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VARIATION BY GEOGRAPHY:

In an effort to better develop strategies for California’s economic growth, the state
government’s Economic Strategy Panel has divided the state into a set of economic
regions, each made up of counties that share similar economic, demographic, and
geographic features. Human development levels differ markedly in these different
regions [see and ].2 The range of American Human Development
Index scores across the regions is greater than the range of scores among the 50
U.S. states. See page 153 for the list of counties that make up each region.

* The Bay Area region scores 6.80 out of 10 on the American HD Index; if the
Bay Area were a state, it would surpass top-ranking Connecticut (6.30) for
first place on the American Human Development Index, with some of the
highest health, education, and income outcomes in the nation.

* The 5an Joaquin Valley region scores 3.84; if the San Joaquin Valley were
a state, it would vie for last place on the American Human Development
Index with West Virginia (3.85).

* The San Diego and the Southern Border region scores 5.63, and
Greater Sacramento scores 5.48, both performing better than California
as awhole.

 The Southern California region performs slightly below the state as a
whole, with a score of 5.28, but still outperforms the U.S. average (5.09).

» The Central Coast (4£.82), Central Sierra (4.67], and Northern California
(4.26] regions have well-being scores that fall below those of both
California and the country as a whole. [f Northern California were a state,
it would rank fortv-fitfth in the countrv. between Tenneccee and Kentucky
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The Five Californias

These “Fwe Californias”™ represent the wildly divergent realities faced by California residents in terms of well-being.

Silicon Valley
Shangri-La

1% of Ca papulatian
2 Ne ghbarhood and County Groups

Extremnedy well-educzted, high-tech high-fiper=s lving in
Silican Valley—enireprensurs and profescionals fueling,
and accruing the benefits of, innaovation, especially in
infarmatian technology Highly developed capahilities give
these Califomians unmaiched freedam ta pursue the
goals that matter ta them.

Metro-Coastal
Enclave California 2"y

18% o Ca population

Lk Meighborhood and Caunty Groups

Fl

Affluent, oedentialed, and resili=nt, the knoadedge
warkers Lrving in Metro-Coastal Enclase Caldomia =njox
comparatine financial comiart and s=curity in upscale
wrban and suburkan reghbarhoods. They hene extremely
high lewrels of well-being 2nd access o opporunity

Main Street
California

38% oi Ca population

1 Neighborhood and Caunly Groups

High le=vels of hwman development verall charmacheriz=
this majority-minorigy group of Californians, who enjoy
lenger lives, higher levels of educaticnal attainment,

ard higher earmings than the typical American. Yet theze
suburban and ex-urban Calfarmians have an increasing by
tenous grip on mildd le-clacs life.

Struggling
California

38% oi Ca population

B3 Neighborhood and Caunly Groups

Struggling California can be found across the state, from
the suburbs, exurbs, and rurel areas of the Central Valley
ta parts of majar metm areas and the Inland Empire ta
swaths af Morthern California. Struggling Californians
wark hard but find it remary imipossible to gain a foocthold
on Seouriby

The Forsaken
Five Percent :

E% of CA papulatian

11 Neighborhood and Caunly Groups

Bypassed by the digital sconomy, left beshind in
impowerished LA neighborboods 2swell as in rural
and urban arzas in the San Joaguin Valley, these
Caldarmians fzoe ain extremely constrained range of
opportunities. and chaioex.




GRADURTE DR
LESS THAN HIGH SCHOOL | BACHELDR'S | PROFESSIDHAL

HIGH SCHOOL DEEREE
%] (%)

935 853 41 959 701 380 100.0 $63,106

7.92 832 75 925 523 209 100.0 $46,077

5.91 805 154 846 315 107 929 $32,686

4£.17 783 282 718 168 52 843 $24,796

2.59 761 456 D544 B3 22 80.6 $18,343




TAELE 1 Life Expectancy in California by Region and Race/Ethnicity

REGIIN

United States 78.5 T4.3 873 g35 787
California 801 73.3 BEA 831 7.3
Bay Area B1.4 729 874 85.0 g09
Central Coast 812 B5.7 g3.4 g80.5
San Diego and Southern Border B0.7 TLE 871 82.7 80.2
Southern California 80.2 T34 858 831 %3
Greater Sacramento 793 742 BL & 335 T8%
Central Sierra 791 T8 4
San Joaguin Valley 775 T4 822 81.2 T6.4
Morthern California 71.2 848 768

Source: AHDP calculations using mortality and population data from the California Department of Public
Health and the U5. Census Bureau, 2006-2008. See Methodological Motes for more details. When the total
population of any group was less than 50,000 people, the life expectancy was not calculated for that group

due to the statistical instability of estimates for small populations. U.5. life expectancy data from from Lewis
and Burd-Sharps, 2010.




California has long drawn people to its fertile farmland, temperate climate,
abundant natural resources, and optimistic spirit of reinvention. With the largest
population and state economy, California heralds the nation’s successes and
challenges—if California does well, so does the nation. As the state with the
country’s most diverse population, California is also in a unigue and unprecedented
position to harness the potential of its people to prosper in an increasingly
globalized world.

The difficulties facing California today are not unigue to the state; rather, they
are emblematic of challenges facing states across the country. Nationwide, states
are experiencing depressed economies in the aftermath of the most devastating
financial crisis since the Great Depression. In addition, they must grapple with
demographic challenges that are already well under way in California.

California is also a state of contrasts, home to people with vastly differing
levels of well-being. In The Measure of America 2010-2011: Mapping Risks and
Resilience, the latest iteration of the national human development report series,
California as a whole ranks twelfth of the fifty states and Washington, DC, on
the American Human Development Index. This series applies a widely accepted
international approach for assessing the well-being of different population groups:
the human development approach. The centerpiece of this work is the American
Human Development Index, a composite measure made up of health, education,
and income indicators and expressed as a single number from 0 to 10.

While California’s score of .46 is above the national average, a deeper look
reveals startling variation within the state in these most basic areas. California’s
congressional districts have the greatest range of American Human Development
Index scores of any state: Five of the country’s top ten congressional districts are
in California—as is the bottom-ranked Congressional District 20 around Fresno



Wealth is Health
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The life expectancy used is the average of the male and female life expectancies for 2009.
Compiled by SFRB. Life Expectancy: Institute for Health Metrics and Evaluation, Life Expectancy US Counties, 2009.



| in 4 children in California does not have enough food to eat

SAN MATEO COUNTY
£111 2580 Median family incomet
15.0% Child food insecurity rate
5% Children living in poverty
Non-White children

40.3% Children ages 3-4
enralled in school

FRESNO COUNTY

S42.278 Median family income’
22.2% Child food insecurity rate
25.5% Children living in poverty
B80.4% Non-White children

40.8% Children ages 3-4
enrolled in school

T76.0% Graduation rate

Bd.2% Graduation rate

Child food insecurity rate (%) — o
Equal ta or below 22 N )
B 22 -26 ! ] Child Food
26-30 H el Insecurity Rate
30 or higher California: 26.3%
United States: 21.6%

Child food insecurity rate: percentage of children under 18 years old who are food insecure, California, 2012.

Source: Feeding America, Map the Meal Gap, 2012; U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 3-year Estimate (2009-201 1) and 5-year
Estimate (2008-2012); and California Department of Education, Graduation Data, 2011-2012.
tMedian family income with own children under 18 years.
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Active PCPs and Specialists per 100,000 Population,

California Regions, 2008
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Table 1: Population Changes in the San Joaquin Valley, 2000 to 2009

County
o Comge ks
Growth
Fresno 798,821 930,450 16.4 18.0
Kemn 661,645 839,631 26.9 4.0
Kings 129,461 152,982 18.2 12.0
Madera 123,109 150,865 22.5 6.0
Merced 210,554 255,793 21.5 9.0
San Joaquin 563,598 685,306 21.6 5.0
Stanislaus 446,997 514,453 15.1 14.0
Tulare 368,021 442,179 20.2 13.0
San Joaquin Valley 3,302,792 3,971,659 20.3
California 33,871,648 37,871,048 10.0
MNation 281,421,906 | 308,745,538 | 9.7

Source: Rand Califonia (2008), Physicians and Surgeons in California.




Table 8: Top 10 Most Ozone Polluted Counties in the Nation, 2006 and 2008

b National hl;;:;:.=|= #of Red Days #”;z':_zpl* -
] Rank BE for e Verv Unhealthy
Sensitive People ~ ~
San Bernardino, CA | 1 227 107 19 F
Riverside, CA 1 242 87 13 g
Kern, CA 3 228 74 4 F
Tulare, CA 4 253 49 2 F
Los Angeles, CA : 169 60 9 F
Fresno, CA 6 148 31 2 F
El Dorado, CA T 104 26 1 g
Nevada, CA b 122 12 0 F
Sacramento, CA 9 92 24 3 F
Kings, CA 10 103 10 1 F

Source: American Lung Association, 2010
Mote: Unhealihy days are basad on 2006-2008 ranges.

HEALTHY PEOPLE 2010: A 2010 Profile of Health Status in the San Joaquin Valley




Place Matters Report of the San Joaquin Valley

> The premature death
rate in the poorest
zip codes is nearly
double the rate in the
most affluent.

> Premature mortality
is highest in zip codes
with higher % Latinos
and higher poverty.

o Similar findings for life
expectancy. 2| years
differences between
zip codes.

Years of Potential Life Lost Before 65

OB 7

Premature Mortality
(YPLL per 1,000)
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Fresho County Preterm Birth Collective Impact Initiative:




We are exploring opportunities in three counties with among the

highest PTB rates and/or disparities

*

Racial / Ethnic Group PTB Rates

County Name Population C';l.}gwﬂg?e White Hispanic Aifreiﬁz:n 'I:'l::g;:: Amztriign Efaﬁiife'}é;’:;
Islander

Fresno County 955,272 10.10% 8.20% 10.60% 15.50% 10.10% 12.60% 189%
Madera County 152,389 9.70% 6.80% 10.70% | Not Available [Not Available| Not Available|Not Available
Kern County 864,124 9.30% 7.10% 1010% | 1300% | 10.20% |NotAvailable| 183%
gan';'i:r"a’d‘"" 2,088,371 9.20% 8.00% 9.40% 13.10% 8.60% 9.60% 164%
gan'; :;“q”‘" 704,379 9.10% 7.80% 9.40% 13.00% 9.00% |Not Available|  167%
;zi'mge'es 10017068 | 840% 6.40% 9.20% 12.10% 7.00% 7.80% 189%
Riverside County| 2,202,507 8.10% 6.90% 8.30% 12.50% 8.90% 7.60% 181%
Alameda County | 1,578,891 7.50% 6.20% 7.80% 11.00% | 7.30% |NotAvailable| 177%
gz::t’:““‘“" 837,442 6.90% 540% 840% | 1310% | 7.70% |NotAvailable| 243%
gzt::;m 747 373 6.90% 450% 8.50% 14.00% 740% |Not Available| 311%

Note: PTB rates are for singleton births <37 weeks

Sources: CDC Wonder Natality Database, U.S. Census Bureau

© 2014 F5G




Prenatal data from the MIHA survey reaffirms the high levels of risk
factors in Fresno in particular

Had a lot of unpaid bills Woman or partner lost job
IPV during pregnancy during pregnancy during pregnancy
15% - 25% 1 iy 2.2% 25% 7 Ca verar 17.2%
120% =0 e | e i s 19.7%
20% - ca overall- 21.5% 20% - 15.7% 16.4%
10% | ca overatt 7.7% 15% - 5% mm  EE 8
| ao% 5% 0% | 8% 10% -
. 5% - I 59p
0% - 0% - 0% -
Prenatal depressive Mistimed or unwanted Had to move due to
symptoms pregnancy problems paying
: . rent/mortgage during
25% 20.8% 40% CA overall: 32.1% 23 0% pregnancy
20% 4 CAoverat152% 200 M 090909000 anoy | ————mmmm—- 265% ____ e
30% - 10% 8.9%
17 T4 . 134% _____ s 2 2% CA overall: 7.4%
9.4% 20% mm o B 40090 |
10% - 5% 4 4%,
59% - I 10% -
0% - 0% - 0% n/a
Food insecurity during
pregnancy
0% - 27 4%
CA overai: 12.5% B sF Alameda [J] Fresno
20% - 16.7%
10.4%

10% - I
s
e 14

Source: MIHA survev. 2011 *except 2010 where noted & W14 BB



Postnatal data from the MIHA survey reaffirms the high levels of
risk factors in Fresno in particular

Postpartum depressive

symptoms
25% -
20% CA overall: 13.5% 19.9%
15.4%
1% 17% B i
10% -
5% -
0% -

Any breastfeeding, 3 months
after delivery

o -
100% 81.3%

Mom or infant needed but
could not afford care

Postpartum birth control use

95% -
postpartum
20% - 91.5% 90 CA overall: 91.1%
13.5% B ik
16% - CA overall: 13.0%
""""""""""" ' el 88.5%
10% - 6.1%
o]
- 1
0% - 85% -

80% - 70.1% GA overall: 63.7%
60% | & 50.8%
40% -

20% - I
0% -

Source: MIHA survey, 2011

B sF

Alameda . Fresno
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