greater than 10 percent, and the unincor-
porated component has increased less than 10 percent; the incorporated component has increased less than
10 percent, and the unincorporated component has increased greater than 10 percent; and finally, both the
incorporated and unincorporated component have increased less than 10 percent.

All the slow-growth counties from map 12 had growth of less than 10 percent in both the incorporated and unin-
corporated components of the county population (except for San Francisco County, which has no unincorporated
population component). The faster growing counties in the region all had growth faster than 10 percent in both
the incorporated and unincorporated or in only the incorporated components. Only two counties, Alameda and
San Luis Obispo Counties, had growth of greater than 10 percent in the unincorporated component of the popu-
lation and less than 10 percent in the incorporated component. Conversely, seven counties, including all but one
of the Central Valley counties in the region, had growth greater than 10 percent in the incorporated portion of the
county and growth of less than 10 percent in the unincorporated part of the county.

Population in the SEA region is predominantly urban. Only two counties in the region have more than 50 percent
of the total population in the unincorporated portion of the county. In 1998, 16.9 percent of the population of the
SEA region lived in unincorporated areas, up from 16.7 percent of the total population of the region in 1990.
Although the growth in the unincorporated portions of the region is occurring faster than in the incorporated
portions and the proportion of the population of the region living in unincorporated areas is increasing, the
percentage is increasing in only four SEA counties.

Table 5 shows the proportion of the total county population living in the incorporated and unincorporated portions
of the county and the percentage of change in the unincorporated component over the 1990-98 period. Expressing
the population changes in the unincorporated portions of the region in percentage terms can be somewhat
misleading, as the total number of people living in unincorporated areas is small relative to the number in incor-
porated areas. Large percentage changes in the unincorporated part of the region are only a small absolute
increase in population. In absolute terms, the incorporated portions of the region added four times as many
people as the unincorporated part in the 1990-98 period.

Table 5—Proportion of county population living in unincorporated areas, 1990-98, and actual
percentage of change in population in unincorporated areas, 1990-98

Proportion in April, Proportion in July, Actual percentage of change in
County 1990 1998 unincorporated population
Percent

Alameda 9 10 14.2

Contra Costa 19 19 15.7

Fresno 24 23 7.0

Imperial 25 24 28.8

Kern 48 45 9.1

Kings 34 30 3.3

Los Angeles 10 11 6.6

Marin 28 28 3.7

Merced 39 38 8.0

Monterey 26 27 5.3

Orange 6 7 41.5

Riverside 29 29 26.2
Sacramento 61 59 7.1

San Benito 43 38 18.1

San Bernardino 18 17 12.1

San Diego 16 16 12.7

San Francisco 0 0 No unincorporated areas
San Joaquin 26 25 8.4

San Luis Obispo 41 43 11.7

San Mateo 9 9 9.1

Santa Barbara 43 42 4.8

Santa Clara 7 7 2.9

Santa Cruz 57 56 4.6

Solano 6 6 5.0
Stanislaus 26 25 11.5

Ventura 13 13 8.0

Source: U.S. Census Bureau 2000b.
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The Internal Revenue Service, Statistics of Income Division with the assistance of the U.S. Bureau of the
Census develops immigration and outmigration data for counties in the United States from income tax returns.
Data on immigration and outmigration were obtained for each SEA county for tax years 1986-97. These tax
years begin in April as most tax returns are filed by April 15.

The number of immigrants and outmigrants is based on the number of exemptions on tax returns that have
address changes from the previous year. The data include the counties that people have moved from or to,

but do not include information on people who did not file a tax return the previous year (such as international
immigrants) or people who have not participated in the economy on a taxed basis. These migration data usually
account for 85 percent or more of the total estimated domestic immigration and outmigration. The SEA counties
are divided into four classes: high immigration and high outmigration, low immigration and low outmigration, high
immigration and low outmigration, and low immigration and high outmigration (map 14).

California, and southern California in particular, experienced high immigration from the early 1970s to the end of
the 1980s. Net migration (including international migration) provided about half of the total population growth for
the five-county Los Angeles area between 1970 and 1990 (Dear 1996). But this level of net migration did not
continue into the 1990s, and the SEA region had a low level of both immigration and outmigration during the
1986-97 period. Net domestic migration in the region was negative from 1988 through 1996 (fig. 10). Between
1990 and 1997, net domestic migration for California was negative, at a loss of 1,962,128 persons. International
migration for the state during the same period, however, was positive, at 1,788,593 persons (U.S. Census Bureau
2000c). This still led to a net migration loss of 173,535 people during this 7-year timespan. (The California
Department of Finance also estimates migration and, in contrast, estimated a positive net migration gain of
525,133 for the state of California during this period [California Department of Finance 2000]). About one-third
of the 5,626,775 international migrants entering the United States between 1990 and 1997 entered California.
Many international migrants move to the SEA region. Five counties in the Los Angeles area alone have more
than 22 percent of all the foreign-born immigrants in the Nation (Dear 1996).

Eight counties from Solano County in the northern part of the region to Imperial County along the Mexico border
had high immigration and high outmigration. Seven of these counties also had fast or very fast rates of popula-
tion growth (map 12). Fourteen counties across the region had both low outmigration and low immigration. Two
counties, Contra Costa and San Luis Obispo Counties, had low outmigration and high immigration. Three coun-
ties, Marin, San Mateo, and San Francisco Counties in the San Francisco Bay Area, had high outmigration and
low levels of immigration. These three counties had low or moderate rates of population increase during the
1990-98 period. Table 6 shows the natural increase (births minus deaths) compared to net domestic migration
in each SEA county between 1990 and 1998. As can be seen in the final row, the natural rate of increase only
exceeds the net domestic migration loss by 537,884 persons.

Figure 10—Immigration, outmigration, and net domestic
1,600,000 migration in the social-economic assessment region:
1,400,000 1987-97 (U.S. Census Bureau 2000c).
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Table 6—Natural increase (births minus deaths) and net domestic migration and population change in
the social-economic assessment (SEA) region, 1990-98

Births-deaths, Net domestic migration, Population change,

County 1990 to 1998 1990 to 1998 1990 to 19982
Alameda 98,605 -89,570 95,976
Contra Costa 54,407 26,104 114,468
Fresno 84,496 -36,069 88,240
Imperial 15,566 1,984 34,748
Kern 66,058 -2,914 86,478
Kings 13,012 -1,643 17,397
Los Angeles 1,010,018 -1,472,547 350,481
Marin 8,005 -10,207 6,674
Merced 23,573 -16,721 19,327
Monterey 41,853 -60,158 9,945
Orange 285,413 -177,106 311,033
Riverside 115,510 144,660 308,425
Sacramento 86,937 -27,695 102,983
San Benito 4,540 5,684 12,077
San Bernardino 173,373 -12,150 216,854
San Diego 242,365 -149,816 282,576
San Francisco 10,904 -75,074 21,815
San Joaquin 43,852 3,069 69,817
San Luis Obispo 7,090 6,826 17,204
San Mateo 44,683 -44,448 51,142
Santa Barbara 29,178 -29,614 19,894
Santa Clara 151,088 -146,503 143,638
Santa Cruz 17,395 -14,985 13,260
Solano 31,330 -9,774 37,944
Stanislaus 35,850 4,986 55,938
Ventura 65,738 -37,275 62,951

Total SEA region 2,760,839 -2,222,955 2,551,285

@ Total population change includes net international migration.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau 2000.
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Change in Race and
Hispanic Origin

Table 7—Percentage of the total
population that is Hispanic or
Latino in 1990 and the change in
the percentage of the population
that is Hispanic or Latino from
1990 to 1998, for the state and for
the social-economic assessment
(SEA) region and counties

Total Changein
population percentage

that is between

Hispanic 1990

or Latino, and
County 1990 1998

Percent

Imperial 70.9 6.7
San Benito 52.4 8.0
Los Angeles 41.0 5.4
Fresno 40.1 6.5
Kings 39.2 7.1
Monterey 37.9 6.5
Merced 37.3 6.5
Kern 324 6.6
San Bernardino 31.6 6.3
Ventura 314 5.9
Riverside 31.3 6.3
Santa Barbara  30.9 5.9
Orange 274 4.8
Stanislaus 26.8 5.7
San Joaquin 26.3 4.8
Santa Cruz 24.8 55
San Diego 23.8 5.0
Santa Clara 23.6 4.1
San Mateo 19.9 34
Alameda 15.7 3.0
San Luis Obispo 15.5 3.4
San Francisco  14.6 2.4
Solano 13.9 2.8
Sacramento 13.3 3.0
Contra Costa 13.2 2.9
Marin 9.0 1.9
SEA region 32.2 5.1
California State  31.0 5.0

Source: U.S. Census Bureau 2000b.
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The racial and ethnic composition of a community is a strong determinant of identity for local residents. Changes
in the racial and ethnic composition of an area are of primary interest to land managers, public policymakers,
and community development specialists because changing demographics likely indicate changes in the needs,
interests, and values of a community. For example, some research has suggested that Asians enjoy visiting
recreational areas in large family and friend groups and are less bothered by crowds in national forests than
are other racial and ethnic groups (Taylor and Winter 1995). For a forest manager, an increase in the Asian
proportion of the county populations neighboring the national forests may indicate a need to emphasize or
expand day-use recreational facilities to accommodate larger groups.

California is known for its long history of racial and ethnic diversity and receives many of the immigrants migrat-
ing to the United States. In fact, multiculturism is a central theme to the experience of living in the SEA region,
and for many of the SEA counties, there is no one ethnic or racial majority; that is, no single ethnic or racial
group comprises over 50 percent of the population.

Demographic information and population estimates were obtained from the U.S. Census Bureau for July 1,
1990, through July 1, 1998. The racial and ethnic categories used by the U.S. Census Bureau and limitations of
census data require further comment. In 1977, the federal Office of Management and Budgeting (OMB) issued a
directive to standardize race and ethnic categories to increase consistency in racial and ethnic data reporting,
collection, and tabulation (U.S. Census Bureau 2000d). The racial groups specified by the directive were White;
Black; American Indian, Eskimo, and Aleut; and Asian and Pacific Islander. The ethnic groups specified were
Hispanic origin and Not of Hispanic origin. In the OMB classification system, race and ethnicity are considered
different concepts and are listed as separate questions on decennial censuses. Recent research suggests,
however, that some Hispanics (and likely others) often are confused by the separate race and ethnicity questions
and consider themselves either racially Hispanic or do not identify with any of the four racial groups listed (De la
Puente and McKay 1995). This as well as other criticisms related to the limitation to four racial categories and
disallowing individuals to be represented under more than one category has caused the OMB to revise class-
ification standards as of October 1997.

For the new classification system, individuals are allowed to claim more than one race on federal forms, and
the minimum racial categories are listed as Asian or Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander; Black or African
American; American Indian or Alaska Native; and White. The ethnic categories are listed as Hispanic or Latino
and not Hispanic or Latino. As with any census of such size and magnitude, the federal decennial census is
subject to data limitations because of such problems as erroneous reporting, undercounting, and lack of training
and supervision of enumerators.

Every county in the region experienced an increase in population between 1990 and 1998, and many counties
experienced rapid growth with a growth rate over 15 percent (map 12). Almost all racial and ethnic classifications
in each county also experienced numerical increases. The question that remains (and the one of most interest to
those who provide and allocate funds for civic services (is how the proportions of race and ethnicity in the county
populations are changing. Map 15 shows which population—excluding the White, non-Hispanic or Latino popula-
tion—experienced the largest change in the percentage of the total population from 1990 to 1998. Overwhelm-
ingly, in the region, the ethnic category of Hispanic or Latino experienced the greatest increase in percentage of
population. In 21 counties, the increase in the Hispanic or Latino percentage of the population outpaced increases
in the non-Hispanic and Latino population of all races. These findings parallel statistics at the state and national
level.

From 1990 to 1998, the state of California not only had the greatest number of Hispanic or Latino residents
but also experienced the greatest percentage of increase in Hispanic or Latino population (Sink and Smith
1998). Over the same period, Los Angeles County topped all U.S. counties with the largest population and
largest numerical increase in Hispanic or Latino residents. What is perhaps most visually notable in map 15
is how the ethnic category of Hispanic or Latino dominates percentage increases in population for all of the
counties in the Central Valley, central coast, southern California, and San Diego subregions.

The faster population growth of the Hispanic or Latino ethnic group in most of the SEA counties is likely related
to the large agricultural industry in these regions and the need for farm labor in the inland counties. Higher fertility
rates of Hispanics and Latinos may be another cause of greater increase in the population than for other racial

or ethnic groups. Table 7 shows the percentage of the population that was Hispanic or Latino in 1990 and the
change in the percentage of that population between 1990 and 1998 for the SEA region and counties, and the
state. Again, the largest increases in the Hispanic or Latino population (in this case numerical increases rather
than percentage of population) are found in the noncoastal areas, and the smallest increases are found in the
coastal areas.

The other population (not including White or non-Hispanic or Latino) that experienced the largest increase in the
percentage of county population in specific counties was Asian or Pacific Islander. No county in the SEA region

experienced an increase in the proportion of the population that is American Indian or Alaska Native or Black. In
Alameda, San Francisco, San Mateo, and Solano Counties, all in the San Francisco Bay Area, the proportion of
the population that is Asian or Pacific Islander increased faster than the American Indian or Alaska Native, Black,
and Hispanic or Latino populations over the 1990-98 period. In fact, Asian or Pacific Islander is the only racial or
ethnic group analyzed that did not experience a decline either numerically or in percentage of the population for
any of the SEA counties for that period. San Francisco County had the highest increase in the percentage of the
population that is Asian or Pacific Islander (6.6 percent) and also experienced decreases in both numbers and in
percentage of the population that is White, Black, or American Indian or Alaska Native between 1990 and 1998.
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Educational Attainment

Table 8—Percentage of popula-
tion 25 years and older, with no
high school diploma by the
Nation, California, and social-
economic assessment (SEA)

region and county, 1990

County Percent
Imperial 46.8
Merced 36.9
Kings 34.4
Fresno 33.8
Kern 324
San Benito 31.6
Stanislaus 31.6
San Joaquin 31.4
Los Angeles 30.0
Monterey 27.1
Riverside 25.9
San Bernardino 24.6
San Francisco 22.0
Ventura 20.6
Santa Barbara 20.0
Orange 18.8
Alameda 18.6
San Diego 18.1
Santa Cruz 18.1
Santa Clara 18.0
Sacramento 17.8
Solano 17.3
San Luis Obispo 16.7
San Mateo 15.9
Contra Costa 13.5
Marin 8.1
SEA region 24.2
California 23.8
United States 24.8

Source: U.S. Census Bureau 2000e.
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Educational attainment is one of the primary indicators of socioeconomic success of an individual and the eco-
nomic and social viability of a community. The level of education an individual attains is positively correlated with
lower unemployment, greater lifelong economic opportunity, and—probably its most publicized relation—higher
earnings. A higher level of education means higher wages for an individual. In 1996, the national average earn-
ings for an individual over the age of 18 without a high school diploma was $15,011; with a high school diploma,
$22,154; with a bachelors degree, $38,112; and with an advanced degree, $61,317 (Day and Curry 1998).
Higher levels of education are not only a desirable quality of a workforce but also indicate that a given population
will have the skills to adapt to changing social, economic, and environmental circumstances. In fact, the central
role education plays in the health and economic performance of a community is evident in its consistent ranking
as a top priority by Californians in public opinion polls (Patsaouras 1999).

Data on the educational attainment level of all persons over the age of 25 were obtained for each SEA county
from the federal 1990 census. The number of individuals over the age of 25 with a postsecondary degree—
including an associate’s, bachelor’s, graduate or professional degree—was calculated and divided by the total
population over the age of 25 for each county. The resulting figure is the percentage of the population, 25 years
or older, with a postsecondary degree. Because the data presented here represent the total population 25 years
or older with a postsecondary degree, figures do not reflect differences in educational attainment levels among
ethnic and racial categories, genders, and age groups. In addition, educational attainment levels represent the
number of years spent in school or the highest grade or degree completed and not the true skill level of the indi-
vidual. Though higher levels of education usually indicate higher levels of workplace skills, the variation in skill
levels among individuals with the same educational attainment may differ widely and by using educational attain-
ment as a proxy for skills may overstate the skill levels of some groups (Johnson and Tafoya 1999). For these rea-
sons, the data presented here are suggestive only.

Map 16 shows the percentage of the population 25 years or older with a postsecondary degree in the SEA
counties for 1990. The data are displayed roughly in groups of 10 percentage points, ranging from 15.7 to 51.4
percent. Most of the counties fall within the two middle categories, and three counties fall into each of the lowest
and highest categories. The counties with the lowest percentage of the population, 25 years and older, with a
postsecondary degree are found in the inland, predominately agrarian counties of Kings, Imperial, and Merced.
The low levels of educational attainment in these areas likely are related to two factors. The first factor is the
nonmetropolitan character of these counties. Nationally, and in the state of California, educational attainment lev-
els are higher in metropolitan areas than in nonmetropolitan areas (Day and Curry 1998). The second factor is
the concentration of foreign-born workers in the agriculture industry. Recent studies have found that about 90
percent of all farmworkers in California are immigrants, 71 percent of all California farmworkers have less than
an eighth-grade education, and 84 percent of immigrant farmworkers speak limited or no English at all (Taylor
and others 1997). Many variables affect the educational success rate of immigrant children including, but not lim-
ited to, participation in a preschool program and common exposure to reading and writing (in Spanish) at home
(Groves 2000).

The counties with the highest percentage of the population, 25 years and older, with a postsecondary degree
are the more urban, San Francisco Bay Area counties of Marin, San Francisco, and Santa Clara. Map 16 shows
that the concentration of higher levels of educational attainment appears to be along the coast and in the San
Francisco Bay Area. As mentioned above, a higher level of education in a population has been correlated to
lower levels of unemployment. In figure 11, the unemployment rate is charted against the percentage of the
population, 25 years and older, with a postsecondary degree in 1990 for each SEA county. The relation between
the two indicators is inverse—the counties exhibiting a greater percentage of their population 25 years or older
as having a postsecondary degree also have low unemployment rates.

Employers often require employees to have a high school diploma or equivalent as a minimum level of educa-
tion; therefore, individuals who do not complete high school have fewer employment options and opportunities
than those who do complete high school. In addition, employers often base hiring decisions on a combination of
skills (usually assessed through education levels) and experience. Consequently, limited job opportunities and
options in early adulthood may make it difficult for an individual without a high school diploma to increase his or
her wage earning potential and be promoted to more senior positions. National statistics show evidence of these
difficulties: in 1994, high school dropouts were more than twice as likely to be on welfare than high school gradu-
ates who did not go on to college (Sink and Smith 1998). Table 8 lists the percentage of the population, 25 years
and older, that did not have a high school diploma in 1990 for the Nation, California, and the SEA region and
counties. The counties exhibiting the lowest percentage of the population as having postsecondary degrees—
Imperial, Merced, and Kings Counties—also have the highest percentages of population without high school
diplomas.
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Figure 11—Unemployment rate compared to percentage of the population, 25 years and older, with a postsecondary degree, by social-
economic assessment county, 1990 (U.S. Census Bureau 2000e).
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The Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 defines a disability as any “physical or mental impairment that sub-
stantially limits one or more of the major life activities” (U.S. Census Bureau 1999a). A disability can be related to
difficulty in functional activities (seeing, hearing, and walking), difficulties in activities related to daily living (dress-
ing, eating, and toileting), or difficulties related to other everyday tasks or social roles. Degrees of disability will
differ among individuals, and individuals may have more than one disability. Disabilities not only present chal-
lenges to accomplishing domestic, personal, and work-related tasks but also challenges of discrimination
against those who look or act differently from the norm, lack of accessible transportation, and other obstacles
that limit an individual's opportunities and options. These disadvantages are evident in related statistics that
indicate individuals with disabilities are more likely to have higher unemployment rates, lower educational
attainment, higher instances of poverty, and suffer from greater levels of social isolation. A severe disability
not only has challenging implications for an individual but “the barriers to employment, economic security, and
independence mean that valuable skills and abilities of persons with disabilities are lost [for] local communi-
ties as well as the national economy” (Center on Economic Development and Disability 1999).

The U.S. Census Bureau collects data on disability from three primary sources: the Survey of Income and Program
Participation (SIPP), the decennial census of population, and the Current Population Survey (CPS). The SIPP

is the most comprehensive source of information related to disability; however, it does not provide accurate esti-
mates below the regional level. The decennial census is the only source of information that provides complete
data on disability at the county level. Information on the numbers and the percentage of the noninstitutionalized
population, ages 16 and over, with any disability was obtained from the U.S. Census Bureau for 1990. The SEA
counties were ranked according to the percentage of the population with any disability and divided into three
groups (see map 17).

For the percentage of the population 16 years and older, noninstitutionalized and with any disability, all the SEA
counties fell within 8 1/2 percentage points (16.8 to 25.2 percent) with a region average of 21.1 percent. The
counties with the highest percentage of population affected with a disability are Imperial (25.2 percent), Stanislaus
(24.4 percent), and San Joaquin (24.3). The counties with the lowest percentage of population affected with a
disability are Santa Clara (16.8 percent), Orange (17.0 percent), and Marin (17.9 percent). Disability rates differ
by sex, race, and ethnicity but differ most significantly by age. At the national level, in 1991 to 1992 the popula-
tion 75 to 84 years old experienced a 63.7-percent disability rate, whereas the population 18 to 44 years old
experienced only a 13.6-percent disability rate (McNeil 1999). Differences in disability rates among counties
may be related to different age structures of the population in addition to other unidentified factors.

Disabilities range in severity from difficulty in completing everyday tasks to total inability to perform activities or
tasks such as those described above. A person who is unable or requires assistance to perform functional activi-
ties or the activities of daily living is considered to have a severe disability. Severe disabilities include, but are not
limited to, deafness, blindness, mental illness, partial paralysis, or mental retardation. Individuals with severe dis-
abilities are more likely to experience the greatest social and economic challenges of living with disabilities. The
percentage of the population 16 years or older, noninstitutionalized, and with any disability and the percentage of
the same population considered to have a severe disability or severe combination of disabilities are shown in fig-
ure 12. For each SEA county, about half of all persons with a disability have either a severe disability or multi-
ple disabilities that cause the individual to be unable to perform one of more of the functions and tasks
discussed above.
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Figure 12—Percentage of noninstitutionalized population, 16 years and older, with a severe and nonsevere disability,
by social-economic assessment county, 1990 (U.S. Census Bureau 2000f).
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Change in Income Maintenance

Table 9—Average annual income
maintenance per capita for the
United States, California, and
social-economic assessment
(SEA) counties, 1987-97

Income
maintenance

County (dollars)

Fresno 735.37
Merced 718.78
San Joaquin 690.69
Imperial 685.85
San Francisco 677.27
Sacramento 648.86
Stanislaus 572.56
Los Angeles 555.55
Kern 535.14
Kings 521.88
Alameda 516.09
San Bernardino 502.64
Solano 383.52
San Diego 377.54
Riverside 360.88
Contra Costa 352.33
Monterey 323.39
Santa Clara 316.96
San Benito 315.32
Santa Cruz 293.93
Santa Barbara 270.88
San Luis Obispo 259.84
Orange 233.09
Ventura 229.07
San Mateo 208.47
Marin 184.04
SEA region 441.15
California State 460.61
United States 295.22

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce,
Bureau of Economic Analysis 1999.
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Welfare programs are designed to provide financial and material aid to families in need who meet specific eligi-
bility requirements. The amount of money and other aid received by a family are considered income mainte-
nance; that is, they are funds and other assistance that allow a family to maintain a livable income during times
of economic hardship. Increases in income maintenance payments may indicate rising levels of social and eco-
nomic stress including increases in economic hardship, limitations in the job market, or changing demographics
such as increases in single-parent families. Decreases in income maintenance payments may be representative
of a stronger economy, indicate increases in economic stability, or be a result of greater restrictions in eligibility
to receive aid.

In the late part of the 1990s, the SEA region saw many changes to the public “safety net” brought about by the
Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Act of 1996 and the Welfare to Work Act of 1997. Most changes
instigated by new federal and state legislation—including lifetime eligibility limits, work requirements, child immu-
nization requirements, and other changes—will reduce aid or restrict eligibility (Western Center on Law and
Poverty 1998). It is anticipated that the counties most reliant on public welfare (especially those counties with
high poverty rates, high unemployment, and large immigrant populations (will face difficulties in adapting to the
new policies.3 In addition, the new policies are not expected to affect everyone equally, and there is concern
that they will most negatively impact the population of legal and future immigrants in their ability to receive
income maintenance benefits (Dear and Sommer 1998). The amount of income maintenance received per
capita will need monitoring in conjunction with other social health indicators to assess trends in the economic
dimensions of human adaptation.

Data on per capita income maintenance were obtained from the Department of Commerce for the years 1987-97
for the Nation, California, and SEA counties. All numbers were adjusted to 1992 dollars to assure comparability
by removing the effects of changes in the purchasing power of the dollar. The forms of income maintenance
included in this data are supplemental security income, food stamps, temporary aid to needy families (formerly
Aid to Families with Dependent Children), and others. To calculate the average annual per capita change in
income maintenance, the difference in income maintenance between 1987 and 1997 was determined and then
divided by 10 (the number of years). The resulting figure is the average annual increase for the 1987-97 period.
Though this figure reveals general trends in income maintenance, it may mask important annual differences due
to several exogenous factors such as economic trends and changes in welfare policies.

Map 18 presents the per capita average annual increase in income maintenance for the SEA counties in quartiles.
All counties in the region experienced an increase in income maintenance per capita over the 10-year period. In
general, income maintenance per capita rose for each SEA county between 1987 and 1996 with more drastic
increases during the 1989-91 period followed by more minute changes in 1992-94. The counties with the highest
levels of income maintenance per capita also experienced the greatest increases in income maintenance per
capita during the recession years of 1989-91. This suggests that the economies of counties that already have
high levels of people in need of income maintenance assistance may be more vulnerable to external economic
fluctuations. As counties recovered from the recession, their levels of income maintenance per capita began to
level off, and many experienced negative annual changes in per capita income maintenance by 1996. In 1997,
every county exhibited a decrease in income maintenance per capita from the preceding year. Those counties
that exhibited the greatest increases in income maintenance during the recession experienced the greatest
decreases in 1996 (with the exception of Los Angeles County, which took longer to recover from the recession).

Income maintenance per capita can increase in two ways—»by increasing the number of recipients or by increas-
ing the amount of aid distributed to each recipient. Whereas map 18 depicts the per capita average increase in
income maintenance, it does not make evident which counties already had a high level of income maintenance
per capita. Table 9 lists the average income maintenance for the SEA counties, California, and the Nation over the
years 1987-97. During this period, the national average was $295 per capita. All but seven of the counties in the
region had income maintenance averages above the national average, and Fresno County had a rate almost 2
1/2 times higher than the national average. Low levels in average annual income maintenance per capita, such

as in affluent Marin County, likely indicate that only a small percentage of the total population received income
maintenance benefits.

California had an average per capita income maintenance rate of $461, which was slightly higher than the
regional rate of $441. These figures suggest that while the region exhibited less income maintenance per capita
than the state of California as a whole, both the region and the state either had more people in need of income
maintenance, gave each recipient more benefits than other regions in the United States, or both. Los Angeles
County alone has more recipients of welfare than 48 states (all states excluding New York and California)
(Havemann 1998). Many social and demographic variables likely contribute to the great need for income mainte-
nance in the SEA region and California. Some research has found that welfare recipients in California “tend to
have substantially lower basic skills than welfare recipients in the rest of the nation,” and “the basic skills gap
between welfare recipients and employed people is greater in California than in the rest of the Nation” (Johnson
and Tafoya 1999: in findings). Low skills coupled with the large numbers of people dependent on income mainte-
nance indicate that California and the SEA counties will have a difficult time moving people from welfare to work.

3 Preliminary evaluations of the new CalWORKs program
have found low recipient compliance in joining the job club
program and challenges to securing full-time jobs with
wages above the state minimum for those who are willing
to work (Zellman and others 1999).
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Change in Poverty Rate
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An individual living in poverty is considered to be in financial distress and may have few financial options as
well as limited opportunity to increase his or her human capital. Not only does poverty indicate limited economic
opportunity in the present, research indicates time spent in poverty during young adulthood may lead to decreased
earning potential in the future (Mizell 1999). Though the immediate impacts of poverty are borne by individuals
and families, poverty has consequences for entire communities including heavier burdens on public assistance
services and the underutilization of human potential. For these reasons and others, communities and counties
with high poverty rates may face impeded adaptation to changing economic, social, and environmental changes.

Statistics on the number of persons living in poverty are collected and published by the U.S. Census Bureau.
Data from the Current Population Survey (taken annually in March) are used to compare the cash income before
taxes to poverty thresholds of each family. Those individuals whose family income is below the poverty threshold
are considered to be living in poverty. The poverty thresholds were established in 1963 and are based on the
minimum income needed to provide a family with an adequate diet plus expenses. Now administered by the
OMB, those values have been updated annually since 1963 to account for inflation so that the thresholds repre-
sent the same purchasing power as 1963. In 1995, the poverty guideline for a family of four (two adults and two
children) was $15,150, and for a family of six it was $20,270.

The data presented in map 19 were obtained from the U.S. Census Bureau’s Small Area Income and Poverty
Estimates (U.S. Census Bureau 1999b). The percentage of change in the poverty rate between 1989 and 1995
(the last year for which data were available) was calculated for the state of California, the region, and each SEA
county (map 19). Those counties with an increase in the poverty rate (a positive change between 1989 and 1995)
were divided into thirds and each third labeled as having either a small, moderate, or large increase in the per-
centage of the population below the poverty line. San Francisco County was the one county that experienced

a decline in poverty rate (a negative change between 1989 and 1995), which is shown on map 19.

Map 19 shows that the concentration of the highest increases in poverty is in the most southern counties of
the region. The counties that experienced the highest increases in poverty rates were San Bernardino (61.4 per-
cent), Imperial (60.8 percent), Riverside (60.7 percent), San Diego (51.3 percent), and Orange (50.7) Counties.
These figures are remarkable, especially when compared to the increase in the poverty rate for the state of
California (39.1 percent) and the Nation as a whole (14.7 percent). The high increases in the poverty rates of
these counties likely are related but not isolated to the considerable negative impacts brokered by the impact
of the 1989-92 recession on southern California. In addition to the impact of the recession on manufacturing
and defense and aerospace industries, the expansion of low-wage immigrant-intensive agriculture and service
sector jobs also will likely contribute to the growing poverty in the southern and inland portion of the SEA
region (Taylor and others 1997).

For the entire region only, two counties, Alameda and San Francisco, experienced changes in the poverty rate
below the national average. This finding is supported by other research that has found that poverty and inequali-
ty have been rising faster in California than in the Nation as a whole (Buck 1997). Table 10 lists the poverty rates
and the percentage change in the poverty rates for California, the SEA region, and the United States. Between
1989 and 1993, the United States, California, and the SEA region experienced increases in the poverty rate of
18 percent, 37 percent, and 30 percent, respectively. Though all three areas experienced declines in the poverty
rate during the 1993-95 period, the state of California and the SEA region experienced less relief from poverty
than the Nation as a whole. These findings suggest that not only did California and the region suffer greater
increases in poverty during the recession years but they experienced less relief than the Nation as a whole
during the postrecession period.

The aberration presented in the data on San Francisco County requires further comment. In the same period
that the southern and inland counties experienced large increases in the poverty rate, San Francisco County
experienced a 4.1-percent decline in the percentage of the population living below the poverty line. Though ini-
tially this phenomenon may seem to be a positive indicator of economic and social health for the communities of
San Francisco County, circumstances related to the dearth of affordable housing in San Francisco may indicate
otherwise. In 1998, the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities released a report stating that the shortage of low-
rent housing reached a national high in 1995. Reasons for the shortage cited in the report include the building of
fewer low-cost housing units and the gentrification or “renewal” of formally low-income rentals. The effects of this
national shortage were strongly felt in San Francisco County where 73 percent of poor renters spent more than
half of their income on housing (Daskal 1998). A possible explanation for the decline in the number of persons
living in poverty within the San Francisco City and County limits is that the poorest of the population has been
displaced to areas with more affordable housing.

Table 10—Poverty rate and the percentage of change in the poverty rate for California, social-
economic assessment (SEA) region, and the United States, 1989, 1993, and 1995

Percentage of Percentage of
Poverty rate, change between Poverty rate, change between Poverty rate,
Entity 1989 1989 and 1993 1993 1993 and 1995 1995
Percent
United States 12.8 18 15.1 -8 13.8
California 12.7 37 17.4 -5 16.5
SEA region 12.2 30 15.8 -3 15.3

Source: U.S. Census Bureau 1999b.
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Change in Violent Crime Rates

Table 13—Violent crime rates for
the social-economic assessment
(SEA) region and counties, 1997

Violent crime rate

(per 100,000

County persons)
Los Angeles 1,120.0
San Francisco 1,107.3
Fresno 961.2
Alameda 960.2
Stanislaus 838.9
Solano 822.8
Riverside 787.9
Sacramento 779.4
San Joaquin 757.1
Merced 743.6
San Bernardino 695.9
Santa Cruz 652.5
San Diego 651.6
Kern 645.3
Imperial 641.2
Monterey 631.0
Contra Costa 628.7
Kings 566.7
Santa Clara 556.8
Santa Barbara 438.1
San Benito 424.2
Orange 414.2
San Luis Obispo 386.9
Ventura 355.2
San Mateo 322.3
Marin 298.4
SEA region 670.5

Source: California Department of Justice 2000.
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Criminal activity is the result of a combination of many complex social conditions and circumstances. It is con-
sidered to be a sign of social and economic stress and, therefore, considered an indicator of poor social health.
Changes in the age structure of a population, population density, patterns of home ownership (Rennison 1999),
and many other factors can affect crime rates. Tracking changes in criminal activity over time can show the suc-
cess or lack of success in human adaptation to changing social and environmental circumstances. Presented
here are statistics on the violent (map 20) and property (map 21) crime rates per 100,000 persons for the years
1989-98 for the region. This information is presented to highlight the changes in rates and volume of criminal
activity and not to speculate on the factors that may be responsible for changes in crime rates.

Data presented here were collected through the Federal Bureau of Investigation’s (FBI) Uniform Crime Reporting
Program (UCR). This program is designed to promote consistency in reporting among law enforcement jurisdic-
tions and to centralize statistics on criminal activity. Data on selected offenses are reported to the FBI by state
and local law enforcement agencies. The FBI compiles the data and continually updates the database so that
changes in the rates of reported criminal activity can be analyzed and compared. The data used here are at the
county level and may mask the heterogeneity found within a specific county. As with all databases, the UCR data-
base has some limitations including some undercounting related to the hierarchy rule. The hierarchy rule states

in a multiple crime episode, only the most serious crime is recorded. For example, if an individual walks into a
grocery store, robs the clerk, and shoots the manager, only the homicide is listed. Because of such limits, the
data presented here are suggestive of trends only.

To determine the trajectory of change in the crime rates of each county, data on the incidences of reported crime
per 100,000 people from the UCR were analyzed for the years 1989-98. Annual crime rates by county were plot-
ted on a graph, and a simple linear regression was performed to determine to what extent a trend in crime rates
existed. The regression number is a value between zero and one, where one indicates that the sequence of
numbers is due to the independent variable of time. In the standards assigned for this analysis, all counties with
a regression value of 0.70 and above had a clear trend, all counties with a regression value of 0.40 to 0.69 had
a probable trend, and all counties with a regression value of less than 0.39 had no clear trend. The slope of the
data was analyzed to determine the nature of the trends, if any were present. After all the county data were ana-
lyzed, each county was placed in one of five categories: clear upward trend, probable upward trend, probable
downward trend, clear downward trend, or no clear trend. “No clear trend” does not indicate a lack of change in
reported crime; rather, it indicates that a clear upward or downward trend did not emerge when data were plotted
on a graph.

The four offenses included in the statistics on violent crime are the crimes of murder and nonnegligent
manslaughter, forcible rape, robbery, and aggravated assaults. Numbers represent known victims of violent
crimes and should not be interpreted as the number of criminal offenders—as an individual may commit more
than one crime. Also, these data represent the numbers of reported crimes per 100,000 persons and not
necessarily the true number of criminal offenses. Victims may be disinclined to report criminal activity espe-
cially in cases of forcible rape and domestic violence.

In 1997, the violent crime rate for the state of California was about 22 percent higher than the violent crime rate
for the Nation (see table 11). The violent crime rate for the SEA region was also higher than the Nation’s rate,
but lower than the overall rate for California. When data at the county level were examined, trends were not
evident in 14 counties. There was a downward trend in violent crimes (per 100,000 persons) for Contra Costa,
Kern, Los Angeles, and Riverside Counties, and a probable downward trend in violent crime rates (see table 12)
for Solano, San Mateo, San Francisco, San Bernardino, Orange, and San Diego Counties. Only one county—
Merced—exhibited an upward trend in violent crime rates. The counties with the five lowest violent crime rates
in 1997, listed from lowest to highest, were San Mateo, Ventura, San Luis Obispo, Orange, and Santa Barbara.
The counties with the five highest violent crime rates in 1997, listed from highest to lowest, were Los Angeles,
San Francisco, Fresno, Alameda, and Stanislaus (see table 13).

Table 11—Violent crime rates, 1997

Crime rate
Entity (per 100,000 persons)
United States 610.8
California 781.0
SEA region 670.5

Source: California Department of Justice 2000.

Table 12—Violent crime trends, 1990-98

Clear upward trend Downward trend Probable downward trend

Merced Contra Costa Orange
Kern San Benito
Los Angeles San Bernardino
Riverside San Diego
San Francisco
San Mateo
Solano

Source: California Department of Justice 2000.
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Change in Property Crime Rates

Table 14—Property crime rates,
1997

Property crime
rate (per 100,000

Area persons)
United States 4,311.9
California 1,600.3
SEA region 1,619.2

Source: California Department of Justice
2000.

Table 16—Property crime rates
by social-economic assessment
(SEA) region and and counties,
1997

Property crime
rate (per 100,000

County persons)
Sacramento 2,868.5
Imperial 2,662.2
Fresno 2,509.7
Solano 2,384.6
San Bernardino 2,153.0
Merced 2,033.2
San Joaquin 2,012.5
Riverside 1,933.7
San Francisco 1,891.7
Alameda 1,885.4
Kern 1,759.3
Stanislaus 1,665.3
Los Angeles 1,641.6
Contra Costa 1,576.1
San Diego 1,443.5
San Benito 1,370.1
Kings 1,364.5
Monterey 1,248.3
Orange 1,120.2
Santa Cruz 1,085.4
Santa Barbara 1,054.6
Ventura 932.9
Santa Clara 876.0
Marin 808.1
San Mateo 785.0
San Luis Obispo 784.8
SEA region 1,619.2

Like violent crime, property crime is an indicator of social stress, and rising rates of property crime may indicate
impeded human adaptation to changing social or environmental circumstances. The UCR program collects data
on property crime in the same way as it collects data for violent crime. The property crimes included in the sta-
tistics are burglary, larceny-theft, motor vehicle theft, and arson. Whereas violent crime rates are measured by
the number of known victims, property crime statistics represent the known and reported incidents.

The number of reported incidences per 100,000 people in each county may misrepresent the actual amount of
criminal activity because reporting method may differ for each crime and among each jurisdiction. In addition,
these data do not make changes in ratios of crime committed by gender or age class clear. The method used
for determining property crime volume and trends is the same as the method used for determining violent crime
volume and trends (see discussion for map 20). Like the information presented on violent crime rates, this
information is suggestive of trends in crime rates only.

For the SEA region, the 1997 property crime rates were slightly higher than the statewide rate for California,

but both were substantially lower than the rate for the Nation (see table 14). This is opposite from statistics on
violent crime, for which the state of California and the SEA region had crime rates (per 100,000 persons) well
above the national rate for violent crime. The county data for the region did not suggest a clear upward trend

or a probable upward trend in property crime rates for any of the SEA counties. Four counties—Marin, Solano,
Monterey, and San Luis Obispo—had probable downward trends in reported property crimes, whereas 15 coun-
ties showed a clear downward trend in property crime rates (see table 15). Trends in property crime rates were
unclear for Imperial, Kings, Fresno, Merced, Stanislaus, and Sacramento Counties.

The three highest property crime rates were in the inland counties of Sacramento (2,868.5), Imperial (2,662.2),
and Fresno (2,509.7), and none of these counties displayed a clear trend in property crime rate change (see
table 16). These three counties have economic and demographic similarities, including several nonmetropolitan
characteristics such as a strong agriculture industry and lower levels of educational attainment. The high levels
of property crime indicate that in rural areas, property crime is likely more of a concern than violent crime. In
fact, in reviewing crime statistics for the state of California, Nance and Collins (1997) found that burglary was
the only crime in the California Crime Index (CCI) for which the rural rate per 100,000 persons was higher than
the urban rate.* The three counties displaying the lowest property crime rates were the coastal counties of
Marin, San Luis Obispo, and San Mateo—two of which exhibited probable downward trends and one of which
exhibited a clear downward trend in property crime rates. Though California has experienced a decrease in
property crime as a whole since 1980 (Lockyer 1999), data presented here suggest that counties with already
low levels of property crime are experiencing declines in property crime rates, whereas the counties with the
highest levels of property crime are not enjoying overall decreases. Further investigation of the relation between
property crime and other social and economic characteristics is needed to explain the uneven change in
property crime reduction.

Table 17 lists the counties that exhibited trends in both violent and property crime rates for the years 1989-98.
Of the 52 sets of data that were analyzed (2 sets for each of the 26 counties), only 30 proved any distinguish-
able trend. Of those, only five counties exhibited similar trends in both violent and property crime rates. Contra
Costa, Kern, Los Angeles, and Riverside Counties all demonstrated clear downward trends in both property and
violent crime rates. Solano County alone demonstrated probable downward trends in both property and violent
crime rates. Ten counties in total exhibited either a probable or clear downward trend in both categories of crime.
This observation is congruent with the declining rates of property crime in the state of California cited in “Crime
and Delinquency in California, 1998,” published by the California Department of Justice (Lockyer 1999).

Table 15—Property crime trends, 1990-98

Counties with
clear downward trend

Counties with probable
downward trend

Source: California Department of Justice
2000.
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Alameda Marin
Contra Costa Monterey
Kern San Luis Obispo
Los Angeles Solano
Orange

Riverside

San Bernardino

San Diego

San Francisco

San Joaquin

San Mateo

Santa Barbara

Santa Clara

Santa Cruz

Ventura

Source: California Department of Justice 2000.

Table 17—Social-economic assessment counties with trends in both
violent and property crime rates

Probable downward trend in both
property and violent crime

Clear downward trend in both
property and violent crime

Contra Costa Solano
Kern
Los Angeles

Riverside

Source: California Department of Justice 2000.

4 The California Department of Justice relies on the CCI

to determine crime rates per 100,000 persons. The CCI
omits larceny-theft and arson from its statistics on property
crime because data are not available for the same period
as the other six UCR crimes.
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Alcohol-Related Collisions®

Table 19—Percentage of change
in alcohol-related collisions
between 1994 and 1998, by
social-economic assessment
(SEA) region and counties

County Percentage change
Kings -28.93
San Mateo -26.71
Kern -26.30
Ventura -26.19
Orange -24.93
Stanislaus -21.29
Monterey -18.48
Los Angeles -18.08
Marin -17.46
Imperial -16.10
Alameda -15.74
San Bernardino -14.41
Sacramento -14.21
Solano -12.82
Fresno -12.48
Santa Clara -11.47
San Joaquin -10.43
San Diego -9.51
Riverside -8.10
Santa Barbara -6.65
Santa Cruz -6.53
San Luis Obispo -5.09
San Benito -5.00
Contra Costa -4.77
San Francisco -3.68
Merced 14.25
SEA region -13.79

Substance abuse, including alcohol abuse, can be the result of social stress related to factors that lead to dimin-
ishing opportunity such as joblessness, poverty, and disability. In addition, controlled substances are highly
addictive and may, in turn, be the cause of diminishing opportunity and increasing social and economic stress in
a family. Alcohol-related collisions are indicative of substance abuse in a community, and changes in the number
and proportion of alcohol-related traffic collisions may signify changes in substance abuse behavior and indicate
changing levels of social stress. Statistics on alcohol-related collisions will need to be monitored over time to
determine their utility as an indicator of stress.

Data on the total number and the alcohol-involved number of collisions resulting in fatality or injury were
obtained from the California Highway Patrol's statewide integrated traffic records system (SWITRS) for each of
the SEA counties for 1994-98. An incident is considered alcohol involved or alcohol related when one or more
of the persons involved is determined by the officer to have been drinking—regardless of the level of intoxica-
tion. These numbers are likely to be conservative because the officer may be reluctant to judge an incident as
alcohol involved. In addition, as these data are based on the number of collisions, they do not represent the total
number of people who drive under the influence of alcohol, they do not account for changes in the racial and
gender proportion of victims from alcohol-related collisions, and they do not reflect changes in the average age
of individuals who drive under the influence of alcohol (for a discussion of these trends in alcohol-related colli-
sions at the national level, see Yi and others [1999]).

The percentage of collisions that was alcohol related in 1998 was computed for each county and the SEA
region and is listed in table 18. After the percentage of collisions that was alcohol related was determined for
each county, the counties were divided into thirds and each group assigned a label describing the percentage
of collisions that was alcohol related—Ilow, medium, and high. Those counties whose alcohol-involved collisions
were between 8.33 and 10.28 percent of the total collisions were marked low. Those counties having alcohol-
involved percentages between 10.29 and 12.24 percent were characterized as medium, and all counties that
had more than 12.25 percent of traffic collisions related to alcohol were marked as high (see map 22). The
counties with the lowest proportion of alcohol-related traffic incidents are Sacramento, Solano, Marin, San
Francisco, San Mateo, Alameda, Santa Clara, Kings, Los Angeles, and Orange Counties. The highest propor-
tions of alcohol-related incidences were found in Imperial, San Diego, Riverside, San Luis Obispo, San Benito,
Fresno, Merced, and Santa Cruz Counties.

Table 18—Number of collisions and percentage that was alcohol-related,
social-economic assessment (SEA) region and counties, 1998

Source: Department of California Highway
Patrol 1999.
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County Number of collisions Alcohol-related collisions
Percent
Fresno 4,248 14.1
San Benito 294 14.0
Riverside 7,233 14.0
San Luis Obispo 1,146 13.9
Santa Cruz 1,469 13.7
Imperial 817 12.9
Merced 1,349 12.5
San Diego 15,223 12.4
Santa Barbara 1,912 12.0
Kern 3,641 12.0
San Joaquin 3,727 11.8
San Bernardino 9,201 11.8
Monterey 1,860 11.2
Contra Costa 4,298 11.1
Stanislaus 3,073 10.5
Ventura 4,104 10.4
Kings 569 10.2
Solano 1,964 10.0
Marin 1,446 9.8
Sacramento 8,539 9.7
Los Angeles 53,981 9.4
Orange 15,584 9.2
Santa Clara 9,823 9.1
Alameda 8,995 8.9
San Mateo 3,840 8.6
San Francisco 5,161 8.3
Total SEA region 173,497 10.4

Source: Department of California Highway Patrol 1999.

Map 22 shows the proportion of traffic accidents that are determined to be alcohol related but does not indicate
whether that percentage is increasing or decreasing. Table 19 lists the change in percentage of collisions that
was alcohol related between 1994 and 1998. All counties exhibited a decline between 1994 and 1998 in the
percentage of collisions that was alcohol-related except for the curious exception of Merced County. When
comparing 1994 and 1998, Merced County displays a 14.3-percent increase in the percentage of collisions that
was alcohol related. When 1996 and 1998 are compared, however, Merced County exhibits a decrease of 9.4
percent of alcohol-related collisions. In short, a clear trend in the percentage of alcohol-related collisions was not
present for Merced County. In addition, though the other 25 counties experienced a decline in percentage alcohol-
related collisions between 1994 and 1998, only 7 counties experienced continued declines in percentage of
alcohol-related collisions every year since 1994,

The average percentage of change in the proportion of alcohol-related traffic collisions in the SEA region
between 1994 and 1998 was a decrease of 13.79 percent. This observation is similar to statistics at the state
level that show alcohol-involved fatal collisions have decreased 28.3 percent over the last 5 years (Department
of California Highway Patrol 1999). The decline in alcohol-related traffic accidents may be related to many efforts
directed at reducing drinking and driving including stricter laws, more rigorous law enforcement, public education
about the effects of alcohol on judgment, and public awareness programs. In addition to the above, more passive
changes such as increases in public transportation, alternative social opportunities for teens, and more sophisti-
cated safety devices in motor vehicles also may be contributing to declining numbers in alcohol-related incidents
that result in injury or death and are therefore classified as a “collision.” The number and proportion of alcohol-
related collisions will need monitoring over time to determine their usefulness as indicators of substance abuse
and social stress. In addition, research is needed to determine the effectiveness of alcohol-related collisions as
a proxy for changes in community health and human adaptation.

5 The term “collision” is used here as it is defined by the California Highway Patrol: “An unintended event that causes death, injury or
property damage involving a motor vehicle in transport (in motion or in readiness for motion) on a roadway (a way or place) any part
of which is open to the use of the public for purposes of vehicular travel” (Department of California Highway Patrol 1999: glossary).
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Federal Lands-Related
Payments to Counties

Table 20—Total dollar value of
federal lands-related payments
to social-economic assessment
(SEA) region counties, 1997

County Dollar value
Fresno 1,227,792.00
Imperial 1,166,940.75
San Bernardino 1,007,473.65
Riverside 983,637.99
Kern 874,269.22
Los Angeles 603,946.69
Santa Barbara 519,628.78
Ventura 421,208.95
San Diego 357,452.47
San Luis Obispo 335,790.97
Monterey 260,485.85
San Benito 74,904.57
Marin 61,159.38
Orange 44,072.06
Merced 26,327.31
Kings 8,010.92
Sacramento 5,428.99
Solano 3,782.16
Contra Costa 3,381.12
Stanislaus 2,908.29
San Mateo 1,869.22
Santa Clara 1,823.09
Alameda 1,756.16
San Francisco 1,710.83
San Joaquin 1,558.84
Santa Cruz 8.53

Source: U.S. Department of Agriculture

2000b.
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Map 23 shows federal lands-related payments as a percentage of county expenditures. Federal lands-related
payments include two types of payments designed to reimburse local governments for tax-exempt federal lands.
The first type is referred to as Payments in Lieu of Taxes (PILT) authorized by legislation in 1976. The PILT pay-
ments are made to over half of all counties in the United States (Schuster 1995). The second type of payment
is based on the sharing of specific revenues generated from 10 different federal lands programs such as the 25-
percent Fund (USDA Forest Service), Mineral Land Leasing Act (Bureau of Land Management), and the Taylor
Grazing Act (Bureau of Land Management). By far, the largest dollar value of this kind of payment historically
has been generated by USDA Forest Service timber sales (Schuster 1995). Collectively, the dollar value of the
second kind of payment included in map 23 is referred to as Prior Year Payments (PYP). This terminology was
used in the 1976 PILT legislation.

The PILT program is administered by the Bureau of Land Management and depends on annual appropriations
of federal money. The actual PILT payments for a given county and given year are determined according to a
formula that includes population, the amount of federal land within the county, and the mechanism each state
uses to pass federal lands-related payments on to counties. The potential net effect of the PILT formula is that
it avoids making relatively large PILT payments to counties that already receive large returns from federal land
programs (PYP), reflects the acreage of federal land within the county, provides higher payments per person for
counties with small populations, and caps PILT payments for counties with larger populations.

Map 23 shows the sum of PILT and PYP for 1997 as a percentage of total county expenditures and indicates
the relative importance of federal land payments to SEA counties. The PILT and PYP payment amounts were
provided by the USDA Forest Service, Rocky Mountain Research Station, and the total county expenditures
information is from the U.S. Census of Governments, published by the U.S. Census Bureau (1992 Census of
Governments). It is not necessary to use the same year for federal lands-related payments and county expen-
ditures to get an idea of the relative importance of the federal payments to each county. Also, some federal-
lands payment programs are subject to legislatively mandated floors, and short-term trends are moderated.

In 1999, California received the largest PILT payment of any state, $12,789,337 (U.S. Department of the Interior,
Bureau of Land Management 1999), but PILT and other federal lands-related revenue-sharing payments are only
a small portion of total county expenditures in the SEA region. For the entire region, total federal lands-related
payments make up less than one-tenth of one percent of the county expenditures. For specific counties, federal
lands-related payments ranged from a high of nine-tenths of 1 percent of county expenditures in Imperial County
to a low of zero percent in Santa Cruz County. For San Francisco County, data were unavailable on county
expenditures in the 1992 Census of Governments and no calculations were done. Fresno County ranked first
in the region in total federal lands-related payments received with more than $11/2 million in 1997 (table
20). Two other SEA counties received more than $1 million.
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Change in Acreage of Farmland Agriculture is an important economic sector in California. In 1997, farms in California sold agricultural products
valued at more than $23 billion, and the state ranked first in the Nation in the production of 35 fruit and vegetable
crops (U.S. Department of Agriculture 1999). Rapid population growth and conversion of farmlands to urban uses
in California has raised widespread, but not unanimous, concern about the future of agriculture (Doyle 2000,
Ritter 2000).

One way to analyze the issue of farmland conversion and the potential impact on the agricultural sector is by
examining changes in the acreage of farmland over time. There are several land inventory systems that track

Table 22—Percentage of change land use changes over time including the National Resource Inventory managed by the Natural Resources and
in cropland and harvested crop- Conservation Service in the U.S. Department of Agriculture, the California Department of Conservation’s Farmland
land acres for the social-eco- Mapping and Monitoring Program, and the Census of Agriculture. Each of these systems has particular attributes
nomic assessment (SEA) region that define their potential usefulness, and the Census of Agriculture was selected to track changes in land use in
and counties, 1987-97 the region because it provides a consistent time series of various kinds of farmland acreage changes at the
county level.
Changein
Changein harvested Farmland acreage has decreased by 9.5 percent in California and 9.9 percent in the region between 1987 and
County cropland  cropland 1997 (U.S. Department of Agriculture, National Agricultural Statistics Service 1999). But when various specific
categories of farmland are considered, there is a contrasting picture. The acreage of cropland decreased slightly
Percent in California in the 1987 to 1997 period and increased slightly in the SEA region. The acreage of cropland har-
Marin 333 401 vested increased by more than 10 percent in both the state as a whole and the SEA region during the same
Monterey 22.8 33.8 period (see table 21). This change in cropland use in the SEA region makes it difficult to determine the impact
Solano 18.6 20.1 of decreases in the acreage of land in farms on the agricultural sector and suggests that remaining cropland
Santa Barbara 8.8 17.7 is being used more intensively.
Kern 8.3 19.7
Stanislaus 5.8 9.4 Map 24 shows the change in the acreage of farmland for the SEA counties by percentage classes between
Merced 3.0 13.6 1987 and 1997. Nineteen of the 26 SEA counties had a decrease in the acreage of farmland during the period.
Santa Cruz 2.9 8.6 Six counties, Sacramento County in the Central Valley, Contra Costa and San Mateo Counties in the San
San Joaguin 16 9.0 Francisco Bay Area, and Orange, Los Angeles, and San Bernardino Counties in southern California area had
Fresno 16 14.6 decreases in the acreage of farmland of greater than 25 percent. Conversion to urban land uses is an impor-
Ventura 1.4 3.8 tant factor in most of these counties. Eight of the nine Central Valley counties also had decreases, but the
Imperial 1.9 5.7 decreases were less than 25 percent during the period.
Riverside -4.4 12.6
San Berardino 55 02 Several unanswered questions concerning trends in farmland and cropland changes remain:
Kings -7.1 0.9
San Diego 83 59 » Will the farmland acreage decreases ultimately cause decreases in cropland areas?
Sacramento 143 4.1 * Is the increase in harvested cropland and the slight increases in cropland masking important losses in the
San Luis Obispo ~ -16.7 146 best quality agricultural lands?
San Benito -18.4 221 « Will the production of specific crops be impacted by changes in the location and acreages of harvested
Contra Costa -19.3 6.2 cropland?
Los Angeles -234 -35.8
Alameda 95.7 193 Percentage of changes in acreage of cropland and harvested cropland for the SEA counties are shown in
Orange -21.6 313 table 22.
Santa Clara -29.2 -19.5
San Mateo -34.9 95.2 Table 21—Percentage of change in acres of farmland, cropland, and harvested
San Francisco nla nia cropland for the social-economic assessment (SEA) region, 1987-97
SEA region 0.4 10.4 Land use 1997 1992 1987 Change in acres of land
Source: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Acres Percent
National Agricultural Statistics Service 1994
and 1998. Farmland 16,580,720 17,163,311 18,411,743 9.9
Cropland 6,868,711 6,679,166 6,841,622 0.4
Harvested 5,586,652 5,144,690 5,058,667 10.4

Source: U.S. Department of Agriculture, National Agricultural Statistics Service 1994 and 1999.
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