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Summary

Whilethe nation is projected to become a peopdd-color majority by the year

2044, Los Angeles reached that milestone in the 1980s. Since 1980, Los Angeles
has experienced dramatic demographic growth and transformatidnven, in

part, by an influx of immigrants from Latin American and Asia. Today,
demographic shifts including immigration trends have slowed.

Los Angel esi diversity is a major asset 1in

disparities are holding the region back. Los Angeles is the seventh most unequal

among the largest 150 metro regionSincel990, poverty and working poverty

rates in the region have been consistently higher than the national averages.

Racial and gender wage gaps persist in the labor maKeisingracial gaps in

economic opportunity and outcomes wi ||l be

To build a more equitable Los Angeles, leaders in the private, public, nonprofit,
and philanthropic sectors must commit to putting all residents on the path to
economic security through equitfocused strategies and policies to grow good
jobs, build capabilities, remove barriers, and expand opportunities for the people
and places being left behind.
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Forewo rdby Fred AliWeingartFoundation

Southern California is a place practically built on equityin Southern California and beyond. It is an annual basisThe Atlas will be an ongoing

hopes and dreams. For decades, our region has preciselythis type of data actionable and resourcefor stakeholders seeking to develop

offered the promise of education, jobs, homes, groundedin communitieg that has beerthe collectivestrategy, support advocacy, and

and healthy lifestyles. People seeking opportunity hallmark ofwork by bothPolicyLink and the measure progress.

have journeyed henefrom across the country University of Southern Californiais Program for
and around the world hoping for a better future  Environmental and Regional Equity (PERE). For theWeingartFoundation, advancing equity is

for their families. both a moral and economic imperative. We are

The 2017 Equity Profile of the Los Angeles Region not alone in our commitment, and are encouraged
But manywho saw Southern California as a place preparedby PolicyLink and PERES an invaluable by colleaguesand peers whare leadinga

of opportunity have been disappointed. tool for the WeingartFoundation as we develop conversation to advance equity in philanthropy. In

Throughoutthe region, people are struggling daily our grantmakingstrategies. Thecope of the order to make further progress, weill needto

for the things some take for grantedsafe streets, profile iscomprehensiven terms of the indicators  bringtogether key stakeholders from all sectors,

good jobs, access to health care, affordable it examines, refl ect i ngindudingleomounity menbarsahdnonpmofi ij s

housing, and a quality education for our families broad funding interests as well as the holistic leaders, government, philanthropy, the business
framework the researchers have developed in sector, and labor.

In 2016, theWeingartFoundation announced a  order to fully assess true inclusion and equity. In
full commitment to equity a longtermdecision  addition, parts of the report specifically highlight ~ As the demographics of the Unite8tatesshift to
to base all of our policy and program decisions onthree geographic areas of special interest to the  look more like Southern California, we are

achieving the goal to advance fairness, inclusion, Foundation: the South Los Angeles Transit increasingly a bellwether for the nation. Our
and opportunity for all Southern Californians Empowerment Zone (SLATA, the Southeast Los  values demand a total focus on equity, and this
especially those communities hit hardest by Angeles County cities, and the community of momentcallsfor action. Our shareduture rests
persistent poverty Watts andWillowbrook on our ability to work together to create a region

of inclusion and opportunity
Aspart of this commitment, we understand that  Thereport also represents the beginning of the
our strategies need to be guided lgtionable Southern California Region&quityAtlas, a joint FredAli W:NGART
datathat can serve as a basis for dialogatsout project of PolicyLinkand PERE that will result in President and CEO o Ton
the challenges and opportunities of creating the publication of equity reports and analysis on ~ WeingartFoundation
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Introduction

Acrossthe country, regional planning Thisdocument presents aequity analysis of
organizations local governments;ommunity  the Los Angeles regiofit wasdevelopedto
organizations and residents, funders, and help theWeingartFoundation and other
policymakers are striving to put plans, funders effectivelyaddress equity issues
policies, and programs in place that build through its grantmaking for a more integrated
healthier, more vibrant, more sustainable, and and sustainable regiorRolicyLink PERE, and
more equitable regions. the WeingartFoundationalso hope this will

be a useful tool for advocacy groups, elected
Equityr ensuringfull inclusion of the entire officials, planners, andthers.
regionijs residents in the economic, social, and
political life of the region, regardless of race, The data in this profile are drawn largely from
ethnicity, age, gender, neighborhood of a regional equity database that includes data
residence, or othecharacteristic is an for the largest 150 regions in the United
essential elemenof the plans States. This database incorporates hundreds

of data points from public and private data
Knowing how a region stands in terms of sources including the U.S. Census Bureau, the
equity is a critical first step in planning for U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, the Behavioral
greater equity. To assist communiti@ath Risk Factor Surveillancgystem (BRF3Sand

that process, PolicyLink arttie Program for Woods & Poole Economics, Inc. See the "Data
Environmentalnd Regional Equity (PERE)  and methods" section of this profile for a
developed an equity indicators framework detailed list of data sources.

that communities can use to understand and

track the state of equity in their regions.
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Introduction

For the purposes of the equity profile and
data analysis, the Los Angeles region is
defined as Los Angeles County.

Unless otherwise noted, all data presented in
the profile use this regional boundary. Some
exceptions due to lack of data availability are
noted beneath the relevant figures.
Information on data sources and

met hodol ogy can be fo
met hodsK sectiorB9.begi

PolicyLink and PERE

Los Angeles
County
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Introduction
Why equity matters now

The face of America is changing. AMore equitable nations and regions Los Angeles has an opportunity to lead.
Our countryis popul at iexpdrientestronger, morelsusyained Los Angeles experienced demographic change
diversifying. Already, more than half of all growth ! and economic shocks before much of the rest

babies born in theJnited States argeople of  ARegions with less segregation (by race and of the nation and it has emerged with a
color. By 2030, the majority of young workers  income) and lower income inequality have realization that leaving people and

will be people of color. And b3044,the more upward mobility? communities behind is a recipe for stress not
United States wilbe a majority peopleof- ACompanies with a diverse workforce achievesuccess. Making progress on new
color nation. abetter bottom line3 commitments to inclusion can inform policy
AA diverse population better connects to making in the rest of
Yet racial and income inequality is high and globalmarkets? many of which are playing catelp to
persistent. changes experienced here in the last few
Over the past several decaddeng-standing  The way forward is an equitydriven decades.
inequities in income, wealth, health, and growth model.
opportunity have reached unprecedented To secure Ameri cais prlosper ity the  "nat"i"on

levels. And while most have been affected by must implement a new economic model
growing inequality, communitiesf color have based on equity, fairness, and opportunity.
felt the greatest pains as the economy has
shifted and stagnated Metropolitan regions are where this new
growth model will be created.
Strong communities of color are necessary  Regions are the key competitive unit in the
ffor the nati oni s ec onglobaleconomy. Metrds are also where
prosperity. strategiesare being incubated thafoster
Equity is an economic imperative as well as a equitable growth: growing good jobs and new
moral one. Research shows that equity and  businesses while ensuring that alincluding
diversity are wirwin propositions for nations, low-income people and people of colocan
regions, communities, anfirms. Forexample  fully participate and prosper.
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Introduction
What is an equitableregion?

Regionsare equitable when alesidents regardlessof their

race/ethnicity and nativitygender, or neighborhoodf

residence aref ul 'y abl e to participate I n the reg
vitality, contribute to the regionis readi |
connect to the regionijs assets and resourc

Strong, equitable regions:

APossessconomic vitality , providing high AAreplaces of connection, where residents
guality jobs to their residents and producing can access the essential ingredients to live

new ideas, products, businesses, and healthy and productive lives in their own
economic activity so the region remains neighborhoods, reach opportunities located
sustainable and competitive. throughout the region (and beyond) via
transportation or technology, participate in
AAreready for the future , with a skilled, political processes, and interact with other

ready workforce, and a healthy population diverse residents.
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Introduction
Equity indicators framework

The indicators in this profile are presented in five sections. The first section describes the

regionijs demographics. The next three sections present indicato
vitality, readiness, and connectedness. The fifth section highlights three neighborhoods that are

priorities for Weingart Below are the questions answered within each of the five sections.

Demographics: Readiness: Neighborhoods:

Wholives in the region and how is this
changin@

ARacial/ethnicdiversity
ADemographiachange
APopulationgrowth
ARacialgeneration gap

Economic vitality:

How is the region doing on measures of

economic growth andvell being?

Als the region producing good jobs?

AcCan all residents access good jobs?

Als growth widely shared?

ADo all residents have enough income to
sustain their families?

Als race/ethnicity/nativity a barrier to
economic success?

AWnhat are the strongest industries and
occupations?

Howpr epared are the

century economy?

ADoes the workforce have the skills for the jobs of
the future?

AAre all youth ready to enter the workforce?

AAre residents healthy?

AAre racial gaps in education and health

decreasing?

r esg i oAvdjtke rasidests ofl Southeast Lbso r  t

Angeles County, Watts and/illowbrook,
and the South Los Angeles Transit
Empowerment Zone (SLA1A prepared
for and connected t
opportunities?
AHow are demographics changing?
AHow are residents doing on measures of
economic opportunity and readiness?

Connectedness: AAre residents connected to
Aret he regionis resident s appaftunities? ghbor hoods
connected to one another and to the regi oni
and opportunities?
ADo residents have transportation choices?
AcCan residents access jobs and opportunities
located throughout the region?
AcCan all residents access affordable, quality,
convenient housing?
ADo neighborhoods reflect the regionis dive

segregation decreasing?
AcCan all residents access healthy food?
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Demographics

AlLos Angeles County is the ninth most
diverseregion.

AThe region has experienced dramatic growth
and change over the past several decades,
with the share of people of color increasing
from 47 percent to 73 percent since 1980

APeople of colowill continue to drive growth
and change in theegion, but the pace of
racial/ethnic change will be slower for the
nation overall.

AThere is a largeacial generation gap
bet ween the regionis
population and itdiverseyouth population,
but Los Angeles is one of the few regions
where this gap is on the decline.

AThereis growing diversity in the suburbs
with the peopleof-color population
increasing most rapidly in the San Gabriel
and San Fernando Valleys, as well as other
inner-ring suburbs in the county.

Whit e

seni or

PolicyLink and PERE 15

People of color:

Diversity rank
(out of largest 150 regions):

The year by which Latinos
will become a demographic
majority:
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Seventythree percent of residents in Los

Angeles County are people of color. Latinos 1+ Race/Ethnicity and Nativity , 2014

(48 percent)are the single largest group White, U.S.-born
followed bynon-HispanicWhites(27 percent) White, immigrant

) Black, U.S.-born
and Asians14 percent). Black, immigrant

Latino, U.S.-born
= Latino, immigrant

The Latino population is predominately of Asian or Pacific Islander, U.S.-born

Mexican ancestry@5 percent)with the Asian or Pacific Islander, immigrant
. m Native American

second largest group being of Salvadoran Mixed/other

ancestry { percent).
2%

TheAsian American and Pacifislander

population is diverse with Chinese/Taiwanese 0%

(26 percent),Filipino 0 percent),and Korean 2204

(15 percent)being the largest ethnic groups.

28%

Sourcelntegrated Public Use Microdata Series.
Note: Datarepresent a2010 through 2014 average

5%

8%

2. Latino andAPI Populationsby Ancestry, 2014

Latino

Ancestry Population % Immigrant
Mexican 3,125,469 39%
Salvadoran 356,970 62%
Guatemalan 230,138 64%
Honduran 45,698 64%
Nicaraguan 34,089 69%
Peruvian 30,207 67%
Puerto Rican 28,716 0%
Cuban 28,433 48%
All other Latinos 919,652 34%
Total 4,799,372 42%

Asian or Pacific Islander (API)

Ancestry Population % Immigrant
Chinese 363,812 71%
Filipino 286,694 70%
Korean 208,971 74%
Japanese 98,189 35%
Vietnamese 85,344 68%
Indian 67,972 76%
All other Asians 289,924 63%
Total 1,400,906 67%

Sourceintegrated Public Use Microdata Series.
Note: Datarepresenta 2010 through 2014 average.
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Los Angel es County i sbtostndeleisimatnioodreies
diverse metropolitan region out of the largest
150 regions. Los Angeldsas a diversity score
of 1.29; only a handful of regions throughout
the country are more diverse. VallejoFairfield, CA: #1 (1.45)
Thediversity score is a measure of

racial/ethnic diversity a given area. It

measures the representation of the six major

racial/ethnic groups (White, Black, Latino,

API, Native American, anather/mixed race)

in the population. The maximum possible

diversity score 1.79)would occur if each

group were evenly represented in the

region thatis, if each group accounted for

one-sixth of the total population.

Note that the diversity score describes the
region as a whole and does not measure racial
segregation, or the extent to which different
racial/ethnic groups live in different
neighborhoods. Segregation measures can be
found on page$8-69.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Note: Data represent a 2010 through 2014 average.

3. Diversity Score in2014: Largest 150Metros Ranked

Portland-South Portland
Biddeford, ME: #150 (0.36)
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Dramatic growth and change over the past several decades

Los Angeles County has experienced
significantpopulationgrowth since 1980
growingfrom 7.5 million to 10.0 million
residents.

Inthe same time periodt has become a
majority peopleof-color region, increasing
from 47 percentpeople of color to73 percent
people of color

Peopleofc ol or have driven t

growth over the past three decades,
contributing all net population growthwhile
the White population hasexperienced a net
decrease in each decade.

Thepopulation hasrapidly diversified
4. Racial/Ethnic Composition, 1980 to 2014

Mixed/other
B Native American
= Asian or Pacific Islander
m Latino
m Black
M White

3%

1980 1990 2000

Source: U.S. Cens@aireau.
Note: Datafor 2014 representa 2010 through 2014 average

2%

2014

People ofcolor havedriventher egi onijs gr owt h
5. Composition of Net Population Growth by Decade,

1980 to 2014

= White

= People of Color

1,720,414

1,315,410

702,814

IID 1990 1 2000 2C.0 2014

-247,949
-334,753

-659,236

Source: U.S. Census Bureau.
Note: Data for 2014representa 2010 through 2014 average
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Demographics

Since 2000, Los Ang el e saijoarldgdn popnegons grergadlihantsi o n

has grown by 13 percent addirsy 1,540

residents. In the same pe”Od’ the Asian 6. Growth Rates of Major Racial/Ethnic Groups, 7. Net Change in Latinoand API Population by Nativity,
population has grown by 22 percent, adding 2000 to 2014 2000 to 2014

another246,139r esi dents. The regionis
Native American, African American, and non
Hispanic White populations have all

m Foreignborn Latino
U.S:born Latino

decreased. -8%White
Immlgratllon has begn a driver in the growth -11% [“Black 665.104
of the Asian population58percent of the .
. . . -93,564

growth in the Asian population between 2000 Latino [N 139
and 2014 was from foreigiborn APIs. The
growth in the Latino population has been due  agian or Pacific Islander 2204
to U.S:born Latinos. There has been a net loss
in the number of foreigrborn Latinos inthe g, mrEmEEmEE Foreignborn AP
county. U.S-born API

-1% Mixed/other

103,269
142,870
Source: U.S. Cens@aireau. Sourceintegrated Public Use Microdata Series.

Note: Data for 2014representa 2010 through 2014 average. Note: Data for 2014represent &2010 through 2014 average.
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People of color are driving growth throughout the Los
Angeles metropolitan area

Both Los Angeles and Orange Countiethe
two counties that form the Los Angeles
Metropolitan Statistical Area experienced
population growth over the paslecade, and
in both counties, the peopl®f-color
population grew afta fasterrate than the
population as a whole.

While the population of color in Los Angeles
County grew at double the rate of the
population overall, it grew at more than triple
the rate of the overall population in Orange
County.

20

The peopleof-color population is growing faster than the overall population in both Los Angeles and Orange counties
8. Percent Change irPopulation by County, 2000 to 2014

m People of Color
u Total population

11%

Los Angeles

27%

Orange

Source: U.S. Cens@aireau.
Note: Data for 2014representa 2010 through 2014 average.
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Demographic change varies by neighborhood

Mapping the growth in people of color by
census block group illustrategariation in
growth and decline in communitiesf color
throughoutthe region. The map highlights
how the population of color has declined or
experienced no growth in many
neighborhoods in the core of downtown Los
Angeles, South Los Angeles, and Northeast
Los Angeles.

Areas highlighted in the mamcluding the
SouthLos Angeles Transit Empowerment
Zone (SLATE) area, the Southeast Los
Angeles County cities, and the community of
Watts andWillowbrookall include
neighborhoods in which the peoplef-color
population has declined or grown very slowly
over the last decade.

The largest increases in the peopdé-color
populationare found in the fafflung outer
suburbs of Lancaster, Palmdale, and Santa
Clarita, as well in the less remote suburbs of
the San Fernando and San Gabriel Valleys,
along with other innefring suburbs of the
county as well.

PolicyLink and PERE
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Significant variation in growth and decline in communities of color by neighborhood

9. Percent Change in People of Color by Census Block Groi@f00 to 2014

[ Decline or no population grow
Less than 14% increase
14% to 31% increase

[ 31% to 67% increase
67% increase or more

;I

thousand

Huntm\ﬂm

s 10 20 Miles Beach

N

~
,.,

H'«'%s
n,,,&

Source: U.S. Census Bure@goLytics Inc.; TomTom, ESRI, HER&, orme MaymyIindia © OpenStreetMapcontributors, and the GIS user community.
Note: One should keep in mind whariewing thismap andothers that display ahare or rate that while there is wide variation in the size (land area) of the census

block groups irthe region, each has a roughly similar number of people. Thus, alidogk group ort h e

regionis

periphery

likely

people as a seemingly tingne inthe urban coreso care should be taken not to assign an unwarranted amount of attention to latgek groups jusbecause they

are largeDatafor 2014 representa 2010 through 2014 average.

c
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Since 1990, the
grown byover one millionresidents. This
growth can be seen throughout the region,
but is most notablan the outer suburbs of
Lancaster, Palmdale, and Santa Clarita, as we
in the SanFernando and San Gabrighlleys.

regi obneipis

PolicyLink and PERE
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poiputhaast i on has

10. Racial/Ethnic Composition by Census Block Group, 1990 and 2014

Race/ethnicity
1 Dot = 500
White

Il Black
® Latino

Asian or Pacific Islander
® Native American

The Latino and API populations have been th
fastest growing groups in the region overall,
and their increasing numbers are seen in
many parts of the region. Strong increases in
the Latino population are seen virtually
throughout the whole region with the
exception of coastal cities such as Santa
Monica and Redondo Beach, as well as the
western portion of South Los Angeles in
places that are still largely African American
such as the City of Inglewood, and the
Baldwin Hillsand View ParkVindsorHills
areas. The API population has increased most
noticeably in the San Gabriel Valley as well as
in the southeast portion of the County near
Anaheim, including the suburban cities of
Lakewood and Cerritos.

Mixed/other
‘N'
rLaricaster
Palhdate;.
. _D%anty i e it
Clarita
Simi S “1‘\ . _ Simi
Valteysermr 20 X Valtey—
housahd & housahd
Oaks > Oaks ol
e —Cy e
Bijcna v LS
Saifj e SER g Sanfar = NN
Monicaty!.” : \ Monicass o8 o t)
b,
19 90 RE%ZZ). Amah el 20 14 oy Amah efm {
;rlof{‘g i - ,,é‘ L’"J’l%@ 2 : g
S~ Beach SantaAna e Beach Santa’Ana /
Huntington : b Huntington<~
sl 3 - B
% S 20 Miles Beach Dake Beach Take

Source: U.S. Census Bure@goLytics Inc.; TomTom, ESRI, HER&, orme MaymyIndia © OpenStreetMapcontributors, and the GIS user community.

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



Demographics
At the forefront of the n a t | demagraphic shift

Los Angeles County has |ong been more The share of people of color is projected to increase through 2050
diverse than the nation as a whole. While the 1 Racial/Ethnic Composition, 1980 to 2050
country is projected to become majority Mixed/other U.S. % White
people of color by the year 2044, Los Angeles = Native American
d thi i in th Asian or Pacific Islander

passed this milestone in the 1980s. By 2050, .| atino
81 percent of the reg!svtgfit'g]ijs residents are

. . |
projected to be people of color. This would

rank the regionl1t amongthe 150 largest

metros in terms othe percentage peoplef 6% 1;/ 3% 2% 2% -~ 1 L

0
color. 12% 14% 14% 15% 15% 14%

. . . . 0
Looking forward, the region is projected to
change demographically at a much slower 5
pace than the nation overall. l A A
0 o 6
(o]

O!

53% 8% 7% - —

41%

31%
28%
25% 23%, 21% 19%
1980 1990 2000 2010 \ 2020 2030 2040 2050)
T
Projected

Sourcesl.S. Census Bureawoods & Poole Economics, Inc.
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Demographics

Youth areleading thedemographic shift
occurring in the region. Toda83 percent of . .
12. Percent People of Color(POC) by Age Group, 13. Median Age byRace/Ethnicity, 2014
t he Los An gyeuthdundeiGageu n t 1¥sdloS014
18) are people of colocompargd with “56 —— Percent of seniors who are PO
percentof t he regionis s e-d-pcecht@youthwBodrerdc age 64)
This27 percentage point differencbetween
the share of people of color among young and Al I 35
old can be measured as thacial generation

gap, and has actually declined since 1980 Native American NN 5
while it has grown sharply in most other parts

of the nation. This reflects the fact that Los o

Angeles experienced rapid racial/ethnic 27 percentage point gap White 45

change much earlier than much of the 62% oo

country. Asian or Pacific Islander 41
39 percentage point gap

Examining median age by race/ethnicity

reveal s how-nggLratdngiozgﬁmijs fast

population is much more youthful than its

White population. The median age of the

Black 38

Latino N 29

: o . 1980 1990 2000 2014
Latino population is 29, which is 16 years
younger than the median age of 45 for the Mixed/other 26
White popul ation. The regionijs other/ mi xed
race population is also younger than average.

Source: U.S. Cens@aireau. Sourceintegrated Public Use Microdata Series.

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



Demographics
A shrinking racial generation gap

(continued)

25

Los Angel es Count yi s L[&7oelpeuwmiche mivegg ecal gredionotp
racial generation gap is similar to the national 14. The Racial Generation Gap i2014: Largest150 Metros Ranked
average (26 percentage points), ranking the

region 52" among the largest 150 regions on

this measure.

NaplesMarco Island, FL: #1 (49%)

Los Angeles County: #52 (27%)

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

Honolulu, HI: #150 (6%)
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Economic vitality
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Economic vitality
Highlights

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

ALos Angeles Countyijs
the downturn of theearly1990s and job
growth and economic output has lagged the
national average since then.

economy was hit by

Alncome inequality has sharply increased. It
is driven, in part, by a widening gap in
wages. Since 1979, the highegaid workers
have seen their wages increase significantly,
while wages for the lowegpaid workers
have declined.

ASince 1990, poverty and working poverty
rates in the region have been consistently
higher than the national averages. Latinos
and African Americans arfar morelikely to
be in poverty or working poor than Whites.

AAlthough education can be a leveler, racial
and gender gaps persist in the labor market.
At every level of educational attainment,
there are racial and gender wage gaps.

PolicyLink and PERE 27

Decline in wages for
workers at the 1@
percentile since 1979:

-25%

Wage gap between college
educated Whites and
people of color:

$6/hr

Income inequality rank
(out of largest 150 regions):

7
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Economic vitality

Weak longterm economic growth

Measures of economic growth include
increases in jobs and increases in gross

regional product (GRP), the value of all goods

and services produced within the region.

By these measures, economic growthLias

Angeles County kept pace with and surpassed

the national average in the 1980s. The
downturn of theearly1990s hit the region
more drastically than the nation as a whole
and since then economic growth in Los
Angeles County has lagged the national
average.

From1979 to 2014,the number of jobs
increasedoy 64 percentin the U.S. and by
only 42 percentin Los Angeles County. Over
the same period, real GRP has increase®®y
percentin the U.S. and by onl§2 percentin
Los Angeles County.

PolicyLink and PERE 28
Jobgrowth has fallen behind the national average since Grossregional product (GRP)growth has fallen behind the
the early 1990s national average since the early 1990s
15. Cumulative Job Growth, 1979 to2014 16. Cumulative Growth in Real GRP, 1979 t@014
Los Angeles County Los Angeles County
=== Jnited States === |Jnited States
64%
93%
42%
62%

Source: U.S. Bureau of Econorigalysis. Source: U.S. Bureau of EconorAigalysis.
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Economic vitality
Economic decline through thedownturn

29

Since the 1990s, the unemployment rate in Unemployment has surpassed the national average
Los Angeles County has been consistently ~ 17-Unemployment Rate, 1990 to 2015

higher than the national average. During the

2006 to 2010 economic downturn, | 0s Angeles County

unemployment increased more sharply than ~ = United States

the nationalaverage. Since then,

unemployment rates havéllen t06.7

percent in Los Angeles Coungnd5.3 Lo

Downturn
percent nationally in 2015. 2006-2010
12%
8%
6.7%
5.3%
4%
0%
1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015

Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. Universe incltiiesiviliannoninstitutional population ages 16 and older.
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Economic vitality
Job growth is not keeping up with population growth

While overall job growth is essential, the real Job growth relative to population growth hasbeen lowerthan the national average since 1979
question is whether jobs are growing at a fast 18. Cumulative Growth in Jobsto-Population Ratio, 1979to 2014

enough pace to keep up with population

growth. Since 1979, job growth in Los ———Los Angeles County

Angeles County has not kept up with = United States

population growth and has lagged the

national average. The number of jobs per

person in Los AngeleSounty hasncreased 20.0%
by only4 percent since 1979 as compared to

an increase 016 percent for the nation

16%
overall.

10.0%

4%

0.0%
1979 2014

-10.0%

Source: U.S. Bureau of Econorigalysis.
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Unemployment higher for people of color

Another key question is who is getting the African Americans and Native Americans participate in

regionijs jobs? Exami n;%efib(gmarﬁetﬁt@,“ﬁ{?tfso%me nt by
. . Labor Force Participation Rate’by Race/Ethnicity,

race over the past two decades, we find that, 1999 and 2014

despite some progress, racial employment 1950

gaps persist in Los Angeles County. Blacks and g 2014

Native Americans have the lowest labor force

participation rates as well as the highest

unemployment rates. Since 1990, all racial

groups have experienced higher

unemployment.

78%

Asian or Pacific Islande e — 78%

i i 79%
]
Native American 71%

79%

Mixed/other  p——— g’ o,

Sourceintegrated Public Use Microdata Seriddniverse includeshe civilian
noninstitutional population ages 25 througt64.
Note: Data for 2014representa 2010 through 2014 average

Most communities of color have higher unemployment
rates than Whites

20. Unemployment Rate by Race/Ethnicity,

1990 and 2014

1990
m2014

0,
White & 9%

10%
Black ms— 150,

0,
Lalino —" 6’%

0,
Asian or Pacific Islander—4/0 7%

. . 6%
Native American p— 140/

_ 8%
Mixed/other  p—— 110,

Sourceintegrated Public Use Microdata Seridsniverse includeshe civilian
noninstitutional population ages 25 througi64.
Note: Data for 2014representa 2010 through 2014 average.
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Economic vitality
Increasing income inequality

32

Household income inequality has increased in Household income inequality hasincreased steadily since 1979
Los Angeles County over the past 30 years. 21 Gini Coefficient, 1979 to 2014

The sharpest increase occurred in the 1990s.

It has since leveled off but still remains higher Los Angeles County

than for the nation as a whole. = United States

Inequality here is measured by the Gini
coefficient, which is the most commonly used
measure of inequality. The Gini coefficient
measures the extent to which the income
distribution deviates from perfect equality, 0.50
meaning that every household has the same
income. The value of the Gini coefficient
ranges from zero (perfect equality) to one
(complete inequality, one household has all of
the income).

Gini Coefficent measuremicome equality on a 0 to 1 scale.
0 (Perfectlyequa) ------ >1 (Perfectlyunequal)

Level of Inequality

In Los Angeles County, the Gini coefficient
was 0.41 in 197%nd rose to 0.50 by014.

0.40

1979 1989 1999

Sourceintegrated Public Use Microdata Seriddniverse includes all households (no group quarjers
Note: Data for 2014representa 2010 through 2014 average

0.50

2014
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Increasingincome inequality

(continued)

In 1979, Los Angeles County rank&é™ out

of the largest 150 regions in terms of income
inequality. Today, it ranks!7between New
Orleans,LA 6™) and McAllenTX (8).

Comparedwith other metro regions in
California, the level of inequality in Los
AngelesCounty (0.50)is higher than the Bay
Area(.48), San Dieg¢0.47),and SanJose
(0.46).

PolicyLink and PERE

33

Los Angel esi i7hoemparadwithtother regiomk i
22.Gini Coefficient in 2014: Largest150 Metros Ranked

BridgeportStamfordNorwalk, CT: #1
(0.54)

Los Angeles County: #7 (0.50)

Higher a

Sourceilntegrated Public Use Microdata Seriddniverse includes all households (no group quarjers

Note: Datarepresenta 2010 through 2014 average

Income

nequal

S

ty

A Lower

OgdenClearfield, UT:
#150 (0.40)
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Declining wages for lowwage workers

34

A Widening gap in wages is one of the drivers Wagesgrew only for higher-wage workers and fell for middle- and low-wage workers

of rising income inequality. After adjusting for
inflation, wage growth for top earners in Los
Angeleshas increasetyy 13 percent between
1979 and 2014. During the same period,
wages for the lowest earners fell by 25
percent. Wages for lowewage workers in Los
Angeles fell at a greater rate than their
counterparts in thenation overall.

23. Real Earned Income Growth for FullTime Wage and Salary Workers Ages 264, 1979 t02014

m Los Angeles Count
m United States

20 ntile

-10%

_25% '23%

50 ntile

-71%
-11%

)
4%6A)

80th Percentile

17%
13%

90th Percentile

Source: Integrated Public Use Microdata Series. Universe includes cimibiaimstitutional full-time wage and salary workers ages 25 through 64.

Note: Datafor 2014 representa 2010 through 2014 average.
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Uneven wage growth by race/ethnicity

35

Wage growthfor full-time wage and salary Median hourly wages for Blacks and Latinos have declined since 2000
workers hadeen uneven across racial/ethnic 24. MedianHourly Wage by Race/Ethnicity, 2000 and2014 (all figures in 2010 dollars)

groups between 2000 and 2014. African - 2000
American and Latino workers not only earn = 2014
the lowest median hourly wages but their

wages have declined

$27.30

$22.50 $22.40

$26.40
$21.70
|| $13.80 $13.60 | | |

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

Sourceintegrated Public Use Microdata Serigdniverse includes civilianoninstitutional full-time wage and salary workers ages 25 through 64.

Note: Data for2014 representa 2010 through 2014 average
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Economic vitality
A shrinking middle class

36

Los Ange | middleClassis t y ij S Theshareof middle-class households declined since 1979

shrinking: Sincd 979, the share of 25. Householdsby Income Level, 1979 and 2014 (all figures in 2010dollars)
households with middleclass incomes

decreased from 40 t@7 percent. The share of

upperincome households also declined, from

30 to 26 percent, while the share of lower

income households grew from 30 ®7

percent.Most of the decline in middlencome

households occurred between 1989 and

1999, with a slower pace of decline during the

2000s. $78,122

In this analysis, middkencome households

are defined as having incomes in the middle

40 percent of household income distribution.

In 1979, those household incomes ranged

from $31,267to $78,122.To assess change in

the middleclass and the other income ranges, $31,267
we calculated what the income range would

be today if incomes had increased at the same

rate as average household income growth.

Todayis middle class incomes would be

$36,321to $90,750,and 37 percent of

households fall in that income range. 1979 1989 1999 2014

37%

20% Middle

Lower 37%

30%

Sourceintegrated Public Use Microdata Series. Univenseludes all households (no group quartgrs
Note: Data for 2014representa 2010 through 2014 average.

$90,750

$36,321






